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PHILLIP CARROLL
W. BANE CLAY
C. JOSEPH IR1MR, JR.
GEORGE E. CAMPBELL
HERsERT C. RULE, n
STANLEy it. PRICE
H. WATT GREGORY. Ea
w. WILSON JONES
VINCENT POSTER. JR.
WEBSTER L. HUBBELL
ALLEN W. BIMO U
WILLIAM E. ISmOP
HILLARI RODHAM CLINTON
C. GRANTLY SUCK
TIM BOCE

M. JANE DICKry
WILLIAM H. KENNEDY, M
KENNETH iR. SHErMIN
DAVID A. KNIGHT
RONALD M. CLARK
GARLAND J. GARRETT
JERRY C. JONES
THOMAS P. THRASH

ROSE LAW FIRM
A ~@PSS@WArL ASSOMIATION

ATTORNIYS
Igo CAST FOUMTH STRECT

LITTLE ROK, ARKANSAS 7111101

Te~gPW@nE (Sotl 370-02M

U. M. ROSn

May 7, 1986

* HAND DEL. VERFD
.11 i! : 44

CAROL 5. ARNOLD
JACKSON PARROW JR.
LES It. S1ALEDIG
JIM HUNTER 8IRCH
N. AVIS THOMA5, JR.

DAVID L. WILLIAMS
CATHERINE LASSITER

RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICHAEL M. JOHNS

MARTIN K. THOMASRICHARD N. MASSEY

GARY N. SPEED
KEVIN R. BURNSMICHAEL P. LAX
ROIS9RT J. VIGUT' JM.

DNA OANIELS NIXON

J. GASTON WILLIAMSON
CHARLM . BAKER

OF cidtiNSEL

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A. ("Worthen"), (MUR
1721)

Dear Mr. Steele:

We are in receipt of your letter of April 28, 1986 and we
are pleased to know that the Commission concluded on April 15,
1986 that there is no probable cause to believe that Worthen
violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971. We
understand that the file with respect to Worthen has been closed
and that this matter will become a part of the public record
within thirty (30) days after it has been closed with respect to
all respondents involved. Mr. Klienfeld informed us by
telephone that the matter was closed with respect to all other
respondents on Monday, May 6, 1986.
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CVery truly yours,

C. oseph Giroir, Jr.

RJV/kg

cc: Ken Shemin



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF TOMMY ROBINSON )
AND THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR )MUR 1721
CONGRESS COMMITTEE, GEORGE M. )
FELKINS, AS TREASURER)

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COUNSELIS SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

RELATIONSHIP OF TOMMY
ROB INSON WITH WORTHEN BANK

also Tommy Robinson (Robinson) was acquainted with various

members of senior management of Worthen Bank (Worthen) for 15 to

20 years prior to the loan transaction in question. In

particular, Robinson was a personal friend of the former

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer, Eugene

Fortson.

The close personal relationship between Robinson and Worthen

is borne out by the fact that Robinson did most of his personal

banking with Worthen in Little Rock, Arkansas, even though he

lived in Jacksonville, Arkansas.

In addition to his reputation for integrity, Robinson was

known to senior management as a bright and industrious

individual with a tremendous potential for success.
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Beyond his personal relationship with senior management,

Robinson exemplified the type of individual Worthen seeks out as

a customer in its ordinary course of business. It is critical

to understand that banking relationships, particularly in

smaller communities with a competitive banking atmosphere, are

forged when the customer is in the initial stages of his

career. Worthen, as a routine marketing practice, makes loans

to assist select customers even though such a loan may not be

warranted in all cases by the balance sheet. See Comparable

Loans below.

ROBINSON'S LOAN HISTORY WITH WORTHEN BANK

The following is Robinson's consumer loan history with

Worthen prior to the extension of credit at issue:

Loan #

120400567

120401123

120401660

120421416

120424430

120426466

120427454

174002565

Opened

05/05/80

07/05/80

09/04/80

01/02/8 1

05/18/8 1

12/ 17/8 1

04/06/82

11/25/75

Paid

07/21/80

10/20/80

02/0 5/8 1

06/31/81

12/18/81

04/07/82

08/25/82

03/05/77

Amount

15,350.95

15,295.89

15p546.98

13,432.89

13,975.04

14,605.95

14,605.96

775.20

Collateral

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

McCabe
Furniture

-2- 0682U-2-



Loan # Opened Paid Amount Collateral

174017780 06/20/79 06/21/82 2,450.78 McCabe
Furniture

174020898 10/05/82 06/10/83 2,358.72 McCabe
Furniture

Each of these loans were repaid in a timely manner and serve

as a basis fo'r Robinson's excellent credit rating with Worthen.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
OF THE SPECIFIC LOAN IN QUESTION

The loan in question was made by Worthen on July 9, 1984,

for approximately $48,000.00. The title records reflect that on

March 2, 1981 Robinson executed a mortgage in favor of Worthen

securing a commercial loan in the amount of $7,000.00 which has

subsequently been satisfied although not released of record.

See Exhibit A attached hereto made a part hereof. On July 9,

1984, Robinson executed a mortgage securing the loan at issue.

A third mortgage was executed by Robinson in favor of First

State Bank of Sherwood on August 23, 1984, however this document

was filed in error as evidenced by Exhibits B & C, copies of

which are attached hereto and made a part hereof.

An appraisal of Robinson's residence made by Worthen

reflected a fair market value of $88,900.00. See, p. 14 of

General Counsel's Brief. There was an outstanding first

mortgage in the amount of approximately $50,000.00 leaving an

-3- 0682U-3-



approximate net equity of $38,900.00. Id. The uncollateralized

amount of the $48,000.00 loan at issue was therefore

approxmimately $9, 100.00.

Accepting the General Counsel's position that when a loan is

not fully collateralized there must be risk reducing features to

assure repayment of the balance, the following are the risk.

reducing features Worthen was entitled to rely upon:

1. Robinson had a successful credit history with Worthen.

2. Robinson had received the highest number of votes in
0

the Democratic Primary held May 29, 1984, approximately two

months prior to the loan date. The Commission has recognized

IV that the proven ability to generate public support as of the

10 date of the loan, and therefore the probability of generating

public contributions in the future, is a risk reducing feature

to the loan. See page 16 of General Counsel's Brief In Re MUR

V 1721 dated March 29, 1985.

3. The loan was partially collateralized by a second

cl mortgage. See p. 14 of General Counsel's Brief.

4. Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of

integrity and as a man who handled his loan matters in a

satisfactory manner. See p. 2 of General Counsel's Brief.

5. The senior management of Worthen having known Robinson

for 15 to 20 years prior to the extension of credit at issue,

believed his talents were transferrable to the private sector

-4- 0682U-4-



and that if Robinson lost the election his earning 
capacity

would have increased significantly and he would 
have repaid the

loan at issue to Worthen as he had always done in 
the past.

IV.

COMPARABLE LOANS

As part of its ordinary banking practice, Worthen makes

loans to individuals it believes are creditworthy 
based

primarily on subjective factors, i.e. integrity and general

character. The following are examples of loan extensions made

- to individuals, like Tommy Robinson, wherein financial

statements were not obtained:

.5...0682U



The following credit proposal reflects the Robinson loan was

within the ordinary commrcial lending practices of Worthen.10

Customer

Tommy Robinson

See Exhibit D.

Amount of Character
Loan Security Rating

$48,000.00 Partially 1
Secured

Repayment
Source

campaign
cont ributiDns
2nd mortgage

V.

CONCLUS ION

At the time Worthen extended the credit at issue, Robinson

had a successful credit history with Worthen; he had a

reputation in the community as a man of integrity and who

-6- 0682U-6-



handled his loan matters in a satisfactory manner; and he was

viewed by senior management of Worthen and the entire community

as a man with a political future.

The loan at issue was evidenced by a written instrument,

subject to a due date, and bore the usual and customary interest

rate of a lending institution.

An appraisal of Robinson's residence made by Worthen

reflected a fair market value of $88,900.00 and a net equity of

approximately $38,900.00. The uncollateralized portion of the

loan was approximately $9,100.00.

The risk reducing features, including potential political

contributions, certainly warranted an uncollateralized loan

amount of $9,100.00.

The comparable loans set forth above clearly show that the

loan at issue was made by Worthen in its ordinary course of

business, and therefore Worthen respectfully requests that the

%. Commission find no probable cause exists herein.

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9131

By: & M A.
Kenneth R. Shemin
Counsel for Respondent
Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

0682U-7-



LITTLE ROCK ABSTRACT COMPANY __

214 LOUISIANA STREET. P.O. BOX 3414, LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 (S01) 372-3400

TITLE CERTIFICATE
No. 74966

WE HEREBY CERTIFY that we have checked the records of Pulaski County,
Arkansas, as to the lands described as follows:

Lot 37, Phase II, JACKSON HEIGHTS ADDITION to the City of Jacksonville,
Pulaski County, Arkansas.

We find that record title thereto appears to be vested in TOMMY F.
ROBINSON and CAROLYN B. ROBINSON, his wife.

We find no liens or judgment liens against Tonuny F. Robinson or
Carolyn B. Robinson, in any court of record-in Pulaski Crounty,
Arkansas, which would appear to affect the title to the above
described lands, EXCEPT the following:

MORTGAGE executed on Sept. 26, 1978, filed for record Sept. 29, 1978,
- by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to First American National

Bank securing the sum of $56,900.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 78-39561;

MORTGAGE executed on March 2, 1981, filed for record March 9, 1981,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to Worthen Bank & Trust
Company, N. A., and recorded as Inst. No. 81-09459, securing the sum
of $7,000.00.

MORTGAGE exeduted on August 23, 1984, filed for recore Sept. 12, 1984,
by Tommy Robinson and Carolyn Robinson, to First State Bank of
Sherwood, Sherwood, Arkansas, and recorded as Inst. No. 84-56088,
securing the sum of $20,141.55.

MORTGAGE executed on July 9, 1984, filed for record May 6, 1985, by
Tommy Robinson to Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N. A., securing the
sum of $48,000.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 85-23456;

GENERAL TAXES paid for year 1984; Due for year 1985 in sum of $739.43;
NO SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT TAXES.

Our liability does not exceed One Hundred Dollars.
CERTIFYING FROM: Jan. 1, 1978 @ 7:00 A.M.
DATED this 25th day of February, 1986 @ 7:00 A.M.
LITTLE ROC: pB TRAC CMANY

BY 
COM)P6L

ATRXCTER

EXHIBIT



II IRSf J 90SNVULL BANK

LARRY T. WILSON
MEhIOINT

March 7, 1986

Hon. Joe Giroir
Rose Law Firm
120 E. 4th
Little Rock, AR 72201

RE: Recorded Instrument #84-56088 Pulaski County Circuit Clerk

Dear Joe:

The above referenced instrument, a mortgage in the amount of
$20,141.55 from Tommy Robinson and wife to First Jacksonville

Plo Bank and filed August 23, 1984, was apparently file in error.

To the best of my knowledge this instrument was to have been
filed in relation to a loan made on June 4, 1984 to Tommy F.
Robinson, Campaign Fund and was repaid on July 12, 1984.
Obviously since the mortgage was filed after the note was paid
it must have been an error.

Enclosed is an executed release deed from First Jacksonville
Bank releasing their mortgage.

If you have any questions or need any additional information
please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

Larry ilson EXHIBIT
President

LTW/sv

A FULL
600 West Main Street IP.O. Box 827 l acksonville, Arkansas 72076 I(501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK



"W ALL MO BY 1hEE

&is 1NSJ4T P~PREBy
RST ILLEWI

BY: I os

That First JacksoIlle Bank, by its President and Executive Vice President, dUly
aulorizedby roper resolution of its Board of Directors, in consideration of the full

WAMT It of indebtedres In a certain Mortgaga dAted AUG.,,_.# 19na._,
and recorded in Book at Page Instruim N 84-56088 In the Office of

the Circuit Clerk for Pulaski COun~yAkanasaid Indebtedness originally having
been o*ed by To--o . vnhiV...n r i8F Rr" sonville Bank, at secured by a
lien uon the following described property located in Pulaski County, Arkansas:

Lot 37, Phase II Jackson Heights, Pulaski County, Arkansas

Said mortgage is released in full as to all properties now enculered thereby, on this
7th day of March -

19 .IL86
IN WITW WHEREO, The First Jacksonville Bank has caused its rumi and seal to be

affixed hereto on the last mntioned dote.

(SEAL)

F I OST JAC ILLj

EXHIBIT

ACOWLGE C-STAME OF ARMJSAS
COLY OF Pulaski

On this 7th djy of March 19 86 before me, a Notary Publ ic,. dly
ccrrnissionedT q iled &~aoctlndgwithnand'fr said County and State appeared In
person the within namd Larry T. Wilson and KAt ila.. -to me
ersonally well known,, who stated tat tne were th PresIaent cna Chief v

'-t' af the First Jacksonville Bank a corporation, and were fuiiyTouiJrtzA
In W t spective capacities to execute the foregoing Instr t for and In the nne
and behalf of said corporation, and further stated and acknoedg -that they haid so
signed, executed and delivered said foregoing InstruTent for the consideration, uses
and puroses therein mentiond and set forth.

In Testimony Wereof, I hove hereunto set nv (td official seal thls ah. day
of March , 19 86 . ,,

-TR/PB I - 0

IW C[I ISSION EIRES:
October 31, 1991
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS
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w. BANK: Worthen Bank
W. Randy Taylor

OMe/_De Regional Banking
,PU5TOMER INUR....m

Nme

Arems -

Busineiee/Typ:.
-ank"n

372-4700

Conitact: BMk POtURVlP Siii@:

BORROWING REQUEST
Amount Renewal: /Yd/ No

$25,000
/ncreuse/(Dcree):. RENEWAL

Type of Loan: OftI 25,000.00
Personal Ot Os 6-27-84

Purpose: (bo nowwe* m i"coon

Original purpose to purchase shares of stock
in the First State Bank-Morbilton and PB&T-
Van Buren

Terms:
Demand, if no demand, 182 days

Fee
SBalance Reqmt

i~striny/Expirauon: Rate:
WBT Prime Floating

R ... .R "a- m m=na:- ,

Steb~ma Duet
C/A.- CASH:
C/,, AIR:
W/C: . ... _ INV:. ,

NOTES PAY:
Ti. BANKS:_

OTHER:______
N/W__. LTO. ,,

NA E( ) QUALIFIED ( ) OTHER(
AUDITOR/CPA__

Interim
stint

Not Prolt

D-daftft

DEBT RECAP

Totel Customer Debt $

Total Related O :ebt S
.. flnawmant Sourceas- i
cwdmyI

Personal income

Collateral: (OsI egse2U

Unsecured
Borrowing Base: A/R %; INV

Basis:

Gtr. / Endorsers (Nw end-data at P#S. PercentaesGuarneudd sims.~ eio~W:

uirectors' Loan Committee

Date:

CMLV y .j#I
NOTE#

SIC#

cco

WPI(Hist)

WPI(Proj)

Anal/Coll. Sal. Lao Mo.:
12 mo. Anal/Coll. Sal.:
12 mo. Anal/Profltl(Loss):
12 mo. Avg. Loan&

OTHER CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Gillert is vice president and
comptroller of the Twin City
Bank

Officers' Loan Committee
Approved

Data

Declined

S
ITr PROPOSAL e

Approved Declined

6ffm jmI I

Aft

a

Ri* ftlnv: oata. 12-12-95;

19.. 19-.. jq .

Loan/IIvaiue;



Sr.-

STATUS:

Deeclp~m~ala~gneof

RECOMMENDATION.

Loan Deprtment

YES/NO YES/NO_ _ _
Deipi Mp. Gmop Hind

. YOE C NO

S CREDIT DEPARTMENT:'

Concur.

YES/NO__ _ _ YES/NO __ YES/NO
Sr. OWNI AN

Daft
* COLLATIMAL DErTAIL

VALUEof MN,,, i.ka



Imm-.

STATUS: VALUE
Dksclpu,Iva as @6 /Addm @6 Mamduk~e Lquidaton-

RECOMMENDATION:

Loan Department

Concu.-.. .--
O 41 YES/NO YES/NO

CREDIT DEPARTMENT:

Concur.
YES/NO

QUAUITY RATING

Offier crewU

Charace 1
Capita 2

Collatea "

Ovrwll Rpi a _
o,,O .

YES/NO
oivMa IMu.

YES/ NO
St. cldm PA.

OW
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANAIYSIS
'.

Date /

From: ~l~ ~i& 4 4 2 ?

To 6'2 a/J 4id

CREDWT PROPOSAL

WP I 1,"".1CUUTOEN REQUEST
w t 1114,81.1 . A
R1N1WAL vi(5) . / OGOIU eLik

CUSTOMER: ..... -

ADDRESS: .ll- :.....

SUSlNElS:

cOIVACT" - 0 Pew U00 03 An TeM We^ 0 lem
HON./ i: T -4 18-/ ... W--al. U3 Co.owen OS/A P.s,

PaIUS /55 -A--- 0 L'C St-g' wbi XeM Lea 0 An Oflawl
AMOUNT: $ (3 L/C "Co.-.eu 0 RNg 0 ...
Now BUSINESS AMT: C3 _ _._ 0 Pa/- m 0 Dma Il
INOORSER ,,GTA. N0et Wnh an Oea of p/I:

_P z .. _/z ,_,. _ "t7
RATE: a~ fee$ ;J- L]22E

REPAYMENT SOURCES:

A. P'lUS ARlY ... . ......

S. SECONOARY - - -.. . . .. . -.

COLLATERAL _ .Q t...,/- .

LOAN VALUg: e UIOP VAWI:

CLAN.UP.................... ATUT . COMT E ,A,-.,_-,,.

. .... 12 
, 

0-07-- 
- - " -(l. ."

V
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date ,iY

From Cx Z O a-sm-" ,2~!tJPit& ~ -w--

To :6udJ

CREDIT PROPOSAL

IoU€i M &l. AM. CuM. yeas

TOTAL 1T*0 4Sb fo on No IAut u*mnmi CNm&iL beboomf wW We lemi

UUSiNGlS UiLATIONSHIP

COMIENTS

CR SINrViCi COOMCM: VIS / N / NAVI NOT IIEWI - STATVIETi AUSOITIO: Vii N -0

QUALITY RATING LOAN APPROVAL
Opplcum cllowr $11mvlc-s
Z CHAlACTU ON

CAPACTY

COLLA1UAL
1"SK FACTON

INOUiTil

" MALL SOOSi RATHO

o - - I ANALV r

L -12.0OS 97/431

SAI:



CREDFA.OPOAL
SBCANK OF OMII* un'tR1~~qsn:~3 D238

W__________ DINE

Address C I-..________
_____ _____ ___IC/L AfOusineSSIW .Nm - _-_;. L __ - - .WI.A t

AT & PT Labs Research 1Ev:
Principal& ~m ~NOTES PAY:______

Contact;___ ____ 312) 355-8650 T/S. " N" .
Contact bnkAulelenehlpO"Oth _______

- ~ _ ____ ____ ___ ____ ____ ____ ___ ____ ___ ~W~LTDt
BORRMOWING REOUEST
Amount Renewal: Yes 0 140(a

Tperofsona: x0e1e

Te r m 0sDa

"' 5 year amortization, 2 year note.
Monthly payment of $225.

~) M. iturtty/ Expiration Projected Balance:
Rdte. es

S Repaymont Sources.

income./assets

Collateral '00.- Pae.AJ

LOdfl/VdIU0 Bass.
N/A N/A

Coll./ Endoters C] NW an d 041PofS, PetCeneaggGuaeanewa 11068than 100%,

Directors' Loan Committee
Approv~ q 1De"6"" e

Daw .

CMLN

NOTEv

sic#

ccco

WPI(btogQ

WPI(ProiJ

TAX 104

ss

Not b~m, (Personal)-
UNOAUIE( )I I OTW(

AUITOcPA.___________

FYE arim

?N Slf
me prelt
0-0 ra

Omdw4

OUST RECAP
Total Debt This %"*r :S 1_0 10 0 0.mpm

Total Related Deft: S

12 ma. ColiAnalysis:
Coil/Analysis Last Mo.
12 ma. Analysis Profit/(Loss):
Current Balance-ottwr deposits:
12 Ma. Avg. Loans:
OTHER CONDITVONSOF

~.

,CL&~z

offims Loan Conesd

Agoam _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _

e

Imckw" VMS bo"Ower) zzzzzzzzj

I -



TATU VALUE
low of ofge .eL. dwa ak quldatlo

RECOMMENDATION:
Loan Department

0YES/NO__________ E/OOwmor. YESMO

/'4DellilqrCOLLATERAL DEVAI...

'.n',I VPARTMENT:

Concur.
YES/NOYESO

AIUV YS/NO______________ YES/NO
sr. CreN Adm.

COLLATIRAL DETAIL



CREDIT ftlOSAL

WIC BANK: W B T
CUSTOMER INFORMATION
Naie:

AddrMso

Busines/Type.
EVP - Secure TechnotL.tgese Inc.

Principals: Phone:

Corf tt' " . . . Bank R, diS :
Ernest

BORROWING REQUEST
Amount Renewal: Yes I(No)

$ 50,000.i ncrtease / (1)ecrese RENEWAL,

Type of Loan: Orig &k

'r er m OF4l Dowe.

Purpose. 41 not u" twem "eeetigl cepM

Pavo f notes #0005829 and 0006246/provide
r! siart-up costs for business

Terms

Four (4) year payout,
nionhly payme1t. sof $I

Miaturity/Epirabon:

M~lk, yt'ar hai I I oio
350. 00

Feew:

Balance Reqmt
Rate: 12 5 Fi e

R- epayment Sources.

... 1*'!":, i.' ] itncornu/, s e ts

Coltea Po i

Borru*,ng t .ise A/R

Lon / Valu
BaNVs%
Basis:

Gtr / Endo'serS tw & dM oW a tS. PF c itge Guaane 1 :*u t.an to1

Directors' Loan Committee

Declined
CML0

NOTE#
sic#

CCCO

WPI(Hist)

WPI(Proj)

TAX 10#

Risk Rating: 3

C
C

Date: 1 /8 /8 6

S Oise ilaed:

C/A: CASH:__

CIL A/FL _

WIC: INV:

NOTES PAY:
TiL BANKS:

OTHER:

N4WM LTD:

JNQUAUFIED ( ) QUALIFIED ( ) OTHER(
WDITORICPA:

Interim
Stint1 ... _ 19 .-._ 19 _. _

l pro t

DEBT RECAP

Total Customer Det S
Toa Relaw Deft S.

26,000.

Anal/Coll. Bal. Last Mo.:

12 mo. Anal/Coll. Bel.:

12 mo. Anal/ Profit/(Loss):

12 mo. Avg. Loans:

OTHER CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Officers' Loan Committee

Approved

:

-1 Declined

Officer/OetBurnett/ReR.

7

Approved

,M~/~~ ,n tl "t / Rea Date: 1/8/8

i

N / A

Data.. Date:



COLLATERAL MEAIL.

STATUS: VALUE
Dem~uuiyg~euinetSewly/lfu t dudMarke Uquldag"o

RECOMMENDATION.

Loan Dsrfi

Concur

NO YESO_ _ES__O__ _

CREDIT DEPARTMENT:

Concur

YES/NO YES/NOAwm

UAU1Y gMTNG

Ofew Credi
Dept

Ocurscr 1

C4*_._ty -3
C4@Ntu -

w'Aawy 2
-- ----

Omon mgr.
YES/NO

Sr. CWNm.m

0

r

1~

*
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date :

From:

To :

CREDIT PROPOSAL

W P I•,oea.) - CUSTOMER IIQUEST

W P I eet.) I &Avg:

RENEWAL; VE/NO WWCI&R

CUSTOMER: . .

ADDRESS. -_______AF7 4L
BUSINESS: _...___

CONTACT: 3 - coml Li 0 R/g Tem L 0 iLem

PHONE: f 0 [3 g 0 cefewwem 0 @/A Peeiw
Flo ,,.,s. / Z a._siv. .. ... ... El V/C IS,.dbl 0 Tom Low C3 As oth,

AMOUNT: - - . DcLo:sCyt O k 0 DOw
NEW SUSINESS AMT: (3 Psede. Pteleeee 0 Osemiel R/E

INDORSERS O. GT.Iel Wmbiond -ft of F/9).

... O. 309-.5003786 $20,500.00 Pr.
9- ," A !2.07into

MATS: J, F2124 "1,!00406801 3,000.00 pr.
TERMllS. A 19.56 int.

OAL. (! I_R "Jt_ f_ ._ now te dated 6/21

RIPAVU1NT SOUCSG:

A. PtW AV -

1. SCONODUY

COLLATERIAL

LOAN/VALUI: AI_ _ _p _ll_:

CLEAN-UP':L CATOMIMIT. ATIO_.

L2 200? 17/831
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date

From

To :

CREDIT PROPOSAL
OATE:

OFUlcluk

DEBT SUM1MARV
couamoauv"a. am. Gua. oescmunm

TOTAL T.UI dew twe., eusgg. .uepsegudiinuf usmdd Ceaw. bsib... sd Pmsa w") ~

BISINESS RELATIONSHIP

COMMENTS

CREIT ERVOCESiII CONCUR: YES / NO NAVE NOT REVIEWED STATI3UITI AUDITED: WIG NO -

QUAUTV RATING LOAN APPROVAL
CREDIT SERVCIS

CHARACTER

CAPACITY

COLLATERAL

iUS FACTOR

OFFICER

OFFICER

120017,1131

lim



NUne.

Addrw

CREITPOOAL

---- ---- - ---- L.aw- -ju-ab

Sus'ls/y -P- t-T-

Principal$: Ph..,.

Contact 374-3522

Same
BORROWING REQUEST
Amount MtWW: YesOC No 0-- , 60; -. -6
Increase 0 CDecra" 0 RNEWAL

Type of Loan: O t

Purpose: , -, . . .-

to extend November, 1985, December 1985, & January
C" 1986, payments so the next payment will be on

2-12-86.

"Fermof

M onthly payments of $990.00 permonth

.2aturity /Expiration: 3-122-90 Projected Saltr
Rate: Fees:
, WBTPrime + 1% F
Repayment Sources:

ncr:

Personal income

Collateral: D" pi pt

OPEN

Borrowng Base A/R % INV %

Loan/Value. Basis:

Gtr C / Endorsers C (NW and ate o F is.'c ctag Guaran@ im I, Io0W %)

Directors' Loan Committee
Approved Declhned

Oats
2-12-O14IRei, hiU6j

CMLM A4
NOTE#

sic#
ccc

WPI4

TAX

(Proj)

mm 

I

OUST SCAP

Total DO This Uowowr S

Total Related Dbt: S

12 mo. Coll/Analysis:
Coll/Analysis Last mo.:
12 mo. Analysis Profit/(Loss):
Current Balance-other deposits:
12 mo.-Avg. Loans:
OTHER CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

Officers' Loan Committee

I0a

Doorns

OfcsriDge mmn/HMOn lMok FIt I

iSalemen Dated:
(000's)clit. .. CANtH

___ ___ _ _Alift

WIC:.. INV.

NOTU PAY:__
1T/L,;.......____

OTIIf________
NIW ., LTD --

Not! Icome (Pemon)
IMUA~t UP( )OUAUMIOI( )OTuO( )
AUiITOR/cPA

Intrim

Nei Prelt

.- F- I A I

na&&. i -in-og



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date :

From :

To :

CREDIT PROPOSAL
1

D ATEW
UPnitcSR Z

DUST eUMMA - (

TOTAL ITbW M Powopnem huinlu u"umo COMmLt, mg emi lemal *

11SINSS REILATIONSHIP

1" . ~COMMENTS , .

CREDIT SERVICES CONCUR: VES / NO / NAVE NOT REVIEED - STATEMENTS AUTED: VIES/ NO

QUALITY RATING LOAN APPROVAL
OFF Illl ~~~CREDIT SERIVICES PIOlID iOCNI

t" CHARACTER

CAPACITV

COLLATERAL

-- RISK PACTOR

INUS --Y4VEILALL ASSIGNED RATING
OFFICE. ANALYST_____

L.z-guu 7/113
I
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date :

From :

To :

CREDIT PROPOSAL
w P 1 IP, __.) CUTOMEE
II P I 1I".1hl

CUTENRAI: ,O.

BUSINESS:

CONTACT.

PHONE: O . 0 (3 bow
FED I../S#: e0 C3 L/c I
AMOUNT: S - - - DL "Ci

NEW BUSINESS ANT: ' o

ENDORSERS/GTR. iNot Wwa OWDW of F/5):

I REQUEST
SATE:

S Opp .iCN:

0 R/E Tom Lea

0 ftwomo) Dowwowswst/ aE

PURPOSE: /?r 37;;p~c~c~

REPAVMENI SOUNlCES:

A. PRIMARY

8. SECONDARy 4z.~o £
COU.ATiAL

LOANVALUI: DAI OP VALUE:

CLEANUP: _ MATURIT: COINT. EXPISATION:

-1 12-00717/83)

.0., ot

0 Low~m
0 @/A Fsilev

0 As O9UStini
0 owe



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date

From

To :

CREDIT PROPOSAL
O P I (P"&j,) _____ wUolluuqUT

w P I (IbM)
REINEWIAL YES/MO

CUSTOMEE:- _. - - .

Ao.DSr - v o A. m.

CONTACT: AM FeewU.
P,ONE: a Q"- 2 493 0 C Om..msu."
1111 0 .0.155 : 0 C3 V I,,/ (

AMouN: 0 L/C (C-M-Minss
NEW ,MUSIs,, AMT: R 07.50 Pws-,..

ENO1EUS/GTlR. (Net Wee* and Dos of Pi):

DAIS 1h. ~

0 */1 Toem Lem

o Tem Le

o ] m.wisg
o slss Um/S

0 Ua

o I/A FtdUIY0 &A aollow
0 o0
O o,___

I '5Se

A. POMARY ... .

G. SECONDAR V

COLLATIMAL

LOAN/VAIlU: 1 OP VAS:

CLEA"4I0: MATUCWY: COMMIT. eNFIUATIOU:

( 1 77/831).

-7-. R oA,
24

•UPM ... S crt/a_ 02_ w



tIORTHEN Bank & Trusompany, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date

From

To:

CREDIT PROPOSAL
DATE:

OFFICER:
DEST SUMMARY

TOTAL (TW 416M tW GeMMeI'sse pess alluding uslud ComumL .baberns salpipgpi lMen)*

SUSINESS RELATIONSHIP

COMMENTS

CREDIT SERVICES CONICUS: Yes' / moNAVE" NOT REVIEwES STATEMENTS AUDITED: YES/ NO -

QUALITY RATING LOAN APPROVAL
OPP~rE CREDIT SERVICES A O sun

COLLATERAL

5111K PACTOS

OWicellANALYST

2-1200817/93) or
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date:

From :~)% P
To : C. 4)k.dl

CREDIT PROPOSAL

W PS IPtM.1 _ CUSTOMI REQUEST
W P I (Niei.)

RENEWAL: (960

CUSTOMi.. .. .. . .. - _

ADDRESS.~~

.S BUSINESS:

CONTACT: 0 Pemwira
PHONE: - -3 - fm Diew.unm
FED I../dSee: 0 LC iSmiby)

AMOUNT: -- --- L/C (C". mAslsil)

:NT0 pe-- d Ds f ---:
|NDO~li|R/OTMl.(Not Worth and Date of P/5):

o R/E Tem Laos
0 ce,,form

0 Tern Leon
0 ftvwq
o oReee -4

PURPOSE: 4 h4.L Lq eA4 4'

I2ZZZZWiZEZ~I 1' LL b)A

REP0AYMEN1T $OUNCES.lDA
A. PRIMARY

0. SECONOARY

COLLATERAL

LOAN/VALUE: SAUS OP VALUE:

CLIAN.Up. MATURSTY 0 - p "

L 212-007 0,831

eo

"ME

. . ,, - , . p

oame
o sA fuem"

TEaM$:
JL~

-ruaw;
rigD;

(ger

|AIUT exp



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date :A

From :A

To:

CREDIT PROPOSAL

* DUST BSUMMARY
COM MAW.m sim. CMwVO

TOTAL SJealdM s w sessmsle wem M Iep himg mha odCwAmfbelmate adal ppa S%")I

U

DATE

Orn:l

rnIMSRf

*UBIN688 RELATIONSHIP

COMMENTS

CREDIT SERVICES CONCUE: V711/ NO I' HAVE NOT REVIEWD- STAT110EN1TS AUDITED: 115/ NO0

QUALITY RATING LOAN APPROVAL
OFFICER CREDIT SERVICE$ ____

CAPAC"T

SCOLLATEAL

ROM FACTOR

_3 -WAUA 0RATING
OpFicER 77 _ Ak ANALYST _______

L 2-006 47/43)
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date

From

To

CREDIT PROPOSAL
w P• Pj.) _ CUSTO I
W PtI INlet.IRENEWAL VEI

CUSTOMI: '.,. -

CONTACT: 0
PHONE: - (3
PRO I.O./Sax: 0 SIC

AMOUNT: 0 v€
- 0

EO O, . So W en9 ANT: 0 ,,,l
IINOONINIOTI. INeN V w OW Daf ot /81:

TIRMS

06PAYMn sax"

A. PNIANY ,., 4 q/11. ,,2CO-MM ad 0c ,93 ,_9 2.. ad J. d.
.. S. . . . . .

COULATEIRAL

" 1 2-00 77/313

a RIUIT
DATE/A

oPPuC1m.-

0 4/I Towm L n

0 Tom LowS

o ron.wk
o Devaiesamn r/1

4 A, 0

0-! i

0 I/A F.UtV

Avr!--

LOA,,AW.: ,,,,,. -_- .,,,,,,,

CLEAN-UP __________________ ATURSIY:COMMIT. 6IPINATIOW.______
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WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date

From

To:

CREW TPROPOSAL

DEBT SLUAWV
Al". MI. Wam-

TOTAL femI dobtow awmamm ii pow Mui*Afte wmiw CeMWis.bebesse eeC enebISe) ___________

BUSINESS UULATI@NSNIP

I c?40W

COLLATEALW

@UPSCE LUALYST



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date: /0-x

From :~ r %vV* 1

To d vt

CREDIT PROPOSAL
w P I Icl-. CUSTOUE MI55UIST
* PS 1160.1
IlUMAL. VSO

CUSTOMISM~

SDUSSES- - . - p
CONTACT: 0 Pwm. Lrn 0 U/E Tom lies ss

PWONE ~ 5 . 7 ,wsema UMn 0 Csrnswasus 0 a/ A PuSoy
Flo I.D. SON: 0 L/C l-"-. .b. 0 Tom Lass 0 As Ofeas

AIOUNT: i0 L4C em {PoS@ a ftOAt 0 Of__:

NEwW SSUESS AM": . -7-r-7. L. 0e- og~ ftwe ssIpsqN
INDONSEUS/oM. toC We Ds a ate of P/E):

PJURPOSE: ) . ,c - le . / -.4,

"ATv: -pass:;
TaISMIL t- Aa4m%-m4

A. PA

a. SECONDARY-

I *\qj

4 0

LOAN/VALUE: _ SAM O VALUE:
CLIA04N. ATLMITV -- I.PSATN

2 1. .O0 7 17/ U3 I

4.t_

I

.40P 0.1901L..

4-SIP



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date /1.4 :- , !

From I "4'VrUf~

To: tr4,244

CREDIT PROPOSAL
-.,. ,

IL
DATE d-: o

* OUS~DET SUMMARY VC.:~k
0OU1fU4wTam?. AM?. CumS. IA

TOTAL I ?M del" tofe ne~g ~ep.. I ~kMo WOW und Cei IMM MW VpGMS. We$

CREDIT SIRMICS CONCM: YES INO 1NAVE NOT REVIEWED - TAT3UIRNT8 A~fUDIE: VlSI NO -

%&Filil Q A M Fag
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RISK FACTOR
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2W43

May 14, 1986

W. Russell Meeks, III# Esquire
M~eeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 77201

RE: ?4UR 1721
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined that there is
probable cause to believe that the Bank of Salem committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b~a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by making a loan to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
without the assurance of repayment based on lack of evidence of a
written instrument.

After considering the additional evidence supplied by you in
your letter of April 22, 1986, the Commission, on May 6, 1986,
decided to close the file with respect to your client. This
matter will become part of the public record within 30 days.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

if you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2O463

May 14, 1986

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson, Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and
George M. Felkins, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined there is no
probable cause to believe that your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, in connection with loans accepted from Stephens
Security Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank, Twin City
Bank, and Worthen Bank and Trust Company. With regard to the
loan from First Commercial Bank, the Commission was equally
divided on the question of whether to find probable cause to
believe a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) was committed.

Also, on April 15, 1986, the Commission determined that
there is probable cause to believe your clients committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a loan from the Bank
of Salem without the assurance of repayment based on lack of
evidence of a written instrument.

On April 22, 1986, the Commission, after consideration of
additional evidence including a written instrument, decided to
close the file in this matter with respect to your clients. This
matter will become part of the public record within 30 days.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.



-2-

rf you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Char es N. Steele
General Counsel

r-. ,.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0C.c 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III, Esquire
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 77201

RE: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined that there isprobable cause to believe that the Bank of Salem committed aviolation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by making a loan toTommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committeewithout the assurance of repayment based on lack of evidence of awritten instrument.

After considering the additional evidence supplied by you inyour letter of April 22, 1986, the Commission, on May 6, 1986,decided to close the file with respect to your client. Thismatter will become part of the public record within 30 days.Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials toappear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, theattorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



, ~ ' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building/
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 ,L ('"-

Re: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson, Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and
George M. Felkins, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined there is no
probable cause to believe that your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, in connection with loans accepted from Stephens
Security Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank, Twin City
Bank, and Worthen Bank and Trust Company. With regard to the
loan from First Commercial Bank, the Commission was equally
divided on the question of whether to find probable cause to
believe a violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) was committed.

Also, on April 15, 1986, the Commission determined that
there is probable cause to believe your clients committed a
violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a loan from the Bank
of Salem without the assurance of repayment based on lack of
evidence of a written instrument.

On April 22, 1986, the Commission, after consideration of
additional evidence including a written instrument, decided to
close the file in this matter with respect to your clients. This
matter will become part of the public record within 30 days.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.
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If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFoRET=EFEDERAL ELECTION cwOi fton

In the Matter of )
) ? :,.AY 8

Tommy Robinson )
Tommy Robinson for Congress ) MUR 172

Committee )
George M. Felkins, treasurer )
Bank of Salem )

S ENSITIVE
24,,!: 30

1 1

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

Attached for the Commission's approval are the closing

letters prepared in MUR 1721, to be sent to counsel for the Bank

of Salem and Tommy Robinson, the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer. The Office of

General Counsel recommends tht the Commission approve the sending

of the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY{
Date

Associate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Letters
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III, Esquire
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 77201

RE: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined that there isprobable cause to believe that the Bank of Salem committed a#7m violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, by making a loan toTommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committeewithout the assurance of repayment based on lack of evidence of a
written instrument.

After considering the additional evidence supplied by you inyour letter of April 22, 1986, the Commission, on May 6, 1986,decided to close the file with respect to your client. Thismatter will become part of the public record within 30 days.Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials toappear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.
.. If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, theattorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson, Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and
George M. Felkins, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On April 15, 1986, the Commission determined there is noprobable cause to believe that your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
5 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended, in connection with loans accepted from StephensSecurity Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank, Twin CityBank, and Worthen Bank and Trust Company. With regard to theloan from First Commercial Bank, the Commission was equally
divided on the question of whether to find probable cause tobelieve a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) was committed.

Also, on April 15, 1986, the Commission determined thatthere is probable cause to believe your clients committed aviolation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a loan from the Bank
of Salem without the assurance of repayment based on lack of
eivdence of a written instrument.

On April 22, 1986, the Commission, after consideration ofadditional evidence including a written instrument, decided toclose the file in this matter with respect to your clients. Thismatter will become part of the public record within 30 days.Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials toappear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.
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If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, theattorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376w5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

9.~.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTOND.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/CHERYL A. FLEMINGC64)

MAY 12, 1986

MUR 1721 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
SIGNED MAY 8, 1986

The above-captioned matter was circulated by the Commission
Secretary's Office to the Commissioners on Friday, May 9, 1986
at 2:00 P.M.

There were no objections received in the Office of the
Secretary of the Commission to the General Counsel's Report
at the time of the deadline.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
Tommy Robinson )
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee ) MUR 1721

George M. Felkins, treasurer )
Bank of Salem )

CERTIFICATION

7 I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of May 6, 1986,

do hereby certify that the Commission took the following

actions in MUR 1721:

1. Failed in a vote of 3-3 to pass a motion to

a) Approve the conciliation agreements
attached to the General Counsel's report
dated April 29, 1986.

b) Approve the letters attached to the
General Counsel's report dated April 29,
1986.

Commissioners Harris, McDonald, and McGarry
voted affirmatively for the motion;
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Josefiak
dissented.

(continued)



Federal Election commission 
Page 2

Certification for MUR 1721
May 6, 1986

2. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following
actions:

a) Close the file as it pertains to
Tommy Robinson, the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and Geroge M.

Felkins, as treasurer, and close the

file with respect to the Bank of Salem.

b) Direct the Office of General Counsel to

draft appropriate letters for Commission
approval on a tally vote basis.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,

McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for

the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission



BORE TUE FEDRAL ELECTION tr!ON , IOU 7

In the Matter of ))

Tommy Robinson ) MUIC. 30 All : I
Tommy Robinson for Congress )

Committee )
George M. Felkins, treasurer) SENSITIVEBank of Salem)

General Counsel's Report

I. Background

On April 15, 1986, the Federal Election Commission

("Commission") determined that there is probable cause to believe

that the Bank of Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a

prohibited contribution to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Committee") in the form of a $50,000

loan made without the assurance of repayment as evidenced by a

written instrument. The Commission also determined that there is

probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson, the Robinson

Committee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by accepting a prohibited contribution from the Bank of

Salem in the form of a bank loan made without the assurance of

repayment as evidenced by a written instrument.

II. Analysis and Discussion of Conciliation

As of the date of the Commission's probable cause

determinations, the Bank of Salem had failed to submit to the

Commission a copy of the promissory note(s) evidencing the

$50,000 loan made to Tommy Robinson and the Committee.

Information concerning the loan, specifically the amount,

interest rate and due date, was obtained through a review of the

Committee's reports, rather than through submissions of the Bank

of Salem.
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On April 23t 1986, the Bank of Salem submitted copies of the

original promissory note plus two renewal notes pertaining to the

loan made to Robinson and the Committee.,I/

However, even in light of this late submission, the Office

of General Counsel relies upon the analysis contained in the

General Counsel's Report dated April 4, 1986, as well as the

analysis contained in the General Counsel's Brief and

Supplemental Brief in this matter.2/

I/Counsel for the Bank of Salem intimates in his letter
accompanying the notes that the Office of General Counsel had
previously obtained copies of them but had failed to submit the
notes to the Commission. Counsel admitted in discussions with
this office, but fails to point out in his letter, that he kept
copies of all correspondence sent to the Commission, yet he
neither had a copy of any previous submission of the notes, nor
could he recall ever having sent copies of the notes to the
Commission, even though they were specifically requested.

2/The Office of General Counsel acknowledges that with the
receipt of the promissory notes from the Bank of Salem, there are
no longer any material facts to distinguish the Bank of Salem
from the First Commercial Bank, the Twin City Bank and the
Worthen Bank and Trust Company in terms of the adequacy of
assurances of repayment for loans by these banks made to the
Committee,
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III. Re oo endations

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Approve the attached conciliation agreements.

2. Approve the attached letters.

Date U

Attachments
1. Letter from Bank of Salem

(with promissory notes)
2. Conciliation agreements
3. Letters

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:Aocit
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Mr. Eric Kleinfeld
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

o -~

-a,.

so

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

This confirms my phone conversation to you of today, Tuesday,
April 22, 1986 at which time I inquired with respect to the sta-
tus of the captioned matter. You advised that the Commission had
determined that Stephens Security Bank would be dismissed from
any investigation, and that there would be a finding of no pro-
bable cause, and of no violation. However, you advised that
there might be a different result with respect to Bank of Salem,
and in our discussions you emphasized that your file did not con-
tain copies of the promissory notes pertaining to the Bank of
Salem loan.

Accordingly, we enclose herewith our photocopies of the three
promissory notes that pertained to this transaction, with the
Bank of Salem, which are as follows:

1. Promissory note dated June 5, 1984, to mature July 10,
1984, in the amount of $50,000.00, paid July 10, 1984,
by renewal of the following note.

2. A promissory note dated July 10, 1984, to mature January
10, 1985, in the amount of $50,000.00, which was paid by
renewal of the promissory note set out below.

3. The promissory note dated January 10, 1985, to mature
April 10, 1985, in the amount of $50,000.00. This pro-
missory note was paid in full. There are no outstanding
loans to the borrower.

W. RUSSELL MEEKS. M
TIMOTHY DAS FOK
JOSEPH M. ERWIN
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Each time there was a renewal, interest payments were paid
current, For your information, I have enclosed both the front
and the back of my copy to the promissory notes. For further
information, please be advised that the borrower has at all times
had copies of the instruments, and in addition has been given the
original documents, when they were paid by renewal, and when the
final note was paid in full.

I would like to make a few other points of clarification.
First, with respect to the Bank of Salem loan, the only document
was the promissory note which is the document of indebtedness.
There was never any other document, and this was fully disclosed,
and was set forth in the various briefs. For whatever reason,
and I won't belabor the point, as we fully discussed all of the
various issues in our phone conversation on the afternoon of
April 22, 1986, it came as a shock to me that the file submitted
to the Federal Election Commission did not contain copies of the
Bank of Salem notes. These were the only legal documents, and
representatives of the General Counsel's Office in discussion
with me had indicated that they had the legal documents, and this
was further evidenced, in two ways, in the original General
Counsel's Brief filed over one year ago on March 29, 1985.

In that Brief, there was an attachment, which indicated the
exact terms of the promissory note, which presumably could only
be obtained from the promissory note. Additionally, at page 4,
paragraph two, the Brief of the General Counsel states "the nine
loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee were evidenced 1y written instruments, were
subject to due date and bore the usual and customary interest
rate of the lending institutions. The only issue in this matter
is whether the loans were made on a basis which assures
repayment.' (underline added for emphasis). In other words, in
it's Brief, the General Counsel's Office both acknowledges that
it has the written instruments and further makes it a moot issue
by leaving that the sole issue remaining "whether the loans were
made on a basis which assures repayment." The subsequent parts
of the Brief deal with that issue. Never, until this morning's
conversation, were we advised that the General Counsel's Office
had not furnished the promissory notes to the Commission.

On another point, let me assure you, again, that the entity
in the best position to see to it that it has the documentation,
is the General Counsel's Office. It knows what all people have
submitted, and makes the decision as to what to submit to the
Commission. Obviously, under the Bank Privacy Act, the pro-
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missory notes are executed in the presence of the customer and
the customer then keeps a copy, and can disclose it to whoever he
wishes. In this case, especially upon the initial investigation
of the Commission, and the statements found at page 4 of it's
original Brief, it was obvious that it had received from the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, all of the necessary docu-
mentation which it needed in order to make a decision, and speci-
fically that it had received copies of the promissory notes.

Additionally, my recollection of phone conversations with Mr.
Maikovich, and perhaps with others of your office, indicated that
you did in fact have copies of the promissory notes, but you
wanted to be sure that there was no *loan application, financial
statement, loan agreement and any other documents used by you to
judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson for the Robinson
Committee at the time you approved the campaign loans."
(underline added for emphasis). These words are the words used
at question number one of the OWritten Questions to Bank of
Salem', which you discussed with me, and wondered why, in our
response, the promissory notes were not also attached. First, I
was under the firm impression that copies had been received by
the General Counsel's Office. Second, they were not specifically
asked for, and therefore simply were not included as a response

. to written question number one. In this respect, please note
that the question asked for specific documents, except where it
says "any other documents used by you to judge the credit
worthiness", and I point out that the promissory note is not uti-
lized for the purpose of judging credit worthiness at all. It is
the written instrument of obligation for repayment.

.1., For whatever reason, we were advised this morning that the
Commission was not given a copy of the promissory notes per-
taining the Bank of Salem loan. As you can see from the attached
promissory notes, they are the standard form notes used by the
bank. They are printed forms, with blanks for the insertion of
the necessary information. Therefore, to simplify matters, they
are attached hereto and we request that they be presented to the
Commission, through your office, at your earliest convenience and
that we be notified as to when that has taken place.

Meanwhile, if we have any further questions we will notify
your office, and we look forward to hearing from you when these
notes have been submitted to the Commission, and upon receipt of
these notes, by the Commission, we would appreciate being advised
as to their subsueqent decision. Assuming the decision to not
release Bank of Salem at this time revolved solely around the
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non-existence in the Commission's file of a copy of the pro-
missory notes, this should resolve that matter and the Bank of
Salem would, presumably, be dismissed. We would appreciate your
help in this regard.

Yours Very Truly,

MEEKS FOX, P.A,

W. Russell Neea1, III

WRM:jb

Enclosures/Three Promissory Notes

cc: Mr. Richard T. Smith

C.'.
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809WEST THIRD STREET

P.0. BOX 71

LTUEROCK, ARKANSAS722o ,. 5 1r : 38
S011375-6453

WM. .WILSON.JR.t t ALSO ADMITT0El o
STEPHEN ENGSTROMt May 2, 1986 PRACTICE IN ALAKA
ROXANNE T WILSON
GARY I CORUM
TIMOTHY 0. DUDLEY

Ms. Joan D. Aikens
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

-o

Dear Ms. Aikens:

C=D

As far as I can find out, it has been some three month'Osince
anyone has heard anything from your Commission regarding its
alleged investigation of Congressman Robinson's creative
financing in the 1984 campaign.

I can only assume that you are trying to ride it out, hoping the
issue will go away.

I guess you are in a hell of a fix. I mean, you are dependent on
Congress for your existence, and you are faced with investigating
a successful candidate.

Friends in other states tell me that your Commission is less
timid when called upon to investigate unsuccessful candidates for
Congress -- but still too timid even then.

As soon as this election season is over I plan to urge each
member of the Arkansas delegation to introduce legislation to
abolish your Commission.

The laws and regulations that you are charged with enforcing
serve only as a deterrent to conscientious candidates. It is now
obvious that a candidate such as Robinson can finance a campaign
as he pleases, with impunity. Not only that, he has publicly
dared and defied your Commission to try to do anything about it.
I have previously sent you copies of news clippings where he
challenged you to try to do anything about his violations.

I don't know anything about other jurisdictions, but with folks
who follow politics in Arkansas, the Federal Election Commission
is laughingstock.

More than two years have passed since these flagrant abuses
commenced, and the Federal Election Commission apparently hasn't
even put any rosin on the bow. At least the most notorious
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dawdler in history actually played the fiddle while his city was
burning.

Any reasonably good country prosecutor in Arkansas would have had
this investigation all wrapped up in two or three weeks. Again,
I volunteer to hold a seminar on alacrity for you and your
investigators.

In fine, I think I agree with an office holding friend of mine
who said, "the people with the Federal Election Commission are
fine folks, it's just that enforcing the law is not their strong
suit."

Sincere

WRWjr:kb
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Re: Campaign Debts of Representative Tommy Robinson (Dem. Ark.)

Mr. Danny L. McDonald
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. McDonald:

We in Arkansas arc anxiously awaiting your decision in the Tommy
Robinson matter.

In all fairness to everyone--including Robinson--you should
decide the case. If his type of "creative" financing is going to
be approved, then you should say so that other candidates (who
have heretofore thought that they could read the plain English of
the legislation and regulations) will not have to feel fettered.

In continuin6 Lo delay you are giving Robinson a legitimate
complaint.

If you find that his creative financing violates the plain
language of the law and regulations, then it is equally important
that you say so.

1 implore you to make a decision.

Sincerely,

. Wlson, Jr.

WRWjr:kb

cc: Kenneth Gross, Esquire
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 203

April 28, 1986

W. Russell Meeks, III, Esquire
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 p 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain

in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sinr

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D .C. 20463

April 28, 1986

C. Joseph Giroir Jr., Esquire
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Worthen Ban & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Giroir:

This is to advise you that after an investiqation was

conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that

there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered NUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.

" Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the

attorney assigned to handle this matter, at_(202)376-5690.

Sin

Charles N. Stee'
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2463

April 28, 1986

T.3. Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfont Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to

)appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, a.402)376-5690.

Sincl

Chaorles N. Stee
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. M63

April 28, 1986

Joseph W. Gelzine, Esquire
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson a

Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: R 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your clients violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered NUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your clients. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to

-appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Klbinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, aj (;) 376-5690.

General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

April 28, 1986

Donald T. Jack, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was

conducted, the Commission, on April 15, 1986, was equaly divided

on the question of whether to find probable cause to believe that

your client violated the Act. Accordingly the file in this
matter, numbered MUR 1721, has been closed as it pertains to your
client. This matter will become part of the public record within
30 days, after it has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
within 10 days. The Commission reminds you, however, that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g(a) (12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter has been
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has

been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, 2)376-5690.

Charles N. Stee e
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2063

April 28, 1986

Darrell D. Dover, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered NOR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. 95 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter,A' )(.02)376-5690.

General Counsel



[.W 5 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III, Esquire
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

This is to advise you that after an investigation wasconducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, thatthere is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. TheCommission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



fFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

C. Joseph Giroir Jr., Esquire
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: NUR 1721
Worthen Bank-& Trust Company

Dear Mr. Giroir:

This is to advise you that after an investiqation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



(FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

T.E. Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfont Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

Joseph W. Gelzine, Esquire
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson &

Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

This is to advise you that after an investigation wasconducted, the Commission concluded on , 1986, thatthere is no probable cause to believe that your clients violatedthe Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,has been closed as it pertains to your clients. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it hasbeen closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials toappear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. TheCommission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4)(B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, theattorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



(FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 20463

Darrell D. Dover, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission concluded on April 15 , 1986, that
there is no probable cause to believe that your client violated
the Act. Accordingly the file in this matter, numbered MUR 1721,
has been closed as it pertains to your client. This matter will
become part of the public record within 30 days, after it has
been closed with respect to all other respondents involved.
Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days. The
Commission reminds you, however, that the confidentiality
provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437q(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a) (12)(A) remain
in effect until the entire matter has been closed. The
Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



(FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D C 20463

Donald T. Jack, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

This is to advise you that after an investigation was
conducted, the Commission, on April 15, 1986, was equaly divided
on the question of whether to find probable cause to believe that
your client violated the Act. Accordingly the file in this
matter, numbered MUR 1721, has been closed as it pertains to your

1client. This matter will become part of the public record within
30 days, after it has been closed with respect to all other
respondents involved. Should you wish to submit any factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
within 10 days. The Commission reminds you, however, that the
confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and
437g(a)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter has been
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has
been closed.

If you have any questions, contact Eric Kleinfeld, the
attorney assigned to handle this matter, at (202)376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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JOSEPH M. ERWLN ITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

501-378-4880

April 24, 1986

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld C,
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

It was a pleasure to visit with you on Thursday,
April 24, 1986, wherein you advised that you had received
our letter of April 22, 1986, together with the enclosed
Promissory Notes dealing with the Bank of Salem matter.

We further understand that you will re-submit the
Bank of Salem matter and all documents, to include the
Promissory Notes, to the Commission for further review
and final action.

We appreciate your assistance and cooperation. Please

call if we can be of further assistance.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, PO

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: cm

cc: Mr. Richard T. Smith
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Tommy Robinson
The Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee
George M. Felkins, treasurer
Bank of Salem
Stephens Security Bank
Twin City Bank
Worthen Bank & Trust Company
First Commercial Bank
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank
First State Bank

MUR 1721

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of April 15,

1986, do hereby certify that the Commission took the following

actions in MUR 1721:

1. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
First American Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a).

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) in relation to the loan from
First American Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for
the motion.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2

Certification for MUR 1721
April 15, 1986

2. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
First State Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a).

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) in relation to the loan from
First State Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for
the decision.

O 3. Failed in a vote of 1-5 tc pass a motion to

a) Find probable cause to believe that First
Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
by making a contribution to Tommy Robinson

Vand the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by
accepting a contribution from the First
Commercial Bank.

Commissioner McDonald voted affirmatively for
the motion; Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
Josefiak, and McGarry dissented.

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 1721
April 15, 1986

4. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution
from First Commercial Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
Josefiak, and McCarry voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner McDonald
dissented.

5. Failed in a vote of 2-4 to pass a motion to

a) Find probable cause to believe that Twin
City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by
making a contribution to Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution
from Twin City Bank.

Commissioners Harris and McDonald voted
affirmatively for the motion; Commissioners
Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and McGarry dissented.

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 1721
April 15, 1986

6. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
by making a contribution to Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

Ofor Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution

CV from Twin City Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioners Harris and McDonald dissented.

7. Failed in a vote of 2-4 to pass a motion to

a) Find probable cause to believe that
Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by making a contribution
to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
by accepting a contribution from Worthen
Bank & Trust Company.

Commissioners Harris and McDonald voted for the
motion; Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak,
and McGarry dissented.

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 1721
April 15, 1986

8. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution
to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
by accepting a contribution from Worthen
Bank & Trust Company.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioners Harris and McDonald dissented.

0
9. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
First Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a).

C b) F'nd no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) in relation to a loan from
First Jacksonville Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the
decision.

(continued)
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10. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to

a) Find probable cause to believe that
Bank of Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
by making a loan to Tommy Robinson and
the Robinson for Congress Committee
without the assurance of repayment based
on evidence of a written instrument.

b) Find probable cause to believe that
o Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and George M.
N, Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
V§ 441b(a) by accepting a loan

from the Bank of Salem without the
assurance of repayment based on evidence
of a uritten instrument.

Commissioners Elliott, Joseflak, McDonald, and

McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision.
Commissioners Aikens and Harris dissented.

11. Failed on a vote of 2-4 to pass a motion to

C a) Find probable cause to believe that Stephens
Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
by making a ccntribution to Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Comm.ittee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by accepting a
contribution from the Stephens Security
Bank.

Commissioners Harris and McDonald voted affirmatively
for the motion. Commissioners Aikens, Elliott,
Josefiak, and McGarry dissented.

(continued)
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12. Decided by a vote of 4-2 to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
Stephens Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

b) Find no prcbable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and Gecrge M.

_. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution
from the Stephens Security Bank.

(CV Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josefiak, and
McGarry voted affirmatively for the decision;
Commissioners Harris and McDonald dissented.

13. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to reconsider the
action taken with respect to the Bank of
Salem.

Conmissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josef ik,
CMcDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for

the decision.

14. Decided by a vote of 5-1 to

a) Find probable cause to believe that Bank
of Salem violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) by
making a contribution to Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution
from the Bank of Salem.

(continued)
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Certification for MUR 1721
April 15, 1986

Commissioners Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Aikens
dissented.

15. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to reconsider the
decision made with respect to First Commercial
Bank.

N Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for

Nreconsideration.

16. Failed in a vote of 3-3 to pass a motion to

a) Find probable cause to believe that
First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

CD for Congress Committee.

b) Find probable cause to believe that

Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contributicn

all from First Commercial Bank.

Commissioners Harris, McDonald, and McGarry
voted affirmatively for the motion;
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Josefiak
dissented.

(continued)
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17. Failed in a vote of 3-3 to pass a motion to

a) Find no probable cause to believe that
First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Rcbinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

b) Find no probable cause to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) by accepting a contribution
from First Commercial Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, and Josefiak
voted affirmatively for the motacn;

0D Commissioners Harris, McDonald, and McGarry
dissented.

9.

18. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to return the
conciliation agreements for the Bank of Salem
and for the Tommy Robinson for Ccngress

C7, Committee to the Office of General Counsel for
revision, and to direct the Office of General
Counsel to send the appropriate letters
pursuant to the decisions made this date.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak,
McDonald, and McGarry voted affirmatively for the
decision.

(continued)
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19. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to close the filewith respect to First Commercial Bank.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris,
Josefiak, McDonald, and McGarry voted
affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

C



Before the Federal Election C90isslon L

In the Matter of )
)

Tommy Robinson )
The Tommy Robinson for Congress ) P14 4 P: Q

Committee )
George M. Felkins, treasurer )
Bank of Salem )
Stephens Security Bank ) MUR 1721
Twin City Bank )
Worthen Bank & Trust Company )
First Commercial Bank )
First American Bank )
First Jacksonville Bank )
First State Bank )

General Counsel's Report

I. Background

@') On September 5, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
("Commission") determined that there is reason to believe that

the Stephens Security Bank, Twin City Bank, Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, First American Bank, First Commercial Bank and First

State Bank (all "Banks") violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making

contributions to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

("Committee") in the form of bank loans. The Commission also
C determined on September 5, 1984, that there is reason to believe

%07 that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for CongresG Committee

and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)

by accepting the contributions from the banks.

After additional information was discovered during the

investigation of this matter, the Commission, on December 6,

1984, determined that there is reason to believe that the Bank of

Salem and First Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by

making contributions to the Committee in the form of bank loans

and that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress



-2-

Committee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c.

5 441b(a) by accepting the contributions.

On April 1, 1985, briefs and letters were mailed to

respondents, notifying them of the General Counsel's intent to

recommend to the Commission findings of probable cause to believe

that violations of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) occurred. The Committee

and all eight banks filed response briefs.

After consideration of the General Counsel's briefs and the

response briefs, the Commission, on July 16, 1985, requested that

the Office of General Counsel obtain additional information from

N respondent banks in regards to the loans made to Tommy Robinson.

CY The requested information was received from all respondents by

T October 14, 1985.

jo On January 29, 1986, supplemental briefs were mailed to five

respondent banks, the Bank of Salem, Stephens Security Bank, Twin

City Bank, Worthen Bank & Trust Company and First Commercial

Bank, notifying them of the General Counsel's intent to recommend

to the Commission findings of probable cause to believe. Three

cc respondent banks, First American Bank, First Jacksonville Bank

and First State Bank, were sent supplemental briefs notifying

them of the General Counsel's intent to recommend to the

Commission findings of no probable cause to believe, relative to

their specific factual situation. As of the date of this report,

responses to the General Counsel's supplemental briefs have been

received from the five respondent banks which were mailed

probable cause briefs; no responses have been received from the
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other three respondent banks.

II. Legal Analysis

The Office of General Counsel relies chiefly upon its briefs

dated March 29, 1985 and its supplemental briefs dated January

24, 1986, for the legal analysis of this matter. However, due to

the extensive and complex nature of the factual information

supplied by respondents, the following key points of the analysis

are highlighted, followed by a brief discussion of each

respondents' specific factual circumstance.

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11),

N, and 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and S 114.2, a national or State bank

is prohibited from making contributions in the form of loans, and

a political committee is prohibited from accepting such loans,

0 except when such loans are made in the ordinary course of

business and in accordance with applicable banking laws and
C

regulations. Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R.

C!100.7(b) (11), a loan must meet four requirements to be

considered made in the ordinary course of business for the

purposes of the Act: (1) a loan must bear the usual and customary

interest rate of the lending institution; (2) a loan must be

evidenced by a written instrument; (3) a loan must be subject to

a due date or amortization schedule; and (4) a loan must be made

on a basis which assures repayment.

Thus, the plain language of the law requires bank loans to

be made on a basis which assures repayment. This requirement, in

turn, compels an examination of each particular loan at the time
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the loan was made, and not at some subsequent date. If, at the

time the loan was made, repayment was not assured, the law

requires that the loan be considered a contribution for federal

election purposes, notwithstanding the fact that a particular

bank may ordinarily make loans on a basis which does not assure

repayment.

Tn determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has first considered the type

and sufficiency of the collateral pledged by the borrower to

guarantee the loan's repayment. A loan that is collateralized by

N future expectations (i.e. future campaign contributions) may be

lk! considered made on a basis which assures repayment when

'T accompanied by either an alternate source of repayment that is,

in and of itself, sufficient to repay the loan, see MURs 216/239

and 382, or significant risk reducing features which assure that

the loan in fact will be repaid, see MUR 1195 and Advisory

opinion 1980-108. In the absence of evidence of an alternate

source of repayment or significant risk reducing factors,

cc security more tangible than the future expectancy of campaign

contributions will be required to assure repayment.

The nine loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the Committee

were evidenced by written instruments, were subject to due dates

and bore the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institutions. The remaining issue is whether the loans were made

on a basis which assures repayment.

Stephens Security Bank

A $100,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the
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Committee on April 11, 1984. The loan was secured by 75% of the

Committee's initial campaign contributions and a $100,000 life

insurance policy. The 75% of the initial contributions amounts

to a future expectation of political contributions since,

pursuant to the Committee's reports, the Committee could not, at

the time of the loan, have received contributions greater than

$25,801. Accordingly, for this loan to have been made on a basis

which assures repayment, there must have been an alternate source

of repayment in case the future political contributions were not

realized, or the loan agreement must have contained sufficient

Nrisk reducing features.

In its supplemental brief, Stephens Security Bank chooses to

disregard the issue of whether repayment was assured, and instead

continues to argue that the loan officer's personal belief in Mr.

Robinson's character was sufficient to assure repayment.
0

Respondent lists three loans which it considers comparable, in

C. order to show that the loan to Robinson was made in the ordinary

NO course of business, yet none of the three involve political

Cr candidates or are in any way similar to the Robinson loan. All

involve significantly smaller amounts lent to borrowers who had

significantly stronger balance sheets. Additionally, all three

borrowers were ongoing concerns, such as a church, country club

and hunting club.

Clearly, Stephens Security Bank relied chiefly upon its

subjective personal opinion of the borrower in making this loan.

