
  
 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 
 
        

 

 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20463 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
Bradley Crate March 15, 2022 
Jason Lewis for Senate 
P.O. Box 4515 
St. Paul, MS 55104 
jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com

 RE: MUR 7758 

Dear Mr. Crate: 

On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified you in your official capacity 
as treasurer of Jason Lewis for Senate of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis 
of the information provided in the complaint, found no reason to believe that Jason Lewis for 
Senate violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making and receiving excessive contributions, 
and 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions.  Accordingly, 
the Commission closed its file in this matter. 

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See 
Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 
(Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is 
enclosed for your information. 

If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to 
this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or jdigiovanni@fec.gov. 

       Sincerely,  

       Ana J. Peña-Wallace 
Acting Assistant General Counsel 

Enclosure: 
Factual and Legal Analysis 

MUR775800247
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1 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

2 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

3 RESPONDENTS:  Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald J. MUR: 7758 
4 Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his  

official capacity as treasurer 
6 America First Action and Jon Proch in his official  
7 capacity as treasurer 
8 Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee to  
9 Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official  

capacity as treasurer 
11 Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official 
12 capacity as treasurer 
13 Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official  
14 capacity as treasurer 

Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official  
16 capacity as treasurer 
17 Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity  
18 as treasurer 
19 Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official  

capacity as treasurer 
21 McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in  
22 his official capacity as treasurer 
23 Republican National Committee and Ronald C. Kaufman  
24 in his official capacity as treasurer  

Republican State Leadership Committee  
26 Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his  
27 official capacity as treasurer 
28 Trump Make America Great Again Committee and Bradley  
29 Crate in his official capacity as treasurer 

I. INTRODUCTION 

31 This matter was generated by a Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by 

32 Alexander Joseph Zajac alleging that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act 

33 of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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Factual and Legal Analysis 
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1 domain and email address.1  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 

2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 

3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in-

4 kind contributions. 

5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 

6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 

7 sent from the same domain and email address.2  Respondents state that they each independently 

8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 

9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 

10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 

11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 

12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 

13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 

14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied.  Several 

1 Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner 
for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and 
Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and 
Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his 
official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official 
capacity as treasurer (the “Rubio Committee”); McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in his official 
capacity as treasurer (the “McConnell Committee”); and Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his official 
capacity as treasurer (the “Scalise Committee”)); two multicandidate political committees (America First Action and 
Jon Proch in his official capacity as treasurer (“AFA”) and the Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee 
to Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer (“CDP”)); one 527 political 
organization (Republican State Leadership Committee (“RSLC”)); one joint fundraising committee (Trump Make 
America Great Again Committee and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“TMAGA”)); and one 
national party committee (the Republican National Committee and Ronald C. Kaufman in his official capacity as 
treasurer (the “RNC”)). 
2 The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by 
other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental 
company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
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1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 

2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 

3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 

4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 

5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

7 contributions, and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 

8 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions.   

9 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND  

10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 

11 same address, info@keepingusgreat.com, but each was separately written to him as coming from 

12 one of the Respondents.3  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 

13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 

14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 

15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying the name and address of the entity 

16 that paid for the email.4 

3 See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the 
RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, 
TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants 
in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
4 For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of 
the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  
Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on 
behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the 
McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a disclaimer box indicating that the 
beneficiary committee paid for the email.  E.g., id. 
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1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 

2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 

3 for fundraising purposes.”5 

4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 

5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.6  In each case, although the emails were 

6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 

7 Lists that actually sent the emails to the individuals on the list.  Following what it describes as its 

8 usual practice and an industry custom, Right Country Lists sent the emails using a verified email 

9 address and domain that it owns and operates, info@keepusgreat.com.7 

10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 

11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 

12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address.8  She also states that rental access 

13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 

14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.9 

5 Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
6 See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); 
CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell 
Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn 
affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists).  Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted 
with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the Respondents’ behalf. E.g., 
Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2; Scalise Committee Resp. at 2-3, Attachs. (Aug. 14, 2020); RSLC Resp. at 1 (Sept. 1, 
2020). 
7 Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶¶ 6, 13 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists). 
8 Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice 
that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
9 Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to 
manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These 
Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the 
emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted 
Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by which the emails at issue were sent as well as 
implementation of the firewall policy.  Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 3 ¶ 5; Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. 
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1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 

2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 

3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 

4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”10 

5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 

6 the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.11  Aside from the issue 

7 of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.12 

8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 

9 The Act defines “contribution” to include “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 

11 election for Federal office.”13  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 

12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 

13 by the Act and Commission regulations.14 

14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 

15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 

10 Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
11 See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  
Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary 
satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s 
coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
12 DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
13 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
14 Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of 
political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. 
§ 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee 
of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to 
$5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission finds no reason to believe that any 
contribution in the form of a coordinated communication between Respondents occurred as a result of the 
fundraising emails, the specific limits are not relevant to the outcome of this matter. 
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1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.”15  In-kind contributions also 

2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 

3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 

4 third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.16  All three 

5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 

6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the regulations.17 

7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information of each person 

8 who makes an aggregate contribution in excess of $200 within the calendar year (or election 

9 cycle, in the case of an authorized committee), together with the date and amount of any such 

10 contribution.18  If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 

11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 

12 the amount of the contribution.19 

13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 

14 from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

15 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, 
supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
16 Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication 
that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express 
advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, 
and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is 
directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identified candidate; and (5) a public communication that is the 
functional equivalent of express advocacy.  Id. § 109.21(c). 

Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct 
standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  
Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
17 Id. § 109.21(a). 
18 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 
19 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
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1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 

2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   

3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 

4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  

5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 

6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental company.20  They state that Right 

7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 

8 fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.21  These assertions are 

9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 

10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 

11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent.22  Accordingly, it 

20 Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read 
to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are 
using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that 
committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED 
Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperity Action) at 8; Advisory Op. 
2002-14 (Libertarian Nat’l Comm.) at 5; Advisory Op. 1982-41 (Dellums) at 2.  However, there is no basis to 
conclude that Respondents shared any such list for the same reason that the Commission concludes the payment 
prong is not satisfied.  The information provided in the Responses shows that the Respondents separately contracted 
with a third party list vendor and, as such, did not share a list without charge. 
21 DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit 
of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country 
Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails 
sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” 
line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 7004 (The 2016 Committee, et al.) (explaining how an email 
sent on behalf of a candidate committee contained the name of the list owner, an independent expenditure-only 
political committee, in the “from” line “in accordance with professional fundraising standards and . . . practices”); 
Factual & Legal Analysis at 4-5, MUR 6775 (Ready for Hillary PAC) (explaining how a list brokerage firm 
generally “include[d] the owner of the list in the ‘from’ line for security purposes, to protect against unapproved 
usage of the list, and for legal compliance with federal SPAM opt-out laws”). 
22 Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 
(sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. 
(same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure 
that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor 
provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test. 
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1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 

2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 

3 bottom of the email and not by any third party.23 

4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 

5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 

6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 

7 “any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication” that refers to a “clearly identified candidate 

8 for Federal office,” is publicly distributed within a certain time before an election, and meets 

9 certain requirements regarding the audience.24  The emails were sent via the internet, not 

10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 

11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 

12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 

13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”25 

14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 

15 over the Internet, except for communications placed for a fee on another person’s Web site,” a 

16 provision referred to as the “internet exemption.”26  Emails are communications over the 

23 As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of 
another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for 
the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the 
emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
24 52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
25 52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
26 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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1 internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

2 public communications.27 

3 In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

4 issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

5 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

6 contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

7 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 

Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do 
not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah 
Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 

27 
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	Structure Bookmarks
	Alexander Joseph Zajac 
	Greenbelt, MD 20770 
	MUR7758 Jul y 9, 2020 
	Office of General Counsel Federal Election Commission 
	1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: Coordination between 527 organizations and campaigns 
	Dear General Counsel: 
	I am writing to you because I believe there has been (and likely continues to be) improper coordination between at least three 527 organizations (viz., the Republican Senate Leadership Committee (RSLC), the Committee to Defend the President, and America First Action, Inc.) and at least eight campaigns (viz., the McConnell Senate Committee, Scalise for Congress, Joni for Iowa, Cotton for Senate, Cory Gardner for Senate, Marco Rubio for Senate, the Trump Make America Great Again Committee (which states that i
	As shown in the attached emails, these three 527 organizations and eight campaigns are sending fundraising emails from the indeed, from the These emails are evidence of at least some coordination between the three 527 organizations and the eight campaigns because they are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least for fundraising purposes. 
	same domain (keepingusgreat.com) and, 
	same email address (info@keepingusgreat.com). 

	Further, the email from the RSLC states that the fundraising email "was not made with the cooperation or prior consenl of, or in consultation with, or at the request or suggestion of, any candidate, or person or committee acting on behalfof the candidate" ( emphasis added), but there must have been at least tacit consent from the eight campaigns to al low the RSLC to use the exact same email address (and likely the same email list) to send their fundraising email. 
	I have filed concurrent complaints, regarding this apparent coordination, with the Attorneys General of Kentucky (regarding the McConnell Senate Committee), Louisiana (regarding Scalise for Congress), Iowa (regarding Joni for Iowa), Arkansas (regarding Cotton for Senate), Virginia (regarding Marco Rubio for Senate, the Committee to Defend the President, and America First Action, Inc.}, Colorado (regarding Cory Gardner for Senate), Minnesota (regarding Jason Lewis for Senate), Massachusetts(regarding the Tru
	Page I of 2 
	District ofColumbia (regarding the RSLC). These complaints also detailed violations ofthe CAN-SPAM Act in the fundraising emails (and on twenty-two separate occasions asking to be removed from their email lists); I have concurrently reported these CAN-SPAM Act violations to the Federal Trade Commission. 
	because I have emailed info@keepingusgreat.com 

	I hereby affirm the foregoing under penalty of perjury. 
	PRINT FULL NAME 0 
	Sworn to and subscribed before me this ():{ day of ......Q'-],____.:>-',2=0'--~=·f>:...._____, 
	Notary Seal 
	Page 2 of2 
	Gmail - President Trump needs to know Page 1 of 2 
	Alex Zajac 
	President Trump needs to know 
	President Trump needs to know 
	Figure
	Brad Parscale <> Thu, Jun 4, 2020 at 5:34 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Dear Joseph, 
	Over the last three years, Team Trump has been building a MASSIVE grassroots army in preparation of 2020. However, it’s not just the White House at stake. Democrats are doing EVERYTHING in their power to get rid of President Trump’s Senate Majority and put CHUCK SCHUMER in charge. 
	It’s a nightmare. I know, Joseph. But, luckily, we have a list of conservative supporters from ALL 50 STATES who have PLEDGED their support for President Trump, Mitch McConnell, and our shared goal to keep the Senate RED. However, we noticed that YOUR NAME wasn’t on the list, so we’re giving you ONE FINAL opportunity to get your name on this official list before we give it to President Trump. 
	Additionally, we’re going to 400% MATCH all pro-Trump patriots who SECURE their name on President Trump’s list by MIDNIGHT. 
	Show your support for our GREAT President. 4X match your gift HERE! 
	DONATE $250 >>> 4X Matched to $1,000 DONATE $150 >>> 4X Matched to $600 DONATE $50 >>> 4X Matched to $200 DONATE $35 >>> 4X Matched to $140 DONATE $15 >>> 4X Matched to $60 
	I’ll get straight to the point. President Trump and Mitch cannot protect our GOP Senate Majority without YOUR SUPPORT, Joseph. 
	Joe Biden and his liberal billionaire allies are prepared to SPEND MILLIONS to turn the White House and the Senate BLUE. 
	PLEASE don’t ignore this email. President Trump, Mitch McConnell, and I NEED YOU if we’re going to be successful in November. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f

	7/2/2020 
	Gmail - President Trump needs to know Page 2 of 2 
	Get on President Trump’s list of supporters NOW by making a 4X MATCHED contribution. 
	Thank you, 
	Brad Parscale Campaign Manager Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
	PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE 
	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f

	7/2/2020 
	Gmail - I'm sorry I had to show you this Page 1 of 2 
	Alex Zajac 

	I'm sorry I had to show you this 
	I'm sorry I had to show you this 
	Figure
	Mitch McConnell <> Sat, Jun 6, 2020 at 1:03 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 

	BREAKING: Democrats Raise $19 Million in a Single Day--SHATTERING 2020 Record 
	BREAKING: Democrats Raise $19 Million in a Single Day--SHATTERING 2020 Record 
	This is bad, Joseph. 
	Democrats just had their BEST DAY of fundraising in 2020, and it’s clearer than ever before that Republicans are falling behind in the race for the Senate and the White House. 
	We need to take drastic action if we’re going to be able to close the fundraising gap and go toe to toe with Democrats across the country this fall, which is why I’ve set a goal of raising $250,000 before MIDNIGHT. 
	Joseph, I need to know today if I can count on you to step up when it matters most. Reaching this goal will set the tone for the rest of 2020, and it’s critical that I know who I can count on heading into November. 
	HELP US CRUSH OUR FUNDRAISING GOAL 
	>>>Rush Donate $250<<< 
	>>>Rush Donate $100<<< 
	>>>Rush Donate $50<<< 
	>>>Rush Donate $25<<< 
	>>>Rush Donate $10<<< 
	Right now, Democrats think that they have all of the momentum in the fight for the Senate and the White House. Between shattering fundraising records and rising in the polls, they believe that they finally have what it takes to win in November. 
	It’s up to us to prove them WRONG, and I need YOUR HELP to reach our fundraising goal before 11:59 PM in order to make that happen. 
	… 
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	HELP STOP THE DEMOCRATS’ FUNDRAISING MOMENTUM 
	EMERGENCY DONATE HERE 
	Thank you for your help, Mitch McConnell 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
	PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE 
	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Lara Trump <> Sun, Jun 14, 2020 at 9:02 AM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 


	From the Desk of Lara TrumpREQUEST FOR 
	From the Desk of Lara TrumpREQUEST FOR 
	4X MATCH IS ACTIVE 
	Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell just updated me on Republicans’ fundraising numbers, and, Joseph, things aren’t looking good. 
	Not only did Mitch’s liberal opponent (handpicked to run by liberal Chuck Schumer) nearly DOUBLE his Q1 total, but multiple vulnerable Republican Senators were OUTRAISED by their Democratic opponents. 
	Joseph, we need to take drastic action NOW, which is why I’m personallyreaching out to you to ask you to make an EMERGENCY donation to help my father-in-law, Mitch, and Republicans compete with the far-left and their fundraising machine. 
	Additionally, 4X matching is active through MIDNIGHT to ensure that your generous contribution has an EVEN GREATER IMPACT. 
	RUSH A 400% MATCHED GIFT BEFORE 11:59 PM 
	CHIP IN $250=GET 4X MATCHED CHIP IN $150=GET 4X MATCHED CHIP IN $50=GET 4X MATCHED CHIP IN $25=GET 4X MATCHED CHIP IN $15=GET 4X MATCHED CHIP IN ANY AMOUNT=GET 4X MATCHED 
	With so much at stake, Joseph, I knew that I couldn’t reach out to just anyone. I needed to reach out to President Trump’s TOP SUPPORTERS, which is why 
	I’m hoping that you’ll take advantage of the 4X offer today. 
	… 
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	You’ve proven in the past to be one of the strongest members of Team Trump, 
	so now I need to ask you to make a grassroots donation in order to DEFEND our CRITICAL Senate Majority. 
	We won’t be able to secure the resources to keep the Senate RED without your help, Joseph. 
	Thank you, Lara Trump 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
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	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	SX MATCH: Expiring at MIDNIGHT 
	SX MATCH: Expiring at MIDNIGHT 
	Mitch McConnell <> Mon, Jun 15, 2020 at 4:30 PM Reply-To
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	: info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph-
	-

	We're just HOU RS away from our mid-month fundraising deadline and I just found out that we're still $34,819 short of our goal. 
	I set our most ambitious fundraising goal yet for tonight because all eyes are 
	going to be on Kentucky this fall. Democrats think that this is FINALLY their 
	chance to defeat me and turn Kentucky BLUE, so I knew that we needed to 
	step it up in order to prove them wrong. 
	I've unlocked 500% MATCHING through 11:59 PM in order to reach our 
	I've unlocked 500% MATCHING through 11:59 PM in order to reach our 
	goal and SENDA MESSAGE to Chuck Schumer andhis Democratic allies 
	that we will NEVER allow them to flip Kentucky and take our Senate 

	Majority. 
	Majority. 
	Will you join the fight before it's too late, Joseph? 


	CHIP IN BEFORE OUR 11 :59 PM DEADLINE 
	CHIP IN BEFORE OUR 11 :59 PM DEADLINE 
	0 0 0 0 
	l)AY5 HOUf<S I\VIUTt~ StCOPIDS 
	5X $500>>> 
	5X $250>>> 
	5X $150>>> 
	https :/ /mail. google. com/mail/u/O?ik=9f98c 7 40cd&view=pt&search=all&pennmsgid=msg-f. . . 7/2/2020 
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	5X $50>>> 
	5X $25>>> 
	5X $10>>> 
	You’ve proven before that you’re one of the most committed members of our grassroots team, Joseph, which is why I decided to reach out to you today. If there was anyone I knew I could count on to help reach this goal, it was you. 
	Please don’t let me down, Joseph. I’m counting on you to activate your 5X matching status before midnight to help us reach our goal, defend Kentucky’s Senate seat, and protect our Republican Senate Majority. 
	5X Match Any Sized Donation Here>>> Thank you so much for your help, Joseph. Mitch McConnell 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
	PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE 
	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f

	7/2/2020 
	Gmail - URGENT: We’re getting outraised by MILLIONS Page 1 of 2 
	Alex Zajac 
	URGENT: We’re getting outraised by MILLIONS 
	URGENT: We’re getting outraised by MILLIONS 
	Figure
	Mitch McConnell <> Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 8:01 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	BREAKING: LIBERAL AMY MCGRATH RAISES MORE THAN $11 MILLION THIS QUARTER 
	I couldn’t believe it either when I saw it, Joseph, but we’re getting outraised again and our Senate Majority is in serious danger. 
	Help Close the Gap: CHIP IN HERE>>> 
	The far-Left’s money machine is working OVERTIME in order to turn Amy McGrath into the next Beto O’Rourke, and, Joseph, I’m afraid it’s working. 
	We need to take drastic measures in order to catch up to my opponent, which is why we’ve authorized a 5X MATCH on all donations made in the next 24 hours. 
	Can President Trump and I count on you to step up when we need you the most? If you don’t, we will LOSE our Senate Majority come November. It’s that simple. 
	5X MATCH HERE 
	Emergency Donate $500>>>5X Match to $2,500
	Emergency Donate $250>>>5X Match to $1,250
	Emergency Donate $100>>>5X Match to $500
	Emergency Donate $50>>>5X Match to $250
	Emergency Donate $25>>>5X Match to $125 
	I’ll be honest with you, Joseph. Amy McGrath, Chuck Schumer, and the billionaire donors funding her campaign have the momentum on their side right now. 
	However, our grassroots team has NEVER let me down before, and I know 
	… 
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	that you won’t let me down today when so much is at stake. 
	Kentucky’s Senate seat. Our Republican Senate Majority. President Trump’s Make America Great Again agenda. 
	We can say goodbye to all of that if we don’t catch up to Amy McGrath’s liberal war chest NOW. 
	Please rush a 5X matched donation of $100, $50, or $25, Joseph. I won’t be able to defeat liberal Amy McGrath without you. Thank you, Mitch McConnell 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
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	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Make Chuck Schumer CRY 
	Make Chuck Schumer CRY 
	Figure
	President Donald J. Trump <> Wed, Jun 24, 2020 at 2:33 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	Cryin’ Chuck Schumer thinks he can beat my friend Mitch McConnell in Kentucky’s U.S. Senate race. WRONG! 
	Chuck’s left-wing pals spent MILLIONS in Kentucky, but Mitch just had a MASSIVE WIN in his primary on Tuesday. 
	Now I need my MAGA patriots to CRUSH Chuck’s dreams of flipping Kentucky and make him CRY. We’re 300% MATCHING ALL DONATIONS made to send Chuck Schumer a CLEAR MESSAGE that he will NEVER have control of the Senate. 
	DONATE TO MITCH & MAKE CHUCK CRY 
	300% MATCH ACTIVE 
	EMERGENCY 3X MATCH $250 EMERGENCY 3X MATCH $100 EMERGENCY 3X MATCH $50 EMERGENCY 3X MATCH $25 EMERGENCY 3X MATCH 
	Mitch has been my STRONGEST defender in the Senate since day one. He LED THE FIGHT against Nancy Pelosi’s impeachment WITCH HUNT and confirmed TWO Supreme Court justices, Neil Gorsuch and Brett Kavanaugh. 
	But all our victories will STOP if we lose the Senate. 
	Mitch and I have set a goal of raising $2,000,000 to stop Cryin’ Chuck and the left-wing mob from stealing our GOP Senate Majority. 
	HELP MITCH AND I HIT THIS GOAL AND MAKE CHUCK CRY>>> 
	… 
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	Thank you, 
	Figure
	Donald J. Trump President of the United States 
	Text MITCH to 47360 to receive mobile alerts! Team Mitch is happy to help at 1 800-403-1744. Reply HELP for help, STOP to end. Message frequency may vary. Msg&DataRatesMayApply. Terms and Conditions HERE. 
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	PO Box 1496 Louisville, KY, 40201 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Help us unlock 5x-Matching 
	Help us unlock 5x-Matching 
	Figure
	Republican Whip Steve Scalise <> Sat, Jun 6, 2020 at 10:03 AM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	I need you to read this while there’s still time, Joseph. 
	There’s only 150 days left until the most important election in history and the Radical Left just raked in nearly $20 million on back-to-back days. They know they can’t win going head-to-head with President Trump so they’re trying to buy this election instead. 
	Luckily, a group of generous Conservative donors have taken notice: 
	If we can rally 300 Loyal American Patriots in the next 36 hours, we’ll unlock 5X-Matching to save Trump’s agenda! 


