
August 16, 2021 

Roy Q. Luckett 
Assistant General Counsel 
Federal Election Commission 
Office of Complaints Examination & 
Legal Administration 
Attn: Christal Dennis, Paralegal 
1050 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20463 

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Re: MUR 7918 - Response to Complaint 

Dear Mr. Luckett: 

Thl's letter is submitted by the undersigned counsel on behalf of our client, WinRed, in response 
to the complaint designated as Matter Under Review ("MUR") 7801. The complaint does not 
satisfy the basic requirements set forth at 11 C.F .R. § 111.4 and should be summarily dismissed. 
In the alternative, the complaint should be dismissed because it does not satisfy the 
Commission's reason to believe standard. 

The complainant alleges she "disputed two unauthorized credit card charges that resulted in [her] 
name being posted under individual contributions on the Federal Election Commission website." 
According to the complainant, these two transactions were unauthorized and she requests that her 
"name and personal information ... be removed from the Federal Election Commission website 
entirely." It is unclear who the Complainant believes has the ability to provide this relief, and 
our client is referenced only in the attached print-out of Commission records. Notably, the 
complainant does not allege that WinRed committed any violation of the Act or Commission 
regulations. 

Under applicable Commission regulations, complaints are supposed to satisfy certain minimum 
requirements before being treated as valid by the Commission. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.4. 
Specifically, a complaint "should clearly identify as a respondent each person or entity who is 
alleged to have committed a violation" and "should contain a clear and concise recitation of the 
facts which describe a violation of a statute or regulation over which the Commission has 
jurisdiction." Id. § 111.4( d)(l ), (3). The "complaint" in this matter does neither. The 
complainant very conspicuously does not identify the person or entity who supposedly violated 
the Act, and the complainant similarly does not identify any violation over which the 
Commission has jurisdiction. Nonetheless our client received a notification letter dated July 30, 
2021 , forwarding the complaint and asserting that the complaint "indicates that WINRED . .. may 
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act")." While we 
recognize this is boilerplate language, it is inaccurate in this instance; the complaint does not 
indicate any such thing. 
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Our client received, processed, and properly reported the transactions at issue, both of which 
were facially valid and included the required contributor information. If those transactions were 
unauthorized, or if the complainant simply changed her mind, WinRed ( or the ultimate recipient 
of an earmarked contribution) has the ability to issue a refund. One contribution was refunded at 
the contributor's request, and the contributor disputed the other contribution with her bank. 
However, regardless of whether the charges were refunded or not, WinRed cannot simply 
remove the complainant's name and personal information from its records. WinRed is still 
required to report the complainant's name and personal information again and indicate the 
amount was refunded. As this matter currently stands, WinRed's reporting of these two 
transactions to the Commission is accurate and consistent with the Commission's reporting 
requirements. 

For these reasons, the Commission must also find that the complaint fails to "set[s] forth 
sufficient specific facts, which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of the PECA." MUR 
4960 (Hillary Rodham Clinton For U.S. Senate Exploratory Committee, et al.), Statement of 
Reasons of Commissioners David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradley A. Smith, and Scott E. 
Thomas, at 1-2. Even if everything the complainant alleges is true, the complaint does not 
provide any reason to believe a violation of the Act occurred. 

In sum, the complaint should be dismissed either because it fails to meet the minimum 
requirements set forth at 11 C.F.R. § 111.4, or because it fails to allege a violation of the Act 
sufficient to support a reason to believe finding. Please note, however, that our client is 
nonetheless willing to remove the two transactions at issue from its public reports if authorized 
to do so by the Commission. 

Respectfully submitted, 

essica Furst Johnson 
Darby Grant 

Counsel to WinRed 

MUR791800014