No loan application, financial statement or loan agreement were

required in making this loan. Without such documentation, there
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could not exist adequate risk reducing features to assure

repayment. Indeed, Stephens Security Bank offers no evidence or

argument that sufficient risk reducing features existed.

Likewise, no alternate source of repayment existed.

On the date it made the loan to Tommy Robinson, Stephens

Security Bank chose to rely solely on the future expectancy of

campaign contributions to assure repayment. Mere reliance upon a

future expectancy of campaign contributions does not assure

repayment of a loan which, under the Act, is ultimately used to

influence a federal election. Respondent must demonstrate either

cr an alternate source of repayment or sufficient risk reducing

factors and has failed to do so. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe Stephens Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5

441b (a).

Bank of Salem

An unsecured $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and

the Committee on June 5, 1984. At the time of the loan, Robinson

C7 was obligated to repay $251,970 in outstanding loans, and the

Committee was jointly obligated to repay $199,970.

The Bank of Salem loan was unsecured, and respondent offers

no evidence to show that repayment of its loan to Robinson was

adequately assured. In its supplemental brief filed jointly with

Stephens Security Bank, the Bank of Salem lists six loans which

it consider s comparable to the Robinson loan, in order to show
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that the latter was made in the ordinary course of business, yet

none of these involve political candidates or are in any way

similar to the Robinson loan. The Bank of Salem fails to provide

any information with which to compare the borrowers' balance

sheets, yet all six borrowers are seemingly significantly

stronger ongoing concerns than the Committee, such as a church, a

fire department and an industrial development corporation.

Clearly, the Bank of Salem relied solely upon its subjective

opinion of Mr. Robinson in making this loan. No loan

mom application, financial statement or loan agreement were required

for this loan. Respondent was not even aware that Mr. Robinson

had over $250,000 in Congressional debt at the time it made the

loan to Robinson.

Notwithstanding the argument that respondent considers this

loan to have been made in its ordinary course, the Act requires a

loan be made on a basis in which repayment is assured. In the

C7 absence of any security, including the future expectancy of

--r, campaign contributions, the Bank of Salem loan cannot be

CC considered adequately assured, for purposes of the Act.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that the Bank of Salem

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Twin City Bank

A $32,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Committee by Twin City Bank on May 17, 1984. As of this date

Robinson was obligated to repay $202,070 in bank loans, and of
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this sum, the Committee was jointly obligated to repay $152,070.

The loan from Twin City Bank to Robinson was unsecured. In

its response to the General Counsel's supplemental brief, Twin

City Bank argues, as the Commission has recognized, that the Act

does not require security for all loans; the Act only requires

that repayment of a loan be adequately assured. However, Twin

City Bank fails to provide any evidence that repayment of its

loan to Robinson was adequately assured.

Clearly, Twin City Bank relied primarily upon its opinion of

Mr. Robinson's character in making this loan. Twin City Bank

also indicates that the loan would be repaid through the receipt

(NI of future campaign contributions (even though the loan was not

'IT actually secured by the future contributions). Reliance upon the

)0 future expectation of campaign contributions alone as collateral

is not sufficient to assure repayment of a loan which, under the

Act, is ultimately used to influence a federal election. An

adequate alternate source of repayment or sufficient risk

reducing factors is also required. Twin City Bank offers no

evidence of any alternate sources of repayment. The only risk

reducing factor cited is a vague reference to Mr. Robinson's

personal credit history. Yet the record establishes that

Robinson lacked the personal funds or earning capacity to pay off

a $32,000 loan due in 29 days. In addition, the Committee was

also devoid of sufficient assets to meet its loan obligation.

Due to the absence of security for its loan or, in the

alternative, risk reducing factors or an alternate source of
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repayment, Twin City Bank failed to meet is requirement under the

Act that repayment of its loan be adequately assured.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Twin City Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

First Commercial Bank

A $35,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Committee on May 7, 1984. Upon receipt of this loan, Robinson had

personally guaranteed $205,070 and of this sum, the Committee had

jointly guaranteed $155,070 in loans.

The loan from First Commercial Bank to Robinson was

t-v unsecured. In its response to the General Counsel's supplemental

brief, First Commercial Bank argues, as the Commission has

recognized, that the Act does not require security for all loans;

the Act only requires that repayment of a loan be adequately

assured. However, First Commercial Bank fails to provide any

evidence that repayment of its loan to Robinson was adequately

assured.

Cr Clearly, First Commercial Bank relied primarily upon its

opinion of Mr. Robinson's character. First Commercial Bank also

indicates that the loan would be repaid through the receipt of

future campaign contributions (even though the loan was not

actually secured by future contributions). Reliance upon the

future expectation of campaign contributions alone as collateral

is not sufficient to assure repayment of a loan which, under the

Act, is ultimately used to influence a federal election. An

alternate source or repayment of sufficient risk reducing factors
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is also required. First Commercial Bank offers no evidence of

any alternate sources of repayment. The only risk reducing

factor cited is a vague reference to Mr. Robinson's personal

credit history. Yet the record establishes that Robinson lacked

the personal funds or earning capacity to pay off a $35,000 loan

due in 30 days . In addition, the Committee was also devoid of

sufficient assets to meet its loan obligation.

Due to the absence of security for its loan, or, in the

alternative, risk reducing factors or an alternate source of

repayment, First Commerical Bank failed to meet its requirement

under the Act that repayment of its loan be adequately assured.

?1V Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that First Commercial

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Worthen Bank & Trust Company
03

Worthen Bank & Trust Company advanced a $50,479 loan to

C7 Tommy Robinson and the Committee on May 18, 1984. On July 9,

-P, 1984, the Worthen Bank & Trust Company made a second loan to

C-0: Robinson, in the amount of $48,000.

The $50,479 loan to Robinson was unsecured. In neither its

original brief nor its response to the General Counsel's

supplemental brief, does Worthen Bank offer any evidence or

argument that repayment of this loan was adequately assured.

Instead, Worthen Bank focuses its argument solely upon the second

loan. As evidence of adequate assurance of repayment, respondent

claims to have held a second mortgage on Robinson's house, with
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an approximate equity value of $38,900, plus sufficient risk

reducing features to cover the balance. However, upon

examination, Worthen Bank's evidence is not what it is purported

to be.

As discussed in the General Counsel's Report dated June 25,

1985, Worthen's unrecorded second mortgage on Robinson's house

was relegated to the status of a third mortgage when respondent

First State Bank recorded its own second mortgage on Robinson's

house and obtained priority over other unrecorded mortgages

(notwithstanding the fact that Worthen's was executed first in

time). The value of Worthen's mortgage could not be greater than

the difference between the remaining equity in Mr. Robinson's

house and the balance of First State Bank's loan. However, since

TT respondent First Jacksonville Bank also held an unrecorded

10 mortgage, which was executed prior to Worthen's, the value of

Worthen's mortgage in assuring repayment of Robinson's loan is

nominal at best.

In response to the General Counsel's supplemental brief,

Worthen Bank submits what it claims is a release of First State

cl: Bank's mortgage and a letter to that effect. This submission

contains substantial factual errors, and it is not at all clear

from its face what respondent is attempting to demonstrate. it

may be an attempt by First Jacksonville Bank to release First

State's mortgage, since the instrument number on the release

refers to First State's mortgage on the title certificate.

Clearly, one mortgagee is powerless to release another's

mortgage. Or it may be a release by First Jacksonville Bank of

its own mortgage, since it is executed on First Jacksonville's
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form, which has no bearing on Worthen, since First State Bank has

the valid second mortgage. The record, as evidenced by the Title

Certificate dated February 26, 1986, shows that Worthen's

mortgage securing the $48,000 loan is subject to the prior

mortgage held by First State Bank, securing the latter's loan. *

As an alternative to the mortgage for collateral, Worthen

Bank relies upon several risk reducing factors to show that

repayment was assured. These include the future expectancy of

campaign contributions and Mr. Robinson's past credit history and

reputation in the community. However, for the future expectancy

.40 of campaign contributions to be considered as adequate assurance

cc of repayment, it must be accompanied by significant risk reducing

(No features. Robinson's consumer loan history with Worthen is

TT comprised of loans of significantly lesser amounts than the

approximately $100,000 lent to him by Worthen for the campaign.

The largest amount Robinson had previously borrowed was

approximately $15,000. Additionally, at the time of the $48,000

campaign loan, Robinson himself was personally obligated to repay

$247,970 in other campaign loans, a debt non-existent during the

previous extensions of credit from Worthen. Worthen's vague

reference to Robinson's community reputation is not supported by

any evidence but is based solely upon a loan officer's subjective

personal beliefs. Indeed, the loan documents submitted by

*/ In a subsequent telephone conversation with counsel for
Worthen Bank & Trust Company, counsel admitted that the exhibit
submitted was a release of First Jacksonville Bank's mortgage and
that such a release had no effect on First State Bank's priority
over Worthen Bank.
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Worthen reflect a difference in opinion among Worthen's loan

officers as to Robinson's credit worthiness, as reflected in the

numerical quality ratings assigned to Robinson's credit

proposals.

Thus, it appears from the record, that of Worthen's two

loans to Tommy Robinson, the first was unsecured, and the second

was secured in part, by an unrecorded mortgage, with only nominal

value, and an expectation of future campaign contributions, which

was accompanied by no significant risk reducing factors. in

N light of this evidence, repayment on either loan cannot have been

or considered assured. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

C" recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that the Worthen Bank & Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a).

First State Bank

A $20,070 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Committee by First State Bank on April 30, 1984. First State

Bank chose not to respond to the General Counsel's supplemental

ct, brief recommending a finding of no probable cause to believe a

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) occurred.

The analysis for First State Bank remains unchanged. The

Title Certificates on Tommy Robinson's house show First State

Bank with a recorded mortgage. Although First State Bank

received the mortgage after the loan was made to Tommy Robinson,

First State provided evidence in its reply to the Commission's

reason to believe determination that it is in the Bank's ordinary

course of business to make unsecured loans which later require
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collateral izat ion.

Therefore, the issue is whether repayment of the First State

Bank loan was adequately assured by the second mortgage. The

value of the loan was $20,070. The mortgage had an equity value

exceeding $38,000. As mortgages on real estate do represent the

type of collateral which can assure repayment of a loan, the

Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission find no

probable cause to believe that First State Bank violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a).

co First Jacksonville Bank

W A $52,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

CY Committee by First Jacksonville Bank on June 1, 1984. First

Jacksonville Bank chose not to respond to the General Counsel's

supplemental brief recommending a finding of no probable cause to

believe a violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) occurred.

The analysis for First Jacksonville Bank remains unchanged.

First Jacksonville Bank claims that in its ordinary course of

business it frequently makes commercial loans on the assurance of

an upstream correspondent that the loan will be repaid from the

proceeds of a future loan to be made to the borrower by that

upstream correspondent. First Jacksonville Bank relied on

Worthen Bank & Trust Company and the latter's promise that it

would make a loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be

used to repay First Jacksonville's loan. Where a downstream

correspondent makes a loan based on the request of an upstream

correspondent bank, such a loan is considered to have been made
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on a basis which adequately assures its repayment. This is

because the upstream correspondent bank provides the downstream

correspondent bank with an alternate source of repayment, other

than the expectancy of future campaign contributions. Here,

Worthen Bank & Trust Company provided First Jacksonville Bank

with an alternate source of repayment. Therefore, the office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find no probable

cause to believe that First Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.s.c.

S 441b(a).

First American Bank

er A $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by First

American Bank on April 24, 1984. First American Bank chose not

to respond to the General Counsel's supplemental brief

recommending a finding of no probable cause to believe a

violation of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) occurred.

The analysis for First American Bank remains unchanged.

c First American Bank claims that in its ordinary course of

business it frequently makes commercial loans on the assurance of

Cr an upstream correspondent that the loan will be repaid from the

proceeds of a future loan to be made to the borrower by that

upstream correspondent. First American Bank relied on Worthen

Bank & Trust Company and its promise that it would make a loan to

Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to repay First

American's loan. Where a downstream correspondent makes a loan

based on the request of an upstream correspondent bank, such a

loan is considered to have been made on a basis which adequately

assures its repayment. This is because the upstream



-16-

correspondent bank provides the downstream correspondent bank an

alternate source of repayment, other than the expectancy of

future campaign contributions. Here, Worthen Bank & Trust

Company provided First American Bank with an alternate source of

repayment. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission find no probable cause to believe that First

American Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Tommy Robinson and the Committee

The Office of General Counsel relies chiefly upon its brief

dated March 29, 1985 for the legal analysis of this matter in

0. relation to Tommy Robinson and the Committee. The Commission

CS9 decided not to seek supplemental information from Robinson or the

Committee as it did from the eight respondent banks.

The Committee's argument to the Commission is based entirely

on the premise that the Office of General Counsel is requiring

1"T all loans to be fully collateralized. In making such a claim,

r~l the Committee either misreads or deliberately chooses to

disregard the General Counsel's analysis. In summary, under the

cle, Act, a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in the

ordinary course of business. In order for a loan which is

ultimately used to influence a federal election, to be considered

within a bank's ordinary course of business, the law requires

that it be made on a basis which assures repayment.

Thus, a loan for which there is no assurance of repayment

violates the Act, notwithstanding the business practices of a

particular bank or the fact that when examined from hindsight,
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the loan was repaid. Those loans for which there is assurance of

repayment do not violate the Act. Assurance of repayment may be

demonstrated through security or collateral, see, e.g. First

State Bank loan, or by reliance on a future expectancy of

campaign contributions, when accompanied by an adequate alternate

source of repayment or by sufficient risk reducing features, see

e.g. First Jacksonville Bank and First American Bank loans.

However, a loan which is unsecured and which looks to future

campaign contributions for repayment, is not assured for federal

election purposes, in the absence of an alternate source of

0% repayment or sufficient risk reducing factors. See, e.g.

C, Stephens Security Bank, Bank of Salem, Twin City Bank, Worthen

-1" Bank & Trust Company and First Commercial Bank loans.

Thus, the Committee is precluded from arguing that the

Office of General Counsel is requiring full collateralization of

bank loans. The Committee's submissions are devoid of any

_ further arguments. Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a)

in relation to the loans from Stephens Security Bank, Bank of

Salem, Twin City Bank, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, and First

Commercial Bank. The Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find no probable cause to believe that Tommy

Robinson, the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M.

Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) in relation to
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loans from First State Bank# First Jacksonville Bank and First

American Bank.

CM,

0

Cr
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7

IV. Recomendations

SThe Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and
the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by
accepting contributions from:

Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem
Twin City Bank
Worthen Bank & Trust Company
First Commercial Bank

2. Find no probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and
George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) in relation to loans from:

First State Bank
First Jacksonville Bank
First American Bank

3. Find probable cause to believe that Stephens Security
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a
contribution to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.
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4. Find probable cause to believe that Bank of Salem
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

5. Find probable cause to believe that Twin City Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

6. Find probable cause to believe that Worthen Bank and
Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a
contribution to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

7. Find probable cause to believe that First Commercial
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a
contribution to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee.

8. Find no probable cause to believe that First State Bank
CV violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

9. Find no probable cause to believe that First
0Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

10. Find no probable cause to believe that First American
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

11. Approve attached conciliation agreements.

12. Approve attached letters.

Date %Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Attachment
1. Conciliation agreements
2. Letters
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FEDERAL EXPRESS

April 22, 1986

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld
General Counsel's Office
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

This confirms my phone conversation to you of today, Tuesday,
April 22, 1986 at which time I inquired with respect to the sta-
tus of the captioned matter. You advised that the Commission had
determined that Stephens Security Bank would be dismissed from
any investigation, and that there would be a finding of no pro-
bable cause, and of no violation. However, you advised that
there might be a different result with respect to Bank of Salem,
and in our discussions you emphasized that your file did not con-
tain copies of the promissory notes pertaining to the Bank of
Salem loan.

Accordingly, we enclose herewith our photocopies of the three
%r promissory notes that pertained to this transaction, with the

Bank of Salem, which are as follows:

1. Promissory note dated June 5, 1984, to mature July 10,

1984, in the amount of $50,000.00, paid July 10, 1984,
by renewal of the following note.

2. A promissory note dated July 10, 1984, to mature January
10, 1985, in the amount of $50,000.00, which was paid by
renewal of the promissory note set out below.

3. The promissory note dated January 10, 1985, to mature

April 10, 1985, in the amount of $50,000.00. This pro-
missory note was paid in full. There are no outstanding
loans to the borrower.
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Each time there was a renewal, interest payments were paid
current. For your information, I have enclosed both the front
and the back of my copy to the promissory notes. For further
information, please be advised that the borrower has at all times
had copies of the instruments, and in addition has been given the
original documents, when they were paid by renewal, and when the
final note was paid in full.

I would like to make a few other points of clarification.
First, with respect to the Bank of Salem loan, the only document
was the promissory note which is the document of indebtedness.
There was never any other document, and this was fully disclosed,
and was set forth in the various briefs. For whatever reason,
and I won't belabor the point, as we fully discussed all of the
various issues in our phone conversation on the afternoon of
April 22, 1986, it came as a shock to me that the file submitted
to the Federal Election Commission did not contain copies of the
Bank of Salem notes. These were the only legal documents, and
representatives of the General Counsel's Office in discussion
with me had indicated that they had the legal documents, and this
was further evidenced, in two ways, in the original General
Counsel's Brief filed over one year ago on March 29, 1985.

In that Brief, there was an attachment, which indicated the
exact terms of the promissory note, which presumably could only
be obtained from the promissory note. Additionally, at page 4,

C paragraph two, the Brief of the General Counsel states "the nine
loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee were evidenced 12 written instruments, were
subject to due date and bre the usual and customary interest
rate of the lending institutions. The only issue in this matter
is whether the loans were made on a basis which assures
repayment." (underline added for emphasis). In other words, in
it's Brief, the General Counsel's office both acknowledges that
it has the written instruments and further makes it a moot issue
by leaving that the sole issue remaining "whether the loans were
made on a basis which assures repayment." The subsequent parts
of the Brief deal with that issue. Never, until this morning's
conversation, were we advised that the General Counsel's office
had not furnished the promissory notes to the Commission.

on another point, let me assure you, again, that the entity
in the best position to see to it that it has the documentation,
is the General Counsel's Office. It knows what all people have
submitted, and makes the decision as to what to submit to the
Commission. Obviously, under the Bank Privacy Act, the pro-
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missory notes are executed in the presence of the customer and
the customer then keeps a copy, and can disclose it to whoever he
wishes. In this case, especially upon the initial investigation
of the Commission, and the statements found at page 4 of it's
original Brief, it was obvious that it had received from the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, all of the necessary docu-
mentation which it needed in order to make a decision, and speci-
fically that it had received copies of the promissory notes.

Additionally, my recollection of phone conversations with Mr.
Maikovich, and perhaps with others of your office, indicated that
you did in fact have copies of the promissory notes, but you
wanted to be sure that there was no "loan application, financial
statement, loan agreement and any other documents used by you to
judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson for the Robinson

0 Committee at the time you approved the campaign loans."
(underline added for emphasis). These words are the words used
at question number one of the "Written Questions to Bank of
Salem", which you discussed with me, and wondered why, in our
response, the promissory notes were not also attached. First, I
was under the firm impression that copies had been received by
the General Counsel's office. Second, they were not specifically
asked for, and therefore simply were not included as a response
to written question number one. In this respect, please note
that the question asked for specific documents, except where it
says "any other documents used by you to judge the credit
worthiness", and I point out that the promissory note is not uti-
lized for the purpose of judging credit worthiness at all. It is
the written instrument of obligation for repayment.

For whatever reason, we were advised this morning that the
Commission was not given a copy of the promissory notes per-
taining the Bank of Salem loan. As you can see from the attached
promissory notes, they are the standard form notes used by the
bank. They are printed forms, with blanks for the insertion of
the necessary information. Therefore, to simplify matters, they
are attached hereto and we request that they be presented to the
Commission, through your office, at your earliest convenience and
that we be notified as to when that has taken place.

Meanwhile, if we have any further questions we will notify
your office, and we look forward to hearing from you when these
notes have been submitted to the Commission, and upon receipt of
these notes, by the Commission, we would appreciate being advised
as to their subsueqent decision. Assuming the decision to not
release Bank of Salem at this time revolved solely around the
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non-existence in the Commission's file of a copy of the pro-

missory notes, this should resolve that matter and the Bank of

Salem would, presumably, be dismissed. We would appreciate your

help in this regard.

Yours Very Truly,

MEEKS FOX, P.A.

W. Russell Meekls, III

WRM:jb

Enclosures/Three Promissory Notes

cc: Mr. Richard T. Smith



Accoulnt A0 1awal) Tommy Robinson ="-.... .II'June 5, ,,t4
Nvmosle B oi ~Ls(ANK OF SALS Maurity~aiI.~
Nw#, for Congress Campaill Abw BOX 336 - July 10. ,If.4

S .FBB:per RSSALEM, Alt 72576 1f.., 1
AddfVOun ) Lii t AR k., " Latn AM,. $SO 110 -nf
The undersigned lorewerlad If mr than one. jointly snd sveOy end herelneftler, whethr one of moe, mli Birwew) profise to gey to the eeder of the d•e-ooSSdi Lende lot th. Lender' edo ste above
,,,.,ecplm of,- Fifty thounman & n /100 ooter.
mu I ,,.June 5. 1984 , p 14 fxed per at tee ratm yf 14 e f t esedl (we only o:

too 0 PO Rde,.,nd. ,,,| | oo.i... o, 0 no.deman d , fO July 10 t ,,,84 .

Id) 0Ifeheoked, thisNote is eysbe In sgl ,,lMelltifth f ekh , t* . e Ofn thm -daAcre nees I It OWet 0.. 00_.- ov Utiityd iilet.

of each __________________ ___thatreof ISUntil *IT m*,*~ 't ie" ets h be do e ussi yebls.

VARIARLI INTEIRESF RAE: 0o If chced h inferior rs on MM Noe Is ildst to o e from ot be above, Iles POi Me fe il fU telt hiiA na.:
o] Tternvte C '

II.• verlble Interet rar e plisa to the Nlog: foj h m e emna el payments scheuled bo will bie allssrwh telectr€ q ch nge he Me abee ra wsttos .IE fb IMf ne ost MefstfInmeem Is se Vie boles th
intnes rate mtr flnMa mortllsr wYilbe me inoroe rate ihe ffft at fltal matrly,

0 The Arterat rate on this loe laf not be At n heth usael a rsi et. of per Cant. 0 rhe Ishterst pan on this Abl Ntfeall not eamd e so mu a l rate of___ r Cnt
Not#ailhstndlif awfiytsnls to te conravir centained herein. Me Antrs rot on ti8 No shaell atme oese exceed Me hilhest Contract rte per"it by A.

Oasee in the Indeax Rete, 00d take effeoct on this Note: 0..s Me mom dey, C3on the dtay f6olowing, the dovy: 0 on Merto "da of, Me 1011ftlng of day, Such chayps in ot Indian Rate ae effect
INTEREST: All Peyments, whenever made, slo apply firt a ecrued interest, with the remeinder of SET-OFF: Lender mev at nytime beforeorefterOefault exercise its right to Set-off elor any portion of the
env Payment epplying toward Principl. indebtednes evidenoed hereby ageinel env liability Or indebtedness of the Lendef to the Borrower Iwhither
0 if checked, any eccrued interest not peid when due (whother due by reason ofe schedule of peyments or owned by the Borlower alone or In Conjunction with any other person or entity. provided thet the Borrowedue because of Lender's demend) lt beco m pert of te principal thereefter, end shell itself beer Interest at hes a beneficial Interet therein) without prio notice to the Borrower. This right applies to end includes but
the applicable interest rete. is not limited to cny funds on deposit with the Lender. provisionally, in esocrow Isule to the terms of anyPOST MATURITY INTEREST: The unpeid Principel emount of this Note shell beer Special apeement therefore) for collection, or in sny time or open eccounts.
interest after finol maturity. ifcluding mturity by eceletiono at the annual rate of.- C 11rre t,, i .. DEFAULT AND ACCELERATION: The lorrowers hell bel n Defalt upon the occurrence of any one or morePREPAYMENT: 0 If checked, Lender has the right to Imposeeapen elty upon prepeyment. If not checked, ofanyofthefollowntgevent: (lIthe lorrowershall fail to pay. when due,anymount requed hereunder.or
sorr may prepay this Note at anv time prior to maturity without penalty. Any pertial prep yments hall any other Indebtild of the Borrower to the Lender Or eny third perties; 12) eny weranty or representation
not rloe or diminish env scheduled subsequent paymensa of rincipel or interest until ali obligetion ere made by the Borrower shell prove to be false or misleading in any respect; 13) the Borrowe or any guerantor
pad in full. of this Promissory Note heN liquidete, merge, dissolve, terminate its existence, suspend business operations
COSJ,,OF COLLECTION: Except where Prohibited by low. the Borrower promises to pay olt costs of dis lit en Individuat), hevee cilveor appointed for all or any pert of its property, make en assignment for the
collbsiln. including but not limited to reasonable attorney's fees, Pad or incurred by the Lender on account benefit of its creditors, or file or hove filed againt it any petition under any existing or future benkruptcy or
of such collection, whether or not suit is filed with respct thereto. insolvenocy lw; 141 any change occurs in the condition or affairs Ifinncini or otherwise) of the Borrower or
WAIVER: Demand, presentment. protest. notice of nonpevmet and dishonor of this Promissory Note are any guarentor of this Promilsoey Note which, in the opinion of the Lender, impeirs the Lender's sncurity or
hereboloeived. Lender may release env paerty or Security, make future loans to any perty or contractuely increeses its risk with reet o to this Promissory Note; IS) Borrower fails tri keep eny Promise under any W o-
charer'its reletionship to of the obligation of any party without weiving or affecting the obligation of any ments intended to Secure the repeyment of this Promisyory Note; or 161 Lender reesonebly deems itself into-
other party to this Note. A party to this Note is any meker, surety, endorser or guarantor. Waiver by the cure. Unil prohibited by low. the Lender may, et its option delre the entire unpeaid llence of principal
Lende.,t env time of any right conferred by this Note or ny, aIeement Securing same will not effect the and interest Immediately due en peyable without notice or demand it any time after Default, it wec term
Lender's future exercise of said right or any other. is defined in this paragr ph.
SECURITYI (el In addition to Lender's right of set-off set forth above. Lender is secured by the proceeds end unearned premiums of any insurance policy purchased by the Borrower in connection with the Loan evidenced
hersb Borrower agrees to keep any Collateral securing this Note insured against such risks, with such limits, end upon such additional terms and conditions as Lender may reasonably require. Lender Melt be named as eddi-
toones lt payee under seaid policies. Lender is hereby authorized lbut not required or obligtedl to act as attorney in fact for Borrowe In makini end Settling clims under sid policies and endorsing Borrower's rme on any
drafts or checks paying losses under seid policies. (bi This Note may be secured by prior or subsequent security documents notwithstanding that such security is not indicated hereon. Ic) Borrower hereby grants to Lender a
Security Interest in all other personal prop rty of the Borrovr of every kind and description which is no or hereafter comes Into the posion of the Lender for env reason, Including. but not limited to PropertV delivered
to Llfte for safekeeping, or for collection or exchange. end al dividends end distributions on and other rights Irn connection with such property.

Idi 0 If checked, this Note it secured by a separate dated

Is) Ulf checked, this Note is secured by the Security Agreement hereafter and Borrower hereby grants to the Lender a Security Interest under the Uniform Commercial Code in the following described Collaterl:

o INVENTORY: All Inventory of the Borrower. whether now Owned or hereafter acquired and wherever located;

"q10 EQUIPMENT- All equipment of the Borrower, whether now owned or hereafter acquired, Including but not limited to ill present and future machinery, vehicles, furniture, fixtures, minufacturing equipment.
ftrm machinery and equipment, shop equipment, office and record keeping equipment. ports end tools. and the goods described in anv equipment list or schedule herewith or hereafter furnished to Lender by
Borrower (but no such schedule or list need be furnished in order for the Security Interest granted herein to be valid as to all Borrower's equipmfnt).

o FARM PRODUCTS Alt farm products of the Borrower, whether now owned or hereafter acquired, including but not limited to (I I) all poultry and livestock and their young, Products thereof end produce there-
of, (oil all crops, whether annual or perennial, end the products thereof end Iii) all feed, seed, fertilirer, medicines end other supplies used or produced by Borrower in firming operations,P 0 ACCOUNTS AND OTHER RIGHTS TO PAYMENT Each and every right of the Borrower to the payment of money, whether such right to payment now exists of hereafter arises. whether such right to pavment
arises out of a sale. Ies or other disposition of goads Or other property by the Borrower, out of a renderinl of servicos by the Borrower. out of a loan bV the Borrower, out of the overpayment of tlaxes or other
liabilities by the Borrower or otherwise arises under eny contract or agreement, whether such right to payment it or Is not already earned by performance, and howsoever such right to payment may be evidenced.
together with all of the rights end intere linIcluding all liens and security interest) which Borrower may as any time have by iw or agreement against any account debtor Or other obligor obligated to make anys such Payment or against anv of the property of such account debtor or other obligor; all including but not limited to ll lpresent and future debt instruments, chattel pascos. accounts, loans anc obligations
reeaovablo and tax refund*, ...... ...

1 GENERAL INTANGIBLES: All general intngibles of the Borrower, whether now owned or hsereafter acquired, including but not limited to. applications for patents. copyrights. trademarks, trade secets, good
will, trade names, customer lists, permits and franchises. and the right to use Borrower's nameo In addition to eny property generally dresribed above, the following Collaterel

Open

together with all Parts. accessories, repairs, improvements and ac¢esson$ thereto, and proceeds, products and issue therefrom now or herelter at any time made or acquired. ISe other side for additional termi).

0 If checked, this is a Purchase Money Loon. Description Of Rel Estate if above Colateral is crops, growing or to be grown. timber, minerals lincluding oil

Purpose of Credit- Operatig . . n ses or at) or fixtures

Borrower will use Collateral listed on this Security Agreamen for
o Farming operetions

M Business purposes

0
Anysperson who signs within this enclosure hereby grants to the Secured party a Security Interet in the By signii
C lateral listed in Paragraph lei but assumnes no personal obligation to repey this Loan. tions an

S *ned ate)

UTHORIZED SIGNATURE OF LENDER -SIG* l1LY IF NECESSARY FOR FILING THIS
Se ceDOCUMENT OR A W evr HEREOF)00) slianIi evellaul Inlc., Iless. ST. CLOUD. its". Pein" PR 'Ise PROMISSORY NOTE a SECURITY,
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JuAre10 1984 ut final maturty at14% fixed rao ell o annum. pal -,ine ad IN t following pa,- ment ehedule slet ny anal:

a) 0 Waon deandst. to) Upan demandti, buit If ne demland bs made, then on .. t3T7 -pr ,8. W. G3On - 1 -
-- ""'in"'" January 10, ... ,85 ,,v, ,_

Worsted Intaree Is due Wil myba and 0t the mmwtty Indimed

Wi 0f checd, soe Note Ia iofn sekl m ne ol each, begininng , It -. ad a tde sm day

of meh ftref uni 1- . when the unpaid balance of prlcipl and litsew h" be due end payable.

,

ARIARLE INEREST RAT: ] 8f cheW o e intereSr en thi Note is audes s c arn detsateldabove. - a be leornctav Pens above te fOllowgm te Im RMee:

0 Tf n e rm rate of

0
tF variabie Interit rate IlAe a this Noate: fj re o aun s of oll gamon lAi above Will bea fusted to reflect changes sn Ch effeclee inrerest ro s. end (b it no Post Aaturity Intere r ae is Spciied blo 01e
teesot rr aftw firl m aftrWetsa be de kstirme raw in effler of firl mel.

3 The inter-est- rae an thus Nate ahlta not be ame own di* annui rae of per tent. 0 The Interest raoe on, this Nowe osl not exaeed ft annual rare of_ _________ per cent

levewitstandin anythin the enrary contine herein toe intemresr rae on this N WWll at no tlnte exceed th hh conrast rate M#Wttd by low.

yleage in Ihe Index eRe ~ ta affect an this Ner@: 0 on me sase day; 0 on Mhe dey followint the dy; 0 on the first dwy of the flloinfgt the day, uch changes on ft Indax Rae take effect

NTEREST: All payments. wheneve made, shill aplV first toward accrued interest, with the remainder of
ty payment applying toward Principal.
]' If checked, anV accrued intere not paid when due fwhelher due by reason of a schedule of payments of
lue because of Lender's demandl shall become part of the principal thereaffter, end shill itself beer interest at
he applicable interest rate.
POST MATURITY INTEREST The unpaid principal amount of this Note shll beer rrent l
sterest after fInl maturity. Including meturity by acceleration, as the annual rate of cu .
PREPIYXENT: 0 If checked, Lender ha the right to Impose a penalty upon Prepayment. It not checked,
IkrroW prepay this Noe at any time Prior to maturity without penalty. Any partial prepayments shell
iot relieve or diminish anv scheduled sulbsoequnt payments of principal or interest until all obligations are
mid inj IIt
,OST1F COLLECTION: Except where prohibited by law. the Sorrower promises to pay all costs of
aflection. including but not limited to reasonable attorney't fee. paid or incurred by the Lender on account
if such collection. whether oF not suit is filed wish reooect thereto.
WAIV I~i Demand. Presentment. Protest. notice of non-piyment and dishonor of this Promissory Note are
sreby waivnd. Lender may retase eny Party or security. make future loan to any party or contractually
rhange its relationship to or the obligation of env party without waiving or affecting the obligation of any
Othee M)jY to this Note A party to this Note is any maker, suratv, endorser o guarantor. Waiver by the
Lender*any time of any right conferred by this Note or any agreement securing srm will not affect the
I -.- ' futre exercise of said rigt or env other.

SET-OFF: Lender meat tny time before or fter Default exercise its right to set-off allor any portion of the
Indebtedness evidenced hseby against anv liability Or Indebtedness of the Lender to the Sorrows Itwether
owned by the Sorrows aone of In conlunction with any otheir person or entity. provided tht the Sorrowev
hasl a beneficial interest therein) without prior notice to the Sorrows. This right applies to and includes but
Is not limited to any funds on deposit with the Lendes. provisionally, in escrow Issabiect to the terms of any
special agreement thirefore) for collaction. or in amy time or open accounts.
DEFAULT AND ACCELERATION The Borrowe shell be in Default upon theoccurrence of any one or more
of any of the following events: II) the Sorrowso shall fall to pay. when due. any amount requred hereunder, or
anV other Indebt edete of the Sorrowsi to the Lends or any third paietle: 12) any warrenty or representation
made by the Borrower shell Prove to be fals or misleading in any respect; 13) the Sorrows or any guarantor
of this Promissory Note shall liquidate. meore, dissolve, terminate its existence, suspend business operations.
die lif an Individual), have a receiver appointed for al or ean part of its property, make an assignment for the
benefit of its creditors. of file Or hew filed against it eny petition under any existing or future bankruptcy or
insolvency low; 14) any change occurs In the condition or affairs (financial or otherwise of the Sorrowsr of
any uarentor of this Promissoty Note which. In the opinion of the Lender. impairs the Lender's securitv or
increases Its risk with respect to this Promissory Nose; IS) Sorrowm fails to keep anv promise under any agree-
ments intended so secure the repiment of this Promissory Note; or I6) Lender reasonably deems Itself inow
cure. Unless prohibited by Iow. the Lender may. at its option, declare the entire unpaid balance of princip ll
and interest Immediately due and payable without notice or demand at any time after Default, as ctch term
is defined in this peragraph.

SECURITY (a) In addetion to Leonds'e right of set-Off at forth above. Lendsr is secured by the Proceeds and unearned premiums of any insurance policy purchased by the Sorrower in connection with the Loon evidenced

he. -,vrrowe, are" s0 keep any Coltsael secring this Nose insured against each riks, wish such limits, and upon such additional terms and conditions as Lander may reasonably require. Lender shall be named as add.
isonl log payee under md policies. Lender is hereby authorized Ibut not required of obligated) to act as attorney in fact for Sorrowr in makingl and setling claims under said policie and endorsing Sorrowss name on any

drafts or checks paying lossas under oid policies. Ib) This Note may be secured by prior or subsequent security documents notwithstanding that such securitv is not indicated hereon. (Ic) Borrower hereby gronts to Lender a

Sacur#*-ntes, in all oth Personal Property of the Sorrowr of eQver kind and description which is nowor hereafter comes into the possession of the Lnder for any reson. Including, but not limited to Property delivred

to Lenlder for afekeeping. or for collection of eschange. and alldividends andd ttribut ions on and other rights in cOnnection with such properV.

Id) D It checked, this Note is secured by a seperate dated _______1

(el C7chcked. this Note is secured by the Security Agreement hereafter and Sorrowr hereby grants to the Lender a Security Interest under the Uniform Commercial Code in the following described Collateral

I INVENTORY All inventory of the Sorrowsr, whether now owned or hereafter acquired end wherever located;

D EOUIPMENT All equipment of the Sorrower, whether now owned or hereafter acquired, including but not limited to all present end future machinery, vehicles, furniture, fixtures, manufacturing equipment,

farm machinery end equipment, shop equipment, office and record kaeping equipment, Perts and tools, end the goods describlld in any equipment list or schedule herewith or hereafter furnished so Lender by
orrower (but no such schedule or list need be furnished in order for the Security Interest grented herein to be valid as to all Borrows equip9ment).

C) FARM PRODUCTS All form products of the Borrower. whether now owned or hereafter acquired, including but not limited to (i) all poultry and livestock and their young, Products thereof and produce there.

of. fifl all croos, whether annual or perennial, and the products thereof and (lii) all feed, saed, fertilizer, medicines and other supplies used or produced by Borrower in farming oerations

'Xb ACCOUNTS AND OTHER RIGHTS TO PAYMENT- Each and every right of the Sorrowe to the payment of money, whether such right to payment now exists or hereafter arises, whether such right to payment

rises out of a al. Wse or other disposition of goods or other property by the Borrower, Out of a rendring of satrices by the Sorrowe, out of a loan by the Borrower. out of the overpayment of taxe or other

liailities by the Sorrowe or otherwise &ites under any contract or agreement, whether such right to payment os or is not already earned by performance. ltnd howsoever such right to payment may be evidenced,
C" together with all of the rights and interest Ifincluding all liens and security interest) which Sorrowsr may @I any time he" by law or Wment against any account debtor or other obligo obligated to make eny

ruch payment or against a" I" I properf of malU lccunt 045M trhultt bbflWI, #ITl s*Uling bs1 Iot limited to I present *i hatjure dtt instrurstnjs, chattel lmpers. accounts, loans and obligations
receiveble and tax refunds

I GENERAL INTANGIBLES: All general intangibles of the Sorrows, whether now owned or hereafter acquired. including but not fimited to. applications for patents, copyrights, trademarks, trade secrets, good

will, trade nes, customer lists. Permits and franchises, and the right to use Borrower's name
D In addition to any propertiy generally described above, the following Collateral

Unsecured

together with all parts, acctssries, repairs. improvements and accessions thereto; and proceeds. products end issue therefrom now or hereafter at env time made or acquired. (Se other side for additional terms).

D If checked, this Is a Purchase Money Loon. Description of Real Estate if above Collateral is ceot, growing or to be grown, timbr, minera lincluding oil

Purpose of Credit operating expense or gas) ofr
Renewal of Lonan MO0MSS

Sorwer will use Collateral listed on this Security Agreement for
D Forming operations

Business purposes If other than Sorrows,.
name of Record Owner

0 E3 If checked, ti, Agreement I to be flied Ifor record) in the real estate records.

Any person who signs within this enclosure hereby grants to the Secured Party a Security Interest In the By signi he Irr serIs) signs thil..l elrity Agreemenjsnd aees lo the Tems and Condi

Colle,.al listed in paragraph fel but assumes no personal obligation to repay this Loon. tions on t 3lWidW bu fllSOfl s Ianipaign

Date Flo Borrowert

V I T n i Je Ilin onorrower)
IAVTHORIZED SIGNATURE OF LENDER -SIGN ONL IF N CESSARY FOR FILING THIS

DOCUMENT OR A COPY H EEOF) XXX ____________________________________________It s owet

0 DaVrIseas 9Vayewa,. Mo.. see. a1x. COI,"o", roo n lo rt vise PROMISSORY NOTE a SECURITY AGREEMENT - NOTICE: se atlir sie for isoveant infenten whiglds la t of this Dasumntt

Acet -ya04,f6i(

BANK OF SALEIR
BOX 338 1915-

SALEM, ARKANSAS 72576 Me. 0a.-Y&A I !A
L~AM.$ . n
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W. RUSSELL MEEKS. III
TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX
JOSEPH M. ERWIN

FEDERAL EXPRESS

MEEKS AND FOX, PA.
AT1U&W AT VA

404 SUPEROR FEDERAL BULtOIG
CAPITOL AND ROAMAY

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201
501-376-4660

March 10, 1986

*HA ND DL ,IyERc
u 6MAR'R

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 Stephens Security Bank/Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Gross:

We enclose herewith three (3) copies of our Responsive
C-1 Brief. We also enclose a copy of our letter of this date

to the Commission Secretary wherein we had enclosed ten (10)
copies of the Brief.

Please call if you have any questions.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

" W. Russell Ileeks, III

WRM:brj

Enclosures

I-')



W. RUSSELL MEEKS. III
TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX
JOSEPH M. ERWIN

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

404 SLPERIOR FEDERAL BUILDING
CAPITOL AND BROADWAY

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201
501-376-4680

FEDERAL EXPRESS

March 10, 1986

Commission Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 Stephens Security Bank/Bank of Salem

Dear Secretary:

We enclose herewith ten (10) copies of the Responsive
Brief of Stephens Security Bank and Bank of Salem with respect

c to the captioned matter.

We are herewith forwarding three (3) copies of each
Brief to the General Counsel for his files.

0 Yours truly,

J^ MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

1. Russell Meeks, III

WR.M: br j

Enclosures
cc Ten (10.) copies of Response

cc: Charles N. Steele
/General Counsel
% Kenneth A. Gross

\ Associate General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

STEPHENS SECURITY BANK
STEPHENS, ARKANSAS MUR 1721

BANK OF SALEM
SALEM, ARKANSAS

RESPONSE OF STEPHENS SECURITY BANK AND BANK OF SALEM
TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

Come the Respondents Stephens Security Bank (hereafter

"Stephens") and Bank of Salem (hereafter "Salem"), and for their

Response to the General Counsel's Supplemental Brief, state:

1. Stephensis located in Stephens, Arkansas. Salem is

located in Salem, Arkansas.

2. Salem and Stephens are two separate state chartered

banking institutions. They are chartered and authorized by vir-

tue of the laws of the State of Arkansas. They are regulated by

the Arkansas State Bank Commissioner.
T

3. The majority of the authorized, issued and outstanding

common stock of each bank is owned by Smith Associated Banking

f Corporation (hereafter "SABCO"). SABCO is an Arkansas

corporation authorized and existing under and by virtue of the

laws of the State of Arkansas.

4. Stephens, Salem and SABCO are domiciled in the State of

Arkansas, located in the State of Arkansas, have their principal

offices in the State of Arkansas, and transact business in the



State of Arkansas.

5. Congressman Tommy Robinson is the United States

Congressman for the Second Congressional District for the State

of Arkansas. Stephens and Stephens, Arkansas are located in the

Fourth Congressional District, State of Arkansas. Salem and

Salem, Arkansas are located in the First Congressional District,

State of Arkansas. Neither Stephens nor Salem are located in the

district of Congressman Robinson, and therefore have nothing to

gain thereby. They made loans to make a profit and would have

done so had they not had to expend additional time, expense and

costs associated with the investigation of the Federal Election
10

Commission.

6. The Federal Election Commission should immediately

- dismiss this matter and the Complaint as they pertain to Stephens

0 and Salem. The dismissal should be based upon the undisputed

facts and upon the "Supplemental Response and Affidavit of

CRichard T. Smith" which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" to this

Response, and incorporated herein by reference at though it were
r7

4 fully set forth word for word.

CO.,7. Stephens made a One Hundred Thousand Dollar

($100,000.00) loan to Tommy F. Robinson and the Robinson Campaign

Committee (hereafter "Robinson" and "Committee", respectively).

It was the first of the bank loans. Mr. Smith is the only per-

son, of any of the banks or bank officers involved, who was the

personal loan officer for Robinson. Smith was the personal loan

officer for Robinson when Smith was at Worthen Bank.



The General Counsel's office may not want to accept the fact that

Smith says that he knew Robinson and believed that Robinson would

repay the indebtedness. Smith was apparently correct. The debt

was repaid. All banking regulation requirements with respect to

the loan were met. The loan was a loan. It was treated as a

loan and a note was signed. It was carried as a loan on the

books of the Bank. The borrower treated it as a loan. It was

paid like a loan. Interest was paid. It was shown on the finan-

cial records of the Bank, and therefore on the records as

required to be kept by the appropriate banking regulatory agen-

cies, as a loan. At the time the loan was made, there was no

Nwritten objective criteria, in existence, either published or

Cunpublished, by the Federal Election Commission, that was

available so as to advise Stephens as to what was required in

order to make its loan not subject to any subsequent review by

the Commission, or to make it clearly a loan, rather than a

Cpossible contribution or a contribution as ex post facto deter-

mined by the Federal Election Commission. Absent any written

objective criteria otherwise, the Bank proceeded in what was its

ordinary course of business, to make a loan for profit. of

course it did so and the loan, with interest, was paid.

8. The Office of the General Counsel, and the Federal

Election Commission, certainly have an important job to

accomplish. The facts as they exist in the case, however, must

be taken as they exist, and must be taken as true as presented,

unless there is some evidence or fact contrary wise. Though the



facts, as stated. by the appropriate loan officers and bank

officials may not seem to the General Counsel's office to be suf-

ficient, it must be taken as true and undisputed unless there is

some evidence otherwise, and any lack of evidence must be held in

favor of the respondent banks, not against the respondent banks.

This is true because there was no clear, concise and objective

written criteria, published by the Office of the General Counsel,

or by the Federal Election Commission, that would guide these

individuals to know what to do and/or how to do it.

9. The Bank of Salem certainly has the same arguments as

co does Stephens. Additionally, the attached supplemental response

and affidavit of Mr. Smith indicates that the holding company,

SABCO, was requested by Robinson and the Robinson Campaign

Committee to make an additional loan, this time from the

Bank of Salem, for the amount of Fifty Thousand Dollars

($50,000.00). One of the reasons the loan was made, according

to Mr. Smith, was that the money was being raised to repay the

Stephens loan, and Mr. Smith felt both loans were still good. It

might be an interesting question as to whether or not his

rationale was correct, had the loans not been paid in accordance

with their terms. Of course, the notes were paid in accordance

with their terms, and all loan proceeds, with interest, were paid.

Therefore, there would not appear to be any reason for a second

guessing as to Mr. Smith's banking judgment, or the judgment of

Stephens and/or Salem.



10. It is the pos~ition of these respondents that if the

General Counsel's Office and the Federal Election Commission

intend to monitor loans made by banking institutions, then it

would be to their benefit and to the benefit of all banking

institutions that written objective criteria be formulated and

published. Until that is done, any attempted act by the Federal

Election Commission, under its self-appointed powers under the

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, with respect

to a determination of what constitutes a "contribution" rather

than a "loan", would in the opinion of these respondents present

a very strong legal argument that the actions are unconstitu-

tional; are violative of the Equal Protection Clause of the United

States Constitution (and in this case the Constitution of the

State of Arkansas); are violative of the due process protection

oafforded to a legal citizen under the United States Constitution

(and in this case the Arkansas Constitution); and, further consti-

tute a deprivation of property rights and interests, based upon

a vague, ambiguous, and unconstitutional criminal provision

which is what this Act would be, in effect, if a penalty were

T allowed or even contemplated since there was not clear

and unambiguous language such as to make the banking officials

obviously aware (without any interpretation by anyone, specifically the

General Counsel's Office and the Federal Election Commission) as

to what conduct was lawful and what conduct was unlawful, and therefore

violative of the Federal Election Law. Respondent feels that

even the issues being presently presented put us all on somewhat



shaky legal ground, that might well make the entire Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, as applied in the pre-

sent case, unconstitutional and therefore void. Perhaps this can

be remedied with the suggestion by the respondents that a clear,

unambiguous and objective criteria be formulated, set forth and

published by the Federal Election Commission, with the help of

the Office of the General Counsel, setting out what must be done,

with respect to a loan to a political candidate, as far as the

amount, interest rate, security, term, documentation, monitoring,

reporting, and approval is concerned. These respondents have

0 even volunteered to assist the General Counsel's Office in pre-

paring such criteria, but the offer has apparently been scoffed

at and refused.

11. These respondents have been forced to incur a great deal

,^ of time and expense associated with the response to this allega-

c tion of violation of a criminal statute. Therefore, these

Nrespondents feel that the complaint as against them should be

immediately and forthwith dismissed, and that they should be

immediately reimbursed by the appropriate government agencies to

any and all amounts necessary to put them back into the position

that they would have been in, financially, had this investigation

not ensued.

Respectfully submitted,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

404 Superior Federal Building
Little Rock, AR 72201
501-376-4660

W. RUSSELL MEEK&, III



SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE AND AFFIDAVIT
OF RICHARD T. SMITH

STATE OF ARKANSAS)

COUNTY OF PULASKI)

It Richard T. Smith, state on oath:

1. 1 am Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer

of Smith Associated Banking Corporation, a bank holding company.

2. 1 am authorized on behalf of the Respondents, Stephens

Security Bank (hereafter "Stephens") and Bank of Salem (hereafter

"Salem"),, to file this Supplemental Response and Affidavit on

- their behalf and on behalf of Smith Associated Banking

Corporation (hereafter "SABCO").

3. 1 cannot compare my knowlege of the credit situation and

past performance of Tommy Robinson with that knowledge possessed

by other loan officers of banks that are involved in this matter

01 under review. However, upon information and belief, and

17 reviewing that information available to me about this matter, I

f~m* believe that I am the individual who possessed the most knowledge

about the past credit performance of Tommy Robinson, indivi-

dually, with respect to loans made to him by financial institu-

tions. Specifically, prior to the loan by Stephens, Tommy

Robinson borrowed money from Worthen Bank & Trust Company,

through me as Vice President for Worthen, and as the loan officer

in charge of those loans I was familiar that all of his loans

were paid in accordance with their terms, though they were unse-



cured. My personal knowledge of the credit history, of the per-

sonal characteristics of the borrower, and of his abilities to

raise funds to pay the indebtedness, irrespective of the nature

of the indebtedness, was a controlling factor in my decision that

the Stephens loan should be made in the ordinary course of busi-

ness of Stephens Security Bank.

4. 1 approved of the Stephens loan in the amount of One

Hundred Thousand and No/l00 Dollars ($100,000.00), at an interest

of prime plus two percent (2%), which was a "high rate" at the

time. It was my feeling that the loan should be secured by

seventy-five percent (75%) of the initial contributions from the

campaign. I believed the loan to be a good loan by Stephens, and

I believed that the credit history of the borrower, the security,

V and the source of funds (meaning the contributions to be raised
0 by Mr. Robinson), would be sufficient as a source for repayment.

of course, in this or any other loan, irrespective of security,

there is no "guarantee" of complete and full repayment in accor-

C174 dance with the terms of the notes. If that were the case, there

..C would never be any write-offs or loan classifications.

Tl Nevertheless, this loan with Stephens was never in jeopardy, and

was paid in accordance with it's terms, and has now been paid in

full.

5. In my earlier Affidavit, I stated that Stephens engages

in accommodation credits and loans of different types. It is

important that some of these are not only unsecured, but are to

be paid from a source of funds to be generated in the future.



Specifically, loans that are to generate funds from sources,

other than "ordinary business income" of the borrower, are signi-

ficant and applicable to the transaction being reviewed. For

example:

(a) Stephens Security Bank made a loan to a local

church, at a market rate, in the amount of Twenty Thousand and

No/l00 Dollars ($20,000.00). The loan was unsecured. The source

of repayment was to be the future receipts from the offerings of

the congregation, plus the signatures from the members of the

Board of Directors, on behalf of the church. However, none of

the individuals were personally liable for the indebtedness. It

should also be pointed out that on this type of accommodation

M credit, even more so than with Tommy Robinson, or the Robinson

17 for Congress Campaign Committee, the borrower is not of the type

that you would ordinarily be able to sue, to collect. In other

words, in a small community, you know at the time that you make

the loan to a local church that you will not be suing the church

to collect the indebtedness in the event it cannot be paid in

accordance with it's terms. So, you are strongly relying upon

the ability of church leaders to raise the money, through

offerings, in the future, in order to pay the indebtedness as it

becomes due. This particular loan was made for educational

supplies (which were not adequate to take as security), and for

general operating expenses to fund the music department of the

local church.

(b) Stephens Security Bank makes loans, from time to



time, to local groups of people for recreational purposes. There

is one local hunting club, to which funds are loaned, almost

annually. They are then repaid, annually. The loan most recent

prior to the making of the loan to Tommy Robinson was a loan to

the local hunting club at a prime floating rate in the amount of

Ten Thousand and No/l00 Dollars ($10,000.00). It was unsecured.

There was no personal responsibility on the borrowers. We pro-

bably were legally loaning to an unincorporated association. The

source of repayment was future dues, to be charged by the hunting

club, to the members of the hunting club. The particular hunting

club was in a reorganization period and we did not even know who

No- would be the members of the club. Any receipts of miscellaneous

income, such as a possible fish fry, to be put on by the club to

raise the money, would be used to repay the debt. The purpose

was for general operating expenses, and there was no tangible

asset being purchased to which we could obtain a security

interest.

(c) Another Stephens loan was to a local golf and country

club, and as with the church, is a local organization that we

know at the time we make the loan, will probably not be the sub-

ject of any lawsuit, even if the note is not repaid in accordance

with it's terms. Therefore, we are relying upon the credibility

and character of the individuals who have asked us to make the

loan, as we were doing when we were asked by Tommy Robinson to

make the loan to him and to the Committee for the purpose of his

campaign. The loan to the country club was "unsecured", even



though some tang'ible -assets were being purchased such as addi-

tional golf carts. Also, the loan proceeds were to be used to

repair the swimming pool and to repair some of the golf course,

grounds, and golf greens. The source for repayment was to be the

net profits resulting from the operation of the concessions at

the country club golf course and swimming pool, from that year's

summer operations.

6. The aforestated loans by Stephens Security Bank are

examples of accommodation credits. They are further examples of

loans where there was no security, but where the loans were made

on the basis of the bank's belief that the person requesting the

loan would see to it that the loan was repaid in accordance with

the terms of the note. Further, none were secured. All were to

IT be repaid from future monies raised, not from ordinary operations

of the borrower. only one, the golf and country club, was

C) actually in any way re-paid from business operations. All others

were purely from the ability of the main representatives of the

C borrower to gain the confidence of community members, in order to

generate the source of funds, to repay the debt. On a final

note, all were paid in accordance with the terms of the note,

just like the Robinson debt was paid.

7. Smith Associated Banking Corporation ("SABCO") as a

legal entity, participates with each separate bank (Stephens and

Salem) in a Bank Management Agreement. Each Agreement is between

the holding company and the separate bank. Each Agreement is for



one (1) year. EachAgreement provides that the holding company

shall assist with respect to the management of loan portfolios.

In this respect, the initial loan to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Campaign Committee, from any financial institution, was

by Stephens Security Bank. The Stephens' loan was paid in accor-

dance with it's terms and has been fully paid. Subsequent to the

making of the loan, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson Campaign

Committee requested of the Bank of Salem an additional loan. The

request was made through the undersigned, as Chief Executive

Officer and Chairman of the Board of the holding company, and as

the person to whom the initial loan request, resulting in the

Stephens loan, was made. The Bank of Salem agreed to make the

second loan in the amount of Fifty Thousand and No/100 Dollars

($50,000.00). Part of the business decision of making this loan

transaction was that the Stephens Security Bank loan was being

properly handled, and was being managed, adequately, by the bank
C

representatives, by the holding company, and by the borrower.

The Stephens loan appeared to be such that it would be re-paidC

in accordance with it's terms. The Salem loan was then made. As

CW with the Stephens loan, the Salem loan has now been paid in full.

It was paid in accordance with it's terms. Though it was unse-

cured, it was to be re-paid from campaign contributions to be

raised and received by Tommy Robinson and the Robinson Campaign

Committee. The source of funds was adequately identified, the

prospective raising of the funds took place, the funds were

raised and received, and the funds were re-paid to Bank of Salem



* 0
in full satisfaction of the loan and indebtedness, together with

the interest which at the time of the loan was the maximum rate

allowable to be charged by Salem.

8. The Bank of Salem, like Stephens, engages in various

"accommodation credits" and similar loans. Additionally, it

engages in loans that are to be paid from sources that are not

yet in existence, but from funds that are to be raised in the

future, usually by some charitable type benefit or function.

Examples include the following:

(a) The Bank of Salem made a loan to a local fire

department. The fire department is probably not a legal entity

in that it would be difficult to find who to sue, or from whom to

collect, in the event the fire department did not make payment.

The loan was for Twenty-Five Thousand and No/100 Dollars

($25,000.00). It was the maximum rate, as with the Robinson

loan. The rate was five percent (5%) over the Federal Reserve

discount rate at the time of the making of the loan. The loan

was to be re-paid, in accordance with it's terms, from membership

fees and dues to be charged to people who participated in the

fire department. At the time Salem was requested to make the

loan, by leaders in the community, it was not determined who

would be prospective members and there was not even a list of

people who would be contacted. It was agreed that memberships

would be sold, and that from the sale of the memberships, monies

would be raised to operate the fire department, and those monies

would also be utilized to pay back the loan to Salem. The loan



was to be re-paid within a year if possible. It was note but the

balance was reduced by Fifteen Thousand and No/l00 Dollars

($15,000.00), to the amount of Ten Thousand and No/l00 Dollars

($10,000.00). Additional memberships are to be sold to reduce

that debt. There was no security, and the people who borrowed

the money borrowed it on behalf of the fire department and were

not individually liable or responsible for re-payment.

(b) Several respected citizens in Salem, Arkansas

approached the bank about a loan to start a local order of the

Moose Lodge. Salem was requested to make a loan of Twenty-Eight

Thousand and No/l00 Dollars ($28,000.00). Salem agreed to make

the loan, as with most accommodation credits, because it was

something that bank management felt would benefit the bank, and

T because the character, credibility and credit history of the

people borrowing the money was such that payment of the debt was,

at least morally and ethically, assured. A loan of Twenty-Eight

Thousand and No/lO0 Dollars ($28,000.00) was made. The interest

rate was the maximum rate allowed by law, five percent (5%) over

the Federal Reserve discount rate as of that time. In addition,

this was a floating rate. There was no identified source for

repayment. There was not a membership list, and this was simply

a proposal to start a new lodge. There was no assurance that

members would apply, that dues would be received, or that the

Moose Lodge would be ultimately formed. There was no collateral.

There were five (5) Board members that asked for the loan, and

they were not individually liable or responsible. The source for



00
repayment of the loan was to be from the sale of memberships, and

from dues, if the club were eventually organized. Additionally,

it was agreed that the borrower would hold charitable events, a

membership drive, and conduct monthly, or perhaps weekly, bingo

games. Monies raised from any of these events would be used for

the operations of the borrower, and also to pay this indebted-

ness. This loan was paid in accordance with it's terms and was

fully satisfied.

(3) The Wheeling Church of Christ requested a loan in

the amount of Eighty Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($80,000.00),

unsecured, for it's operations and as a consolidated additional

indebtedness. The Bank of Salem made the loan. The request was

made by a representative group of elders of the church. They

1 asked that the loan be made. They met with bank management.

They were not individually liable for repayment. The loan was

made at a rate of four percent (4%) over the Federal Reserve

C discount rate, one percent (1%) less than the maximum allowed.

The loan was for two (2) years, and it was reduced, after the
C

first year to Fifty Thousand and No/iQO Dollars ($50,000.00). The

C7 only source for repayment was to be offerings by church members,

and funds raised by church functions. All monies were to go into

the general church fund, and monies from that fund were to be

used for church operations and for payment of this indebtedness.

(d) The Fulton County Fair Association, annually,

borrows money from Salem. It is always unsecured. Occassionally

there is a balance carry forward to the next year, but it is



usually of a small amount. There is a group of citizens that

constitute the Fulton County Fair Board. They sign as represen-

tatives of the Assocation but are not individually responsible.

The most recent loan was for Six Thousand and No/lOO Dollars

($6,000.00), and as with all of the loans to the County Fair

Association was to be paid from receipts from sales and

admissions of the County Fair. The note was fully paid.

(e) A group of citizens who are members of the Veterans

of Foreign Wars chapter in Salem, Arkansas, requested an addi-

tional Twenty Thousand and No/l00 Dollars ($20,000.00) to assist

them in completing construction on a building. It was a specific

condition of the request that the building not be security for

the loan, and the bank agreed, because of the character, credit

history and identity of the persons making the request, to make

the loan on that basis. The loan was for Twenty Thousand and

No/iQO Dollars ($20,000.00). It was not secured. It was at a

C rate of five percent (5%) over the Federal Reserve discount rate,

which was then the maximum amount allowed by law. It was agreed

that the loan would be paid from monies to be raised by the local

Cr chapter. At the time of the making of the loan, it was not known

exactly how the borrower would go about raising the money, but it

was agreed that the borrower would sell memberships, conduct

bingo games, hold dances, and engage in other chapter activities

that would result in monies that would go into the general fund

of the borrower, and be used for operating expenses of the

borrower. Those funds would also be used to pay back the loan to



Salem. The loan has been partially paid, and is presently

current.

(f) A loan was made to the local Industrial Development

Corporation, by Bank of Salem, at a low rate of eight percent

(8%), fixed, in the amount of Sixty Thousand and No/100 Dollars

($60,000.00). There was no security for repayment. The note was

to be paid from future receipts of sales tax revenues. The pur-

pose of the loan was to fund, organize and promote industry deve-

lopment. There were no fixed assets being purchased, and

therefore nothing to which a legal security interest could

attach. The note was paid in accordance with it's terms.

9. All of the Salem loans mentioned above had an additional

characteristic, which made them even a weaker type accommodation

credit than the loan to Tommy Robinson of the Robinson Campaign

Committee. That characteristic is that most of these loans were

made, at the time, with the understanding that in the event they

went bad, there would not be an acceptable way for the bank,

within the community, to sue the borrower, and instead that the

bank would have to work out some other method of repayment and

either extend or refinance the loan. The reliance was upon the

individuals who were requesting the loan, and their character and

past credit history of keeping their word to see that a project

was completed and the monies raised to repay the debt. With the

Robinson loan, there was no less of a reliance upon Tommy F.

Robinson, individually, as far as his ability to see that the job

got completed and that he raised the monies he said he would do,



as he had done in the past on other loans. However, there was a

legal entity that could be sued, that would not have had any

major adverse effect on the local community, had the loan not

been paid in accordance with it's terms. In the ordinary course

of business, Salem bank management undertakes to view and weigh

all of these factors before making loans.

10. Upon information and belief, the undersigned is aware

that other banks are being reviewed in this matter, and that some

have been reviewed but have been dismissed. For the record, both

of the banks of SABCO, meaning Stephens and Salem, are state

chartered institutions being responsible to the Bank Commissioner
IN

of the State of Arkansas. Neither are national banks. AttachedCV
as Exhibit "A" to this Affidavit is the December 31, 1985 state-

ment of condition of Stephens Security Bank. Attached as Exhibit

"B" as the December 31, 1985 statement of condition of Bank of

Salem. These exhibits are submitted for purpose review and comn-
0 parison, with the other big banks involved in this matter. These

banks are two state chartered institutions, small in size, small

in management and resource capability, locally oriented, basi-

cally unsophisticated in their loan policies, and limited to the

transaction of business in the State of Arkansas, and for the

most part in their local areas.

11. Neither Stephens Bank, nor Bank of Salem, are within the

Second Congressional District, which is the District served by

Tommy F. Robinson, United States Congress, Second District, State

of Arkansas. Therefore, neither bank gained any advantage nor



attempted to do so by virtue of the making of the loans which

were made purely for the purpose of making a profit through the

payment of interest.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this day March, 1986.

Notary Public (

VMy Commission Expires:

//P5



STEPHENS SECURITY i c
STATEMENT OF CONDITION
December 31, 1985

December 31 Deccnber 31
1985 1984

RESOURCES
(ashu and I)ttc froin Banks .....................
I TlItc(I States Government Obligations ...........
Stutc and Mttnilcipal Obligations ................
ItelCd States Agency Obligations ...............
Oiher Sccuritics .............................
I:cl tUtt(is So l ..............................
IAIZIII, lol ...............................

less: ltcscr'c for loan loses................
IA5s: Uttcurncd Income ......................

LoaUm, Nct ..................................
utk IPrcniscs nd Equipment .................

I)ircct Lcasc Fitnaicing ........................
Othcr Rcsotrccs .............................

Total Rcsourccs ..........................

LIABILITIES
Dcposlit,:

(Comnmcrcial, Individual and Other Deposits
Time and Saviitgs ..........................

Total Dcposits ............................
Fed Funds Purchased .........................
Reserve for Taxes and Other Expenses ...........

Total Liabilitics ..........................

STOCKHOLDERS' EQUITY

" Com m on Stock ...............................
S u rplus ....................................
Undivided Profits ............................

TOTAL STOCKIIOLI)ERS' EQUITY .......... I

TOTAL LIAILITIES &
STOCK[IOLDERS' EQUITY ............... I



Statement 4
of Condition
Bank of Salem
At the Close of Business - December 31, 136

RESOURCES

Cash and Due from Banks ......................................
U.S. Government Securties ....................................
U.S. Government Agencies ....................................
Obligations of States and

Political Subdivisions ........................................
Other Securities ...........................................
Federal Funds Sold......................
Total Loans ........................... 29,231,38i.04"

Less Unearned Interest ................. 299,893.19
Less Reserve Bad Debts ................ 484,764.86

Bank Premises & Equipment......................
Other Real Estate ................................
Other Resources ..................................