	UNLOCK 5X-MATCHING 
	UNLOCK 5X-MATCHING 
	We’ll keep this quick because time is critical: the Radical Left has a major advantage on us already -- if we waste even a single day, we may never catch up. 
	Unlocking 5X-Matching is the single best thing we can do today to help the President. 
	Be one of the 300 heroes we’re counting on to unlock this incredible opportunity. 
	To victory, 
	Steve Scalise Republican Whip 
	UNLOCK 5X-MATCHING 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f… 
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	Paid for by Scalise For Congress 
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	PO BOX 23219 Jefferson, LA 70183 
	Privacy Policy 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Help me do something huge for Trump 
	Help me do something huge for Trump 
	Figure
	Steve Scalise <> Mon, Jun 8, 2020 at 2:48 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph -- WE DID IT! 
	We needed a last-minute grassroots surge to unlock 5x-Matching to help President Trump… and you delivered: all contributions will be immediately 5X-MATCHED for the next 12 hours. 
	Figure



	GET 5X-MATCHED 
	GET 5X-MATCHED 
	The number one threat to the legacy of President Trump is a Liberal House Majority. We must take it back. This isn’t going to be easy -- but it’s either that or let the Socialists take over America. 
	Listen, we’re up against a massive fundraising deficit and Democrats have a major advantage in must-win races. I’m personally coming to you now because this 5x-Match is a game-changer. 
	It’s the opportunity we’ve been waiting for. 
	But you only have until midnight. After that and it will be too late. Help me do something huge for Trump. 
	Any amount you pledge to take back the House will be immediately 5xMatched. 
	-

	To victory, Steve Scalise 

	GET 5X-MATCHED 
	GET 5X-MATCHED 
	GET 5X-MATCHED 
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	Paid for by Scalise for Congress 
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	Steve Scalise (Republican Whip) <> Tue, Jun 9, 2020 at 4:31 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	Joseph, we’re in trouble. 
	Joe Biden is CHARGING AHEAD in the fundraising race to ruin President Trump’s reelection. But things just went from bad to worse. 
	Biden also launched a full-scale fundraising operation to destroy Conservatives at EVERY LEVEL. 
	If we don’t step up in a big way, I don’t like our chances. That’s why I’ll personally see to it that all contributions made in the next 4 hours will be 500% matched: 
	500% Match: $25 → 500% Match: $50 → 500% Match: $100 → 500% Match: $250 → 500% Match: $500 → 
	Without you -- Biden’s bottomless bank account will overwhelm us and lock Conservatives out of the House AND White House for years. 
	But with you -- We’d have the resources necessary to keep fighting alongside Trump. We’d make history. 
	It’s time to decide: are you in? All Pro-Trump gifts will be 500% matched for 4 hours → 
	To victory, Steve Scalise (Republican Whip) 
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	To: 
	Paid for by Scalise for Congress 
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	Dan Crenshaw <> Mon, Jun 22, 2020 at 4:03 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	Nancy Pelosi's Liberals are crushing us in fundraising. In no less than 40 key battleground races, they're outraising us 2 to 1. I knew I had to reach out to you ASAP. 
	Our Conservative allies are counting on critically needed reinforcements to keep up with the Radical Left. Luckily, Steve Scalise is offering to help by matching all contributions by 500%. 
	I want Conservatives to win more than anything. So my advice to you is: use this match now before it expires at midnight: 
	Figure
	Claim Your 500% Match 
	The Radical Left can't stand President Trump and now they're coming for his allies in the House. Nancy Pelosi doesn't just want to keep her Liberal Majority, she wants to kick every Conservative out of Congress and DESTROY the President's Legacy. 
	The future of our movement is hanging in the balance. How we respond today will make the difference between a historic victory and a humiliating defeat. 
	That's why I'm asking you now -- can you help by claiming your 500% match? 
	… 
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	Onward, 
	Figure
	Dan Crenshaw 
	Claim Your 500% Match 
	Paid for by Scalise For Congress 
	Figure
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	Privacy Policy 
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	Chilling news 
	Figure
	House Republican Whip Steve Scalise <> Thu, Jun 25, 2020 at 3:32 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	CALLING ALL PRO-TRUMP CONSERVATIVES 
	Joseph -My team just brought some chilling news to my attention: 
	-

	P
	 House Democrats just raised $10.9 million 
	 Pelosi’s top Super PAC just raised $2.3 million 
	 Senate Democrats just raised $11.2 million 
	 Schumer’s top Super PAC just raised $11.4 million 
	 Joe Biden just raised $80.8 million 
	P
	 YOU have failed to claim your 500% match to help Trump 
	I’ve simply NEVER seen anything like this before. I’m floored. 
	You have been marked as one of the President’s top supporters -- that’swhy I was shocked to see that you FAILED to claim your 500% match. 
	You’ve ignored all our warnings and now our chance to retake the House for Trump is in jeopardy. 
	But I’m giving you ONE MORE CHANCE to dig deep to help the President. 
	I just extended 500% matching -- until midnight -- for you specifically, Joseph. After that, and it’ll be too late. 
	Can the President and I count on you? 
	To victory, 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f

	7/2/2020 
	Gmail - Chilling news Page 2 of 2 
	Figure
	Steve Scalise House Republican Whip 
	Paid for by Scalise for Congress 
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	It all comes down to this 
	Figure
	GOP Alerts <> Wed, Jun 10, 2020 at 4:40 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	FIRST: Chuck Schumer admitted flipping Iowa’s Senate seat is his BEST chance at the Senate Majority. 
	THEN: Elizabeth Warren, Kamala Harris, and the rest of the Democratic establishment coordinated over $200,000 in 24 hours for Chuck Schumer’s handpicked candidate in Iowa. 
	NEXT: Chuck Schumer’s handpicked candidate announced she is OUTRAISING Joni Ernst. 
	NOW: National Democrats have poured over $10 MILLION into Iowa ahead of today’s primary. 
	To make it worse: If we lose Iowa, we lose the Senate Majority. 
	That’s why we are asking you to take IMMEDIATE action to help JoniErnst fight back, save Iowa’s Senate seat, and protect the Republican Senate Majority. 
	RUSH IN $25 
	RUSH IN $50 
	RUSH IN $100 
	RUSH IN $250 
	… 
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	ANOTHER AMOUNT 
	Time is quickly running out to fight back against the Democrats’ attempts to buy this Senate seat. 
	We need your help more than ever before. 
	Click here to rush in a $25 donation of any size and join Joni Ernst’s fight to stop Chuck Schumer from buying the Senate Majority. 
	Click here to rush in a $25 donation of any size and join Joni Ernst’s fight to stop Chuck Schumer from buying the Senate Majority. 

	Paid for by Joni for Iowa PO BOX 93441 Des Moines, IA 50393 
	Figure

	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	[EXTENDED DEADLINE] - Democrats are ahead 
	Figure
	Joni Ernst <> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 12:30 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	I’m sorry to do this today, but I needed to let you know that we have to extend our June mid-month fundraising deadline because the Democrats are STILL outraising us. 
	I know this isn’t the news you wanted to hear. Trust me, I wish we could keep Chuck Schumer and the National Democrats’ dark money OUT of this race. 
	But the good news is: We have time to fight back. 
	I’m hoping you can help - I would hate to have to tell President Trump and my colleagues in the Senate that we have fallen behind the Democrats for good and can’t catch up. To expedite meeting our goal, we’ve extended the 500% match as well. Will you step up to the challenge today? 
	5X Match $500 
	5X Match $250 
	5X Match $100 
	5X Match $50 
	5X Match $25 
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	5X Match $5 
	With Chuck Schumer’s handpicked candidate in the lead, all eyes are going to be on our fundraising numbers. That means we MUST close the gap with the Democrats and meet this goal before time runs out. 
	This fight depends on support from all of our grassroots but especially our top supporters like you, Joseph. 
	Thank you, 
	Joni Ernst 
	Paid for by Joni for Iowa PO BOX 93441 Des Moines, IA 50393 
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	Democrats are leading - I need YOUR help 
	Figure
	Joni Ernst <> Sat, Jun 20, 2020 at 12:04 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Chuck Schumer’s handpicked candidate, Theresa Greenfield, has a narrow lead in the Iowa Senate race according to the latest poll. 
	AND she’s ahead in the fundraising race, thanks to her backing by Chuck Schumer, National Democrats, and the millions in Dark Money pouring into Iowa in support of her. 
	This race is neck and neck, and the Democrats will stop at NOTHING to buy this seat outright. 
	I know you know how important it is we save Iowa’s Senate seat - the ENTIRE majority rests on this election. 
	So I don’t have to tell you how much is at stake if we don’t catch up -- I’m asking you personally, Joseph, to contribute to help stop Schumer from buying this Senate seat outright. 
	Make a 4X matched contribution today ($5 becomes $20!) - but only if you give right now: 
	Donate $5 - Matched to $20 
	Donate $25 - Matched to $100 
	Donate $50 - Matched to $200 
	Donate $100 - Matched to $400 
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	Donate $250 - Matched to $1000 
	Joseph, we can’t let this go on any further without taking action. Will you step up today and help protect Iowa’s Senate seat? 
	I’m asking for your support to protect President Trump’s Republican Senate Majority. Any donation made before 11:59 PM tonight will go 4X as far in stopping a Democratic Senate Majority. 
	Thank you, Joni Ernst 
	DONATE 
	Paid for by Joni for Iowa PO BOX 93441 Des Moines, IA 50393 
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	Total Liberal MELTDOWN 
	Figure
	Tom Cotton <> Thu, Jun 11, 2020 at 4:31 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Figure
	Joseph, 
	Last Wednesday, I published an article in the New York Times calling for an end to violence in our streets. 
	Outnumbered police officers, encumbered by feckless politicians, bore the brunt of the violence. These rioters, if not subdued, not only will destroy the livelihoods of law-abiding citizens but will also take more innocent lives. 
	Figure
	The overwhelming majority of Americans are sick and tired of this violence and want to see strong action taken to restore law and order. 
	I’ve caused a total meltdown from the media and radical liberals. Reporters are attacking me and going after the New York Times for having the audacity to publish a piece that doesn’t fit within their liberal ideology. 
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	Joseph, the liberal media and the radical Left has turned their attacks towards me and they are going to do everything in their power to defeat me and President Trump in November. 
	In order to fight back, I just launched my Stand for Freedom action fund to counter the liberal media’s attack, will you join by making a 
	donation of $5, $10, $25 or even $100? 

	As we speak, socialists like Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez are attacking me and the New York Times for publishing my op-ed. 
	Rather than cracking down on the criminals that are looting our streets and killing police officers, radicals like AOC are trying to silence my voice. 
	Please join my Stand for Freedom action fund to counter the liberal media’s attack by making 
	a donation of $5, $10, $25 or even $100. 

	We have seen this story before, the liberal media and their democrat cronies are trying to silence our conservative voices. 
	But I won’t back down. 
	I will continue to speak out against lawlessness and work with President Trump to restore order to our streets. I need to know that you will stand with me. 
	Make a donation of $5, $10, $25 or $100 to join my newly launched Stand for Freedom action fund to counter the liberal smears. 
	Make a donation of $5, $10, $25 or $100 to join my newly launched Stand for Freedom action fund to counter the liberal smears. 

	In service, 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Tom Cotton 
	Figure
	Paid for by Cotton for Senate 
	2226 Cottondale Lane Suite 200 Little Rock, AR 72202 
	Senator Cotton was honorably discharged from the U.S. Army. Images do not imply endorsement by the Department of Defense or any service branch. 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
	… 
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	the Liberal mob WON 
	Figure
	Tom Cotton <> Wed, Jun 17, 2020 at 2:31 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Figure
	Joseph, 
	We knew this was coming. After the New York Times published my opinion piece promoting law and order—liberal reporters and woke progressives threw a major temper tantrum. 
	The New York Times has totally caved to these radicals and is now apologizing for publishing my piece. The liberal mob even forced the editor to resign! 
	This started with the brutal and wrongful death of George Floyd. 
	And then peaceful protests hijacked by mass unrest, resulting in more death and destruction. 
	There's no debate on protecting the right to peacefully protest. But our society needs to be able to freely debate how to respond to the violence and the riots. 
	That's what I did, in seriousness and good faith, by publishing my perspective with the New York Times. 
	Interestingly, take a look at a few other editorials the New York Times has published without a second thought. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Figure
	New York Times join my Stand for Freedom fund by making a donation of 
	Joseph, if you’ve had enough of these politically correct liberals at the 
	$10, $25 or even $50. 

	STAND FOR FREEDOM 
	The New York Times has totally put journalistic integrity aside and are instead allowing the liberal mob to win. . 
	My view is not controversial. If police are overwhelmed by violence, military backup is a lawful & appropriate last resort with historical precedent. 
	In fact, 58% of Americans in recent polling support my position of returning law and order to our streets. 
	The liberal mob is already attacking me and it is only just the beginning. 
	I am counting on you to join me and Stand for Freedom by making a donation of $5, $10, or even $25. 

	STAND FOR FREEDOM 
	In service, 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Figure
	Tom Cotton 
	Paid for by Cotton for Senate 
	2226 Cottondale Lane Suite 200 Little Rock, AR 72202 
	Senator Cotton was honorably discharged from the U.S. Army. Images do not imply endorsement by the Department of Defense or any service branch. 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Lock 'em up! 
	Figure
	Tom Cotton <> Fri, Jun 26, 2020 at 3:01 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Figure
	Joseph, 
	Figure
	My response is simple: 
	lock these criminals up. 

	These aren't protesters—they're vandals acting as part of a mob to destroy history. I have warned about the perils of cancel culture and we are now seeing it play out 
	in real time. It is disgraceful that local officials are allowing this madness. I have had enough. If we give the liberal mob an inch, they’ll take a mile. If you agree, I need you to join my movement. 
	Chip in $5, $10, $25 or even $50 

	to stand up to the radical mob that is wreaking havoc across our country. 
	to stand up to the radical mob that is wreaking havoc across our country. 

	Joseph, the mob behind cancel culture believes that America is fundamentally evil. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Read that again—the liberal mob believes that America is fundamentally evil. 
	America is the greatest force for good the world has ever seen. As someone who served in uniform to defend our freedom, it is deeply disturbing to see this mindset take root across the country. 
	We cannot allow the radical mob to continue to tear down statues and get away with it. Join my movement by making a donation of $5, $10, $25 or whatever you can afford. 
	We cannot allow the radical mob to continue to tear down statues and get away with it. Join my movement by making a donation of $5, $10, $25 or whatever you can afford. 

	Figure
	The liberal mob is even tearing down statues of President Grant. 
	Here is a quick history lesson for the woke liberals: Grant smashed the confederacy, led reconstruction, destroyed the KKK and passed civil-rights laws.  
	So, no memorial—not even one to President Grant—is safe. 
	Giving in to the mob will make it worse. Instead of appeasement, the criminals who destroyed the statue of Grant should be arrested. I hope you will stand with me. 
	Chip in $5, $10, $25 or even $50 to send a message to the liberal mob that we will not tolerate their criminal behavior. 
	Chip in $5, $10, $25 or even $50 to send a message to the liberal mob that we will not tolerate their criminal behavior. 

	In service, 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Figure
	Tom Cotton 
	Paid for by Cotton for Senate 
	2226 Cottondale Lane Suite 200 Little Rock, AR 72202 
	Senator Cotton was honorably discharged from the U.S. Army. Images do not imply endorsement by the Department of Defense or any service branch. 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Two deadlines next week 
	Figure
	Team Gardner <> Tue, Jun 23, 2020 at 7:01 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, all Coloradans - and Americans for that matter - should know the truth about who is really on their side. Cory Gardner is a conservative leader who isn’t backing down when it comes to standing up for everyday Americans and their communities. He prioritizes pro-growth, commonsense policies, and understands the value of Colorado’s incredible open spaces. Bottom line: Cory puts the American people first, Joseph. 
	-

	Meanwhile, John Hickenlooper is worried about his interests. It was this time last year that he even claimed he “wasn’t cut out to be a Senator.” But after a conversation with Chuck Schumer and his mega-donors, Hickenlooper was suddenly interested. I wonder what changed, Joseph. Did Chuck Schumer tell him about all of the benefits of working for the radical left? 
	So now, Cory is in a tough spot. Democrats are spending millions of dollars to defeat Cory and install another lockstep liberal like Hickenlooper in his place. We need your help to fight back, and we need it now. 
	Chip in today and help Cory continue fighting for the REAL NEEDS of Coloradans: 
	<<< CHIP IN $100 NOW >>> 
	<<< CHIP IN $75 NOW >>> 
	<<< CHIP IN $50 NOW >>> 
	<<< CHIP IN $25 NOW >>> 
	<<< CHIP IN $10 NOW >>> 
	<<< CHIP IN $5 NOW >>> 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	All contributions made through any of the secure links above will automatically DOUBLE on the day of most significant fundraising deadlines - June 30th. 
	Every donation counts in the fight to preserve the conservative and honest approach to supporting Coloradans. We are counting on you, Joseph. So please, step up before the end-of-quarter FEC fundraising deadline and contribute now: 
	<<< DONATE NOW>>> 
	PS: If you are unable to contribute towards Cory’s campaign today but would like to get involved in helping Team Gardner on the road to victory this year, consider joining our grassroots Republican volunteer network by signing up HERE. 
	Figure

	PAID FOR BY CORY GARDNER FOR SENATE 
	This message reflects the opinions and representations of Cory Gardner for Senate. You are receiving this email because you signed up as a member of Cory Gardner for Senate's online community. Click here to unsubscribe from Cory Gardner for Senate. 
	PO Box 461798 Aurora, CO 80046-1798 
	Privacy Policy 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	We're going to win like never before 
	Figure
	Donald J. Trump <> Mon, Jun 29, 2020 at 4:30 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	The news coming out of Colorado should alarm any common-sense individual in this country. 
	One of my former would-be opponents, John Hickenlooper, is now running for Senate instead and trying to unseat a member of our Republican Senate Majority, Cory Gardner. 
	Let me be the one to tell you, NOTHING has been the same since Cory came to Washington. Can you name another lawmaker who has had NINE bills passed in their FIRST TERM? It's REAL LEADERS like Cory who we can count on to get the job done! 
	Not only is Cory Gardner a strong and principled conservative, but he’s also someone who stands up to the radical leftwing Democrats and actively FIGHTS BACK against their socialist agenda. 
	That’s why I’m asking for your help today on behalf of Cory and his grassroots team. They’re relying on dedicated patriots like yourself to help them reach their fundraising goal before it’s too late. 
	Stand with Cory and the entire Republican Senate Majority by donating NOW: 
	<< 5X Match Contribute $500=$3000 >> 
	<< 5X Match Contribute $250=$1500 >> 
	<< 5X Match Contribute $100=$600 >> 
	<< 5X Match Contribute $50=$300 >> 
	<< 5X Match Contribute $25=$150 >> 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	<< 5X Match Contribute $10=$60 >> 
	Americans don’t want leaders who turn their back on the law, or who evade the hard questions on jobs, the economy, or the border. But with Hickenlooper, that’s exactly what you’ll get. 
	I can’t think of a future without Colorado being part of the Senate Majority this November. Losing this seat would undo EVERYTHING Cory has helped me fight for on behalf of the American people in the last four years: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Tax Cuts & Regulatory Reforms 

	2. 
	2. 
	Border Security 

	3. 
	3. 
	Judicial Confirmations 

	4. 
	4. 
	Access to Affordable, Quality Healthcare 

	5. 
	5. 
	Increased Support for Rural Communities 

	6. 
	6. 
	And so much more! 


