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Good afternoon,

I am sending the attached Statement of Designation of Counsel and Response to Complaint on behalf
of Christian Printers, Inc. and attorney Rush Nigut.

Thank you,

Megan Viau
Legal Assistant to Rush Nigut & Patrick Burk

6701 Westown Parkway, Ste 100
West Des Moines, IA  50266
Office: 515-274-1450
Fax:    515-274-1488

megan.viau@brickgentrylaw.com
www.brickgentrylaw.com

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained within this transmission (including all attached files) contains confidential information
belonging to the sender, which is legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in
reliance on or regarding the contents of this information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this correspondence in error,
immediately notify the sender to secure its prompt return.

Circular 230 Disclaimer:  To ensure compliance with Treasury Regulations governing written tax advice, please be advised that any tax
advice included in this communication, including any attachments, is not intended, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding
any federal tax penalty or (ii) promoting, marketing, or recommending any transaction or matter to another person.

By OGC-CELA at 8:39 am, Sep 26, 2022
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

JOE O’DEA FOR SENATE
4950 S. Yosemite Street, F2-225,
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
1-303-894-6111

v. MUR No. 8017 & 8023

John Doe Organization
Unknown Address

&

Christian Printers, Inc. 
2700 Bell Avenue
Des Moines, IA 50321

RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT

1. Respondent is a commercial printing company that specializes in printing, packaging, and
direct mail.[1] Respondent was hired to print several mailers referencing Joe O’Dea and Ron Hanks, two 
candidates for the U.S. Senate election in Colorado. The Complaint’s sole assertion that Respondent 
committed a violation of the Act and Commission regulations is that the communications which 
Respondent printed did not feature a disclaimer, and they should have featured a disclaimer because the 
mailers are electioneering communications. The Complaint’s sole allegation is baseless and it should be 
immediately dismissed.

2. First, Respondent is not the payor of the communication.[2] Respondent is merely the
commercial vendor that was hired to print the communications. As explained, Respondent is a commercial 
printing company that specializes in printing, packaging, and direct mail.[3] The Commission has long 
understood that commercial vendors engaging in bona fide commercial activity involving the creation of 
communications that would otherwise be regulated under the Act (including express advocacy 
communications), are not making contributions or expenditures if such activity is purely for commercial 
purposes, since the activity is not for the purpose of influencing a federal election.[4] As Respondent is not 

[1] Christian Edwards Print + Graphics, About Us, https://ceprinter.com/sample-page (accessed June 20, 2022).
[2] As Respondent is not the payor of the communication, Respondent is not responsible for any disclaimer
requirements under 11 C.F.R. § 110.11.
[3] Christian Edwards Print + Graphics, About Us, https://ceprinter.com/sample-page (accessed June 20, 2022).
[4] See, e.g., Adv. Op. 2008-10 (Votervoter.com).
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the payor of the communication, but rather a commercial vendor that produced the communications purely 
for commercial purposes, Respondent has committed no violation under the Act or Commission regulations 
even if the communications were otherwise regulated by the Act. 

3. Second, the Complaint only makes one allegation of a violation, and that allegation is
baseless. The Complaint alleges that Respondent violated the Act and Commission regulations “by 
sending out electioneering communications.”[5] This is patently false. The communications which the 
Complaint claims are electioneering communications are printed communications that were mailed.[6] 
“Electioneering communications” by definition are “broadcast, cable, or satellite communication(s).”[7] 
As explained by Commission regulations, “broadcast, cable, or satellite communication means a 
communication that is publicly distributed by a television station, radio station, cable television system, or 
satellite system.”[8] A printed communication distributed by mail is, by definition, not an electioneering 
communication.  

4. As the Complaint’s sole claim against Respondent is that the communications are
electioneering communications, which is false, the Complaint does not provide a sufficient basis for the 
Commission to find “reason to believe” that the Act or Commission regulations have been violated. The 
Commission may find “reason to believe” only if a complaint sets forth specific facts, which, if proven 
true, would constitute a violation of the Act.[9] Unwarranted legal conclusions from asserted facts or 
mere speculation will not be accepted as true, and provide no independent basis for investigation.[10] 
Accordingly, the Commission must reject the Complaint’s request for an investigation. It should instead 
immediately dismiss the Complaint and close the file. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

BRICK GENTRY, P.C. 

By:    /s/ Rush C. Nigut 
Rush C. Nigut 
6701 Westown Parkway, Suite 100 
West Des Moines, IA  50266 
Telephone: (515) 274-1450 
Facsimile: (515) 274-1488 
Email: rush.nigut@brickgentrylaw.com 
ATTORNEY FOR CHRISTIAN PRINTERS, INC. 

[5] Compl. p. 1, 4.
[6] Id. ex. 1-5. Complainant also admits throughout the Complaint that the communications are “mailers.”
[7] 11 C.F.R. § 100.29(a); 52 U.S.C. § 30104(f)(3)(A).
[8] 11 C.F.R. § 100.29(b)(1).
[9] See id.. § 111.4(a), (d); FEC MUR 4960 (Clinton for U.S. Senate), Statement of Reasons, Commissioners David
M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradley A. Smith, and Scott E. Thomas at 1.
(Dec. 21, 2000).
[10] Id.
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