Total Resources..............................

LIABILITIES

Dem and Deposits .............................................
Tim e and Savings .............................................

Other Liabilities...............................

Capital Stock................................
Surplus.....................................
Undivided Profits .............................................
Total Capital Equity .......................................
Total Capital Equity

and Capital Funds ..........................................

Directors
RICHARD T. SMITH
Chairman of Board Bank of SalemChairman & CEO, Smith Associated Banking Corporation

FRANK B. BURGE
President & CEO, Bank of Salem

GEORGE HUMPHRIES
Secretary of Board
Senior Vice-President

L. R. "JACK" COCHRANGeneral Manager, North Arkansas Electric Cooperative
C. DWAYNE PLUMLEE
Attorney-at-Law

Director Emeritus
FAY CASTLEBERRY (Retired)
Salem

Officers

FRANK B. BURGE
President & CEO
BESS NORTHCU'I'r
Senior Vice-President/Casder

GEO!RGE HUMPHRIES
Senior Vice-President
COOPER 0. COLLINS
Vice-President
JANIECE BUTLER
Vice-President
FRANICES ATKINS
Vice-President
BRENDA BARNES
Assistant Vice-President

MARSHA LEWISAssistant Vice-President
SHIRLEY WALLING
Assistant Casie
M1ARKMONTGOMMY



HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

GcC CWy

FEC

C 6MARJ :3
TELEXTI~C P 133

(501) 3754M"4

March 7, 1986

Ms. Marjorie Emmons
Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission
Fifth Floor
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

-o

FEDERAL EXPRESS -C="'

RE: In the Matter of First Commercial Bank, No. MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed please find the original and ten copies of a
Response to General Counsel's Supplemental Brief regarding the
captioned matter. Please file this document and return a file
marked copy to me. By copy of this letter I am sending three
copies of this Response to Charles Steel, General Counsel.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have
any questions, please contact me immediately.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P. A.

Donald T.9ack, Jr.

DTJ/klg

Enclosures

cc Charles Steel

Donald T. Jack, Jr.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
36 R11P2s: 21

IN THE MATTER OF)
) MUR 1721

FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK )

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

The General Counsel by its Supplemental Brief has

effectively narrowed the legal issues which are in dispute. In

its Supplemental Brief, the General Counsel addressed only the

issue of whether the challenged loan was made on a basis which

Nassures repayment. Nothing else about the loan was

cl ! questioned. We can conclude that all other legal requirements

have been determined by the General Counsel to have been

satisfied. First Commercial Bank will therefore limit its

POW Reply Brief to that single issue.

1. The General Counsel's Argument Favors Legal Form

Over Factual Substance.

The General Counsel continues to argue that the loan lacked

adequate security. In doing so, it has relied on strained

legal interpretations, while ignoring the simple facts of the

loan.

The loan was made un VMicy 7, 1984. TI--a oberpi

within thirty (30) days on June 6, 1984. Expected campaign

contributions were to provide the primary source of repayment.

The loan was repaid in full on May 17, 1985, only ten (10) days

after it was made. The facts of what actually took place

demonstrate that the loan was entirely proper.



0

2. The Challenged Loan Met the Legal Requirement of
Assurance of Repayment.

The General Counsel makes the following statement in its

Supplemental Brief: "A loan which is unsecured is not made

with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of the

Act." (Page 2). This statement is the lynchpin in the General

Counsel's recommendation that probable cause be found. it

would be expected that such a crucial allegation would be

supported by cites to legal authority. However, no cites were

provided.

C0 No cites were provided for the simple reason that this

allegation is not an accurate statement of the law. The Act

does not require security. The legislative history of the Act

clearly demonstrates this. Senate Report Number 92-229, 2 U.S.

Cong. & Admin. News, pp. 1825-26 (1972) states:

c Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously in

qT favor of the granting of loans by National or State

banks if such loans were made pursuant to applicable

banking rules and regulations. This means that a bank
should exercise sound business judgment in extending
loan privileges to a political candidate or committee

in the ordinary course of business and where

necessary, certain security or collateral in order to

support a reasonable expectation of payment in due

course. This amendment was approved unanimously.

(Emphasis added). mIis language clearly establishes that,

contrary to the General Counsel's allegation, security is not

necessary for all loans.

A number of decisions of this Commission have ruled as

valid loans which were made without collateral or security.

See, Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76); Brown for President

0591b
-2-



Committee; MUR 382 (77); Advisory Opinion 1980-108; National

Unity Campaign for John Anderson; and Kennedy for President

Committee; Chemical Bank of New York; MUR 1195.

All that is required by the Act is adequate assurance of

repayment. Adequate assurance existed for this loan, as was

demonstrated by the loan's early repayment.

First Commercial Bank followed its normal procedures in

receiving the loan application, It followed its normal

internal procedure in evaluating the soundness of the loan.

The only variation from typical procedure was that First

Cot, Commercial Bank took the added step of obtaining an opinion

from its legal counsel that the loan was legal.

Repayment was to come from Tommy Robinson's campaign

contributions. Mr. Robinson had a proven ability to collect

contributions and was the front-runner in the upcoming

primary. Also, Mr. Robinson had an excellent personal credit

ehistory. These several factors, along with the relatively

short term of the note, lead First Commercial Bank to conclude

cr that the loan would be repaid.

First Commercial Bank's experienced judgment was correct.

The 'Loan was repaid in only ten (10) days.

CONCLUS ION

The General Counsel in its Supplemental Brief has attempted

to reach beyond its limited authority.

First, it has tried to impose on First Commercial Bank a

legal restriction of collateral on all loans to political

0591b
-3-



candidates. This new legal requirement has no basis in the

Act, the regulations adopted to enforce that Act, or the

decisions made under the Act. The requirement has arisen only

from the Office of the General Counsel.

Second, the General Counsel has attempted to substitute its

business judgment for that of First Commercial Bank. This is

both improper and unwise. It is improper because First

Commercial Bank is the party with years of experience in making

and collecting loans. It is far more competent to judge what

is a reasonable loan than is the General Counsel. It is unwise

because the repayment of the loan within ten (10) days

ri') conclusively proves that First Commercial Bank's assessment of

the loan was correct.

10 The Commission must not be mislead by the General Counsel.

Neither the law nor the facts support a finding of probable

cause.

Respectfully submitted,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9151

BY: ~ 4

0591lb
-4-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I# Donald T. Jack, Jr., hereby state that a copy of the
foregoing pleading was served on Ms. Lee Ann Elliot,
Chairperson, Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street NW,
Washington, DC 20463,by U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, on
this day of _' 19

Donald T. Jack, jr,

C

0591lb
-5-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMUISS ION

IN THE MATTER OF))MR12

FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK)

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

The General Counsel by its Supplemental Brief has

effectively narrowed the legal issues which are in dispute. In

its Supplemental Brief, the General Counsel addressed only the

issue of whether the challenged loan was made on a basis which

Nassures repayment. Nothing else about the loan was

questioned. we can conclude that all other legal requirements

hive been determined by the General Counsel to have been

satisfied. First Commercial Bank will therefore limit it s

Reply Brief to that single issue.

1. The General Counsel's Argument Favors Legal Form
Over Factual Substance.

The General Counsel continues to argue that the loan lacked

adequate security. in doing so, it has relied on strained

legal interpretations, while ignoring the simple facts of the

loan.

The loan was made QiA 4"'It 7, 1984. IL wa, c. o 00~

within thirty (30) days on June 6, 1934. Expected campaign

contributions were to provide the primary source of repayment.

after it was made. The facts of what actually took place

demronstrate that the loan was entirely proper.



* 0

2. The Challenged Loan Met the Legal Requirement of
Assurance of Repayment.

The General Counsel makes the following statement in its

Supplemental Brief: "A loan which is unsecured is not made

with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of the

Act." (Page 2). This statement is the lynchpin in the General

Counsel's recommendation that probable cause be found. It

would be expected that such a crucial allegation would be

supported by cites to legal authority. However, no cites were

provided.

No cites were provided for the simple reason that this

allegation is not an accurate statement of the law. The Act

does not require security. The legislative history of the Act

clearly demonstrates this. Senate Report Number 92-229, 2 U.S.

Cong. & Admin. News, pp. 1825-26 (1972) states:

0Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously in
favor of the granting of loans by National or State
banks if such loans were made pursuant to applicable
banking rules and regulations. This means that a bank
should exercise sound business judgment in extending
loan privileges to a political candidate or corrmittee
in the ordinary course of business and where
necessary, certain security or collateral in order to
support a reasonable expectation of payment in due
course. This amendment was approved unanimously.

(Emphasis added). This language clearly establishes that,

contrary to the General Counsel's allegation, security is not

necessary for all loans.

.- : :TJ ; d e i.3:I 3 :f t3> C: .3sv -1 : r'Aec a s

valid loans which were made without collateral or security.

See, Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76); Brown for President

0591b
-2-
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Committee; MUR 382 (77); Advisory Opinion 1980-108; National

Unity Campaign for John Anderson; and Kennedy for President

Committee; Chemical Bank of New York; MUR 1195.

All that is required by the Act is adequate assurance of

repayment. Adequate assurance existed for this loan, as was

demonstrated by the loan's early repayment.

First Commercial Bank followed its normal procedures in

receiving the loan application. It followed its normal

internal procedure in evaluating the soundness of the loan.

The only variation from typical procedure was that First

Commercial Bank took the added step of obtaining an opinion

from its legal counsel that the loan was legal.

17 Repayment was to come from Tormty Robinson's campaign

0 contributions. Mr. Robinson had a proven ability to collect

contributions and was the front-runner in the upcoming

primary. Also, Mr. Robinson had an excellent personal credit

history. These several factors, along with the relatively

short term of the note, lead First Commercial Bank to conclude

cthat the loan would be repaid.

First Commercial Bank's experienced judgment was correct.

The loan WdS LePdid in otity Lcr (10) days.

CONCLUS ION

The General Counsel in its Supplemental Brief has attempted

t-ear3ch bey-nd its limited 3uthority.

First, it has tried to impose on First Commercial Bank a

legal restriction of collateral on all loans to political

0591b
-3-



candidates. This new legal requirement has nio basis in the

Act, the regulations adopted to enforce that Act, or the

decisions made under the Act. The requirement has arisen only

from the Office of the General Counsel.

Second, the General Counsel has attempted to substitute its

business judgment for that of First Commercial Bank. This is

both improper and unwise. It is improper because First

Commercial Bank is the party with years of experience in making

and collecting loans. It is far more competent to judge what

is a reasonable loan than is the General Counsel. It is unwise

because thle repayment of the loan within ten (10) days

conclusively proves that First Commercial Bank's assessment of

the loan was correct.

The Commission must not be mislead by the General Counsel.

Neither the law nor the facts support a finding of probable

cause.

Respectfully submitted,

%r HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9151

A

BY:
Donald T- J-c, O

0591lb
-4-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Donald T. Jack, Jr., hereby state that a copy of the
foregoing pleading was served on Ms. Lee Ann Elliot,
Chairperson, Federal Election Commission, 1325 K Street NW,
Washington, DC 20463,b U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, on
this day of j~;

Donald T. Jack, Or.

C

0591b
-5-
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON a JEWELL, P.A. 3 MA R 10 2 9:29
ATTORNNYS AT LAW e

TmtyDBrwr1500 TOWER BUILOING (ELEX) 37t41M

Timothy 0. Brewer LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 (501)3754W"

(501) 375-9151

March 6, 1986 -
0r)

Ms. Marjorie Emmons
Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission FEDERAL EXPRESI

Fifth Floor
1325 "K" Street, N.W.

Wasington, D.C. 20463 , ,.

RE: In the Matter of Twin City Bank, No. MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed please find the original and ten copies of a

Response to General Counsel's Supplemental Brief regarding the

captioned matter. Please file this document and return a file

marked copy to me. By copy of this letter I am sending three

copies of this Response to Charles Steel, General Counsel.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have

any questions, please contact me immediately.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

C& JEWELL, P. A.

TimothyI rewer

TDB/klg

Enclo res

cc Charles Steel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF)
) MUR 1721

TWIN CITY BANK)

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COUNSEL*S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

The General Counsel by its Supplemental Brief has

effectively narrowed the legal issues which are in dispute. In

its Supplemental Brief, the General Counsel addressed only the

issue of whether the challenged loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment. Nothing else about the loan was

questioned. we can conclude that all other legal requirements

have been determined by the General Counsel to have been

satisfied. Twin City Bank will therefore limit its Reply Brief

to that single issue.

c The General Counsel makes the following statement in its

Supplemental Brief: "A loan which is unsecured is not made

with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of the

Act." (Page 3). This statement is the lynchpin in~ the General

Counsel's recommendation that probable cause be found. it

would be expected that such a crucial allegation would be

supported by cites to legal authority. However, no cites were

provided.

No cites were provided for the simple reason that this

allegation is not an accurate statement of the law. The Act

does not require security. The legislative history of the Act

clearly demonstrates that security is not required of all



loans. Senate Repert Number 92-229, 2 U.S. Cong. & Admin.

News, pp. 1825-26 (1972) states:

Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously in
favor of the granting of loans by National or State
banks if such loans were made pursuant to applicable
banking rules and regulations. This means that a bank
should exercise sound business judgment in extending
loan privileges to a political candidate or committee
in the ordinary course of business and where
necessary, certain security or collateral in order to
support a reasonable expectation of payment in due
course. This amendment was approved unanimously.

(Emphasis added). This language clearly establishes that,

contrary to the General Counsel's allegation, security is not

necessary for all loans.

A number of decisions of this Commission have ruled as

valid loans which were made without collateral or security.

10 See, Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76); Brown for President

ft Committee; MUR 382 (77); Advisory Opinion 1980-108; National

CD Unity Campaign for John Anderson; and Kennedy for President

17 Committee; Chemical Bank of New York; MUR 1195.

All that is required by the Act is adequate assurance of

repayment. Adequate assurance existed for this loan.

Repayment was to come from Tommy Robinson's campaign

contributions. Mr. Robinson had a proven ability to collect

contributions and was the front-runner in the upcoming

primary. Also, Mr. Robinson had an excellent personal credit

history. He had previously received personal loans from Twin

City Bank in larger amounts and had promptly repaid them. His

fundraising ability and his personal guarantee of the campaign

debt assured repayment of the loan.

0595b
-2-



CONCLUSION

The General Counsel in its Supplemental Brief has attempted

to reach beyond its limited authority.

First, it has tried to impose on Twin City Bank a legal

restriction of collateral on all loans to political

candidates. This new legal requirement has no basis in the

Act, the regulations adopted to enforce that Act, or the

decisions made under the Act. The requirement has arisen only

from the Office of the General Counsel.

Second, the General Counsel has 
attempted to substitute its

.4 business judgment for that of Twin City Bank. This is both

improper and unwise. Twin City Bank is the party with years of

experience in making and collecting loans. It is far more

competent to judge what is a reasonable loan than is the

General Counsel.

The Commission must not be mislead by the General Counsel.

Neither the law nor the facts support a finding of probable

cause.

Respectfully submitted,

TWIN CITY BANK
One Riverfront Place
North Little Rock, Arkansas

BY: (_4-1-VYI
J(y Mrgan
t torney at Law

0595b -3-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jay Morgan, hereby state that a copy of the foregoing
pleading was served on Ms. Lee Ann Elliot, Chairperson, Federal
Election Commission, 1325 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20463,
by U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, on this e% day of M , 19

*0
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF TOMMY ROBINSON
AND THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR
CONGRESS COMMITTEE, GEORGE N.
FELKINS, AS TREASURER

MUR 1721

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF :

I.

RELATIONSHIP OF TOMMY 3

ROBINSON WITH WORTHEN BANK C=

Tommy Robinson (Robinson) was acquainted with various

members of senior management of Worthen Bank (Worthen) for 15 to

20 years prior to the loan transaction in question. In

particular, Robinson was a personal friend of the former

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer, Eugene

Fortson.

The close personal relationship between Robinson and Worthen

is borne out by the fact that Robinson did most of his personal

banking with Worthen in Little Rock, Arkansas, even though he

lived in Jacksonville, Arkansas.

In addition to his reputation for integrity, Robinson was

known to senior management as a bright and industrious

individual with a tremendous potential for success.

I.

M-

Cr



Beyond his personal relationship with senior management#

Robinson exemplified the type of individual Worthen seeks out as

a customer in its ordinary course of business. It is critical

to understand that banking relationships, particularly in

smaller communities with a competitive banking atmosphere, are

forged when the customer is in the initial stages of his

career. Worthen, as a routine marketing practice, makes loans

to assist select customers even though such a loan may not be

warranted in all cases by the balance sheet. See Comparable

Loans below.

ROBINSON'S LOAN HISTORY WITH WORTHEN BANK

The following is Robinson's consumer loan history with

Worthen prior to the extension of credit at issue:

Loan #

12 0400 56 7

120401123

120401660

120421416

120424430

120426466

120427454

174002565

Opened

05/05/80

07/05/80

09/ 04/ 80

01/02/81

05/18/81

12/17/81

04/06/82

11/25/75

Paid

07/21/80

10/20/80

02/05/8 1

06/31/81

12/18/81

04/07/82

08/25/82

03/05/77

Amount

15,350.95

15,295.89

15,546.98

13,432.89

13,975.04

14,605.95

14,605.96

775.20

Collateral

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

Signature

McCabe
Furniture

-2- 0682U-2-
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Loan # Opened Paid Amount Collateral

174017780 06/20/79 06/21/82 2,450.78 McCabe
Furniture

174020898 10/05/82 06/10/83 2,358.72 McCabe
Furniture

Each of these loans were repaid in a timely manner and serve

as a basis fo-r Robinson's excellent credit rating with Worthen.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
OF THE SPECIFIC LOAN IN QUESTION

The loan in question was made by Worthen on July 9, 1984,

Tfor approximately $48,000.00. The title records reflect that on

10 March 2, 1981 Robinson executed a mortgage in favor of Worthen

securing a commercial loan in the amount of $7,000.00 which has

subsequently been satisfied although not released of record.

See Exhibit A attached hereto made a part hereof. On July 9,

1984, Robinson executed a mortgage securing the loan at issue.

or A third mortgage was executed by Robinson in favor of First

State Bank of Sherwood on August 23, 1984, however this document

was filed in error as evidenced by Exhibits B & C, copies of

which are attached hereto and made a part hereof.

An appraisal of Robinson's residence made by Worthen

reflected a fair market value of $88,900.00. See p. 14 of

General Counsel's Brief. There was an outstanding first

mortgage in the amount of approximately $50,000.00 leaving an

-3- 0682U



approximate net equity of $38,900.00. Id. The uncollateralized

amount of the $48,000.00 loan at issue was therefore

approxmimately $9, 100.00.

Accepting the General Counsel's position that when a loan is

not fully collateralized there must be risk reducing features to

assure repayment of the balance, the following are the risk.

reducing features Worthen was entitled to rely upon:

1. Robinson had a successful credit history with Worthen.

2. Robinson had received the highest number of votes in

the Democratic Primary held May 29, 1984, approximately two
NT

months prior to the loan date. The Commission has recognized

that the proven ability to generate public support as of the

date of the loan, and therefore the probability of generating

public contributions in the future, is a risk reducing feature

0 to the loan. See page 16 of General Counsel's Brief In Re MUR

IT 1721 dated March 29, 1985.

3. The loan was partially collateralized by a second

mortgage. See p. 14 of General Counsel's Brief.

4. Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of

integrity and as a man who handled his loan matters in a

satisfactory manner. See p. 2 of General Counsel's Brief.

5. The senior management of Worthen having known Robinson

for 15 to 20 years prior to the extension of credit at issue,

believed his talents were transferrable to the private sector

-4- 0682U-4-



and that if Robinson lost the election his earning capacity

would have increased significantly and he would have repaid the

loan at issue to Worthen as he had always done in the past.

IV.

COMPARABLE LOANS

As part of its ordinary banking practice, Worthen makes

loans to individuals it believes are creditworthy based

primarily on subjective factors, i.e. integrity and general

character. The following are examples of loan extensions made

to individuals, like Tommy Robinson, wherein financial

statements were not obtained:



The following credit proposal reflects the Robinson loan was

within the ordinary commercial lending practices of Worthen.

Customer

Tommy Robinson

Amount of Character
Loan Security Rating

$48,000.00 Partially 1
Secured

Repayment
Source

campaign
contributivns
2nd mortgage

See Exhibit D.

CONCLUSION

At the time Worthen extended the credit at issue, Robinson

had a successful credit history with Worthen; he had a

reputation in the community as a man of integrity and who

-6- 0682U-6-



handled his loan matters in a satisfactory manner; and he was

viewed by senior management of Worthen and the entire community

as a man with a political future.

The loan at issue was evidenced by a written instrument,

subject to a due date, and bore the usual and customary interest

rate of a lending institution.

An appraisal of Robinson's residence made by Worthen

reflected a fair market value of $88,900.00 and a net equity of

approximately $38,900.00. The uncollateralized portion of the

loan was approximately $9,100.00.

The risk reducing features, including potential political

.7 contributions, certainly warranted an uncollateralized loan

amount of $9,100.00.

The comparable loans set forth above clearly show that the

o loan at issue was made by Worthen in its ordinary course of

business, and therefore Worthen respectfully requests that the

Commission find no probable cause exists herein.

cc Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9131

By: .
Kenneth R. Shemin
Counsel for Respondent
Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

0682U-7-



LITTLE ROCK ABSTRACT COMPANY
214 LOUISIANA STREET, P.O. BOX 3414, LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 (501) 372-3400

TITLE CERTIFICATE
No. 74966

WE HEREBY CERTIFY that we have checked the records of Pulaski County,
Arkansas, as to the lands described as follows:

Lot 37, Phase II, JACKSON HEIGHTS ADDITION to the City of Jacksonville,
Pulaski County, Arkansas.

We find that record title thereto appears to be vested in TOMMY F.
ROBINSON and CAROLYN B. ROBINSON, his wife.

We find no liens or judgment liens against Tommy F.- Robinson or
Carolyn B. Robinson, in any court of record in Pulaski County,
Arkansas, which would appear to affect the title to the above
described lands, EXCEPT the following:

MORTGAGE executed on Sept. 26, 1978, filed for record Sept. 29, 1978,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to First American National
Bank securing the sum of $56,900.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 78-39561;

MORTGAGE executed on March 2, 1981, filed for record March 9, 1981,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to Worthen Bank & Trust
Company, N'. A., and recorded as Inst. No. 81-09459, securing the sum
of $7,000.00.

V MORTGAGE exeduted on August 23, 1984, filed for recore Sept. 12, 1984,
by Tommy Robinson and Carolyn Robinson, to First State Bank of
Sherwood, Sherwood, Arkansas, and recorded as Inst. No. 84-56088,

%r securing the sum of $20,141.55.

MORTGAGE executed on July 9, 1984, filed for record May 6, 1985, by
Tommy Robinson to Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N. A., securing the
sum of $48,000.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 85-23456;

GENERAL TAXES paid for year 1984; Due for year 1985 in sum of $739.43;
NO SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT TAXES.

Our liability does not exceed One Hundred Dollars.
CERTIFYING FROM: Jan. 1, 1978 @ 7:00 A.M.
DATED this 25th day of February, 1986 @ 7:00 A.M.
LITTLE ROCK PIBSTRACT COMPANY

BY C>41J4)C, -CAL4-5) aZe.
ABSTRACTER

EXHIBIT



SFRSr ASONVL BANK

LARRY T. WILSON
PRESIOINT

March 7, 1986

Hon. Joe Giroir
Rose Law Firm
120 E. 4th
Little Rock, AR 72201

0

Lf RE: Recorded Instrument #84-56088 Pulaski County Circuit Clerk

Dear Joe:

7The above referenced instrument, a mortgage in the amount of
$20,141.55 from Tommy Robinson and wife to First Jacksonville

I .~Bank and filed August 23, 1984, was apparently file in error.

To the best of my knowledge this instrument was to have been
filed in relation to a loan made on June 4, 1984 to Tommy F.
Robinson, Campaign Fund and was repaid on July 12, 1984.

cObviously since the mortgage was filed after the note was paid
it must have been an error.

Enclosed is an executed release deed from First Jacksonville
Bank releasing their mortgage.

If you have any questions or need any additional information
please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

Larry T..ison EXHIBIT
President

LTW/sv

ARFULL
600 West Main Street I P.O. Box 827 j acksonville, Arkansas 72076 (501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK
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BY: S. Voigt

M AL BY THESE PRSErS:
That First Jacksonville Bank, by its President and Executive Vice President, duly

authorized by proer resolution of its Board of Directors, in consideration of the full

ient of indebtedness in a certain Mortcaae cbted_ A. - .• 19_,

and recorded in Book at Page Instrlnt#8 4- 6o 8  in the Office of

the Circuit Clerk for Pulaski Couny, ,said indebtedness originally having
been owed wb TomTO F Rohin - rsnville Bank, and secured bY a

lien upon the following described property located in Pulaski County, Arkansas:

Lot 37, Phase II Jackson Heights, Pulaski County, Arkansas

,- Said mortgage is released In full as to all properties now encijtered thereby, on this

7th dcy of March

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The
,19U6 ,

First Jacksonville Bank has caused its name and seal to be

affixed hereto on the lost mentioned dote.

(SEAL)

FIRST

EXHIBIT

ACN C'.-STATE OF ARKANSAS
COLN OF Pulaski

On this 7th day of March 19 86 before me, a Notary Public,. duly
carnnissined7flT-w ied an UtiaTngWithindf ' said County and State appeared in
person the within nrmT d Larry T. Wilson an enn thPat Wilson to me

rsonaliy well know,, Rtio stated that tey were the rre&sle 't c-i '. Vi, v
the First Jacksonville Bank a corporatIon, Cnd were ful.Y. aut.ortzed

InMr r spective capactes to execute the foregoing 1nstnui.t for and in the nate
and behalf of said corporation, and further stated and acknowledd that they had so
signed, executed and delivered said foregoing instrunt for te consideration, uses
and puoses therein mentioned and set forth.

In Testimony 14ereof, I have hereunto set nb' l and official seal this___tjlay
of March 19 86 , . / , -

MW W ISSION EXPIRES:
October 31, 1991

-mW /~uI C
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LITTLE ROCK ABSTRACT COMPANY
214 LOUISIANA STREET, P.O. BOX 3414, LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 (501) 372-3400

TITLE CERTIFICATE
No. 74966

WE HEREBY CERTIFY that we have checked the records of Pulaski County,
Arkansas, as to the lands described as follows:

Lot 37, Phase II, JACKSON HEIGHTS ADDITION to the City of Jacksonville,
Pulaski County, Arkansas.

We find that record title thereto appears to be vested in TOMMY F.
ROBINSON and CAROLYN B. ROBINSON, his wife.

We find no liens or judgment liens against Tommy F. Robinson or
Carolyn B. Robinson, in any court of record in Pulaski County,

T Arkansas, which w-ould appear to affect the title to the above
described lands, EXCEPT the following:

MORTGAGE executed on Sept. 26, 1978, filed for record Sept. 29, 1978,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to First American National
Bank securing the sum of $56,900.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 78-39561;

MORTGAGE executed on March 2, 1981, filed for record March 9, 1981,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to Worthen Bank & Trust
Company, N. A., and recorded as Inst. No. 81-09459, securing the sum
of $7,000.00.

MORTGAGE exeduted on August 23, 1984, filed for recore Sept. 12, 1984,
by Tommy Robinson and Carolyn Robinson, to First State Bank of

C Sherwood, Sherwood, Arkansas, and recorded as Inst. No. 84-56088,
securing the sum of $20,141.55.

Cr MORTGAGE executed on July 9, 1984, filed for record May 6, 1985, by
Tommy Robinson to Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N. A., securing the
sum of $48,000.00, and recorded as Inst. No. 85-23456;

GENERAL TAXES paid for year 1984; Due for year 1985 in sum of $739.43;
NO SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT TAXES.

Our liability does not exceed One Hundred Dollars.
CERTIFYING FROM: Jan. 1, 1978 @ 7:00 A.M.
DATED this 25th day of. February, 1986 @ 7:00 A.M.
LITTLE ROC KBSTRACT COMPANY

BY C> 1 eV e; at'

ABSTRACTER

EXHIBIT



FA FIRSEPJAL9SOVILEBANK

LARRY T. WILSON
PRESIDENT

March 7, 1986

Hon. Joe Giroir
Rose Law Firm
120 E. 4th
Little Rock, AR 72201

RE: Recorded Instrument #84-56088 Pulaski County Circuit Clerk

Dear Joe:

The above referenced instrument, a mortgage in the amount of
$20,141.55 from Tommy Robinson and wife to First Jacksonville
Bank and filed August 23, 1984, was apparently file in error.

To the best of my knowledge this instrument was to have been
Tr filed in relation to a loan made on June 4, 1984 to Tommy F.

Robinson, Campaign Fund and was repaid on July 12, 1984.
Obviously since the mortgage was filed after the note was paid

C it must have been an error.

Enclosed is an executed release deed from First Jacksonville
Cr Bank releasing their mortgage.

If you have any questions or need any additional information
please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely ,

Larr sonEXHIBIT
President

LTW/sv

A FULL
600 West Main Street P.O. Box 827 Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076 (501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK



'" INSTRWENT PIWAR6D BY

BY: s voit

KM ALL MEN BY THESE P ISEfS:
That First Jacksonville Bank, bY its President and Executive Vice President, duly

authorizedby pror resolution of its Board of Directors, in consideration of the full

ayment of indebtedness in a certainMortgae dated _ ugu&_t 2 ' • 19_&L8.
and recorded in Book at Page Instnent # i4-56088 in the Office of

the Circuit Clerk for Pulaski County, Arkanss said indebtedness originally having
been owed bY Tommy F. Robinmnn anR Carol rsi"' osonville Bank, and secured by a
lien upon the following described property located in Pulaski County, Arkansas:

Lot 37, Phase II Jackson Heights, Pulaski County, Arkansas

in

Said mortgage is released in full as to all properties now encui.ered thereby, on this
7th day of March -

1 9  i8.

C IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The First Jacksonville Bank has caused its none and seal to be

r affixed hereto on the lost mentioned dote,
C FIRST JAC ILLE BANK- ,

A1~9.A BY:

(SEAL) EXHIBIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS 
C-

COLUKNY OF Pulaski

On this 7th day of March 19 86 before me, a Notary Public,. duly
conmissioned, 7 ified an cing, within and1f-'rsaid County and State appeared in
person the within rjed Larry T. Wilson ad Kenneth Pa ilson -to me
erson(oly well know, who stated that they were the Presiclent an Chief 'Ex.-Ifve,

:- pf the First Jacksonville Bank a corporation, and were fUllY aunorized
in Thei'rrespectlve capcities to execute te foregoing instrmt for and in the nome
and behalf of said corpomtion, and further stated and acknowledged that they had so
signed, executed and delivered said foregoing instnent for the consideration, uses
and Pumoses therein mentioned and set forth,

In Testimony W4ereof, I have hereunto set nl, ha/0rcld official seal this-i_day
of March i 86

MY C(MISSION EXPIRES: IL

October 31, 1991



WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS
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CREDIT ANALYSIS
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

February 24, 1936

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson

& Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Wallace:

Ln
This is in reference to your letter dated February 19,

1986, requesting an extension until March 7, 1986 to respond
to the General Counsel's Supplemental Brief. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Commission
has determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due on March 7, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Eric Kleinfeld,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
G enr1 C uns:V

By: enera
Associate eneral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(;ION, DC 20463

February 24, 1986

W. Russell Meeks, III, Esq.
Meeks and Fox, P.A.
404 Superior Federal Building
Capitol and Broadway
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem0

Dear Mr. Meeks:

This is in reference to your letter dated February 14,
1986, requesting an extension until March 11, 1986 to
respond to the General Counsel's Supplemental Brief. After
considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the
Commission has determined to grant you your requested

Oak extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on
March 11, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Eric Kleinfeld,
the attorney assigned to this matter at (202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Cr. Gena i/ 0-un s ei:

By: eo . os"  "
Associate neral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
VN A S f INC, ION, D C 2046 3

February 24, 1986

Donald T. Jack, Jr., Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson &

Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

'0 This is in reference to your letter dated February 19,

1986 requesting an extension until March 10, 1986 to respond
to the General Counsel's Supplemental Brief. After considering
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Commission

)0 has determined to grant you your requested extension.
0 Accordingly, your response will be due on March 10, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Eric Kleinfeld,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-5690.

Nr Sincerely,

C Charles N. Steele
Generql Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



P* 7 (A( 7V

MEEKS AND POX, P:A. L FE 20 P?2:0
AON" AW L

W. RUSSELL MEEKS, 111 404 SUPERIOR FEDERAL BUILDING
TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX CAPITOL AND BROADWAY
JOSEPH M. ERWIN UTTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

501-376-4680

February 14, 1986

"1

Honorable Eric Kleinfeld ,
c/o Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission -om
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank U-

Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

Since the inception of this matter we have been dealing with
%0 Mr. Andrew Maikovich, whom we understand has recently left the

Office of the General Counsel. We will look forward to working
with you toward a satisfactory conclusion of this matter. In
that respect, we appreciated the opportunity to visit with you
concerning the two captioned banks, Stephens Security Bank and
Bank of Salem. In our telephone conversation of Monday, February
10, 1986, I advised that we would be filing a supplemental
response or brief together with some specific information which
we hope will result in a disposition of the case dismissing the
two small Arkansas banks represented by the office.

With respect to the filing of the brief, we advised on
CO: Monday, February 10, 1986, that we had received your January 29

correspondence in our afternoon mail on February 5, 1986. We
verbally requested an extension which we understand will most
likely be granted, so we have prepared this letter as a request
for an extension of time until Tuesday, March 11, 1986. Our
further good cause, as we discussed in our telephone call, basi-
cally revolves around my trial schedule which is as follows.
While your letter and notice was received February 5, 1986, I did
not actually have an opportunity to see it until Monday, February
10, 1986, due to the fact that I was in a federal court trial in
St. Paul, Minnesota, which required me to be there on Thursday,
February 6 and Friday, February 7. I was preparing for and
attending a full day hearing on Monday, February 10, with the
hearing on Tuesday, February 11. I am presently scheduled to be
in St. Paul, Minnesota, on Wednesday, February 19, 1986, though I
am attempting to change that until the following week.



Honorable Eric Kleinfeld
February 17, 1986
Page 2

Additionally, I will be in St. Paul, Minnesota, on Tuesday#
February 25, Wednesday, February 26, and Thursday, February 27.
Finally, I have additional matters involving a federal court
trial for Monday and Tuesday, March 17 and 18, followed by a
Pulaski County Circuit Court jury trial on Wednesday and
Thursday, March 19 and 20. Accordingly, the extension of time
allowing me until Tuesday, March 11, 1986, will grant me
necessary sufficient time to prepare a meaningful response or
brief. Again, though I understand you've indicated there will be
no problem with the extension under these circumstances, I am
nevertheless setting forth the present trial schedule, so you
will know that my request is not merely for the purposes of delay
of the matter. In fact, it is my desire and the desire of my
clients, that the matter be concluded as quickly as possible due
to the extensive amount of time and monies expended in order to
travel through this administrative process.

Please call if you have any questions or comments. Also, I
will assume the extension to be granted, as we discussed, unless
I hear otherwise from you. Though I will be out of the office
extensively during the next week or so, please feel free to con-
tact Ms. Jones of my office, if you need to visit with me, and

C17 she will locate me and have me phoned.

t;T Yours very trulyr

MEEKS ANDFO PA

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: j



HousE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, PA.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

February 19, 1986

0

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, Twin City Bank
r

Dear Mr. Steele:

Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Eric Kleinfeld
of February 18, 1986, I am submitting in writing my request for
an extension of time in which to file the Twin City Bank's
response to your letter of January 29, 1986. Our client
received your letter on February 6, 1986.

Our reading of the applicable law has left us perplexed as
to how to further proceed, in view of the lack of precedent for
the position taken thus far by your legal staff. We would
appreciate your allowing us until the 7th day of March, 1986,
to file our response.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration in this
matter, I am

Sincerely,

1ry C. ace

LCW/srp

I.arry C. Wallace

HAND 6iL... FEC
6 FEB 20
TELEX-TI&LCOPER1

(501) 375454
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, PA. 26 FE824 AS: f1 I
ATTORNEYS AT LAW TELEX.LOp.R:

1500 TOWER BUILDING A

Larry C. WaUSCO LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 (51) 3754404

(501) 375-9151

0-)

February 19, 1986

Mr. Charles N. Steele -

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission Ca

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Steele:

Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Eric Kleinfeld
of February 18, 1986, I am submitting in writing my request for

an extension of time in which to file the Twin City Bank's

response to your letter of January 29, 1986. Our client

zreceived your letter on February 6, 1986.

Our reading of the applicable law has left us perplexed as
to how to further proceed, in view of the lack of precedent for
the position taken thus far by your legal staff. We would
appreciate your allowing us until the 7th day of March, 1986,
to file our response.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration in this
matter, I am

Sincerely,

Larry C. Wallace

LCW/srp



HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON i JEWELL, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

HAND DELIV
F FE820 P1

TELEX.TEiLCOER.

(501) 375-6484

February 19, 1986

a

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Steele:

Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Eric Kleinfeld

of February 18, 1986, I am submitting in writing my request for

an extension of time in which to file the Twin City Bank's

response to your letter of January 29, 1986. Our client

received your letter on February 6, 1986.

Our reading of the applicable law has left us perplexed as

to how to further proceed, in view of the lack of precedent for

the position taken thus far by your legal staff. We would

appreciate your allowing us until the 7th day of March, 1986,

to file our response.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration in this

matter, I am

Sincerely,

Larry C. allace

LCW/srp

Larry C. Wallace

09J



I)

Donald T. Jack, Jr.

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

TELEX-TELECOPIER:

(501) 3754M4

February 19, 1986

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, First Commercial Bank

f%3

(0
0O

C-fl
CA)

Dear Mr. Steele:

Pursuant to, my law partner, Larry Wallace's telephone
conversation with Eric Kleinfeld of February 18, 1986, I am

submitting in writing my request for an extension of time in
which to file the First Commercial Bank, N.A.'s response to

your letter of January 29, 1986. Our client received your

letter February 6, 1986.

Our reading of the applicable law has left us perplexed as

to how to further proceed, in view of the lack of precedent for

the position taken thus far by your legal staff. We would

appreciate your allowing us until the 10th day of March, 1986,
to file our response.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration in this
matter, I am

Sixoeere~y,

/ I'

DoDaT/T. Ja

DTJ/srp /
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, PA. HAND DEL I FR
ATTORNEYS AT LAW n6 FED

1500 TOWER BUILDING tow-R

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 (501) 37544

(501) 375-9151

February 19, 1986

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

'~'~ nt

-3..

I -.

0e

re '~'1' -,

Re: MUR 1721, First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Steele:

Pursuant to, my law partner, Larry Wallace's telephone
conversation with Eric Kleinfeld of February 18, 1986, I am
submitting in writing my request for an extension of time in
which to file the First Commercial Bank, N.A.'s response to
your letter of January 29, 1986. Our client received your
letter February 6, 1986.

Our reading of the applicable law has left us perplexed as
to how to further proceed, in view of the lack of precedent for
the position taken thus far by your legal staff. We would
appreciate your allowing us until the 10th day of March, 1986,
to file our response.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration in this
matter, I am

Sinc ely,

Dona Id T. Jack, Jr.

DTJ/srp

9

Donald T. Jack, Jr.

S



MEEKS AND FOX, PA. 86 P :

W RUSELL EEKS 111404 SUPERIOR FEDERAL BUILDNGW. RUSSELL MEEKS, III CAPITOL AND IRC)ADVAY

TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX CK, ARADAS
JOSEPH M. ERWIN LrLE RDCK, ARKANSAS 7M0

501-376-4660

February 14, 1986

Honorable Eric Kleinfeld
c/o Office of the General Counsel r-' v,
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

Since the inception of this matter we have been dealing with
Mr. Andrew Maikovich, whom we understand has recently left the
Office of the General Counsel. We will look forward to working
with you toward a satisfactory conclusion of this matter. In
that respect, we appreciated the opportunity to visit with you
concerning the two captioned banks, Stephens Security Bank and
Bank of Salem. In our telephone conversation of Monday, February
10, 1986, I advised that we would be filing a supplemental
response or brief together with some specific information which
we hope will result in a disposition of the case dismissing the
two small Arkansas banks represented by the office.

With respect to the filing of the brief, we advised on
Monday, February 10, 1986, that we had received your January 29
correspondence in our afternoon mail on February 5, 1986. We
verbally requested an extension which we understand will most
likely be granted, so we have prepared this letter as a request
for an extension of time until Tuesday, March 11, 1986. Our
further good cause, as we discussed in our telephone call, basi-
cally revolves around my trial schedule which is as follows.
While your letter and notice was received February 5, 1986, I did
not actually have an opportunity to see it until Monday, February
10, 1986, due to the fact that I was in a federal court trial in
St. Paul, Minnesota, which required me to be there on Thursday,
February 6 and Friday, February 7. I was preparing for and
attending a full day hearing on Monday, February 10, with the
hearing on Tuesday, February 11. I am presently scheduled to be
in St. Paul, Minnesota, on Wednesday, February 19, 1986, though I
am attempting to change that until the following week.



J

Honorable Eric Kleinfeld
February 17, 1986
Page 2

Additionally, I will be in St. Paul, Minnesota, on Tuesday,
February 25, Wednesday, February 26, and Thursday, February 27.
Finally, I have additional matters involving a federal court
trial for Monday and Tuesday, March 17 and 18, followed by a
Pulaski County Circuit Court jury trial on Wednesday and
Thursday, March 19 and 20. Accordingly, the extension of time
allowing me until Tuesday, March 11, 1986, will grant me
necessary sufficient time to prepare a meaningful response or
brief. Again, though I understand you've indicated there will be
no problem with the extension under these circumstances, I am
nevertheless setting forth the present trial schedule, so you
will know that my request is not merely for the purposes of delay

0 of the matter. In fact, it is my desire and the desire of my
clients, that the matter be concluded as quickly as possible due
to the extensive amount of time and monies expended in order to
travel through this administrative process.

Please call if you have any questions or comments. Also, I
will assume the extension to be granted, as we discussed, unless
I hear otherwise from you. Though I will be out of the office
extensively during the next week or so, please feel free to con-
tact Ms. Jones of my office, if you need to visit with me, and
she will locate me and have me phoned.

Yours very truly,

(771 MEEKS AND FO P.A.

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: j b



fFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

February 13, 1986

Kenneth R. Shemin, Esquire
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust

Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

N This is in reference to your letter dated February 11,

1986 requesting an extension of twenty days to respond to
the General Counsel's Supplemental Brief. After considerinq
the circumstances presented in your letter, the Commission
has determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due on March 10, 1986.

If you have any questions, please contact Eric
c Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at

(202) 376-5690.

Sincerely,
. Charles N. Steel 7

a

Byo:tr s

soci ate e-ra l Counsel
s e
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PHILLIP CARROLL

W. DANE CLAY

C. JOSLPH GIROIR. JR.
GEORGE E. CAMPBELL
HERBERT C. RULE, i

STANLEY K. PRICE
H. WATT GREGORY. Ell

W. WILSON JONES
VINCENT FOSTER, JR.

WEBSTER L. HUBBELL

ALLEN W. BIRD 1

WILLIAM E. BISHOP
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
C. URANTLY BUCK
TIM DOE

M. JANE DICKEv
WILLIAM H. KENNEDY, MU

KENNETH R. SHEMIN
DAVID A. KNIGHT

RONALD M. CLARK
GARLAND J. GARRETT
JERRY C. JONES
THOMAS P. THRASH

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS
120 EAST FOURTH STREET

LITTLE ROCKARKANSAS 72201
TELEPHONE (501) 375-131

TELECOPIER (BOl) 375-ISO

U. ". ROSE

1634-1hl3

February 11, 1986

CAROL S. ARNOLD
JACKSON FARROW JR.

LES R. BALDOGE
JIM HUNTER BIRCH
R. DAVIS THOMAS, JR.

DAVID L. WILLIAMS

CATHERINE LASSITER
RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICHAEL R. JOHNS
MARTIN K. THOMAS

RICHARD N. MASSEY

GARY N. SPEED
KEVIN R. BURNS
MICHAEL O

r
. LAX

ROBERT J. VIGUET, JR.

DANA DANIELS NIXON

J. GASTON WILLIAMSON
CHARLES W. BAKER

OF COUNSEL

Mr. Eric Kleinfeld
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Worthen Bank & Trust Company.

Dear Mr. Kleinfeld:

On February 3, 1986, we received Mr. Steele's letter
dated January 29, 1986, enclosing the General Counsel's
Supplemental Brief in the above-referenced matter. We
respectfully request that Worthen Bank & Trust Company
("Worthen Bank") be allowed an extension of twenty days from
the due date of February 18, 1986 in which to respond to the
General Counsel's Supplemental Brief. As I related in our
telephone conference of February 11, 1986, I will be taking
depositions out of state the latter part of this week and
next week, and C. Joseph Giroir, our senior member and
contact person with Worthen Bank is also out of the state.
We would, therefore respond on or before March 10, 1986.

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

Very truly yours,

Kenneth R. Shemin

krs:jm

cc: Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

.1
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 A9: 29

January 30, 1986

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Stee
General Counse

SUBJECT: MUR #1721

CT Attached for the Commission's review are supplemental briefs
stating the position of the General Counsel on the legal andrN factual issues of the above-captioned matter. Copies of the
briefs and a letter notifying the respondents of the General
Counsel's intent to recommend to the Commission a finding of
probable cause to believe was mailed on January 29 , 19W.
Following receipt of the Respondents' reply to this notice, this
Office will make a further report to the Commission.

Attachments
1. Briefs - (8)
2. Letters to Respondents - (6)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION SENSITIVE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2043 ^~ ~3 1 A: 29

January 29, 1986

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
N 1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act'), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

C a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if

C** possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

Sincere y

Cbarle . Stee e
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

N-

7-

C"



* 9
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COSMISSION

In the Matter of ))
Worthen Bank & Trust Company ) MUR 1721

)

GENERAL COUSEL'S SUPPLENAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. s 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of

bank loans.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 23, 1985, Worthen Bank and Trust Company

replied to the Commission's written questions. On October 14,

1985, it filed a supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Worthen

Bank and Trust Company lists various loans which it believes
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support the assertion that the campaign loan was In the bank's

ordinary course of business. For the numerous commercial loans

listed, respondent fails to provide any information pertaining to

the particular borrower's balance sheet or financial condition.

The information supplied, instead of determining the

comparability of the Robinson loan to others made by the bank,

demonstrates that the former is quite dissimilar to the ordinary

loan.

Worthen Bank and Trust Company also lists two other campaign

loans it previously made. The financial balance sheets of these

two borrowers are substantially different, in terms of assets and

liabilities, from that of Tommy Robinson, and as such, neither

loan is of any assistance in determining whether the Robinson

loan was within respondent's ordinary course of business.

The evidence produced by Worthen Bank and Trust Company

C fails to conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy

Robinson was made in the ordinary course of business or even what

respondent's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

C- cited as samples of respondent's business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment,, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under
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the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a federal

elect ion.

Worthen Bank and Trust claims to hold a second mortgage on

Tommy Robinson's house, securing, as part, the loans to Robinson.

However, the Certificate of Title on the property indicates that

a second mortgage is held by another party. As a result, there

was no adequate assurance of repayment on the loans made to

Robinson from Worthen Bank and Trust. Therefore, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b (a) .

111. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that e Worthen Bank
and Trust Company violated 2 U.9 441b( )

!24
Date Ch es .-Steele

General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0,C. 20463

January 29, 1986

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building

.Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
C, 1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
J~r that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of

'7r the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

C- a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if

X possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has Occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
First Commercial Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statenent of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 10, 1985, First Commercial Bank replied to the

7 Commission's written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, First

Commercial lists two unsecured loans which it believes support

its assertion that the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was
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made in the ordinary course of business. in Loan A, First

Commercial made a $35,000 loan to an insurance professional with

assets of $32,700 and liabilities of $14,600. In Loan B, First

Commercial made a $8,900 loan to a banking professional with

assets of $15,000 and liabilities of $12,500. However, it is

difficult to compare these loans to the loan made to the Robinson

Committee in that First Commercial Bank admits that it did not

know Tommy Robinson's personal assets and liabilities prior to

the time the loan was made. The rationale for not discussing

Robinson's debt status was that the loan was to be repaid "from a

cc specific source, that being campaign contributions which had been

committed." (First Commercial Bank response, page 2).

The evidence produced by 'First Commercial fails to

conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy Robinson was

made in the ordinary course of business or what First

Commercial's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

cited by respondent as examples of their business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under

the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a
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federal election. By virture of the fact that First Commercial's

loan to Robinson was unsecured, there existed no adequate

assurance of repayment. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recomendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe thpt First

Datei

Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S b(a).

General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 29, 1986

T. E. Renaud
Twin City Dank
One Riverfront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

RE: MUR 1721
Tvin City Dank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
G 1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of

T the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
IT Act), and instituted an Investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

Siner

General Counsel

Enclosure
0Brief

C!



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Twin City Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

, bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 6, 1985, Twin City Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis on which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Twin City

Bank described four loans it believes supports its assertion that

the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was in the bank's
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ordinary course of business. However, only one of the loans

described by Twin City Bank shoved a customer with a net

financial balance sheet similar to Tommy Robinson's. See Loan C.

The borrower of this loan had assets of $157,000 and liabilities

of $121,000. However the loan proceeds totalled only $4218,

whereas Tommy Robinson borrowed $32,000 from Twin City. The

other three loans cited by respondent were for amounts closer to

that lent Robinson, but all three borrowers had substantially

different financial balance sheets.

It is difficult to compare the loans cited by respondent to

the one made to Tommy Robinson, especially in light of the fact

that at the time Twin City lent Robinson $32,000, it apparently

was unaware of prior bank loans made to Robinson or the Robinson

Committee. The personal financial statement of Tommy Robinson

was dated February 1984, for a loan made on June 17, 1984. The

fact that Robinson had borrowed or guaranteed $202,070 in

campaign loans "was not discussed." Thus, Twin City incorrectly

believed that Robinson's personal financial condition was

$150,000 in assets and $126,000 in liabilities (Twin City Bank

response, page 2) .

The evidence produced by Twin City Bank fails to

conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy Robinson was

made in the ordinary course of business or even what Twin City's

ordinary course of business actually is. The loans cited by

respondent as examples of their business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as
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comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under

the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a federal

election. By virture of the fact that Twin City's loan to

Robinson was unsecured, there existed no adequate assurance of

repayment. Additionally, a bank which makes loans to federal

candidates, in order to assure repayment, should ascertain the

debt of a political candidate, to the best of its ability. This

would include discussing prior bank loans and a candidate's

financial status prior to the time a loan is made. Twin City

Bank failed to obtain this information.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find probable cause to believe that Twin City Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe t Twin Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date " --- I
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

January 29, 1986

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if
possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues and
replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. (Three copies of
such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible.) The General Counsel's briefs and any
briefs which you may submit will be considered by the Commission
before proceeding to a vote of probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file responsive briefs within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file briefs. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

p



BEFORE THE 'INR. ELECTION C ISS 1ON

In the Matter of ))

Bank of Salem ) MUR 1721
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

-0: bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

*4 respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

II. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCO"), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an "accommodation credit' which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for "accommodation credit"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

collateral to the $50,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

The response also fails to distinguish between the loan made

by the Stephens Security Bank from the one made by the Bank of

Salem. When asked whether the bank was aware of Tommy Robinson's

personal assets and liabilities, including bank loans, Smith

replied, 'Yes. No other outstanding Congressional debts existed."

While no other Congressional debts existed prior to the loan made

C7 by the Stephens Security Bank, over $250,000 in Congressional

%P debts existed at the time of the loan from the Bank of Salem.

Cr Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

('Act'), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.
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In responding to the Commission's interrogatories# the Bank

of Salem indicated that no loan application, financial statement

or loan agreement were required for the loan to Robinson.

Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar loans to

support their claim that the loan at issue was made in the

ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits having

never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Bank relied upon the past

credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

%P cause to believe that the Bank of Salem violated

cc 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe t e Bank of Salem

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Da te Ch-rles W. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COIISSION

In the Matter of ))

Stephens Security Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Conqress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

II. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCO"), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an "accommodation credit" which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for "accommodation credit"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

10 collateral to the $100,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

all Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business for the purposes of the Act, the loan

must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.
C,

S431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

Ir business practices of any particular bank.

rlp* In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Stephens

Security Bank indicated that no loan application, financial

statement or loan agreement were required for the loan to

Robinson. Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar

loans to support their claim that the loan at issue was made in

the ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits

having never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or

state candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Bank relied upon the
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past credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe Stephens Security Bank violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

111. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

;0 Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe th t Stephens

Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C ()

Date
General Counsel



wn FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASH NGT N, .C,2M3January 
29, 1986

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: NUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 
4,

1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe

that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a),, a provision 
of

-~ the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the

Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not

Nr approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of

the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.

Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may 
file

Cr. with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if

possible) stating your client's position on the issues and

replying to the brief of the General Counsel. Three copies of

such brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General

Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's brief and any brief

which you submit will be considered by the Commission before

proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a 
violation

has occurred.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
throuqh a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690. a

General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISS ION

In the Matter of)

First State Bank) MUR 1721

GENERAL COUNSEL' S SUPPLDEENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it vas prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

o bank loan.

C On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 4, 1985, Al Harkins, President of

First State Bank, responded to the Commission's written quetions.

11. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course. To be considered in the ordinary course of

business, for the purposes of the Act, the loan must be made on a

basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A

loan made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates

the Act, regardless of the ordinary practices of any particular

bank.

In the General Counsel's brief of April 1, 1985, this Office

stated that the First Jacksonville Bank, and later the Worthen

Bank and Trust Company, had secured a second mortgage on
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Robinson's home as collateral for loans it made the Robinson

Committee. First State Bank was credited with obtaining a third

mortgage, with no equity value, on September 12, 1984.

In Its reply brief#, however, First State Bank provided

evidence that under Arkansas law, it had a valid second mortgage,

with an equity exceeding $38,000. As proof, First State Bank

enclosed Title Certificates from two title insurance companies

which show First State Bank as the only bank which recorded a

mortgage on the propery since the Worthen Bank and Trust Company

recorded an interest March 9, 1981.

Although First State Bank received the second mortgage after

the loan was made to Tommy Robinson, First State Bank provided

evidence in its reply to the reason to believe finding that it is

in the Bank's ordinary course of business to make unsecured loans

which later require collateralization. Additionally, First State

Bank received a completed loan application from Tommy Robinson

prior to making the loan.

Therefore, the issue is whether repayment of the First State

C17 Bank loan was adequately assured by the second mortgage. The

loan was made on April 30, 1984, for $20,070. The mortgage had

an equity value exceeding $38,000. As mortgages on real estate

do represent the type of collateral which can assure repayment of

a loan, the Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission

find no probable cause to believe the First State Bank violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a loan to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee,
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111. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe Fir State Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date Chrle
General Counsel

N

CD

1q
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 2i063

January 29, 1986

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,

1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of

0 the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act")
and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

"7 recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not

7approve the General Counsel's Recommendations.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if
possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues and
replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. Three copies of
such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's briefs and any
briefs which you submit will be considered by the Commission
before proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assiqned to this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTON COMMISS ION

In the Matter of)

First American Bank )14UR 1721

GENERAL COUNSEL' S SupPLEIZUTAL BRIEF

1. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 19850 the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.s.c. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

C, On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 5, 1985, Leonard K. Dunn,

C11 President of First American Bank, responded to the Commission's

written questions.

11. Legal Analysis

The response by Leonard K. Dunn fails to describe specific

loans the respondent believes support its assertion that the

campaign loan to the Robinson Committee was made in the ordinary

course of business. Respondent stated that it had never made a

campaign loan prior to the one at issue and that mortgage loans

it has made at the request of Worthen Bank & Trust Company are

more analogous to the situation.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in
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the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.s.c.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First

American Bank indicated that "a financial statement for Mr.

Robinson was obtained subsequent to making this loan "(emphasis

supplied). No documentation was required prior to making the

loan. Respondent admits never having made any other campaign

loans to either a federal or state candidate. Instead, First

American Bank relied primarily upon the commitment of an up-

stream correspondent to assure repayment of the loan.

First American Bank lists $335,950 in construction loans

made by it, in a position as downstream correspondent bank, which

were made on an assurance by an upstream correspondent that the

proceeds would be covered by a future loan or first mortgage.

The evidence indicates that loans made at the request of an

upstream correspondent bank are in First American's ordinary

course of business. First American Bank relied on Worthen Bank

and Trust Company and the latter's promise that it would make a

loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First American's loan. Where a downstream correspondent

bank makes a loan based on the request and assurances of an

upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is considered to have

been made on a basis which adequately assures its repayment,
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This is because the upstream correspondent bank provides the

downstream correspondent bank with an alternative source of

repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First American Bank with an alternative source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First American

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

I1. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe First Ame can Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). 00010

Date ha"e
General Counsel

N

C

)

C
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COUISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 4, 1985, First Jacksonville Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions. On October 11, 1985, it filed a

supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practice of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First
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Jacksonville Bank indicated that it could not submit a copy of

Tommy Robinson's loan application, because the loan documents had

previously been "disposed of." Respondent admits never having

made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. instead, First Jacksonville Bank relied primarily

upon the commitment of an upstream correspondent bank to assure

repayment of the loan.

First Jacksonville Bank claims that in its ordinary course

of business it frequently makes commercial loans on the assurance

of an upstream correspondent that the loan will be repaid from

the proceeds of a future loan to be made to the borrower by that

upstream correspondent. First Jacksonville Bank relied on

Worthen Bank and Trust Company and its promise that it would make

a loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First Jacksonville's loan. Where a downstream

correspondent bank makes a loan based on the request and

assurance of an upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is

cons idered to have been made on a basis which adequately assures

its repayment. This is because the upstream correspondent bank

provides the downstream correspondent bank with an alternate

source of repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First Jacksonville Bank with an alternate source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First

Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).
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III. Reooendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44

Date"C
General Counsel

0

Vm
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'* SENSITIVE
W i .ASHINGTON. DC 204b3 P

January 30, 1986

MDIORANDUK

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Stee
General Couns

SUBJECT: MUR #1721

- Attached for the Commission's review are supplemental briefs
stating the position of the General Counsel on the legal and

- factual issues of the above-captioned matter. Copies of the
briefs and a letter notifying the respondents of the General
Counsel's intent to recommend to the Commission a finding of
probable cause to believe was mailed on January 29 , 19 86.
Following receipt of the Respondents' reply to this notice, this
Office will make a further report to the Commission.

Attachments
1. Briefs - (8)
2. Letters to Respondents - (6)

7



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ESTt
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043M ~3 A :2 9

January 29, 1986

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: NUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4.
- 1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
IT that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) . a provision of
1- the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
1V Act"). and instituted, an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commnission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

03 a violation has occurred.

"IT Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file

* with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than

thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric

Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at

(202) 376-5690.

Sincere y

Cbarle e e
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

CA
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BEFR T= FEDERAL ELECTION COMIUIS8ION

In the Matter of ))

Worthen Bank & Trust Company ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLIUWIAL BRIE?

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of

bank loans.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 23, 1985, Worthen Bank and Trust Company

replied to the Commission's written questions. On October 14,

1985, it filed a supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Worthen

Bank and Trust Company lists various loans which it believes
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support the assertion that the campaign loan was in the bank's

ordinary course of business, For the numerous commercial loans

listed, respondent fails to provide any information pertaining to

the particular borrower's balance sheet or financial condition.

The information supplied, instead of determining the

comparability of the Robinson loan to oth~ers made by the bank,

demonstrates that the former is quite dissimilar to the ordinary

loan.

Worthen Bank and Trust Company also lists two other campaign

loans it previously made. The financial balance sheets of these

Wn two borrowers are substantially different, in terms of assets and

liabilities, from that of Tommy Robinson, and as such, neither

loan is of any assistance in determining whether the Robinson

loan was within respondent's ordinary course of business.

The evidence produced by Worthen Bank and Trust Company

fails to conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy

Robinson was made in the ordinary course of business or even what

respondent's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

cited as samples of respondent's business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under
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the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a federal

election.

Worthen Bank and Trust claims to hold a second mortgage on

Tommy Robinson's house, securing, as part, the loans to Robinson.

However, the Certificate of Title on the property indicates that

a second mortgage is held by another party. As a result, there

was no adequate assurance of repayment on the loans made to

Robinson from Worthen Bank and Trust. Therefore, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that e Worthen Bank
and Trust Company violated 2 U. 441b(

Date Ch fl es- . teele
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

January 29, 1986

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
.Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the
Act*), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that

c a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than

thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter

through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202)376-5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

cou
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BSFORE TUE FEDERAL ELECTION COUISSIOt

In the Matter of ))
First Commercial Bank ) MUR 1721

I

GENERAL COUNSL' S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 10, 1985, First Commercial Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, First

Commercial lists two unsecured loans which it believes support

its assertion that the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was
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made in the ordinary course of business. in Loan A, First

Commercial made a $35,000 loan to an insurance professional with

assets of $32,700 and liabilities of $14,600. -in Loan B, First

Commercial made a $8,900 loan to a banking professional with

assets of $15,000 and liabilities of $12,500. However, it is

difficult to compare these loans to the loan made to the Robinson

Committee in that First Commercial Bank admits that it did not

know Tommy Robinson's personal assets and liabilities prior to

the time the loan was made. The rationale for not discussing

Robinson's debt status was that the loan was to be repaid "from a
0

specific source, that being campaign contributions which had been

committed." (First Commercial Bank response, page 2).

The evidence produced by First Commercial fails to

conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy Robinson was

made in the ordinary course of business or what First

Commercial's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

cited by respondent as examples of their business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under

the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a
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federal election. By virture of the fact that First Commercial's

loan to Robinson was unsecured, there existed no adequate

assurance of repayment. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

UZ. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe thak-tbeFirst
Commercial Bank violated 2U.S.... b(a).

General Counsel

Date I



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 2063

January 29, 1986

T. 8, Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

RE: NUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

714 Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984,. that there was reason to believe

111;r that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (Othe
Act"), and Instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than

thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter

through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at

(202) 376-5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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B37OE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COSUISS 1011

In the Matter of ))

Twin City Bank ) MUR 1721
)

GEwnEL, COUNSEL'S SUPPLN AL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

N of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 6, 1985, Twin City Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions.

. 7IU. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis on which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Twin City

Bank described four loans it believes supports its assertion that

the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was in the bank's



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. M643

January 29, 1986

W. Russell Mooks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Mooks:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a),, a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if

-* possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues and
replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. (Three copies of
such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible.) The General Counsel's briefs and any
briefs which you may submit will be considered by the Commission
before proceeding to a vote of probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file responsive briefs within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file briefs. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter# at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



337O3 "TH F MAL ErCTZON COWglSSION

In the Matter of ))
Bank of Salem ) MUR 1721)

GEERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLDIWAL BRIEF

1. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

*. On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank.of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

I1. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCOO), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an "accommodation credit" which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for "accommodation credi.t"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

collateral to the $50,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

The response also fails to distinguish between the loan made

by the Stephens Security Bank from the one made by the Bank of

Salem. When asked whether the bank was aware of Tommy Robinson's

personal assets and liabilities, including bank loans, Smith

replied, "Yes. No other outstanding Congressional debts existed."

While no other Congressional debts existed prior to the loan made

by the Stephens Security Bank, over $250,000 in Congressional

debts existed at the time of the loan from the Bank of Salem.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II. A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.
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In responding to the Comission's interrogatories, the Bank

of Salem indicated that no loan application, financial statement

or loan agreement were required for the loan to Robinson.

Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar loans to

support their claim that the loan at issue was made in the

ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits having

never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Bank relied upon the past

credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that the Bank of Salem violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe t e Bank of Salem
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

Date Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COIISSION

In the Matter of ))
Stephens Security Bank ) MUR 1721

)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEWAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

II. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCO"), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an *accommodation credit" which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for *accommodation credit"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

collateral to the $100,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business for the purposes of the Act, the loan

must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 43l(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Stephens

Security Bank indicated that no loan application, financial

statement or loan agreement were required for the loan to

Robinson. Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar

loans to support their claim that the loan at issue was made in

the ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits

having never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or

state candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Bank relied upon the
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past credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe Stephens Security Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

7III. Recomendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe th t Stephens
Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C (a).

Date
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20*3

January 29, 1986

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tover Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commissnion find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your client's position on the issues and
replying to the brief of the General Counsel. Three copies of
such brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's brief and any brief
which you submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.



A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the

Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than

thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter

through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric

Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at

(202)376-5690.

Sie

C hr es . St le
General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs

Q -
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BERzR THE FDERAL ELECTION CONNSSION

In the Matter of )
)

First State Bank ) NUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEN ffA BRzr

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 4, 1985, Al Harkins, President of

First State Bank, responded to the Commission's written quetions.

Ir. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course. To be considered in the ordinary course of

business, for the purposes of the Act, the loan must be made on a

basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. 5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A

loan made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates

the Act, regardless of the ordinary practices of any particular

bank.

In the General Counsel's brief of April 1, 1985, this Office

stated that the First Jacksonville Bank, and later the Worthen

Bank and Trust Company, had secured a second mortgage on
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Robinson's home as collateral for loans it made the Robinson

Committee. First State Bank was credited with obtaining a third

mortgage, with no equity value, on September 12, 1984.