	So Joseph, what are you waiting for? Again, I need YOUR help to ensure Cory’s win this year. Step up and do your part to protect conservatives in 2020 by donating before the deadline: 
	<< 5X Match Contribute Here >> 
	Thank you, 
	Donald J. Trump President of the United States 
	PAID FOR BY CORY GARDNER FOR SENATE 
	This message reflects the opinions and representations of Cory Gardner for Senate. You are receiving this email because you signed up as a member of Cory Gardner for Senate's online community. Click here to unsubscribe from Cory Gardner for Senate. 
	PO Box 461798 Aurora, CO 80046-1798 
	Privacy Policy 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Schumer only needs 4 
	Figure
	Marco Rubio <Sat, Jun 27, 2020 at 9:02 AM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com> 
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	We can’t just sit back and let Schumer and his handpicked Democrats take the Senate Majority. Letting them win would mean they could pass their most radical, dangerous policies. Radical Liberals are trying to undermine and destroy everything we have built. Can you chip in and help us fight back? 
	Time is running out and we can’t afford to be slow out of the gate. Could you imagine our country in 2020 run by an ultra-liberal Senate? It would be a disaster, Joseph, and we can’t allow it to become reality. 
	The stakes could not be higher. Special interests, the liberal establishment, and progressive elites are supplying Democrats with MILLIONS. We are just FOUR seats away from losing the Senate, and now we are in danger of being outraised. 
	Joseph, I am asking YOU to join this fight right now. Can I count on youto defend the Senate Majority? 
	Joseph, I am asking YOU to join this fight right now. Can I count on youto defend the Senate Majority? 

	<< DONATE $15 >> 
	<< DONATE $15 >> 

	<< DONATE $25 >> 
	<< DONATE $25 >> 

	<< DONATE $50 >> 
	<< DONATE $50 >> 

	<< DONATE $100 >> 
	<< DONATE $100 >> 

	<< DONATE $250 >> 
	<< DONATE $250 >> 

	The Senate has been the key to the conservative agenda. From confirming judges to leading the response to crisis, the impact the Republican Senate has had cannot be overstated. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	That is what makes this all the scarier. If we lose our Senate Majority, there is nothing to stop Chuck Schumer from doing the bidding of their ultra-liberal base. 
	Defend the Senate! Make a donation today >>> 

	Thank you, 
	Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) 
	Privacy Policy 
	228 S WASHINGTON ST STE 115 
	ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314 Paid for by Marco Rubio for Senate 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f

	7/2/2020 
	Ł.. ..... . . . .... . . . . . .. . .. ... ..˘ ...ˇ.ˆ....˙˝..˝ ˙˛. .....° ..˜ ! .". # ˛Ł$.˛%& ' ( ! ˇ .& . . .˛.! . & ˇ ....˝ % ! ..˝ ")*. + , Ł + , Ł # * * . . , $ $ # -. Ł # & . .ˇ! ..˝ ")*. +,Ł+,Ł#**.. . +.. / 012 3 4546B1: @ C D E ?C 4FG / HH1G: I ?G: AJ4H6@ K L M ?@ N . .O ˇ .˝°.˝. ..˙˛..˘ P%QR° #Q.... ..*ˆ*+ S TU ˇ V W.ˆ .".O ˇ .˝°.˝. ..˙˛..W.ˆ . . .... .... W . . . ..°. ... . . . ..' ....... ..ˆK 1ZL G1 [ :@ 6 @ @ \1H4 :1]?:E ?CZ@ H>4:?@ C @ C D ^_`a bc L : d e = E L HG ?C 6@ C 6 1C :H4 :?@C64 >\G b^\\ H1GG 1 [ 
	Ł....... .....................˘
	Figure
	Figure
	/0112
	34
	526
	2
	7
	7
	7

	PQRTUVQWXYVQUVSWXZXRSU[\RSXXSWV\]R^XV]_`VVQSQVQSaY
	89
	:
	;9
	<
	=
	>
	?@
	;
	?
	AB
	>=
	C
	>
	?
	<
	B
	D
	E
	>=
	F
	G
	A<
	?
	H
	INM
	JK
	L
	O

	b]SUQ^cdTVb^R_RSXaY`^QU]bTV]e^]]U`]]b\fff
	g....h 
	lm2no2p.q04240/rs3ntu/011v3su4w0o26312347 
	i..˛.j°k
	Figure
	.

	x.%.".kyj.˛.i.k°...z..."
	.
	.
	#
	z
	x
	y
	{.
	.
	'.
	z
	˛
	|}
	x
	~
	.
	.gŁ~
	˛y
	˙
	zg

	‡..—.(......˛'..y....".°....˜.˛....°..°k.˛.k˙ 
	}j‡.~†•
	•gz
	..
	.
	h
	+
	…
	-
	.$
	..*+

	..ˇ.ˆ...˙˝..˝˙˛......°..˜!.".#˛Ł$.˛%&'(!ˇ.&...˛.!.&ˇ....˝%!..˝")*.+,Ł+,Ł#**..,$$#-.Ł#&..ˇ!..˝")*.+,Ł+,Ł#**...... 
	Gmail - Help us flip Minnesota RED Page 1 of 2 
	Alex Zajac 
	Help us flip Minnesota RED 
	Figure
	Mike Lindell - Inventor and CEO <> Fri, Jul 3, 2020 at 9:04 AM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Figure
	Joseph, 
	We know this shutdown has been a challenge for people and businesses to adapt, like how my company was able to shift production to make essential masks when they were needed most. And while we’re focused on getting our country back to work and reopen the economy, we must also remember what is on the line this November. 
	The Democrats need to flip just four seats in order to gain control of the Senate in November, and they’re spending big money to do it. Luckily, we have a big opportunity in my home state of Minnesota to unseat an appointed Democrat and send pro-Trump candidate Jason Lewis to the U.S. Senate. 
	Jason has the complete endorsement of President Trump, making Minnesota our #1 PICKUP OPPORTUNITY this year. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	I’m reaching out today to ask you to make a contribution to help us flip Minnesota RED and EXPAND our Republican Senate Majority. 
	I’m reaching out today to ask you to make a contribution to help us flip Minnesota RED and EXPAND our Republican Senate Majority. 

	Will you chip in? 
	Will you chip in? 

	YES! I’ll donate $5 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $10 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $25 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $50 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $100 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $250 to help >>>YES! I’ll donate $500 to help >>> 
	If we don’t come together, united as a conservative force behind pro-Trump Republican candidates like Jason Lewis, we will lose control to Chuck Schumer, Nancy Pelosi, and AOC. 
	Do not hesitate to get involved. You still have time to help us defend the Majority. CLICK HERE to donate any amount! 
	We’re all counting on you. 
	Thanks, 
	Mike Lindell Inventor and CEO 
	DONATE NOW 
	Paid for by Jason Lewis for Senate 
	Figure

	Jason Lewis for Senate 
	PO Box 4515 
	St. Paul, MN 55104 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Figure
	Donald J. Trump <> Thu, Jul 2, 2020 at 2:02 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Figure
	YOUR 500%-MATCH EXPIRES IN 1 HOUR 
	Friend, 
	Wow. 
	I challenged our movement with raising another $18 MILLION to finish the second quarter strong, and not only did we reach our goal, but we 
	ABSOLUTELY CRUSHED IT. 

	Patriots from all around the Country stepped up when it mattered most, but I was just informed that YOU were not one of them. Why is that, Friend? I thought I could count on you to help lead us to victory in November. 
	and it’s crucial that we keep our momentum going. This is so important that I’ve decided to give you ONE MORE CHANCE by EXTENDING your PERSONAL 500%-MATCH OFFER. 
	Election Day is only 4 months away

	This offer is only available FOR 1 HOUR, so you need to act fast. 
	Please contribute $42 within the NEXT HOUR to have your gift 500%MATCHED. >> 
	-

	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Figure
	CONTRIBUTE $250 = $1500 
	CONTRIBUTE $100 = $600 
	CONTRIBUTE $50 = $300 
	CONTRIBUTE $42 = $252 
	CONTRIBUTE ANY AMOUNT 
	My team is sending me the next list of 500%-Match Donors tonight and I’ll be looking for your name. Don’t let me down. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Please contribute $42 RIGHT NOW to get on the list and your gift will be 500%-MATCHED. 
	Thank you, 
	Figure
	Donald J. Trump President of the United States 
	CONTRIBUTE $42 = $252 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Contributions to the Trump Make America Great Again Committee are not deductible for federal income tax purposes. 
	Paid for by Trump Make America Great Again Committee, a joint fundraising committee authorized by and composed of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and the Republican National Committee. 
	Figure

	Trump Make America Great Again Committee, 138 Conant Street, 2nd Floor, Beverly, MA 01915 
	We believe this is an important way to reach our grassroots supporters with the most up-to-date information regarding the efforts of the Trump Make America Great Again Committee and President Trump, and we’re glad you’re on our team. It’s because of grassroots supporters like you that we will Make America Great Again, and we appreciate your support. Thank you for all that you do! 
	Privacy Policy 
	Don't want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Fixed it for you, libs 
	Figure
	Donald Trump Jr. <> Fri, Jun 12, 2020 at 9:01 AM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, 
	The Antifa-loving radical Left wants to defund our brave law enforcement instead of arresting radical leftwing Antifa rioters who burned down buildings and caused mayhem in the streets. 
	Chip in $5 or more right now to help me protect our communities and PUSH BACK on the radical Left — and I’ll send you a FREE “Defund Antifa” sticker. 
	Figure
	Don’t believe me? Look what just happened in Minnesota: A veto-proof majority of the Minneapolis City Council recently signed a letter calling to DISBAND their city’s police force, and put every law-abiding citizen in that city in danger. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	This is just another disgusting example of how far the radical Left will go to impose their failed socialist policies on American citizens, and it’s about time we put a STOP to their un-American actions. 
	If radicals in states like yours are given the chance to retake majorities in 2020, they’ll start pushing this dangerous agenda in communities across the country. 
	But we can fight back now. Chip in $5 today, and help send a message to the insane liberal politicians who are putting our families in danger. 
	Thank you, 
	Donald Trump Jr. 
	GET YOUR STICKER 
	Figure
	To visit our website's about page, click here.To make a secure, online contribution to support our critical mission, click here. You can contribute via mail at the address below. Connect with us on Facebook and Twitter. Contributions to the Republican State Leadership Committee are not tax deductible. Paid for by the Republican State Leadership Committee, 1201 F Street, NW, Suite 675, Washington, DC 20004. This expenditure was not made with the cooperation or prior consent of, or in consultation with, or at
	Your input is critical to our success. Send us an email with your feedback: info@rslc.gop 

	What is the Republican State Leadership Committee (RSLC)? We are the only organization solely focused on electing Republicans to down-ballot, state-level offices. We accomplish this by working directly with Republican leadership in the states and providing them with resources, training, and funding. We have nearly 200,000 donors in all 50 states. The RSLC invested a record $45 million into state-level races in the 2017-2018 election cycle, which contributed to state-level Republicans maintaining 61 of 99 le
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
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	Presidential Race Relations Address Questionnaire <> Tue, Jun 16, 2020 at 3:02 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Official Trump Presidential Address 
	"Race Relations in America" 
	June 20th, Tulsa, Oklahoma 
	Saturday, 8pm EDT/5pm PDT 
	Response Code: PENDING (GENERATE >) Response Date: PENDING 
	Details about President Trump's speech are tight-lipped, but we know there are several important issues on citizen's minds. 
	That's why ahead of President Trump’s monumental speech on race relations this Saturday June 20th, in Tulsa Oklahoma, the CDP Rapid Polling team has been tasked with distributing this urgent Questionnaire and delivering the final results to the White House. You've been hand-selected to participate—please do not share your access link with anyone. 
	Completing the Questionnaire will take less than 2 minutes, and your feedback is CRITICAL. Thank you for participating. 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f… 
	7/2/2020 
	Gmail -• Joseph's Invitation Page 2 of3 
	COP'S Official 
	Presidential Race Relations Pre-Address QUESTIONNAIRE 
	----~---
	-

	BEGIN~ 
	Help the Committee to Defend the President have President Trump's back, defend him from attacks, and re-elect him in 2020! 
	Paid for by the committee to Defend The President. Not authorized by any candidate or candidate's committee. 
	ToOefeodThePresidentoom 
	www.Committee 
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	Don't want to receive any more of our emails? . 
	You can unsubscribe here

	… 
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	You’ve been warned. 
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	Final 5X-Match (via America First Action) <> Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 6:07 PM Reply-To: 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com 

	To: 
	Joseph, we’ve been warning you ALL WEEK... 
	Joe Biden just raked in the most cash he’s EVER raised: $80 MILLION. Now, he’s teaming up with Barack Obama for what could be the Radical Left’s biggest fundraising day IN HISTORY. 
	But you’ve ignored the warnings -- so we are giving you ONE FINAL CHANCE to step up in a big way for the President. 
	>>CLAIM YOUR EMERGENCY 5X-MATCH<< 
	You have been one of the President’s strongest supporters -- that’s why we were disappointed your name wasn’t on the list of Patriots who stepped up at this critical time. 
	But that’s why we’re extending this final chance to you, Joseph. 
	If you haven’t given up and want to stop the Radical Left from ruining everything the President has accomplished --now is the time to STEP UP. For Trump, 
	America First Action 
	Official Pro-Trump Super PAC 
	>>CLAIM YOUR EMERGENCY 5X-MATCH<< 
	Paid for by America First Action. Not authorized by any candidate or candidate's committee. www.a1apac.org 
	America First Action, Inc., PO Box 16652, Arlington, VA 22215 
	Don’t want to receive any more of our emails? Click here to unsubscribe. 
	… 
	https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=9f98c740cd&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	      July 15, 2020 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	llisker@hdafec.com 
	llisker@hdafec.com 
	llisker@hdafec.com 
	Lsteinberg@blueandco.com 


	Larry Steinberg, Treasurer McConnell Senate Committee P.O. Box 1496 Louisville, KY 40201 
	RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Steinberg: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates McConnell Senate Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”). A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against McConnell Senate Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel'
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Jeff S. Jordan 
	Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	      July 15, 2020 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	ben@crosbyott.com 
	ben@crosbyott.com 
	ben@crosbyott.com 
	michele@crosbyott.com 


	Benjamin Ottenhoff, Treasurer Scalise for Congress P.O. Box 23219 Jefferson, LA 70183 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Ottenhoff: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Scalise for Congress and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”). A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Scalise for Congress and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Offi
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	July 15, 2020 
	client@bulldogcompliance.com 
	client@bulldogcompliance.com 
	client@bulldogcompliance.com 


	Jon Proch, Treasurer America Fist Action, Inc. 1400 Crystal Drive, Suite 850 Arlington, VA 22202 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Proch: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates America First Action, Inc., and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against America First Action, Inc., and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter.  If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counse
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
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	compliance@rightsidecompliance.com 
	compliance@rightsidecompliance.com 
	compliance@rightsidecompliance.com 


	Cabell Hobbs, Treasurer Joni for Iowa P.O. Box 93441 Des Moines, IA 50393 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Hobbs: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Joni for Iowa and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Joni for Iowa and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, mus
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	rmjacobs@venable.com 
	rmjacobs@venable.com 
	rmjacobs@venable.com 


	cc:Ronald M. Jacobs Venable LLP 600 Massachusetts Avenue, NW Washington, DC 20001 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
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	ted@kochandhoos.com 
	ted@kochandhoos.com 
	ted@kochandhoos.com 


	Theodore V. Koch, Treasurer Cotton for Senate, Inc. 2226 Cottondale Lane, Suite 200 Little Rock, AR 72202 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Koch: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Cotton for Senate, Inc., and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Cotton for Senate, Inc., and you in y our official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
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	llisker@hdafec.com 
	llisker@hdafec.com 
	katie@corygardner.com 


	Lisa R. Lisker, Treasurer Cory Gardner for Senate 9227 Lincoln Ave, #200-234 Lone Tree, CO 80124 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Ms. Lisker: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Cory Gardner for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Cory Gardner for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's O
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	jessica@hvjt.law 
	jessica@hvjt.law 
	jessica@hvjt.law 


	cc:  Jessica Johnson       Holtzman Vogel Josefiak Torchinsky PLLC       2300 N Street NW, Suite 643A       Washington, DV 20037 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
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	llisker@hdafec.com 
	llisker@hdafec.com 
	llisker@hdafec.com 


	Lisa Lisker, Treasurer Marco Rubio for Senate 228 S Washington Street, Suite 115 Alexandria, VA 22314 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Ms. Lisker: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Marco Rubio for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Marco Rubio for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Of
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
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	tmagac@redcurve.com 
	tmagac@redcurve.com 
	tmagac@redcurve.com 


	Bradley T. Crate, Treasurer Trump Make America Great Again Committee 725 Fifth Avenue New York, NY 10022 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Crate: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Trump Make America Great Again Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.   
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Trump Make America Great Again Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter.  If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response, which should be addressed to the Ge
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	   July 15, 2020  
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com 
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com 
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com 


	Bradley T. Crate, Treasurer Jason Lewis for Senate P.O. Box 4515  St Paul, MN 55104 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Crate: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Jason Lewis for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Jason Lewis for Senate and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Of
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination            & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	   July 15, 2020  
	scrosland@jonesday.com 
	scrosland@jonesday.com 
	scrosland@jonesday.com 


	E. Stewart Crosland Jones Day 51 Louisiana Avenue NW Washington, DC 20001 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Crosland: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates your clients Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., and Bradely T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against your clients in this matter.  If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of thi
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this matter. See 18 U.S.C. § 1519. 
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	   July 15, 2020  
	compliance@gop.com 
	compliance@gop.com 
	compliance@gop.com 


	Ronald C. Kaufman, Treasurer Republican National Committee 310 First Street SE Washington, DC 20003 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Kaufman: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Republican National Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Republican National Committee and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Couns
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	   July 15, 2020  
	awynne@rslc.gop 
	awynne@rslc.gop 
	awynne@rslc.gop 


	Andrew Wynne Republican State Leadership Committee-Judicial Fairness Initiative 1201 F Street NW, Suite 675 Washington, DC 20004 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Wynne: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates Republican State Leadership Committee-Judicial Fairness Initiative may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against Republican State Leadership Committee-Judicial Fairness Initiative in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Offic
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Figure
	   July 15, 2020  
	notices@feccr.com 
	notices@feccr.com 
	notices@feccr.com 


	Dan Backer, Treasurer The Committee to Defend the President 441 North Lee Street, Ste 205 Alexandria, VA 22314 
	RE:  MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Backer: 
	The Federal Election Commission (FEC) received a complaint that indicates The Committee to Defend the President and you in your official capacity as treasurer may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”).  A copy of the complaint is enclosed.  We have numbered this matter MUR 7758.  Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.  
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against The Committee to Defend the President and you in your official capacity as treasurer in this matter.  If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of this matter.  Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge.  Your response, which should be addressed to the Gene
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.  Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission.  Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in t
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt 
	by email): 
	by email): 
	by email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn:  Christal Dennis, Paralegal           1050 First Street, NE           Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	content/documents/website_notice_regarding_status_of_FEC_operations_3-17-20.pdf, the office’s mailroom is not processing correspondence at this time and, therefore, we strongly encourage you to file your response via email. 
	As indicated in the FEC’s Notice found at https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms
	-


	If you have any questions, please contact Christal Dennis at (202) 694-1519.  For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	Christ a I~~;11,::,. 
	Dennis ~;~~fi~~
	1 

	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	Pl'Ovide one form for each Respondent/Witness Note: Yon May E-Mail Form to: 
	CELA@fec.gov 

	CASE: MUR 7758 Name of Counsel: Dan Backer, Petra Mangini Firm: political.law PLLC Address: 441 North Lee Street, Suite 300, Alexandria, VA 22314 
	Telephone: ('-2_0_2_~)_2_10_-_54_3_1____Fax: ('-2_0_2_ __,)_4_78_-_07_5_0_____ 
	The above named individual and/or fnm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before t.._ ~~·~....ission. 
	0712112020 R✓~ Treasurer 
	Date Signature Title 
	RESPONDENT: The Committee to Defend the President, Dan Backer, Treasurer 
	(Committee Name/Company Name/Individual Named In Notification Letter} 
	MAILING ADDRESS: 
	441 North Lee Street, Suite 205, Alexandria, VA 22314 
	Telephone:(H): 
	(W): ---------
	-

	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matte1· that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(l2)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification 01· investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission ,vithout the express written consent of the person 1·eceiving the notification or the person with 1·espect to whom the investigation is made. 
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Christal 
	Christal Dennis Date: 
	2020.07.21

	Dennis 13:26:42 -04'00' 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 

	EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 
	cela@fec.gov 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# _______________________ 
	7758
	Charles Spies & Katherine Reynolds 
	Name of Counsel: _______________________________________________________________________ 
	Dickinson Wright 
	Firm:  _________________________________________________________________________________ 
	1825 Eye St NW, Ste 900 
	Address:  _______________________________________________________________________________ 
	Washington, DC 20006 
	202-659-6944
	Office#: ___________________________ Fax#: ________________________________ 
	Mobile#: ___________________________ 
	KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com
	KReynolds@dickinson-wright.com

	E-mail: ________________________________________________________________________________ 
	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	July 20, 2020 Treasurer