In its reply brief, however, First State Bank provided

evidence that under Arkansas law, it had a valid second mortgage,

with an equity exceeding $38,000. As proof, First State Bank

enclosed Title Certificates from two title insurance companies

which show First State Bank as the only bank which recorded a

mortgage on the propery since the Worthen Bank and Trust Company

recorded an interest March 9, 1981.

Although First State Bank received the second mortgage after

the loan was made to Tommy Robinson, First State Bank provided

evidence in its reply to the reason to believe finding that it is

in the Bank's ordinary- course of business to make unsecured loans

which later require collateralization. Additionally, First State

Bank received a completed loan application from Tommy Robinson

prior to making the loan.

Therefore, the issue is whether repayment of the First State

Bank loan was adequately assured by the second mortgage. The

loan was made on April 30, 1984, for $20,070. The mortgage had

an equity value exceeding $38,000. As mortgages on real estate

do represent the type of collateral which can assure repayment of

a loan, the Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission

find no probable cause to believe the First State Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a loan to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee.
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U!Z. aecommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe Fir State Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date -"
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

January 29, 1986

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on 
June 4,

1984, and information supplied by your client, 
the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was 
reason to believe

that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 
a provision of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended 
(the Act")

and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to 
the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is 
prepared to

recommend that the Commission find no probable cause 
to believe

that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not

approve the General Counsel's Recommendations.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the 
position of

the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues 
of the case.

Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, 
you may file

with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if

possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues 
and

replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. Three copies of

such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office 
of General

Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's briefs and any

briefs which you submit will be considered by the 
Commission

before proceeding to a vote of no probable cause 
to believe a

violation has occurred.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs



0 0
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTIONChhhISSION

In the Matter of ))

First American Bank ) MUR 1721
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLIENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ('Robinson Committee') in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 5, 1985, Leonard K. Dunn,

President of First American Bank, responded to the Commission's

written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

The response by Leonard K. Dunn fails to describe specific

loans the respondent believes support its assertion that the

campaign loan to the Robinson Committee was made in the ordinary

course of business. Respondent stated that it had never made a

campaign loan prior to the one at issue and that mortgage loans

it has made at the request of Worthen Bank & Trust Company are

more analogous to the situation.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in
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the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.s.c.

5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First

American Bank indicated that "a financial statement for Mr.

Robinson was obtained subsequent to making this loan "(emphasis

supplied). No documentation was required prior to making the

loan. Respondent admits never having made any other campaign

loans to either a federal or state candidate. Instead, First

American Bank relied primarily upon the commitment of an up-

stream correspondent to assure repayment of the loan.

First American Bank lists $335,950 in construction loans

made by it, in a position as downstream correspondent bank, which

were made on an assurance by an upstream correspondent that the

proceeds would be covered by a future loan or first mortgage.

The evidence indicates that loans made at the request of an

upstream correspondent bank are in First American' s ordinary

course of business. First American Bank relied on Worthen Bank

and Trust Company and the latter's promise that it would make a

loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First American's loan. Where a downstream correspondent

bank makes a loan based on the request and assurances of an

upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is considered to have

been made on a basis which adequately assures its repayment.
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This is because the upstream correspondent bank provides the

downstream correspondent bank with an alternative source of

repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First American Bank with an alternative source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First American

Bank violated 2 u.S.C. S 441b(a).

II1. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission

1.

Date

Find no probable cause to believe First Ame ',can Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721)

GlnERAL COONS L'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 4, 1985, First Jacksonville Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions. On October 11, 1985, it filed a

supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practice of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First
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Jacksonville Bank indicated that it could not submit a copy of

Tommy Robinson's loan application, because the loan documents had

previously been "disposed of." Respondent admits never having

made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. Instead, First Jacksonville Bank relied primarily

upon the commitment of an upstream correspondent bank to assure

repayment of the loan.

First Jacksonville Bank claims that in its ordinary course

of business it frequently makes commercial loans on the assurance

of an upstream correspondent that the loan will be repaid from

the proceeds of a future loan to be made to the borrower by that

upstream correspondent. First Jacksonville Bank relied on

Worthen Bank and Trust Company and its promise that it would make

a loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First Jacksonville's loan. Where a downstream

correspondent bank makes a loan based on the request and

assurance of an upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is

considered to have been made on a basis which adequately assures

its repayment. This is because the upstream correspondent bank

provides the downstream correspondent bank with an alternate

source of repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First Jacksonville Bank with an alternate source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First

Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b~a),
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111. ecm-mendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause
Bank violated 2 U.S.C.

rst Jacksonville

Date "
General Counsel
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BEFORE T=E FERA L ECTION COIEISS ION

In the Matter of )
)

Bank of Salem ) MUR 1721)

GenRAL COUNSEL 'S 8UPPLWNTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

II. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCO"), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an "accommodation credit' which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for 'accommodation credit"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

collateral to the $50,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

The response also fails to distinguish between the loan made

by the Stephens Security Bank from the one made by the Bank of

Salem. When asked whether the bank was aware of Tommy Robinson's

D personal assets and liabilities, including bank loans, Smith

replied, "Yes. No other outstanding Congressional debts existed."

While no other Congressional debts existed prior to the loan made

by the Stephens Security Bank, over $250,000 in Congressional

debts existed at the time of the loan from the Bank of Salem.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

('Act'), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.
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In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the Bank

of Salem indicated that no loan application, financial statement

or loan agreement were required for the loan to Robinson.

Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar loans to

support their claim that the loan at issue was made in the

ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits having

never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Bank relied upon the past

credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that the Bank of Salem violated

-. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe t a./yke Bank of Salem
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44lb(a).///,K/f

Date Chi-rles WF. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COUISSION

In the Matter of ))

Stephens Security Bank ) MUR 1721
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLMTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 9, 1985, the Stephens Security Bank and Bank of

Salem filed a joint response in reply to the written questions of

the Commission.

¢" II. Legal Analysis

The response of Richard T. Smith, President and Chief

Executive Officer of Smith Associated Banking Corporation

("SABCO"), the holding company which controls Stephens Security

Bank, lacks detail. Although specific characteristics were

requested in regards to prior loans which the respondent believes

support its assertion that the campaign loan to the Robinson

Committee was made in the ordinary course of business, respondent

repeated the general explanation aired in its original brief.
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Respondent refers to the loan made to the Robinson Committee

as an "accommodation credit" which was based primarily upon

expectations guided by past experience and history with the

party. (Stephen's Security Bank response, p.3). Respondent

lists fraternal organizations, ministers and orphanages as

organizations which also qualify for "accommodation credit"

loans. Respondent fails to show, however, any specific loans

granted by it to these organizations which compare in amount and

collateral to the $100,000 loan made to the Robinson Committee.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business for the purposes of the Act, the loan

must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Stephens

Security Bank indicated that no loan application, financial

statement or loan agreement were required for the loan to

Robinson. Respondent failed to cite specific examples of similar

loans to support their claim that the loan at issue was made in

the ordinary course of business. Respondent further admits

having never made any other campaign loans to either a federal or

state candidate. Instead, Stephens Security Dank relied upon the
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past credit history and character of the borrower in determining

whether to make this loan.

Respondent fails to supply any evidence that its loan to

Robinson was adequately assured. Mere reliance upon a future

expectancy of campaign contributions does not provide adequate

security for a loan under the Act which is ultimately to be used

to influence a federal election. Accordingly, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe Stephens Security Bank violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe th t Stephens
Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C (a).

Dateee
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COIIISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Commercial Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLENENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 10, 1985, First Commercial Bank replied to the

V Commission's written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

17 Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, First

Commercial lists two unsecured loans which it believes support

its assertion that the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was
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made in the ordinary course of business. In Loan A, First

Commercial made a $35,000 loan to an insurance professional with

assets of $32,700 and liabilities of $14,600. In Loan B, First

Commercial made a $8,900 loan to a banking professional with

assets of $15,000 and liabilities of $12,500. However, it is

difficult to compare these loans to the loan made to the Robinson

Committee in that First Commercial Bank admits that it did not

know Tommy Robinson's personal assets and liabilities prior to

the time the loan was made. The rationale for not discussing

Robinson's debt status was that the loan was to be repaid "from a

specific source, that being campaign contributions which had been

committed." (First Commercial Bank response, page 2).

The evidence produced by First Commercial fails to

conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy Robinson was

made in the ordinary course of business or what First

Commercial's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

cited by respondent as examples of their business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under

the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a



-3-

federal election. By virture of the fact that First Commercial's

loan to Robinson was unsecured, there existed no adequate

assurance of repayment. Therefore, the Office of General Counsel

recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe

that First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recondation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe thatb'First
Commercial Bank violated 2 U. S b(a).

General Counsel

Date
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
Worthen Bank & Trust Company ) MUR 1721

)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of

bank loans.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 23, 1985, Worthen Bank and Trust Company

replied to the Commission's written questions. On October 14,

1985, it filed a supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Worthen

Bank and Trust Company lists various loans which it believes
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support the assertion that the campaign loan was in the bank's

ordinary course of business. For the numerous commercial loans

listed, respondent fails to provide any information pertaining to

the particular borrower's balance sheet or financial condition.

The information supplied, instead of determining the

comparability of the Robinson loan to others made by the bank,

demonstrates that the former is quite dissimilar to the ordinary

loan.

Worthen Bank and Trust Company also lists two other campaign

loans it previously made. The financial balance sheets of these

two borrowers are substantially different, in terms of assets and

liabilities, from that of Tommy Robinson, and as such, neither

loan is of any assistance in determining whether the Robinson

loan was within respondent's ordinary course of business.

The evidence produced by Worthen Bank and Trust Company

fails to conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy

Robinson was made in the ordinary course of business or even what

respondent's ordinary course of business actually is. The loans

cited as samples of respondent's business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as

comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under
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the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a federal

election.

Worthen Bank and Trust claims to hold a second mortgage on

Tommy Robinson's house, securing, as part, the loans to Robinson.

However, the Certificate of Title on the property indicates that

a second mortgage is held by another party. As a result, there

was no adequate assurance of repayment on the loans made to

Robinson from Worthen Bank and Trust. Therefore, the Office of

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find probable

cause to believe that Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that e Worthen Bank
and Trust Company violated 2 U. 441b(

Date Ch es-. teele
General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMISSION

In the Matter of ))
First State Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 4, 1985, Al Harkins, President of

First State Bank, responded to the Commission's written quetions.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course. To be considered in the ordinary course of

business, for the purposes of the Act, the loan must be made on a

basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A

loan made on a basis in which repayment is not assured violates

the Act, regardless of the ordinary practices of any particular

bank.

In the General Counsel's brief of April 1, 1985, this Office

stated that the First Jacksonville Bank, and later the Worthen

Bank and Trust Company, had secured a second mortgage on
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Robinson's home as collateral for loans it made the Robinson

Committee. First State Bank was credited with obtaining a third

mortgage, with no equity value, on September 12, 1984.

in its reply brief, however, First State Bank provided

evidence that under Arkansas law, it had a valid second mortgage,

with an equity exceeding $38,000. As proof, First State Bank

enclosed Title Certificates from two title insurance companies

which show First State Bank as the only bank which recorded a

mortgage on the propery since the Worthen Bank and Trust Company

recorded an interest March 9, 1981.

Although First State Bank received the second mortgage after

the loan was made to Tommy Robinson, First State Bank provided

evidence in its reply to the reason to believe finding that it is

in the Bank's ordinary course of business to make unsecured loans

which later require collateralization. Additionally, First State

Bank received a completed loan application from Tommy Robinson

prior to making the loan.

Therefore, the issue is whether repayment of the First State

Bank loan was adequately assured by the second mortgage. The

loan was made on April 30, 1984, for $20,070. The mortgage had

an equity value exceeding $38,000. As mortgages on real estate

do represent the type of collateral which can assure repayment of

a loan, the Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission

find no probable cause to believe the First State Bank violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a loan to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee.
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zz. Recomendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe Fir State Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). 

/jv r

Date -ChaNres
General Counsel

0



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

First American Bank) MUR 1721

GENERAL COUNSEL' S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

By letter dated September 5, 1985, Leonard K. Dunn,

President of First American Bank, responded to the Commission's

written questions.

11. Legal Analysis

The response by Leonard K. Dunn fails to describe specific

loans the respondent believes support its assertion that the

campaign loan to the Robinson Committee was made in the ordinary

course of business. Respondent stated that it had never made a

campaign loan prior to the one at issue and that mortgage loans

it has made at the request of Worthen Bank & Trust Company are

more analogous to the situation.

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in



the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 UOsOc.

5 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practices of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First

American Bank indicated that "a financial statement for Mr.

Robinson was obtained subsequent to making this loan "(emphasis

Supplied). No documentation was required prior to making the

loan. Respondent admits never having made any other campaign

loans to either a federal or state candidate. instead, First

American Bank relied primarily upon the commitment of an up-

stream correspondent to assure repayment of the loan.

First American Bank lists $335,950 in construction loans

made by it, in a position as downstream correspondent bank, which

were made on an assurance by an upstream correspondent that the

proceeds would be covered by a future loan or first mortgage.

The evidence indicates that loans made at the request of an

upstream correspondent bank are in First American's ordinary

course of business. First American Bank relied on Worthen Bank

and Trust Company and the latter's promise that it would make a

loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First American's loan. Where a downstream correspondent

bank makes a loan based on the request and assurances of an

upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is considered to have

been made on a basis which adequately assures its repayment.
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This is because the upstream correspondent bank provides the

downstream correspondent bank with an alternative source of

repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First American Bank with an alternative source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First American

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe First Ame can Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date " ee %



0 0
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COSMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 4, 1985, First Jacksonville Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions. On October 11, 1985, it filed a

supplemental response.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, for the purposes of the Act, the

loan must be made on a basis which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan made on a basis in which repayment

is not assured violates the Act, regardless of the ordinary

business practice of any particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, the First
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Jacksonville Bank indicated that it could not submit a copy of

Tommy Robinson's loan application, because the loan documents had

previously been "disposed of." Respondent admits never having

made any other campaign loans to either a federal or state

candidate. instead, First Jacksonville Bank relied primarily

upon the commitment of an upstream correspondent bank to assure

repayment of the loan.

First Jacksonville Bank claims that in its ordinary course

of business it frequently makes commercial loans on the assurance

of an upstream correspondent that the loan will be repaid from

the proceeds of a future loan to be made to the borrower by that

upstream correspondent. First Jacksonville Bank relied on

Worthen Bank and Trust Company and its promise that it would make

a loan to Mr. Robinson, the proceeds of which would be used to

repay First Jacksonville's loan. Where a downstream

correspondent bank makes a loan based on the request and

assurance of an upstream correspondent bank, such a loan is

considered to have been made on a basis which adequately assures

its repayment. This is because the upstream correspondent bank

provides the downstream correspondent bank with an alternate

source of repayment, other than the expectancy of future campaign

contributions. Here, Worthen Bank and Trust Company provided

First Jacksonville Bank with an alternate source of repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission find no probable cause to believe that First

Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 44lb(a).
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111. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 44

Date .
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

Twin City Bank ) MUR 1721
)

GENERAL COUSEL' 8 SUPPLNDIfUAL BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondent that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that the respondent violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Robinson Committee") in the form of a

bank loan.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General Counsel obtain additional information from the

respondent in regards to the loan made to Tommy Robinson.

On September 6, 1985, Twin City Bank replied to the

Commission's written questions.

II. Legal Analysis

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

("Act"), a bank loan is not a contribution if made by the bank in

the ordinary course of business. To be considered made in the

ordinary course of business, the loan must be made on a basis

which assures repayment. 2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii)(II). A loan

made on a basis on which repayment is not assured violates the

Act, regardless of the ordinary business practices of any

particular bank.

In responding to the Commission's interrogatories, Twin City

Bank described four loans it believes supports its assertion that

the campaign loan made to Tommy Robinson was in the bank's
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ordinary course of business. However, only one of the loans

described by Twin City Bank shoved a customer with a net

financial balance sheet similar to Tommy Robinson's. See Loan C.

The borrower of this loan had assets of $157,000 and liabilities

of $121,000. However the loan proceeds totalled only $4218,

whereas Tommy Robinson borrowed $32,000 from Twin City. The

other three loans cited by respondent were for amounts closer to

that lent Robinson, but all three borrowers had substantially

different financial balance sheets.

It is difficult to compare the loans cited by respondent to

the one made to Tommy Robinson* especially in light of the fact

that at the time Twin City lent Robinson $32,000, it apparently

was unaware of prior bank loans made to Robinson or the Robinson

Committee. The personal financial statement of Tommy Robinson

was dated February 1984, for a loan made on June 17, 1984. The

fact that Robinson had borrowed or guaranteed $202,070 in

campaign loans "was not discussed." Thus, Twin City incorrectly

believed that Robinson's personal financial condition was

$150,000 in assets and $126,000 in liabilities (Twin City Bank

response, page 2).

The evidence produced by Twin City Bank fails to

conclusively establish either that the loan to Tommy Robinson was

made in the ordinary course of business or even what Twin City's

ordinary course of business actually is. The loans cited by

respondent as examples of their business practices are

substantially dissimilar from the loan to Tommy Robinson.

However, even were the cited loans to be looked at as
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comparable to the Robinson loan, the issue remains as to whether,

for purposes of the Act, the loan to Robinson was made on a basis

which adequately assured repayment. A loan which is unsecured is

not made with adequate assurance of repayment, for purposes of

the Act. Mere reliance upon a future expectancy of campaign

contributions does not provide adequate security for a loan under

the Act which is ultimately to be used to influence a federal

election. By virture of the fact that Twin City's loan to

Robinson was unsecured, there existed no adequate assurance of

repayment. Additionally, a bank which makes loans to federal

candidates, in order to assure repayment, should ascertain the

debt of a political candidate, to the best of its ability. This

would include discussing prior bank loans and a candidate's

financial status prior to the time a loan is made. Twin City

Bank failed to obtain this information.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find probable cause to believe that Twin City Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe t Twin ty Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date - C
General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC. 2063

January 29, 1986

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercf al Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if
possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues and
replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. (Three copies of
such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible.) The General Counsel's briefs and any
briefs which you may submit will be considered by the Commission
before proceeding to a vote of probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file responsive briefs within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file briefs. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASH NGT N, .C.M63January 
29 # 1986

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: I4UR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,

N 1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission

determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of

the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.

Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if

possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the

brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should

also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an

extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will

not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date

and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

Sincerey

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASH NGT N. ,C.M63January 
29, 1986

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: NUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendation.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your client's position on the issues and
replying to the brief of the General Counsel. Three copies of
such brief should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's brief and any brief
which you submit will be considered by the Commission before
proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a violation
has occurred.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202)376-5690.

Char es . St le
General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

January 29, 1986

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson a Jewell
1500 Tower Building
.Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: HUE 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.
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A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 2046

January 29, 1986

T. E. Renaud
Tvin City Bank
one Riverf ront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

RE: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (*the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

if you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days. All requests for
extension of time must be submitted 5 days prior to the due date
and must be in writing. Further good cause must be shown.



A findinq of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Eric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to handle this matter, at
(202) 376-5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDRALELECTION COMMISSION
WSHINGTON. 0,C. 20463

January 29, 1986

Joseph W. Geizine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

0 Dear Mr. Gelzine:
or

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client, the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.s.c. 5 441b(a), a provision of

10 the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act")
and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred. The Commission may or may not
approve the General Counsel's Recommendations.

Submitted for your review are briefs stating the position of
Cr the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.

Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission briefs (10 copies if
possible) stating your clients' positions on the issues and
replying to the briefs of the General Counsel. Three copies of
such briefs should also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's briefs and any
briefs which you submit will be considered by the Commission
before proceeding to a vote of no probable cause to believe a
violation has occurred,
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Should you have any questions, please contact Zric
Kleinfeld, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
5690.

General Counsel

Enclosure
Briefs

q .

1.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 2043

October 16, 1985

William R. Wilson, Jr.
Wilson, Engstrom & Corum
809 W. Third Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203

Dear Mr. Wilson:

We have received your letter of September 30, 1985,
regarding the possibility of a violation of the Federal Election

N Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

oIf you desire the Commission to look into the matter
Tr discussed in your letter to determine if the FECA has been

violated, a formal complaint as described in 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(1) must be filed. Requirements of this section of the
law and Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. 5 111.4 which are a
prerequisite to Commission action are detailed below:

(1) A complaint must be in writing. (2 U.S.C.
7 S 437g(a) (1)).

(2) Its contents mus be sworn to and signed in the presence
of a notary public and shall be notarized. (2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a) (1)).

(3) A formal complaint must contain the full name and
address of the person making the complaint. (11 C.F.R.
S 111.4).

(4) A formal complaint should clearly identify as a
respondent each person or entity who is alleged to have
committed a violation. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

(5) A formal complaint should identify the source of
information upon which the complaint is based.
(11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

(6) A formal complaint should contain a clear and concise
recitation of the facts describing the violation of a
statute or law over which the Commission has
jurisdiction. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).



Ltr to William Wilson
Page 2

(7) A formal complaint should be accompanied by supporting
documentation if known and available to the person
making the complaint. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

In addition, if you have a question regarding a specific
transaction or activity that a client of yours plans to
undertake, you may file a request for an advisory opinion
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437f(a)(1). See also 11 C.F.R. S 112.1
et. seq.

Furthermore, the Commission is prohibited from commenting on
whether there is a matter pending concerning the party referred
to in your letter. See 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g(a) (12) (A).

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (202) 523-4000.

C " Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel

By:oKenneth A.GlsSC116_ Associate G eral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

William R. Wilson, Jr.
Wilson, Engstrom & Corum
809 W. Third Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203

Dear Mr. Wilson:

We have received your letter of September 30, 1985,
regarding the possibility of a violation of the Federal Election

.-T Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act").

CIf you desire the Commission to look into the matter

discussed in your letter to determine if the FECA has been

violated, a formal complaint as described in 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a)(1) must be filed. Requirements of this section of the

law and Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. S 111.4 which are a

prerequisite to Commission action are detailed below:

(1) A complaint must be in writing. (2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a) (1)).

WI (2) Its contents mus be sworn to and signed in the presence
of a notary public and shall be notarized. (2 U.S.C.

C S 437g(a) (1)).

(3) A formal complaint must contain the full name and

.address of the person making the complaint. (11 C.F.R.

S 111.4).

(4) A formal complaint should clearly identify as a
respondent each person or entity who is alleged to have

committed a violation. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

(5) A formal complaint should identify the source of
information upon which the complaint is based.
(11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

(6) A formal complaint should contain a clear and concise
recitation of the facts describing the violation of a

statute or law over which the Commission has
jurisdiction. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).
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(7) A formal complaint should be accompanied by supporting
documentation if known and available to the person
making the complaint. (11 C.F.R. S 111.4).

In addition, if you have a question regarding a specific
transaction or activity that a client of yours plans to
undertake, you may file a request for an advisory opinion
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437f(a)(l). See also 11 C.F.R. S 112.1
et. seq.

Furthermore, the Commission is prohibited from commenting on
whether there is a matter pending concerning the party referred
to in your letter. See 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and
437g (a) (12) (A).

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
C1. Associate General Counsel
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PHILLIP CARROLL
W. DANE CLAY

C JOSEPH GIROIR, JR.

GEORGE r. c MPSELL
0ENR EiRT C. .fJLE, Ill

STANLEY E. PRICE
". WATT GREGORY, LI-I

W WIlSON JONES

VINC.KNT FOSTER. JR.

WEBLST1ER L. HUBBELL
ALLEN W. BIRD rl

WILLIAM E. BISHOP
HILL ARY RODHAM CLINTON

C. BRANTLY DUCK
TIM bOx:

M. JANE DICKEY

WILLIAM H, KENNEDY,
KENN[H R. SHEMIN

DAVID A. KNIGHT

RONAILj M. CLARK

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS

I2O EAST FOURTH STREET

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

TELEPHONE (SOIl 375-9131

TELECOPIER (501) 375-1)09

U. M. ROSE
1434-1913

October 14, 1985

GARLAND J. QARRErT
JERRY C. JONES
THOMAS P. TMRAbm

CAROL S. ARNOLD
JACKSON FARROW JR.

LES R. DALEDGE
JIM HUNTER BIRCH

R. DAVIS THOMAS. JR.

DAVID L. WILLIAMS

CATHERINE LASSITER

RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICkAL R. JOHNS

M A RfIT j O3n.. U BMR4flilSTOR Si G L EAN

RICN D9 MAI&'V

GARY-. SPEED

J. ,A jCWILLIk,;, o,

CHARLES W. BAKIEH

OF COUNSEL
OC=)uN [L'

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS ZAP MAIL

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 - Worthen Bank & Trust Co.

Dear Andrew:

Pursuant to our telephone conference last week, I am
hereby submitting on behalf of Worthen Bank & Trust Co.,
N.A. its Supplemental Responses to Interrogatories.

I tried several times today to contact you by telephone,
however, it appears that your offices are closed for Columbus
Day.

Because we agreed that Worthen Bank would submit its
Supplemental Responses on October 14, 1985, I have attempted
to Zap Mail through Federal Express a copy of our Supplemental
Responses to you. In addition, we are Federal Expressing
an original and eleven copies to the Secretary of the Federal
Election Commission which will be received tomorrow morning.

Please let me emphasize to you and I hope that you will

convey to the Federal Election Commission that Worthen Bank

is prepared to submit numerous additional examples of loans
that it has made that would be relevant to the Tommy Robinson
situation if desired.

Thank you for the opportunity to Supplement our Responses
to Interrogatories. If you have any other questions, please
do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Kenneth R. Shemin

krs: jm

Enclosures
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF TOMMY ROBINSON )
AND THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR )MUR 1721
CONGRESS COMMITTEE, GEORGE M. )
FELKINS, AS TREASURER

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO INTERROGATOR IES

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Without identifying the customer,

please describe loans you have made which you believe support

Cr your assertion that the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made

'17 in the ordinary course of business. Please describe in detail

the assets, liabilities, income, collateral, amount of loan and

other characteristics of the customer which compare to those of

Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: The following

examples were obtained from loan officers at Worthen Bank. In

each case, the loan amount exceeded the collateral or there was

an extension of a loan that was uncollateralized, i.e. line of

credit without collateral. In addition, the net worth of the

individual or corporation did not justify the extension of

credit. Credit was extended based on reputation, credit

history, and/or prospective ability to perform as was the case

in the Tommy Robinson loan extension.

The following summaries are the actual statements of the

loan officer involved:



Numerous additional examples can and will be supplied by

Worthen Bank upon request. Worthen Bank, as part of its

marketing strategy and commitment to the community it serves,

frequently makes loans to young professionals and others that do

not have adequate financial statements to justify the loan but

0. have outstanding character and have demonstrated successful

0 skills.

Tr The obvious intent of Worthen Bank in making these types of

loans, is to assist the customer and to build a strong and loyal

banking relationship.

Worthen Bank implores the Federal Election Commission to

recognize that when the relevant loans were extended, Tommy

Robinson was a long-time customer of Worthen Bank with an

excellent credit history. The officers of Worthen Bank knew

Tommy Robinson possessed a high degree of personal integrity and

tha' he had captured the public's trust.

-5--



These are the same qualities and characteristics possessed

by the aforementioned customers and thus, were in the ordinary

course of Worthen Bank's business.

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9131

By:
Kenneth R. Shemin

Attorneys for Worthen Bank&

Trust Company, N.A.

-

CD CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

117 I, Kenneth R. Shemin, do hereby certify that I mailed a copy
of the above and foregoing Supplemental Responses to

C7 Interrogatories to Mr. Charles N. Steele, General Counsel,
Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463, on this

day of October, 1985.

Kenneth R. Shemin

-6-
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FEDEX ACCOUNT:

DATE: 10/14/85

ROSE LAW FIRMFROM

00072202295 TRANSM I TTAL NUMBER: 008061850

TIME: 09:02 AM CDT

PHONE: (501) 375-9131

120 E. 4TH STREET
LITTLE ROCK ARK

ORIGIN ZAPNETU: 5013724212

TRANSH1 I T
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PHONE: C

1325 "K" STREET, N.W.
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COIF I D:EN,4T I AiL TO REC I P I ENT:

HOLD AT FEDERAL EXPRESS:
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NO
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PHONE

SENDER'S FEDERAL EXPRESS ACCOUNT:
RECIPIENT'S ACCOUNT NUMBER:
THIRD PARTY'S ACCOUNT NUMBER:
COLLECT CASH: NO
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ROSE LAW FIRM
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12O EAST FOURTH STREET

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201
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TELECOPIER (601 3751309
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ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professiona ASsoc d- (fr

120 East Fourth Streew

LITTLE ROCK. ARKA\SAS 22C1
~4

A

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Comission
\ashiinqton, D.C. 20463



H. M&UNICS MITCUELL
RICNARD A. WILLIAMS
JOHN i. SaUm
JOSEPH W. OGULINS
W. C UNGmsOiUn iANnMIN
JENv D. JACUNON
JIM 01Lv TVUcjBE
*UOUN, 0. *AVsE
iVEON IPmHEANO
KENT rom

ALLAN OAEN
PAT WORAN
W. U. L. WOODTAD, III
MICHAEL C. OONALL
JOHN C. LNINNL
Do^Ki FOSeEa
JAMES a. SMITH. J.

JUAN D. STO NULUGS
ANNE WITUNHT
DENEA K. BLOWN

tNIAN Ot' rE
R'AIG WNSTUNOOK

W. 319tv LoKINANT
JOVCa KINNUAD
DovOLAE R. WAND

10 0
LAW OFICIS

MITCHELL, WILLIAMSp SllGU ,

JACKSON & TUCKER

1000 SAV3RS FDnRAL1 BULDIENO

CAPITOL AVUNUE AT SPRING STIMUNT

LITTLe ROCK, ARKANSAS 7801

TEL=PHONE 501.376-3151

JA(KNONVIIUK (rrI(CK

1202 W 14T MAIN STEUXT
.IACKNEONVII.I.X, ARKANNAS 72076

Tug, PNONi 01-9N2.94 1I

October 10, 1985

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Office of General Counsel
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

... Y'. '. ,: FEC

85OCTIJ P1:32

MANEK1II.A .0. TAVI.40l
TIMOIflUV W, EIRt')%II
ROKlI;NT J.. 'rHACKll~

NII4NANI, (C. JANS

CVYNTi4h .1. DA'II
1LAMIN M, I..K

NA flNA I.. NSMITH
'FHAIWV SAIIIUN

T. H. PAT*N1O)N, .4*N.

WAtTUR (0. WRIitT. JN.

RE: MUR 1721, First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

This is in response to your recent telephone call
regarding your request for a more detailed response and
additional information in regard to the second paragraph of
Mr. Leonard K. Dunn's Affidavit dated September 5, 1985,
submitted under our cover letter of September 5, 1985.
Specifically, as I understand it, you wanted additional
detail regarding the Bank's first mortgage construction
loans on which a take-out letter was required by First
American Bank. You will recall the Bank's loan to Tommy
Robinson was made on April 24, 1984. Accordingly, the fol-
lowing is a representative list of construction loans made
by First American Bank during the general time period on
which a take-out commitment by an up-stream correspondant or
other first mortgage lender was required:

S(II'NNKVI.

-- . W. 8. *il.1V
xtm r i.-sy. ..

wIe.

HN~iYfUIIMN~°

-o,



During this general time approximately 50 other similar
loans totalling $1,800,000 were made by First American Bank.

I trust this information will be sufficient. However,
if you would like for me to obtain an affidavit from Mr.
Dunn, or some other verification of the above information,
please let me know and I will be glad to do so.

1Very truly yours,

7MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON AND TUCKER

By Jose "W. GelzA e

JWG:llk

cc: Mr. Leonard K. Dunn



Cc' ' ¢,WILSON, ENGSTROM & CORUM

SO WEST THIRD STREET OCT 4 19,3
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72203

O5GCT 4 P I 4501/375453
WM P. WILSON. JR. PLEASE REPLY TO:

STEPHEN ENGSTROM POST OFPICI SOX 71

ROXANNE T. WILSON
GARY 0 CORuM September 30, 1985

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Re: Campaign Debts of Representative Tormy Robinson (Demi-.rJk.V.

Mr. Danny L. McDonald
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W. Cn
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. McDonald:

According to newspaper reports last year, Mr. Robinson borrowed
huge sums on large, separate notes, from various financial
institutions.

There was no security given for these loans, according to the
reports, and Mr. Robinson reported very few assets.

SAccordingly, it appears that there is no way that anyone could
argue that these were loans made in a normal commercial manner.

Despite this fact, it appears that your Commission is taking no
action.

It appears that I will be advising some candidates in Federal
celections next year and I would assume that there is some

provision in the Election Code that I have rissed whic permits
a canaidate to take out large unsecured loans during the course
of election to finance the campaign--and apparently the candidate
and the financial institution can do this with impunity.

If I am in error, I would appreciate it if you would advise me.
Naturally, I would not want a client/candidate of mine to be
investigated and charged for doing exactly the same thing ITr.
Robinson did.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Cordially,

I RVtj r: kb



Lawyers. P0 Box 71
Little Rock. Arkansas 72203

f
135 OCT 4f !: 39

P 606 353 243

.:r. a:,v., L. IcDonaI(

cral lction Com-ritte-

CashiLr. :to:., [.C. 20463
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF TOMMY ROBINSON
AND THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR
CONGRESS COMMITTEE, GEORGE M.
FELKINS, AS TREASURER

cn

MUR 1721 ?rP

O 

2wO

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Please produce a copy of the loan

application, financial statement, loan agreement and any other

documents used by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee at the time you approved the

campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced

in question 1, customarily used to judge the credit

worthiness of a customer?

1. If the answer to question la is

yes, please produce a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is

yes, please state why completion of these

documents was not required of Tommy Robinson

or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total

personal assets and liabilities (including campaign

.0A

,.0

C



S

related bank loans) prior to the time you made the

campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no,

please explain.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1: The following is a recap

of Tommy Robinson's credit history with the installment loan

department of Worthen Bank & Trust Compa

relevant extension of credit to the Tomi

Campaign Fund, personally guaranteed by

any, N.A. prior

my Robinson for

to the

Congress

Tommy Robinson:

ILD

Loan #120400567

Loan #120401123

Loan #120401660

Loan #120421416

Loan #120424430

Loan #120426466

Loan #120427454

Loan #174002565

Loan #174017780

Loan #174020898

Documents

Opened

05-05-80

07-05-80

09-04-80

01-02-81

05-18-81

12-17-81

04-06-82

11-25-75

06-20-79

10-05-82

Closed

07-21-80

10-20-80

02-05-81

06-31-81

12-18-81

04-07-82

08-25-82

03-05-77

06-21-82

06-10-83

Amount

$15,350.95

15,295.89

15,546.98

13,432.89

13,975.04

14,605.95

14,605.95

775.20

2,450.78

2,358.72

Months

2

4

4

1

6

3

3

24

36

36

Rating

1/30

0/30

1/30

1/30

1/30

0/30

1/30

0/30

0/30

0/30

Collateral

Signature

Renew

Renew

Renew

Renew

Renew

Renew

McCabe Furn.

McCabe Furn.

McCabe Furn.

relevant to these credit extensions were

considered. See attachments for documents requested.

a. All relevant documents in the Bank referring

to a particular customer, i.e. credit history, credit

-2-
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application and financial statements, normally are

considered in making a determination of credit

worthiness. In the instant case, as described above,

Mr. Robinson had an extensive credit history with

Worthen Bank. In addition, Mr. Robinson enjoyed a high

profile in the Little Rock community and was known

throughout the community as a man of exceptional

character and abilities.

o b. Yes.

- INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Without identifying the customer,

please describe loans you have made which you believe support

your assertion that the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made

in the ordinary course of business. Please describe in detail

the assets, liabilities, income, collateral, amount of loan and

other characteristics of the customer which compare to those of

(7 Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

%r RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: As the General Counsel

pointed out on page 8 of the General Counsel's Brief, Worthen

carries approximat.-ely 1,377 second mortgages as collateral for

loans. The data processing system of Worthen does not provide

for accessing the information regarding comparable loans as

requested herein. In addition, it would be extremely time

consuming to manually ferret out identical loans as requested.

-3-



In light of the foregoing, Worthen respectfully requests that

the FEC reconsider this particular request for production.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3: Have you ever made a loan for use in

the campaign of a state or federal candidate other than the

campaign loan to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: If the answer to question 3 is yes,

and without identifying the candidate, please describe the

amount of the loan, the collateral and all other factors which

were used to determine that these loans be made.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

EXAMPLE 1



INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Have you ever denied a loan to a state

or federal candidate when approached for a loan to be used in a

campaign?

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: If the answer to question 5 is yes,

and without identifying the candidate, please describe the

factors which were used to determine that these loans be denied.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Lack of credibility, poor

IN reputation in the community, lack of personal assets to secure

- the loan and perceived inability to raise campaign funds

V1' necessary to repay the loan.

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Wr (501) 375-9131

By: 6K*WF A4A
Kenneth R. Shemin

Attorneys for Worthen Bank &
Trust Company, N.A.

-5-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kenneth R. Shemin, do hereby certify that I mailed a copy
of the above and foregoing Response to Mr. Charles N. Steele,
General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C.
20463, on this ' V day of September, 1985.

Kenneth R. Shemin

C,

-6-



1 0
WORTHEN Bank & Trust Camp"n. N. A.

CRDEDIT ANALYSIS

4

Date /fl~y al qJ~

From fA. 1M4 w

T o 4

CUEwT MW@A

CUST *U@hUS

-mm %C ),a/

mm-a
ANG~onwe wow

m Aw VCA ICk- W14"NWv

o ry U Lm
o .wano
Som Los
0 oo d
0 wi im.

I v

mmWUT mm
A. mu

m. .mmv

CUWA4Msalumm'&Wwmv

0 um"n
o SAftf
0 he GRO
Sow



Af *2

WORTHEN Bank & Trust Company, N, A.

CREDIT ANALYSIS

Date _rv /gyp(
ProM

To :A~

CREDITPROPOSAL

- mlgmlRJ.N .mOUInmi, maona

P ll.- d -b . ~ ~ u
i wmw

S r-18
oppo1

TN/N ol'muemmes UoeAVDOUOSU NEiA& fla MSUhhUSE 9 M Y US..- w*YUUWMIMS ............... MI

SUmAUM1m

mmmOml am"
i -

some-" A001001 SAIN
~ 64011*PN M '

L_

1~-

WA" MPV



e , r) , o "; 0 4 6

August 28, 1981

THIS AGREEMENT between WORTHEN BANK i T Q4ST COMPAY, N.A.,(Worthen)

anGw . .Jr-_ndCmally_-a. B20bi-MCU1___ ___ (Borrower);

WHIEREAS, Borrower borrow A nA 14ald on.
from Worthen and executed a Note o~ rch 2 9,
evidencing such debt and a Mortgaqe so xecuted on that date to secure
such debt conveying as collateral:

Lot 37, Phase II, Jackson Heights Addition to the City of
Jacksonville.p Pulaski County, Arkansas

WiEREAS, Borrower desires to modify the terms of the oriqinal loan andexecute this agreement to evidence such modification, and Worthen has agreedto such modification of terms of repayment;

rJw, TIIEREFORE, be it agreed by Borrower ari1 Worthen as fol.lows:

1. The unpaid principal debt of_'______
shall b e due and payable onFt___uar - , 12 , togetherwith interest 5 per ceoturn per dinau.-

2. All other terms of the original Note datdiarch_2 ,__shall remain in full force and effect, as well as the teris of hek lortgageexecuted to secure such debt. All terms of any other of the Mortgaqe executed
by the parties hereto shall also remain in effect.

3. This Agreement shall have no effect on the original obligation of theBorrower to rpay the sums borrowed nor the obligation of sureties thereon
except as specifically modified hereby.

WIORTIIEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A.

BY:.

BORROWER:

BY: BY:
Tommy F. inson Carolyn . Robinson

We have read and agree to the terms of this A(Ireement.

GUARANTORS A'D/OR COtAKERS:
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MORTGAGE
coNSUMER

KNOW ALL MEN BY THUE PREti.NTS:

ThnwnvF.. Robifsonand&Arlyfl _B.- Robinson, Husband and Wife

(bherh aed "Meftgager" wbether me er more) ft a valule eemdeIt's, do_ h-reby paabargaim , sel,
eemive ed deliver an WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.,o (beefter called "Me ta), a bmking
peupstem mdwd te lst Arkam W ed mto it. sue ad emigM t e fnewlb2- dmbed prett, tewit:

Lot 37, Phase li, Jackson Heights Subdivision to the City of Jackson-
ville, Pulaski County, Arkansas.

FILD &---D

Prepared BY:

Worthen Bank & Trust Co.,
ILD
P.O. Box 1681
Little Rock, AR 72203

81-09459

1.214??

(1) That

N.A.

L -- . '"Mmmomp- 11, 1 
-- m.-- -I- ,-.-.----, " , m
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Thin mortgage also convoys all buildings and imprevomeSsaDoweOr at amy time hereafter lorated emay land herein-
abovedescribed.toetherwithal of the feflowis; equipment mew or at amy tie hereafter located iaamy ch building

m~ o method of anneaztion or removability, viz: All electrical equipment (including lightingeqmpunmt re.
t mnequipment, ci itg fan attic and window fain.n morsand all other electrical paraphernaf) except items
attachd mely by plugging inwall sockets; all furnaces (including floor furnaces).heatem radiators m an enthr

heatg equlpasut @ee"o mall gas sftove em fleer; all bath tubs, toilets, sinks, basins. pipes sad other plumbing equip.
meat; aNsrem , awnings, and wimow shades; all nmoleuandoether permanent flee coverings; all engimes ad
Alat-

(2) TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto the WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A., its succeseers

and aigu feor.

(3) And Mortgagor covenants with Mortgagee. its successors and assigns, that Mortgagor will forever warrant
and defend the tide to all said property against all lawful claims whatever.

(4) PROVIDED, however, the foregoing conveyance Is given an a Mortgage for the purpose of securing-

(a) o p lymeat of .------Oe ..... promissory note .. , of even date herewith, aand alls eu-

cassive extensions and renewals of the indebtednes represented thereby, evidencinlg a principal indebtednes

(which ldebtedness, and all eztensions and renewals thereof is hereinafter called the "Primary Indebted.

a')of Sev......Semen ...Thousandad .....-.--.----..........-.------ -----.-
_.............. ),executedby r............... . ................. ..............

. .................................. payable to the order of Mortgagee. said note(s) bearing Interet
from date until nmturity at the rate recited in said note(s), and after maturity (meaning either normal maturity or

acreted by acceleration) at the highest rate permitted by law per annum, said note(s) being payable astoprincipal and Interest as follows:

The total loan shall be due and payable ON DEMAND or 179 days after
date thereof.

(b) Also. the repayment to the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby of all reimbursable expense at any
time accruing to such holder(s) under the provisions of Paragraph (7) hereof.

Upon the payment of all such sums. this Mortgage will become void and will be released by a proper marginal notation

or, at the option of the holder(s) of the secured debt, by a release deed to be recorded at the expense of Mortgagor.

(5) Mortgagor agrees:

(a) To pay. prior to delinquency. all taxes, special improvement asessments and other governmental charges

against the mortgaged property, both real and personal. at any time levied or becoming due.

(b) To carry insurance upon all insurable property encumbered hereby against such hazards, in such amounts

and under such form of policies, as shall be acceptable to. or requested by, the holder(s) of the indebtedness
secured hereby; each insurance policy to carry mortgage clause in favor of such holder(s) upon such forp

as may be approved by the holder(s), and each policy to be delivered to and held by such holder(s). Also
to carry public liability insurance, and insurance against other hazards, to such extent as may be requested
by the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness. In each instance Mortgagor shall have the right to select the

insurer, subject to Mortgagee's right to reject the proposed insurer for reasonable cause.

(c) To prevent the mortgaged property from becoming encumbered by any lien or charge having priority over,
or em a prity with, the lien of this mortgage; and to comply with all statutes, ordinances and regufatiouis
relating to such property.

(d) To protect the mortgaged property from waste, injury or unusual deterioration and, without subjecting the
property to any statutory lien, to make all replacements and repairs necesary to keep the mortgaged
property in good physical condition. In that connection, it is agreed that Mortgagor may not cut the timber
from any land encumbered hereby ; moreover. Mortgagor may not remove or substantially remoel or alter
any structure on the mortgaged land without the prior written consent 9 f the holder(s) of the secured in.

l ~ () The holder(s) of the Primary Indebtedness or any future or additional indebtednqss secured hereby, under

Paraglraph (4) (b) hereof (whether such indebtedness then be evidenced bVr the original note(s) or by any instr-
ment(s) given in renewal or extension of such indebtedness) may. at the option of such holder(s), declare the ntire
unmatured portion of all indebtedness secured hereby, together, with all interest accrued on the entire seure debt, to
be immediately due and payable, and the same shall forthwith become immediately due and payable (which acelera-
tion of maturity may be accomplished without notice to anyone), in any one of the following events:
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(a) Upon the filing of a voluntary or involuntary petition to subject Mortgagor (or any party obigated as
maker, endorser, surety or guarantor for the payment of the secured indebtedness) to any bankruptcy.
debt-adjustment, receivership or other insolvency proceeding.

(b) Upon the occurrence of any event, which, under the terms of the instrument(s) at any time evidencing the
indebtedness secured hereby, warrants an acceleration (at the option of the payee) of the maturity osld
indebtedness.

(c) if default shall be made in the payment of any part of the principal indebtednes secured hereby, or any
interest accruing on such principal indebtedness, as the same becomes due and payable according to the
terms of the original notes), or of any extension or renewal thereof at any time evidencing such indebted.
nm.

(d) If Mortgagor shall fail to comply with any of the agreements contained in Paragraph (5) of this mortgage.

(e) If Mortgagor, being a partnership or a corporation, shall be dissolved or reorganized in any manner.

(f) If at any time it should appear that the Mortgagor has attempted to sell free from the lien of this Mortgage
any personal property or removable fixture encumbered hereby, or is about to attempt such a sale; or that
any personalty or removable fixture encumbered hereby has been, or is about to be, moved to a different
jurisdiction, subjected to physical damage or unusual deterioration, seized under legal process, or subjected
by the Mortgagor or a third party to any other disposition which in the opinion of the holder(s) of th, se-
cured indebtedness will impair the security value of this instrument.

(g) If at any time it shall appear that any financial statement or other representation made to obtain the loan
secured hereby is materially incorrect; or that Mortgagor's title to the mortgaged properties, or any portion
thereof, is subject to any prior lien. title or interest not mentioned in this mortgage as a prior encumbrance.

(h) If at any time Mortgagor shall sell or convey the title to or any interest in any realty mortgaged hereunder
without the prior written consent of the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness.

It is particularly understood that the foregoing acceleration provisions will be applicable not only to the maturities
recited in the original mortgage note(s) but also to any substituted maturities created by extension or renewal. The
failure of the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness to declare an acceleration of maturities when a ground therefor
exists, even though such forbearance may be repeated from time to time, will not constitute a waiver of the right of such
holder(s) to accelerate maturities upon a reoccurrence of the same ground therefor; nor will the act of such holder(s) in
remedying any condition resulting from Mortgagor's default bar the holder(s) from declaring an acceleration of maturi.
ti by reason of such default.

(7) If the holdtr(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall expend any sum or sums for the protection of any of
the mortgaged property or the lien of this mortgage (such holder(s) to have uncontrolled discretion as to the necessity
of making any such expenditures). the.repayn.ent of such sum or sums on demand (with interest thereon at the rate of
10% per annum from the date of each expenditure) shall be the personal obligation of the Mortgagor; and such obliga-
tion to repay will constitute a part of the indebtedness secured hereby. The expenditures thus made reimbursable will in.
clude (without limiting the foregoing) taxes, special improvement assessments, insurance premiums, repairs and main.
tenance expenses, watchman's compensation, sums paid to discharge prior liens, rents on premises in which mortgaged
personalty may be situated. etc. The cost of any abstract or supplemental abstract procured by the holder(s) of the se-
cured indebtedness to facilitate foreclosure will also constitute a part of the reimbursable expense secured hereby.

(8) In the event of a default hereunder the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall be entitled to the
following remedies:

(a) Such holder(s) may foreclose this mortgage through equity proceedings in respect to any real estat en.
cumbered hereby.

(b) Such holder(s) may require the Mortgagor to assemble (at Mortgagor's expense) any or all of the per-
sonal property encumbered hereby and make it available to such holder(s) at a place specified by such
holder(s) which is reasonably convenient to both parties; and such holder(s) may enforce all of its or their
remedies, in respect to the encumbered personal property, that may be available under the Uniform Com.
mercial Code. In this last event all expenses of retaking, holding, preparing for sale, selling or the like, a
well as all reasonable attorney's fees (not exceeding 10% of the secured indebtedness plus accrued interest)
and lawful expenses incurred by said holder(s) in enforcing such remedies shall be payable to said holder(s)
by Mortgagor and shall constitute a part of the secured indebtedness.

(c) The holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby may enforce the lien of this mortgage in respect to all real
and personal property encumbered hereby by proceedings that are prosecuted simultaneously or are press-
cuted separately in such order as the holder(s) may select.

(9) The Mortgagor releases all right of appraisement hereunder and also releases unto the Mrtgages all right of
redemption under the laws of Arkansas. including particularly all right of redemption under the Act of May 8, 189.

( 10)And . a___.___
.. . ..... ... n. . .. .. w i . .e _-_----

o f th e sa id -................ ........................

for a valuable consideration hereby acknowledged, hereby release -... unto the Mortgagee, its succeseS and esgu

all .----------.... he-r..-............ rights of dower and homestead in respect to the property encumbered hereby.XW N _.III,._ - .. day of'? .!L_ .a A.1)

TffiyFn b~i a roI lyn 'Wrou iFhor

STATE OF ARKANSAS
Countyof-_Pulask .. .as. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

BE IT REMEMBERED, That on this day came before me, the undersigned, a . .-taryrPub I ..... ,
r ... .thinand for theCounly aforesaid, du.c omisioned and actinrJ ' _ -... J sq _o A_ n _o_ T _ q .. _ _ .-tV I ;l: b o _ j . . .
..........-................................ .. .. --- to noslly
well known as the grantor in the foregoing Mortgage, and acknowledged that .- had executed the
same for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth.

And on the ese day voluntarily appeared before me the said n ... ( yLn..R t.L".. -

--..----,- ... ... . ... .. wi. . . .. of the Samid

to me personally well known, and . ..CQiLb.nL..RQb..,O..I...... . in the abenc of he said bnd,
declared that she had of her own free will executed said mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquishment of dower and
homestead therein contained, for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without te compulsib
or undue influence of her said husband.

WITN my hanand seaa.i ch Notary PublicI na MYMarch nBon this . day of.of1,
My comsmiso expires:-----

X % 4,%NotaryPubli



S STATE OF ARKANW@ J . ACKNOWLEt

Centy d 
1

IT REMEMBERED, That e this day came before me, the undersignd a
within and fw the County awlud, duly commisemei d aod acting

toeme pemela
wel hu m eas t ants .-.- In the foregoing Mortgage, and acknowledged that ...........-- .. had exeuted the
same for the e dorwatie and prpe-es therein metiened and set forth.

AndmtheNome day vouery appuared before efhthehid
.wi -- -- fthe tod

ten peremnly well known, and -.---- - - in the cheen o f her mid ihadni4
dedared that she had of her own free will. executed said mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquibmet of dower
and hemeatd therein tained, fw the coaideratien and purpses therein mentioned and set forth, without the cm.

ouis er und ib m i h sad husband.
WITNS my hand and seal as suh

eonthbi day ofI..

Notary Pubk
My commhnim expires:

STATE OF ARKANSAS

Coutyo -------- ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Onthidayw..........................before .
a Notary Public duy commisioed, qualified and acting within and for said County and State, appeared in peren the
within Named. ..........-. .......................... and

-- ( .... ...---- .-.--------- .-.----- .-.-- ----------- a n d ................. ........ ......... ........ ....... .. .. . .. , s ed ., o
.- - ---------- .......... .. ........................................... ...... ..... ..... ..- l--a vel .

tiemunder the lawsof ... ...............-------... ),tompersonallywolknownhwbstated
that they w ere the -.----------------.-.--.-.--------.- .............. and ---------- .............. . . ... . d ,h
.... sy e......... ..... . ... ......... ..... .. a..d.............

aesrperatie, and were duly authorized in their respective capacities to execute the foregoing insrument for and in the
name and behalf of said corporation, and further stated and acknowledged that they hade seigned, executed and delivered
aid foregoing instrument for the ceosideration, uses and purpeses therein mentiond and set ferth.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF. I have hereunto set my hand and official seal this day osj ., 1* ....

Notary Pulk
My emmienexpires:------.

0 r

00

CERTIFICATE OF RECORD

STATE OF ARKANSAS

The und1gnd being the Ccui C and x.Off~io re 1e th County afereaid hey e

.. ........ ................ Arkana e en ti ... ................. ...... .... day f ..... ...

le ., 8 ............. o. 'clock........... M,and that the mamei edulyre red in .....................
at lP .................. ,t seq., of the Mortgage Recordl of his said offie.

IN WTWESSe WE33OF, the ukndrind haa set bin hand andoffiil sel thin.................-...... duy o

..--.-. I..- .....

Circut Cler and Ex.(fld Rlinrs

Sy~... . __ _ _
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MORTGAGE
CONSUMER

KNOW ALL MRN BY THMS PRESENTS:

(1) That Tommny Robinson

(heimsftuw Od Mwtgagee. wheer emeewmene) fer a vahehie .. Aietk% d-- hsreb7 aintbaiso 04dl
emvey mWi lve =to WORTMEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY. NA, (koefe ~d"e mw tgege)$ a heahi

I- ---*un-mmed I the awe of Arbasmam, dMtO i1*3 miniini 34amipaO, th .wbg dmieA pewt..wk:

Second Mortg age
-T 37, rhas , Jackson Heights Addition to the City of jacksonville,

County of Pulaski, State of Arkansas.

1414377 my.3"eI THIS rSFimmmFNt !RFPARfD BY
WORTHEN DAN" Alf)T'-7CO.N.A.

I



Thi mortgage also conveys all bildings and improvements now or anty time hereafter located ouanay land berioa.
above descrihed, .ogeth with all of the folowinlequlpment now or at amy me beaftlecated in any such buIdin
regalessof method of annexatie or removablity, vi A Aletria equipnot (including el i quipment a.
fig in oquiMnout, ceilingfa attic and window fans, motors and an e relectrical prnebept Item
attached merly by plugging in wall sockef; all fhurnace (incldln furnace). eaterk, radiaters and all eter
heating equipment except small gas stoves en floor; all bth tubs, to si nkbas, bin_, pipe. and other plumbinga quip
meat; an screens, awnings, and window hade; an nodeum ad Other permanent fleer coverings; all nm ne. nd
deateon.

(2) TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto the WORTHUN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A., its sucesor,
and asigns forever.

(3) And Mortgagor covenants with Mortgages, Its sucessors and ssigns, that Mortgagor wil forever warrant
and defend the tilde to all said property against all lawful claims whatever.

(4) PROVIDED, however, the foregoing conveyance in given as a Mortgage for the purpose of securing-

(a) The plyment of ............one i ..te.of even da h a all soc.
eelve extensios and renewals of the indebtedness representd thereby, evidencing a principal idebtedn

(which Indebtedness, and all exteosle. sand renewals thereof is hereinafter called the "Primary Indebted.
nMon) of ...... Forty-eht.Th... usandand..No O0 ---------------------------
Dollar 8s _..00.00 executed by Tn................ ... Robinson

. . . . .n fo the ros r of Mout s idne(o) b imrs

mebiy created by acceleratdon) at the MOM~ rate puedtte by low permWi Issbgpyns
prbipal elad Interestas follows:

ON DEMAND OR Ninety-two days (October 9, 1984).

(b) Aso, the repayment to the holder(s) of the Indebtedness secured hereby of all reimbursable expense at any
time accruing to such holder(s) under the provisions of Paragraph (7) hereof.

Upon the payment of all such sums, this Mortgage will become void and will be released by a proper marginal notation

or, at the option of the holder(s) of the secured debt. by arelease deed to be recorded at the expense of Mortgagor.
(5) Mortgagor agrees:

(a) To pay. prior to delinquency. all taxes, special improvement assessments and other governmental charges
against the mortgaged property, both real and personal, at any time levied or becoming due.

(b) To carry insurance upon all insurable property encumbered hereby against such hazards, in such amonats
and under such form of policies, as shall be acceptable to. or requested by, the holder(s) of the indebtedness
secured hereby; each insurance policy to carry mortgage clause in favor of such holder(s) uponueach form
as may be approved by the holder(s), and each policy to be delivered to and held by such holder(s). Also
to carry public liability insurance, and insurance elainst other hazards, to such extent as may be requested
by the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness. In each instance Mortgagor shll have the right to select the
insurer, subject to Mortgagee's right to reject the proposed insurer for reasonable cause.

(c) To prevent the mortgaged property from becoming encumbered by any lien or charge having priority over,
or on a parity with. the lien of this mortgage; and to comply with all statutes, ordinances and regulatlens
relating to such property.

(d) To protect the mortgaged property from waste, injury or unusual deterioration and. without subjecting the
property to any statutory lien. to make all replacements and repairs necessary to keep the mortgaged
property in good physical condition. In that connection, it is agreed that Mortgagor may not cut the timber
from any land encumbered hereby; moreover. Mortgagor may not remove or substantially remodel or alter
any structure on the mortgaged land without the prior written consent 9f the bolder(s) of the secured in-
debtedness.

(a) lrow wdl a all tipies ep poperbooksfa e iunt M i ftstLbdlo br ourhbyLautho i mLadr
to make or cause to be v~s, at Sorrwnors espuss. Oa mobs anenseand atswtmus a nLe~fnderiuwas) imecon OWaandas d am books. recor., sad pers m te cinody oreeo braui ofoevmr or aers rosasas Serro 0 flaseal or
beacoadaios aectudan ste ining of smn theed eatrons stesorom an (hi ameae an pras of any of

(I) kioe wil furnab to Lender at bhsexpmfr Uhe wovemintporodmosmnd y ndId a dll sh f5 n he

duro iserns from r ~. , l, an eeso i nch anhr upo reu shde b

Paragraph. (4). (b) hereof (whether such tIndebtednues then be evidenced hr the originld note41s) or by y
mont~s) given In renewal or extension of such Indebtedness) may. at the Opsoenm of suh hode(s). die I
unmatued porion of all indebtedness secured hereby, tOgether with all interest accrued on the enie ued , i
be imned~atly due and payable, and the same shall forthwith become immediately doe and pgyade (Slldsb i ,
ten of maturity may be accomplished without notice to anyroe), in any one of the foloing es:
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(a) Upon the filing of.a voluntary or involuntary petition to subject Mortgagor (or any party obligated as
maker, endorser, surety or guarantor for the payment of the sourod indebtednes) to any bsamrupt,
debt-adjustment, receivership or other insolvency proooding.

(b) Upo the occurrence of any event, which, under the terms of the instrument(s) at any time evide lr theindebtedness secured hereby, warrants an acceleration (at the option of the pays@) ofthe maturity 8M
idebtdnuess.

(c) If default shall be made in the payment of any part of the principal indebtednem secured hereby, or any
interest accruing on such principal indebtedness. as the same becomes due and payable according to the
terms of the original note(s), or of any extension or renewal thereof at any time evidenciag such indebtd.
ness.

(d) If Mortgagor shall fail to comply with any of the agreements contained In Paragraph (5) of thi mortgage.
(e) If Mortgagor, being a partnership or a corporation, shallb e dissolved or reorganized in any manner.
(f) If at any time it should appear that the Mortgagor has attempted to sell free from the lien of thi Mortgage

any personal property or removable fixture encumbered hereby, or is about to attempt such a sale; or that
any personalty or removable fixture encumbered hereby has been, or is about to be, moved to a different
jurisdiction, subjected to physical damage or unusual deterioration, seized under legal proes, or subjected
by the Mortgagor or a third party to any other disposition which in the opinien of the holder(s) of these.
cured indebtedness will impair the security value of this instrument.

(g) If at any time it shall appear that any financial statement or other representation made to obtain the lena
secured hereby is materially incorrect; or that Mortgagor's title to the mortgaged properties, or any portio
thereof, is subject to any prior lien, title or interest not mentioned in this mortgage an a prior encumbrance.

(h) If at any time Mortgagor shall sell or convey the tite to or any interest in any realty mortgaged bereunder
without the prior written consent of the holder(s) of the secured Indebtedness.

It in particularly understood that the foregoing acceleration provisions will.be applicable not only to the maturities
recited in the original mortgage note(s) bet also to any subetituted maturities created by exteensn or renewal. The
failure of the holder(s) of the secured indebtednem to declare an acceleration of maturities when a ground therefor
exists, even though such forbearance may be repeated from time to time, will not nstituto a waiver of the right o suchi
holder(s) to accelerate maturities upon a reoccurrence of the same ground therefer; nor will the act of sach hlder(s) it
remedying any condition resulting from Mortgagor's default bar the holder(s) from doelaring an aceleration of maturi-
ties by reason of such default.

(7) If the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall expend any sun or aums for the protection of any of
the mortgaged property ornthe lien of this mortgage (such holder(s) to have uncontrolled discretiona s to the noceumity
of making any such expenditures), tre.repaynent of such sum or sume on demand (with interest thereon at the rate of
10% per annumfrom the date of each expenditure) shall be the personal obligation of the Mortgager; and such bliga-
tion to repay will constitute a part of the indebtedness secured hereby. The expenditures thus made reimbursable wll in-
clude (without limiting the foregoing) taxes, special improvement assesaments, insurance premiums, regair and main.
temance expenses, watchman's compensation, suo paid to discharge prior liom, rents on promises in which mortgaed
persenalty may be situated, etc. The cest of any abstract or supplemental abstract proered by the hoder(s) of theii.
cured indebtedness to facilitate foreclosure will also constitute a port of the reimbursable expense soered hsroby.

(8) In the event of a default hereunder the holder(p) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall be entitled to the
following remedies:

(a) Such holder(s) may foreclose this mortgage through equity proceedings in respect to any rea estate et-
cumbered hereby.

(b) Such holder(s) may require the Mortgagor to amemble (at Mortgagor's expense) any or all of the oper-
sonal property encumbered hereby and make it available to such holder(s) at a place specified by sech
holder(s) which is reasonably convenient to both parties; and such holder(s) may enforce all of its or their
remedies, in respect to the encumbered personal property, that may be available under the Unifm Com-
mercial Code. In this last event all expenses of retaking, holding, preparing for sale, selling or the like, awell as all reasonable attorney's fees (not exceeding 10% of the secured indebtdnesA plus accrued interes)
and lawful expenses incurred by said holder(s) in enforcing such remedies shall be payable to said bdde(s)
by Mortgagor and shall constitute a part of the secured indeb4odnss.

(e) The holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby may enforce the lien of this mortgage in respect to all real
and personal property encumbered hereby by proceedings that ar prosecuted simultaneously or ae prm
cuted separately in such order as the holder(s) may select.

(9) The Mortgagor releases all right of appraisement hereunder and ae releases unto the Mortgagee all right of
redemption under the laws of Arkansas, including particularly all right of redemption under the Act of May 8, 18.

(I0) And ......... T. .y1t .Robinson hsads........ .. ............................................................ ................ .... .................... husbards)

and .................................................................................................................................................................................... 'A ................
of the said Mortgagor(s), for valuable consideration hereby acknowledged, hereby release unto the said Mortgagee, its
successors and assigns all of the nght of dower, homestead and curtesy, rmpectively, in and to the property encumbendhereby.

EXECUTED on ibis 9th day of. July ............................................ .... ... ... ..
................................................................................................................... . ..
.. ...... ........................................................................................ .... -------------

STATE OF ARKANSAS

County Pulaski .. ACKNOWLEDGMENT
BE IT REMEMBERED, That on this day came before me, the undersigned, a _ NotarLPub iic

................................... within and for the County aforesaid, duly commissioned and acting
.. ... ...........-- 10MM _ Rob .nson.. . ...... . ... ...................---------.. ,o.-.. .. . .... ....... omprssl

use for the consideration and purpose therein mentioned and set forth.
And on the same day voluntarily appeared before me, the sad.........T..iJt... Roblinson

................................. husband(s) and ............................................ ..... .... . .
wre...." ........ to me pe rsonaily well known, and they in the absence of. their spouse(s) delae that they hadI of' their own
frewill.executed said. Mortgae and signed and sealed .the relinquishment of dower, homind and ,urs theu
contained, for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without the copuso or undeaibss
of their spouse.

WITNESS my hand and seal as such ......oarL...JA PbliC
on this gth day of 1UI9,.I!84 .

My c m isio expires:... ..... Nota......y....... ... bl....c.
My commission expires:

, 0.................... 4c 0 ................................................

I

ViNot-M-- ---Po-k--



STATE OF ARKANSAS I u. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

County of-....------ ..----- --------
EDGM EN

BE IT REMEMBERED. That qn this daycame.befere me, the undersigned, a
.......................... within and f6r the Couily . aforesaid, duly commissioned and atiug ....

. ...........-. ..-......................-

................ ......... .... .... . . ...----- -------------------- -.... to me per mn y
well known as the grantor .... iahe foregoing-Mortgage. and acknowledged that--------------had exeuted the
same for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and net forth.

And on the same day voluntarily appeared before me the said ............... .......... .
............... wi ................. -.. ..... ofels m

tome personally well known, and ............................ in the absence of her said husbaend
declared that she had of her own free will executed said mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquishment of dower and
homestead therein contained, for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without the compulsion
or undue influence of her said husband.

WITNESS my hand andseal as such............ ...............................

on this . ........... day of.19 .......
My commission expires: ..........

Notary Pile

STATE OF ARKANSAS }L ACKNOWIDGMZNT
Cutye.. . ......

O.thinbdayefit1 ......... befor ,
a Ntary Puli duy commissioned, qualfied and acting within and for said County and State, appss in iperss tO

wthin named . - ----------------------- _---_anw~tl------ I...-,",- - --,...---..... ..... .. . .. . .... a . ........ a ... ..... ..... . ...
.... ................. .... .. .. . ....... ... ,,e f

tdenundoertolawsof-.....--.--- -- -.........-- -- - - .... ),tmepersoallywollhaOwnwho stated

thehy wereotheo...... ---.------ -- and .....----.- fOtl t o w .t ...... ... ..................... .. .. ..... n Vi

a epe-atoa. and were duly autborized in their respective capacities to ezeeute the foregoing instrument fur and In the
name and beaf of said cerperatie nand further muted and acknowledged that they had ssinod, eecumted and delivered
suid fwgebg instrument for the -eso ten, uses and purpms therein monteied sad set forth.

IN T IM ONY WHBZOP I have hereunto set my hand and officiald seal tbis...... day of

, 1. .............

Notary Pudfe
my eemml oe .zplres:

0.I
JE

0!

GOI

iO

CERTIFICATEg OF RECORD

STrATE OP ARKANSAS
Ceutyef...s

The undeunlgud, being theruit Clerk ad Ex-Offic ecode for the County afoesaimd, hereby etifiS that
the amazed and foreonmrtg ag we fled for record in his offie at - ....-......

.- . clock. ..................... ....... ntathaainwuyeedeue...

atPage............ ........... et sq.ofthe Mertageao lods of hh sedfIM.
IN WITHERS8 WHERElOF, th undersigned has et is hand and official sal this .................. .... day of

........ ....... ................................. , 1....

Cire ci, Oer and Hz.Offtcio Reerer

Byv...........



TOMMY ROBINSON FOR CON S CAMPAIGN FUND Prime + 2% oatin Max. 14.0%

10-9-84 .48,Ooo,00 .............. ((0.... ....................
U06 A& ................. A(M9) 0p ......... ...................

ON DEMAND OR Ninety-two (92) Days

..... . HeC..........................iy o . o m
Second mortgg e on Lot 37,older ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i]wo d of WWw. ofm a a ofin. 6,ofUtIlokAreothnl

Ckof nvle , Courenssn fd Pulai , Sat e f Clarknsaso . Gurat ofTmyRoirn

The undersigne execute thisnote as.maker. for alue, n tshrb gedta ntennpyet sadwe hyrsetvl

becom payble, of theeobligation or aicny ith bitso n teud inderetot1...%M nw fe or heat r Irbe, whthe n int orsval

n ft M y folon aonyle tn Ingenk' ine formo. bit ln no vent tc e ceedo n h gu arant Isuey o a o acc

rwin e, o Wt n, itr a nriwgi it oil boas t nserreof, o a qie h btaoo t a yeo~ re of Ot note hlel toerNy "w posntinen for Ipe nt nto lo non' aw'ilnro wi -' /. Ie~

orncoip thdo tint e of piliat m be oran ite nt oit e thaln. To so a o th o n e

of uoiaio. vmy sll all oank lartofe or oolltel. inul a d due or oseoom du t. as ... r l place n

isee cit o ittle hes sadnk, itsV w assigs wa etemnwtotpirntcet rdmn fayo heprishrtadi h

instmae o L ot u3t ase t ackson neo ghts Addtthon to the City ofS e c n d o r t a g e o n 0 Z ... .. . ... ... .... ............. .......... .

packsonvile, County of Pulaski. State of Arkansas. Guaranty of Toey Rbtin n.

... .. . .. . ... ... . .. I .. .. . .. .. . . ... . . .... ..... .... .... I.. .... 1. .. .............. .

. ..................... . .. .... .. ... .. ........ .. ... ............. .. . ................ . ... . .. . .. .. .. .... ........ .. ... .. ..... .. . .......... .. .. ....... .. ..... .. I... ....... ......... .. ... ......... .

The undolic or @%nute ths not e o ekeds. for vaure and i is here apled ht on the prn -ipo mnt. i ert when o ne y.ter
b0lain her eto or on. o any othic oulrredwh onelte a ny o f thendernotdowingtto soai hn eotor anigns. us or n of usva.
ordman or acondr e or ont as t the for i a bill,note, eptance. enooreat, guarnt, sureasn omayt. open elecn ot
oIfwi the collad @lWe eplhed as all osist of s hrnsof tockereof. o aincurpr too .o ai qu kor it ain isyheryor outhie po coaus .
sricisptl be trst r this ibl atio in full. o any nnallment of in n iuon this o p any o t mi t o o ther isgion. the id an .o llitli i nf
ahilgation othr-, a n rileg es at publot ore rivate glra. tfoo it un to e i llrght on pri lees o in conne n int e a weiteo
begid cth of tte f ll r coid ianl. oit votin or o y perm1n. without rntrr ntice to o lde d of ay of te prties rl and i aw
insthlen of such hulic aall without fsurther aferissmen u than on f nrtoon. nd lie than two ra othhere inucnlc. ion ith t sp leded
rpublinerd in sd Citv. id ri Bink. os alln. ma bt any uah of ie secpuricy hell o aid pen. hei eoll r li. A nk f ortisgns. may

such publ o rivte sale cah blnce of the prloeeds o credit therof. Ioappl s ed uon u e prn tionp tereit a td. en d d a y t
nesliaoy hrcofel o hsrfr inurred whett ll her the hen due o r n er owing o mid B .ori tio l gshar Iny of u. igtto
orcr, maoner and diltlorions a th ld Banku o beitf. masy Stoft.
m Ia se ollloro l hereby plo d ishallt in spt theretof regarlessof a orfalt, thid an. or rign isu ig h teb tuhoried t blu a
shares to be trsi ltre i o it own fromt •me to t e nsme of tny uodeorse sanctid by ot ) as i pl gn be tee of othe he s wn shall be a ( in
addition to the rights and privileges otherwise granted to it hereunder)to exercise all rights and privileges in con nection with t he sh ereisbvvi ue of

belng u der he smereof of reod tincsuding vtind o er powers; erd whethor n to givse toder ank orcaodgnto rceihe addol c oaitie al
on the pleg.d hare an ill •ema fsu additional follr suhd bywaly o stck divdend. i thi or o raftier in dondet heirf. or i n the le ventld

f ahereunder. All such dvdenp reoin ed shall be fnd bet o d prt the syurty heold by taid Blingk hatundo Snd Bnk, or its oaignso
acceptnd ro p for a n calh dvdnds on the pldged shres. or any addtion l shres isued on tonno ton thoeow anth r whn oenmd byl
naessry i ance and s urrender the cortificated, ovlrlng the pegoed shares n odr to reeivot ch addtotionol thresId .an the rght to
pu hly new or idditional stock shall ccrue to the benefit of id shares. mi Bank shall not be obligated to orcise such right of nchae.•ut

hy sell o otderwie dsposll of its rghtl in res t thereto regrdlers of eny defule by the ndereizegrl, of sucl rllgtera b t thrnsfeal, and.ho
the proceedl as a pen1 f said security

Th a od s olnllsm a ls y f rom tiom to tl m. by onsent of the undmrspgnei and g.s fo nk, or alssin, b xchang d for ollerl., tihh s all b
hod under e sam eo termand conditons. The undorsgned and endorsers hereon ogrea to ti or an o, or assigns such aotio na o clirl
an it, or they. macte any t hme d mand. If such em.daioya collter l shll not be g vrn wthen twnth-four hour afliter mn or ds osition t n ofvnt

, j-of an alica~tion fo the appoi0ntment of a recei~ver for the undersgned. or any party hereto. or the IF ling of a petition in bankruptcy by of •oIorl. o

the m king of g sallpaall pgnm en s by the undsofgn d, or any gu ntor or endorser othf c noa or wy hrty iredto. or any other ti of ilhnll
of any of deid artit howvor e hrwised or indinged. ll of lte tfo.reaso labltore y shll. without notice. at the oton of the said rynk ooe

o~mmediately due. without demand for payment thereOof

Tho undeors igned shll take ill necessry tio p to dmionistr. supervise, preserve, protect and realhe upon ai ll collateral. but the d ank. of
,its assigns. may. at their option, collet.1 roeow, extend, compromise. exchange. sue for. or realize upon, any and oil of said collateral. the mod Bank.

in any or thegns, shall of th t by the udrsignedo the makers or endorsers of or atito in or aner oy other heolatOn upon any claim of
any k cnd or character. which they, or any of them, may sek to s rti growng out of or connected wuth thh deuleng wor h or d s oshteon by mod enk of
ilny of sid collowarls.

The undlrsgn d shll py all expenei of any naturep whether incurred n or out of court and weiethor ncurred before or after this note mall
totome due at of tmatuhriy, or otherwio including but not ined to r easonabte into ey ofer annrd cost, which m y be necistary or roe m in
connection with the suervson. prnervatfon. hoticteon of. or raliaton upon. s aid collaterals Tho sd Bank or assigns. th. upon snydeful
SanyOfl tereonmsOf h snot by th undorsgned. or the endorsers hereon or tie maturty normal or acceepted of anyof the oblgton of an of

th makersh o tndoerft. efurred by any provson hersl, or t any time after such mpturiity retaon the proceeds of iny chUcks, drfsc noteso
accepta1nces which it o they may hold o have in process of collction for the account of the undersigned or endorsers hereon, or any of them. and

maytain s aidcSshallt thae wpo any money on depove t with it or thelm. to the crert of ty undersigned or onedorsers hereon. obun t hem.

l ath h avyte th ihor anyef aind oh ofs gtions of the undersgnd.or ony te the m . inmaey ode. c d i e er an o ro oreiofs si o.the o at @to.
It ls f asher ir thai olla p e ay ranlsfr o tis wee siild Blnk may dlve the $o colltrl. or any part thereof. to the erenforse,

shall theronbeco 9 vested with oil f th1e powers •rd rights hereonabov• give11 to the sai B$ank in respt: to sid no0te and collatral and0 It
salid Bank shal1l be "wreshlof oever rlieved and fully dischlrged f rom any Ilbilit or respOosbility in conlnection1 lterwith. Upon t he discharge of

ahi olli , shall hsum.paseattorney'el or t t h order of f the undpisignedpa or plndarlscre her; bus
shall also have ih* right to retain such of4 mod €o111ra11 as it. or they. reay ¢onsd.rl desirable to sec ure any on, o mrenof• Ofid other obligatios to

mod Bank. just as it the said collateral so retairned were specifically pledged therefo

If this obligation. after default. is placed in the hands of an attorney for collection, the makereil will be obligated to pay the holder hereof an
addliia sur, as IttOrneV'l fee, eqlual to ton' per cet of the unpaid princiopal plus all accrued interest

Ite Insured namid in any le insurance polcyNptheadco l aforthlie now shoulddie. the o he my. at
he enire p in e indeed n se thn owing hereunder, with aS inerest aocrued tereon. to be eimellsily due and paable.

101wof wil at all timesl keep proper boks of accounts in a manner satisaictoy to Lender. Borrower hereby authorim Lender is make or
cause to be rad. at Borrower's expenses, and in such manner and at such timo s Lander requires, (a) ineions and audits of amy beks
reord, and papers in custody or control of Borrower or others, relating to Sorrowelr' financial or business condition, including the making of
cops thereof and extracts therefrom and (bl inspections and apprasilel of any of Borrower's assets.

Borrower win furnish to Lander at his expense for the twelve months period most recently ended and annually thereafter no later than ninety
1i9) deys following the expiration of any such period and at such other times and en such form as Lender may prescril, Borrower s financial
operating stamment. Borrower hereby authorizes all federal, state. and municipal authorities to furnish reports of examinations, rowds and other
information relating to the consitions and affairs of Borrower and any desired information from reports, returns, files, and records of such
authorities upon request therefor by Lender.

PIMono ,........................................ TO ROBINSO) FOf C NGRESS.CA.Mn AGN.FUND

425 West Broadway, Suite K 
...... A. IG..

North Little Rock, AR 72114 TO .. , R F.UND
BiY :s ..g. .s ....j ......... ......
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APPRAISAL REPORT
FOR

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A.

MORROWER: Tommy Robinson

ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

PROPERTY ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

CERTIFICATE

We hereby certify that we have personally inspected this property and that all statemenis and informationgiven in this

appraisal report are true to the best of our knowledge and belief and that we have no interest whsatsoeve in e propmW.

owner, or as a creditor of the borrower.

DATE APPRAISED DATe Om w Am *'wm

May 18, 1984

VALUE LAND $15,000 VALU

VALUE IMPS. 
73,900

TOTAL VALUE $88,900

APPRAISED BY: APPR

Tom L. Wra_

DATE RE-APPRAISED DATI

VALUE LAND

VALUE IMPS.

TOTAL VALUE

APPRAISED BY: APPRAISED BY: APPRAISED BY:

HEATING AND AIR CONDmONED AREA 1.980 go.FT. X $30.00 $59,400

GARAGE7ANDTORAGEAEA 750 s.F. X $12.00 9,000

CARPORT AREA I0. FT. 1,000

KITCHEN EQUIPMENT

FIREPLACE 
2 ,000

WALWAS. DRIVEWAYS. LANDSCAPING, 
2000

OTHER:

TOTAL VALUE IMPROVEMENTS $73,900

2-57-310AN I0 1, 12
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NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION
NEIGHBORHOODTREND: IMPROVING, XX STxx STATIC DeININ
TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD Residential homes in $85,000 to S95,000 range

LOT INFORMATION
LOTNO. 37 sqIO. II suswvmmm Jackson Heights
SIZE _ _x SHAPe Rectangle AREA West of/--acksonviIe eYes

TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES - . d;-el
Blacktop No Yes YesSTREET ALLEY SIDEWALKS DRIVES_Public Public Public PublicWATERELECTRIC Publi

BUILDING INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS One-level brick ranch style residence

EXTERIOR DETAIL

ROOF Comp. Shingles

GUTTERS No

EXTERIOR WALLS Brick

PORCHES Concrete

WODOWS Aluminum Framed
FOUNDATION Slab on Grade

MECHANICAL DETAIL

ELECTRICAL

HEATING

AIR CONDITIONING

PLUMUING

SPECIAL EQUIPMENT

uuuu uailty

Central

Central

Fireplace, Dishwasher,

Electric Ranue

INTERIOR DETAILS TRIM FLOOR$ WALLS CEIUNG8 DOORS

UVING Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
0INING Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
BEDROOMS (3) Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
FAMILY ROOM Good Carpets Paneling Sheetrock Solid
KITCHEN Good Vinyl Paper Sheetrock Solid
SATH (2) Good Carpets Paper/tile Sheetrock Solid
UT1LTY Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
HALLS Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
SEWING ROOM None
STUDY None
e PORPR- GARAGE 2-Car Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock 2-Overhead
AGE OF IMPROVEMENT 6 Years1Good
IMMEDIATE REPAIRS NEEDED

OTHER INFORMATION: Directions to Subject Property:

Go to Jacksonville, Arkansas; exit Main Street Exit; turn leftback under freeway and go about two miles west toward Gravel Ridgeto Harris Road; turn right to General Samuels Road; turn left toSecond Street on right (Adams Street); turn right to third house
on left.

I

L I

Good Quality

Electric Range
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 85 SEPI 1inP:.n

1500 TOWER BUILDING
Donald T. Jack, Jr. LITTLE ROCK, ARKA NSAS 72201 (501)37544 ",

(501) 375-9151

September 9, 1985

.~,.

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission ro •
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: FEC MUR 1721 FEDERAL EXPRESS

Dear Mr. Gross:

Enclosed are the responses of Mr. Edwin P. Henry of
First Commercial Bank, to the interrogatories submitted by the
Federal Election Commission in the above referenced matter,
which are due September 10, 1985.

3 If you have any questions, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

Donald T. Jack, J

dp

Enclosures



STATE OF ARKANSAS

COUNTY OF PULASKI

AFFIDAVIT

BEFORE ME, Notary Public, duly commissioned by and acting on

behalf of the State of Arkansas, personally came and appeared

EDWIN P. HENRY who, after being first duly sworn, did depose and

say in response to the interrogatories submitted by the Federal

Election Commission on August 16, 1985:

1. Please produce a copy of the loan application, financial
statement, loan agreement and any other documents used by you
to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

RESPONSE: See Attachment 1, Loan Application, May 6,
1984;

See Attachment 2, Personal Financial Statement
of Tommy Robinson, April 30, 1984;

See Attachment 3, Promissory Note (Loan
C Agreement), May 7, 1984;

See Attachment 4, Ethics in Government Act-
-- Financial Disclosure Statement.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness
of a customer?

RESPONSE: No.

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

RESPONSE: Not applicable.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

RESPONSE: Not applicable.



U4U
b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank
loans) prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

RESPONSE:

We discussed the fact that there was additional debt, but
did not discuss specific amounts due to the fact that our
loan was to be repaid from a specific source, that being
campaign contributions which had been committed.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans
you have made which you believe support your assertion that
the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary
course of business. Please describe in detail the assets,
liabilities, income, collateral, amount of loan and other
characteristics of the customer which compare to those of
Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a
state or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to

Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

RESPONSE: Yes.

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

-2-

No.



5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

RESPONSE: No.

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.

RESPONSE: Not applicable.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT.

%EDWIN P. HENRY

SWORI 4$ ND Su IBED BEFORE ME on this 9 day of
September Ip 9 Nk\L Rock, Arkansas.

-i-. PUBLIC .

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

-3-
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A C _MENT 1

VAN OFFERING ME

Name ftmty

Address Jack

Business
Principal*

Line of Credit Ro
Loan "Pr
Letterof Credit
Participation Tc

Rate Desired 13%

IThis Commitment Expires

Use of Funds:

Robinson
;onvlle, Arkcansas

I NA!
W1 R 01E R IMAM 0t P

Date Last Annual Statement -- NW S

Date Last Interim Statement: NW. S
Customer Since

I DEBT RECAP i

tequestod

resently Committed

otal

S 35,000.00
S

S

Committed Outstanding

Direct
Other DirMc
Indirect
Related

LETTER OF CREDIT:

1 month
Last 12 months High: Low

12 mos. Avg. Loans

Proceeds of the loan will be used to pay expenses in connection with his
congressional campaign for U. S. Representive of the 2nd District

LiquidationLiqdatn Loan will be repaid on or before maturity from contributions to Mr. Robinson's
ouAgreement andc. paigSource of Funds: cmag

Unsecured

Co-Makers
EndorSers
Guarantors:

Officer We have been assured by Don Jack that there are campaign contributions ctmnitted
Comments which are .more than sufficient to cover this obiligation. It is anticipated

the loan will be repaid prior to maturity.

Risk Code:

El APPROVE 0- DECLINE: WITHOUT COMMITTEE ACTION 19.- OFFICER'S OK

Loan O tficer

Officer sRecommendation:
O Approve
C Decline
C None

Otficer s Report
o Approvea
0 Declined

Date
5-6-84

OFFICERS Committee Action: 19 -
O Approve Initials
O Decline
O Accepted

Report

Conditions of Approval.
4

EXECjTVE Commitee Acion: 19
O Approve Initials
(3 Decline
O Accepted

Report

1DIRECTORS Comm,.ee .Aom n: 9__

O Approve
0 eclineo Accepted

Report

Initials

) Collateral and
Valuation

I

L-- -1-.j

I

I I II

--- 4

I F.4-

-

I
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fiCHEDVU G - SN-OtE (,F BA0%Kz ONt FINANCI; UUMPANIES WHERE CREDIT HAS BEEN OBTAINED______

Narn, and Addwe rgsl Rfeoe Sue

orthan Arnk ofTtLittle RoNk ______ ,___ i

Eirnti Jarkann3Zjle Bank. Jack onville_
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UN ifD STATES HOUSE OFREPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of omcial Conduct

ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT--FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATIMENTr

FORM B--For use by candidates for the ofice of lember an4 now employees

0 Check if amended Statement.

Tonny F. Robinson

(Full Hm.)0

425 W. Broadway, Suite K
(Mellng Address)

North Little Rock, AR 72114"

DUE DATE-_-

Check the appropriate box and fill in the blanks. WHIci US(

G3 Candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives-District Pn .. State..Ark n sa ._
Date of Election 5/29/811

l uPly)

o New Officer or Employee-Employing Office

Note: Please read instructions carefully. Sign this form on the reverse side. Attach additionalshee if teeded; identify each sheet by showing your name and the section being cntinued.Complete all parts. (If None, so indicate.) Please type or print clearly.

I. INCOMEA. The source, type, and amount of income (except income reported below in Part in) aggregating $100 or mort in vadh.received from any source during the preceding calendar year and the current calendar year to date of filing.

2.- Jerral W. j*ones1C)811)

TYPE

Salary

AMOUNT

12,300.00L

B. The source, type, anti category of value of income from dividends, intereft, rent, and capital gains received from ;ny :,,,,'.,.during the preceding calendar year and the year of filing which exceeds $100 in value. Note: For this part onl. , ini'lica.. Category o( Value, as follows: Category A-not more than $1,000; B-$1,001-$2,500; C--$2,01-_5,0oo; lJ-$5,'jo-$16,000; F-$15.001-$50.000; F-$50,001-$100,000; G-.over $100,000.

SOURCE

(OVER)



IN PART AND I. THE INPORIMATION REQUIRED SHOULD BE CUltR,NT ASOF A DA E WlIICll IS LESS TIAN TIIIRTY.ONE DAYS BEF : : . .DAT. TlEl' INFORMATION DELOWy 14 CURRENT A4 OF ~O-~NOTE: For Parl, I! and III Ikluw, indicale Category of*Value, as follows: Category A-m(ot more that, $.noS ; I ..000:$1S.000; C--$1.0010.4 000; D-$50.001-0'
1 0 0 000 0 ; -S0.Q0S1-$So0000; F-over $250.000.It. HOLDINGS

The Identity and category of value of any interest in property held in a trade or business, or for investment or the production
of Income, which has A fair market value in excess of $1,000 as of the date specified above.D E tY r Y 

A C O L
Investment Properties iii 

c

11. LIA BIILITIE S m m
The identity and category of value of the total liabilities owed to any creditor which exceeds $10.000 as of the .Mt.: I!.1ifi,,'el

above.

IDENTITY
Worhn ak & rust Co- Ltl ok RC
-Barr.etTi1ton Li lR. AR

1 am "

1aional Bank of ! Ht. .nCInMJerral W. Jones, Little Rock AR-

S C
IV. POSITIONSThe identity of all positions helcj on or before the date of filing during the current calendar year as an officer, director, trustee,partner, proprietor, representative, employee, or consultant of any corporation, firm, partnership, or other htlsial|('.%

enterprizc any nonprofit organization, any labor organization, ur any educational or other institution otherr "han1 theUnited States Government.

110NTITON 
NAMtE OP ORGANZATIONPartner InveStmpnt P.D _-q TT

V. AGREEMENTS
(For New Employees Only)A description of the date, parties to, and terms of any agreement or arrangement with respect to: future emplny(.nt; l-,av;

of absence during period of government s-r..ee; continuation of payments by a former employer other til:.,: the U.S.
Government; and continuing participation in an employce welfare or benefit plan maintained by a foriner rmpl,,ver.
DATE 

ARTIES TO 
TERMS Or AGIIMIENT

V1. ADDITIONAL INFORMATIONA. Are you aware of any interests in property or liabilities of a spouse or dependent child which you have not reportedbecause they meet the three standards for exemption? (See Instructions)YX

B. Do you, your spouse or dependent child receive income from or have a beneficial interest in a trust or other financialarrangment whose holdings were not reported because the trust is a "qualified blind tiust" or other cxceptcd ts'u$?
(See Instructions) 

Y ES._.__ NO 0 "

NOTE: An)" individual who knowingly and willfully falsifies or who knowingly and willfully tails• ' to file this rcport may be subject to civil and criminal sanctions (2 U.S.C. 706 and i8 U.S.c. I001).

V-1. salontal foPSIlalogofflg 84-Mol-loo



2.YK tI ff~FEC,

MKS ANO FOX. RA.

1151 W1OMMO~M. W
Urkm M. - 7a1

0147S.UM4O

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 246 429 712

85S SEP P I : I

r"a

September 5, 1985

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Steele:

We enclose herewith our client's response to the questions
propounded by the Federal Election Commission. The responses
have been made under oath by Richard T. Smith, Chairman of the
Board of Directors, President and Chief Executive Officer of
Smith Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter ISABCOO). SABCO
is an Arkansas corporation which is the holding company owning
all or substantially all of the common stock of Stephens Security
Bank and Bank of Salem. SABCO is the controlling shareholder for
both banks.

Please call if you have any questions.

Yours Very Truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

W. RusselMee s. III

WRM: jb

Enclosures

cc: with enclosures

Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Andrew Maikovich
Assistant General Counsel

W. RUJSSILL MEEKS, III
TOOTVYDAMS PI
JOSEPH M. ERWIN



WRITTEN RESPONSE OF STEPHENS SECURITY BANK,
BANK OF SALEM, AND RICHARD T. SMITH
TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS PROPOUNDED BY

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

This response to the written questions submitted to Stephens

Security Bank, and to the Bank of Salem, is being submitted as a

full and complete response to the questions that have been asked,

and should further be considered as the formal response of

Richard T. Smith who is the President, Chief Executive Officer,

and Chairman of the Board of Directors, of Smith Associated

Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCO"). SABCO is the Arkansas

corporation and holding company owning all or substantially all

of the common stock of the two Arkansas banks, Stephens Security

Bank of Stephens, Arkansas, and Bank of Salem, Salem, Arkansas.

417 Richard T. Smith acts as the chief lending officer of SABCO, and

supervises and assists, under a holding company management

agreement, the lending efforts of the subsidiaries. Mr. Smith

was the designated lending officer to Tommy Robinson or the

Robinson Committee (hereafter "Robinson" or "Committee", or

"Campaign' when referred to both collectively). Mr. Smith had

experience with Mr. Robinson's personal banking practices, while

Mr. Smith was an employee of Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.,

of Little Rock, Arkansas, and while Mr. Robinson was an indivi-

dual customer of Worthen, and thereafter a political customer of

Worthen during his campaign for sheriff. During that period of

time Smith was familiar with the Robinson line of credit, and

with Robinson's credibility, confidence, credit, and character.



* 0
As the designated officer for Robinson and/or the Robinson

Committee, for SABCO and it's two banks, Richard T. Smith is the

proper person to answer on behalf of all entities for and on

behalf of SABCO, and is the person directly involved with the

Robinson loans.

Therefore, as used in this Response, the terms as defined on

page one (1) of the "written questions", are accepted as proper

definitions and these responses are intended to comply with those

definitions as set forth by the Federal Election Commission.

Further, this response is intended to be a full and complete

response on behalf of SABCO, the two banks, Mr. Smith, and any
CD

and all agents, servants, employees, or related personnel, as
that term is defined in subparagraph "D" of the definition

section of the written questions.

RESPONSE

1. At the direction of Richard T. Smith, the Federal

C Election Commission has been provided with all documents per-

taining to the Robinson loans. There was no loan application,

financial statement, or loan agreement required in this loan, or

used in connection with this loan. None were tendered to the

prospective borrower by the bank, nor were any executed by the

borrower. Mr. Smith was familiar with the borrower, Robinson,

had handled the financing for Robinson in the past, to include

the financing of state political campaigns through Worthen Bank &

Trust Company, and was the chief lending officer, at the time of



these loans, with the new institution, Smith Associated Banking

Corporation. When approached by Robinson, Smith called upon his

past knowledge as a banker and loan officer as to this borrower,

and this borrower's credibility, confidence, past credit, and

character. The experience and custom of dealings of the two

individuals, Smith and Robinson, and the historical data of the

parties, allowed Smith to determine whether or not to make this

loan. This type of credit is more commonly referred to, by small

state banks, as an "accommodation credit", and is different from

an accounts receivable credit, a real estate credit, working

capital account credit, home mortgage credit, consumer loan cre-

17 dit, as well as many others. The "accommodation credit" refers

to a type of credit that is based more upon expectation, guided

by past experience and history of the parties and their dealings.

The criteria utilized by Mr. Smith was met from day one, and had

C-71 been based upon the historical data of the parties, to include

Itt- the dealings between Smith and Robinson while Robinson was a

borrower, and Smith a lending officer, with Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, N.A. Because the "accommodation credit" is different

from other credits, there is no set requirement or gauge for

documentation of these types of loans, or of other "accommodation

credit", such as loans to civic groups or organizations, frater-

nal organizations, local ministers, orphanages, and similiar

groups that require short term financial capital immediately with

little planning, but with reliance upon a great expectation of



the ability to raise capital from other sources to make payment

on satisfaction of the debt. As is the case with the Robinson

loan, which has now been paid, these "accommodation credits" are

made on an expectation and paid on fulfillment of that expec-

tation rather than being made upon a full collateralization or

guaranteed security basis. These respondents submit that with

small country banks it is more important to be able to evaluate

these types of "accommodation credits".

Question 1 (a). No.

Question 1 (a)(1). Not applicable. (Question 1 answered

"No").

Question 1 (a)(2). Not applicable. (Question 1 answered

trn "No").

Question 1 (b). Yes. No other outstanding Congressional

debts existed.

Question 1 (b)(1). Not applicable.

Question 2. Often in either of the two small country banks,
loans made upon the basis of the character and past performances

of the borrower, loans made as "accommodation credits", loans

where future ability and future expectation exist, and loans to

be paid out of some future event, are done on a regular basis.

To that extent, loans similiar to this campaign debt are done.

For example, loan to be paid out of some future event such as the

settlement of claims in an estate, or the performance of a

contract, or the settlement of an insurance claim, or the comple-



tion of a church or charity funds drive, are made to borrowers.

These typically fall into what has been described as a category

of credit known as "accommodation credit", where there is no

absolute guarantee or certainty of repayment, as there is no

absolute guarantee or certainty of the occurrence of the future

event. Of course, there is never an absolute guarantee or

absolute certain assurance of repayment of any indebtedness,

irrespective of how well secured. With "accommodation credit",

however, more reliance is placed upon the past performance,

character, credibility, confidence, and past historical credit of

the borrower combined with emphasis on the nature and extent of

the future ability, nature of the future event, and credibility

of the borrower, with the lender, for the borrower to be able to

see the event, expectation or contingency realized. The key to

these types of loans is that pay-off is purely the result of a

future event, or in more technical terms a fulfillment of the

future expectation of the borrower. In these types of loans, it

is usually not possible, and is not necessary, to determine the

S~ -~z~l litlitv at the actual tie.. e that _ e-

dit is made, as these are not relevant factors in the decision

process, and certainly do not outweigh the lenders decision as to

the weight to be given to the capacity of the borrower to see the

event or expectation fulfilled, which will in turn result in the

pay-off. For example, in the loans at question, the pay-off of

the loans have occurred, all principal and interest has been

paid, and the loans have been satisfied in full. At the time the



S 0
loans were made, the lender engaged in the transaction believing,

based upon the historical data, personal knowledge, credit, con-

fidence, credibility, character, historical credit, and custom

and course of dealings with, and satisfactory performance by, the

borrower, in the making of the loan, based upon the future expec-

tation of raising funds necessary to pay off the loan. In this

case, the borrower's expectation was fulfilled, and the loans

paid in full. More importantly, the lender's decision, based

upon the credibility that this borrower would be capable of

fulfilling the expectation and future event of raising the funds

necessary to retire the debt, in full, was proven to be correct,

and resulted in a wise and prudent loan, which not only was made

in the ordinary course of business, but resulted in a profit to

the bank, and to the shareholders of the bank.

Question 3. No.

Question 4. Not applicable. (Answer to Question 3 was

"No").

-- Question 5. No. Never been approached.

Question 6. Not applicable. (Answer to Question 5 was

"No").

RICHARD T. SMITH
Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer of Smith Associated
Banking Corporation



00
VERI FICATION

I, Richard T. Smith, do hereby state on oath that the infor-

mation contained in the above and foregoing instrument is true

and correct to the best of my knowede belief.

Rfchard T, Smith

SUBSCRIBED and sworn to before me this day of

,1985.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

.W
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September 5, 1985

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Steele:

We enclose herewith our client's response to the questions
propounded by the Federal Election Commission. The responses
have been made under oath by Richard T, Smith, Chairman of the
Board of Directors, President and Chief Executive Officer ofSmith Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCO"). SABCO
is an Arkansas corporation which is the holding company owningall or substantially all of the common stock of Stephens Security
Bank and Bank of Salem. SABCO is the controlling shareholder for
both banks.

C.
Please call if you have any questions.

Yours Very Truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.
Original Signed By

W. RUSSELL MEEKS, Ijr

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: jb

Enclosures

cc: with enclosures

Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Andrew Maikovich
Assistant General Counsel



WRITTEN RESPONSE OF STEPHENS SECURITY BANK,
BANK OF SALEMo, AND 'RICHARD T. SMITH
TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS PROPOUNDED BY

THE FEDERAL ELECTION CONVISSION

This response to the written questions submitted to Stephens

Security Bank, and to the Bank of Salem, is being submitted as a

full and complete response to the questions that have been asked,

and should further be considered as the formal response of

Richard T. Smith who is the President, Chief Executive Officer,

and Chairman of the Board of Directors, of Smith Associated

Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCO"). SABCO is the Arkansas

corporation and holding company owning all or substantially all

N. of the common stock of the two Arkansas banks, Stephens Security

Bank of Stephens, Arkansas, and Bank of Salem, Salem, Arkansas.

Richard T. Smith acts as the chief lending officer of SABCO, and

supervises and assists, under a holding company management

agreement, the lending efforts of the subsidiaries. Mr. Smith

was the designated lending officer to Tommy Robinson or the

Robinson Committee (hereafter "Robinson" or "Committee", or

"Campaign" when referred to both collectively). Mr. Smith had

experience with Mr. Robinson's personal banking practices, while

fir. Smith was an employee of Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.,

of Little Rock, Arkansas, and while Mr. Robinson was an indivi-

dual customer of Worthen, and thereafter a political customer of

Worthen during his campaign for sheriff. During that period of

time Smith was familiar with the Robinson line of credit, and

with Robinson's credibility, confidence, credit, and character.



As the designated officer for Robinson and/or the Robinson

Committee, for SABCO and it's two banks, Richard T. Smith is the

proper person to answer on behalf of all entities for and on

behalf of SABCO, and is the person directly involved with the

Robinson loans.

Therefore, as used in this Response, the terms as defined on

page one (1) of the "written questions", are accepted as proper

definitions and these responses are intended to comply with those

definitions as set forth by the Federal Election Commission.

Further, this response is intended to be a full and complete

response on behalf of SABCO, the two banks, Mr. Smith, and any

and all agents, servants, employees, or related personnel, as

that term is defined in subparagraph "D" of the definition

section of the written questions.

RESPONSE

1. At the direction of Richard T. Smith, the Federal

Election Commission has been provided with all documents per-

taining to the Robinson loans. There was no loan application,

financial statement, or loan agreement required in this loan, or

used in connection with this loan. None were tendered to the

prospective borrower by the bank, nor were any executed by the

borrower. Mr. Smith was familiar with the borrower, Robinson,

had handled the financing for Robinson in the past, to include

the financing of state political campaigns through Worthen Bank &

Trust Company, and was the chief lending officer, at the time of



these loans, with the new institution, Smith Associated Banking

Corporation. When approached by Robinson, Smith called upon his

past knowledge as a banker and loan officer as to this borrower,

and this borrower's credibility, confidence, past credit, and

character. The experience and custom of dealings of the two

individuals, Smith and Robinson, and the historical data of the

parties, allowed Smith to determine whether or not to make this

loan. This type of credit is more commonly referred to, by small

state banks, as an "accommodation credit", and is different from

an accounts receivable credit, a real estate credit, working

capital account credit, home mortgage credit, consumer loan cre-

dit, as well as many others. The "accommodation credit" refers

, . to a type of credit that is based more upon expectation, guided

by past experience and history of the parties and their dealings.

The criteria utilized by Mr. Smith was met from day one, and had

been based upon the historical data of the parties, to include

the dealings between Smith and Robinson while Robinson was a

borrower, and Smith a lending officer, with Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, N.A. Because the "accommodation credit" is different

from other credits, there is no set requirement or gauge for

documentation of these types of loans, or of other "accommodation

credit", such as loans to civic groups or organizations, frater-

nal organizations, local ministers, orphanages, and similiar

groups that require short term financial capital immediately with

little planning, but with reliance upon a great expectation of



the ability to raise capital from other sources to make payment

on satisfaction of the debt. As is the case with the Robinson

loan, which has now been paid, these "accommodation credits" are

made on an expectation and paid on fulfillment of that expec-

tation rather than being made upon a full collateralization or

guaranteed security basis. These respondents submit that with

small country banks it is more important to be able to evaluate

these types of "accommodation credits".

Question 1 (a). No.

Question I (a)(1). Not applicable. (Question 1 answered

"No" )

Question 1 (a)(2). Not applicable. (Question I answered

"No").

Question 1 (b). Yes. No other outstanding Congressional

debts existed.

Question 1 (b)(l). Not applicable.

Question 2. Often in either of the two small country banks,

loans made upon the basis of the character and past performances

of the borrower, loans made as "accommodation credits", loans

where future ability and future expectation exist, and loans to

be paid out of some future event, are done on a regular basis.

To that extent, loans similiar to this campaign debt are done.

For example, loan to be paid out of some future event such as the

settlement of claims in an estate, or the performance of a

contract, or the settlement of an insurance claim, or the comple-



tion of a church or charity funds drive, are made to borrowers.

These typically fall into what has been described as a category

of credit known as "accommodation credit", where there is no

absolute guarantee or certainty of repayment, as there is no

absolute guarantee or certainty of the occurrence of the future

event. Of course, there is never an absolute guarantee or

absolute certain assurance of repayment of any indebtedness,

irrespective of how well secured. With "accommodation credit",

however, more reliance is placed upon the past performance,

character, credibility, confidence, and past historical credit of

the borrower combined with emphasis on the nature and extent of

the future ability, nature of the future event, and credibility

of the borrower, with the lender, for the borrower to be able to

see the event, expectation or contingency realized. The key to

these types of loans is that pay-off is purely the result of a

future event, or in more technical terms a fulfillment of the

future expectation of the borrower. In these types of loans, it

is usually not possible, and is not necessary, to determine the

existence of any asset or liability at the actual time that cre-

dit is made, as these are not relevant factors in the decision

process, and certainly do not outweigh the lenders decision as to

the weight to be given to the capacity of the borrower to see the

event or expectation fulfilled, which will in turn result in the

pay-off. For example, in the loans at question, the pay-off of

the loans have occurred, all principal and interest has been

paid, and the loans have been satisfied in full. At the time the



loans were made, the lender engaged in the transaction believing,

based upon the historical data, personal knowledge, credit, con-

fidence, credibility, character, historical credit, and custom

and course of dealings with, and satisfactory performance by, the

borrower, in the making of the loan, based upon the future expec-

tation of raising funds necessary to pay off the loan. In this

case, the borrower's expectation was fulfilled, and the loans

paid in full. More importantly, the lender's decision, based

upon the credibility that this borrower would be capable of

fulfilling the expectation and future event of raising the funds

necessary to retire the debt, in full, was proven to be correct,

and resulted in a wise and prudent loan, which not only was made

in the ordinary course of business, but resulted in a profit to

the bank, and to the shareholders of the bank.

• Question 3. No.

Question 4. Not applicable. (Answer to Question 3 was

"No" ).

Question 5. No. Never been approached.

Question 6. Not applicable. (Answer to Question 5 was

"No").

RICHARD T. SMITH
Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer of Smith Associated
Banking Corporation



VERIFICATION

I, Richard T. Smith, do hereby state on oath that the infor-

mation contained in the above and foregoing instrument is true

and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Richard T. Smith

SUBSCRIBED and sworn to before me this

, 1985.

day of

Notary Public'

My Commission Expires:
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RICHARD A.WILLIAMS
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EuozE G. SATRa
Byma. FREELAND

ALLAH OA2E8
PAT NORA
W. H. L.WoorauD, M
MICHAEL C. OMAULL
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Don FoSn
JimzS E.SWMn, JR.
JwA D. STocEsuRmO
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MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG, JACKSON & TUCKER
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TElE"0112 501-o-0153

September 5,

Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20463

DznA K. Buowzi
Susi GUN'33
Ciwo WESTrSOOg
W. KIRS LOcEHAmr
Jo~cz KINa
DouoiAs D.Wm
I4AECLLA J. TAYLOR
TiNorr W. Omoc.s
RoDzRT L.TuAcuzz
RICHARD C. JAHS

1985

-o
FEDERAL EXPRESS

.0

Re: MUR 1721, First American Bank of Hot
Springs, N.A., Hot Springs, Arkansas

Dear Sirs:

This has reference to Mr. Kenneth A. Gross's
letter of August 16, 1985 to the undersigned. We enclose
herewith 9 copies and the original of an Affidavit with
attachments signed by Leonard K. Dunn on behalf of First
American Bank. We are also forwarding, with a copy of this
letter, 3 copies to the Office of General Counsel.

We are also enclosing a copy of the check evidencing
repayment of the loan.

Very truly yours,

MITCHELL LAW FIRM

By L4./
Joseph W. Gelzine

JWG; dee

Enclosures

cc: Office of General Counsel
Leonard K. Dunn, President
First American Bank

or COIUNS9Z.
Hama E . SnumTDEo

CID
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40 is 0



AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS)
) ss.

COUNTY OF SALINE )

Comes Leonard K. Dunn, President of First American

Bank of Hot Springs, N.A., Hot Springs, Arkansas (First

American) who being duly sworn states on oath in the order

in which presentedt his responses to the Federal Election

Commission' s written questions to First American, copies of

which are attached hereto:

1. A copy of the Loan Worksheet/Documlentation

was attached to our reply brief furnished under cover letter

of May 1, 1985. Attached hereto are copies of the note,

?' disclosure, and security agreement, guaranty 
and assignment

7- of life insurance. No other documents exist.

(a) Except for a financial statement, no bank

documents other than those produced or referred to in question

1 are customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a

customer.

1. Not applicable.

2. A financial statement for Mr.
Robinson was obtained subsequent
to making this loan.

(b) The bank was unaware of Tommy Robinson's

total personal assets and liabilities (including campaign

related bank loans) prior to the time the bank made the loan

to Mr. Robinson.

1. First American was relying on
Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.
and its assurances that it would
make a loan to Mr. Robinson, the
proceeds of which would be used



to repay First American's loan.
This is what happened. See
affidavit submitted under cover
letter of May 1, 1935.

2.1 First American had not previously made a loan

similar to this loan. It is therefore difficult to attempt

to compare a loan of this nature for a political candidate

to other types of commercial or business loans. First

American does on frequent occasions agree to make first

mortgage construction loans on the assurance by upstream

correspondants that the loan will be repaid from the proceeds

of a permanent first mortgage loan to be made to the borrower

by the upstream correspondant or other lending institution.

We believe that this type of loan is more analogous to the

Tommy Robinson loan than any other type of loan made by

First American.

3. First American has never made a loan for use

in the campaign of a state or federal candidate other than

the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

4. Not applicable.

5. Since First American has never been approached

by a political candidate for a campaign loan, it has never

denied a loan to a state or federal candidate. At one time

a political candidate made a preliminary inquiry but did

never follow through and actually request a loan.

6. Not applicable.

Leonard K. Dunn



SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Public,

on this J-! day of September, 1985.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

/0 -/-/ i47/7o

(SEAL)
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WRIIW IQU3 SOSTO INiS LIUARZCANMA

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term *campaign loan* shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congzessional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First American Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.



-2-

1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1e customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes# please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is not please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied,
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COMBINATION PtNPOPAgE NOjIIEPIWLOWE&CURITY AGREEMENT

$ 5. 00) V 9ol SpringsArkansas Apr ' o24 1984

For value received "1". "We". "Me" and "MY". meaning alt borrowers who sign this note, ointly and severally, promise to pay to the order of any holder of this note
Fiftv Thousand Dollars and No/100"--------------- LLARSIS 50,000.00

(juvIiad.(plus) interest from A Ln r 4 1 /, 19 E aarate of .4 % per year until paid.

at the office of THE GRAND NATIONAL BANK OF HOT SPRINGS. ARKANSASPayment of the
NoteTotalwillbe: X) (a) on demand, butif no demandis made on June 23. 1984 (60 Days)

0 (b) in payments to be made in the amount of $

each, and one payment of $

day of
payable on or before

final payment of $

The first payment is due and payable on or before the

T19______st wimth one payment to become due and

of each succeeding __________________ and one

will become

due and payable on or before__19

0 (c) OTHER
With interest from maturity untii paid l the maximum legal interest rate per annum or contract rts, whichever iagreater. The makers and endorsersof thisnote herebywaveipresentment notice of non
payment, protests. notceproteatl and consent that the time of payment may be extended without nolire theref. if I becomes necessary toplicethia note in thethe olitndanltomey forconectior

•the undersignedj iomtly and severally agree to Pay the holder thereof. in addition to the principal and Ineeal. ten percent of the princla and interest due hereon salilarnaaees
o Paymeintson this note are precomputed and include the finance charge in the" Total of Pyments'. In the event of voluntary prepayment. a prodraitedotionofthe unearnedfInance chargboedon
the time of prepayment (Rule of 78's monthly installmenti) will be refunded However. a minimum loa Fee of SI .00 may be collected 4 the earned financecharesf ls o tha $1000.
I1 Thisi ia simple interest note with each payment being first apled toaccned financechargs witlthe balance ofeach payment beingappliedtoroom@ the pncaalablnoa The ielpayment may
e more or less than the amount scheduled depending upon my payment record

This loan may/not be D I S C L O S U R E S
assumed. ANNUAL FINANCE AMOUNT TOTAL OF
o This loan has a demand IPERCENTAGE CHARGE FINANCE PAYMENTS

feature. RATE the dollar the amount the amount I
the cost of amount the of credit will have paid
my credit credit will provided to after I have
as a yearly cost me. me or on my mad aIt
rate. behalf. payments as

scheduloL

MY PAYMENT SCHEDULE WILL BE: 14 % $ 1"150.6L8 S"O0 0 0 .0 0  $ 51 9.150.68

PAYMENTS AMOUNTOF WHEN PAYMENTS INSURANCE - Credit life insuracadxigit sebt mianc are no

required to obtain creit. aod 0 tbi puood Mlli lV W M arid

51,150.68 Due June 23, 1984 areltopayte adtllwal csrt

TYPE PREMIUM SIGNATURE

Credit Life
-,4;,*4 4, :" ..-. ' .- -Credit .

Credit Life &
Disability

If this loan is secured by tangible properly. property insurance is required. I may obtain property insurance from anyone I want that is acceptable to the Creditor

SECURITY AGREEMENT: I will secure the payments of this note total by giving a security interest in the propety despribed below_.

FILING FEES: 6 -- NON-FILING INSURANCE: 11 --1-,._

LATE CHARGES: I will pay a late charge of 5% of the amount of a payment (but not less than $ - nor more than S - 0 -

for each payment that is 10 days late.

PREPAYMENT: If I pay off early. I-0 mayJ will not have to pay a penalty. 0 may I will not be entitled to a refund of part of the finance charge.

I can see my contract documents for any additional information about nonpayment. defaulL any required repayment in full before the scheduled date. and prepayment
refunds and penalties.

9 - means estimate.

PURPORSE OF LOAN: Po anl T vptMn

I agree to the terms and conddions of this note and security agreement (including those
on reverse sidef and by signing I acknowledge receipt of a copy hereol with all
applkcable blanks filed in

ITEMIZATION OF AMOUNT FINANCED:
Amount given tome directly
Amount paid on my account

Amounts paid to others on
To Property Ins. Company
To Credit Life Ins. Company
To Disability Ins. Company
To Public Officials

Prepaid Finance Charge
AMT. FINANCED

$509000.00
$

my behalf:
$
$
$

$
$50,000.00

Signature of Lerder (When necessary for filing this security agreement.)

GRAND NATIONAL BANK of HOT SPRINGS, ARK.

By

x
SIGNATURE OF BORROWER

COPYRIGHT C 1982 PROGRESSIVE LITHO & PRINTING CO INC -- LI "LE ROCK. AR 72201
ALLfMMUM SUIEnESO

DEBTOR Toimuy Robinson

ADDRESS4 2 5 West Broadway, Suite K

CITYSTATEANOZIPNorth Littl Rock, AR

TELEPH ... .... 72114
C... O.. R NO.372-4816
CUSTOMER NO ACCOUNT NO

SIGNATURE OF BORROWER

FOR FILING OFFICER

_) PereMhlI I BuelMW ( ) Agncultural

m

I

reir-jummAL -i-n-vmm&=mu& -1



~GUARANTY

Hot Springs, Arkansas

April 24, 1984

FOR TM SUM OF ONE DOLLAR, nd other valuable comidemtios receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, I, we, or either of us,.hereter
called GuaMMtoe, hereby agree, Jointly id Severaly, to pay to GRAND NATIONAl IANK. Hot prinum. Arkansas. hereiafter calledBookits mcmea or amins,

at its offices in the City of Hot Springs. Arkansa, any and all indebtedaess which

Tommy Robinson
hereinafter clld Debtor, may no or at any time hereafter owe said Bank, together with interst, collection oas end attorneys' fees, - may be provided in my
instnmet evidencingaid indebtednss, whether sad indebtednes arism or is represented by notes, discounts, overdrafts or otherwise. Guarantors expressly waive
dilisanceGon the part of the said Sak in the collection of any and all said iadsbtedmes, protest notice snd all eatendo that may be ganted to the Debtor. Bank
doll be Under no obligato to notity Guarantors of afit aceptence berof nor of my advances made or credit eI Iaded on the faith lhreo, nor of the failwe of
Mid Debtor to pay said indebtednesa es it mature*, nor to ue dilgenc i prserving the liability of m y paases em id ind-btadnses, or in bri iIag suft to adoe
ollectiom ONd debt due under this gurmnty; but it is understood that Gam r s ha nt be requimrd to pay hre more than the sam eof

Fifty Thousand Dollars and No/100-.------------------------------------ imam%
toisther with 10% of the iadabtedass additiom as attermys' fem shuld this eoatract be placed in the hoo ods f aattorney fo collection or should it be colectsd
thMMAOW m oust and when Guarntos sell have paid the mid Dank the Indsbtedness of mid Dsber emmsti te mid mm thesobligation@all be thmeby -ari

Shud the staum of the Debtor change, this guarnty will continue and lsb cover the i dl s of the Debtor under the u awsatow accordingto
th te h guarn eaeing the indsbtednesof the original Debtor.

In the event that the Debtor is a partnership, this guaranty dll coatinue in effect sad apply to all obliba m dof the Debtor md/w my mos
perebp redor acuag before or alteray change which may arise by resm ofthe death or withdrawl ofmy rtI r or of the aetance intparbeership of
me or more new pres

This iname t Is inteded to be, and i a coutiung guaranty, and shell aply to and cover all indebtedness and reeaml thereof above metimed
and describd, emd all other indebtednes of Debtor to Bank subject only to that limitation if m y, written shoe The Guarantoes.or oe or more of them. may ie
to the Bank writt n notice that the Guarantor or Guarantors giving suck notice will not be liable hereunder for my Iadebd m acreated, incurred or arising after
the giving of such notices; but the obligation of ll Guarantors who shall not have given such notice hall, es to all indebtedness created, incurred, or arising altar
the giviag of such notice, Remain ad continue as if such Guarantors had bees the only Guarantor signing this intnm t The notice above provided for shU not
be considered as given until actually eceived a acknowledged in writing by an officer of smd Bank. or until Bank receives w otte ice of teauslation by registered
mail at its offices. In the event of the death of my Guarantor hereunder, the obligation of the deceesed shall contim in full force and effect against his eetate as to
all indsbtedness which shall have been created or incurred by the Debtor prior to the time when the Bank shall have received notice, mwriting of such death; and thia
guarantyshall from the date of such death es to all indebtedness created, incurred or arising after such death remain and continue in full for es a guaranty of the

-uvn Guaratee.

It is expressly understood that said Bank shall not be required to puma amy other remedies before Invoking the benefits of this guaranty. especially
it shIll not be required to exhaust its remedies against endors., collateral and other security; and should the indebtednes of the Debtor be in excess of the amount
named herein, said Dank may apply any fund, payment, collections through my court, process of law or otherwse, or other collateral of the Deb to the satidac-
ta oand liquidation of said oxces, without impaiing the character of liability herein ssmed and without any way lessening or reducing the same in unt.

Bank is hereby given a lien for the amount of the liability created by the foregoing guaranty, whether payable or still not payable, upon all prope ty and
securities now or bereafter gives unto or left in the possession or custody of said Dank for any purpose (including safe-keesping or pledee for this or any other liability of
the undersigned) by or for account of any of the undersigned, or in which any of the undersigned may have any interest (all remittances end property to be deemed left
with said Bank e sm s put in transit to it by mail or carrier) and also upon any credit or claim of any of the undersigned against said Bank existing from time to time.

Bank is hereby authoised and empowered, at its option, to appropriate and apply to the payment and extinguishment of the liabitity created by the
foregoing guaranty at any time after such liability becomes payable, any and ali mooeys or other pgoperty of the undersigned and psoceeds thereof (Including pro-
ceede of *alse provided below) now or hereafter in the possession of said Bank for any purpose, including safe-keeping or pledge for this or any other liability of the
undersigned, ad including sy lance on deposit or otherwise for the accouat of, or to the credit of, or belooging to any of the undersiped.

Dank is hereby authorised and empowered, at its option, at any time after the liability created by the foregoing guaranty becmes payable, to sell,
assign and deliver sny securitiee or property at any time given unto or left in the possesion or custody of said Bank for any purpose (including sfe-Ikseping or pledge
for this or my other liability of the undersigned), by or for any of the undersigned or in which my of the undersigned may have any interest, at my Broker's Board
stock exchange or at public or private sale, for coat upon credit, or for future delivery, all at the option of said Bank or my of its officer., without demand, adver.
tisment or notice all of which am hereby expressly weived.

Upon ay sale or sale at public auction, Broker's Board, or stock exchange above provided for, said Bank, its successors or assigns, may bid for and/or
purchose the whole or may part of such securities or property free from my right of redemption, which is hereby waived and released.

In ces of my sale by said Dank of any of said securities or property oa credit or for future delivery, the securities and psoperty sold may be retained
by said Bank until the selling price is paid by the purchaser and said Dank shall incur no liability in cam of failure of the purchaser to take up and pay for the securities
or proprty so sold. In case of my suck failure the securities or property my be again sold.

If any or all of the indebtedness hereby guaranteed be secured, the Guarantor. agree that the Dank may from time to time, at its discretion and with
o without valuable coneideration, allow subetitution or withdrawal of collateral or may relas ecurity, and should the Debtor execute in favor of smid Bank mny
collaterl agreement, the exercise by the Bank of any right conferred upon it in said agreement shall be wholly discretiomney with the Bank, mad such execse of, ot
failure to e1 sM, such right shall in no wise impair or diminish the obligation of the guaatwe hereunder.

It is specially and expressly agreed that in the event the Debtor is a corporation ot is hereafter incorporated, if the indebtedness of said corporation
now or at any time hereafter exceeds the amount permitted by law, or said corporation Is not liable because the act of creting the obligation is ultra vire, or
the officem cmeting same ected rithout authority and for these rsons the indebtednem to the Bank which Guarantors agee to pay canot benforced against
the corporatio, such fact shall in no manner affect Guarantors' liability hereunder, but Guarnto shll be liable hereunder, notwithstandin said corporation
is not liable for such indebtedness and to the same extent as Guarantors would have boee if the indebtedness of said corporation had been efomble agaist it.

This ceonact of guara ty dhl inure to the benefit of the transfr.ee, assgmee or holder of tha principal debt, howeve, all indebtednessto the Bank sholl
first be paid in full, before the aiee of my debt guaranteed shall receive my benefit of this ca t of gaoanmty.

It is spedally greed that suit my be brought against the Guarantors, jointly and severally, and against any me or moe of them, les than all. without
16psisiag the sigts of the Dank, Its suuvem so or assigns, against the other of the Gumatoes; ead that the Bank may compound with m ne of the Guarantor. for

suchus or sumas it may we fit and release such of the Guarantors from all further liability to the Dank for such indebtedness without impairing the right of the
Dank to demand and collect the balance of such indebtednes from others of the Guaran not a relIsd; but it is agreed smog the Guanmtor themselves, boweve,
that such compounding edaslme sed in no wise impair the rights of the Guarantors as among themslves.

This guaranty is to be cosre according to the laws of the State of Akam.

EX jrfDtluth 24th dyof April, 1984
IN 3m C ; Tommy Ro~nson for y' :ogress Caypaign

By : 6~tt~eI1 Glascock, Chairman

DMOGES-t 11-0 & PIG CO - I-TTL ROCK AR



W DESIGNED. PRINTED. AND DISTIBUTEDB Y
AMERICAN BANIERIS A IOCIATION1 BANK MANA6ENNT COMMISSION

LLIFE INSLRANCE ASSIGNMENT I REVIEWRD AND APPROVEDS Isj

SASSIGNMENT OF LIFE INSURANCE POLICY AS COLLATERAL

A. fK "Talue ,euilbe the undersigned hereby assign, transfer and set over to

(formerly Grand National Bank)
First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. of Hot Springs, AR

its successors and assigns, (herein called the "Assignee-) Policy No. issued by the

Southwest Life Inturane Cnmpany

(herein called the *'Insurer') and any supplementary contracts issued in connection therewith (said policy and contracts being

herein called the "Policy"), upon the life of Tommy Robinson

of North Little Rock, AR and all claims, options, privileges, rights. title and interest therein
and thereunder (except as provided in Paragraph C hereof), subject to all the terms and conditions of the Policy and to all
superior liens, if any. which the Insurer may have against the Policy. The undersigned by this instrument jointly and severally
agree and the Assignee by the acceptance of this assignment agrees to the conditions and provisions herein set forth.

B. it is expressly agreed that, without detracting from the generality of the foregoing. the following specific rights are included
in this assignment and pass by virtue hereof:
1. The sole right to collect from the Insurer the net proceeds of the Policy when it becomes a daim by death or maturity:
2. The sole right to surrender the Policy and receive the surrender value thereof at any time provided by the terms of the

Policy and at such other times as the Insurer may allow:
3. The sole right to obtain one or more loans or advances on the Policy, either from the Insurer or. at any time, from other

persons. and to pledge or assign the Policy as security for such loans or advances:
4. The sole right to collect and receive all distributtons or shares of surplus, dividend deposits or additions to the Policy now

or hereafter made or apportioned thereto, and to exercise any and all options contained in the Policy with respect thereto;
provided, that unless and until the Assignee shall notify the Insurer in writing to the contrary. the distributions or shares
of surplus, dividend deposits and additions shall continue on the plan in force at the time of this assignment; and

S. The sole right to exercise all nonforfeiture rights permitted by the terms of the Policy or allowed by the Insurer and to
receive all benefits and advantages derived therefrom.

C. it is expreuly agreed that the following specific rights, so long as the Policy has not been surrendered, are reserved and
excluded from this assignment and do not pass b virtuehereof:
I. The right to collect from the Insurer any disability benefit payable in cash that does not reduce the amount of insurance;
2. The right to designate and change the beneficiary;
3. The right to elect any optional mode of settlement permitted by the Policy or allowed by the Insurer;

but the reservation of these rights shall in no way impair the right of the Assignee to surrender the Policy completely with all
its incidents or impair any other right of the Assignee hereunder, and any designation or change of beneficiary or election of a
mode of settlement shall be made subject to this assignment and to the rights of the Assignee hereunder.

D. This assignment is made and the Policy is to be held as collateral security for any and all liabilities of the undersigned.
or any of them. to the Assignee. either now existing or that may hereafter arise in the ordinary course of business between
any of the undersigned and the Assignee (all of which liabilities secured or to become secured are herein called "Liabilities").

E. The Assignee covenants and agrees with the undersigned as follows:
1. That any balance of sums received hereunder from the Insurer remaining after payment of the then existing Liabilities,

matured or unmatured, shall be paid by the Assignee to the persons entitled thereto under the terms of the Policy had this
assignment not been executed;

2. That the Assignee will not exercise either the right to surrender the Policy or (except for the purpose of paying premiums)
the right to obtain policy loans from the Insurer, until there has been default in any of the Liabilities or a failure to pay any
premium when due. nor until twenty days after the Assignee shall have mailed, by first-class mail, to the undersigned at the
addresses last supplied in writing to the Assignee specifically referring to this assignment, notice of intention to exercise
such right: and

3. That the Assignee will upon request forward without unreasonable delay to the Insurer the Policy for endorsement of any
designation or change of beneficiary or any election of an optional mode of settlement.

F. ihe Insurer is hereby authorized to recognize the Assignee's claims to riphts hereunder without investigating the reason for
any action taken by the Assignee, or the validity or the amount of the Liabilities or the existence of any default therein, or
the giving of any notice under Paragraph E (2) above or otherwise, or the application to be made by the Assignee of any
amounts to be paid to the Assignee. The sole signature of the Assignee shall be sufficient for the exercise of any rights under
the Policy assig~hed hereby and the sole receipt of the Assignee or any sums received shall be a full discharge and release
thcrefor to the Insurer. Checks for all or any part of the sums payable under the Policy and assigned herein, hall be drawn
to the exclusive order of the Assignee if, when, and in such amounts as may be, requested by the Assignee.

G. The Assignee shall be under no cbligation to pay any premium, or the principal of or interest on any loans or advances on
the Policy whether or not obtained by the Assignee. or any other charges on the Policy, but any such amounts so paid by the
Assignee from its own funds, shall become a part of the Liabilities hereby secured, shall be due immediately, and shall draw
interest at a rate fixed by the Assignee from time to time not exceeding 6% per annum.

H. The exercise of any right. option. privilege or power given herein to the Assignee shall be at the option of the Assignee.
hit (except as restricted by Paragraph E (2) above) the Assignee may exercise any such right, option, privilege or power
without notice to, or assent by, or alecting the liability of, or releasing any interest hereby assigned by the undersigned, or
any of them.

The Assignee may take or release other security. may release any party primarily or secondarily liable for any of the Liabili-
ties, may grant extensions, renewals or indulgences with respect to the Liabilities, or may apply to the Liabilities in such order as
the Assignee shall determine, the proceeds of the Policy hereby assigned or any amount received on account of the Policy by the
exercise of any right permitted under this assignment, without resorting or regard to other security.

J. In the event of any conflict between the provisions of this assignment and provisions of the note or other evidence of any
[lability, with respect to the Policy or rights of collateral security therein, the provisions of this assignment shall prevail.

K. Each of the undersigned declares that no proceedings in bankruptcy are pending against him and that his property is not
subject to any assignment for the benefit of creditors.

- (LS.)

W-eYtness Tommy ob in 50o n l t u red or Owner

l'~"atvaess

475 Hear gronadwany- Suire we

North Little Roci4,dd9I* 72114
(LS.)

Benef ciay

Addrets
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 0&

IN THE MATTER OF TOMMY ROBINSON )
AND THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR) MUR 1721
CONGRESS COMMITTEE, GEORGE M. )
FELKINS, AS TREASURER

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Without identifying the customer,

please describe loans you have made which you believe support

your assertion that the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made

in the ordinary course of business. Please describe in detail

the assets, liabilities, income, collateral, amount of loan and

other characteristics of the customer which compare to those of

Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: The following

examples were obtained from loan officers at Worthen Bank. In

each case, the loan amount exceeded the collateral or there was

an extension of a loan that was uncollateralized, i.e. line of

credit without collateral. In addition, the net worth of the

individual or corporation did not justify the extension of

credit. Credit was extended based on reputation, credit

history, and/or prospective ability to perform as was the case

in the Tommy Robinson loan extension.

The following summaries are the actual statements of the

loan officer involved:



Numerous additional examples can and will be supplied by

Worthen Bank upon request. Worthen Bank, as part of its

marketing strategy and commitment to the community it serves,

frequently makes loans to young professionals and others that do

not have adequate financial statements to justify the loan but

have outstanding character and have demonstrated successful

skills.

The obvious intent of Worthen Bank in making these types of

loans, is to assist the customer and to build a strong and loyal

banking relationship.

Worthen Bank implores the Federal Election Commission to

recognize that when the relevant loans were extended, Tommy

Robinson was a long-time customer of Worthen Bank with an

excellent credit history. The officers of Worthen Bank knew

Tommy Robinson possessed a high degree of personal integrity and

that he had captured the public's trust.

-5-



These are the same qualities and characteristics possessed

by the aforementioned customers and thus, were in the ordinary

course of Worthen Bank's business.

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9131

By:__ _ _ _ _ _ _
Kenneth R. Shemin

Attorneys for Worthen Bank &
Trust Company, N.A.

020

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kenneth R. Shemin, do hereby certify that I mailed a copy
of the above and foregoing Supplemental Responses to
Interrogatories to Mr. Charles N. Steele, General Counsel,
Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463, on this

___day of October, 1985.

~v~A44 v
Kenneth R. Shemin

-6-
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The WbClty
ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE

NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72114

T.E. RENAUD August 30,
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Officer

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

1985

, a

Im-- r -

Dear Mr. Gross:

Enclosed please find my sworn responses to your
dated August 16, 1985 as well as the attached thereto.

If you have any

TER/dbo

I nterrogatories

further questions, I will be happy to assist.