	 Date (Signature - Respondent/Agent/Treasurer) Title  
	 Date (Signature - Respondent/Agent/Treasurer) Title  
	Benjamin Ottenhoff 
	(Name – Please Print) 
	Scalise for Congress 
	: ________________________________________________________ 
	RESPONDENT

	(Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	P.O. Box 23219 
	Mailing Address:  ________________________________________________________________________ (Please Print) 
	Jefferson, LA 70183 
	Home#:  ____________________________ Mobile#:  ____________________________ 
	Office#: ____________________________ Fax#:  _______________________________ 
	(202) 670-8650
	ben@crosbyott.com
	ben@crosbyott.com

	E-mail: _________________________________________________________________________________ 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(12)(A).  This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent of the person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Figure
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Christal 
	Christal Dennis Date: 13:57:26 -04'00'
	2020.07.21 

	Dennis 
	PAC ● CAMPAIGN ● NON-PROFIT ● POLITICAL LAW 
	July 21, 2020 
	SENT VIA EMAIL 
	SENT VIA EMAIL 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	CELA@fec.gov

	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Ms. Dennis: 
	I am writing to request an extension of time in order to respond to the Matter Under Review to the Office of General Counsel. 
	Due to adaptions with the current pandemic and the need to coordinate with numerous parties, I require an extra thirty days to adequately respond to the MUR. This extends the response time to August 29, 2020. 
	Please contact me if you have any objections or questions about this request. 
	Sincerely, 
	/s/ Dan Backer 202-210-5431(direct) 
	dan@political.law 
	dan@political.law 
	dan@political.law 


	441 N Lee Street ● Suite 300 Alexandria, VA 22314 202-210-5431(office) 202-478-0750(fax) www.pol t cal.law 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 21, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	dan@political.law 
	dan@political.law 
	dan@political.law 
	petra@political.law 


	Dan Backer Petra Mangini Political Law, PLLC 441 North Lee Street, Suite 300 Alexandria, VA 22314 
	RE:  MUR 7758 The Committee to Defend the President and Dan Backer. Treasurer 
	Dear Counsel: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 21, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 28, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed byChristal Christal Dennis Da17:1&51-0-roY 
	te: 2020.07.22
	Dennis 

	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 775 8 
	cela@fec.gov 

	Name of Counsel: Jessica Johnson; Jason Torchinsky; Christine Fort Firm: Holtzman Vogel Josefiak Torchinsky PLLC Address: 45 Noith Hill Drive, Suite 100 
	Warrenton, VA 20186 
	Fax#: 540-341-8809 Mobile#: __________ _ E-mail: // 
	jessica@hvjt.law 
	jtorchinsky@hvjt.law 
	// cfort@hvjt.law 

	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	Office#: 540-341-8808 
	7 
	7 
	7 
	--2,f-z.o w Date 
	TD
	Figure

	Treasurer Title 

	TR
	Theodore Koch 


	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: Cotton for Senate, Inc.; Theodore Koch, Treasurer (Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	2226 Cottondale Lane, Suite 200 
	Mailing Address: 
	Mailing Address: 
	Mailing Address: 
	---------------
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	-------­
	-
	-
	-
	-


	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 

	TR
	Little Rock, AR 72202 


	Home#: _ ___________Mobile#: _ _________ _ _ Office#: 703 -2 99-857 0 Fax#: E-mail: 
	ted@kochandhoos.com 

	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30 I09(a)(l2)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Table
	TR
	, sta IDigitally signed Chr ·by Christal Dennis • Date: 2020.07.22Denn1s 1s,31,11.04•00· 

	"\ct10Nc0 ~ 
	"\ct10Nc0 ~ 

	~ 
	~ 
	= ~ 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

	. 
	. 
	. 
	1050 First Street, NE 

	TR
	Washington, DC 20463 


	~ $"'7f5c,f_ ►',P;~ 
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 
	cela@fec.gov 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 
	Name ofCounsel: Jessica Johnson; Michael Bayes; Christine Fo1t 
	Address: 45 No1th Hill Drive, Suite 100 
	Wairnnton, VA 20186 
	Office#: 540-341-8808 Fax#: 540-341-8809 
	-----------II // cfo1t @hvjt.law 
	Mobile#: 
	-
	jessica@hvjt.law 
	jmbayes@hvjt.law 

	E-mail: 
	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	7/20/2020 Date Title 
	(Si~ature -espondent!Agentffreasurer) 
	/(~u~ 

	&J5e<__ ~ us~ 
	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: ommittee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	Mailing Address: _.......a-2_2-___~'-5_,_w_~_$l,l_,~--+-'fu-!__~_4_____(_(_____ 
	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 
	--t ~Jvia... Uk 22-3'y 

	TR
	Home#: _ 
	Mobile#: 

	TR
	Office#: 
	ID?_;, z:b 1-C';,1-/tl 
	Fax#: ------·--·--
	-
	-
	-


	E-mail: _
	E-mail: _
	__l_ri_?_~_e.v_~_h_J_4:fu_.___· _._e__a_n-;________ 


	This fonn relates to a Federal Election Commission matterthat is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(aX I 2)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Christal ~~':t.'?n<!d 
	Dmnis0, 1
	Dennis 
	... 2020.0,.22 

	17~.28-04'00' 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	FAX 202-219-3923 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# _ 1~1_'5_B___ 
	Name of Counsel: Jason Torchinsky; Tim Kronquist; Christine Fort Finn: Holtzman Vogel Josefiak Torchinsky PLLC 
	Address: 45 North Hill Drive, Suite 100 Warrenton, VA 20186 
	Office#: 540-341 8808 Fax#: 540-341-8809 
	E-mail: // // cfort@hvjtlaw The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	jtorchinsky@hvjt.law 
	tkronquist@hvjt.law 

	7/ 17/2020 A-ssr Tr~u,e.v­
	Figure

	Date (Signature -Respondent/Agentfrreasurer) Tit1e 
	l-i~ fL Lisklw_ 
	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: (Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	Mailing Address: 22 ~ s,W(L,.~l,,, I ntl +"1 St a{I/[
	(Please Print) ---------"------4-----'"'--"------------------
	AlJKbkl clnCL uA-2-2-3('f Home#: Mobile#: _ ___________ 
	Office#: JD;l--f!>{ 1~ Fax#: __-________ 
	E-mail: _ _ ......../___/_~______ ___ 
	_i_5_/(i_e,_@_h._d._4.:_fe.___e._._C_c>

	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of52 U.S.C. § 30109(aXl2XA). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Christal~~!'lo':::"'' Dennis ?:1i~~~, 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 
	cela@fec.gov 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# _---''f'--Y'l_tfi_.,.i'------
	-

	Name of Counsel: Thomas J. Josefiak; Michael Bayes; Christine Fort 
	Finn: 
	Finn: 
	Finn: 
	lb /-tz.vnrx.o \{oqe,/ Jw--J.<l--~t,-!J lf 

	Address: 
	Address: 
	45 North Hill Drive, Suite 100 

	TR
	Wru.Tenton, VA 20186 


	540-341-8809
	Office#: 540-341-8808 
	Office#: 540-341-8808 
	F

	ax#:------------Mobile#: ___________ E-mail: // // 
	-
	tomj@hvjt.law 
	jmbayes@hvjt.law 
	cfo1t@hvjt.law 

	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	7/20/2020 ~/?!_ t::,t2L 1£Date (Signature -Respondent/Agcnl/Treasurcr) Title 
	e,,__sc.J/(l'.JI" 

	fdsd.. rte-LJsµ,v 
	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: 
	Figure
	(Please p rint Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	Mailing Address: ___.2.,___&f3--=----a.s..L..<_UJ...;;..t\_CL..g....;;._h;;.._v_ha..,..._~-=-----'s;..._1-_Jf____,;_,--=S-:..___.____
	' 
	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 
	-:UA1 bf{ln d-YlfJL. cl4 
	.;2_.;2...-3 '-'t 

	Home#: 
	Home#: 
	Mobi le#: 
	----------
	-


	Office#: 
	Office#: 
	1 CJ; 2$/ 7~L/D 
	Fax#: 
	-------
	-


	E-mail: ______..;_l..:._l.L-i?..:.....;._~ _e,_£:)_
	E-mail: ______..;_l..:._l.L-i?..:.....;._~ _e,_£:)_
	-

	_~_
	.el_a......___,_,fe_•_c_.c_o_,.,...,______ 


	This fonn relates to a Federal Ele<:tion Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of52 U.S.C. § 30109(aX12)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent oflhe person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Figure
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Christal 
	Christal Dennis Date: 
	2020.07.22

	Dennis 
	17:54:41 -04'00' 
	51 LOUISIANA AVENUE, N.W. •  WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001.2113 
	TELEPHONE: +1.202.879.3939 • FACSIMILE: +1.202.626.1700 
	Direct Number: (202) 879-3986 
	msowardsnewton@jonesday.com 

	July 22, 2020 
	Ms. Christal Dennis Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	VIA EMAIL 
	VIA EMAIL 

	Re: MUR 7758 
	Dear Ms. Dennis: 
	This Firm represents America First Action, Inc., and Jon Proch as Treasurer.  We have received the Complaint in the above-referenced Matter Under Review. In light of other professional demands, we request an extension of time for their response to August 14, 2020. This extension will allow adequate opportunity to review and respond to the Complaint. 
	Thank you in advance for your prompt consideration of our request. 
	Very truly yours, 
	Figure
	Megan Sowards Newton 
	ALKHOBAR  AMSTERDAM  ATLANTA  BEIJING  BOSTON  BRISBANE  BRUSSELS  CHICAGO  CLEVELAND  COLUMBUS  DALLAS DETROIT  DUBAI  DÜSSELDORF  FRANKFURT  HONG KONG  HOUSTON  IRVINE  JEDDAH  LONDON  LOS ANGELES  MADRID MEXICO CITY  MIAMI  MILAN  MINNEAPOLIS  MOSCOW  MUNICH  NEW YORK  PARIS  PERTH  PITTSBURGH  RIYADH SAN DIEGO  SAN FRANCISCO  SÃO PAULO  SHANGHAI  SILICON VALLEY  SINGAPORE  SYDNEY  TAIPEI  TOKYO  WASHINGTON 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 22, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	msowardsnewton@jonesday.com 
	msowardsnewton@jonesday.com 
	msowardsnewton@jonesday.com 


	Megan Sowards Newton Jones Day 51 Louisiana Avenue NW Washington, DC 20001  
	RE:  MUR 7758        America First Action, Inc., and John Proch, Treasurer 
	Dear Ms. Newton: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 22, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 14, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Christal 
	Christal Dennis Date: 
	2020.07.22

	Dennis 
	17:17:28 -04'00' 
	Figure
	July 21, 2020 
	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination 
	& Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Jordan, 
	On behalf of Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker, in her capacity as Treasurer; Cotton for Senate, Inc. and Theodore Koch, in his capacity as Treasurer; Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker, in her capacity as Treasurer; and McConnell Senate Committee and Lisa Lisker, in her capacity as Treasurer, I respectfully request an extension of time to respond to the Federal Election Commission’s letter informing us that a complaint has been filed in the above referenced matter.  We received the Commission’s l
	A response is currently due on July 30, 2020. In light of the ongoing coronavirus closures, I hereby request a thirty-day extension of time to respond, or until August 31, 2020. This extension will permit us to complete our review of relevant responsive materials, and obtain any necessary statements and affidavits, so that we may prepare a complete response. 
	Designation of Counsel forms are attached. 
	Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jason Torchinsky 
	Attachments 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 22, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	jtorchinsky@hvjt.law 
	jtorchinsky@hvjt.law 
	jtorchinsky@hvjt.law 


	Jason Torchinsky Holtzman Vogel Josefiak Torchinsky, PLLC 45 North Hill Drive, Suite 100 Warrenton, VA 20186 
	RE:  MUR 7758
	        Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker, Treasurer; Cotton for Senate, Inc., and Theodore Koch, Treasurer; Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker, Treasurer; and McConnell Senate Committee and Lisa Lisker, Treasurer 
	Dear Mr. Torchinsky: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 21, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 31, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	. t IDigitallysignedCh fl$ a by Christal 
	. t IDigitallysignedCh fl$ a by Christal 
	. t IDigitallysignedCh fl$ a by Christal 

	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE 
	Dennj$ 
	Dennis Date: 2020.07.28 18:11 :07 -04'00' 

	Washington, DC 20463 
	Washington, DC 20463 


	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent,Witness 
	EMAIL FAX 202·219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# MUR 7758 
	cela@fec.gov 

	Name ofCounsel: Ronald M. Jacobs Firm: Venable LLP Address: 600 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
	Washington, D.C. 20001 Office#: {202) 344-8215 Fax#: (202) 344-8300 
	Mobile#: E-mail: 
	RMJacobs@Venable.com 

	The above-named individual and/or firm is her-eby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	°J ('J Ci I,? rl '7 o 
	Treasurer

	Q,lJ.ltb~k
	~ (Signature• Respondent/ Agent/Treasurer) Title 
	Cabell Hobbs 
	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: .;:J;..:o~n.:...if:..;:O:..:..r..:..:IO::.;W;,:,;a::;..______________________ 
	(Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	Mailing Address: P.O. Box 93441 (Please Print) Des Moines, Iowa 50393 
	Home#: ____________ Mobile#: ____________ Office#: (515) 282-8105 Fax#: _____________ E-mail: This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30I09(a)(l2)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	compliance@rightsidecompliance.com 

	Rev.2018 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 
	FAX 202-219-3923 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# _M_U_R_77_5_8____ 
	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# _M_U_R_77_5_8____ 

	Name ofCounsel: 
	Name ofCounsel: 
	Ronald M. Jacobs 

	Firm: 
	Firm: 
	Venable LLP 

	Address: 
	Address: 
	600 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 

	Washington, D.C. 20001 
	Washington, D.C. 20001 

	Office#: 
	Office#: 
	(202) 344-8215 
	Fax#: 
	(202) 344-8300 

	Mobile#: ___________ 
	Mobile#: ___________ 

	E-mail: 
	E-mail: 
	RMJacobs@Venable.com 


	The above-named individual and/or finn is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	Figure
	Treasurer
	~~¼~~ 
	(Signature • RespondentiAgent/freasurer) Title 
	Cabell Hobbs 
	(Name-Please Print) 
	(Name-Please Print) 
	(Name-Please Print) 

	RESPONDENT: 
	RESPONDENT: 
	Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer 

	TR
	(Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 

	Mailing Address: 
	Mailing Address: 
	P.O. Box 93441 

	(Please Print) 
	(Please Print) 

	TR
	Des Moines, Iowa 50393 


	Home#: ____________Mobile#: ____________ Office#: (515) 282-8105 Fax#: ____________ E-mail: This fonn relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of52 U.S.C. § 30109(aXI 2XA). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	compliance@rightsidecompliance.com 

	Rev. 2018 
	. t IOigitaly signed
	Ch 

	by Christal 
	n s a 

	Dennis 
	Denni oa1., 
	5 
	20.01.2s 
	20


	l 8.<l7:5S -04'00' 
	From: Jacobs. Ronald M. To: Christal Dennis Subject: RE: MUR 7758 Notification Letter Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 4:36:14 PM 
	Christal, 
	Thanks for sending this. I have a designation of counsel form on file for Senator Ernst. 
	Also, we are working with the several of the other respondents in this matter to send a joint response. I understand from Jessica Johnson that they have asked for and received an extension until August 31. We would like to request the same extension for Senator Ernst. 
	Thank you very much for your consideration. 
	Regards, Ron 
	Ronald M. Jacobs IChair, Political Law Practice IVenable LLP t 202.344.8215 It 202.344.8300 Im .329.4296 600 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20001 
	202

	II
	RMJacobs@Venable.com 
	wwwVenable.com 
	wwwPoliticallawBriefing.com 

	From: Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 8:09 PM To: Jacobs, Ronald M . <> Cc: Jacobs, Ronald M. <> Subject: MUR 7758 Notification Letter 
	Christal Dennis <CDennis@fec.gov> 
	RMJacobs@Venable.com
	RMJacobs@Venable.com

	Caution: External Email 
	Mr. Hobbs: 
	Attached is a notification letter and complaint in reference to Joni for Iowa and you as treasurer. I have also attached our procedures along with a designation ofcounsel f01m. Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. Thank you for your time. Have a good evemng. 
	Iindreganls, 
	t1uistal Dennis Complaints fuamination & wgal !dminimtion (202)691-1519 
	************************************************************************ This electronic mail transmission may contain confidential or privileged info1mation. If you believe you have received this message in enor, please notify the sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it. ************************************************************************ 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 28, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	RMJacobs@Venable.com 
	RMJacobs@Venable.com 
	RMJacobs@Venable.com 


	Ronald M. Jacobs Venable, LLP 600 Massachusetts Ave NW Washington, DC 20001  
	RE:  MUR 7758        Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs, Treasurer 
	Dear Mr. Jacobs: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 27, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 31, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Dig~llysignedby 
	Christa I 

	Chnstal Dennis 
	• 

	Date: 2020.07.29 
	Date: 2020.07.29 

	Denn1s 
	11:11:11-04•00· 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form fo r each Respondent/Witness 
	FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# MU R 7758 Name of Counsel: Justin Clark Firm: Elections LLC Address: 1000 Maine Ave SW #400 
	EMAIL ccla@fec.gov 

	Washington, DC 20024 
	Office#: Fax#: 
	-----
	-----
	-----
	-

	--
	-

	--
	-

	--
	-

	-
	-
	-
	-------
	-


	Mobile#: _____ 
	Mobile#: _____ 
	___ 
	_ _ _ 

	E-mail: 
	E-mail: 
	justin.clark@electionlawllc.com 


	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	7/27/2020 Treasurer 
	Date Title 
	Figure
	Bradley Crate 
	Bradley Crate 


	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: Jason Lewis for Senate (Please print Committee Name/ Company 
	Mailing Address: c/o Red Curve Solutions 
	(Please Print) 
	138 Conant St, 2nd Fl., Beverly, MA 01915 
	Figure
	Home#: _____ _ _ _____ Mobile#: ___________ _ 
	Office#: 617-303-6800 Fax#: ________ ___ _ _ E-mail: 
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com 

	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission mailer that is subject to tJ1e confidentiality provisions of52 U.S.C. § 30 I 09(a)(l2)(/\). l11is section prohibits making public any notilication or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express wrillcn consent of the person under investigation. 
	Rev. 20 18 
	Christal Dennis Digitally signed by Christal Dennis Date: 2020.07.30 15:33:16 -04'00' 
	Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner 

	202.719.7545 
	202.719.7545 

	mtoner@wiley.law 
	mtoner@wiley.law 

	Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW 
	Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW 

	July 29, 2020 
	July 29, 2020 
	Washington, DC 20006 Tel: 202.719.7000 

	VIA E-MAIL 
	VIA E-MAIL 
	TD
	Figure


	Jeff S. Jordan 
	Jeff S. Jordan 

	Assistant General Counsel 
	Assistant General Counsel 

	Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 

	Federal Election Commission 
	Federal Election Commission 

	1050 First Street NE 
	1050 First Street NE 

	Washington, DC 20463 
	Washington, DC 20463 


	Re: MUR 7758 (Republican State Leadership Committee) 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	We represent the Republican State Leadership Committee (“RSLC”) in MUR 7758. Enclosed please find a signed designation of counsel form on behalf of the RSLC.  
	On July 15, 2020, the RSLC received your letter notifying the organization that a complaint was filed against it alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  To allow us to conduct a full review of the factual and legal issues presented in the complaint and prepare an accurate and comprehensive response, we respectfully request a 30-day extension to respond to the complaint.  A response is currently due on Thursday, July 30, 2020.  A 30-day extension will make the response 
	1

	We very much appreciate your consideration of this request. 
	Sincerely, 
	/s/ Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks 
	The complaint alleges violations by the “Republican Senate [sic] Leadership Committee (RSLC).”    However, the notification letter was sent to the Republican State Leadership Committee – Judicial Fairness Initiative (“JFI”). The RSLC and JFI are separate entities.  We are assuming your office sent the notification letter to JFI in error and intended to send the notification letter to the RSLC, which is the entity identified in the complaint.  
	• Date ondcn tiA gen 1/freasurer) 
	• Date ondcn tiA gen 1/freasurer) 
	• Date ondcn tiA gen 1/freasurer) 
	President Title 

	(Name Please Print) 
	(Name Please Print) 
	-


	RESPONDENT: 
	RESPONDENT: 
	Republican State Leadership Committee 


	notifications and other communications 
	Digitally signed by
	Christal Christal Dennis 
	Date: 
	2020.07.30

	'
	Dennis 

	15:35:27 -04'00 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 7758 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 

	Name of Counsel: Michael Toner, Brandis Zehr, Louisa Brooks Firm: Wiley Rein LLP Address: 1776 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20006 
	Office#: 202.719.7000 Fax#: 202.719.7049 Mobile#: E-mail: 
	mtoner@wiley.law
	; bzehr@wiley.law; lbrooks@wiley.law 

	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any " Om the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	(Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual :•famed in Notification Letter) 
	1201 F Street NW, Suite 675 Mailing Address: -------------------------------­
	(Please Print) Washington, DC 20004 
	Home#: ___________Mobile#: Office#: Fax#: 
	E-mail: 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission mauer that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30 I 09(a)( I 2)(A). This section prohibi1s making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 30, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	mtoner@wiley.law 
	mtoner@wiley.law 
	mtoner@wiley.law 
	bzehr@wiley.law 
	lbrooks@wiley.law 


	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006  
	RE:  MUR 7758 Republican State Leadership Committee 
	Dear Counsel: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 29, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 31, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Christal 
	Christal Dennis Date: 
	2020.07.30

	Dennis 
	16:55:48 -04'00' 
	Michael E. Toner 202.719.7545 Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	mtoner@wiley.law 

	Figure
	Tel: 202.719.7000 
	July 29, 2020 

	VIA E-MAIL 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MUR 7758 (Republican National Committee) 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	We represent the Republican National Committee (“RNC”) and Ronald C. Kaufman in his official capacity as Treasurer of the RNC in MUR 7758. Enclosed please find signed designation of counsel forms on behalf of the RNC and Mr. Kaufman.  
	On July 15, 2020, the RNC received your letter notifying the committee that a complaint was filed against it alleging violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  To allow us to conduct a full review of the factual and legal issues presented in the complaint and prepare an accurate and comprehensive response, we respectfully request a 30-day extension to respond to the complaint.  A response is currently due on Thursday, July 30, 2020.  A 30-day extension will make the response due 
	We very much appreciate your consideration of this request. 
	Sincerely, 
	/s/ Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks 
	Digit>llysigned by 
	Christa I 

	OV1sbl Denrn 
	Date:. 
	• 
	2020.07.30

	Den n Is 
	16<53:Ss -04'00' 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one fonn for each Respondent/Witness FAX 20.2-219-3923 
	EMAIL cela@fec.gov 

	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 7758 
	Name ofCouoseJ: Michael E. Toner; Brandis L. Zehr; Louisa Brooks 
	Finn: Wiley Rein LLP 
	Address: 1776 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20006 
	Office#: 202-719-7000 Fax#: 202-719-7049 
	Mobile#: ___________ 
	E-mail: 
	mtoner@wiley.law
	; bzehr@wiley.law; lbrooks@wiley.law 

	The above-named individual and/or finn is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	Treasurer Title 
	Figure

	Figure
	Ronald C. Kaufman 
	(Name -Please Print) 
	RESPONDENT: Republican National Committee (Please print Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	Mailing Address: 310 First Street SE, Washington, DC 20003 (Please Print) 
	Home#: ____________Mobile#: ____________ 
	Office#: ___________Fax#: _____________ 
	E-mail: __________________________________ 
	This form relates to a Federal Election C-Ommission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions ofS2 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(l2XA). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written con.~ent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev.2018 
	Figure
	Dig itally signedChrl$ta by Christal Dennis 
	I
	.

	Dennj$ 
	16:57:22-04'00' 
	Date: 2020.07.30 

	FEDERAL ELECilON COMMISSION 1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness 
	EMAIL cela@f ec.gov FAX 202-219-3923 
	AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 7758 Name ofCounsel: Michael E. Toner; Brandis L. Zehr; Louisa Brooks Finn: __W..:..:....ccil=e"-y..;;.R;;;;;;e-=in"-'L=L=P::...,____________________________ 
	Address: 1776 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20006 
	Office#: 202-719-7000 Fax#: 202-719-7049 Mobile#: ___________ E-mail: 
	mtoner@wiley.law
	; bzehr@wiley.law; lbrooks@wiley.law 

	The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	1/2.'8&>~ _i,..Jj JLt-., 
	Treasurer Date (Signature -espondent/Agent/freasurer) Title 
	Ronald C. Kaufinan 
	Ronald C. Kaufinan 
	Ronald C. Kaufinan 

	(Name -Please Print) 
	(Name -Please Print) 

	RESPONDENT: 
	RESPONDENT: 
	Ronald C. Kaufinan in his official capacity as Treasurer (Please print Committee Nam~ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 

	Mailing Address: (Please Print) 
	Mailing Address: (Please Print) 
	Republican National Committee 310 First Street SE, Washington. DC 20003 


	Home#: ____________ Mobile#: ----·-------
	-

	Office#: ____________ Fax#: _____________ 
	E-mail: __________________________________ 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions ofS2 U.S.C. § 30109(aXI2XA). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election C-Ommission without the express written consent ofthe person under investigation. 
	Rev.2018 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 30, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	mtoner@wiley.law 
	mtoner@wiley.law 
	mtoner@wiley.law 
	bzehr@wiley.law 
	lbrooks@wiley.law 


	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	RE:  MUR 7758        Republican National Committee and Ronald C. Kaufman, Treasurer 
	Dear Counsel: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 29, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 31, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
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	Date: 2020.07.30 

	From: Katherine N. Reynolds 
	To: CELA 
	Subject: Extension Request MUR 7758 
	Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 3:49:17 PM 
	Kathryn and Christal-We represent Scalise for Congress in the above-referenced matter. By this email, I am requesting a 
	14-day extension to respond to the Commission's letter. The extra time is necessary, as we are 
	waiting on several pieces of documentation that are essential to the filing of our response. 
	The party received your letter on July 15. If the extension is granted, a response will be filed no later 
	than Wednesday, August 12. 
	Thank you for considering this request. Please let me know if you have any further questions. 
	Katie 
	Katherine N. Reynolds Associate Attorney 
	International Square 
	International Square 
	International Square 
	Phone 202-659-6944 

	1825 Eye St. NW. 
	1825 Eye St. NW. 
	Fax 
	844-670-6009 

	Suite 900 Washington, D.C. 20006I Profile I V-<ard I 
	Suite 900 Washington, D.C. 20006I Profile I V-<ard I 
	Email 
	KReynolds@dickinsonwright.com 
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	The infonnation contained in this e-mail, including any attachments, is confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s), and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments, destroy any printouts that you may have made and notify us immediately by return e-mail. 
	Neither this transmission nor any attachment shall be deemed for any purpose to be a "signature" or "signed" under any electronic transmission acts, unless otherwise specifically stated herein. Thank you. 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	July 30, 2020       
	Via Electronic Mail Only 
	Via Electronic Mail Only 

	KRyenolds@dickinson-wright.com 
	KRyenolds@dickinson-wright.com 
	KRyenolds@dickinson-wright.com 


	Katherine N. Reynolds Dickinson Wright 1825 Eye Street NW, Suite 900 Washington, DC 20006  
	RE: MUR 7758 Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff, Treasurer 
	Dear Ms. Reynolds: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received on July 29, 2020.  After considering the circumstances in the matter, the Office of General Counsel has decided to grant the requested extension.  Accordingly, your client’s response is due on or before the close of business on August 14, 2020. 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1519 or . 
	cela@fec.gov
	cela@fec.gov


	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Christal Dennis, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed by Kathryn Ross Date: 2020.08.06 08:20:20 -04'00' 
	51 LOUISIANA AVENUE, N.W. •  WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001.2113 
	TELEPHONE: +1.202.879.3939 • FACSIMILE: +1.202.626.1700 
	August 5, 2020 
	CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 

	VIA E-MAIL TO CELA@FEC.GOV 
	VIA E-MAIL TO CELA@FEC.GOV 
	VIA E-MAIL TO CELA@FEC.GOV 


	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal 1050 First Street, N.E. Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: 
	Matter Under Review 7758 

	Dear Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration: 
	Enclosed please find a response to the Complaint in the above-captioned MUR on behalf of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., Trump Make America Great Again Committee, and Treasurer Bradley T. Crate. 
	Very truly yours, 
	/s/ E. Stewart Crosland 
	E. Stewart Crosland 
	Enclosure 
	ALKHOBAR  AMSTERDAM  ATLANTA  BEIJING  BOSTON  BRISBANE  BRUSSELS  CHICAGO  CLEVELAND  COLUMBUS  DALLAS DETROIT  DUBAI  DÜSSELDORF  FRANKFURT  HONG KONG  HOUSTON  IRVINE  JEDDAH  LONDON  LOS ANGELES  MADRID MEXICO CITY  MIAMI  MILAN  MINNEAPOLIS  MOSCOW  MUNICH  NEW YORK  PARIS  PERTH  PITTSBURGH  RIYADH SAN DIEGO  SAN FRANCISCO  SÃO PAULO  SHANGHAI  SILICON VALLEY  SINGAPORE  SYDNEY  TAIPEI  TOKYO  WASHINGTON 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	) ) MUR 7758 ) 
	RESPONSE OF DONALD J. TRUMP FOR PRESIDENT, INC.,  TRUMP MAKE AMERICA GREAT AGAIN COMMITTEE, AND 
	TREASURER BRADLEY T. CRATE TO THE COMPLAINT 

	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., the Trump Make America Great Again Committee (“TMAGAC”) joint fundraising committee, and Treasurer Bradley T. Crate (collectively, “Respondents”) hereby respond to the Complaint in this MUR, which should be dismissed immediately. 
	The Complaint is confused as a matter of law and fact in alleging “at least some coordination” involving Respondents.  This claim is based on nothing but a fundraising email sent to the complainant on behalf of TMAGAC from an email domain that the complainant alleges also emailed him solicitations from other campaigns and committees.  TMAGAC’s fundraising email was sent to a contact list (which apparently includes the complainant’s email address) its list broker rented from a third-party list vendor. TMAGAC
	Digitally signed
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	by Christal Dennis Date: Dennis 
	Christal 
	2020.08.13

	14:15:01 -04'00' 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	) ) MUR 7758 ) 
	RESPONSE OF AMERICA FIRST ACTION, INC., JON PROCH AS TREASURER  
	RESPONSE OF AMERICA FIRST ACTION, INC., JON PROCH AS TREASURER  

	By and through undersigned counsel, America First Action, Inc. and Jon Proch as Treasurer (“America First”) respond to the Complaint filed in the above-captioned Matter Under Review. Because the Complaint does not allege any facts that indicate America First violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“FECA” or the “Act”) or FEC regulations, Respondents respectfully request that the Commission find no reason to believe Respondents committed a violation and close the file. 
	The Complaint alleges that email fundraising solicitations sent on behalf of America First Action and the Trump Make America Great Again Committee each using the domain  amount to “improper coordination” between the committees.  Compl. ¶ 1.  America First engaged a vendor to provide digital fundraising consulting, including the dissemination of fundraising solicitations to email lists rented by the outside vendor, and does not own or operate the domain @. There is no reason to believe that digital fundraisi
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com

	keepingusgreat.com

	Specifically, digital fundraising solicitations, such as those referenced in the Complaint, do not satisfy the content prong of the coordination regulations set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 109.21.  Since all three prongs of the regulation must be satisfied in order to satisfy the regulation’s definition of a “coordinated communication,” the Commission must find no reason to believe a violation occurred.  See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(a)(1)–(3). To satisfy the content standard, the content in 
	Specifically, digital fundraising solicitations, such as those referenced in the Complaint, do not satisfy the content prong of the coordination regulations set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 109.21.  Since all three prongs of the regulation must be satisfied in order to satisfy the regulation’s definition of a “coordinated communication,” the Commission must find no reason to believe a violation occurred.  See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(a)(1)–(3). To satisfy the content standard, the content in 
	question must be an “electioneering communication” or a “public communication.”  Id. § 109.21(c).  The emails at issue here are neither.  An electioneering communication is “any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication” that refers to a clearly identified candidate for federal office; is publicly distributed within 60 days of the relevant general election or 30 days of the relevant primary election; and is targeted to the relevant electorate.  Id. § 100.29(a).  Emails cannot be electioneering communicat

	a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.  The term general public political advertising shall not include communications over the Internet, except for communications placed for a fee on another person’s Web site. 
	Id. § 100.26.  Since the plain meaning of the regulation does not encompass email communications that are not placed for a fee on another person’s web site, as a matter of law, a digital fundraising solicitation cannot come within the bounds of the coordination regulations at § 109.21.  The Commission has long construed the content prong of the coordinated communication regulation to exclude internet communications such as email fundraising solicitations.  See, e.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 4–6, MUR 665
	Additionally, the communications at issue do not satisfy the conduct prong of § 109.21(d). Every vendor providing services to America First is required to certify compliance with the coordination regulations and have a firewall policy in place that satisfies the safe harbor provision of § 109.21(h). Thus, the communications satisfy neither the content nor the conduct prongs. 
	2 
	Moreover, the Commission may find a “reason to believe” only if a complaint contains factual allegations “which describe a violation of a statute or regulation over which the Commission has jurisdiction.”  11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d)(3).  By contrast, “[p]urely speculative charges . . . do not form an adequate basis to find reason to believe that a violation of [law] has occurred.”  First General Counsel’s Report at 5, MUR 5467 (Michael Moore); see also Statement of Reasons of Comm’rs Petersen, Goodman, & Hunter a
	Respectfully submitted, 
	Figure
	Megan Sowards Newton Stephen J. Kenny JONES DAY 51 Louisiana Avenue, N.W. Washington, DC 20001 Tel. (202) 879-3939 
	mnewton@jonesday.com 

	Counsel for America First Action, Inc. and Jon Proch as Treasurer 
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	CHARLIE SPIES CSpies @dickinsonwright com 202 466 5964 
	August 12, 2020 
	Jeff S. Jordon, Esq. Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street NE Washington, DC 20463 
	VIA E-MAIL: 
	CELA@fec.gov 
	CELA@fec.gov 


	Re: 
	MUR 7758: Response of Scalise for Congress, and Ben Ottenhoff in his official capacity as Treasurer 

	We write on behalf of Scalise for Congress, and Ben Ottenhoff in his official capacity as Treasurer (collectively “the Respondents”) in response to a Complaint bizarrely alleging a massive coordination conspiracy between the Respondents, the Republican Senate Leadership Committee (RSLC), the Committee to Defend the President, America First Action, Inc, McConnell Senate Committee, Joni for Iowa, Cotton for Senate, Cory Gardner for Senate, Marco Rubio for Senate, and Trump Make America Great Again Committee (
	I. . 
	Facts and Legal Analysis

	Steve Scalise is the Republican Whip for the House of Representatives and a candidate for Louisiana’s 1st Congressional District.  He filed his Statement of Candidacy with the 
	ARIZONA  CALIFORNIA  FLORIDA KENTUCKY MICHIGAN NEVADA OHIO TENNESSEE TEXAS TORONTO WASHINGTON DC 
	Commission on November 4, 2019.His official campaign committee is Scalise for Congress, which filed its Statement of Organization on the same day.
	1 
	2 

	Based solely on a collection of fundraising emails using the same domain name (), the Complaint posits that the Committees must be engaging in a wide-ranging coordination conspiracy.This theory not only lacks any sort of merit, it also is not factually accurate. 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3 

	When a committee, group or individual pays for a communication that is coordinated with a campaign or a candidate, the communication is considered an in-kind contribution to the campaign.  “Coordinated” means that the activities were made in cooperation, consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents, or a political party committee or its agents.
	4 

	In order to determine whether a communication is coordinated, the Commission will consider a three-pronged test, which is (1) the source of the payment (“payment prong”); (2) the subject matter of the communication (“content prong”); and (3) the interaction between the person paying for the communication and the candidate or political party committee (“conduct prong”).A communication must satisfy all three prongs of the test to be considered a coordinated under Commission regulations.The Complaint fails to 
	5 
	6 

	While it is unclear, based on the face of the Complaint, how the Respondents ever could have violated the conduct prong, we assume that the Complainant theorizes that Respondents and the Committees used a common vendor, based on the common use of an email domain.   However, under the common vendor standard, the Complaint would have to establish that the Respondents’ plans, projects, activities, or needs were being used by the payor of the communication, and that information was material to the creation, pro
	7 
	gmail.com

	Respondents are not involved in any sort of coordination scheme with the Committees, and have been in full compliance with FECA and Commission regulations in any activities it has done in the 2020 election cycle.  Respondents entered into an arm’s length, commercial 
	2 
	arrangement with Targeted Victory in which Targeted Victory would provide consulting services for Respondents, which included assisting in digital fundraising efforts.Per the Agreement, Targeted Victory would send any draft fundraising emails for review and approval by the Respondents.After the email language was approved, the Respondents had no further role in the email’s Respondents have no knowledge regarding Targeted Victory’s presumably voluminous other clients, and has not communicated with any campai
	8 
	9 
	dissemination.
	10 

	Additionally, per its agreement with Respondents, Targeted Victory is responsible for implementing an internal firewall policy, which prevents the exact sort of coordination that is at issue in this matter. Per Commission regulations, none of the conduct standards are satisfied if This firewall policy meets the Commission’s requirements, as can be seen attached as Exhibit A, and has been implemented and strictly 
	the vendor implements a firewall policy.
	11 
	followed by Targeted Victory and its staff.
	12 

	Given their business model, it would make sense that many of their clients would be political organizations.  However, the common use of a digital fundraising service does not equate to a violation of FECA.  The Complaint still has the burden of showing that non-public information about the Respondents’ or the other Committees’ plans, projects, activities, or needs were communicated to the others through Targeted Victory.  Although the Complaint provided the Commission with extensive documentation, it fails
	II. 
	Conclusion. 

	Based on the facts and supplemental information presented in this Response, it is abundantly clear that the Respondents did not engage in any illegal activity.  Therefore, we ask the Commission to promptly find no reason to believe and close the file. 
	Respectfully submitted, 
	Figure
	Charlie Spies Katie Reynolds 
	Counsel to Scalise for Congress 
	Id. Id. at 4 (“Targeted Victory provided the Campaign’s approved fundraising email copy to Right Country Lists to send to its list.”). 
	10 

	11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h).See Targeted Victory Internal Firewall Policy; see also Declaration of Abe Adams at 5, (“The Company has acted in accordance with this policy when providing services to the Campaign and any of its other clients.”). 
	11 
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	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	To: TV Employees From: The Partners Subject: Federal Campaign Finance Law Firewall Policy: 2020 Election Cycle Date: January 2, 2019 
	Overview of Firewall Policy 
	Targeted Victory, LLC (“TV”) has enjoyed years of success providing strategy and marketing services for a wide range of clients, from Federal candidates to political parties to issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. Campaign finance laws place difficult challenges on the way we conduct our business. It is important that you read and understand this memo, because our continued success depends on complying with the prohibitions, limitations and requirements of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
	Under the law, public communications by independent expenditure-only committees (also known as Super PACs), issue advocacy groups, or political party committees may be considered in support of a candidate or party committee (and, therefore, an in-kind contribution to the candidate or party) if the communications are coordinated between the Super PAC and the candidate or party committee, or between the issue advocacy group and the candidate or party committee, or between the party committee independent expen
	As a result, we recognize that BCRA places limits on vendors such as TV who have a wide range of clients engaged in political activities, including candidate and party committees, as well as issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. That means the Members and employees of TV need to maintain “firewalls” to ensure that we do not inadvertently provide or transmit non-public information (1) about our issue advocacy/independent expenditure clients to our campaign or party committee clients; (2) about c
	Principals and employees working on opposite sides of the “firewall” must not, under any circumstances, communicate any information whatsoever about their separate clients. Being “firewalled” off means TV Members and employees working on behalf of each client must not share or discuss, in any way, their separate client’s private plans, projects, activities or needs, including messages. This “firewall” must be maintained to ensure that no principal or employee inadvertently provides or transmits non-public i
	Accordingly, TV has created a firewall structure that prevents the flow of information about different clients in such a way that the coordination rules would be triggered. Personnel and client information is compartmentalized so that one client’s information (e.g., a federal candidate or political party committee) is not shared with, or used in, another client’s communications (e.g., an issue ad group). 
	The firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing administrative issues or procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients. Similarly, these firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members from maintaining management and financial controls on the company’s operations – only that the private plans, projects, activities or needs of a client on one side of the firewall not be communicated or shared with a client on the other side of the firewall. 
	1 
	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	In addition, TV Members or employees that possess non-public, strategic client information must not perform services for any: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Independent expenditure or issue advocacy client within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate (Presidential, House, or Senate) or federal campaign committee or party committee client if the issue advocacy/independent expenditure client’s communications name the same candidate or party or an opposing Presidential, House or Senate candidate or party. 

	• 
	• 
	Party committee client making independent expenditures (excluding the permissible coordinated expenditure work for that party) within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate committee client (Presidential, House, or Senate) or party committee non-independent expenditure client if the party committee’s communications name the same or an opposing candidate. 


	With respect to communications disseminated within these windows, TV Members or employees must not: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or relevant state or national party committee with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group whose communications mention the same candidate or party or their opponents; or 

	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or a state or national party committee whose candidates or opponents may be mentioned in any issue advocacy or independent expenditure group’s communications. 