Sincer y yours,

E. Renaud

Enclosures

P.O. BOX 5581. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72119-501/372-4700

In" lm
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STATE OF ARKANSAS

COUNTY OF PULASKI

A F FIDAVIT

BEFORE ME, Notary Public, duly commissioned by and acting on behalf of

the State of Arkansas, personally came and appeared T. E. RENAUD who,

after being first duly sworn, did depose and say in response to the

interrogatories submitted by the Federal Election Commission on August 16,

1985:

1. Please produce a copy of the loan application, financial
statement, loan agreement and any other documents used by you to
judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the Robinson
Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

RESPONSE: See Attachment 1, Commercial Loan Application, May 17,
1984;

Attachment 2, Personal Financial Statement of Tommy
Robinson, February, 1984;

Attachment 3, Documentation Checklist, Loan #78855, May
17, 1984;

Attachment 4, Promissory Note, May 17, 1984;

Attachment 5, Guaranty, May 17, 1984;

Attachment 6, Loan Documents for Loan #76611, April

1981 (Prior loan which had been completely repaid);

Attachment 7, Loan Documents for Loan #76161, July,
1980 (Prior loan which had been completely repaid).

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in question 1,
customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a customer?

RESPONSE: No.



0
b. Were

liabilities
you made the

you aware of Tommy
(including campaign
campaign loan?

Robinson's total personal
related bank loans) prior

assets and
to the time

RESPONSE: Yes, we were aware of Mr. Robinson
condition as we were provided with
documents; however, the subject of
not discussed.

s personal financial
the aforementioned
other bank loans was

Also, please review my letter to you of June 26, 1984, in whichthoroughly explained the many reasons why I believed in my bestbusiness judgment, and in light of my prior dealings with Mr.Robinson, that this campaign loan would be a sound risk and promptlyrepaid. Specifically, I had great confidence in Mr. Robinson'sability to win the general election in November, and personally knewhim to be extremly trustworthy and of outstanding integrity.

Without identifying the customer, please describe loans youhave made which you believe support your assertion that thecampaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary courseof business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabiliti-s,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics ofthe customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

Before responding to your question, as a point of clarifi
the loan in question differs from the loans described belthat this loan was made not to Mr. Robinson personally, b
rather to the Tommy Robinson Campaign Commitee. As addicollateral, I obtained Mr. Robinson's persv,tial guaranty.

(-.a t ; o
ow in
ut

t i onad

RESPONSE: The time constraints imposed by v+,ur mandatory response
date made it impossible for me to conduct an exhaustive
search of all of our loan files. However, my InItial
search has revealed several loans ,ich icr sn-- i a ,the one which The Twin City Bank made to Fommy Robi mo
in 1)84. 1 have sent the relevant int'(,rmat ion A.bout
these loans below:



' . Hlave you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

RESPONSE: Yes, my rev'iw of our loan files reveals one other
political l,,tn to a Senate Candidate.

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
co41iteral, and all other factors which were used to determine

1'" that these loans be made.

r. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate

when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

RESPONSE: Yes.

6. If thp answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.

RFSPONSE: Prior to the request, we had had no banking experience
with applicant, and did not wish to extend credit to a
c andidate with whom we had not dealt in the past.



-4-

Unlike Tommy Robinson, the Candidate in question was
not popular in the community, nor was he likely to win
the election. Further, we had no reason to trust in
his credit worthiness, as we did with Tommy Robinson.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAITH NOT.

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME on this the .... day of
August, 1985 at Little Rock, Arkansas.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

---6 .... .......
N A PUBLIl -- ! ---------



ATTACHMENT 8

* he Twn City Bzr,
ONE RIVERFRON r PLACE

NORTH UTTME ROCK, ARKANSAS 72114

T.E. RENAUD June 26, 1984
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Officer

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

t- On June 18, 1984, I received your letter dated June 13,

1984, which informed me that your office has received a

complaint that alleges that The Twin City Bank and I have vio-

lated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971, as amended. I have reviewed a copy of the complaint
and the other material enclosed with your letter, and I am
asking that you accept this letter as my response to the com-
plaint.

For purposes of clarity and future reference, I would like

to answer the allegations by numbered paragraphs.

1. The Twin City Bank is a state chartered depository
insitution whose deposits and accounts are insured by the

*, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

2. On May 17, 1984, the Tommy Robinson for Congress Cam-

paign Committee applied for and was granted a loan in the amount
of $32,000. The loan was evidenced by our standard promissory
note, a copy of which is enclosed for your future reference,
which promissory note was dated May 17, 1984, was for thp princi-
pal sum of $32,000, bearing interest at the rate of 12'%% per
annum, and was due and payable on or before June 15, 1984.

3. The said promissory note was guaranteed by the c,-ndi-
date, Mr. Tommy F. Robinson, on our standard guaranty form,
a copy of which is enclosed for your reference.

4. The loan w.as approved by me acting in my c~ap~ ity as
Chair",:n of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of 'The Twin
City Bank. I havre held the position (-) Chairman and ('hi"- :,:,.u-
tive OFficer of The i'win City Bank for the p),at 15'3 years.

p -. ? .. p274 i IITLF k K "/! 4 01 1172 4,11- 1



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #2 June 26, 1984

5. The Twin City Bank is the largest state chartered bank

in Arkansas with total assets of $260 million as of June 1,

1984.

6. The Twin City Bank has one of the lowest loan loss

records of any lending institution in the state of Arkansas.

7. As Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer

of The Twin City Bank, my primary lending authority is

8. It is my opinion that the loan to Tommy Robinson Cam-

paign Committee was made in the ordinary course of business

by this bank and was on a basis which assures repayment.

9. In addition to my knowledge of the banking industry,

and particularly the operations of The Twin City Bank, I do

have some knowledge as a citizen of the political future and

fortunes of candidate Tommy F. Robinson. Based on my knowledge
of Mr. Robinson, it is my opinion, and was at the time the loan

was made, that he is a very viable candidate for the office

which he is seeking; that he has substantial political backing

and support; that his popular support among the voters is

extremely high; and that he is respected by a number of business

and civic leaders throughout this congressional district. These

facts led me to believe at the time the loan was made, an

opinion which I still maintain, that the campaign committee

was certainly capable of repaying the loan in a timely and

orderly fashion. Additionally, I have known Mr. Robinson to

be a man of integrity. I have extended credit in larger amounts

to him personally, and he has always handled these credits in

a thoroughly satisfactory manner. Consequently, I was also

comforted by his personal guarantee of the loan being

questioned. While it would be a financial burden for Mr.

Robinson to liquidate the debt if it is necessary for him to

do so from his personal funds, I feel certain that he would

do so, however, I also have no doubt that he can inspire the

community to contribute to his political campaign. In summary,
this loan was made to an individual of high integrity, a man

recognized as a professional in his field, a customer with a

satisfactory previous credit history with this bank, and the

loan itself has two seperate sources of repayment - the borrower

and the guarantee.

10. The loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign

Committee was not endorsed or guaranteed by any person, corpora-

tion, partnership or any other type of entity othec than Mr.
Robinson.

Our banking relationships with our cuistomrers must remain

confidential and this information is furat.shed Lo you with the

expor.ss permission of the Tommy Robinson Cipcimpq-n Committee.

Vi specifically request that you maintain his confidenti dlity.



Mr. Kenneth A @Be

Page#3 . 0 aJune 26, 1984If I can be the source of any additional information, IShall be happy to respond upon request.

TER/do

Enclosures



TWIN CITY BANK U ATTACHMENT 1

Date: May 17, 1984

Apicant: Tommy Robinson

Address: I&6rw Rr
North Little Rock

COMM4ECIAL
1 6 0

AR 72114

Tele hone:

LOAN APPLICATION

Principals:

Guuantol: Tommy Robi1nson

Loan Amoit: 132. 000.00 Rate: TCB PV_

Terms: Demand, or if no demand, due on
June 15, 1984

June15.1984_____Crp.
Ty- of Business: .rop.

Political campaign

Purpose of Loan:

:e ent:

Coatral:

Disbursement Instructions:

Comments, agreements and sources of repayment:

Loan OftM
T. E. RENAUD Granted - Declined

With the exceptions noted below, approve or declined.

mmm
t

e; '

Insuranc
Va;IJUc..



EATTACn4 2

Personal Financial Statement

of
TOiNY F. ROBINSON
Febru.ir.y, 1984

Assets

Real Estate - Home

Personal Property

Auto

Cash (Approx.)

Partnership Interest - IP3
I-.'

Liabilties

Real Estate - Home

Banks (Endorser and Personal)

Jerry Jones

U,



- ~ATTACHMENT3 __

si': P Loaii~ j

AC 11119
________ IIf)J REDI IIAVI-.* AITrIA

II FILE

CI '-':i11; 11:11 CPVP:I UrY;II I*I: r'sT:L'' S--
Mo.- t lt

Ar P !it,,wI t.. IL'c:itlit of iv:,',sviit I rom O01 II11 '

** i t t A11 'iits iss~-i~hl'

slrav i sa 1) 1v vr tor 0- 1t sIldv') I;E1Is t a t c
Art iv 'is of IIC.JiI i'i _ _______

A I k i i i ir

M-- ft __v_______

CoI s'ntcrl lqtt

t -1 - .I ,t ' ' . .-- ~- _ _ _ -

C vit It

bea e tit r as1. i i l. Acoii prasl ___

Lioid of rus/Wtias't' (Recorded)
Ext ell; i on
Hii.t-m1.11 Statt rlrs'It (Cs it-usuvt )

!:!, .!.!..i -aT S iiiit ciii ** 1-4 u- .i t or)T

I I a c i a I Sc at .1 tIIt INh r s t 11; 1
-ii -anc i t iq iSt i -- s'm t', _s , V(Iecorded

Floor PlIan Ai'recrisit_____

Ctoaraiitv Form t-i vat It iriaufor
1 usuraiice w/Loss lx.'1eci atise
Inv.ent~ory Desc r ipt ilu____________

Lease

-Reg. U-I Form __________

Memt~o o f Ma r k tasbIi I try ____v____

Let ter Cuaraitteci eii.)l'ivry-LOT io,.t I)
S ur v e __________

Tit Iv Insuraiccive Volis'Bfiz~' -- ______

Ve~r I f atit aI. i ortgg

__ -1K-i

C-

4 I----

-1 _ _ _1._ _

it~i~)

-7-
ASSIGN~tED oFF ic1R:

1.1 itn St. uc It Cer t ~i cat e ______________ ________ _____

f. Irf I nst ratc v Pot I I c _______________v_

Loin Ar. r__ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ _ __ ___ _

fJlotve to fis ituiso (.1

Is;-r-tticrsh ipaA:tsrct____________________
I'artinLershiL.Resolut jeloll____

Pla.ns wiict SSl y f ical iis

Fromisst'rv Note ______________

Rl -.lit of eis'Isl; huh

Seccu tt Rcelvabi _ __ _ __ _ _ __ ___ _ _ -- - __ _ _

ACCu I p _eii t___________ _______ _____ ____

Lease~d £Leansed As--wts ______ _______

ot is r

Stuck: -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _

_1l edge___________
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TOI'-f- ROB INSON CAPAIGN k!M I
_ 

L 's , oo,.o
~,32.goo.C0Q

Twfn my Dank
ONE RIVRFRON PLACE

NORTH LIrE ROCK ARKANSAS

PROMISSORY NOTE

. FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The Twin City Bank (herein called Bank), at its office in North Little Rock, Arkansas, the sum ofThirty-two Thousanzi and 00/100 DOLLARS,
together with interest thereon from date at the rate of TC 3 PV, not to exceed maximum

lawful amount %, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum rate allowed by law
until such sum is paid in full. Said amounts shall be payable as follows:

Demand, or if no demand by June 15, 1984

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a waiver of
such right or of any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor, and extension
of time without notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly and severally, promise
and agree to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holder in enforcing this
note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be sufficiently served for all purposes if placed.
in the mail, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises at, the address shown below or any other
address shown on Holder's records.

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby deliver and/or grant to Bank ad its usigns, and
holders (Bank, its assigns, and holders all being collectively referred to as Holders) under pledge as security and/or
grant a security interest in, the collaterals below listed and/or listed on a collateral pledge and/or'g 'Security
Agreement, to wit: - ,

C',>

THE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS, TERMS, UNDERTAKINGS, AND RIGHTS SET FORTH ON THE
REVERSE SIDE HEREOF ARE HEREBY MADE A PART OF "THIS PROMISSORY NOTE, THE SAME
BEING INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE L

ADDRESS

425 W. Broadway

Principal consists of:
Loan proceeds ......
Old Balance ............
Filing fees or other fees .

incurred in perfection of
any security interest*n
any collateral ..... .>...

Credit L'f, Insurance ....
Amouny Fipanced ......

$32,000.00

$32, 000.00

OF A DUPLICATE

Plowm dre my dcking account no

F Ior p Iymw an "I- loan.
4

IF

AIIAOWNT 4

tay 17, 19 84
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Fills . a., ATTACIHENT 5

GUARANTY
FJorJIfUlt Etttitwb and In consideration of advances to be made, or credit to be given,.or other financial

accommodation from time to time afforded or to be afforded to
TOMMY ROB INSON CAMPAIGN COMM ITTEE

(hereinafter designated as "Debtor"), by THE TWIN CITY BANK, NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKAINSAS,
or its successor or successors, immediate or remote, by merger, consolidation, sale of a major portion of its
assets, or otherwise (all of which are herein after called toe "Bank"), the undersigned hereby jointly and sever-
ally guarantee the full and prompt payment to said Bank at maturity and at all times thereafter of any and
all indebtedness, obligations and liabilities of every kind and nature of said Debtor to said Bank (including
liabilities of partnerships created or arising while the Debtor may have been or may be a member thereof),
howsoever evidenced, which may hereafter become due, whether direct or indirect, absolute or contingent,
or joint or several, and howsoever owned, held or acquired, whether through discount, overdraft, 'purchase,
direct loan or as collateral, or otherwise; and the undersigned further agree to pay all expenses, legal and/or
otherwise (including court costs and attorney's fees, paid or incurred by said Bank in endeavoring to collect
such indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in enforcing this guaranty). The right
of recovery, however, against the undersigned is limited to

THIRTY-TWO THOUSAND AND 00/100 DOLLARS (S 32,000.00)

plus interest on all loans and/or advances hereunder and all expenses hereinbefore mentioned.

In case of the death, incompetency, dissolution, liquidation or insolvency (howsoever evidenced) of, or
the institution of bankruptcy or receivership proceedings against said Debtor, all of said indebtedness, obliga-
tions and liabilities then existing shall, at the option of the Bank, immediately become due or accrued and paya-
able from the undersigned.

All dividends or other payments received from the Debtor, or on account of the debt from whatsoever
rource, shall be taken and applied as payment in gross, and this guaranty shall apply at the option of said
Bank to and secure any ultimate balance that shall remain owing to said Bank.

Any payments made by the undersigned on the indebtedness of the Debtor and resulting in the under-
signed having a claim against the Debtor shall be subordinate to any and all then existing indebtedness owed
the Bank by the Debtor and also to such subsequent loans or advances which, at the option of the Bank, may
be made.

This guaranty shall be a continuing, absolute and unconditional guaranty, and shall remain in full force
and effect until written notice of its discontinuance shall be actually received by said Bank, and also until any
and all said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be. fully paid.
The death, dissolution or withdrawal of any one or more of the undersigned shall not terminate this guaranty
until notice of any such death, dissolution or withdrawal shall have been actually received by said Bank, nor
until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be fully
paid. And in the event of any such death, dissolution or withdrawal and notice thereof to the Bank, this
guaranty shall, notwithstanding, continue and remain in force against the survivor or survivors until discon-
tinued as hereinabove provided.

The liability hereunder shall in no wise be affected or impaired by (and said bank is hereby expressly
authorized to make from time to time, without notice to anyone), any sale, pledge, surrender, compromise,
settlement, release, renewal, extension, indulgence, alteration, substitution, exchange, change in, modification
or other disposition of any of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, either express or implied, or of any
contract or contracts evidencing any thereof, or of any security or collateral therefor. The liability hereunder
shall in no wise be affected or impaired by any acceptance by said Bank of any security for or other guaran-
tors upon any of said indebtedness, obligations or liabilities, or by any failure, neglect or omission on the
part of said Bank to realize upon or protect any of said indebtedness, obligations or liabilities, or any collat-
eral or security therefor, or to exercise any lien upon or right of appropriation of any moneys, credjts or
property of said Debtor, possessed by said Bank, toward the liquidiation of said indebtedness, obligations or
liabilities, or by any application of payments or credits thereon. Said Bank shall have the exclusive right to
determine how, when and what application of payments and credits, if any, shall be made on said indebted-
ness, obligations and liabilities, or any part of them. In order to hold the undersigned liable hereunder, there
shall be no obligation on the part of the said Bank at any time to first resort to or exhaust its -remedies against
the Debtor, or other persons or corporations, their properties or estates, or to resort to and exhaust its reme-
dies against any collateral, security, property, liens or other rights whatsoever. It is expressly agreed that

(OYUR)



All diligence in collection or protection, and all presentment, demand, protest and/or notice, as to any
and everyone, of dishonor and of default and of non-payment and of the creation and existence of any and
all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, and of any security and collateral therefor, and of the ac-
ceptance of this guaranty, and of any and all extensions of credit and indulgence hereunder, are hereby ex-
pressly waived.

T"he granting of credit from time to time by said Bank to said Debtor in excess of the amount to which
the right of recovery under this guaranty is limited and without notice to the undersigned, is hereby also
authorized and shall in no way affect or impair this guaranty.

All paper discounted for said Debtor and all loans made to said Debtor, when paid, *shall be deemed
to have been paid by said Debtor, unless express notice in writing is given to said Bank at the time by the
undersigned that it has been paid by them.

No act of commission or omission of any kind, or at any time, upon the part of said Bank in respect
to any matter whatsoever, shall in any way affect or impair this guaranty.

Said Bank may, without any notice whatsoever to any one, sell, assign or transfer all of said indebted-
ness, obligations and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in that event each and every immediate and successive
assignee, transferee, or holder of all or any part of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, shall have the
right to enforce this guaranty, by suit or otherwise, for the benefit of such assignee, transferee or holder, as
fully as if such assignee, transferee or holder were herein by name specifically given such rights, powers and
benefits; but the said Bank shall have an unimpaired right, prior and superior to that of any said assignee,
transferee or holder, to enforce this guaranty for the benefit of said Bank, as to so much of said indebtedness,
obligations and liabilities that it has not sold, assigned or transferred.

NotiCe to the undersigned guarantors of the acceptance of this guaranty and of the making or renewing
of any loan or paper is hereby expressly waived by the undersigned.

No release or discharge of any one or more of the undersigned shall release or discharge any of the
other of the undersigned, unless and until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities shall have been
fully paid and discharged.

This guaranty shall be construed according to the law of the State of Arkansas, in which State it shall
be performed by the undersigned.

This guaranty and every part thereof, shall be biniding upon the undersigned, jointly and severally, and
upon the heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns of all the undersigned, and each of them, respec-
tively.

Any part of this guaranty invalid under the law of this State shall not invalidate other parts of this
guaranty.

After having carefully read this instrument consisting of the front and back of this *page the same was sign-

ed, sealed and delivered by the undersigned, lis, 17th dlay of May
and was thereafter received ind accepted by said Bank at Northck k s

tOMMY ROBI NSON

L K .qt- - - .. - .,-



; S.IL ATTACHMENT 6

Address: /-XA-- , ,r

Telephone:

Loan Amount: /0.4 I_

Terms:

Date:
Annlicant: /LY1Y6

Type of Business: Corp.
Prop.
-Part.

Purpose of Loan:

Insurance Agent:

Collateral: Value:

Disbursement Instructions:.

Comments, agreements and sources of repayment:

*~i : ~.

Principals:

oe, &,o -
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Borrower / "/ - .';Jl

7

..Loan

COMMIE'RCIAL LOAN CECKZI'ST

'-EDIT FILE DOCUMENTS:
".-counts P.ec(iva')7e 7 inr,
.- edit Investigation
.i nancial Statements: (Date)

Personal( )

Corporate
Guarantor

;'.esolution, Current

I,OAN FILE DOCUMENTS:
A1bstract
.,ppraisal (Officer or Outside)
,ssignment:

Contract
Lease
Life Insurance (Acknowledged)
Mortgage
savings or CD

Juilders Risk Policy
(ollateral Receipt..
'Tnstruction Bond
Contract
-aler Agreement

JDeed of Trust/Mortgage_(Recorded)
I-inancing Statements (Recorded)
:'lor Plan Areement
2Gu aranty
Insurance w/Loss Payable. Clause COverage
'i,.euquate Aqent:
l.,ase

en Search Certificate!:ife Insurance Policy_
7,;an Agreement
'lans and Specifications
:.-omissory Note
:2purchase Agreement
ecurityAgreements:

Accounts ReceivaBle
Inventory
Other

Certificate
Pledge

Power
2-.. rvey'

j, eg. U-i Form
['ake-Out Letter
i*Lt le Insurance
.,uth In Lending
Ither

I n-Pi 1--
Action Pec'd

Rem re Have DateDat

ii~i

• -j - - - -- -

"mments:

-'ile Completed by <77~2 I- -- on_

Lender Date

1- - - I - -

___I- ---

°
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0,000.00

w
~ .., .~ -'

snTotmy . . " --

April 714 ,19...

ONE RIVERFRO14T PLACE
%OPT" ,LiFTLE WIm OVg £M*Ns*

PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The Twin City Bank (herein called Bank), at its office in North Little Rock, Arkansas, the sum of
Ten Thousand and no/100------------------------ ------------------ DOLLARS,
together with interest thereon from date at the rate of____
S6 1 / 2. %, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum rate allowed by law
until such sum is paid in full. Said amounts shall be payable as follows:
Demand or no demand, balance due in 6 months, Oo hr 12. 119L

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a waiver of
such right or.of any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor, and extension
of time with6ut notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly and-severally, romise
and agree to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holderin enforcing this
note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be sufficiently served for all purposes if placed_.
in the mail, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises at, the address shown below or any other
address shown on Holder's records. .

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby deliver and/or grant to Bank and its assigns, and
holders (Bank, its assigns, and holders all being collectively referred to as Holders) under pledge as security and/or
grant a security interest in, the collaterals below listed and/or listed on a collateral pledge and/or a Security
Agreement, to wit:

pp';'

THE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS, TERMS, UNDERTAKINGS, AND RIGHTS SET FORTH ON THE-- t
REVERSE SIDE HEREOF ARE HEREBY MADE A PART OF THIS PROMISSORY NOTE,THE SAME
BEING INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE -

Principal consists of: ... & ) . . -

Loan proceeds,.............$........
Old Balance"...............

ADDRESS

2900 South Woodrow

Filing fees or other fees
incurred in perfection of
any security interest in
any collateral..........

Credit Life Insurance
Amount Financed........ $10V000.00

TitU .Pock. A? 711206 UNDERSIGNED ACKNO(VLEDGES RtCEWT OF A DUPLICATE

OF THIS NOTE.

Tommy Roblnson.--

Pleae charge my cecking account noMAKER

F1f at I I i - .
SFor IpymenW on this loan.
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GUARANTY
Foir PVat trtlob and in consideration of advances to be made, or credit to be given, or other financial

accommodation from time to time afforded or to be afforded to
Tommy Robinson

(hereinafter designated as "Debtor"), by THE TWIN CITY BANK, NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS,

or its successor or successors, immediate or remote, by merger, consolidation, sale of a major portion of its

assets, or otherwise (all of which are herein after called the "Bank"), the undersigned hereby jointly and sever-
ally guarantee the full and prompt payment to said Bank at maturity and at all times thereafter of any and

all indebtedness, obligations and liabilities of every kind and nature of said Debtor to said Bank (including

liabilities of partnerships created or arising while the Debtor may have been or may be a member thereof),

howsoever evidenced, which may hereafter become due, whether direct or indirect, absolute or contingent,
or joint or several, and howsoever owned, held or acquired, whether through discount, overdraft purchase,
direct loan or as collateral, or otherwise; and the undersigned further agree to pay all expenses, legal and/or
otherwise (including court costs and attorney's fees, paid or incurred by said Bank in endeavoring to eollect

such indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in enforcing this guaranty). The right
of recovery, however, against the undersigned is limited to
Ten Thousand and no/100--------------------------------- 10,000.00

DOLLARS ($ )
plus interest on all loans and/or advances hereunder and all expenses hereinbefore mentioned.

In case of the death, incompetency, dissolution, liquidation or insolvency (howsoever evidenced) of, or
the institution of bankruptcy or receivership proceedings against said Debtor, all of said indebtedness, obliga-
tions and liabilities then existing shall, at the option of the Bank, immediately become due or accrued and pay-
able from the undersigned.

All dividends or other payments received from the Debtor, or on account of the debt from whatsoever
source, shall be taken and applied as payment in gross, and this guaranty shall apply at the option of said
Bank to and secure any ultimate balance that shall remain owing to said Bank.

Any payments made by the undersigned on the indebtedness of the Debtor and resulting in the under.
signed having a claim against the Debtor shall be subordinate to any and all then existing indebtedness owed
the Bank by the Debtor and also to such subsequent loans or advances which, at the option of the Bank, may
be made.

This guaranty shall be a continuing, absolute and unconditional guaranty, and shall remain in full force
and effect until written notice of its discontinuance shall be actually received by said Bank, and also until any
and all said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be fully paid.
The death, dissolution or withdrawal of any one or more of the undersigned shall not terminate this guaranty
until notice of any such death, dissolution or withdrawal shall have been actually received by said Bank, nor
until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be fully
paid. And in the event of any such death, dissolution or withdrawal and notice thereof to the Bank, this
guaranty shall, notwithstanding, continue and remain in force against the survivor or survivors until discon-
tinued as hereinabove provided.

The liability hereunder shall in no wise be affected or impaired by (and said bank is hereby expressly
authorized to make from time to time, without notice to anyone), any sale, pledge, surrender, compromise,
settlement, release, renewal, extension, indulgence, alteration, substitution, exchange, change in, modification
or other disposition of any of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, either express or implied, or of any
contract or contracts evidencing any thereof, or of any security or collateral therefor. The liability hereunder
shall in no wise be affected or impaired by any acceptance by said Bank of any security for or other guaran-
tors upon any of said indebtedness, obligations or liabilities, or- by any failure, neglect or omission on the
part of said Bank to realize upon or protect any of said indebtedness, obligations or liabilities, or any collat-
eral or security therefor, or to exercise any lien upon or right of appropriation of any moneys, credits or
property of said Debtor, possessed by said Bank, toward the liquidiation of said indebtedness, obligations or
liabilities, or by any application of payments or credits thereon. Said Bank shall have the exclusive right to
determine how, when and what application of payments and credits, if any, shall be made on said indebted-
ness, obligations and liabilities, or any part of them. In order to hold the undersigned liable hereunder, there
shall be no obligation on the part of the said Bank at any time to first resort to or exhaust its remedies against
the Debtor, or other persons or corporations, their properties or estates, or to resort to and exhaust its reme-
dies against any collateral, security, property, liens or other rights whatsoever. It is expressly agreed that
said Bank may at any time make demand for payment or payments on, or bring suit against, the undersigned
guarantors, jointly or severally, or any one or more of the undersigned, less than all, without impairing the
rights of the Bank against the others of the undersigned; and that the Bank may compound with any one or
more of the undersigned for such sums as it may see fit and release such of the undersigned from all further
liability to the Bank for such indebtedness without impairing the right of the Bank to demand and collect
the balance of such indebtedness from others of the undersigned not so released.

(OV3t



All diligence in collection or protection, and all presentment, demand, protest and/or notice, as to any
and everyone, of dishonor and of default and of non-payment and of the creation and existence of any and
all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, and of any security and collateral therefor, and of the ac-
ceptance of this guaranty, and of any and all extensions of credit and indulgence hereunder, are hereby ex-
pressly waived.

The granting of credit from time to time by said Bank to said Debtor in excess of the amount to which
the right of recovery under this guaranty is limited and without notice to the undersigned, is hereby also
authorized and shall in no way affect or impair this guaranty.

All paper discounted for said Debtor and all loans made to said Debtor, when paid, *shall be deemred
to have been paid by said Debtor, unless express notice in writing is given to said Bank at the timne by the
undersigned that it has been paid by them.

No act of commission or omission of any kind, or at any time, upon the part of said Bank in respect
to any matter whatsoever, shall in any way affect or impair this guaranty.

Said Bank may, without any notice whatsoever to any one, sell, assign or transfer all of said indebted-
ness, obligations and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in that event each and every immediate and successive
assignee, transferee, or holder of all or any part of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, shall have the
right to enforce this guaranty, by suit or otherwise, for the benefit of such assignee, transferee or holder, as
fully as if such assignee, transferee or holder were herein by name specifically given such rights, powers and
benefits; but the said Bank shall have an unimpaired right, prior and superior to that of any said assignee,
transferee or holder, to enforce this guaranty for the benefit of said Bank, as to so much of said indebtedness,
obligations anid liabilities that it has not sold, assigned or transferred.

Notice to the undersigned guarantors of the acceptance of this guaranty and of the makting or renewing
of any loan or paper is hereby expressly waived by the undersigned.

No release or discharge of any one or more of the undersigned shall release or discharge any of the
other of the undersigned, unless and until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities shall have been
fully paid and discharged.

This guaranty shall be construed according to the law of the State of Arkansas, in which State it shall
be performed by the undersigned.

This guaranty and every -part thereof, shall be binding upon the undersigned, jointly and severally, and
upon the heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns of all the undersigned, and each of them, respec-
tively.

Any part of this guaranty invalid under the law of this State shall not invalidate other parts of this
guaranty.

After having carefully read this instrument consisting of the frontand back of this page the same was sln-

ed, sealed and delivered by the undersigned, this~ ' day of ~ /1 -'
and was thereafter received and accepted by said Bank at North LittlevRock, Arkansas.

Ken Calhoon



ATTACHMENT 7

ate:

Plficant: 
Principals

ddress: 
_,_ ___<,,__ _ __ _ __

0- -_ __-7__

elephone: Guarantors:

Loan Amount: t) Z) C Rate: _ _0_ _ _ _ _

rerm's: ).
Type of Business,:P

Purpose of Loan:

hLsurance Agent:

Collateral: 
Value:

Disbursement Instructions:

Comments, agreements and sources of repayment:

Loan Officer - Declined
y With the exceptions noted below, appro e or d P
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PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The Twin City Bank (herein called Bank), at its office in North Little Rock, Atkasas. the sum of
Two Thousand and no/00------------ DOLLARS,
together with 1n2terest thereon from date at the rate of :

l1 - %, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum ratedlwd by law
until such sum is paid in full. Said mounts shall bp payable as follows:

Demand or no demand, balance due in 90 days, October 20, 1980 -

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a -iNr of
such right or of any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor;-and asision ,
of time without notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly-and swverally;pmene.
and agree to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holder-in enfornb this-
note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be suifficiently served for all purposesi~bced -
in the mail, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises at, the address shown below, or ang oher
address shown on Holder's records.

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby deliver and/or grant to Bank and its assigns,-and
holders (Bank,. its assigns, and holders all being collectively referred to as Holders) under pledge as security imIor
grant a security interest in, the collaterals below listed and/or listed on a collateral pledge and/or a Seawity
Agreement, to wit: -

0. ..

p +•' + +

E~
N-.; :,

THE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS, TERMS, UNDERTAKINGS, AND RIGHTS SET FORTH ON THE
REVERSE SIDE HEREOF ARE HEREBY MADE A PART OF THIS PROMISSORY NOTE, THE SAME
BEING INCORPORATEDHEREIN BY REFERENCE , .

- . Principal consists of:. I..

Loan proceeds..$2,000.00 -.- - .
- .. . ---

Old Balance............
Filing fees or other fees -. '->-

incurred in perfection of
any security interest in -, .

any collateral•............
Credit Life Insurance......

ADDRESS Amount Financed........$2,000.00

P. O. Box 103 .

Jacksonville, Ark. 72076 UNDERSIGNED ACKNOWLEDGES RECEIPT OF A DUPLICATE
OF THIS NOTE.

Tommy obinson•

Plae, charge my checking account no

I IpI I lu-IIn I I-I I
For pamet on tiw loan.

FORM 4-104 '-

uBly:~ r

*UUC.gi@t. .ua.t.ugg posing .
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DISCIOSURE Or LOAN PURPOSE

In order to induce TIE TWIN CITY BANK, One Riverfront Place,

North Little Rock, Arkansas to grant a loan in the amount of

$ 1,500.00 , to Tommy Robinson

the undersigned represents and warrants the monies loaned shall

be used solely for business or agricultural purpose within the

meaning of the Depository Institutions Deregulation & Monetary

Control Act of 1980, adopted by the Congress of the United States,

specifically, all loan proceeds shall be used for:

-C t *7

d ay o I__ -

'BORROWER (S)xx BORROWER (S)

Any person knowingly making a false statement on any

Application for a loan may be subject to fine and imprisonment

under the provisions of 18 U.S.C.A. S1014.

lipDA',.-.D THTS -O j



1, 500.00

Tommy Robinson

ON tdC RVRONY PLACE
fonT" ULME 0C.' *RAASAS

PROMISSORY NOTE

R#76161

A 3April 1 3 82

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The TwJo Cith.Ban (herein called NOWJ, at its office in North Little Rock,Arkw the sum of
One Tnousanr' velunareaandfnoliuu -P.OLLARS,

together with interest thereon from date at the rate of___________
17 %, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum rateatoedfby law

until such sum is paid in full. Said amounts shall be payable as follows:
Demand or no demand, balance due in six months, October 10, 1982

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a Waiwu of
.such right or of 'any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor, and extemion

of time without notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly and severally,-prmise
: ." m agree-to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holder in enforcing this

note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be sufficiently served for all purposes if placed
in the mail, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises ati the address shown below or any other
address shown on Holder's records.

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby'deliver and/or grant to Bank and its assigns, and
holders (Bank, its assigns, and holders all being collectively referred to as Holders) under pledge as security andlor
grant a. security interest in, the collaterals below listed and/or listed-on a collateral pledge and/or a Security
Agreement, to wit: .... . : . . -.

.. 0 *: . .. ... "'

p
P. A. P. . .**.. -*. .

N *. ..

THE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS, TERMS, UNDERTAKINGS, AND RIGHTS SET FORTH ON THE
REVERSE SIDE HEREOF ARE HEREBY MADE A PART OF THIS PROMISSORY NOTE, THE SAME
BEING INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE . .

- .. .. ..: . .". Principal consists of: .. - .. - "
. i . . ,....... ,.. . . .

. 
..

,- , Loan proceeds............:
Old Balance............... $1,500.00

"3

ADDRESS

P. O. Box 103

incurred in perfection of
-any security interest in
any collateral...........

Credit Life Insurance......
Amour

Jacksonville, AR 72076

Plese chatge my checking account no

1a1 -111T 1- n -Fmpernents an this loan. '"

FORM 4-104- PS~C*SOW UU6 oef W@MU .(st) a,....s

nt Financed .......... $1 Eflfl f_ l - -

UNDERSIGNED ACKNOWLEDGES RECEIPT OF A DUPLICATE
OF THIS NOTE.

Tommy _Robinson 'Of

BY:

• . " .,. . . ...... ... . . . , -.. .- -:& u ; . .. .--. :'-: *" "
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 E. Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

This is in reference to your letter dated Auqust 26, 1985,
requesting an extension of 15 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on September: 21, 1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Cha .les N. Stee e

BY: Kenneth A. oss
Associate neral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
7 U) WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 E. Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

This is in reference to your letter dated Auqust 26, 1985,
requesting an extension of 15 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on September
21, 1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



Darrell D. Dover

4 , ,J i EFEC

0
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON a JEWELL, P.A. 8 SE? , PIZ"o8

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING TELEX-TELECOPCER:

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 (501) 375.4M4

(501) 375-9151

September 4, 1985

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 - First State Bank

Dear Mr. Gross:

Enclosed are the Responses to the Questions recently
promulgated to our client, First State Bank. As required in
your letter, these answers are beinS.9submitted under oath.

ou ve y Iruiy,

Darrell D. Dover, for
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

& JEWELL, P.A.

DDD: 11
Enclosure
cc: Mr. Al Harkins

rw~



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF
FIRST STATE BANK MUR 1721

RESPONSE OF FIRST STATE BANK TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Under cover of August 16, 1985, the Commission posed

several written questions to First State Bank. Set forth below

are the answers to the questions posed to First State Bank,

each answer being numbered to correspond to that respective

question.

1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,

financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents

used by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or

the Robinson Committee at the time you approve the campaign

loan.

ANSWER: Attached are the documents inquired about in question

1 being:

A. Copy of Loan Application

B. Copy of Loan Application (Renewal)

C. Personal Financial Statement of Tommy Robinson

D. Promissory Note and Security Agreement

E. Promissory Note and Security Agreement (Renewal)

F. Appraisal of Real Estate

G. Mortgage



la. Are bank documents, other than those produced in

question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of

a customer?

ANSWER: The answer is No. For a loan of this amount, the

documents listed above are generally considered to be

sufficient. In addition, however, Al Harkins,

President of First State Bank, did make personal

inquiries of other financial institutions. In

particular, Mr. Harkins inquired of Mr. Gene Fortson

at Worthen Bank & Trust Company where Mr. Harkins knew

that Mr. Robinson had had personal loans. Mr. Harkins

received a favorable financial report from Mr. Fortson.

lal. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce a

copy of these documents.

ANSWER: Not applicable.

1a2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state why

completion of these documents was not required of Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

ANSWER: Not applicable.

lb. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal

assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)

prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

ANSWER: The answer is Yes. Personal financial statement

attached.

-2-



ibi. If the answer to question lb is no, please explain.

ANSWER: Not applicable.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe

loans you have made which you believe support your assertion

that the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the

ordinary course of business. Please describe in detail the

assets, liabilities, income, collateral, amount of loan and

other characteristics of the customer which compare to those of

Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

ANSWER: Set forth below are five other loans comparable in

amount to the amount loaned to the Tommy Robinson

Committee which First State Bank believes to be

supportive of its position that the campaign loan to

Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course of

business. Consistent with the question, names are not

given but a brief description of the loan, including

the loan number and the character of the borrower, are

set forth. Numerous other loans made by First State

Bank could be added to this list but we believe the

ones set forth below are sufficient:



On loans of this relatively modest amount, First State

Bank is primarily interested in the credit record of

the Borrower and if the credit record is good, based

on First State Bank's own experience or based on

reports received from other lenders, loans of the

amount loaned to Tommy Robinson are often made on

signature alone. It should be noted, however, that in

the case of Tommy Robinson additional collateral was

furnished in the form of a second mortgage on

Robinson's personal residence in which there was

substantial equity as indicated by the appraisal

report which is attached and as discussed in more

detail in First State Bank's brief filed herein.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a

state or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to

Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

ANSWER: The answer is No.

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without

identifying the candidate, please describe the amount of the

-4-



loan, the collateral, and all other factors which were used to

determine that these loans be made.

ANSWER: The answer is not applicable.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal

candidate when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

ANSWER: The answer is No.

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without

identifying the candidate, please describe the factors which

were used to determine that these loans be denied.

ANSWER: The answer is not applicable.

First State Bank again submits that it has established,

beyond question, that its loan was so secured as to assure it

of repayment. First State has, in fact, now been repaid in

* full and again requests that the Commission find that there is

* no probable cause to believe that a violation of the Act has

occurred.

Respectfully Submitted,

FIRST STATE BANK OF SHERWOOD
7100 John F. Kennedy Boulevard
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72116

Al ffkfnPresie

-5-



VERIFICATION

STATE OF ARKANSAS)
) SS

COUNTY OF PULASKI)

I, Al Harkins, herein, on oath state that I have read the
foregoing Responses, and that the statements made therein are
true and correct to the best of m 41 Pe and belief.

Al Harkink

SBSR IBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Public,
thisJ4__vday of September, 198

NOTARY PUBLIC

MY CO MMISSION EXPIRES:

0439d

-6-



LOIAMAPP1LICATION
IMPORTANT: Please read the e dft s be%,i9 •cnpletlng4his AppilCbtlokIand appropriate box below.

Olf -you are applying for Individual credit In yown name, and are relying on your own IcomeWsets and not the Income or assets of

another person as the basis for repayment of the credit requested. complete onmy ections A and D. the requested credit Is to be secured, also

complete Section C.
0lIf you are applying for joint credit with another person, complete all Sections except C, providing information in B about the joint applicant. If

the requested credit is to be secured, then complete Section C.
Qlf you are applying for Individual credit, but are rpving on Income from alimony, child support, or separate maintenance or on the income or

assets of another person as the basis for repayri..,.it of the credit requested, complete all Sections except C to the extent possible, providing

Informationin B about the person on whose alimony, support, or maintenance payments or income or assets you are relying. If the requested
credit Is to be secured, then complete Section C.

AMOUNT REOUESTED . TERMS IP EEDS OF LOAN TO BE USED FOR

'o t .....- A, Ii 00i

FULL NAME (Last. First. Midd I Sh -Dole oial ty

PRESENT WpOESS (Street. City. Sto~. Ibwiciva.

PREVIOUS ADDRESS (Street. City, Stat.&Zip)N OWL AT PREVIOUSADDRESS

PRESEINT EMIELOMER (CSUpain-OF OTHERIN

| i n s

V URPog~oWORTITUE. s ~ e

PREVONTEMPLOYER (Cvpen Nutu&_ee

Almion, child supgort asprale meintenstee received under 0 uCourOvd W rin Arder,-ent ,ond Oral nerstanding

OTHER INCOME OURCES OF OTHER INCOME

Is PER
HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED ONE CHECKINGACCOUGWNTTNO WHERE?

CREDIT FROM Us? lVes.- When? SAVING ACCOUNT 000. WHERE?

NAME & ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIV NOT LVNG WITH YOU RELATIONSHIP TELEPH4ONE NO ii..clude Area Cod&.

SC 1NES •AOORSEOF SALO.JOWNE APPLICANT OROTHER PARTY

FULL NAME (Lest. First. Middle) AGEBIRTH DATE SOCIAL SECURITYONO.

RELATIONSHIP TO APPLICANT (ifAn PRESENT ADDRESS (Street. City. State.Zip) How long at HOME PHONE
present address'

OREVIOUS ADDRESS (Street. City, State a Zip) HOW LONG AT PREVIOUS ADDRESS?

PRESENT EMPLOYER (Company Name&£Addrsee) HOW LONG3 WITH PRESENT EMPLOYER

Eerthng hive ppttod hsopl tlon I 0o1'" ¢| tobet f m eoNwde.In-tiheaelcnhlrda bssfr9POft

OTHER INCOME SOURCES OF OTHER INCOME

HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED !ANO CHECKING ACCOUNT NO. WHERE'

CREDIT FROM US? I'Yes -When? SAVINGS ACCOUNT NO. WHERE'

NAME & ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIVE NOT LIVING WITH YOU RELATIONSHIP TLPOEN icueAe d~

OICTIONC.OWEDCIRED flETCO lUP111 WYIf 09111 I INU116 9011 4 eetriwbe 0Ste lobesom

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

NAMES & ADDRESSES OF ALL COOWNERS OF THE PROPERTY.

IF THE SECURITY IS REAL ESTATE. GIVE THE FULL NAME OF YOUR SPOUSE

0INATURES jilm bu

Everything I have slated in this Application Is correct to the best o1 My knowledge. I un- uliet to chc my credtoandemploymeft a eory and o answer qe

dersond that you will retain this Application wheiner or not It Is approved. YOU aOe your credit experence with me.

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE DATE OTHER SIGNATURE Ci hen Applicable) 01 DAT

XX

COMMENTS 4,A - "''''
5Xi'

./_/,.,



SECTION 0 ASSET &DET INFOIROATION
It Seclion 8 has been completed. ths Section should be completed. giving inlor. ApplIcant-reltedI nformation with an "A it Sect on 8 wasrot compoeteo -,

rrtion about both the Applicant and Joint Applicant at Other Person. Pleas wmk gin Intormaion about the Applicant KIMethi____n.

AsSE rS OWNED use sepaate ~ eet llS I
GEDGE AS secu NAlTER

DCUPIOOPAs*S VALUE NAWNSOFOWNERS

CA5HNSAVINGS

AUTOMOBILES (Make. Model. YeaM,
........... ............ .. . .................. .... ..2 .............. ................................ ....... ...... ............ .... I . . ..... ... . .

2 .. *..... ... ...... . .... .... ... ... ... . . .... ,... ;................. ................. ....... .;...... ....... ,.. . .......

CASH VALUE OF LIFE IN3URANCE F. PaciValue

REAL ESTATE (Location, Date Ac . .. . '

MARKETABLE SECuRITITES (siger "ht

TOTAL ASSETS
NING DEBT 1 Chare,accounts, Instlllnmen t contracs, it tmortp,, etc. Us. serate see~ If necessary'

1yPeWODIENTOR ORISIAL PRESENT MONTIOLY PAST DUE?

CREDITOR . NU-SE NAM KWD-O", M M-1--CARRIED. C OTumN PAYMENTS ESIWNO

LANDLORD Oil MORMOE 3 .]HI..mome (ol"" "o fool"';:,- ss

~'OiE LOANS

OTHER

CREW TREFERENCES (Pad Off AcOWWht5) 
PAOF

MY AUTO INSURANCE AGENT Is: (Nsm adiea

Ayyoua" .owmsenoser.-.,orFINO

guaivantor on ant loan or contract? 13YasFor Whomn? ToWhont7

Are Uwe &7 a selifieYhs*m AmOOutSle"TOWoOed

agint BWr. esA ,,, 1 "ea. OWhm= s1

HM you bondeclared bankrupt ONO YW

In tge last14 yas? floVONre

OHER SLIGATIONS (For exam* liaility to y almony, child support. sepaate maIntenagnce. Use saperala ceatit neceseel.?

)(06 lll

Ar /.A
Tc

$~L~
L~

A~
d~1( ~Zi~~A

k~t4-,

/ ~~-1 /

AA-L-lket "J.,

LA-



MRt n LOA" APPLICATION,
IMPORTANT: Please read h1ea n beforsompletingp this Applatlpp andpropriate box below.-OI you are applying for individual credit in y nname, and are relying on your owl lnc W ssets and not the Income or assets of

another person as the basis for repayment of the credit requested, complete only Sectioni A and D. It the requested credit is to be secured. also
complete Section C.

0 If you are applying for joint credit with another person, complete all Sections except C, providing information in B about the joint applicant. If
the requested credit is to be secured, then complete Section C. -

Oil you are applying for Individual credit, but are relying on Income from alimony, child support, or separate maintenance or on the Income or
assets of another person as the basis for repayment of the credit requested, complete all Sections except C to the extent possible, providing
information in B about the person on whose alimony, support, or maintenance payments or income or assets you are relying. If the requested
credit Is to be secured, then complete Section C.

A.OUNTREUE.TE0 l TERMS i P ,OCRE OFLOANTO BE USE ORO
s20,141.55 L 90 Days ] Renewal of L#01-781824-61

rULI'rlM.11' sON FOR CONGRESS CAMPAIGN Birth Date Socialsecurit

PRESENT ADDRESS (Street. City. State. & Zip) "MW"oat HONE

425 W. Broadway. Site K NLR, AR 72114.. .reentaddress?
PREVIOUS ADDRESS (Street. City. State. & Zip) HOW LONG AT PREVIOUS ADDRESS

PRESENT EMPLOYER (Company Namt&eAddres ) HOW LONG WITH PRESENT EMPLOYER

YOUR POSITIONS OR TITLE | *ai I SUSINESS PHONE EXT1par iGross

PREVIOUS EMPLOYER (Company Name a Address) HOW LONG WITH PREV EMPLOYER

Atttoen. chldku epot. sete maIntenae retaehed under: (I Court Order Ij Written Areement iI Ora Undarfllndl
OTHER INCOME SOURCES OF OTHER INCOME
s PER
HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED 1 No CHECKING ACCOUNT NO. WHERE?
CREDIT FROM US? I1Yes -When? SAVING ACCOUNT NO. WHERE?
NAME A ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIVE NOT LIVING WITH YOU RELATIONSHIP TELEPHONE NO ttnctu- Area Code.-

ONCTWN8 4 , norATON sMA JONT APPUCANT O .OTHER PARTY
FULL NAME (Last. First. Middle)AGE SOCIAL SECURITY O

RELATIONSHIP TO APPLICANT (it An" PRESENT ADDRESS (Street. City. State, A ZIp) H " g at HOME PHONE
I po~em ttadres? I

kREVIOUS ADDRESS (Street. City. State A Zip) HOW LONG AT PREVIOUS ADDRESS?

PRESENT EMPLOYER (CompanyName & Address) HOW LONG WITH PRESENT EMPLOYER

POSITI ON RTITLE ~sPreseen ~imd.IN-&EUSmPNONE EXT

REVIOUSEMPLOYER T

AIlmang, amiid empeeri er eelet talnisnane lcrn ned uE bie rele tt ye i net wish to hae nsidre se bel terepalu 1 ebleto

Almonyt child support. erate maintenance received under Court Order U Written Aoemen[t I Oral Understanding ....
OTHER INCOME SOURCES OF OTHER INCOME

HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED L [ND . CHECKING ACCOUNTNO."WHERET
CREDIT FROM US? OYs -When? SAVINGS ACCOUNT NO. WHERE?
NAME & ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIVE NOT LIVING WITH YOU .REATIONSHIP TELEPHONE NO. (Include Apa Code)

5E, IO c.Scumc~nmp sc,,,nyfo,, dflt beaemnr de ldste speenysbevneeeu .

iW_0KRTY DESCRIPTION

NAMES & ADDRESSES OF ALL CO-OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY-

IF THE SECURITY IS REAL ESTATE. GIVE THE FULL NAME OF YOUR SPOUSE

SUNATUrip
Everything I have stated In this Application Is correct to the beat of my knowledge. I un- authorized to check my credit an employmet history and to answer questoons about

x - -- 8/23/84 x 0

Ile,



SECTION D- AUT 0DET INFORMATION
I1 Section a has been completed. this Section should be completed. gMn l into. Appicent-reted inlormation with an "A". If Section S wa not completd, only
mltion about both the Applicant vd Joint Applicant or Other Person. Plees mar g Iik information about the Appilcant in OhIs Section.

ASESOWNED (use rtee het0I nic __ ___ _ _ _ __,__.

PL.EDGED) ASlIIEU
D1SCRIpION OF ASMIT VALUE YLNjo NAMIS 1OF1OWNII e

CASH'ISAVINGS s
AUTOMOSILES (Mae. Model. Yeso

2.I . ................................ '....... ................. .. ... .............. . m. . . . . . . . . . .

3. . . . . . . . . . . . . ................................. ..... . . .. .................................................... ......

CASH VALUE OF LIFE INSURANCE (teeer. Fern Valuer

ORAL ESTATE (Location. Dat Acqubk"i

MARKETASL SECURITITES (Ieeue, TMP NO. of Shat"s

OI4ER(lll)

TOTAL ASSETS

OUTSTANDING DEBTS (lncl e c accounts, Irstallment contracts credit card rent, mort W etc. Use soaate sheet If necessary).

RTYPE OF DEBTOR I lRESENAL MNT IMONTHLY PAST DUE?CREDITOR _V"~crruun m M MAg~M 18CAW 1 ator 400* f~m
LANDLORDOA MORTGAGE OME ftnt sy. NaHme

AMORM-E LOAN$

OTIMM

TOTALDST

CREDIT REFERENCES (Paid

MY AUTO INSURANCE AGEN

Areyou comker.sd oms
guarentr on any loen or cont

Are time n unlltislied ludi
spi1net y=u

Heyou been decled b" n

In theltest 14 years?

OTHER OBUGATIONS (For

00
s8
.OE

06
S9

S9
I # 10 Z
0 L~t0

89 'I

00 s09

0 0 0 6

11 d V
N I

IL N I

J. w~

Ado

Av a

Ud V
00" v I

DA TPAID OFF

To Whom

I "Yes". ToWheM Owed?

Yeer?
Nmaralsmlnenanie. Ueeepeeeif neseeel.)

59 •,). 0 L(

Vz~d

va
01

00" l06

ivc0
0 1

to -Eel-U
v a



a ncal Statemi8

TOMMY F. ROBINSON
February, 1984

~I1v

Assets

Real Estate - Home

Personal Property

Auto

Cash (Approx.)

Partnership Interest - IP3

Liabilties

Real Estate - Home

Banks (Endorser and Personal)

Jerry Jones
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m . ... •--,f,______ _____ ____

I FIRST STATE BANK !
'. . ' k. " SHERWOOD. ARKANSAS 7211,.

SOROWER'S NAME AND ADDRESS
01" inclu"e ach borrower above. oindy and saevaally.

LENDER'SJMME AND ADDRISS
"You" ma ne t leindi. Its successors and seoips.

614 t- Cat

t L i

Loan Amount 56 .LL '
Rnawal o ' J ;; .

• - I -t a" "

No: I promise to ey to you, or your order, at your addresm above, the principal sum of:. Pe1t .,,, •. ()fl , r r- C ii. J~ V' 7 • lOoa--------Dol, .s

plus lnterest from .e ttherateof "L - %peryeoruntil. - t

I will pay this amount as follows:

(a)0 on demand. iD on d .but inone aismade, on .2, •- 1 4 ic)[ on

If s).(b )or( Ic) is marked. I will pay accrued interest 'aid on the maturt date

(d) 1 In innstallmenteO ,6 each. beginning .19-and continuing on the Sameiay of each[O mont

0 thereafter. until 19-__ when a final payment of 6 will be duo

e) 0 lather)

PAYMENMIf pe payent when made AftspplIad first owm eulln I- ahaug PREPAYMENT: Imraeypapahlnow inwhole orinpoartat anytime. However, any parti
with the emindr of each paymntblf adll toredultheprincplblne. The flnal prepayment will notemuse eny later scheduled pymts until thisnotispaid ,n fu
pan my-be meteor Ie sthan the auon scheduled"1n1 un pama1 rg .

DEIUNOUENCY AND DEFAULT:I aroe to pay the coats you Incur to collectthis nowe In the 0 Pchecked. I aprseetopay a minimum interest charge of6 ,oflI1payah
event of my default, including your reasosnable attorney'ss. loan off before yit hae earned this amount in interest.

0 If checkod. aIgree topaysle chrgo •..,..% of theramount of4eymawhlehil

not paid within days of "n it Is due. up to a maximum o0 . THE PURPOSE OF THIS LOAN IS-

EIf Nchcked. lgretopayinterest atlo erof l 0% " pary"oron tbalantceof c a e a1 o .ocf o - _IA

this note remaining unpoid after final mtrlfty. inaeuding maturity by accleraton.
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE 'INANCE CHARGE AMOUNT FIANCE"D TOTAL OF PAYMENTS I have te right to receim at this

The cost of my creit I .The dolla amoum the Th amount of Ced The maunt Ils hes pId when time an itemization of the
as a veayrow craftll c MeM.id to m o my t I hawe math rsee 0 ledle pMVments Amount Financed

14.0 % .. 6 9 5 .30 1 * 20,141.55 e 20,836.,'5 - YES.Iwent
iyI, iIIc .. m .will be: NO - I do not want

Mumniof. Amountof .. an itemization

*20 'AL AlI.4 o"n f4 T I1k!pV11b 2 m an s a etimate
l ,20 %36 L-+Dri.4i J'p l and 1nt,%rP_.4t 1)u Noveml+mr 21. 14 i "' mn.-,

... . 0,: .. ....... . . Filing F ees

_____________ .a. I, tuon.f*ine Insurance

0 This note has a domand feature. 0 This note s payabl on demand and all disclosureswea basd on an assumed maturitya o one yor

SeIOulvlWl I gngasecuritylntereatin: " "'.' , ""':. TuaQeana ~ iim an m oiwmi Lot 37, "hase : o _''T,

o theg or prowrty beng.purchased. Addit oo to the City nf f: , ,
allowseacuringother Wonw * Im0t " brWW lea. CourtstMy O. M 1a&y0., .."..,: '-

E3 y~altaout and other at th!o"eymant of Inhay from yo. A.

Prepaynlit: If I pay off this loan afly, I Q may E will not hav to pay a penalty

01 may 0 will not be entitled to arefund of par of the finance charge.

can a nmucontract documents for ewa"lnaifomtn a-u-A--ret eaut n ecie eavetbfr the schodulddate esovoiyent refunds endoenalties.

Type

lltemnce: Credit life insurefte'and credit disabilitty insurance are ot required to obtlpn ':1-
credit. and will not be provided unless I sign and aree to pay the addilional coat. -

I Premium I Trm . Signatures for Initials)

Credit I went credt life
Insurance N________________Life ,n n fanso ofnsred

ICren crmdit sawllv
Creditinsurance x _ __,

DisabilityIweamac*W010o ured
....... wan nt credit life

Joint einure" x
Credit rema of Inurd

Lfelame 
of Insured

Ido not want: _ Credit Ufe Isa.; CredIt DIsbilfIt Ina.; - Joint Credit Life Ins.

Propety Insusence: I may obtain property insurance from anyone I went that Is accWable to you. If I get

the insurance from or through you I will pay for 4. of coverage.

Seuly- To secure the Payment of the nm total Idefined on the reverse ide):
OIcknowledg and agree that yu have the right to set-off this note against any

obgllmon you have Inow or hereafter) pay monev to me.
(2) You may collect the prncdafet f brites of unearned premium) on any inurence

FS] S.2 4 -A l"'it m 0"  '  1
Anmunt given to m drecly S -

Amount paid on my accoum o

Amountspi to others on my behalf:

To Propey Inaurance Companv -

To Creit Life Insurance Company 5-

To Di@ty Inurenca Company -

To Pole Offifels

Prepaid Finance Charge
AMOUNT FINANCED Ia through h - i)

Finance Charge include pepM

Total of Payments ( * k)

13)0 Of cheked. this note is noi furtherm
141 N N checked. this note Is ecured by a v

* _____

a
a

.1
O -~ .. 1LL,.

a

sewa I

poemyT onsurng nm wnewiyo uUare nafnev as meIphi property should be daicrlbagnuIn" Ah-wn@ ;iebrproperty securing this note. You will spp this tward what I owe you. (ruit.O. ntg hould be rder-nOw+ ,;nmn _.: St t~mentIn i].e:+ned ebruary i!ij,,.
(5)0 Security Areement - Ic Ithe i I give you a security interest 9o r 9 in W ., tons aw

secures are defined on the revers aide of th form.

"' 'G'.'.. - Lot 37, Fl-a e IT, .7-akson H1.dv'ts dCirton to .t, c,'-,
Jckaoni/i.le, 'unty o4 Pulaski, rtate of Axkansas.

LOCATION:

0 N checked, this security agreement Il filed) should be filed in the real este fcorde.

Legal Description

i ... - . ... -.. . .%

Now O uwner. f 1inot ,m

Any parson who signs within this enolsure does so to give you a security interest in
the property described ibove, but asumnes no personal obligation to pay this note.

x - Date
Signature for Lender - where neceesery for filing this security agremoent.

X

This propertywIt be u.ed for 0 Personal 0 Susnes 0 Agrcwua
0 (other) -- purpeS

0 If checked, this Is a purcheas money loan. You may include the name of the slleron t
check or draft for this loan.

I agree to the terms of the note and secwityagreemen above (incluifi those on'
other Side of this form) and acknowledge receipt of at lest one c o n today's da

Sigature .. 'rI , ., / l A-/ .

S ituonrturliEZ equi rds acondition of credit

~/ 0 I chae1116giewwa elow a wd asea condition of credit.

Signature

II

-I.
- -.• . + l

I'

I

SIMPLE INTEREST NOTE. DISCLOSURE, AND SECURITY AGREEMENT.
0 1t1t ANKIERS SYSTEMS. INC.. ST. CLOUD. MN 90301 FORM NDS-I5-AN 11/1t

- .i? X A -.- -, - , _--- .

Date S .. 19____

Matriw tDmDa " 19

- I-r-

v i-1

II

I
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CERTIFICATE OF OFFICERS
Leans Seamedftv2"eel*00

we colfy Tht-

Amount, S

bMature _________________

Date loan originally mae________

Date mortgag was taken.

provmsfty &C

(a) Reasonably worth,
*(b) Annual incomne, L....._____

(c) Assessed valuation S.
(d) Insurance carried, S.

.... ......... .

4%

!717 114f t /11 ! - z r,4 c",/, W4 &. .4.-
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LAW OFFICS&85Sp P,:3t
MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG, JACKSON & TUCKER -

H. MAURICE MITCHELL
RicsAm A. WILLIAMS
JOHN S. Sauo
JoSSP09 W. OELZINMt
W. CRlUMPRIpIt BARRIIR
JERRy D. Jcguow
JIx GUY TUcnR
Euvova 0. SAyTE
BoW FREZLND
Kzwr FosTn
ALzLN GaTEs
PAT MoM"
W. H. L. WOODAD,
MICHAEL C. O'MALLEY
JOuN C. LESSEL
DoAK FOSTER
JAZS E. SKIRa, JR.
JzAN D. STocKmUtozR
Awz RziTcsY

1000 SAVZRS F3DR. EBUIWINO
CAPITOL Avzmm AT Simno STnzT

UTTLzm Rocx, ARKANSAS 72201

TELzpHoE 1ot-36-0t1

DnnRA K. Buoww
sun" GumirrE
Cwo WEmSRnooz
W. KanyrT LocKAr
JoyCE KixKzAD
Dou.As B. WAm
M cxA, J. TArTLOR
TIMOTHIY W. OImOsg
RosErT L.Tumcwm
RIcHARD C. JANs

OF COUNSEL
HENRy H. SPzrzzam

September 4, 1985

Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, First Jacksonvil
Jacksonville, Arkansas

Dear Sirs:

FEDERAL EXPRESS "r

rl

le Bank, -o

-'V.

r4' '-

This has reference to Mr. Kenneth A. Gross's
letter of August 16, 1985 to the undersigned. We enclose
herewith 9 copies and the original of an Affidavit with
attachments signed by Larry T. Wilson on behalf of First
Jacksonville Bank. We are also forwarding, with a copy of
this letter, 3 copies to the Office of General Counsel.

Very truly yours,

MITCHELL LAW FIRM

BY

JWG; dee

Enclosures

cc: Office of General Counsel
Larry T. Wilson, President
First Jacksonville Bank

U). 

'Jose W. Gelzi+ne



AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS)
55s.

COUNTY OF PULASKI)

Comes Larry T. Wilson, President of First Jacksonville

Bank, Jacksonville, Arkansas, who after being duly sworn

states on oath in the order in which presented, his responses

to the Federal Election Cor-nission's written questions to

First Jacksonville Bank, copies of which are attached hereto:

1. Because the loan in question was fully repaid

on July 12, 1984, First Jacksonville Bank had already disposed

of most of the loan documents in connection with the loan

prior to any notification by the Federal Election Commission

that there was possibly a problem with the loan. Attached

hereto is a copy of the promissory note and a copy of the

loan data sheet for the loan. No other documents exist.

(a) No bank docuw~ents other than those produced

or referred to in question 1 are customarily used to judge

the credit worthiness o: a customer.

1. Not applicable.

2. Not applicable.

(b) The bank was aware of Tommy Robinson's total

personal assets and liabilities (including campaign related

bank loans) prior to the time the bank made the loan to 11-r.

Robinson.

1. Not applicable.



2. As previously reported to the Federal Election

Commission by letter dated December 28, 1984, First Jacksonville

Bank had never before been approached by a political candidate

for a loan similar to this loan. It is therefore difficult

to attempt to compare a loan of this nature for a political

candidate to other types of commercial or business loans.

First Jacksonville Bank does on frequent occasions agree to

make first mortgage construction loans on the tssurance by

upstream correspondants that the loan will be repaid from

the proceeds of a permanent first mortgage loan to be made

to the borrower by the upstream correspondant or other

lending institution. We believe that this type of loan is

more analogous to the Tommy Robinson loan than any other

type of loan made by First Jacksonville Bank. Please refer

to my previous affidavit dated April 16, 1985.

3. First Jacksonville Bank has never made a loan

for use in the campaign of a state or federal candidate

other than the campaign loan to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson

Committee.

4. Not applicable.

5. Since First Jacksonville Bank has never been

approached by a political candidate for a campaign loan, it

has never denied a loan to a state of federal candidate.

6. Not applicable.

.son



SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Public,

on this ____day of September, 1985.

0

NotarPu

My Commission Expires:

(SEAL)
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* WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

C. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "You" shall mean the First Jacksonville Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.



-2-

1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.
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BIORROWER'S NAME AND ADDRESS
'I' includes each borrower above.jointly and severally

-ts: I promise to pay tO yOU. Or yOu order, At your address above, the orincipal sum of:sa .-. inera .rom ' :, tp....- at the'ate f '

FIASTJACIKSOVILLE BANK L an tml, _ ___JACKSONVILLE. ARKANSAS 72076 Date ' .19

P.C. " - 27 aturity Date_ ,"-" -" 19 -.
LENDER'S NAME AND ADDRESS Loan Amount 6 ___________

'You' means the lender. its successors and asslgns Renewal Of

isinterstfrom4 A.ttheintoofe% %peryearuntd _
/III pay this amount as follows
(a) 0on demand. fb)O on demand, but if none is made. on " Ma I11 9.4.. IcU on

If (a) f1b) or Ic) is marked. I will pay accrued inerest - an the maturity date
(d 0 In installments of 6 each. beginning IS.. and continuing on the same day of eachO month

0 thereafter, until 19 - when a final payment of 5 will be due

e) 0 (otherl

YMENTS Each payment when made shall be applied first toward accrued finance chargesh the reminder of each payment being applied go reduce the principal balance. The final,ment may be more or less than the amount Scheduled depending upon mypayment record.
LINOUENCY AND DEFAULT: I agree to pay the costs you incur to collect this note in theant of my default including you reasonable anorneys fees.