	TV takes these issues seriously, and no individual candidate or party committee or issue advocacy/independent expenditure committee client is worth exposing the firm to potential legal liability. These guidelines are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients. 
	By signing below, you acknowledge that you have read and understand TV’s policy outlined above. If you have any questions or concerns about how this policy applies to a specific situation, please do not hesitate to contact us so that we may consult counsel and advise you in a comprehensive and efficient manner. We are in continually in the process of reviewing additional changes to implement the safeguards necessary to be in compliance with the regulations and will keep you updated. 
	For Targeted Victory, LLC Employee 
	By: ________________________________ By: ________________________________ 
	Print Name     Print Name 
	Date: ______________________________ Date: ______________________________ 
	2 
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	  CAMPAIGN  NON-PROFIT  POLITICAL LAW 
	August 28, 2020 
	SENT VIA EMAIL 
	SENT VIA EMAIL 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Jeff S. Jordan, Assistant General Counsel Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal 1050 First Street NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Cela@fec.gov 
	Cela@fec.gov 
	Cela@fec.gov 


	RE: Response to MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	On behalf of The Committee to Defend the President (“CDP”), please accept this Response to MUR 7758. The Complaint has incorrectly, and without factual basis or specificity, alleged CDP engaged in “improper coordination” with a litany of campaign committees. As discussed in detail below, CDP did not engage in “improper coordination” and, as a result, respectfully requests the Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) refrain from taking any further action and conclude there is no reason to believe CDP enga
	BACKGROUND 
	In accordance and compliance with the list rental arrangements discussed in Advisory Opinions 2002-14 and 2010-30, CDP elects to rent email lists solely from commercial vendors and does not rent any such lists from any individual campaigns, political parties, or other political entities. Here, the CDP email (“CDP Email”) was sent pursuant to such an arrangement. The Complaint provides, and relies on, exceptionally limited and speculative information to support the conclusion CDP engaged in coordinated commu
	1 
	2 
	3 

	DISCUSSION 
	To be a coordinated communication, the communication in question must satisfy a number of specific requirements, including satisfying at least one of the conduct standards specified in 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d) (the conduct prong); CDP’s actions do not. 
	Other than the commonalities between the domain name and sending email address, the Complaint is devoid of any details to support the contention CDP had any interaction with any of the specified campaign committees in a manner that would satisfy 11 C.F.R. 100.21(d). CDP engaged a commercial vendor for email list rental purposes and the email in question was sent pursuant to that engagement. The complaint fails to allege – beyond a mere conclusory allegation -how the communication meets the conduct standards
	441 N Lee     Alexandria, VA 22314 202-210-5431(office) 202-478-0750(fax) www.pol tical.law 
	PAC • CAMPAIGN • NON-PROFIT • POLITICAL LAW
	political.law 
	A similar email list rental scenario was discussed in MUR 6775 (Ready for Hillary PAC, et al.), which was filed by respondent CDP itself (when previously named Stop Hilla1y PAC). There, the Commission analyzed an arTangement where an email list rental was managed by a third-pa1ty vendor and the email list at issue was owned by a candidate's fo1mer p1incipal campaign committee (Friends of Hilla1y) and rented to a hybrid PAC seeking to encourage the future candidacy of that candidate (Ready for Hillary). 
	The Complaint alleges that Ready for Hillary PAC's use of an email list obtained from Friends of Hilla1y to distribute this email indicates that Clinton or her agents autho1ized the message, that the contdbutions and expenditures of Ready for Hillary PAC in collection with Clinton's possible candidacy therefore must be attributed to Clinton herself, and that Clinton triggered candidate status as a result. 
	4 

	The Commission disagreed. In reaching such a conclusion, the Commission dete1mined Ready for Hillary was a draft committee as it sought "to encourage Clinton to nm and to build suppo1t for a potential Clinton candidacy, not an existing candidacy."Additionally, the content ofthe email and Clinton's own statements that she had not yet decided whether she would nm for office supported the conclusion that "the actions of both Clinton and Ready for Hillary PAC ar·e aimed at evaluating the feasibility ofher candi
	5 
	6 
	7 
	and the url (hilla1yclinton.com) 
	8 

	Applied to the instant matter, that the domain and sending email address are the same is wholly insufficient to support the conclusion CDP's activities satisfy the conduct standar·ds a1ticulated in 11 C.F.R. 100.21(d). CDP engages in email list rental agreements with a commercial vendor that engages in similar· transactions with other political committees and itself has control over the domain names and email addresses it uses to deploy such rentals. To asse1t such an immaterial commonality rises to the lev
	CONCLUSION 
	The CDP Email in question does not meet the standar·ds a1ticulated in 11 C.F.R. 100.21 for coordinated communications. As such, CDP respectfully requests the Commission dismiss this matter at least as it relates to CDP, if not entirely. 
	tted, 
	J5._tftJ?su ....

	Dan Ba:Jle.1,Esq. (202) 210-5431 
	dan@political.law 

	Counselfor The Committee to Defend the President and Dan Backer, Treasurer 
	441 N Lee Street • Suite 300 Alexandria, VA 22314 202-210-5431(office) 202-478-07S0(fax) www.pol tical.law 
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	August 31, 2020 
	Jeff S. Jordon Assistant General Counsel Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 
	1050 First Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Jordon: 
	This Response is submitted by the undersigned counsel, jointly on behalf of Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker, in her capacity as Treasurer; Cotton for Senate, Inc. and Theodore Koch, in his capacity as Treasurer; Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker, in her capacity as Treasurer; McConnell Senate Committee and Larry Steinberg, in his capacity as Treasurer; and Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs, in his capacity as Treasurer (collectively, “Respondents”); in connection with Matter Under Review 7758. 
	The Complaint makes unsupported and misguided allegations of coordination between Respondents and three “527 organizations” (hereinafter “Outside Groups”). The Complainant appears to be attempting to allege impermissible coordination between the Outside Groups and Respondents based on independent, unrelated e-mail communications sent from a single, unique e-mail address. In reality, that e-mail address is used by a list-rental company providing separate services to many candidates and political groups; ther
	I. Factual Background 
	Cory Gardner for Senate, Cotton for Senate, Inc., Marco Rubio for Senate, the McConnell Senate Committee, and Joni for Iowa are the authorized campaign committees of Senator Cory Gardner, Senator Tom Cotton, Senator Marco Rubio, Senator Mitch McConnell, 
	Page 1 of 7 MUR 7758 Joint Response 
	and Senator Joni Ernst, respectively. Each of these entities has separately and independently contracted with Targeted Victory, a political consulting firm, for digital fundraising consulting services during the 2020 election cycle, including e-mail fundraising. Declaration of Abe Adams at ¶ 3; Affidavit of Carter Kidd at ¶ 7. 
	The Republican State Leadership Committee is a political organization operating under Section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code. America First Action is an independent expenditure-only political action committee duly registered with the Federal Election Commission. Each of these entities (together with Respondents, the “Clients”) has also separately and independently contracted with Targeted Victory for digital fundraising consulting services during the 2020 election cycle, including e-mail fundraising. Affi
	To prevent the flow of non-public campaign information between these and/or its other clients in the provision of its services, Targeted Victory has established and actively maintains a written firewall policy pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h) (“Firewall Policy”). Declaration of Abe Adams at ¶ 5; Exhibit I. 
	As was the case with respect to the fundraising e-mails here, Targeted Victory’s digital fundraising services often involve sub-contracting with third party list brokers to rent e-mail lists that broaden the reach of clients’ solicitations. See Declaration of Abe Adams at ¶ 3. One such sub-vendor is the one used for the emails at issue here, Right Country Lists, a list brokerage firm that manages a host of Republican and conservative e-mail lists; one in particular comprised of reliable Republican donors (t
	Targeted Victory’s development and distribution of the Clients’ fundraising e-mails followed the standard process used by a fundraising vendor when utilizing an e-mail list rented from Right Country Lists. Specifically, Targeted Victory worked directly and separately with each Client to develop the content, including copywriting, graphics, design, and formatting for its own respective fundraising e-mail. Targeted Victory then provided the fully-formatted, HTML e-mail to Right Country Lists, which uploaded t
	communication to the e-mail addresses on the List through its proprietary “keepingusgreat.com” 
	 “info@keepingusgreat.com” e-mail address, 

	In the course of its list rental transactions, Right Country Lists had no interaction with any of the Clients, nor was it privy to any communications – strategic or otherwise – between Targeted Victory and its Clients. Indeed, Right Country Lists did not engage in, and had no knowledge of, strategic discussions regarding the content, messaging, audience or timing of an email send on behalf of any campaign committee, or about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs. Affidavit of Carter Kidd at ¶ 1
	-
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	share any related data or information with any other party. Specifically, Right Country Lists does not share or transmit any client information to any other client, including, but not limited to: client identity; list usage; number or timing of sends; e-mail content; information that could be construed as plans, projects, activities, or needs; or any other client information obtained by Right Country Lists in the course of its services. Affidavit of Carter Kidd at ¶ 12. 
	Similarly, Targeted Victory’s Firewall Policy prevented the transmission of any such information by its employees or agents. Pursuant to the Firewall Policy, employees assigned to work with campaign clients did not discuss any client information whatsoever with those assigned to outside group clients, and vice versa. Declaration of Abe Adams at ¶ 5; Exhibit I. Accordingly, in the course of providing services to its Clients, Targeted Victory did not share with any Outside Group client any information about s
	In addition to serving as a list sub-vendor for various Targeted Victory clients, Right Country Lists also contracted with numerous other political entities for separate, unrelated rentals of the List, including the Committee to Defend the President. Affidavit of Carter Kidd, ¶ 
	8.Regardless of the client, however, each of the list rentals referenced in the Complaint comported with the standard procedure outlined above. Declaration of Abe Adams at ¶¶ 3-4; Affidavit of Carter Kidd at ¶ 10. 
	II. Legal Analysis 
	 and “the same email address ()” is “evidence of at least some coordination between the three 527 organizations and the eight campaigns because they are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least for fundraising purposes.” Complaint at 1.  As explained above, however, the use of the same domain and email address is the result of an ordinary business practice undertaken by Right Country Lists, not evidence of coordination. Simply stated, the facts, as presented, fail to pro
	According to the Complainant, the use of “the same domain (keepingusgreat.com)”
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com


	The Complainant failed to provide even one specific example of an expenditure paid for by an Outside Group that could even qualify as a “coordinated communication” with respect to any of the candidate Respondents.  More specifically, the Complaint contains no information indicating that any of the Respondents requested, suggested, or assented to the fundraising emails created, produced, and distributed by the Outside Groups named in Complaint. See 11 
	C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(1). There is no information indicating that any of the Respondents were materially involved in decisions regarding the Outside Groups’ emails in terms of content, intended audience, means or mode, media outlet, timing or frequency, or size, prominence, or duration. 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(2). There is no information indicating that any communication 
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	was created, produced, or distributed after one or more substantial discussions about that communication between any the Respondents and any of the Outside Groups. 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(3); see generally MUR 6780 (Land), First General Counsel’s Report at 7-8 (noting complaint contains no direct evidence of requests or suggestions, material involvement, or substantial discussions).  Various Respondents did use common vendors, but there is no evidence in the Complaint that any nonpublic, material information 
	The only coordination theory that could conceivably be read into the Complaint is the use of a common vendor.  However, there is no evidence of any non-public, material information regarding a campaign’s plans, projects, activities, or needs passing from a Respondent to an Outside Group through Right Country Lists or Targeted Victory.  No such transfer of information occurred, and Complainant does not offer any evidence suggesting otherwise. Because Right Country Lists had no interaction whatsoever with any
	means there must have been “at least some coordination” between the Respondents, and that there must have been “at least tacit consent” from certain Respondents to send a fundraising email on their behalf. The Complainant, however, provides no evidence in support of his presumptions, nor do any of the emails sent to the List by any of the Outside Groups even reference a Respondent. In the past, the Commission has specifically rejected evidence-free assertions that there “must have been” coordination. See, e
	The Complainant contends that the use of the keepusgreat.com domain and email address 

	The common e-mail address “used” by each entity was simply the byproduct of a list rental; it was not indicative of an e-mail account shared by anyone or used to provide information to anyone. None of the Respondents communicated with any of the Outside Groups about the communications at issue in this Complaint, but, even if they had, because none of the Outside Groups create and disseminate public communications benefiting candidates for U.S. Senate, no contribution could have occurred to the Respondents, 
	The claims contained in the Complaint are entirely baseless and Respondents’ involvement in the activities at issue is entirely lawful. As a result, the Commission should find no reason to believe that any violation of the Act or Commission regulations occurred. 
	III. Conclusion  
	The Complaint throws some facts against the wall, hoping something sticks. What results is an ill-informed attempt at alleging impermissible coordination between the Respondents and 
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	the Outside Groups, based on unrelated communications distributed through a widely-used list broker’s verified domain. Simply stated, the Complainant fails to identify even a single expenditure resulting from the alleged coordination that would result in a prohibited in-kind contribution from an Outside Group to a Respondent. Indeed, this is because no such expenditure exists. Regardless, the Complainant has failed to provide any evidence sufficient to sustain a claim of coordination. 
	Based on the foregoing and Complainant’s outright failure to provide any evidence supporting this outlandish allegation, it is clear that Respondents in no way illegally coordinated with the Outside Groups, nor did any impermissible in-kind contribution result. Because the Complaint is wholly devoid of merit and fails to withstand scrutiny, we urge the Commission to promptly dismiss the matter without further action. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Jason Torchinsky Tom Josefiak Jessica Furst Johnson Tim Kronquist Michael Bayes Christine Fort 
	Counsel to Cotton for Senate, Inc., Gardner for Senate, Marco Rubio for Senate, and McConnell Senate Committee 
	Ronald Jacobs Counsel to Joni for Iowa 
	Enclosures 
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	EXHIBIT I 
	EXHIBIT I 

	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	To: From: Subject: Date: 
	To: From: Subject: Date: 
	To: From: Subject: Date: 
	TV Employees The Partners Federal Campaign January 2, 2019 
	Finance Law Firewall Policy: 2020 Election Cycle 

	TR
	Overview of Firewall Policy 


	Targeted Victory, LLC (“TV”) has enjoyed years of success providing strategy and marketing services for a wide range of clients, from Federal candidates to political parties to issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. Campaign finance laws place difficult challenges on the way we conduct our business. It is important that you read and understand this memo, because our continued success depends on complying with the prohibitions, limitations and requirements of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
	Under the law, public communications by independent expenditure-only committees (also known as Super PACs), issue advocacy groups, or political party committees may be considered in support of a candidate or party committee (and, therefore, an in-kind contribution to the candidate or party) if the communications are coordinated between the Super PAC and the candidate or party committee, or between the issue advocacy group and the candidate or party committee, or between the party committee independent expen
	As a result, we recognize that BCRA places limits on vendors such as TV who have a wide range of clients engaged in political activities, including candidate and party committees, as well as issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. That means the Members and employees of TV need to maintain “firewalls” to ensure that we do not inadvertently provide or transmit non-public information (1) about our issue advocacy/independent expenditure clients to our campaign or party committee clients; (2) about c
	Principals and employees working on opposite sides of the “firewall” must not, under any circumstances, communicate any information whatsoever about their separate clients. Being “firewalled” off means TV Members and employees working on behalf of each client must not share or discuss, in any way, their separate client’s private plans, projects, activities or needs, including messages. This “firewall” must be maintained to ensure that no principal or employee inadvertently provides or transmits non-public i
	Accordingly, TV has created a firewall structure that prevents the flow of information about different clients in such a way that the coordination rules would be triggered. Personnel and client information is compartmentalized so that one client’s information (e.g., a federal candidate or political party committee) is not shared with, or used in, another client’s communications (e.g., an issue ad group). 
	The firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing administrative issues or procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients. Similarly, these firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members from maintaining management and financial controls on the company’s operations – only that the private plans, projects, activities or needs of a client on one side of the firewall not be communicated or shared with a client on the other side of the firewall. 
	1 
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	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	In addition, TV Members or employees that possess non-public, strategic client information must not perform services for any: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Independent expenditure or issue advocacy client within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate (Presidential, House, or Senate) or federal campaign committee or party committee client if the issue advocacy/independent expenditure client’s communications name the same candidate or party or an opposing Presidential, House or Senate candidate or party 

	• 
	• 
	Party committee client making independent expenditures (excluding the permissible coordinated expenditure work for that party) within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate committee client (Presidential, House, or Senate) or party committee non-independent expenditure client if the party committee’s communications name the same or an opposing candidate 


	With respect to communications disseminated within these windows, TV Members or employees must not: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or relevant state or national party committee with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group whose communications mention the same candidate or party or their opponents; or 

	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or a state or national party committee whose candidates or opponents may be mentioned in any issue advocacy or independent expenditure group’s communications 


	TV takes these issues seriously, and no individual candidate or party committee or issue advocacy/independent expenditure committee client is worth exposing the firm to potential legal liability These guidelines are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients 
	By signing below, you acknowledge that you have read and understand TV’s policy outlined above If you have any questions or concerns about how this policy applies to a specific situation, please do not hesitate to contact us so that we may consult counsel and advise you in a comprehensive and efficient manner We are in continually in the process of reviewing additional changes to implement the safeguards necessary to be in compliance with the regulations and will keep you updated 
	For Targeted Victory, LLC Employee 
	By: ________________________________ By: ________________________________ 
	Print Name     Print Name 
	Date: ______________________________ Date: ______________________________ 
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	AFFIDAVIT OF CARTER KIDD 
	AFFIDAVIT OF CARTER KIDD 

	PERSONALLY came and appeared before me, the undersigned Notary, the within named Carter Kidd, and makes this her Statement and General Affidavit upon oath and affirmation of belief and personal knowledge that the following matters, facts and things set forth are true and correct to the best of her knowledge: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	I am Carter Kidd. I am a Partner at Right Country Lists (hereinafter, “RCL”) and have served in this position for 4 years.  I have personal knowledge of the matters described below. 

	2. 
	2. 
	RCL is a list brokerage firm that facilitates sales and rentals of proprietary, curated lists to a variety of clients. 

	3. 
	3. 
	RCL often contracts directly with vendors and/or political consulting firms that provide digital fundraising, advertising and marketing services to political committee clients. Under such an arrangement, RCL often is the entity that performs the technical distribution of email solicitations on behalf of a client. 

	4. 
	4. 
	4. 
	Upon contracting with a vendor client for a list rental and the corresponding distribution of email communications: 

	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	The vendor client provides the substantive content of the email communication to RCL, usually complete in HTML format. 

	b. 
	b. 
	RCL uploads the HTML message into its email system, generates the email, and sends it to the vendor client for final approval. 

	c. 
	c. 
	Once the vendor client has approved the communication, RCL performs the tasks necessary to distribute the email communication to the appropriate list. 



	5. 
	5. 
	Among the lists owned by RCL and made available for rental use is an expansive list of reliable Republican donors (hereinafter, “the List”). 

	6. 
	6. 
	verified domain. This means that all emails to individuals contained in the List, regardless of the actual identity of the client who has rented the List for use, are emailed from the verified “” email address.  RCL is the registered owner of this domain. The association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that RCL believes increases response rates and the value of the List.associated exclusively with the List, and is not used in connection with other list rentals. 
	When the List is rented, it is distributed exclusively from the “keepingusgreat.com” 
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	 The “keepingusgreat.com” domain is 


	7. 
	7. 
	During the 2020 election cycle, RCL contracted with Targeted Victory as a list rental vendor for various Targeted Victory clients, including Cory Gardner for Senate, Cotton for Senate, Joni for Iowa, Marco Rubio for Senate, and McConnell for Senate, respectively; as well as the Republican State Leadership Committee and America First Action. Targeted Victory obtained rental access for the List via separate arms length contracts for each of the Clients. 

	8. 
	8. 
	During the 2020 election cycle, RCL also contracted with other political vendors and entities for respective rentals of the List, including the Committee to Defend the President. 

	9. 
	9. 
	RCL’s contractual relationship with each of its clients is individualized and confidential. 

	10. 
	10. 
	RCL’s actions as they relate to list rentals referenced in the Complaint comport with the standard procedures outlined in Paragraphs 3, 4, 6, and 9. 

	11. 
	11. 
	RCL did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, messaging, audience, or timing of an email send on behalf of any of any campaign committee, or about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs. 

	12. 
	12. 
	RCL did not share or transmit to any client, any information whatsoever regarding other clients, including, but not limited to, client identity; list usage; number or timing of sends; email content; information that could be construed as campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs; or any other client information obtained by RCL in the course of its services. 

	13. 
	13. 
	All emails disseminated by RCL on behalf of each of the clients described herein were  which is consistent with company practice. 
	sent from the same verified “info@keepingusgreat.com” email address,
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	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	To: TV Employees From: The Partners Subject: Federal Campaign Finance Law Firewall Policy: 2020 Election Cycle Date: January 2, 2019 
	Overview of Firewall Policy 
	Targeted Victory, LLC (“TV”) has enjoyed years of success providing strategy and marketing services for a wide range of clients, from Federal candidates to political parties to issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. Campaign finance laws place difficult challenges on the way we conduct our business. It is important that you read and understand this memo, because our continued success depends on complying with the prohibitions, limitations and requirements of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
	Under the law, public communications by independent expenditure-only committees (also known as Super PACs), issue advocacy groups, or political party committees may be considered in support of a candidate or party committee (and, therefore, an in-kind contribution to the candidate or party) if the communications are coordinated between the Super PAC and the candidate or party committee, or between the issue advocacy group and the candidate or party committee, or between the party committee independent expen
	As a result, we recognize that BCRA places limits on vendors such as TV who have a wide range of clients engaged in political activities, including candidate and party committees, as well as issue advocacy and independent expenditure groups. That means the Members and employees of TV need to maintain “firewalls” to ensure that we do not inadvertently provide or transmit non-public information (1) about our issue advocacy/independent expenditure clients to our campaign or party committee clients; (2) about c
	Principals and employees working on opposite sides of the “firewall” must not, under any circumstances, communicate any information whatsoever about their separate clients. Being “firewalled” off means TV Members and employees working on behalf of each client must not share or discuss, in any way, their separate client’s private plans, projects, activities or needs, including messages. This “firewall” must be maintained to ensure that no principal or employee inadvertently provides or transmits non-public i
	Accordingly, TV has created a firewall structure that prevents the flow of information about different clients in such a way that the coordination rules would be triggered. Personnel and client information is compartmentalized so that one client’s information (e.g., a federal candidate or political party committee) is not shared with, or used in, another client’s communications (e.g., an issue ad group). 
	The firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing administrative issues or procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients. Similarly, these firewalls are not intended to prevent TV Members from maintaining management and financial controls on the company’s operations – only that the private plans, projects, activities or needs of a client on one side of the firewall not be communicated or shared with a client on the other side of the firewall. 
	1 
	Targeted Victory, LLC Firewall Policy Memorandum 
	In addition, TV Members or employees that possess non-public, strategic client information must not perform services for any: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Independent expenditure or issue advocacy client within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate (Presidential, House, or Senate) or federal campaign committee or party committee client if the issue advocacy/independent expenditure client’s communications name the same candidate or party or an opposing Presidential, House or Senate candidate or party. 

	• 
	• 
	Party committee client making independent expenditures (excluding the permissible coordinated expenditure work for that party) within 120 days of having performed services for any federal candidate committee client (Presidential, House, or Senate) or party committee non-independent expenditure client if the party committee’s communications name the same or an opposing candidate. 


	With respect to communications disseminated within these windows, TV Members or employees must not: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or relevant state or national party committee with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group whose communications mention the same candidate or party or their opponents; or 

	• 
	• 
	Discuss the private political plans, projects, activities, or needs, including messages, of any independent expenditure or issue advocacy group with a TV Member or employee who is providing services to a Presidential campaign, Senate campaign, Congressional campaign, or a state or national party committee whose candidates or opponents may be mentioned in any issue advocacy or independent expenditure group’s communications. 


	TV takes these issues seriously, and no individual candidate or party committee or issue advocacy/independent expenditure committee client is worth exposing the firm to potential legal liability. These guidelines are not intended to prevent TV Members and employees from discussing procedures that will improve the services we provide to our clients. 
	By signing below, you acknowledge that you have read and understand TV’s policy outlined above. If you have any questions or concerns about how this policy applies to a specific situation, please do not hesitate to contact us so that we may consult counsel and advise you in a comprehensive and efficient manner. We are in continually in the process of reviewing additional changes to implement the safeguards necessary to be in compliance with the regulations and will keep you updated. 
	For Targeted Victory, LLC Employee 
	By: ________________________________ By: ________________________________ 
	Print Name     Print Name 
	Date: ______________________________ Date: ______________________________ 
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	Michael E. Toner 202.719.7545 
	mtoner@wiley.law 

	Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 Tel: 202.719.7000 
	August 31, 2020 
	Figure
	VIA E-MAIL () 
	CELA@FEC.GOV
	CELA@FEC.GOV


	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MUR 7758 (Republican National Committee) 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	We represent the Republican National Committee (the “RNC”) and Ronald C. Kaufman in his official capacity as Treasurer of the RNC in the above-captioned matter.   
	We have reviewed the complaint filed on July 9, 2020, by Alexander Joseph Zajac (the “Complaint”) alleging “improper coordination” among “three 527 organizations” and “eight campaigns.” Notably, the RNC is not one of these 11 entities identified in the Complaint.  As explained below, the Complaint does not allege any violations of Federal Election Commission (“FEC” or “Commission”) regulations or the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“FECA”), by the RNC. In light of the foregoing, the RNC s
	The Complaint is based on a series of fundraising emails from the 11 identified entities that appear to have been sent from the same vendor email address, which the Complaint contends is “evidence of at least some coordination between the three 527 organizations and the eight campaigns” (emphasis in original). The Complaint does not identify the RNC as one of these 11 entities nor does it attach any fundraising emails from the RNC.  Rather, the Complaint merely notes that one of the identified groups—Trump 
	any
	1 

	MUR 4960 (Hillary Rodham Clinton for U.S. Senate Exploratory Committee), Statement of Reasons of Commissioners David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradley A. Smith, and Scott E. Thomas at 1 (Dec. 21, 2000). 
	Jeff S. Jordan August 31, 2020 Page 2 
	For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission should find no reason to believe the RNC violated FECA or Commission regulations and should promptly dismiss the RNC from this matter. 
	Respectfully submitted, 
	/s/ Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks 
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	Christal Dennis Digitally signed by Christal Dennis Date: 2020.09.01 12:02:11 -04'00' 
	Michael E. Toner 202.719.7545 
	mtoner@wiley.law 

	Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 Tel: 202.719.7000 
	August 31, 2020 
	Figure
	VIA E-MAIL (CELA@FEC.GOV) 
	VIA E-MAIL (CELA@FEC.GOV) 

	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Office of Complaints Examination & Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street NE Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MUR 7758 (Republican State Leadership Committee) 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	We represent the Republican State Leadership Committee (“RSLC”) in the above-captioned matter. 
	We have reviewed the Complaint filed by Alexander Joseph Zajac on July 9, 2020 (the “Complaint”), which alleges that eight federal campaign committees and three 527 organizations, including RSLC, engaged in “improper coordination” under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“FECA” or the “Act”) and Federal Election Commission (“FEC” or “Commission”) regulations.  As discussed below, the Complaint is fundamentally defective, as it fails to set forth sufficient facts to allege that a violatio
	FACTS 
	Founded in 2002, RSLC is a non-federal political organization organized under Section 527 of the Internal Revenue Code.  RSLC is dedicated to electing Republicans to non-federal, state-level offices across the country.  As a Section 527 political organization, RSLC is registered with and reports to the Internal Revenue Service.  It also maintains affiliated state PACs in several states. 
	To support its state-focused mission, RSLC engages in fundraising activities that include online fundraising and email solicitations.  In addition to its in-house digital team, RSLC contracts with commercial vendors to assist it with online fundraising efforts.  One such commercial vendor is Targeted Victory.  Targeted Victory’s services to RSLC include providing advice on how to grow RSLC’s online fundraising program and drafting RSLC email solicitations.  As one of the premier digital fundraising firms fo
	To support its state-focused mission, RSLC engages in fundraising activities that include online fundraising and email solicitations.  In addition to its in-house digital team, RSLC contracts with commercial vendors to assist it with online fundraising efforts.  One such commercial vendor is Targeted Victory.  Targeted Victory’s services to RSLC include providing advice on how to grow RSLC’s online fundraising program and drafting RSLC email solicitations.  As one of the premier digital fundraising firms fo
	Jeff S. Jordan August 31, 2020 Page 2 

	firewall policy that satisfies the requirements of the Commission’s safe harbor at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h).
	1 

	RSLC has sought to grow its online fundraising program by sending email solicitations to rented lists.  We understand that Targeted Victory works with a number of list rental vendors and pays a negotiated price for its clients to rent these lists.  As is common in the political fundraising industry, these list rental vendors do not physically give a copy of their lists to the organizations which are renting the vendors’ lists.  Instead, these list rental vendors send the organizations’ emails to the rented 
	The Complaint attaches a June 12, 2020 email sent by one of Targeted Victory’s list rental vendors on behalf of RSLC (the “RSLC Email”).  The RSLC Email is a fundraising solicitation and offers any donor contributing $5 or more a free RSLC bumper sticker that says “Defund Antifa.” The RSLC Email does not refer to any federal candidate nor any political party committee. RSLC has confirmed with Targeted Victory that the RSLC Email was created and disseminated in accordance with the process outlined above.  Sp
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	info@keepingusgreat.com


	DISCUSSION 
	I. The Complaint fails to meet the minimum procedural requirements for a “reason to believe” finding and should be dismissed on this basis alone. 
	Commission regulations require that a complaint “contain a clear and concise recitation of the facts which describe a violation of a statute or regulation over which the Commission has jurisdiction.”  The Commission may find “reason to believe” a violation has occurred “only if a complaint sets forth sufficient specific facts, which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of the FECA.”  When alleging impermissible coordination, a “[c]omplaint’s inference” of 
	2
	3

	Figure
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	coordination is not sufficient.  As the Commission has explained, “[u]nwarranted legal conclusions from asserted facts . . . or mere speculation . . . will not be accepted as true.”Moreover, “[p]urely speculative charges, especially when accompanied by a direct refutation, do not form an adequate basis to find a reason to believe that a violation of the FECA has occurred.”
	4
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	The Complaint alleges that RSLC and the other respondents engaged in “improper coordination” because the respondents “are sending fundraising emails from the same domain () and, indeed, from the same email address (.” The Complaint speculates that “[t]hese emails are evidence of at least some coordination” among the respondents.  But the Complaint fails to offer specific facts that, if proven true, would constitute a violation of the Commission’s coordinated communication regulations.  The Complaint does no
	keepingusgreat.com
	)
	info@keepingusgreat.com
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	8

	Put simply, the Complaint’s only purported “evidence” of a potential coordination violation by RSLC is that RSLC rented the same fundraising email lists as the other respondents, which is permissible as a matter of law.  Given that the Complaint falls far short of even the rudimentary procedural requirements and specific factual predicates for a “reason to believe” finding, the Commission should promptly dismiss the Complaint against RSLC on this basis alone. 
	MUR 6077 (Coleman), First General Counsel’s Report at 9 (Apr. 20, 2009) (analysis incorporated into Factual & Legal Analyses sent to respondents).  
	4 

	MUR 4960 (Hillary Rodham Clinton for U.S. Senate Exploratory Committee), Statement of Reasons of Commissioners David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradley A. Smith, and Scott E. Thomas at 2 (Dec. 21, 2000).  
	5 

	MUR 6296 (Buck), Statement of Reasons of Vice Chair Caroline C. Hunter and Commissioners Donald F. McGahn and Matthew S. Petersen at 5 (June 14, 2011) (quoting MUR 5467 (Moore), First General Counsel’s Report at 5 (July 23, 2004)). 
	6 

	Explanation and Justification for Final Rules on Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 437 (Jan. 3, 2003). 
	7 

	Id. 
	Figure
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	II. In any event, there is no reason to believe RSLC violated FECA by making a coordinated communication. 
	Although the Commission should dismiss the Complaint based on the procedural infirmities detailed above, a review of the evidence also demonstrates there is no reason to believe RSLC made a coordinated communication. For the reasons explained below, the Commission should promptly dismiss RSLC from this matter. 
	A. To the extent the Complaint alleges that the RSLC Email is a “coordinated communication,” this communication does not satisfy the content prong.  
	The Complaint identifies only one communication paid for by RSLC: the RSLC Email.  The RSLC Email cannot be a coordinated communication as a matter of fact and law because it does not satisfy any of the criteria in the content prong at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(c).  
	First, a communication must be either an “electioneering communication” or a “public communication” to satisfy the content prong.  The RSLC Email is neither.  An electioneering communication is limited to communications disseminated via broadcast, cable, or satellite.Accordingly, emails are not electioneering communications as a matter of law.  A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mail
	9 
	10 
	11
	12
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	Second, a public communication must contain certain content to satisfy the content prong. Although the RSLC Email does not satisfy the content prong because it is not a public communication, the RSLC Email further does not satisfy any of the specific content requirements. The RSLC Email does not incorporate any federal candidate campaign   The RSLC Email does not expressly advocate the election or defeat of a clearly 
	materials.
	14
	identified federal candidate, nor does it contain the functional equivalent of express advocacy.
	15 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.29.  
	11 C.F.R. § 100.29.  
	9 


	Id. § 100.26. 
	10 

	11 
	Id. 
	Id. § 100.27. 
	12 

	See also MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate, et al.), Factual & Legal Analysis at 5 (Sept. 17, 2013) (finding no reason to believe that Senate Conservatives Fund made a coordinated communication because email communications—even when they involve costs such as renting email lists—are neither electioneering communications nor public communications).  
	13 

	11 C.F.R. § 109.21(c)(2). 
	14 

	Id. § 109.21(c)(3), (5).  
	15 
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	The RSLC Email does not even reference a clearly identified federal candidate or political party  Put simply, the RSLC Email is an issue-based, state-focused fundraising email that is devoid of any content that triggers the content prong of the Commission’s coordinated communication regulations.  Having failed to satisfy the content prong as a matter of law, the RSLC Email is not a coordinated communication. 
	committee, let alone do so within one of the prescribed pre-election windows.
	16

	B. Even if the Complaint properly alleged that the RSLC Email is a “coordinated communication,” the communication does not satisfy the conduct prong.  
	The Complaint appears to speculate that RSLC made a coordinated communication through the use of a common vendor, although it is not even clear with whom RSLC was allegedly   The RSLC Email does not satisfy the common vendor conduct standard at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(4) for the reasons explained below.   
	coordinating.
	17

	First, it is worth noting at the outset that the common vendor conduct standard reinforces the content prong by requiring the entity paying for the allegedly coordinated communication to share a commercial vendor with “the candidate who is clearly identified in the communication, or the candidate’s authorized committee, the candidate’s opponent, the opponent’s authorized committee, or a political party committee.”  Here, the common vendor standard cannot be satisfied because the Complaint has not identified
	18

	Second, the common vendor conduct standard is not satisfied with respect to Targeted Victory because Targeted Victory maintains an internal firewall that qualifies for the Commission’s safe   Targeted Victory has represented to RSLC that it has implemented a written firewall policy that complies with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h). Absent any specific information indicating that material information has been passed through Targeted Victory despite its firewall policy—and RSLC is aware of no such 
	harbor.
	19

	Finally, the list rental vendors that worked with Targeted Victory cannot be “common vendors” because they are not involved in creating, producing, or distributing communications.  The Commission has previously determined that data vendors that merely sell access to their data libraries and analytical tools are not being employed to “create, produce, or distribute” a  Here, Targeted Victory creates, 
	communication and, accordingly, are not common vendors.
	20

	Id. § 109.21(c)(4). 
	16 

	The Complaint does not actually allege conduct by RSLC that would meet one of the six conduct standards described in 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d).  But given the Complaint’s insistence that the use of “the same domain” and “same email address” to send fundraising emails is “evidence” of coordination, it appears the Complaint may intend to allege coordination through a “common vendor” under 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(4).   
	17 
	any

	18 
	18 
	18 
	11 C.F.R. § 109.21(d)(4)(ii).  

	19 
	19 
	See supra n.1.  

	20 
	20 
	MUR 6888 (Republican National Committee, et al.), First General Counsel’s Report at 18-19 


	(Jan. 8, 2016) (analysis incorporated into Factual & Legal Analyses sent to respondents); MUR 6916 
	Figure
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	produces, and distributes RSLC’s fundraising emails.  Targeted Victory assists RSLC with drafting its fundraising solicitation emails, recommends when RSLC should utilize a rented email list and selects which email list to rent, and formats RSLC’s fundraising solicitation emails to meet list rental vendors’ technical requirements.  The list rental vendors with whom Targeted Victory works play no role in crafting RSLC’s fundraising solicitation emails nor do they have the authority to make any changes to sub
	In light of the foregoing, the RSLC Email does not satisfy the common vendor standard of the conduct prong as a matter of law.  Accordingly, the RSLC Email is not and cannot constitute a coordinated communication. 
	CONCLUSION 
	For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission should find no reason to believe that the RSLC violated the Act or Commission regulations and should promptly dismiss this matter. 
	Respectfully submitted, 
	/s/ Michael E. Toner 
	Michael E. Toner Brandis L. Zehr 
	A. Louisa Brooks 
	(Democratic National Committee, et al.), First General Counsel’s Report at 17-19 (Oct. 21, 2015) (analysis incorporated into Factual & Legal Analyses sent to respondents).  
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	1 I. INTRODUCTION 
	2 The Complaint alleges that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
	3 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same domain 
	4 and email address.The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ emails was 
	1 

	5 sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	6 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	7 kind contributions. 
	8 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	9 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	10 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	11 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	12 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	13 emails prepared by Respondents.  As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	14 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	15 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Donald J. Trump for President and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in 
	1 

	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals. Accordingly, Respondents 2 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied.  Several 3 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 4 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 5 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 6 showing that it sent any of
	10 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions.  11 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 12 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 13 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 14 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 15 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 16 monetary contribution with a link to a d
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 
	2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 
	3 for fundraising purposes.”
	5 

	4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 
	5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.In each case, although the emails were 
	6 

	6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 
	7 Lists that actually sent the emails to the individuals on the list.  Following what it describes as its 
	8 usual practice and an industry custom, Right Country Lists sent the emails using a verified email 
	9 address and domain that it owns and operates, info@keepusgreat.com.
	7 


	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 
	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 
	11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 
	12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address.She also states that rental access 
	8 

	13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 
	14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists).  Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently. These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by which
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for 11 Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or committee from 12 knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined by the Act and 13 Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1. Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9. Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated. E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as we recommend tha
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.”In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications, subject to a three-part test codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21.  3 Under the Commission’s coordinated communication regulation, the communication at issue 4 must: (1) be paid for by a third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” 5   All three prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated 6 7 Political committees are requir
	15 
	standard.
	16
	communication and treated as an in-kind contribution.
	17 

	10 If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18 
	the amount of the contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4)common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor. Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials. Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied. 
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6   They state that Right 
	consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent Respondents’ fundraising 
	8 These assertions are supported by 
	emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21 

	9 affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one of the digital 
	10 fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list rentals, who 
	11 attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent.Accordingly, it appears that 
	22 

	12 each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain owned by Right 
	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge. See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value. E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperity
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  We note that, in previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line. E.g., First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. a
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the bottom of the 2 3 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 4 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 5 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 6 “any broadcast, cable, or satellite communication” that refers to a “clearly identified candidate 7 for Federal office,” is publicly 
	email and not by any third party.
	23 
	certain requirements regarding the audience.
	24 

	10 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 11 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 12 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”13 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 14 over the Internet, except for communications placed for a fee on another person’s Web site,” a 15 provision referred to as the “interne
	25 
	26 

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4. To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	26 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter.  Therefore, we recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe 

	5 
	5 
	that Respondents violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting 

	6 
	6 
	excessive in-kind contributions and find no reason to believe that the political committee 

	7 
	7 
	Respondents violated 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind 

	8 
	8 
	contributions.   

	9 
	9 
	IV. 
	RECOMMENDATIONS 

	10 
	10 
	1. 
	Find no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in his official 

	11 
	11 
	capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defend the President and Dan Backer in his 

	12 
	12 
	official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her 

	13 
	13 
	official capacity as treasurer, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his 

	14 
	14 
	official capacity as treasurer, Donald J. Trump for President and Bradley Crate in 

	15 
	15 
	his official capacity as treasurer, Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his 

	16 
	16 
	official capacity as treasurer, Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official 

	17 
	17 
	capacity as treasurer, Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official 

	18 
	18 
	capacity as treasurer, McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in his 

	19 
	19 
	official capacity as treasurer, Republican National Committee and Ronald C. 