PREPAYMENT: I may prepay this note in whole or in part at any time. However. any partial
prepayment will not excuse any later scheduled payments until this note is paid in lull

0 If checked. I agree to pay a minimum interest charge of 5 if I pay this
loan off before you have earned this amount in intorest

;f checked. I agree to pay a late charge of 5 % of the amount of a payment which is
paid within 10 days of when it is due. up to a maximum of 5 5000. OTHE PURPOSE OF THIS LOAN IS. CaifloaiCU1 Exoeanz- e s
If checked. I agree to pay interest at the rate of 1 - %-- per year on the balance of
note remaining unpaid after final maturity, including maturlty by acceleration.

NNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE FINANCE CHARGE AMOUNT FINANCED TOTAL OF PAYMENTS I have the right to receive at theSThe costof emy credit Thodoliar amount the The amouni of creet The amount I will have peadwen time an itemization of theas 8a "any roeD. ¢rsQ,! will €0o me. pro" d to me or on mV behalf I have madeklsl l hedula pirmentll Aoun Financed
%$$ YES - I womPayment Schedule well'be. an itemization

Numberof Amount of NO - I oknotwant
Pavments Potg Whn Pvme Are .i an itemization

I 1 " -a niteFilinFe on

... 
- 5 Non-filing Insurance

3 This note has a demand feature 0 This note is payable on demand aijd all losures are bas4 on an as med maturity of one yew.
curity" I am giving a security interest on "0 brel decrepiasnof o in.er. .
3 the goods or property being purchased. ads. iiI" .", ,lias
J collateral securing other loans with you may also secure this loan.
3 my deposit accounts and other rights to the payment of money from you.
te Charge: 0 I will be charged _ . % of the amount of a payment which is more than - days late. up to a maximum of $
*payment: If I pay off this loan early. I 0 may 0 will not have to pay a penalty.

0] may 0 will not be entitled to a refund of part of the finance charge.
3n see my contract documents for any additional information about nonpavment. default, any reouired reoayment before the Scheduled date and oreoavment refunds and penalties

Insuranc=e: Credit life insurance and credit disability insurance are not required to obtaincredit, and wll not be provided.unless I sign and agree to pay the additional cost.
Type Premium Term Signatures (or Initials)

Credit I wancredithlife
Life nsurance x

Name ofInsured
Credit want credi disability
)isabilty nsurance x

Name of ificurod

Joint I antl toin :redi tlut

Credit Insurance..

Life. .Name of Insured

%a'"e or f sed
3 not want' Credit Life Ins- - Credit Oisability Ins.. _ Joint Credit Life Ins.
)pary Insurance: I may obtain property insurance from anyone I want that is acceptable to you If I get
insurance from or through you I will pay 6$for of cove'age

ritv - To 4Securel the naman--# - - ------- &-.....-

Itemization of Amount Financed

Amount given to me directly

Amount paid on my account

Amounts paid to others on my behalf

To Property Insurance Company

To Credit Life Insurance Company

To Disability Insurance Company

To Public Officalat

Prepaid Finance Charge

AMOUNT FINANCED (a through h - i

Finance Charge (include prepaid)

Total of Payments (I * ki

5 (c)

5 (9)

* (k)
r,2 ce rkf *1- (1-

•gv ", t -o ,,,, in ,ay i m uhe note total Idetnea on the reverse side) (310 If checked, this note IS not further secured.I) I acknowledge and agree that you have the right to set-off this note against anyation you have (now or hereafter) to pay money to me (4). If checked, this note is secured by a separa , ," " I - -.) You may collect the proceeds (or rebates of unearned premiums) on any insurance - -insuring me (where you are named as loss payee) and on any policy insuring the " dated d ' ," Aarty securing this note. You will apply this toward what I owe you. (Ths p4perl -yshbi)ulbe described in the 'ut eit.n.'irI dsscoiure above.)

;4 0 Security Agreement. If checked. I give you a security interest in the property described below The rights I am giving you on this property. and the obligations this agreement*as are defined on the reverse side of this form

checked, this security agreement (if filed) should be filed in the real estate records.

:gal Description

,cord Owner (if not me)

tureg

person who signs within this enclosure does so to give you a security interest in
property described above, but assumes no personal obligation to pay this note

Dat
atsure for Lender - where necessary for filing this security agreement

'LE INTEREST NOTE. DISCLOSURE. AND SECURITY AGREEMENT
IDA *f. [FPS SS'EAS iNvC ST C, 'I, I IV04!6301i rrr~k* I'C~SiOA q t '/e

This property will be used for n Personal 03 Business 0 Agricultural

03 (other. purposes

0 If checked. this is a purchase money loan You may include the name of the sailor on the
check or draft for this loan

I agree to the terms o the note and security agreement above (including those on the

other side of this fo m) and acknowledge receipt1oft least one copy on today s date

Signature .% ... / _" -I.-_ - ._

.0 If checked the fgniature below was required as a coad toOt Of cred
4 tr .,.a& 6 -

S,gnature .... .1
C-d.ciaedthesgnat re below was reuiiedas* acondition of cedd

r r-I"'"r4( *, . .. "L • u -, . '

-am
Dollars s



00ILLIP CARROLL
W, S N CLAY
e, J081910 1ROiRwot. JR.
S1C OI . CAMPlLL
0Rl 6 , C. RULE, m
STANLE C . PRICE
N. WATY oROe.oin
W. WILON JONEs
VINC IrTPoSTER, JR.
WEASiYtCi L. MUBSELL
ALEN W. IRS
WI.LIAM E. BISMOP
HILLARY ROONAM CLINTON
C. asRANTLY SUCt

. JANIE DICKEY
ILIAM M. KENNEDY9. m

KENNT"'N ft. SMeMIN
DAVIDA. sKNISM?
RONALD M. CLAR

ROSE LAW FIRM

ATTORNEYS

IO EAS FOURTH STREET

LTTILE ROCK, ARKAN"SA 78801
TELEPMONE (SOS) Sl,4esS
ELEComPIER 4501 3ps.8iDO

U. N. *OSE

August 26, 1985

9

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Comission
Washington, D.C. 20463.

Re: MUR 1721 - Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Andrew:

* 'IEF

'r,,omy g, 'gm~i "...
'TWOfAS 0. rose""
CAROL S, ARN.O
JACKSIfO PAftm on.
Let a. A&Sooe
JIMW WUNIra oft"
Rt. DAV IpNOSa4. joR.
SAVI L6, WiLUA1M8
CATift"RN kJiLPITC
MCHAS 'T. SONVAN
04ICHAEL f. J0NN
MARTIN ,s TNOe"
SUAN RALMTON MLCAN
ICm^AO N. MAISSY

"Ay W. SP&tD
m

.* dm IVIAMNSON

C04 "step
GD'

cm

We received your letter of August 16, 1985, on or
about August 21, 1985 regarding the above-referenced matter.

As I related to you during our telephone conference of
August 26, 1985, I have a hectic trial schedule over the
next few weeks. Because of that fact, during our telephone
conference I asked for an extension of time to respond to
the Interrogatories submitted on behalf of the Federal
Election Commission. As we discussed, you were kind enough
to grant an extension up to and including. September 21,
1985.

Please know that
operation.

we sincerely appreciate your co-

Very truly yours,

Kenneth R. Shemin

krs: jm



PHILLIP CARROLL
W. DANE CLAY

C. JOSEPH GIROIR, JR.
GEORGE E. CAMPSELL
HERBERT C. RULE, In

STANLEY E. PRICE

H. WATT GREGORY. Eml

W. WILSON JONES

VINCENT POSTER, JR.

WEBSTER L. HUBBELL
ALLEN W. BIRD nl
WILLIAM E. BISHOP
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
C. BRANTLY SUCK
TIM DOE

M. JANE DICKEY

WILLIAM H. KENNEDY, M

KENNETH R. SHEMIN

DAVID A. KNIGHT
RONALD M, CLARK

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS

120 EAST FOURTH STREET

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

TELEPHONE (SOIl) 375-9131

TELECOPIER 4501) 375-1309

U. M. ROSE
1834-1913

August 26, 1985

JERRY C. VO~t tF

THOMAS P. THRASH

CAROL S. ARNOLD

JACKSON FARROW JR.

LES R. BALEDGE
JIM HUNTER BIRCH
R. DAVIS THOMAS. JR.
DAVID L. WILLIAMS

CATHERINE LASSITER
RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICHAEL R. JOHNS
MARTIN K. THOMAS
SUSAN RALSTON McLEAN
RICHARD N. MASSEY

GARY N. SPEED

J. GASO4N WILLIAMSON

CHARIIES BAKER
OSEL.

,D,

0eD

Re: MUR 1721 - Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Andrew:

We received your letter of August 16, 1985, on or
about August 21, 1985 regarding the above-referenced matter.

As I related to you during our telephone conference of
August 26, 1985, I have a hectic trial schedule over the
next few weeks. Because of that fact, during our telephone
conference I asked for an extension of time to respond to
the Interrogatories submitted on behalf of the Federal
Election Commission. As we discussed, you were kind enough
to grant an extension up to and including September 21,
1985.

Please know that we sincerely appreciate your co-
operation.

Very truly yours,

Kenneth R. Shemin

krs: jm

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463.
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August 22, 1985

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Stephens Security Bank and Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Gross:

CV On August 22, 1985, our office received your August 16, 1985
letter with enclosures. Therefore, we will provide the infor-mation under oath within fifteen (15) days from our date of
receipt of August 22, 1985.

We have been cooperative in the past, and continue with the
spirit of cooperation. We have visited with Mr. Maikovich in the
past, and we provide him a copy of this response so that he may
be kept abreast of developments. We will contact him if we have
any questions concerning the method or manner of answering.

For your information, these loans have been paid off and you
will be provided that information as a supplemental response
attached to our answer to your questionnaire.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

W. RusseflMeeks, III

WRM:brj

cc: Mr. Aqfrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washtngton, D.C. 20463



AEEV*S AND FOX, PA.

I 51 l,,RST COMMERCIAL BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

Mr. Andrew ,laikovich

Federal F.lect ion Commission
V a s n igto n, D.'. 20463

-Q 4
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Agt276.4615

August 22, 1985 I~E

~ 0,~

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank and Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Gross:

On August 22, 1985, our office received your August 16, 1985
letter with enclosures. Therefore, we will provide the infor-
mation under oath within fifteen (15) days from our date of
receipt of August 22, 1985.

We have been cooperative in the past, and continue with the
spirit of cooperation. We have visited with Mr. Maikovich in the
past, and we provide him a copy of this response so that he may
be kept abreast of developments. We will contact him if we have
any questions concerning the method or manner of answering.

For your information, these loans have been paid off and you
will be provided that information as a supplemental response
attached to our answer to your questionnaire.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

W. Russel Meeks, III

WRM:brj

cc: Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

W. RUSSELL MEEKS, HO
TWOTO.V MISFOX
JOUN M ., ERWIN

0
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MEEKS AND FOX, PA.
ATTOR&NS AT LAW

1151 FIRST COMMERCIAL BUILDING
UTTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

I 0.

) N)
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Darrell D. Dover

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER, BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 3759151

TELEX-TELEC. ER': 4
(501) 3754464

August 21, 1985

fig
,YMr. Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 "K" Street
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 - First State Bank

Dear Mr. Gross:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter dated August
16, 1985 pertaining to the captioned matter.

Your letter states that we should submit the requested
information "within fifteen days of receipt'.

We did not receive your letter until today (August 21).
Therefore, I calculate that our response should be submitted by
Thursday, September 5, 1985 and we will attempt to honor that
deadline.

You r r',
Darrell D. Dover, for
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

& JEWELL, P.A.

DDD: 11

* ,

zo I
cc

40 J
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 16, 1985

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

0 On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.
S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

0Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your client to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising

ocompliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



WRITTNN OUSTIONS TO WORTHEN ANK & TRUT CMPANY

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

0 Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy
C

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,.
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yest please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

explin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

o Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy

C Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
cc the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the

collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.
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IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

16 August 1985

T.E. Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

On April 1, 1985, your bank was notified that the Office of
General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe the Twin City Bank violated 2
U.S.C. S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
you to provide information which will assist the Commission in
carrying out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and
Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

TYou may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your response to the questions.

C However, it is required that you submit the information under
oath and that you do so within fifteen days of your receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



WRI 1'EN QUESTIONS TO TWIN CITY BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it..

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

'4,b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

C Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

C. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Twin City Bank, including

its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan,
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 16, 1985

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.
S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your client to provide information which will assist the

I-f Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, asoD amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



WRITn QUESTIOCS TO FIRST COIUIRICAL BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,
including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First Commercial Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.



-2-

1.Please produce a copy of the loan application,-
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)

CO prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of'
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

0 Robinson Committee.

Nr 3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
cor federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 16, 1985

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.

'0 S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

0Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested

your client to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising

C compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

C An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



wrrrzw QUESTIONS TO FIRST STATE BANK
Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,
including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,
telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations
and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the
possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans
made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in
' 'rkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy
%0 Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First State Bank,
including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,
partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,.
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to Judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

explin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
IrT have made which you believe support your assertion that the
:0 campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course

of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

o Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
C or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to TommyC Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
cc the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the

collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

Auqust 16, 1985

Joseph W. Gelzin&
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

On April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your clients to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

r.Gives (gbq%)
By: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



WRITE' QUESTIONS TO FIRST AMERICAN DANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

'telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

, made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

C Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First American Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

explin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

exlan
2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

C. Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

W 4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



WRITYEN QUESTIONS TO FIRST JACKSOUVI DAM

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it..

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

117 possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy
C

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First Jacksonville Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.,

Tr 3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
C7 or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to TommyRobinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
or the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the

collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHNGTON. D.C 2046

August 16, 1985

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

rN Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the Office
S of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
c your clients to provide information which will assist the

Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
S compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew

Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



WRITTEW QUESTIONS TO STEPEN 'S SECURITY BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,

please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the

document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Stephen's Security Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loans.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1., customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loans?

qT xplin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loans to Tommy Robinson were made in the ordinary course

0 of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

C Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loans to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that those loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



WRXlN OUSTIONS TO BANK OF SALEM
Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold any of the documents requested,
please identify each document, describe the subject matter of the
document and state the grounds for withholding it.

As used in the written questions, the terms listed below are

defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,
including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,
reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,
telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

0
memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

Ln and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the
possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans
made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in
Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy
C Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Bank of Salem, including
its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,
partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor
organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

explin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

%0 2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
'T have made which you believe support your assertion that the
10 campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course

of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
_ or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the OfficeN4 of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
Ln find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.

S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
%0 1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional

information from your client is necessary.

) Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your client to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
* the questions. It is required that you submit the information

under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

T.E. Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

On April 1, 1985, your bank was notified that the Office of
General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission

Vfind probable cause to believe the Twin City Bank violated 2
U.S.C. S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
you to provide information which will assist the Commission in
carrying out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and

C Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the preparation of your response to the questions.
However, it is required that you submit the information under
oath and that you do so within fifteen days of your receipt.

oIf you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.
S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your client to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

Camended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

SIf you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Ito WASHINCTON. D.C 2043

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
Uof General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.
S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your client to provide information which will assist the
Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

bOn April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your clients to provide information which will assist the

C Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
1P the questions. It is required that you submit the information

under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions



f~i7AFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSIONk~VL~I~i) WASHINGTON, D.C. 20M3

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U-s-c.
S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has requested
your clients to provide information which will assist the

C Commission in carrying out its statutory duty of supervising
compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, and Chapters 95 and 96 of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
the questions. It is required that you submit the information

cc under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of receipt.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Written Questions
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
The Tommy Robinson for Congress )Co-mmittee, et al.)

MUR 1721

CERTIFICATION

I, Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

Commission meeting on August 14, 1985, do hereby certify that the

Commission in a vote of 6-0 passed a motion to request the banks

involved to provide the information requested through interroga-

ztories.

,-? Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak, McDonald, and

McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

Date
Recor rng Secretary



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1721

The Tommy Robinson for Congress )
Committee, et al. )

CERTIFICATION

I, Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

Commission meeting on August 14, 1985, do hereby certify that the

Commission in a vote of 6-0 passed a motion to request the banks

involved to provide the information requested through interroga-

tories.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, Josefiak, McDonald, and

McGarry voted affirmatively for this decision.

Attest:

Date Mary Wno
%Record*ng Secretary
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
The Tommy Robinson for Congress ) MUR 1721

Committee, et al.

CERTIF ICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

0 Federal Election Commission executive session of August 13,

1985, do hereby certify that the Commission failed in a vote

of 3-2 to pass a motion to approve sending the subpoenas

and orders attached to the General Counsel's report dated

August 1, 1985.

Commsisioners Harris, McDonald, and McGarry voted

affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners Elliott

eand Josefiak dissented. Commissioner Aikens was not

present at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street. N.".
Washington. D.C. 20463

RE, FEC MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Haikovich:

In an effort to keep the Commission and the
General Counsel up-to-date on current events Involving
the repayment of bank debts of the campaign committee
of Congressman Tommy Robinson, I would like to inform
you that the Conqressman's campaign committee has over
$155,000 in it's checking account and will repay all
bank debts owed by the campaigncommittee by this
Friday, August 9, 1935.

It may be of interest to you and the Commission
that most of these funds were raised as the result of
a Democratic Party fundraiser held in the city of Little
Rock on August 2o 1905. The principal speaker was
House Majority Leader Jim Wright of Texas. Participating
in the event was Senator Dale Bumpers, Senator David
Pryor and Congressman Bill Alexander. Arkansas
Governor Bill Clinton was also represented at the dinner.
I've enclosed copies of the newspaper account of the
fundraiser that appeared in last Saturday's newspapers.

If you have any questions with regard to this matter,
please do not hesitate to give us a call.

Sincerely.

LcW/nJw
enclosure

cc! The Honorable Tommy Robinson
Menber of the Congress of the
United States

House of Representatives
P.O. Box 2057
Little Rock, AR 72203

LNV C We.e

p10~
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Cdgressmen laud House le.aier
at dinner to retire Robinsoi debt

BY,,IDYGALMAN -Darrell Glaseock. Robin.om~oc,s~w~*t~ g son's chief administrative
U.S. Rep. Tommy Robinson. aide, estimated that 500people

D-Ark., netted approximately attended the $250-a-plate din230.000 from a fund-raising ner in honor of House majority
dinner Friday night that will leader James C. Wright or Fort
help repay $427.000 in out- Worth. Texas. Glascock saidstanding campaign debts. proceeds would near the

Robinson still owes the $250.000 mark when total ticket
money from his 1984 campaign, sales have been tallied.
his first for the 2nd District Although Glascock said a
seat. He faced the voters three bill for the dinner won't arrive
times in 1084: In the primary, until Monday, he estimated
in a runoff and In the genrral that the banquet at Exhibition
election, where he faced a lie'
publican and an independent. " . SeeFUNDS, Page8A

Funds
0 Continued from Page One
H'all In the Camelot flofel
would cost $20.000. lie said the
ftInds would be applied toward
Robinson's $147,000 outstand.
ing bank loans and a $280.00
advertising debt with the Lit-
tie Rock firm of Cranford,
Johnson, Robinson and Associ.
ates. . .

Greeted by standing ova-
tions, the state's Democratic
congressional delegation,
minus Rep. Beryl Anthony,
praised each other and %Vright,
kceping in mind the theme of'
"An Arkansas Delegation Cele.
bration: A Salute to House Ma-
jority Leader Jim Wright."

"You're here because you
know politics is not a spectator
sport," Wright said in his re.
marks. "Freedom is not free.

"What a blessing, what a
triasure, what a marvelous
thing Arkansas has in its dele.
rgition," he said. "Think of the
.trength you have in a rela-
ively small delegation."

lie had kind words for each
of the state's Democratic poli-
ticians invited to attend the
2 enL

On Robinson. he said: "lie's
n asset to the Congress and
elects credit to the district."

,Wright also said it "doesn't
i'irt" for Robinson to serve on
louse committees and sub-:ommittees.

Lib Carlisle, chairman of
.he tate Democratic Party. in-
:reduced the senators and rep-jesentatives who abbed at
l1obinson's campaign debt and
:outed their Texan collengue
'ho they insisted will be the
lext )louse speaker.

* "All you can say about Con.
Sresiman Robinson is that he's
ust Tommy," Pryor said, call-.

ing the rreshman congressman
"a great guy doing a fine job in
Congress." :
. After quipping that both he

and Carlisle worked in red ink
and needed donations, Robin.
son thanked his supporters
and said he would take a pri'
vately funded trip next week to
Israel as a deserved vacation.

Robinson said Wright. who
Is serving his fifth term as
house majority leader and his
16th term as a congressman,
"has been good to me" and
used his influence sothat Rob-
inson could gain seats on

"more committees than' any-bo y . ,*. . . . '
U.S n. .ale umper., D-

Ark., described Wright as the"most articulate congressman
ever to serve the country" and
said the celebration was a
"great outpouring and great
tribute to him."

U.S. Rep. Bill Alexander, 6.
Ark., an early Wright sup-
porter, thanked Robinson for
liberalizing Arkansas politics
end lauded Wright for his work

- as a congressman.'- .
Goy. Bill Clinton was at the

National Conference oi Gover-
nors In Boise, Idaho, and
couldn't attend the festivities,
his chief of staff, Betsey
Wright. said.

POLITICAL PATTER - Reps. Jim Wright. D-Texas. David Pryor makes a Point Pdday evening duringleft, and Tommy Robinson, D.Aric., listen as Sen. fund-raiser for Robinson.

ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT

August 3,. 1985



Dinner yield:
$230,000
for Robinson
BY JUDY GALI.MAN
emVocr Stan WrIeg

U.S. Rep. Tommy Robinson
D-Ark., netted approximatel.
$230.000 from a fund-raisin;
dinner Friday night that wil
help repay $427,000 in out
standing campaign debts.

Robinson still owes the
money from his 1984 campaign
his first for the 2nd Dlstric
seat. lie faced the voters three
times in 1984: in the primary
in a runoff and in the genera.
election, where he faced a Re
publican and an independent.' Darrell- Glascock, Robin-
son's chief administrative
aide, estimated that 500 peopl
attended the $250-a-plate din
ner in honor of House majorit)
leader James C. Wright of Fort
Worth, Texas. Glascock said
proceeds would near the
$250,000 mark when total ticket

* sales have been tallied.
Although Glascock said a

bill for the dinner won't arrive
until Monday, he estimated

* that the banquet at Exhibition
Hllal in the Camelot Hotel
would cost $20.000. le said the
funds would be applied toward
Robinson's $147,000 outstand.
ing bank loans and a $280.000
advertising debt with the Lit-
tie Rock firm of Cranford,
Johnson. Robinson and Associates. ,. . • •

Patonback.
Greeted by standing ova.

tions, the #;tate's Democratic
congressional delegation,
minus Rep. Beryl Anthony,
praised each other and Wright,
keeping in mind the theme of
"An Arkansas Delegation Cele-
bration: A Salute to House Ma-
jority Leader Jim Wright."

"You're here because you
know politics is not a spectator
sport." Wright said in his re-
marks. "Freedom is not free. '."What a blessing, what a
treasure, what a marvelous
thing. Arkansas has in its dele-
gation," he said. "Think of the
strength you have in a rela-tively small delegation." ."

lie had kind words for each
of the state's Democratic poli-
ticians invited to attend the
event.

On Robinson, he said: "He's
an asset to the Congress and
reflects credit to the district."
Wright also said it "doesn't
hurt" for Robinson to serve on
louse committees and sub.
committees.

Just Tommy'
Lib Carlisle. chairman of

the state Democratic Party, in-
troduced the senators and rep
resentatives who jabbed at
Robinson's campaign debt and
touted their Texan colleague
who they Insisted will be the
next House speaker.

"All you can say about Con-r essman Robinson is that he's
ust Tommy." Pryor said, call-

Ing the freshman congressman
"a great guy doing a. nne job in
Congress."

After quipping that both he
and Carlisle worked in red ink
and needed donations. Robin-
son thanked his supporters
and said he would take a pri-
vately funded trip next week to
Israel as a deserved vacation.

Robinson said Wright, who
Is serving his fifth term as
House majority leader and his
16th term as a congressman,
"has been good to me" and
used his influence so that Rob-
Inson could gain seats on
"more committees than any-
body." • . .: ..I.:.. :-,•.
, U.S. Sen. Dale Bumpers. D-

Ark, described Wright as the"most articulate congressman
ever to serve the country" and
said the celebration was a
"great outpouring and great
tribute to him."

U.S. Rep. Bill Alexander, D-
Ark, an early Wright sup-

orter, thanked Robinson for
beralizing Arkansas politics

and lauded Wright for his work
as a congressman. -e, .

Gov. Bill Clinton was at the
National Conference of Gover-
nors in Boise. Idaho. and
couldn't attend the festivities.
his chief of staff, Betsey
Wright, said. •

ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT
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.Robinson fund-raiser
stars.majoity leader
Wright come to LR, helps collect $250,000

By George Wefs
GAlETTE STAFF

With House Majority Leader
James C. Wright of Texas leading
the accolades, United States Rep-
reientative Tommy Robinson of
Jacksonville raised an estimated
$250,000 Friday night toward
paying off his campaign debt of
about$400,000 from 1984. ;-....

Darrell Glascock, Robinson's
chief aide, estimated that the cost
of the fund-raiser would amount to
10 to 12 per cent of the gross re-
ceipts.

Wright came to Liottie 'Rock Fri'
day to help Robinson and thanked
the people of the Second District
"for having produced and for
sharing a man of the character of
Tommy Robinson" with the Con-
gress.

Smiling and greeting reporters
at the Little Rock airport as
though he were on the campaign
trail, Wright answered questions
for a few minutes at a news confer-
ence before Attendirg the fund-
raising dinner for Robinson in Rob-
inson Center.

To a crowd that Robinson's staff

-Sian PI obvi sat lme
PALS: Wright (left) and R sOn lea in
Adams Field.

sttimated'at 500, Wright praised
Robinson and other members of
the Arkansas delegation, predict-
ing that United States Representa-
tive Beryl Anthony of E Dorado
would one day head the House

(See "ROBINSON on Page 17A.)

ARKANSAS G F
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Robinson
Continued from Pa .

Ways and %leans Committee and

com.nwnting that either United
tate s Senator Dale Bumpers or

Devid rryor "would grace the na-
tesl ticket" of the Democratic
Party.

Wrl g w a s critical of President
Reagan for doubling the national
&eb in one ter and predIcted
tht before the end of the second
Retgn atmtniktration the total

debt would be $3 trillion. le said
Crgre. was holding down spend-
Ing by appropriating $11 billion
Tess for this fiscal year than the
president requested and cutting
Sb7 billion from the administra-
tion reqlest for the newt fiscal
year. lie said that Congress had

mroed a plan that would pare
$9 billion from budget requests
for thenext three years.

Does notbegrudge remark

Wright, who is expected to be

th next speaker of the House
after Thmuas P. (Tip)O'l'ill Jr. of

M eas huset.x retires next year,

told reporters at the airport he
wal coming to help a friond and

did nvot begrudge a remark by Rob-
insos earlier this year branding
Hous.e Democrats as "Neville
Chxmbrlains," a reference to the
British prime minister of the I 9o 0s

who followed a policy of trying to
appeae Adolf lill ler and Nazi Ger-

sw.aay.
"I know what was in the mind of

Tommy RobInson," Wright said
genially. " don't consider that I
have much in common with Mr.
Chamberlain."

Earlier Friday, another Demo-
crat who has been criticized by
Robinson, United States Repre
sentAtirn Bill Alexander of Os
ceola, chief deputy majority whir

of the Ilouse, said he carried in

bard feelings for the remark. Alex

ander Introduced Wright to th
dinnercrowd Friday nightL "

Robinson still owes about 400,
000 for his campaign lat year ir

which he was elected to Congres
for the first time. He survived
preferential primary, a runoff an.

a general election, but had to bet
rw heavily on his own name t
raise the funds.

Expeted to raise $200.000

0

a
d

0

Mally only about 40 per cent ofthose who buy tickets for such
events actually attend and pre-

dicted no more than 350 to 400
would appear to hear Wright,

lBumpers and Pryor and Alexan-
der.

Robinson also said he would

hold another fundraiser in Sep-
tember featuring United States
Representative Lea Aspin (Dm.,
Wis.). There will be more fund-
raisers If the debt still Isn't retired,
he said.

"We're just going to keep hold-

Ing fundraisers until people give
me all the money they've got,"
Robinson quipped.

He explained the need for so
much money by saying "nobody
else had three tough races like I
did," referring to the two prima-
ries and the general election. Glas-
cock said the congressman still

owed about $145.000 on bank
loans used to finance his cam-
paigns and $280,000 to his adver-
tising agency, Cranford Johnson
Robinson and Associates of Little
Rock.

Glascocit said Friday night that
the proceeds of the fund.raiser
might well pay off Robinson's
debts to the banks and something
of what he owed toCranford John-

son. lie said the advertising
agency understood that the debts
to the banks had priority.

maintained their majority In theIlouse and won two thirds of the
tate houses and legislatures. "The

Democratic Party is alive and well
throughout the United States," he
said. ,"

' V . " 1
As for possible nonmines In

1988, Wright said, "We could do a
lot worse than Dale Dumpers."'

, Republican statement

State Repulblican Party Choir,
Inan Bill Kelly Issued a news re-

lease Thursday Calling the dinner
another example of Robinson's
"on-ae1ln. off.agaln relationship
with the liberal leadershiP" In

Congress. Kelly said Robinson
"wants the voters to think he's in-
dependent and stands lp tl Is
party's liberal bosses, but whef he.
needs lots of money for past debts
and future campaigns. he appears
willing to swallow his pride, aban.
don his principles and tow hicl the
line for the liberal leadership."
Kelly said Robinson's political
principles "change daily, and his

Independence is tied to his oliltcsi
needs at the moment, and now his
need is for campaign contribu-
! ions." '""''"

Budget 'bit; Improvement'
Wright told reporters he wasn't

"wholly satisfied" with the work
of Congress in cuttIng government
spending, but said the budget sent

* to Mr. Reagan this week "was cer-
tainly a very appreciable, big im-
provi'ment" over the one offered
by the president in Februp.ry.

Asked about the state of the

Democratic Party. Wright said
that "in spite of l

h
e landslide" Mr.

Reagan amassed against his Demo-
cratic challenger, former Vice

President Walter F. Mondale, Dem'
ocrats made gains in the Senate,

He told reporters while waiting
for Wvright to arrive that he ex.
pected the evening's receipts to be
"a minimum of $200,000" al-
though he said probably not all of
those who had bought tickets
would show ip. tie said that nor-
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Larry C. WaNlace 1500 TOWER BUILDING TELEX-TELECOPIER:

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 (51) 375C~

(501) 375-9151

August 7, 1985

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: FEC MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

In an effort to keep the Commission and the
General Counsel up-to-date on current events involving

-0 the repayment of bank debts of the campaign committee
of Congressman Tommy Robinson, I would like to inform
you that the Congressman's campaign committee has over
$155,000 in it's checking account and will repay all
bank debts owed by the campaign committee by this
Friday, August 9, 1985.

It may be of interest to you and the Commission
that most of these funds were raised as the result of
a Democratic Party fundraiser held in the city of Little
Rock on August 2, 1985. The principal speaker was
House Majority Leader Jim Wright of Texas. Participating
in the event was Senator Dale Bumpers, Senator David
Pryor and Congressman Bill Alexander. Arkansas
Governor Bill Clinton was also represented at the dinner.
I've enclosed copies of the newspaper account of the
fundraiser that appeared in last Saturday's newspapers.

If you have any questions with regard to this matter,
please do not hesitate to give us a call.

Sincerely,

Larry C.Walc

LCW/njw
enclosure

cc: The Honorable Tommy Robinson
Member of the Congress of the
United States

House of Representatives
P.O. Box 2057
Little Rock, AR 72203
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Dinner yield,
$230,000
for Robinson
BY JUDY GALLMAN
Deffmocrat Staff Writer

U.S. Rep. Tommy Robinson
D-Ark., netted approximatel!
$230,000 from a fund-raisini
dinner Friday night that wil
help repay $427,000 in out
standing campaign debts.

Robinson still owes the
money from his 1984 campaign
his first for the 2nd Distric
seat. He faced the voters three
times in 1984: in the primary
in a runoff and in the genera.
election, where he faced a Re
publican and an independent.. Darrell- Glascock, Robin-
son's chief administrative
aide, estimated that 500 people
attended the $250-a-plate din.
ner in honor of House majorit)
leader James C. Wright of Fort
Worth, Texas. Glascock said
proceeds would near the
$250,000 mark when total ticket

* sales have been tallied.
Although Glascock said a

bill for the dinner won't arrive
until Monday, he estimated

. that the banquet at Exhibition
Hall in the Camelot Hotel
would cost $20,000. He said the
funds would be applied toward
Robinson's $147,000 outstand-
ing bank loans and a $280,000
advertising debt with the Lit-
tle Rock firm of Cranford,
Johnson, Robinson and Associ.
ates.

Pat on back

Greeted by standing ova-
tions, the state's Democratic
congressional delegation,
minus Rep. Beryl Anthony,
praised each other and Wright,
keeping in mind the theme of
"An Arkansas Delegation Cele-
bration: A Salute to House Ma-
jority Leader Jim Wright."

"You're here because you
know politics is not a spectator
sport," Wright said in his re-
marks. 'Freedom is not free.

'"What a blessing, what a
treasure,* what a- marvelous
thing. Arkansas has in its dele-
gation," he said. "Think of the
strength you have in a rela-tively small delegation." ,

He had kind words for each
of the state's Democratic poli-
ticians invited to attend the
event.

On Robinson, he said: "He's
an asset to the Congress and
reflects credit to the district."
Wright also said it "doesn't
hurt" for Robinson to serve on
House committees and sub-
committees.

Just Tommy'
Lib Carlisle, chairman ot

the state Democratic Party, in-
troduced the senators and rep-
resentatives who jabbed at
Robinson's campaign debt and
touted their Texan colleague
who they insisted will be the
next House speaker. - -

"All you can say about Con-
gressman Robinson is that he's
just Tommy," Pryor said, call-
ing the freshman congressman
"a great guy doing a.fine job in
Congress."

After quipping that both he
and Carlisle worked in red ink
and needed donations, Robin-
son thanked his supporters
and said he would take a pri-
vately funded trip next week to
Israel as a deserved vacation.

Robinson said Wright, who
is serving his fifth term as
House majority leader and his
16th term as a congressman,
"has been good to me" and
used his influence so that Rob-
inson could gain seats on
"more committees than any-
body. ". -

.U.S. Sen. Dale Bumpers, D-
Ark., described Wright as the"most articulate congressman
ever to serve the country" and
said the celebration was a
"great outpouring and great
tribute to him.". U.S. Rep. Bill Alexander, D-
Ark, an early Wright sup-
porter, thanked Robinson for
liberalizing Arkansas politics
and lauded Wright for his work
as a congressman.

Gov. Bill Clinton was at the
National Conference of Gover-
nors in Boise, Idaho, and
couldn't attend the festivities,
his chief of staff, Betsey
Wright, said.

ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT

August 4, 1985
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.Robinson fund-raiser
stars majorityl leader
Wright comet to LR, helps collect $250,000

By George Wells
GAZETTE STAFF

With House Majority Leader
James C. Wright of Texas leading
the accolades, United States Rep-
resentative Tommy Robinson of
Jacksonville raised an estimated
$250,000 Friday night toward
paying off his campaign debt of
about $400,000 from 1984. -

Darrell Glascock, Robinson's
chief aide, estimated that the cost
of the fund-raiser would amount to
10 to 12 per cent of the gross re-
ceipts.

Wright came to Little Rock Fri-
day to help Robinson and thanked
the people of the Second District
"for having produced and for
sharing a man of the character of
Tommy Robinson" with the Con-
gress. -I .

Smiling and greeting reporters
at the Little Rock airport as
though he were on the campaign
trail, Wright answered questions
for a few minutes at a news confer-
ence before attending the fund-
raising dinner for Robinson in Rob-
inson Center.

To a crowd that Robinson's staff

-GIUIfI 1 U 1.7 lW M

PALS: Wright (left) and Robinson leaving
Adams Field.

estimated-at 600, Wright praised
Robinson and other members of
the Arkansas delegation, predict-
ing that United States Representa-
tive Beryl Anthony of El Dorado
would one day head the House

.-B - , A(See ROBINSON on Page 17A.)

ARKANSAS GAZETTE
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Robinson
Continued from Page 1A.

Ways and Means Committee and
commenting that either United
States Senator Dale Bumpers or
David Pryor "would grace the na-
tional ticket" of the Democratic
Party.

Wright was critical of President
Reagan for doubling the national
debt in one term and predicted
that before the end of the second
Reagan administration the total
debt would be $3 trillion. He said
Congress was holding down spend-
ing by appropriating $11 billion
less for this fiscal year than the
president requested and cutting
$57 billion from the administra-
tion request for the next fiscal
year. He said that Congress had
approved a plan that would pare
$279 billion from budget requests
for the next three years.

Does not begrudge remark

Wright, who is expected to be
the next speaker of the House
after Thomas P. (Tip) O'Neill Jr. of
Massachusetts retires next year,
told reporters at the airport he
was coming to help a friend and
did not begrudge a remark by Rob-
inson earlier this year branding
House Democrats as "Neville
Chamberlains," a reference to the
British prime minister of the 1930s
who followed a policy of trying to
appease Adolf Hitler and Nazi Ger-
many..

"I know what was in the mind of
Tommy Robinson," Wright said
genially. "I don't consider that I
have much in common with Mr
Chamberlain."".

Earlier Friday, another Demo
crat who has been criticized by
Robinson, United States Repre
sentative Bill Alexander of Os
ceola, chief deputy majority whil
of the House, said he carried n,
hard feelings for the remark. Alex
ander Introduced Wright to th
dinner crowd Friday night.

Robinson still owes about $400,
000 for his campaign last year i
which he was elected to Congres
for the first time. He survived
preferential primary, a runoff an
a general election, but had to bor
row heavily on his own name t
raise the funds.

mally only about 40 per cent of
those who buy tickets for such
events actually attend and pre-
dicted no more than 350 to 400
would appear to hear Wright,
Bumpers and Pryor and Alexan-
der.

Robinson also said he would
hold another fund-raiser in Sep-
tember featuring United States
Representative Les Aspin (Dem.,
Wis.). There will be more fund-
raisers if the debt still isn't retired,
he said.

"'We're just going to keep hold-
ing fund-raisers until people give

me all the money they've got,"
Robinson quipped. --_..

He explained the need for so

much money by saying "nobody
else had three tough races like I

did," referring to the two prima-
ries and the general election. Glas-
cock said the congressman still

owed about $145,000 on bank
loans used to finance his cam-
paigns and $280,000 to his adver-
tising agency, Cranford Johnson
Robinson and Associates of Little
Rock.

* Glascock said Friday night that
the proceeds of the fund-raiser
might well pay off Robinson's
debts to the banks and something
of what he owed to Cranford John-
son. He said the advertising
agency understood that the debts
to the banks had priority.

maintained their majority in the
House and won two thirds of the
state houses and legislatures. "The
Democratic Party is alive and well
throughout the United States," he
said. ,: %- *" "I

As for possible nominees in
1988, Wright said, "We could do a
lot worse than Dale Bumpers."

Republican statement

State Republican Party Chair-
man Bill Kelly issued a news re-
lease Thursday calling the dinner
another example of Robinson's
"on-again. off-again relationship
with the liberal leadership" in
Congress. Kelly said Robinson
"wants the voters to think he's in-
dependent and stands up to his
party's liberal bosses, but whei hfe
needs lots of money for past debts
and future campaigns, he appears
willing to swallow his pride, aban-
don his principles and tow [sic] the
line for the liberal leadership."
Kelly said Robinson's political
principles "change daily, and his
independence is tied to his political
needs at the moment, and now his
need is for campaign contribu-
tions."

Budget 'big improvement'
Wright told reporters he wasn't

"wholly satisfied" with the work
of Congress in cutting government
spending, but said the budget sent
to Mr. Reagan this week "was cer-
tainly a very appreciable, big im-
provement" over the one offered
by the president in February.

* Asked about the state of the
Democratic Party, Wright said
that "in spite of the landslide" Mr.
Reagan amassed against his Demo-
cratic challenger, former Vice
President Walter F. Mondale, Dem-
ocrats made gains in the Senate,

Expected to raise $200,000

He told reporters while waiting
for Wright to arrive that he ex-
pected the evening's receipts to be
"a minimum of $200,000," al-
though he said probably not all of
those who had bought tickets
would show up. He said that nor-

4



Cdngressmen laud House leader
at dinner to retire Robinson debt
BY JUDY GALLMAN
owmograt Staff Wntw

U.S. Rep. Tommy Robinson,
D-Ark., netted approximately
$230,000 from a fund-raising
dinner Friday night that will
help repay $427,000 in out-
standing campaign debts.

Robinson still owes the
money from his 1984 campaign,

.his first for the 2nd District
seat. He faced the voters three
times in 1984: In the primary,
in a runoff and in the general
election, where he faced a Re-
publican and an independent.

Funds..
9 Continued from Page One
Hall in the Camelot Hotel
would cost $20,000. He said the
funds would be applied toward
Robinson's $147,000 outstand-
ing bank loans and a $280,000
advertising debt with the Lit-.
tIe Rock firm of Cranford,
Johnson, Robinson and Associ-
ates..
aeGreeted by standing ova-
tions, the -state's Democratic
congressional delegation,
minus Rep. Beryl Anthony,
praised each other and Wright,
keeping in mind the theme of
"An Arkansas Delegation Cele-
bration: A Salute to House Ma-
jority Leader Jim Wright."

"You're here because you
know politics is not a spectator
sport," Wright said in his re-
marks. "Freedom is not free.

"What a blessing, what a
treasure, what a marvelous
thing Arkansas has in its dele-
gation," he said. "Think of the
strength you have in a rela-
tively small delegation."

He had kind words for each
of the state's Democratic poli-
ticians invited to attend the
!vent.

On Robinson, he said: "He's
in asset to the Congress and
:eflects credit to the district."
Wright also said it "doesn't
iurt" for Robinson to serve on
louse committees and sub-

:ommittees.
Lib Carlisle, chairman of

.he state Democratic Party, in-
troduced the senators and rep-
resentatives who jabbed at
Robinson's campaign debt and
touted their Texan colleague
.vho they insisted will be the
'lext House speaker.

Darrell Glascock, Robin-
son's chief administrative
aide, estimated that 500 people
attended the $250-a-plate din-
ner in honor of House majority
leader James C. Wright of Fort
Worth, Texas. Glascock said
proceeds would near the
$250,000 mark when total ticket
sales have been tallied.

Although Glascock said a
bill for the dinner won't arrive
until Monday, he estimated
that the banquet at Exhibition

See FUNDS; Page 8A

" you can say about Con-
gressman Robinson is that he's
just Tommy," Pryor said, call--
ing the freshman congressman
"a great guy doing a fine job in
Congress.":

After quipping that both he
and Carlisle worked in red ink
and needed donations, Robin-
son thanked his supporters
and said he would take a pri-
vately funded trip next week to
Israel as a deserved vacation.
* Robinson said Wright, who

is serving his fifth term as
house majority leader and his
16th term as a congressman,
"has been good to me" and
used his influence so that Rob-
inson could gain seats on

"more cm'mittees than any-
body." .... .. . .

U.S. Sen.'Dale Bumpers, D-
Ark., described Wright as the
"most articulate congressman
ever to serve the country" and
said the celebration was "a
"great Outpouring and great
tribute to him."

U.S. Rep. Bill Alexander, D-
Ark., an early Wright sup-
porter, thanked Robinson for
liberalizing Arkansas politics
and lauded Wright for his work
as a congressman.

Gov. Bill Clinton was at the
National Conference of Gover-
nors in Boise, Idaho, and
couldn't attend the festivities,
his chief of staff, Betsey
Wright, said.

POLITICAL PATTER - Reps. Jim Wright. D-Texas.
left. and Tommy Robinson, D-Ark., listen as Sen.

David Pryor makes a point Friday evening during
fund-raiser for Robinson. -

ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COIISSION

In the Matter of )
I

The Tommy Robinson for Congress ) MUR 1721
Committee and George Michael )
Felkins, as treasurer I

Stephen's Security Bank I
First Commercial Bank )
Twin City Bank )
First American Bank )
First State Bank I
Worthen Bank & Trust Company )
First Jacksonville Bank )
Bank of Salem

c A

Qb

" a

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the Stephens Security Bank, First

American Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City

Bank and the Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C.

441b(a) by making contributions to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of bank loans. The Commission

also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as

treasurer violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contributions.

On December 6, 1984, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the First Jacksonville Bank and Bank of

Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of bank loans

and that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. S441b(a) by accepting the contributions.

C~)
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A copy of a brief and a letter notifying the respondents of

the General Counsel's intent to recommend to the Commission a

finding of probable cause to believe was mailed on April 1, 1985.

On July 16, 1985, the Commission requested that the Office

of General counsel obtain additional information pertaining to

loan applications, documents and other factors considered by the

banks at the time they made loans to Tommy Robinson.

II. Legal Analysis

Attached are subpoenas and orders to the respondent banks

seeking additional information as to their knowledge of Tommy

N Robinson's and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee's

financial status at the time each loan was made.

The initial questions request written documents in
:0

possession of the banks at the time each loan was approved. The

banks are asked whether they were aware of Tommy Robinson's prior

loans and liabilities, and if not, whether the lack of

information was caused by any misrepresentations.

Questions pertaining to bank lending histories are designed

to cover both subjective and objective criteria. Specific

identification of bank customers has been excluded to avoid

possible legal difficulties with the Bank Privacy Act. Questions

include the subjective factors used by the banks when making a

loan in the ordinary course of business and how these factors

applied to the Robinson loans. The final questions specifically

inquire into political loans.
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III. Recommendation

1. Approve sending the attached subpoenas and orders.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date BY: Ke nethBY:Associte e oAssociate General Counsel

Attachments
1. Subpoenas and Orders

2. Letters to Respcndents

Date
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELETION COMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Stephen's Security Bank )
)

MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOC
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

NSuch answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



SUBPOEIK AND ORDZR TO STHEN' S SECURITY BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Stephen's Security Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,-
financial statement, loan agreement an~d any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yess please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

exlan 1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy

Robinson of the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



BEFORE THE FEDE ELECTION CONIISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First American Bank )
)

MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOC ENTS
ORDER TO SUB1IT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

rN Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

c

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages
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SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO FIRST AMERICAN BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,
N. telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans
C

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.
V

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First American Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the -loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.,

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1.: If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson oi the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
whqn approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied,
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL CTION COIMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First State Bank )
)

MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

MSuch answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

C7 John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO FIRST STATE BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

C. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First State Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,.
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness'of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

as Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
Cr explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL EUCTION COMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Commercial Bank )
)

MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUI S
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

SSuch answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



SUBPOEMA AND ORDER TO FIRST CN HERCIAL BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

n telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

c Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First Commercial Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes., please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

C xplin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson of the Robinson Committee?

C11 4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
C" the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the

collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

S. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to-be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Twin City Bank ))
MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOCUnENTS

ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

7 this Order/Subpoena.
4WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO TWIN CII BANK

Please respond to the following. if respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from prbduction any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

or telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

0 possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "You" shall mean the Twin City Bank, including

its employees, agents, or related personnel.

*e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan,
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1. Please produce a copy of the.loan application,.
financial statement, loan agreement apd any other documents usedby you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or theRobinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced inquestion 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please producea copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes., please statewhy completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please~explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you'7 have made which you believe support your assertion that thecampaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary courseof business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,,of income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics ofthe customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

Tr 3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a stateor federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, thecollateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used todetermine that these loans be denied.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Worthen Bank & Trust Company )
)

MUR 1721
SUBPOENA TO PRODUC DOCUMENTS

ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.0
Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

1WHERZ'FORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



0 0
SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO V0 NBANK & TRUST CONPANY

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

7r and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

10 possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loans
C

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

0Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loans.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loans?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please~explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loans to Tommy Robinson were made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,

, income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

V 3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
_. or federal candidate other than the campaign loans to Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COSUIISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First Jacksonville Bank )
)

MUR 1721
SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE D S

ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a)(1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

fJohn Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages



SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan" shall mean any and all loansC
made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

1 Robinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the First Jacksonville Bank,

including its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.

czg



1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,.
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

explin.1. If the answer to question lb is no, please

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the

CRobinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy
Robinson of' the Robinson Committee?

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



BEFORE THE FEDBRAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

Bank of Salem )
)

MUR 1721

SUBPOENA TO PRODUCE DOC S
ORDER TO SUBMIT WRITTEN ANSWERS

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437d(a) (1) and (3) and in furtherance

of its own investigation in the above-captioned matter, the

Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to submit written

answers to the questions attached to this Order and Subpoenas you

to produce requested documents.

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be

forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of your receipt of

this Order/Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission

has hereunto set his hand on , 1985.

John Warren McGarry
Chairman

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Attachment
Subpoena and Order - two pages

©



SUBPOENA AND ORDER TO BANK OF SALU

Please respond to the following. If respondents claim that

they are entitled to withhold from production any of the

documents requested, please identify each document, describe the

subject matter of the document and state the grounds for

withholding it from production.

As used in the Subpoena and Order, the terms listed below

are defined as follows:

a. The term "documents" shall mean writings of any kind,

including, but not limited to, correspondence, memoranda,

reports, transcripts, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists,

telexes, telegrams, messages (including reports, notes,

memoranda, and any other documentation of telephone conversations

'T and conferences), contracts, data, agendas, and printouts, in the

possession or control of the bank.

b. The term "campaign loan' shall mean any and all loans

made to Tommy Robinson or the Robinson Committee for use in

Arkansas' Second Congressional District election.

c. The term "Robinson Committee" shall mean the Tommy

cRobinson for Congress Committee.

d. The term "you" shall mean the Bank of Salem, including

its employees, agents, or related personnel.

e. The term "customer" shall mean an individual,

partnership, committee, association, corporation, labor

organization or any other group of persons to whom you have made

a loan.
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1. Please produce a copy of the loan application,
financial statement, loan agreement and any other documents used
by you to judge the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee at the time you approved the campaign loan.

a. Are bank documents, other than those produced in
question 1, customarily used to judge the credit worthiness of a
customer?

1. If the answer to question la is yes, please produce
a copy of these documents.

2. If the answer to question la is yes, please state
why completion of these documents was not required of Tommy
Robinson or the Robinson Committee.

b. Were you aware of Tommy Robinson's total personal
assets and liabilities (including campaign related bank loans)
prior to the time you made the campaign loan?

1. If the answer to question lb is no, please
explain.

2. Without identifying the customer, please describe loans you
have made which you believe support your assertion that the
campaign loan to Tommy Robinson was made in the ordinary course
of business. Please describe in detail the assets, liabilities,
income, collateral, amount of loan and other characteristics of
the customer which compare to those of Tommy Robinson or the
Robinson Committee.

3. Have you ever made a loan for use in the campaign of a state
7 or federal candidate other than the campaign loan to Tommy

Robinson or the Robinson Committee?
Nr

4. If the answer to question 3 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the amount of the loan, the
collateral, and all other factors which were used to determine
that these loans be made.

5. Have you ever denied a loan to a state or federal candidate
when approached for a loan to be used in a campaign?

6. If the answer to question 5 is yes, and without identifying
the candidate, please describe the factors which were used to
determine that these loans be denied.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks and Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

On April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the Officeof General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.
S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended. It has been determined that additionalinformation from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires your clients to
provide information which will assist the Commission in carrying
out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96
of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
this subpoena and order. It is required that you submit theinformation under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of
your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON.D.C. 20463

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First American Bank
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

On April 1, 1985, your clients were notified that the OfficeCof General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
N find probable cause to believe your clients violated 2 U.S.C.

S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your clients is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires your clients to

C provide information which will assist the Commission in carrying
out its statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96
of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
this subpoena and order. It is required that you submit the
information under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of
your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTOND.C. 20463

Donald T. Jack
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Jack:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the Office
of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.

C S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order.which requires your client to provide
information which will assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96
of Title 26, U.S. Code.

An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses to
C this subpoena and order. It is required that you submit the

information under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of
your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower BuildingLittle Rock, Arkansas 72201

MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

On April 1, 1985, your client was notified that the OfficeIN of General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the CommissionCD find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.544lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
tN 1971, as amended. It has been determined that additionalinformation from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued theattached subpoena and order which requires your client to provideinformation which will assist the Commission in carrying out itsstatutory duty of supervising compliance with the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96of Title 26, U.S. Code.

C An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses tothis subpoina and order. It is required that you submit theinformation under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of
your receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to AndrewMaikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON.D.C. 20463

T.E. Renaud
Twin City Bank
One Riverfront Plaza
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

On April 1, 1985, your bank was notified that the Office of
General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe the Twin City Bank violated 2
U.S.C. S44lb(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign

N Act of 1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
information is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued the
attached subpoena and order which requires you to provide
information which will assist the Commission in carrying out its
statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96
of Title 26, U.S. Code.

You may consult with an attorney and have an attorney assist
you in the'preparation of your response to this subpoena and
order. However, it is required that you submit the information
under oath and that you do so within fifteen days of your receipt
of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order

C§q)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON.D.C. 20463

Kenneth R. Shemin
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Shemin:

On April 1, 1985t your client was notified that the Officeof General Counsel was prepared to recommend that the Commission-find probable cause to believe your client violated 2 U.S.C.S441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended. It has been determined that additional
N% information from your client is necessary.

Consequently, the Federal Election Commission has issued theattached subpoena and order which requires your client to provideinformation which will assist the Commission in carrying out itsstatutory duty of supervising compliance with the FederalElection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, and Chapters 95 and 96of Title 26, U.S. Code.
1An attorney may assist in the preparation of responses tothis subpoena and order. It is required that you submit theinformatioh under oath and that you do so within fifteen days ofyour receipt of this subpoena and order.

If you have any questions, please direct them to AndrewMaikovich, the attorney handling this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Subpoena & Order



S E
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

The Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee and George Michael
Felkins, as treasurer

Stephen's Security Bank
First Commercial Bank
Twin City Bank
First American Bank
First State Bank
Worthen Bank & Trust Company
First Jacksonville Bank
Bank of Salem

MUR 1721

CERTIFICATION

I,'Mary W. Dove, recording secretary for the Federal Election

"O Commission meeting on July 16, 1985, do hereby certify that the Com-

mission decided by a vote of 4-2 to take the following actions in

N MUR 1721:

I. Obtain from the banks involved copies of the loan
applications, copies of the financial statements
which accompanied the loan applications, and copies
of the loan documents.

2. Request information from the banks directly with
regard to other outstanding liabilities and loans
pertaining to Mr. Robinson known to the banks as
of the dates on which these respective loans were
made.

3. Request the banks to furnish information pertaining.
to specific loans and the factors considered by the
banks in making such loans with particular emphasis
on political loans.

Commissioners Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and Reiche voted

affirmatively in this matter. Commissioners Aikens and Elliott

dissented.

Attest:

Date
Recorditg Secretary
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BEFORE THE FEDERA; ELECTION COMMISSION .C F ('(.y HEETAY

In the Matter of ) f 't1:

)
The Tommy Robinson for Congress ) MUR 1721

Committee and George Michael )
Felkins, as treasurer )

Stephen's Security Bank )
First Commercial Bank ) CL

Twin City Bank )
First American Bank
First State Bank ) JUL 0 9 198
Worthen Bank & Trust Company )
First Jacksonville Bank )
Bank of Salem )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

T is reason to believe that the Stephens Security Bank, First

American Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City

Bank and the Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making contributions to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of bank loans. The Commission also

found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

CRobinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contributions.

On December 6, 1984, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the First Jacksonville Bank and Bank of

Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of bank loans

and that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
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Committee and George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c.

S 441b(a) by accepting the contributions.

A copy of a brief and a letter notifying the respondents of

the General Counsel's intent to recommend to the Commission a

finding of probable cause to believe was mailed on April 1, 1985.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

The Office of General Counsel relies chiefly upon its brief

dated April 1, 1985, for the legal analysis of this matter.

However, respondents' reply briefs have raised a factual

issue that is addressed below. In the General Counsel's brief,

this Office stated that the First Jacksonville Bank, and later the

N Worthen Bank and Trust Company, had secured a second mortgage on

Robinson's home as collateral for the loans. First State Bank was

credited with obtaining a third mortgage, with no equity value,

on September 12, 1984.

In its reply brief, however, First State Bank has provided

evidence that under Arkansas law, it has a valid second mortgage,

with an equity exceeding $38,000. As proof, First State Bank

C: enclosed Title Certificates from two title insurance companies

which show First State Bank as the only bank which recorded a

mortgage on the property since the Worthen Bank and Trust Company

recorded an interest March 9, 1981A1/

1/ The Office of General Counsel does not allege that either
the First Jacksonville Bank or the Worthen Bank and Trust Company
intentionally misrepresented their positions. In its response to
the complaint, Worthen Bank and Trust enclosed a mortgage signed
by Tommy Robinson at the time of its initial loan. Apparently,
the Bank never recorded its interest.
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Although First State Bank received the second mortgage after

the loan was made to Tommy Robinson, First State Bank provided

evidence in its reply to the reason to believe finding that it is

in the Bank's ordinary course of business to make unsecured loans

which later require collateralization.

Therefore, the issue is whether repayment of the First State

Bank loan was adequately assured by this new collateral. The

loan was made on April 30, 1984, for $20,070. The mortgage had

an equity value exceeding $38,000. As mortgages on real estate

do represent the type of collateral which can assure repayment of

a loan, the Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission

Nfind no probable cause to believe the First State Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) and no probable cause to believe Tommy

Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a contribution from the First

State Bank.

The analyses for First Jacksonville Bank and Worthen Bank

and Trust Company are not significantly altered. At the time of

their loans to Tommy Robinson, they had valid second mortgages

which could have been called upon default. Because they did not

record their interest in the collateral, however, any subsequent

bank, such as First State Bank, could record a future mortgage

and obtain priority. This affected the assurance of repayment,

which subsequently occurred when the Worthen Bank and Trust

Company's mortgage became a third mortgage after First State Bank

recorded its interest on September 12, 1984. At the time of the
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loans, however, both Worthen Bank and Trust Company and First

Jacksonville Bank had valid second mortgages as collateral.

k- IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find no probable cause to believe First State Bank violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and
no probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First State Bank.

2/ Because the aggregate total of the bank loans to Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson Committee is approximately
$250,000, a 10% penalty ratio results in a penalty of $25,000.
The bank penalties range from $8,000 to $12,500.
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2. Find probable cause to believe Stephen's Security Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
and probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the Stephens Security Bank.

3. Find probable cause to believe that First Commercial Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
and probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First Commercial Bank.

4. Find probable cause to believe Twin City Bank violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and

o probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a

N. contribution from the Twin City Bank.

5. Find probable cause to believe First American Bank violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and
probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First American Bank.

6. Find probable cause to believe Worthen Bank and Trust
Company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution
to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee and probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson
and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, vioalted 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in
accepting contributions from the Worthen Bank and Trust,
Company.

7. Find probable cause to believe First Jacksonville Bank
violated 2 U.S.C S 441b(a) by making a contribution to Tommy
Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and
probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from First Jacksonville Bank.
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8. Find probable cause to believe Bank of Salem violated
2 U.S.C. 544lb(a) bimaking a contribution to Tommy
Robinson and t6etbiy Robinson for Congress Committee and
probable cause to b*lieve that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congreos Committee and George M. Felkins, as
treasurer, violated2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the Bank of Salem.

9. Send the attached letters and conciliation agreements.

~L
Charles N. Steele

Attachments
1. Conciliation Agreements
2. Letters to Respondents

Dat



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

July 3, 1985

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson and

Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee
George M. Felkins, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On May 20, 1985, the Commission received your motion to
- appear before a hearing to determine whether there is probable

cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election.Campaign Act
has been committed by your clients. After due consideration, the
Commission has determined to deny your request.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000.

General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC. 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson and

Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee
George M. Felkins, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On May 20, 1985, the Commission received your motion to
N appear before a hearing to determine whether there is probable

cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act
has been committed by your clients. After due consideration, the
Commission has determined to deny your request.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Tommy Robinson and The Tommy
Robinson for Congress
Committee

George M. Felkins, as treasurer

ell~

MUR 1721

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on June 27,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 1721:

1. Deny Tommy Robinson's motion to appear.

2. Approve sending the letter attached to
the General Counsel's Report signed June
21, 1985.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald,

McGarry and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

6-24-85, 2:49
6-25-85, 11:00

N



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMI fR R. FEC
COMM:S 1 "! :! . T

In the Matter of )
) 5 JUN24 P2 : 49Tommy Robinson and The Tommy )

Robinson for Congress Committee ) MUR 1721
George M. Felkins, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT M OTlIV
I. BACKGROUND

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

was reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins,

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting contributions from

various banks.

On April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel advised the

respondents that it was prepared to recommend that the Commission

find probable cause to believe a violation occurred. The

respondents filed a reply brief on May 1, 1985. On May 20, 1985,

the respondents filed a motion to appear before the Commission

when it takes the issue of probable cause to a vote.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

At issue is whether a respondent should be allowed to make

an oral presentation during a Commission meeting to determine

whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has

occurred.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(3), the Office of General Counsel

must notify a respondent of any recommendation it makes to the

Commission pertaining to a vote on probable cause. The

respondent then has the right to submit a reply brief within 15
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days of such notification. Id. The Federal Election Campaign

Act does not grant a respondent an express right to personally

appear before the Commission. (See also 11 C.F.R. S 111.16).

Attorneys for the respondents state that the respondent's

right to due process would be infringed by the denial of their

motion to appear. Administrative case law, however, shows that a

respondent's right to a hearing does not include an oral

presentation. The respondent's hearing rights are satisfied in

that he has an opportunity to brief the Commission in writing as

prescribed by statute. An agency's interest, including its

fiscal and administrative burdens, are balanced against the

N private interest when determining the type of hearing required by

due process. Because the respondent has the right to entertain a

full trial-type hearing after the Commission's final

determination, no personal appearance need be afforded during a

Commission hearing on probable cause.

Therefore, to facilitate the efficient use of Commission

resources, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission deny the respondents' motion to appear.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Deny Tommy Robinson's motion to appear.

2. Approve sending the attached 1 te

Date
General Counsel

Attachment
1. Letter to Respondent



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASH INGTON, D C 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace, Nelson and

Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee
George M. Felkins, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On May 20, 1985, the Commission received your motion to
N appear before a hearing to determine whether there is probable

cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act
has been committed by your clients. After due consideration, the
Commission has determined to deny your request.

3 If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF ) f
TOM1Y ROBINSON AND ) ,23 r1: 15
THE TOMM'Y ROBINSON ) MIR 1721
FOR CONGRESS COM10ITTEE )
GEORGE M. FELKINS, AS )
TREASURER )

MOTION TO APPEAR

Come the Respondents, Tommy Robinson, and the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee, George M. Felkins, as Treasurer,

(hereinafter "Respondents") and for their Motion to Appear before

the Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "Commission"),

state:

1. On April 1, 1985, the Commission advised Respondents

that the Office of General Counsel is prepared to recomrmend that

the Commission find probable cause to believe that a violation of

CN the Federal Election Campaign Act (2 U.S.C. §441b(a)) has

occurred.

2. The Office of General Counsel has submitted a brief to

the Commnission in which its position was extensively argued.

Respondents submitted their brief in response to the Comnission

on May 1, 1985.

3. The Ccrmission will consider this matter, and vote upon

the issue of probable cause shortly after all of the parties'

briefs have been submitted.

4. The Office of General Counsel has indicated to

Respondent Tommy Robinson that although the Office of General

Counsel will have the right to personally argue its position,

To7my Robinson will have no similar right.



5. The issue before the Commission is of such gravity, and

of such obvious importance to Respondent Tommy Robinson, that the

denial of the right to personally argue his cause would be clear

error. Further, the denial of this right to Tommy Robinson would

certainly result in the denial of due process.

6. Respondents urge this Commission to grant this Motion

in order to make certain that all relevant factors are considered

when it takes the issue of probable cause to a vote, and to

ensure that !-he proper result is achieved.

W 4HEREFORE, for the above-stated reasons, Respondents

respectfully request that this Commission grant this Motion, and

allow Tommy Robinson to personally appear before it in order to

plead his cause.

Respectfully submitted,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON &
JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas
(501) 375-9151

By:
Larry C. 4a a
Attorney for Tommy Robinson,
The Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer,
George M. Felkins

-2-
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May 17, 1985

Me. arJorie Emons
Secretary to the
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Federal Election Commission MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed for filing are an original and ten copies of

Respondent Tommy Robinson's Motion 
to Appear before the Federal

Election Commission. I have this date forwarded three copies 
of

the same to the Office of General Counsel.

If anything further needs to be done 
to perfect this filing.

,,. please let me know. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE. NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

o- •.S

bcc: Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
The
Mr.