	20 
	20 
	Kaufman in his official capacity as treasurer, Republican State Leadership 

	21 
	21 
	Committee, Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his official capacity 

	22 
	22 
	as treasurer, and Trump Make America Great Again Committee and Bradley 

	23 
	23 
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by 

	24 
	24 
	making and receiving excessive contributions; 

	25 
	25 
	2. 
	Find no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in his official 

	26 
	26 
	capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defend the President and Dan Backer in his 

	27 
	27 
	official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her 

	28 
	28 
	official capacity as treasurer, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his 

	29 
	29 
	official capacity as treasurer, Donald J. Trump for President and Bradley Crate in 

	30 
	30 
	his official capacity as treasurer, Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his 

	31 
	31 
	official capacity as treasurer, Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official 

	32 
	32 
	capacity as treasurer, Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official 

	TR
	27 
	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do 

	TR
	not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah 

	TR
	Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	1 capacity as treasurer, McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in his 2 official capacity as treasurer, Republican National Committee and Ronald C. 3 Kaufman in his official capacity as treasurer, Scalise for Congress and Benjamin 4 Ottenhoff in his official capacity as treasurer, and Trump Make America Great 
	Again Committee and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer violated 6 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions; 
	7 
	7 
	7 
	3. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analysis; 

	8 
	8 
	4. Approve the appropriate letters; and 

	9 
	9 
	5. Close the file. 
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	I, Vicktoria J. Allen, recording secretary for the Federal Election Commission executive session on March 08, 2022, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 7758: 
	Federal Election Commission Page 2 Certification for MUR 7758 March 8, 2022 
	1. Find no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in his official capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defeat the President f/k/a Committee to Defend the President and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer, Make America Great Again PAC f/k/a Donald J. Trump for President and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasure
	(f) by making and receiving excessive contributions. 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	Find no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in  his official capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defeat the President f/k/a Committee to Defend the President and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer, Make America Great Again PAC f/k/a Donald J. Trump for President and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer,

	3. 
	3. 
	Approve the Factual and Legal Analysis, as recommended in the First General Counsel’s Report dated December 28, 2020, subject to the edits as last circulated by Commissioner Weintraub’s Office on March 7, 2022 at 2:15 p.m. and subject to the correction of names as described by counsel at the table. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Approve the appropriate letters. 
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	Digitally signed by Vicktoria J Allen Date:  15:28:38 -04'00'
	Vicktoria J Allen 
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	Vicktoria J. Allen Acting Deputy Secretary of the Commission 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	Washington, DC 20463 
	March 15, 2022 Alexander Joseph Zajac 
	VIA CERTIFIED AND ELECTRONIC MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

	Greenbelt, MD 20770 
	RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Zajac: 
	On March 8, 2022, the Federal Election Commission reviewed the allegations in your complaint dated July 9, 2020, and on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and information provided by the respondents, found no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in his official capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee to Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official
	The Commission also found no reason to believe that America First Action and Jon Proch in his official capacity as treasurer, Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee to Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer, Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his officia
	MUR 7758 (Donald J. Trump for President, et al.) Letter to Alexander Joseph Zajac Page 2 
	treasurer, Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his official capacity as treasurer, and Trump Make America Great Again Committee and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer violated 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions.  Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter. 
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016).  The Factual and Legal Analysis, which more fully explains the Commission’s findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission’s dismissal of this action.  See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(8). 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Ana J. Peña-Wallace Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Messrs. and Mses. Torchinsky, Josefiak, Furst Johnson, Kronquist, Bayes, Fort, and Jacobs: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer, Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer, Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer, McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in his official capacity as treasurer, and Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer, of a complaint indicating violations of t
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
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	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	Figure
	       Ana J. Pe-Wallace Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	Washington, DC 20463 
	VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
	Megan Sowards Newton March 15, 2022 Stephen J. Kenny Jones Day 51 Louisiana Ave., NW Washington, DC 20001 
	mnewton@jonesday.com
	, skenny@jonesday.com 

	RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Ms. Newton and Mr. Kenny: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your client, America First Action, Inc. and Jon Proch in his official capacity as treasurer, ofa complaint indicating violations ofthe Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis ofthe information provided in the complaint and inf01mation provided by your client, found no reason to believe that your client violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making and receiving excessive contributions, and 
	(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter. 
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See Disclosure ofCertain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 
	or jdigiovanni@fec.gov. 

	Sincerely, 
	/Ina, 9· /J~w~ 
	Ana J. Pena-Wallace Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	RESPONDENTS:  Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald J. 
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	Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his  
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	official capacity as treasurer 
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	America First Action and Jon Proch in his official  
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	8 
	8 
	Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee to  
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	Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official  

	TR
	capacity as treasurer 
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	Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official 
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	capacity as treasurer 
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	Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official  
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	capacity as treasurer 

	TR
	Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official  
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	capacity as treasurer 
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	Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity  
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	as treasurer 

	19 
	19 
	Marco Rubio for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official  

	TR
	capacity as treasurer 

	21 
	21 
	McConnell Senate Committee and Larry J. Steinberg in  

	22 
	22 
	his official capacity as treasurer 

	23 
	23 
	Republican National Committee and Ronald C. Kaufman  

	24 
	24 
	in his official capacity as treasurer  

	TR
	Republican State Leadership Committee  

	26 
	26 
	Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his  

	27 
	27 
	official capacity as treasurer 

	28 
	28 
	Trump Make America Great Again Committee and Bradley  

	29 
	29 
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer 

	TR
	I. 
	INTRODUCTION 

	31 
	31 
	This matter was generated by a Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by 

	32 
	32 
	Alexander Joseph Zajac alleging that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act 

	33 
	33 
	of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	Washington, DC 20463 
	VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
	Dan Backer, Esq. March 15, 2022 Chalmers & Adams LLC 1300 Pennsylvania Ave., NW,# 190-612 Washington, DC 20004 
	dbacker@chalmersadams.com 

	RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Backer: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your client, Committee to Defeat the President (f/k/a Committee to Defend the President) and Ted Harvey in his official capacity as treasurer, ofa complaint indicating violations ofthe Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On Mru·ch 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis ofthe information provided in the complaint and information provided by your client, found no reason to believe that your client violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See Disclosure ofCertain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 
	or jdigiovanni@fec.gov. 

	Sincerely, 
	A1tw9/JuuzrW~ 
	Ana J. Pena-Wallace Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	I. 
	INTRODUCTION 

	31 
	31 
	This matter was generated by a Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by 

	32 
	32 
	Alexander Joseph Zajac alleging that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act 

	33 
	33 
	of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 

	MUR 7758 (Donald J. Trump for President, et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 6 of 9 
	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	26 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	E. Stewart Crosland March 15, 2022 Jones Day 51 Louisiana Ave., NW Washington, DC 20001 
	scrosland@jonesday.com
	scrosland@jonesday.com
	scrosland@jonesday.com


	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Crosland: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer and Trump Make America Great Again Committee and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer, of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis of the information provided in the complaint and information provide
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	       Ana J. Pe-Wallace 
	Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
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	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
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	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
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	regulations.
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	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
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	contribution.
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	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
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	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
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	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
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	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
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	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
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	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
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	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
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	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
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	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Toner and Ms. Zehr: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your client, the Republican National Committee and Ronald C. Kaufman in his official capacity as treasurer, of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis of the information provided in the complaint and information provided by your client, found no reason to believe that your client violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making and receiving excessive 
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov
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	This matter was generated by a Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by 
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	Alexander Joseph Zajac alleging that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act 
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	of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
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	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
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	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
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	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
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	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
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	audience.
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	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
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	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
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	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 
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	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Toner and Ms. Zehr: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your client, the Republican State Leadership Committee, of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis of the information provided in the complaint and information provided by your client, found no reason to believe that your client violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) by making excessive contributions.  Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	       Ana J. Pe-Wallace 
	Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	33 
	of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 

	MUR 7758 (Donald J. Trump for President, et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 4 of 9 
	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 

	MUR 7758 (Donald J. Trump for President, et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 5 of 9 
	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 

	MUR 7758 (Donald J. Trump for President, et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 7 of 9 
	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	26 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Spies and Ms. Reynolds: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified your client, Scalise for Congress and Benjamin Ottenhoff in his official capacity as treasurer, of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.  On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis of the information provided in the complaint and information provided by your client, found no reason to believe that your client violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making and receiving excessive contribution
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	       Ana J. Pe-Wallace 
	Acting Assistant General Counsel 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
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	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
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	18 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	Washington, DC 20463 
	VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
	VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

	Bradley Crate March 15, 2022 Jason Lewis for Senate P.O. Box 4515 St. Paul, MS 55104 
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com
	jasonlewisforsenate@redcurve.com


	 RE: MUR 7758 
	Dear Mr. Crate: 
	On July 15, 2020, the Federal Election Commission notified you in your official capacity as treasurer of Jason Lewis for Senate of a complaint indicating violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On March 8, 2022, the Commission, on the basis of the information provided in the complaint, found no reason to believe that Jason Lewis for Senate violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making and receiving excessive contributions, and 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to r
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). The Factual and Legal Analysis, which explains the Commission's findings, is enclosed for your information. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Justine A. di Giovanni, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1574 or . 
	jdigiovanni@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
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	I. 
	INTRODUCTION 

	31 
	31 
	This matter was generated by a Complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission by 

	32 
	32 
	Alexander Joseph Zajac alleging that Respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act 

	33 
	33 
	of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with fundraising emails sent from the same 
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	1 domain and email address.  The Complaint argues that the fact that each of the Respondents’ 
	1

	2 emails was sent from the same email address is “evidence of at least some coordination” among 
	3 Respondents, raising allegations that they made or received impermissible and unreported in
	-

	4 kind contributions. 
	5 Respondents, some of whom submitted individual Responses and others joint Responses, 
	6 deny the allegations and provide the same general explanation why their fundraising emails were 
	7 sent from the same domain and email address.  Respondents state that they each independently 
	2

	8 rented a list from the same email list rental company.  They further state that the list rental 
	9 company, following its usual practice and industry custom, was responsible for sending the 
	10 emails prepared by Respondents. As such, the emails originated from the same domain and 
	11 email address owned by the list rental company.  Several Respondents submitted affidavits that 
	12 are consistent with Respondents’ general explanation from the list rental company and one of the 
	13 political consulting firms that assisted with arranging the list rentals.  Accordingly, Respondents 
	14 argue that the Commission’s three-part coordinated communication test is not satisfied. Several 
	Respondents include eight principal campaign committees (Make America Great Again PAC (f/k/a Donald 
	1 

	J. Trump for President) and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (“DJT for President”); Cory Gardner for Senate and Lisa Lisker in her official capacity as treasurer (the “Gardner Committee”); Cotton for Senate and Theodore V. Koch in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Cotton Committee”); Jason Lewis for Senate and Bradley Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Lewis Committee”); Joni for Iowa and Cabell Hobbs in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Ernst Committee”); Mar
	The Lewis Committee did not submit a Response.  However, it appears that the information provided by other Respondents — which explains as a general matter why emails separately prepared by clients of a list rental company were sent by the list rental company with the same email address — also applies to the Lewis Committee. 
	2 
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	1 Respondents argue that emails are not public communications and therefore fail to satisfy the 2 content prong of the coordinated communication test.  The RNC separately argues that the 3 allegations against it should be dismissed because the Complaint does not provide information 4 showing that it sent any of the emails. 5 As explained below, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 6 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 7 contributions
	10 Between June 4 and July 8, 2020, Complainant received 27 fundraising emails from the 11 same address, , but each was separately written to him as coming from 12 one of the Respondents.  The emails, each of which is attached to the Complaint, contained a 13 short statement promoting the candidate or organization, and most included a request for a 14 monetary contribution with a link to a donation page or advertised merchandise with a link to a 15 purchase page. Each email included a disclaimer identifying
	info@keepingusgreat.com
	3
	4 

	See Compl. (July 9, 2020), Ex. (emails from Respondents).  Complainant did not receive an email from the RNC, but did receive one from TMAGA, which operates partially for the benefit of the RNC.  FEC Form 1, TMAGA Amended Statement of Org. at 2 (Nov. 1, 2019) (listing DJT for President and the RNC as the participants in TMAGA joint fundraising). 
	3 

	For example, one of the emails, sent on behalf of the McConnell Committee, stated in a box at the end of the email, “PAID FOR BY MCCONNELL SENATE COMMITTEE,” followed by a P.O. Box address in Kentucky.  Compl., Ex. at 10.  Some emails contained messages from one candidate or his/her agent soliciting contributions on behalf of another, such as Donald J. Trump soliciting contributions for Mitch McConnell in an email paid for by the McConnell Committee.  E.g., id., Ex. at 13-14.  In each instance, there is a d
	4 
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	1 The Complaint asserts that there is “evidence of at least some coordination . . . because 2 [Respondents] are using the same email address, domain name, and (likely) email lists, at least 3 for fundraising purposes.”4 Respondents state that they sent the emails at issue via independent agreements with the 5 same email list rental company, Right Country Lists.  In each case, although the emails were 6 drafted and prepared by Respondents or their digital media consultants, it was Right Country 7 Lists that 
	5 
	6
	7 

	10 Several Respondents submitted an affidavit from Carter Kidd, a Partner at Right Country 11 Lists, attesting that when a customer rents one of its lists, all emails to individuals on the list are 12 “distributed exclusively” through its “verified” email address. She also states that rental access 13 for the various committees and organizations was granted via separate, confidential, arm’s-length 14 contracts, and that clients provided the substantive content of the emails to be distributed.
	8
	9 

	Compl. at 1 (emphasis in original). 
	5 

	See, e.g., DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1 (Aug. 20, 2020); AFA Resp. at 1 (Aug. 13, 2020); CDP Resp. at 1 (Aug. 31, 2020); Gardner Committee, Cotton Committee, Rubio Committee, McConnell Committee, & Ernst Committee Joint Resp. (Sept. 1, 2020) [hereinafter Gardner, et al., Resp.], Attach. 2 (sworn affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner at Right Country Lists). Some of the Respondents indicate that they contracted with a digital fundraising company, which subcontracted with Right Country Lists on the 
	6 

	Id. (explaining that the “association of this domain and email address with the List is a commercial practice that [Right Country Lists] believes increases response rates and the value of the List”). 
	8 

	Id. ¶¶ 4, 9, 11. Several Respondents indicated that they directly contracted with Targeted Victory, LLC, to manage their digital fundraising, and Targeted Victory, LLC, then contracted with Right Country Lists.  These Respondents submitted a copy of Targeted Victory, LLC’s firewall policy, which they assert ensured that each of the emails was created and disseminated independently.  These Responses also attached a sworn declaration of Targeted Victory, LLC’s Managing Partner, attesting to the method by whic
	9 
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	1 Further, Kidd attests that Right Country Lists “did not engage in, nor was it privy to, any 2 substantive or strategic discussions whatsoever with any of its clients regarding the content, 3 messaging, audience, or timing of an email sen[t] on behalf of any . . . campaign committee, or 4 about any campaign plans, projects, activities, or needs.”5 Accordingly, Respondents assert that there was no coordination between them regarding 6   Aside from the issue 7 8 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 9 The Act defines “contrib
	10 
	the emails, and thus the coordinated communication test is not satisfied.
	11
	of coordination, multiple Respondents also argue that emails do not satisfy the content prong.
	12 

	10 deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 11 election for Federal office.”  The Act prohibits any person from making, and any candidate or 12 committee from knowingly accepting, an excessive contribution, subject to limitations defined 13 by the Act and Commission 14 Commission regulations provide that the term “anything of value includes all in-kind 15 contributions,” such as the “provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that 
	13
	regulations.
	14 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 ¶ 11. 
	10 

	See, e.g., Gardner, et al., Resp. at 4; Scalise Resp. at 1; DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1.  Several Respondents further argue that the firewall policy employed by their digital fundraising intermediary satisfies the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails from the Commission’s coordinated communication test entirely. AFA Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp. at 2. 
	11 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; AFA Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 4. 
	12 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i); see also id. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (similarly defining “expenditure”). 
	13 

	Id. § 30116(a), (f); see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b)(1), 110.9.  Given the number and various types of political committees and organizations involved in this matter, multiple limits are implicated.  E.g., id. § 102.12(c)(2) (stating that a federal candidate committee may contribute up to $2,000 per election to the committee of another federal candidate); 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(2) (stating that multicandidate committees may contribute up to $5,000 per election to federal candidates). However, as the Commission
	14 
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	1 is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services.” In-kind contributions also 2 include coordinated communications.  Under the Commission’s coordinated communication 3 regulation (codified at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21), the communication at issue must: (1) be paid for by a 4  All three 5 prongs are required for a communication to be considered a coordinated communication and 6 treated as an in-kind contribution under the 7 Political committees are required to report the identifying information
	15
	third party; (2) satisfy a “content” standard; and (3) satisfy a “conduct” standard.
	16
	regulations.
	17 

	10   If a political committee makes a contribution to another political committee, it 11 must also report the disbursement along with the name of the recipient committee, the date, and 12 the amount of the 13 The Complaint points to a series of fundraising emails sent on behalf of Respondents 14 
	contribution.
	18
	contribution.
	19 
	from the same email address, info@keepingusgreat.com, raising allegations that the emails were 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d) (listing examples of goods or services, such as securities, facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists). 
	15 

	Id. § 109.21.  Content standards include: (1) electioneering communications; (2) a public communication that disseminates, distributes, or republishes campaign materials; (3) a public communication containing express advocacy; (4) a public communication that, in relevant part, refers to a clearly identified House or Senate candidate, and is publicly distributed or disseminated 90 days or fewer before a primary, general, or special election, and is directed to voters in the jurisdiction of the clearly identi
	16 

	Conduct standards include: (1) request or suggestion; (2) material involvement; (3) substantial discussion; 
	(4) common vendor; and (5) former employee or independent contractor.  Id. § 109.21(d)(1)-(5).  A sixth conduct standard describes how the other conduct standards apply when a communication republishes campaign materials.  Id. § 109.21(d)(6). 
	Id. § 109.21(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(6); see also 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(3)(v). 
	17 
	18 
	19 
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	1 coordinated communications, resulting in Respondents making or accepting unreported and 
	2 potentially excessive in-kind contributions.   
	3 First, based on the available information, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the 
	4 “payment prong” of the Commission’s three-part coordinated communications test is satisfied.  
	5 Respondents assert that they independently contracted, directly or through a digital fundraising 
	6 consultant, with Right Country Lists, an email list rental  They state that Right 
	company.
	20

	7 Country Lists, following its usual practice and an industry custom, sent the Respondents’ 
	8  These assertions are 
	fundraising emails using an email address that it owns and operates.
	21

	9 supported by affidavits from executives at Right Country Lists and Targeted Victory, LLC, one 
	10 of the digital fundraising consultants that assisted several Respondents with arranging the list 
	11 rentals, who attested to the processes by which the emails at issue were sent. Accordingly, it 
	22

	Separate from whether Respondents coordinated the emails in some way, the Complaint may also be read to allege that Respondents shared an email list without charge.  See Compl. at 1 (asserting that Respondents “are using the same . . . (likely) emails lists for fundraising purposes).  The Commission has long recognized that committees may sell, rent, or exchange their lists for fair market value.  E.g., Advisory Op. 2014-09 (REED Marketing) at 4 n.6; Advisory Op. 2014-06 (Ryan, Ryan for Congress, & Prosperi
	20 

	DJT for President & TMAGA Joint Resp. at 1; RSLC Resp. at 2; Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists) (explaining that this practice is a commercial one that Right Country Lists “believes increases response rates and the value of the List”).  In previous matters involving fundraising emails sent by a vendor on behalf of a committee, the email has similarly included the name of the list owner in the “from” line.  E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 n.14, MUR 
	21 

	Gardner, et al., Resp., Attach. 2 (affidavit of Carter Kidd, Partner, Right Country Lists); id., Attach. 3 ¶ 5 (sworn declaration of Abe Adams, Managing Partner, Targeted Victory, LLC); Scalise Committee Resp., Attach. (same).  The declaration from the Targeted Victory, LLC, partner attested to the use of a firewall policy to ensure that the emails were sent without any coordination between its clients, which would appear to satisfy the safe harbor provision at 11 C.F.R. § 109.21(h), exempting the emails fr
	22 
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	1 appears that each of the emails, though originating from the same email address and domain 2 owned by Right Country Lists, were paid for by the committee identified in the disclaimer at the 3 bottom of the email and not by any third 4 Second, the emails fail the “content prong” of the coordinated communication test.  The 5 content standards all require that there be an “electioneering communication” or a “public 6 communication,” neither of which applies to the emails.  An electioneering communication is 
	party.
	23 
	audience.
	24

	10 broadcast, cable, or satellite, and therefore were not electioneering communications. 11 A public communication is “a communication by means of any broadcast, cable, or 12 satellite communication, newspaper, magazine, outdoor advertising facility, mass mailing, or 13 telephone bank to the general public, or any other form of general public political advertising.”14 Commission regulations provide that public communications “shall not include communications 15 over the Internet, except for communications p
	25 
	26

	As noted above, some of the emails contain solicitations from one candidate or his/her agent on behalf of another, but in each instance there is a disclaimer box indicating that the beneficiary candidate’s committee paid for the email. Supra note 4.  To the extent these emails implicate the “conduct prong,” it is of no consequence if the emails were paid for by the beneficiary committee, which appears to be the case here. 
	23 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3); 11 C.F.R. § 109.29. 
	24 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(22); 11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
	25 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.26. 
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	1 
	1 
	internet, but they are not placed for a fee on another person’s website and thus do not qualify as 

	2 
	2 
	public communications.27 

	3 
	3 
	In sum, the coordinated communication test is not satisfied with respect to the emails at 

	4 
	4 
	issue in this matter. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to believe that Respondents 

	5 
	5 
	violated 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) and (f) by making or knowingly accepting excessive in-kind 

	6 
	6 
	contributions and finds no reason to believe that the political committee Respondents violated 52 

	7 
	7 
	U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3) and (b)(6) by failing to report in-kind contributions. 


	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 6657 (Akin for Senate) (determining that payments to send emails do not fall within the meaning of “placed for a fee on another person’s website”); Advisory Op. 2011-14 at 5 (Utah Bankers Ass’n Action PAC) (concluding that a communication via email is not a public communication). 
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