Charles Steele
Charles J. Giroir, Jr.
William J. Conti
Joseph Gelzine
Maurice Mitchell
Kenny Shemin
W. Russell Meeks, III
T.E. Renaud
Charles Cook
Mike Felkins
Honorable Tommy Robinson
Darrell Glascock



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF )
TOMMY ROBINSON AND )
THE TOMMY ROBINSON ) MUR 1721
FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE )
GEORGE M. FELKINS, AS )
TREASURER )

MOTION TO APPEAR

Come the Respondents, Tommy Robinson, and the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee, George M. Felkins, as Treasurer,

(hereinafter "Respondents") and for their Motion to Appear before

the Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "Commission"),

state:

I. On April 1, 1985, the Commission advised Respondents

that the Office of General Counsel is prepared to recommend that

the Coumission find probable cause to believe that a violation 
of

the Federal Election Campaign Act (2 U.S.C. J441b(a)) has

occurred.

2. The Office of General Counsel has submitted a brief to

the Commission in which its position was extensively argued.

Respondents submitted their brief in response to the Commission

on May 1, 1985.

3. The Commission will consider this matter, and vote upon

the issue of probable cause shortly after all of the parties'

briefs have been submitted.

4. The Office of General Counsel has indicated to

Respondent Tommy Robinson that although the Office of General

Counsel will have the right to personally argue its position,

Tommy Robinson will have no similar right.



5. The issue before the Commission is of such gravity, 
and

of such obvious importance to Respondent Tommy Robinson, 
that the

denial of the right to personally argue his cause 
would be clear

error. Further, the denial of this right to Tommy Robinson 
would

certainly result in the denial of due process.

6. Respondents urge this Commission to grant this Motion

in order to make certain that all relevant factors 
are considered

when it takes the issue of probable cause to a vote, 
and to

ensure that the proper result is achieved.

WHEREFORE, for the above-stated reasons, Respondents

respectfully request that this Commission grant this 
Motion, and

allow Tommy Robinson to personally appear before it 
in order to

V4 plead his cause.

Respectfully submitted,

CHOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON &
JEWELL, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas
(501) 375-9151

By:

Attorney for Tommy Robinson,
The Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer,
George M. Felkins

-2-
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

P 41

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Donald T. Jack

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

(501) 375-9151

The above-named individual is hereby designated as counsel

for First Commercial Bank and is authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on its behalf before the Commission.

PRESIDENT

RESPONDENT'S NAME: First Commercial Bank

ADDRESS: Capitol and Broadway Streets

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 371-7000

May 2, 1985DATE

Cj
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May 6, 1985

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: Stephens Security Bank/MUR 1721
Bank of Salem/MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

We enclose herewith three (3) copies of the Brief of the SeparateRespondent Stephens Security Bank. We also enclose herewith three (3)copies of the Brief of the Separate Respondent Bank of Salem.

We have herewith forwarded ten (10) copies of each Brief to the
Commission for filing.

We would appreciate a call from you at your earliest convenience todiscuss this matter further, in line with our earlier conversations
- about the possibility of a conciliation arrangement.

Yours very truly,

MEEKSselDP. A.

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: jb

Enclosure



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of Stephens) MUR 1723.
Security Bank)

BRIEF OF SEPARATE RESPONDENT STEPHENS SECURITY BANK

INTRODUCTION

The referenced matter MUR 1721 should be pursued, if at all,

only against the borrower, Tommy Robinson, and the Tommy Robinson

Campaign Committee. This separate Respondent Bank relies upon

its borrowers to fully comply with all terms and provisions of

the state and federal legislation applicable to the business or

- - enterprise of the borrower. This case is no different. To the
extent that the Commission contends that this Bank did not follow

prudent business practices, in order to *assure repayment" under

its individual banking practices, and under acceptable banking

guidelines, the Commission, and the Office of General Counsel,

would be in error. To the extent that some interpretation of the

appropriate federal statutes might disallow a cindidate or a cam-

paign committee to seek or solicit loans, this should be treated

as a separate issue and dispute, to which the individual banks

should not properly be a party. The referenced matter MUR 1721

should not proceed against the individual state chartered banking

institutions.

ARGUMENT

The Respondent Bank is a state chartered banking institution



S 0
regulated by the State Bank Commissioner for the State of

Arkansas. The Defendant Bank is located in a small rural com-

munity in the State of Arkansas. The Bank is not located in

Pulaski County, Arkansas, nor in the Second Congressional

District, which is the district represented by the Respondent

Tommy Robinson, Congressman for the Second District. The

Respondent Bank is owned by a bank holding company, Smith

Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCOO). The Chairman

and Chief Executive Officer for SABCO is Richard T. Smith

("Smith").

NPrior to his assumption of duties as President and Chief

Executive Officer of SABCO, Smith was an officer in Worthen Bank
N and Trust Company, and while in that position was the personal

loan officer for the Respondent Tommy Robinson. At all times

pertinent hereto, Smith was and remains acutely familiar with the

Respondent Tommy Robinson; is familiar with his character; is

aware of his collateral and means for obtaining collateral; and

- is familiar with his other credit history, to indlude though not

limited to his credit history with Worthen Bank. All loans made

by Worthen, through Smith while he was a loan officer, were

timely paid in accordance with the terms and provisions of the

notes signed by Robinson.

The state charted banking institution is not specifically pro-

hibited from the making of loans under USC Section 441 (b), which

refers to "contributions or expenditures by national banks,...



(emphasis). Instead, there is no specific regulation dealing with

state chartered banking institutions, especially those lying out-

side the District in which the political candidate is attempting

to gain office (thereby negating any self-serving contribution or

political motive). Instead, the Respondent Bank clearly intended

to engage in a commercial loan transaction, based upon the

character, available collateral and past credit performance and

payment history of the borrower, Tommy Robinson.

Respondent Bank has previously argued, and again contends,

that it has diligently complied with all local, state, and

federal regulations with respect to banking and banking

practices; has fully complied with all terms and provisions for

lending imposed by or through any federal regulatory agency or

authority having responsibilty over or to the Bank; and, has con-

sistently followed the Bank's own lending regulations with

respect to individual and commercial loans, and has not varied

the procedure for the loan in question. Instead, the bank as a

state chartered banking institution, operates in a rural area,

and perhaps follows procedures different than large metropolitan

banking institutions.

Prior to the making of the loan, the bank engaged in a dili-

gent effort to find any particular regulations which might,

disallow this type of loan or give guidance to how the loan could

or should be made. Neither the Federal Election Commission, or

any other federal or state agency, board or administrative body,



has formulated, devised, authored, published, or distributed, any

such regulations. What should be done to document a loan of this

type, and what guidelines if any are to be looked at and followed

before the making of the loan, do not appear in any publication

and are not readily available for a small rural country bank to

consult or review, prior to making any loan. Unfortunately,

small rural country banks are not "right on top" of what

Washington, D.C. Commissions are "thinking", or how they are

"interpreting" general statutes that apply to "national banks".

In other words, if a loan of this type can be made at all, the

guidelines under which the loan can and must be made, do not

Sexist for a small country bank to study and to follow. How can

they reasonably be expected to know what the Federal Election

'~Commission is thinking? They cannot.

The small rural country banks are operating in a "vacuum"

under the proposed interpretation of Section 441 (B), and an

interpretation that would find a violation against these banks,

and specifically against Stephens Security Bank (whose Chairman

and Chief Executive Officer of its holding company had intimate

knowledge with the prior financial and credit affairs of the

borrower) would unjustly constitute an ex post facto hand

slapping. Truthfully this Bank does not need nor deserve a hand

slapping. It will be most happy to follow all federal rules and

regulations, to include those of the Federal Election Commission.

Its officers made a diligent search for any and all applicable



S 0
federal regulations, and found none. They found none, because

none exist.

Unless the Federal Election Commission can give guidance to
the small country bank, no bank can know what to do. To punish

them for having looked, but having found nothing, where nothing

existed, punishes the wrong party. And, to the extent a promise

of future compliance with regulations is needed, this bank

readily commits to such a promise, but needs to have guidelines

formulated and provided to it. This would allow it to fully

follow the published guidelines, rules and regulations of the

SFederal Election Commission, and would fully negate the totally

ZN' unintentional violation of the type here (even if a violation is
N presumed to have occurred).

CONCLUSION

The Stephens Security Bank did not and would not inten-

tionally violate any rule. So even if a violation is found, it

certainly should be found to be accidental and unintentional.

S This entire matter is not something the Stephens Security Bank

-,c ever contemplated, intended, desired, nor expected. It made a

simple loan that, because of legal expenses associated with the

finding of the General Counsel's office, will end up costing

money, instead of making money for the shareholders. Even if

the General Counsel's office proceeds with the finding of pro-

bable cause, the Respondent Stephens Security Bank suggests and

requests that any pursuit of the matter should specifically



delete any inference or assertion that it acted willfully or

intentionally in violation of any regulation. And, to the

extent punishment is deemed necessary or desirable (which this

Respondent does not feel to be the case with respect to it), the

public notoriety in the local communities resulting from having

been involved in this loan, to a candidate for a federal office

in a district other than the district in which this bank is

situated, and the additional cost and expense for the handling of

the proceedings before the Federal Election Commission (which

cost and expenses are relatively large for a small country bank

OD not accustomed to paying legal expenses and costs of any

:' magnitude) are sufficient "punishment" to cause these banks to

refrain from making any political loan, of any type, whether

guidelines existed or not.

Respectfully submitted,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.
Attorneys for Stephens Security Bank
1151 First Commercial Buildng
Little Roc sas 7220CBY: i
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of Bank of Salem) ?4UR 1721

BRIEF OF SEPARATE RESPONDENT BANK OF SALEM

INTRODUCTION

The referenced matter MUR 1721 should be pursued, if at all,

only against the borrower, Tommy Robinson, and the Tommy Robinson

Campaign Committee. This separate Respondent Bank relies upon

its borrowers to fully comply with all terms and provisions of

the state and federal legislation applicable to the business or

enterprise of the borrower. This case is no different. To the

Nextent that the Commission contends that this Bank did not follow

Tprudent business practices, in order to "assure repayment, under

its individual banking practices, and under acceptable banking

guidelines, the Commission, and the Office of General Counsel,

would be in error. To the extent that some interpretation of the

appropriate federal statutes might disallow a candidate or a cam-

,~paign committee to seek or solicit loans, this should be treated

as a separate issue and dispute, to which the individual banks

should not properly be a party. The referenced matter MUR 1721

should not proceed against the individual state chartered banking

institutions.

ARGUMENT

The Respondent Bank is a state chartered banking institution

regulated by the State Bank Commissioner for the State of



Arkansas. The Defendant Bank is located in a small rural com-

munity in the State of Arkansas. The Bank is not located in

Pulaski County, Arkansas, nor in the Second Congressional

District, which is the district represented by the Respondent

Tommy Robinson, Congressman for the Second District. The

Respondent Bank is owned by a bank holding company, Smith

Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCOO). The Chairman

and Chief Executive Officer for SABCO is Richard T. Smith

("Smith").

Prior to his assumption of duties as President and Chief

Executive Officer ofSABCO, Smith was an officer in Worthen Bank

.~and Trust Company, and while in that position was the personal

Sloan officer for the Respondent Tommy Robinson. At all times

pertinent hereto, Smith was and remains acutely familiar with the
Respondent Tommy Robinson; is familiar with his character; is

aware of his collateral and means for obtaining collateral; and

is familiar with his other credit history, to include though not

limited to his credit history with Worthen Bank. All loans made

by Worthen, through Smith while he was a loan officer, were

timely paid in accordance with the terms and provisions of the

notes signed by Robinson.

The state charted banking institution is not specifically pro-

hibited from the making of loans under USC Section 441 (b), which

refers to "contributions or expenditures by national banks,...".

(emphasis) Instead, there is no specific regulation dealing with



state chartered banking institutions, especially those lying out-

side the District in which the political candidate is attempting

to gain office (thereby negating any self-serving contribution or

political motive). Instead, the Respondent Bank clearly intended

to engage in a commercial loan transaction, based upon the

character, available collateral and past credit performance and

payment history of the borrower, Tommy Robinson.

Respondent Bank has previously argued, and again contends,

that it has diligently complied with all local, state, and

federal regulations with respect to banking and banking

practices; has fully complied with all terms and provisions for

lending imposed by or through any federal regulatory agency or

. authority having responsibilty over or to the Bank; and, has con-

sistently followed the Bank's own lending regulations with

respect to individual and commercial loans, and has not varied

the procedure for the loan in question. Instead, the bank as a

state chartered banking institution, operates in a rural area,

- and perhaps follows procedures different than large metropolitan

banking institutions.

Prior to the making of the loan, the bank engaged in a dili-

gent effort to find any particular regulations which might,

disallow this type of loan or give guidance to how the loan could

or should be made. Neither the Federal Election Commission, or

any other federal or state agency, board or administrative body,

has formulated, devised, authored, published, or distributed, any



such regulations. What should be done to document a loan of this

type, and what guidelines if any are to be looked at and followed

before the making of the loan, do not appear in any publication

and are not readily available for a small rural country bank to

consult or review, prior to making any loan. Unfortunately,

small rural country banks are not "right on top" of what

Washington, D.C. Commissions are "thinking*, or how they are

"interpreting" general statutes that apply to "national banks".

in other words, if a loan of this type can be made at all, the

guidelines under which the loan can and must be made, do not

7 exist for a -all country bank to study and to follow. How can

they reasonably be expected to know what the Federal Election

Commission is thinking? They cannot.

The small rural country banks are operating in a "vacuum"

under the proposed interpretation of Section 441 (B), and an

interpretation that would find a violation against these banks,

and specifically against Bank of Salem (whose Chairman

and Chief Executive Officer of its holding company had intimate

knowledge with the prior financial and credit affairs of the

borrower) would unjustly constitute an ex post facto hand

slapping. Truthfully this Bank does not need nor deserve a hand

slapping. It will be most happy to follow all federal rules and

regulations, to include those of the Federal Election Commission.

Its officers made a diligent search for any and all applicable

federal regulations, and found none. They found none, because



none exist.

Unless the Federal Election Commission can give guidance to

the small country bank, no bank can know what to do. To punish

them for having looked, but having found nothing, where nothing

existed, punishes the wrong party. And, to the extent a promise

of future compliance with regulations is needed, this bank

readily commits to such a promise, but needs to have guidelines

formulated and provided to it. This would allow it to fully

follow the published guidelines, rules and regulations of the

Federal Election Commission, and would fully negate the totally

unintentional violation of the type here (even if a violation is

presumed to have occuirred).

CONCLUSION

The Bank of Salem did not and would not intentionally violate any

rule. So even if a violation is found, it certainly should be found

to be accidental and unintentional. This entire matter is not

something the Bank of Salem ever contemplated, intended, desired, nor

expected. It made a simple loan that, because of legal expenses

associated with the finding of the General Counsel's office, will end

up costing money, instead of making money for the shareholders. Even

if the General Counsel's office proceeds with the finding of probable

cause, the Respondent Bank of Salem suggests and requests that any

pursuit of the matter should specifically delete any inference or

assertion that it acted willfully or intentionally in violation of any

regulation. And, to the extent punishment is deemed necessary or



desirable (which this Respondent does not feel to be the case with

respect to it), the public notoriety in the local communities

resulting from having been involved in this loan, to a candidate for a

federal office in a district other than the district in which this

bank is situated, and the additional cost and expense for the handling

of the proceedings before the Federal Election Commission (which cost

and expenses are relatively large for a small country bank not

accustomed to paying legal expenses and costs of any magnitude) are

sufficient "punishment" to cause these banks to refrain from making

any political loan, of any type, whether guidelines existed or not.

Respectfully submitted,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.
Attorneys for Bank of Salem
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock r..na, 7 2  r1
BY:Ak LVI

W. RUSSEULMEEK-9 II
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May 3, 1985

Mr. Charles Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 *K" Street
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: In the Matter of First State Bank - MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Steele:

Enclosed you will find three copies of the Brief which we
have today filed in behalf of the Respondent, First State Bank
of Sherwood, Arkansas.

0 ery trulyo

Darrell D. Dover, for
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

& JEWELL, P.A.

DDD: 11
Enclosures
0282d

Derrell D. Dover

. tELE
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF )
FIRST STATE BANK ) MUR 1721

BRIEF OF THE RESPONDENT,
FIRST STATE BANK OF SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

I. Statement of the Case

On April 30, 1984, the Respondent, First S tate Bank of

Sherwood, Arkansas ("First State") made a loan of $20,070.00 to

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee ("the Committee").

The First State loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was

subject to a due date and bore the usual and customary interest

rate charged by First State on other loans. The promissory

note evidencing the loan was personally guaranteed by Tommy

Robinson ("Robinson") and the note was secured by a pledge of

50% of all campaign contributions over $100,000.00 and by the

agreement of the borrower to furnish additional collateral (a

mortgage on Robinson's home) if the loan was not paid within

the initial 90-day period. The additional collateral was, in

fact, furnished on August 23, 1984, when Robinson executed a

mortgage in favor of First State encumbering his home which

mortgage was duly recorded in the Pulaski County, Arkansas land

records on September 12, 1984.

On June 4, 1984, a complaint was filed with this Commission

by backers of a political opponent of Robinson charging that

Robinson and the Committee had violated the Federal Election
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Campaign Act of 1971 ("the Act") and regulations promulgated

pursuant thereto by accepting loans from several financial

institutions which loans, it was alleged, were not made in the

ordinary course of business of the lending institutions. The

lending institutions, including First State, were also accused

of violating the Act and the regulations.

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

was reasonable cause to believe that violations had occurred

and commenced an investigation.

By letter of April 1, 1985, the Office of General Counsel

of the Commission ("General-Counsel") advised that it was

N prepared to recommend that this Commission find-probable cause

V that a violation occurred. General'Counsel's position was

elaborated on in a brief enclosed with the letter to which

First State was invited to reply.

C' It is the purpose of this Brief to respond to General

Counsel's arguments and to renew the arguments made in First

State's earlier letter brief of September 27, 1984.

II. Argument

Granted the facts outlined above,' the obvious question

is:

'There is no real dispute as to these facts. In large part
they are taken from General Counsel's Brief.

-2-



Why is First State here?

First State believes that the answer to that question lies in

the fact that General Counsel has been misinformed as to one

very pertinent additional fact relevant to the First State

loan. Based on that misinformation, General Counsel has

arrived at an erroneous legal conclusion as to the propriety of

the First State loan. Even as to this additional fact there

actually should not be any dispute as will be shown below.

The misinformation referred to above is evidenced in the

following language quoted from pages 7 and 8 of General

Counsel's Brief. There, after discussing the fact that First

State's loan was secured by a mortgage it obtained on

Robinson's personal residence, General Counsel then stated:

According to information from the
Worthen Bank and Trust Company, which
acquired a second mortgage on Robinson's

C7 home on July 9, 1984, Robinson had no
equity remaining in his residence after
the second mortgage. Therefore, the added
collateral would not provide an alternate

c source of repayment should the loan come
under default. Because the loan was not
adequately assured, the Office of General
Counsel recommends the Commission find
probable cause to believe the First State
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)."

The net effect thus is that General Counsel, based on the

information received from Worthen Bank and Trust Company

("Worthen") has relegated First State's mortgage to that of a

third mortgage with no equity and General Counsel has therefore

totally dismissed from further consideration the mortgage which

First State holds on Robinson's home.

-3-



The fact is, however, that Worthen has no such mortgage.

Worthen may have represented to Commission investigators that

it had such a mortgage and Worthen may even have believed that

it had such a mortgage 2 but the legal fact is that no such

mortgage exists insofar as the rights of third parties,

including First State, are involved.

Attached hereto as Attachment 1 is a Title Certificate

issued by Little Rock Abstract Company under date of September

13, 1984. This Certificate was obtained by First State at the

time of and in connection with First State's implementation of

the requirement made by it at the time the loan was made, i.e.,
I-Y

N that the mortgage would be required if the loan was not paid in

90 days. It will be observed that the only mortgage shown

on the Certificate (other than the known first mortgage

securing the purchase of the home) was a mortgage to Worthen

given more than three years before (March 9, 1981) and securing

only the sum of $7,000.00. There is no mortgage dated July 9,

1984 (the date mentioned in General Counsel's Brief) or any

other date given to Worthen to secure the $48,000.00 Worthen

First State does not imply that General Counsel or the
Commission's investigators have intentionally misrepresented
the Worthen position. Neither does First State take any
position at all with respect to the propriety of the Worthen
loan or any other loan of any other financial institution
involved in this matter.
3 The fact that First State even bothered to obtain a Title
Certificate is evidence of due diligence and evidence that the
loan was "made in the ordinary course of business" as required
by the Act.
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* S

loan made on July 9o 1984 as shown on the spread sheet

incorporated in General Counsel's Brief. Attachment 2 is a

Title Certificate of current date which First State has

obtained to confirm the accuracy of the first Certificate (and

to show there is still no Worthen mortgage of record.

First State anticipates that General Counsel and the

Commission might wonder whether the Worthen loan mig ht be

secured by the 1981 Worthen mortgage reflected on Attachment

1. There is attached hereto (Attachment 3) a certified copy of

the recorded 1981 Worthen mortgage. It will be noted that the

debt secured is specifically described as being a debt of

$7,000.00 and there is no reference to the mortgage standing as

security for additional advances except in the very limited

circumstances where the additional advances are made for

protection of the security property (e.g., taxes, repairs,

C etc.) the latter not being the circumstance here. The mortgage

law of Arkansas is clear in such a case and the answer to the

anticipated question is that, under Arkansas law, only the debt

described in the mortgage ($7,000.00 here) is secured and

additional advances (such as the Worthen $48,000 loan of July

9, 1984) are not secured by the lien of the mortgage.4

4 Arkansas is in line with the weight of authority on this
point. Modern Mortgage Law and Practice (Prentice-Hall, Ninth
Edition, 1978) a national work on mortgage law by Robert
Kratovil, Vice President in charge of legal research for
Chicago Title Insurance Company, states unequivocally at
Section 120: "S120. Future advances - additional advances

-5-



Hughes on Arkansas Mortgages (Thomas Law Book Companyo 1930) is

the "Bible" on the Arkansas law of mortgages. At Section 68,

Hughes says:

"§68. Only Described Debt Secured.-
A mortgage secures only debts which are
embraced in the description used in the
mortgage. If the instrument expressly
states that it is given to secure debts
specifically named and described in amount
and character, the security cannot be made
to cover other obligations. The holder of
the mortgage cannot tack to the debt
described any other debt he may have
against the mortgagor so as to stretch the
security of the mortgage to that also.
Persons who deal with the property after
the mortgage is-given are entitled to rely
upon the record as disclosing the fullV, extent of the encumbrance.

For example, a mortgage purporting to
secure notes aggregating $500.00, and
saying nothing about future advances, does
not secure future advances in excess of
that amount, though the notes were given
for future advances which in fact largely
exceeded $500.00, and not for a debt
already due. (Emphasis added)

The quoted language is supported by case law and is still the

law of Arkansas today.

To put what has been said above in proper perspective it is

necessary to list the salient points of law applicable to the

First State loan. They are:

4 (cont.) made though not described in the mortgage. Suppose
a mortgage is executed to secure a debt of a stated amount,
which, in fact, is loaned to the mortgagor. Later, by oral
agreement, the mortgagee loans additional sums to the
mortgagor, both intending that they be secured by the mortgage,
although the mortgage makes no mention of future advances and
none were contemplated at the time. Such advances are not a
valid lien as to third parties, such'as innocent purchasers.
(Emphasis Added)
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(1) General Counsel recommends that the Commission find

probable cause to believe that First State violated 2 U.S.C.

S44lb(a). (General Counsel's Brief, p. 8).

(2) 2 U.S.C. S441b(a) prohibits a corporation from making

a "contribution" to a candidate for federal elective office.

(3) "Contribution", as defined in 2 U.S.C.

§431(8)(B)(vii), does not include:

"...any loan of money by a State bank, a
federally chartered depository institution,
or a depository institution the deposits or
accounts of which are insured by the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Savings and Loaon Insurance Corporation, or
the National Credit Union Administration,
other than any overdraft made with respect
to a checking or savings account, made in
accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan -

(I) shall be considered a loan by
each endorser or guarantor, in that
proportion of the unpaid balance that
each endorser or guarantor bears to the
total number of endorsers or guarantors;

(II) shall be made on a basis which
7assures repayment, evidenced by a

written instrument, and subject to a
due date or amortization schedule; and

(III) shall bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution."

(4) Consistent with the foregoing, the Commission's own

regulation at 11 C.F.R. §100.7(11) states:

"A loan of money by a State bank, a
federally chartered depository institution
(including a national bank) or a depository
institution whose deposits and accounts are
insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
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Corporation, the Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation, or the National
Credit Union Administraiton is not a
contribution by the lending institution if
such loan is made in accordance with
applicable banking laws and regulations and
is made in the ordinary course of business.
A loan will be deemed to be made in the
ordinary course of business if it: bears
the usual and customary interest rate of the
lending institution for the category of loan
involved; is made on a basis which assures
repayment; is evidenced by a written
instrument; and is subject to a due date or
amortization schedule."

Thus, First State's loan was, in fact and in law, a

permitted loan (and not a prohibited contribution) if it was

made:

(a) In accordance with applicable banking
laws and regulations and

(b) In the ordinary course of business
which means (i) It bears interest at
the usual and customary rate, (ii) is
made on a basis which assurses
repayment, (iii) is evidence by a
written instrument and (iv) is subject
to a due date or amortization schedule.

General Counsel apparently agrees with the foregoing

analysis and was good enough to admit (General Counsel's Brief,

p. 3) that: "The only issue in this matter is whether the loan

was made on a basis which assures repayment." First State

agrees.

Immediately after the quoted admission, General Counsel's

Brief launched into a lengthy (three pages) discussion of what

kind of a loan is one "made on a basis which assures

repayment." This discussion included an analysis which caused
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General Counsel to conclude that future expectancies (such as

the pledge here to First State of 50% of campaign contributions

over $100,000) may be considered to provide an adequate basis

to assure repayment only if:

1. There is an alternate source of
payment, citing: MUR 216/239 (76)o
James R. Sasser and MUR 382 (77), Brown
for President Committee, or

2. There are "risk reducing features"
present, citing: MUR 1195 (80),
Kennedy for President Committee and AO
1908-1008, Anderson for President
Committee.

General Counsel should have ended the three page

dissertation at the beginning because the very first thing

General Counsel pointed to as being the type of collateral

which would assure repayment was "... mortgages on real

estate..."*. General Counsel's Brief, p. 4, citing MUR 1098

(79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee. There was no

need to get into the analysis of "alternate source of payment"

and "risk reducing features"e because First State's loan is

secured by the best collateral of all, viz., a "mortgage on

real estate"!

'First State will not pursue the alternate source and risk
reducing points further because it truly considers those points
to be irrelevent under the circumstances here. Suffice it to
say that First State's mortgage collateral is a better
"alternate source" than was evident in Sasser or Brown and is
a much better "risk reducing feature" than was present in
Kennedy or Anderson.
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Why, then, did General Counsel get of f into the targential

points mentioned above? The answer to that question is the

same as the answer to the rhetorical question posed at the

outset of the Argument portion of this brief, and that is that

General Counsel has been misled into believeing that Worthen's

$48,000 loan of July 9, 1984, is secured by a mortgage ranking

higher in prio rity than First State's mortgage and that First

State was therefore left without "equity" to support and secure

its loan.

It has been demonstrated above that Worthen's $48,000.00

loan is, in fact, not secured by a mortgage valid as against

First State and other third parties. It follows that whatever

equity there is in the Robinson home is encumbered by the First

State mortgage.

Attached hereto as Attachment 4 is a copy of an appraisal

of the Robinson home made by an officer of First State

contemperaneously with the making of the loan in question. The

appraisal fixed the "reasonable worth" of the Robinson home at

$100,100 based on an appraised value of $40.00 per square foot

for 2240 square feet of heated space and $15.00 per square foot

for 700 square feet of garage space. The lot was valued at

$10,000.00 but that was not added into the $100,100.00

appraised value. The appraisal noted that there was a first

mortgage in the amount of $55,000.00 and thus fixed the value

of the equity at $45,100 (which would be $55,100 if the $10,000
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lot value were added). The 1981 mortgage to Worthen was not

taken into account because at the time of the appraisal (April

301 1984) First State had not yet obtained the Title

Certificate (Attachment 1) and was not aware of that mortgage.

Even when the $7,000.00 secured by the 1981 Worthen Mortgage is

deducted, there remains an equity of $38,100 based on

improvements alone on $48,100 adding the value of the lot. At

the lower figure ($38,000.00) the equity was equal to 189% of

the $20,070.00 loan and at the higher figure ($48,100.00) it

was 239% of the amount of the loan. Either is obviously ample

to support the loan by even-the most conservative lending

standards.

It surely is not the function of the Commission to

substitute its judgment as to land values in Arkansas for that

of an experienced local bank officer familiar with such values

and First State does not believe the Commission would do so.

However, so that the Commission might be completely comfortable

with First State's appraisal, it should be pointed out that

there is in the record some excellent third party confirmation

of the accuracy of First State's appraisal. This confirmation

is found in the statement quoted above from General Counsel's

Brief to the effect that information obtained from Worthen was

that there was.".., no equity remaining in his [Robinson's]

residence after the [Worthen] mortgage." There was, in fact,

no Worthen mortgage but the point is that Worthen apparently
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assumed that it's loan (if it had been secured) would exhaust

the equity. The Worthen loan was for $48,000.00 which means

that Worthen, in giving the above information to the

Commission's investigators, obviously valued the equity at

$48,000.00. That value is, of course, within the $38,100.00 to

$48,100.00 value put on the equity by the First State appraisal.

III. Conclusion

First State's loan of $20,070.00 was secured by the lien of

a real estate mortgage encumbering an equity worth anywhere

from 189% to 239% of the amount of the loan. In addition,

First State holds a pledge of 50% of all campaign contributions

over $100,000 and also has the personal guaranty of Robinson

who furnished First State with a Financial Statement showing a

net worth of $24,000 (more than the amount of the loan).

There probably have been loans which were better secured

but that is not the issue. The issue is whether First State's

loan was so secured as to assure it of repayment. First State

submits that that test is unquestionably met on the strength of

the real estate mortgage alone and accordingly requests that
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the Commission find that there is no probable cause to believe

that a violation of the Act has occurred.

Respectfully submitted,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 37

BY:_____________
Darrell D. Dover,
Attorney for First State Bank

0279d
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LITTLE ROCK ABSTRACT COMPANY
214 LOUISIANA STREET, P. 0. 3414, LITLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 (501) 372-3400

TITLE CERTIFICATE
No. 74966

WE HEREBY CERTIFY that we have checked the records of Pulaski
County, Arkansas, as to the lands described as follows:

Lot 37, Phase II, JACKSON HEIGHTS ADDITION to the City of Jacksonville,
Pulaski County, Arkansas.

We find that record title thereto appears to be vested in TOMMY F.
ROBINSON and CAROLYN B. ROBINSON, his wife.

We find no liens or judgment liens against Tommy F. Robinson orCarolyn B. Robinson in any court of record in Pulaski County,Arkansas, which would appear to affect the title to the above
described lands, except the following:

MORTGAGE executed on Sept. 26, 1978, filed for record Sept. 29,1978, by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to First AmericanNational Bank and recorded as Inst. No. 78-39561, securing the sum
of $56,900.00.

MORTGAGE executed on March 2, 1981, filed for record March 9, 1981,
by Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn B. Robinson, to Worthen Bank &Trust Company, N. A., and recorded as Inst. No. 81-09459, securing
the sum of $7,000.00.

MORTGAGE executed on August 23, 1984, filed for record Sept. 12,1984, by Tommy Robinson and Carolyn Robinson to First State Bankof Sherwood, Sherwood, Arkansas, and recorded as Inst. No. 84-56088,
securing the sum of $20,141.55.

JUD-1ENT rendered in the Pulaski County Circuit Court on Dec. 1, 1983,against Tommy F. Robinson and Pulaski County, Arkansas in the sumof $324.64, plus costs; Judgment in favor of Merry-Go-Round Mercantile,Inc. and recorded as 6A-6384 in Suit No. 83-2685; Attorney for
Plaintiff, Mr. S. Walton Maurras.

TAXES: GENERAL TAXES paid for year 1982 & prior; 1983 due in the sum
of $833.04; NO SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT TAXES.

Our liability does not exceed more than One Hundred Dollars.

Dated this 13th day of September,1984 at 7:00 A.M..

LITTLE ROCK ABSTRACT COMPANY

By_______________ _REPRESENTING/
Abstracter CHI&AGO TITLE INSURANCE COMPAN"



Beach Abstract & Guaranty Company
100 CENTER STREET - P. 0. BOX 2530

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72203

TELEPHONE 376-3301

May 2,1985

First State Bankof Sherwood
c/o Darrell Dover
Tower Building
Little Rock,Arkansas

We have examined the records of Pulaski County,Arkansas, from September
26,1978 @ 8:00 A.M. up to April 26,1985 @ 8:00 A.M. as to the following
described property,to-wit:

Lot 37, Phase II, JACKSON HEIGHTS ADDITION to the City of
Jacksonville, Pulaski County,Arkansas;

and we find the following instruments of record affecting above property.

A Warranty Deed, recorded 78-39560, filed September 29,1978 from
James N. Carroll and Betty L. Carroll to Tommy F. Robinson and Carolyn
B. Robinson, his wife.

)A Mortgage recorded 78-39561, from Tommy F. Robinson and wife Carolyn B.
Robinson to First American National Bank to secure the sum of $56,900.00,
filed September 29,1978(copy of said mortgage herewith)

A Mortgage recorded 81-09459, filed March 9,1981 from Tommy F.Robinson
and wife Carolyn B. to Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A. to secure
the sum of $7,000.00. (copy of said Mortgage herewith)

A Mortgage filed 84-56088, filed September 12,1984 to First State Bank
of Sherwood, to secure the sum of $20,141.55(copy of said Mortgage herewith)

We also find a judgment filed in Circuit Court Sixth Division, #83-2685,
6A-6384, filed December 8,1983, styled Sheriff's Office, Pulaski Countyetal
vs-Tommy F.Robinson, Sheriff,julaski Co. and Western Surety Company(copy
of said circuit suit herewith) You are to use your own judgment as to
whether or not this is judgment against Tommy F. Robinson personally.

We are not certifying as to Judgments filed against Tommy F. Robinson,
acting as Sheriff of Pulaski County.

Taxes not checked.

~OUNO each Astract&uaaty co.

.r0e Se 2--...
Over 100 Years Setting Records
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CERTIFICATE OF OFFICERS
Loans Secured By Real Estate

Date 9------
We Certify That-

Loan N o .....................

Amount, $ ---0 -.--

Maker75 A * .
D ated ........ -...- ............. ..............

M atures ............................... .. .. . ...--.---.---- --..-- -

Date loan originally made.....-----------------...............

Date mortgage was taken ------------------

Secui d by (describe real estate ully)
• wr ,.a, ~.."". .............. .. .... .. .. .............. .. )....... ..

............ . . ...... ... .... ..... .. ...... ... . . ... . ........ . .

Location . 7 #d4n
. . . .. ................... . .. ..... .....................................

Improvements ./yo. ...- ......................................

Insuranc...................

Prior liens- / At-,1 e, e"ow l -,z',/ r,; : -te .... ............. ...... .

~44' ~ 1 v~ ~ -d------------ --

Property:

(a) Rensonably worth,./OO, /00 ._. ,

(b) Annual income, $..................--------------.........

(c) Assessed valuation, $......-...-...............

1d) Insurance carried, $-.----...............----------------

....i.. -& ------- . .....

4L ' ~ 2~

S,*)(t4*(S 12d V' 107 A S-ro-ce -T
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MEEKS AND FOX. P.A. m 2 ?;-:'
ATOrNEYS AT LAW

' H I I _ ii IIMM I

May 3, 1985

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
c/o Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem, Salem, Arkansas
Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas
(Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee)

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

On May 3, 1985, we received a letter date April 29, 1985
granting our requested extension. That letter also said that

) "accordingly, your response will be due on May 3, 1985." I
interpreted that to be an error in placing the date which we had
requested, of May 7, 1985.

To avoid problems, I visited with Mr. Lee Anderson, and
received approval to submit the brief on our requested extension
date of May 7, 1985.

As always, we appreciate working with you in your office.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND FOX, P.A.

W. Russell Meeks, III

WRM: j b



MEEKS AND FOX,P.A. :

ATTORNf YS AT LAW
S IMMf RCIA L BUILDING

/ TLE POC , Afl ANSAS 72201

Mr. Ptndrew Malkovich
K/ederalje o tohe 'ieneriCi

Was a l't , DC 74,I3
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIISS ION

IN THE MATTER OF)
) MUR 1721

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A. )

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT,
WORTHEN BANK AND TRUST COMPANY

On or about May 18, 1984, Worthen Bank and Trust Company

("Worthen") loaned Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee (herein referred to collectively as

N "Robinson") the sum of $50,479.00 secured by a second mortgage

Ton Robinson's residence. This loan was repaid in full on

May 23, 1984.

On or about July 9, 1985, Worthen loaned Robinson the

'"T approximate sum of $48,000.00 which was likewise secured by a

z second mortgage on Robinson's residence. This loan has been

reduced by approximately $20,000.00 in a timely manner. The

second mortgage presently provides Worthen with approximately

$11,000.00 of collateral in excess of the principal amount of

the second mortgage. Despite these facts and the following

undisputed findings made by the General Counsel in his

investigation, the General Counsel is continuing to attack the

business judgment of Worthen.



1. The Worthen loans were evidenced by a written

instrument, subject to a due date and bore the usual

and customary interest rate of a lending institution.

See, General Counsel's Brief, p. 3-4.

2. Robinson had a reputation in the community as

a man of integrity and as a man who handled his loan

matters in a satisfactory manner. See, General

Counsel's Brief, p. 2.

3. Robinson was viewed by the community as a man

with a political future. See, General Counsel's Brief,

N p. 2.

4. The banking community viewed Robinson as a

person who could raise political contributions when

necessary. See, General Counsel's Brief, p. 2.

5. Robinson had a successful credit history with

Worthen. See, General Counsel's Brief, p. 8.

*6. The second mortgage on Robinson's residence

which secured the two loans made by Worthen represents

the type of collateral which can provide an adequate

basis to assure repayment of a loan. See, General

Counsel's Brief, p. 7.

7. An appraisal of Robinson's residence made by

Worthen reflected a fair market value of $88,900.00.

There was an outstanding first mortgage in the amount

-2-



of approximately $50,000.00 reflecting a net equity of

approximately $38,900.00. See, General Counsel's

Brief, pp. 7 and 8.

8. The collateral and Robinson's credit history

complied with established loan policies at Worthen.

See, General Counsel's Brief, p. 8.

9. Worthen carries 1,377 second mortgages as

collateral for loans. See, General Counsel's Brief,

p. 8.

In spite of these undisputed facts, the General Counsel

N concludes that the loans were made on a basis which did not

assure repayment. This is the sole contention of the General

Counsel herein.

CD In searching the General Counsel's brief for support for

this contention, the only arguments which can ferreted out are

found on page 8 wherein he states that since the loans were not

fully collateralized, the Commission must determine whether the

loans contained risk reducing features to assure repayment of

the balance.

The General Counsel comes to the immediate conclusion

without application or analysis of the foregoing findings that:

000since no evidence is present that
similar collateral has been used to assure
repayment of other loans of this size,, and
the fact that Robinson and the Committee were
devoid of assets or means to meet these
obligations, the Office of General Counsel

-3-



recommends the Commission find probable cause
to believe Worthen Bank & Trust Company
violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441(b)(a).

This is the entire case against Worthen!

Worthen contends that the General Counsel's legal analysis

regarding risk reducing features is incorrect and adopts the

positions set forth in the well-reasoned brief filed by counsel

f or Robinson. However,, in the interest of judicial economy,

Worthen will not repeat the arguments set forth in the Robinson

brief but rather address the analysis of the General Counsel as

it applies to Worthen.

NA. Risk Reducing Features.

The first argument, that the loans were not fully

collateralized and therefore it must be determined whether the

loans contained risk reducing features to assure repayment of

the balance, is almost absurd in light of the fact that using

the General Counsel's figures stated above, the uncollateralized

balance of the second loan was approximately $9,000.00 and the

first loan was paid by Robinson in advance of its due date.

Were there risk reducing features to assure repayment of a

$9,000.00 loan to Robinson?

This issue is quickly disposed of by restating that the

General Counsel does not dispute Robinson was creditworthy, had

a successful credit history with Worthen, had a reputation in

-4-



the community as a man of int-agrity, and as a man who handled

his loan matters in a satisfactory manner.

In addition, the General Counsel does not dispute that the

community, and especially the banking community,, viewed Robinson

as a man with a political future and a person who could raise

political contributions when necessary. Worthen's business

judgment buttressed by a cross-section of the Arkansas banking

community should not be usurped by the General Counsel.

B. Appropriate Collateral.

N The General Counsel's second argument, that no evidence is

present that similar collateral (second mortgages) has been used

to assure repayment of other loans of this size, is unfounded in

C71 light of the undisputed finding that Worthen carries 1,377

second mortgages as collateral.

In an effort,, however, to present further evidence, Worthen

is attaching the affidavit of Patrick W. Edwards, a vice

president and commercial loan officer at Worthen,, which states

that $48,000.00 was a reasonable amount to loan on a second

mortgage for a customer with Robinson's credit standing with the

bank particularly in light of Robinson's ability to repay the

loan through campaign contributions.

-5-



C. Ability to Meet Loan Obligations.

The General Counsel's final argument is that Robinson and

the Committee were devoid of assets or means to meet the loan

obligations.

This argument is obviated by the fact that the loans from

First American Bank, First Commercial Bank, Worthen Bank and

First Jacksonville Bank have been paid in full. The loans from

Twin City Bank, Stephens Security Bank, First State Bank, Bank

of Salem, and a second loan from Worthen Bank have been

partially paid. In fact, as of April 25, 1985, the balance on

Nthe loan from First State Bank has been reduced to $15,000.00

from $20,000.00; the balance of the loan from the Bank of Salem

has been reduced to $30,000.00 from $50,000.00; the balance on

the Twin City loan is now approximately $26,000.00 from

$32,000.00; and the balance due on Worthen Bank's loan is down

to $27,900.00 from $48,000.00.

CONCLUS ION

The General Counsel has admitted that "immediately prior to

and during the issuance of the loans at issue" Robinson's

creditworthiness, integrity and prospective ability to raise

campaign contributions was apparent. See, pp. 2 and 3 of

General Counsel's Brief, MMR 1721, In the Matter of Tomm

Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee.

-6-



Even if the General Counsel's position regarding risk

reducing features is accepted, the ultimate proof has been

provided to this honorable Commission by Robinson's objective

performance on his loan obligations. The issue of risk on the

uncol lateral ized balance of approximately $9,000.00, which was

at best minimal, is now moot.

The General Counsel served his purpose by raising questions

about the transactions. His own investigation and Robinson's

performance have vindicated Worthen's business judgment.

Worthen respectfully states that a reasonable view of the

N evidence compels this honorable Commission to halt the attack on

'7 Worthen.

Respectfully submitted,

ROSE LAW FIRM
A Professional Association
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9131

By: ~ 0 k .S
Kenneth R. Shemin

Attorneys for Worthen Bank &
Trust Company, N.A.

-7-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I. Kenneth R. Shemin, do hereby certify that I mailed a copy
of the above and foregoing Brief of Respondent, Worthen Bank and
Trust Company to Mr. Charles N. Steele, General Counsel, Federal
Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463 and to the Secretary
of the Federal Election Commission, on this day of May,,
1985.

Kenneth R. Shemin

-8-



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF)
MUR 1721

WORTHEN BANK AND TRUST COMPANY )

AFFIDAVIT OF PATRICK W. EDWARDS

STATE OF ARKANSAS )
) ss.

COUNTY OF PULASKI )

Comes Patrick W. Edwards, who after being duly sworn,

states:

1. I am employed by Worthen Bank & Trust Company

("Worthen") as a Vice President and Commercial Loan officer.

2. I have reviewed a copy of the Brief filed by the

General Counsel of the Federal Election Commission relative

to the loans made by Worthen to Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee (hereinafter referred

to collectively as "Robinson").

3. Tommy Robinson has been an installment loan and/or

commercial loan customer of Worthen since approximately

1980.

4. I agree with the findings of the General Counsel

that at the time the relevant loans were made, Robinson had

a successful credit history with Worthen, a reputation in

the community as a man of integrity, and as a man who

handled his loan matters in a satisfactory manner.



5. I dispute the General Counsel's argument that

there is no evidence that similar collateral, i.e., second

mortgages, have been used to assure repayment of other loans

of the size made to Robinson. In fact, $48,000 was a rea-

sonable amount to loan on a second mortgage for a customer

with Robinson's credit standing with the Bank, particularly

in light of the additional sources of repayment available

through campaign contributions.

IT IS SO SWORN on this 2nd day of May, 1985.

N PATRICK W. EDWARDS

T SWORN AND SUBSCRIBED To before me, a notary public,

on thisj4 day of May, 1985.

N RY PUBLI

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
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HOUSE, WALLACg, NPF4SON & JEWELL, P.A.

ivoM RNE r LAW

1500 TOWE&LULDi
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

May 2, 1985

85MAY 6 AS: 03
d.

TELEX-TEECOMER"

(501) 375464

FEDERAL EXPRESSMs. Marjorie Emmons
Secretary to the
Federal Election Commission
Fifth Floor
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed please find an original and 10 copies of the Brief
of First Commercial Bank in the above-styled matter. By copy of
this letter, I have also forwarded three additional copies to the
Office of General Counsel. First Commercial Bank has been
invited to file this brief in response to that of the General
Counsel, prior to the Commission's vote as to whether there is
probable cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act has occurred.

If I need to do
please let me know.

anything further to perfect this filing,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

Donald T. Jack

Enclosures

cc: Charles Steele
Andrew Maikovich
Charles Cook

(4 oilr IWED A,76 MT
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9 U
STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Donald T. Jack

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELLPA.

1500 Tower Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

(501) 375-9151

The above-named individual is hereby designated as counsel

for First Commercial Bank and is authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on its behalf before the Commission.

1985 /A1"tA cd tA.
BARNETT GRACE
PRESIDENT

RESPONDENT'S NAME: First Commercial Bank

ADDRESS: Capitol and Broadway Streets

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 371-7000



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF )
TOMMY ROBINSON AND )
THE TOMMY ROBINSON ) MUR 1721
FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE )
GEORGE M. FELKINS, AS )
TREASURER )

BRIEF OF FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK

I. Factual Statement

The Federal Election Commission's Office of General Counsel

has argued in its brief that First Commercial Bank (hereinafter

"FCB") violated the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2 U.S.C.

N S441b(a) when it loaned Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Committee $35,000.00 on May 7, 1984, and has asked that the

Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "FEC") find that there

is probable cause to believe this violation occurred. The

Office of General Counsel (hereinafter "OGC") has asserted that

the loan violated the Act because it was allegedly not made on

a basis which assures repayment. FCB has been given the

ccopportunity to respond to the OGC's brief, after which time the

matter will be ripe for decision.

As a result of this investigation, FCB has found itself in

the unlikely position of being forced to defend the

justification for making a loan which has been repaid, and in

fact, was repaid long before its due date. It appears,

however, that there is no dispute between the OGC and FCB as to

the relevant facts herein; the only point at which the parties



differ is their interpretation of what the Act requires, and in

the legal conclusion as to whether FCB's loan was not made on a

basis which assures repayment.

As stated above, a $35,000.00 loan was made in the ordinary

course of business by FCB on May 7. 1984 to Tommy Robinson and

his Campaign Committee. This loan was the result of their

having made application through the routine process at the

Bank. The loan officer to which application was made, Edwin P.

Henry, followed the usual internal practices in evaluating the

loan for soundness. No favors were exchanged, nor were any

promises made. The loan certainly had no silent backers or

guarantors. The expected contributions to the Committee within

the next few weeks clearly demonstrated the fact that the loan

was made on a basis assuring repayment.

Before approving the loan, however, Mr. Henry sought the
C

advice of counsel, who assured him that the loan was in

compliance with the Act and regulations. In fact, the law is

clear now, as it was when the loan was made, that security is

not absolutely required for such loans. FCB therefore was

certainly justified in relying upon its counsel's

recommendation that the loan to Respondents would be made on a

basis assuring repayment. With these assurances, FCB loaned

the money to Respondents, and set the note's maturity date at

thirty days as a conservative limit. It is incredible that FCB

has been charged with violating the Act under these

circumstances.

0195h
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The Bank's standard promissory note was signed, and it bore

interest at the rate of 13%. which was the Bank's customary

rate at that time for short term, unsecured business loans.

Mr. Henry felt confident in Tommy Robinson's and his

committee's ability to repay, for Tommy Robinson was, without

question, the most likely winner of the upcoming Democratic

primary. Mr. Robinson's strong personal popularity was a big

factor in the Bank's willingness to loan him money, for it is

true that winning candidates are able to attract more

substantial campaign contributions than losers. The perceived

ability of the committee to raise contributions was clearly a

very positive factor. Tommy Robinson also had an excellent

personal credit history which was entitled to due

-0 consideration.

Based upon all of the above considerations, Mr. Henry

C exercised his best business judgment in appraising the

C application, and concluded that the loan was sound and would be

%C easily repaid. As it turned out, Mr. Henry's faith in their

Cr ability to repay the loan was entirely justified, for the loan

was paid in full on May 17, 1984 before its maturity date of

June 6. 1984.

II. Argument

In its brief, the OGC has argued that this loan was not

made on a basis which assures repayment merely because it was

collateralized by expected future campaign contributions. The

0195h
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OGC has argued that this was not enough, in view of the fact

that Mr. Robinson and his committee did not, at the time the

loan was made, have sufficient assets to repay each and every

loan which was then outstanding to FCB and to a few other banks.

This argument does not make sense as a matter of banking

practice, or as a matter of law. As a practical matter, such

unsecured business loans are made by the Bank on a routine

basis. They are hardly unusual. If it appears likely that the

applicant, although presently without substantial assets, will

receive sufficient capital in the near future, a sound loan may

well indeed be made. When evaluating a loan, a loan officer

must not only consider the applicant's current financial worth,

but his or her likelihood of raising money during the time of

the loan. If this were not done routinely, no one who really

needs to borrow money would be able to do so. Further, if

banks only lent money to the wealthy, they would lose a

substantial amount of business. Mr. Henry, who is not a friend

of Tommy Robinson's and had no reason to do him a favor, simply

believed that the loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee was

a sound business risk. It is extremely illogical for the OGC

to now argue that its business judgment is better than Mr.

Henry's, and that full collateral must be required for all

loans. Neither good banking practice nor the law so requires.

In its brief, the OGC has taken the position that in order

to be found to have been made on a basis which assures

repayment, loans must in essence be fully collateralized.

0195h
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Although the OGC has talked all around that point, the

conclusion that only full collateral will satisfy the OGC

cannot be avoided. The OGC has stated that in order to satisfy

the law, a loan must have adequate *alternative methods of

repayment". If it does not, it then must at least have certain

"risk reducing factors." Clearly, neither the Act nor the

regulations promulgated by the FEC contain any such

requirements.

Further, although the loan was to be repaid by expected

future contributions, it was also guaranteed by Tommy Robinson,

N who had an admittedly excellent reputation and credit rating as

N a man who always paid his debts. The loan did have an

alternate source of repayment. That it was of very low risk is

borne out by the fact that was repaid in ten days. What better

proof can there be of the soundness of a loan than the fact

that it was repaid? All other factors are merely speculation

beside such tangible evidence of ability to repay.

As stated above, the OGC has failed to cite any section of

cr the Act or the regulations which supports its position. How

can the Bank be held to have violated the law when the standard

to which it is being held accountable is not even contained

within the statute? Certainly the Act makes no mention of how

to decide whether a loan is made on a basis which assures

repayment. The obvious conclusion is that Congress intended

for the business judgment of the bank officers involved to be

0195h
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entitled to some deference in this matter. After all, Congress

did not set up the FEC to get into the business of banking.

The FECA, and the Commission's regulations promulgated

thereunder, reveal that full collateral is not required to

render loans to political campaigns legal under the Act. Title

2 U.S.C. S441b(a) of the Act provides as follows:

S 441b. Contributions or expenditures by
national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations

(a) It is unlawful for any national bank,
or any corporation organized by authority of any
law of Congress, to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to
any political office, or in connection with any
primary election or political convention or

N caucus held to select candidates for any
political office, or for any corporation
whatever, or any labor organization, to make a
contribution or expenditure in connection with
any election at which presidential and vice
presidential electors or a Senator or a Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be
voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held
to select candidates for any of the foregoing
offices, or for any candidate, political
committee, or other person knowingly to accept or
receive any contribution prohibited by this
section, or any officer or any director of any
corporation or any national bank or any officer
of any labor organization to consent to any
contribution or expenditure by the corporation,
national bank, or labor organization, as the case
may be, prohibited by this section.

The term "contribution" is defined at 2 U.S.C.

§431(8)(B)(vii) as not including:

any loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution, or a depository
institution the deposits or accounts of which are
insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, or the National Credit Union

0195h
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Administration, other than any overdraft made
with respect to a checking or savings account,
made in accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan -

(I) shall be considered a loan by each
endorser or guarantor, in that proportion of
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors;

(II) shall be made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written
instrument, and subject to a due date or
amortization schedule; and

(III) shall bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution.

N Based on the wording of the Act, FCBs loan was obviously

N in compliance with the requirements that it be made (1) in

accordance with applicable law; and (2) in the ordinary course

of business. The factors by which loans are evaluated for being

in the ordinary course of business were also satisfied; the

loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was subject to a

due date or amortization schedule, and bore the usual rate of

interest. The only issue is whether the loan met the Act's

Cr requirement that the loan be made on a basis which assures

repayment. Again, one cannot finding any discussion of

"alternate sources of collateral" or "risk reducing factors" in

the Act. These terms have simply appeared from nowhere into

the OGC's brief. Neither does the Act require full

collateral. It is readily apparent that the OGC is reading

things into the law.

0195h
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The FEC's regulations are of no more support for the OGC~s

position than is the Act. The regulation set forth at 11

C.F.R. S100.7(1l) provides:

A loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution (including a
national bank) or a depository institution whose
deposits and accounts are insured by the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, or the
National Credit Union Administration is not a
contribution by the lending institution if such
loan is made in accordance with applicable
banking laws and regulations and is made in the
ordinary course of business. A loan will be
deemed to be made in the ordinary course of
business if it: bears the usual and customary
interest rate of the lending institution for the

N category of loan involved; is made on a basis
which assures repayment; is evidenced by a

N written instrument; and is subject to a due date
or amortization schedule. Such loans shall be
reported by the political committee in accordance
with 11 CFR 104.3(a). Each endorser or guarantor
shall be deemed to have contributed that portion
of the total amount of the loan for which he or
she agreed to be liable in a written agreement,
except that, in the event of a signature by the
candidate's spouse, the provisions of 11 CFR
l00.7(a)(1)(i)(D) shall apply. Any reduction in
the unpaid balance of the loan shall reduce
proportionately the amount endorsed or guaranteed
by each endorser or guarantor in such written

Cr agreement. In the event that such agreement does
not stipulate the portion of the loan for which
each endorser or guarantor is liable, the loan
shall be considered a contribution by each
endorser or guarantor in the same proportion to
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of endorsers
or guarantors. For purposes of 11 CFR
100.7(b)(11), an overdraft made on a checking or
savings account shall be considered a
contribution by the bank or institution unless:
the overdraft is made on an account which is
subject to automatic overdraft protection; the
overdraft is subject to a definite interest rate
which is usual and customary; and there is a
definite repayment schedule.
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Again, this regulation is devoid of the standards with which

FCB is being forced to comply.

Another factor which should be given much deference is the

fact that the legislative history of the Act and of its

amendments does not reveal any intent on the part of Congress

to require full collateral for all campaign loans. Senate

Report Number 92-229, 2 U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-26

(1972) is extremely helpful to an understanding of this issue:

Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously
in favor of the granting of loans by National or

0 State banks if such loans were made pursuant to
0 applicable banking rules and regulations. This

means that a bank should exercise sound business
judgment in extending loan privileges to a

N political candidate or committee in the ordinary
course of business and where necessary, certain
security or collateral in order to support a
reasonable expectation of payment in due course.
This amendment was approved unanimously.
(Emphasis supplied)

c As stated by the authors of the report at p. 1858, ([njo one

wants a Federal election law which, in effect, says that only

C the very wealthy can run for elective office. As a practical

matter, it is often necessary for a candidate to borrow money
W~

in order to defray immediate and pressing campaign expenses."

However, this situation is exactly what would result if the

OGC's position were to be sustained by the FEC. Only the

wealthy could run for public office.

The legislative history of the Act's 1976 Amendment

(wherein the standards which such loans must satisfy in order

to come within the definition of "ordinary course of business"

were established) reveals no requirement of collateral. See,

0195h
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House Report Number 96-422, U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, p. 2868

(1979). Even the FEC's own publication, the "Record", paid

little notice to the amendments in March 1980:

The amendments extend the contribution exemption
for bank loans to include loans made by federally
chartered depository institutions which are
required by the FDIC, the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation or the National Credit
Union Administration - in addition to the
currently exempted loans from State and National
banks.

Obviously, Congress was cognizant of the fact that

collateral is not required, as a measure of good business

practice, for every loan to a political campaign. As more

fully discussed below, collateral is simply one factor which

must be considered in evaluating the loan.

Another disturbing aspect of this matter is that the FEC's0

own prior determinations lend no support for the OGC's

cposition. In fact, they give credence to FCB's posture herein:

(1) In the matter of Druie Douglas Barnard,
Jr.; MUR 218 (76)

In this matter, the Commission found reasonable cause to

believe that Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company may have

violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) in having loaned $10,000 to Mr.

Barnard's campaign committee. This $10,000 loan was unsecured,

and had no guarantors. The loan made to Mr. Barnard's campaign

committee is wholly distinguishable from FCB's loan to Mr.

Robinson and his Campaign Committee. First, the interest rate

for the loan to Mr. Barnard's campaign committee was at an

unusually low rate; while the rate was set at 7.6%, the
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standard rate for such loans at that time was 8 3/4%. Second,

the bank had no recourse for repayment other than the funds of

the campaign committee (the candidate did not personally

guarantee the loan). Third, the candidate had entered the race

in February, before the May primary, and had demonstrated an

inability to raise funds for the primary before the loan in

question was made. Fourth, the candidate was an executive vice

president of the bank, and routinely took part in the

determination of major bank policy. It was readily evident

that the only real reason for the loan was Mr. Barnard's

position with the bank. Fifth, the usual application channels

Nwere not followed by Mr. Barnard's campaign commnittee. In Mr.

Barnard's case, it was clear that a deliberate favor was

rendered to his committee.

However, FCBs loan to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Tr Committee was made at the usual rate of interest, and was

pursued through normal application channels. Additionally, Mr.

Robinson is not an executive officer, director, or shareholder

Cr of FCB, nor was he rendered any favor. Finally, at the time

that the loan was made, Mr. Robinson was a very popular

candidate who had simply entered the race late. He had

certainly not demonstrated any inability to raise adequate

funds to repay the loans.

(2) Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76)

In 1976, the Commission found no probable cause to believe

that Senator Sasser had violated the Act by accepting $125,000
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in unsecured loans which were to be repaid entirely from future

fund-raising efforts. This determination was made in spite of

the following facts: (1) the loans were unsecured; (2) the

loans were for indefinite terms; (3) the loans did not have

definite repayment schedules; (4) the amounts were very large

compared to Senator Sasser's net worth; (5) the bank officers

making the loans knew Senator Sasser on a personal basis; (6)

one of the officers involved was an executive in three of the

four banks involved in the making of the loans; and (7) there

were interlocking directorships among the banks making the

loans. However, the interest rates were in line with the

N prevailing rates for ordinary business customers at that time.

In its report to the FEC, the OGC reviewed banking

regulatory processes, and noted that the Comptroller of the

Currency does not question loans that have been repaid, as had

the loans in question. (One cannot help but wonder why the OGC

has not taken the same approach to First Commercial Bank's loan

Ur to Tommy Robinson.) Further, the OGC noted that as a general

rule of corporate law, a decision to extend credit or cancel

debts cannot be challenged unless there is some evidence that

the action was done by an officer in bad faith or outside of

corporate purposes. Further, the OGC admitted on page 18 that

"(wihat is sufficient to remove such actions from the business

judgment rule varies somewhat from state to state." (It is

also questionable why the OGC has given no thought whatever as

to what is within the good business judgment rule in central
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Arkansas.) The OGC admitted that there is no single

controlling standard but set forth some relevant considerations

as follows:

(1) Does the loan comply with federal banking laws

and regulations? Has all necessary paperwork been completed in

the bank's credit files? Are the loans within the bank's legal

lending limits?

(2) What are the terms of the loan? The amount,

length of term, interest rate, presence or absence of

collateral, presence or absence of consignors and guarantors

are relevant. However, the OGC admitted that "[l]ack of

N, collateral may be a factor depending upon the-credit worthiness

of the borrower. None of these factors is alone dispositive."

(emphasis supplied)

(3) How was the loan obtained? Were the normal
C

channels for application and documentation followed?

(4) What is the relationship between the loan officer

and the borrower?

(5) Was there enough evidence to support the judgment

of the loan officer when the loan was made? Did the borrower

have sufficient assets or earning capacity to justify the

extension of credit? The OGC admitted that a very positive

factor can outweigh a negative factor in this regard. (It is

also questionable why the OGC has not viewed this matter from

the point of view of Ed Henry on May 7, 1984, rather than in

retrospect.)

0195h
-13-

J 4



(6) Was the bank's expectation to be repaid

reasonable? In that regard, the loan officer may consider the

personal assets and earning capacity of the borrower, as well

as his fund-raising capacityv.

(7) Does the bank make loans of a similar nature?

(8) What is the relationship between the banks making

the loans?

The OGC admitted that the interest rates for the loans were

in line with the prevailing rates for ordinary customers at

that time, and stated that the loans appeared to have been made

Cr within the area of judgment reserved to banks in making loans,

N based on Senator Sasser's net worth and earnings, as well as

his chances for success and general reputation:

.0 The basic decisions to make the loans seemed
readily defensible as within the area of judgment
reserved to banks in the making of loans on the

C7 basis of Mr. Sasser's present worth and earnings,
his prospective earnings whether or not
successful in his candidacy and his general
reputation. Absence of specific security for the
loan, though a factor in judging the risk taken
ythe bank, is not in i.tself a reason for

concluding that the loan was unwarranited. In
short, nothing suggests that the loans were
unacceptable from the point of view of the
banking authorities. (emphasis supplied)

The OGC admitted that the Congress believed that the law

was not to be construed narrowly to "hinder candidates from

obtaining loans* and went on to add the following:

As an initial matter, it would seem that the
presence or absence of security from the
candidate might well be a factor under FECA in
assessing the merits of a loan. The Act itself
in 2 U.S.C. S451, mentions security and
explicitly directs other agencies responsible for
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-14-



regulating enterprises likely to extend credit to
candidates to set forth rules which regulate any
unsecured credit. Parts of the legislative
history, noted above, emphasize security as a
factor of importance. Without more, however, the
words of the Act do not seem to establish
anything nearly so specific as a requirement for
security, especially in light of the underlying
purpose of the amendment to remove ordinary bank
loans from the definition of contribution.

Id. at p. 29.

The OGC has failed to give any reason why FCB's loan to

Tommy Robinson does not similarly come within the area of

judgment reserved to banks in making loans.

Although the OGC admits that the expectation of future

contributions was considered to be an adequate basis to assure

repayment of a loan in the Sasser case, it attempted to

distinguish the Sasser case by stating that the collateral was

sufficient "only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

C assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized." This is not true. Senator

Sasser's personal reputation was specifically mentioned in the

CIII report as also being relevant. The same should be true for

Tommy Robinson. Further, Senator Sasser's net worth and

earnings should have been relevant, since the loan transactions

involved therein bore far fewer "risk reducing factors" than

did FCB's loan to Tommy Robinson. For example, the loans to

Senator Sasser were for indefinite terms without repayment

schedules. The bank officers making the loans knew Senator

Sasser on a personal basis; one of the officers involved was an

executive in three of the four banks involved in the making of
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the loans, and there were interlocking directorships among the

banks. Importantlys the loans were admitted to be very large

when compared to Senator Sasser's net worth.

When FCB's loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee is

viewed in light of the factors listed by the 0CC in the Sasser

determination, it is obvious that it is legal under the Act.

First, the loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee complied

with all banking laws and regulations. All of the necessary

paperwork was completed, and the Bank's legal lending limits

were not exceeded. Second, the terms of the loan were those

Cr routinely given to similar customers. The loan was for a short

N term; was at the usual and customary interest rate for similar

customers, and Mr. Robinson personally guaranteed the loan.

Third, the usual application process was followed. Fourth, Mr.

Robinson had no close relationship with the authorizing

officer. Certainly, the bank did not render or expect any

favors. Fifth, Mr. Robinson's demonstrated capacity as a

fund-raiser, as well as his outstanding and unusual personal

reputation and popular support, provided a sound basis to

support the Bank's decision to loan him the money at that

time. Sixth, the Bank was in the business of making similar

unsecured, short term business loans. Seventh, the Bank relied

upon the trusted business judgment of its counsel that the loan

was in compliance with the Act and its regulations. Finally,

the loan was paid before its maturity date, as expected.

0195h
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Surely, if Senator Sasser's loans were 
legal, FCB's loan to

Tommy Robinson is.

Again, the only factor at issue herein 
is whether the loan

was made on a basis assuring repayment, 
because it was

unsecured. However, by the admission of the OGC, the 
presence

or absence of adequate collateral is merely one factor which

must be considered, and is not solely 
dispositive of the

issue. In light of all of the other, positive facts

surrounding the making of this loan, it is clear that it was

on sound and in the ordinary course of business. 
Surely, it was

never intended that the FEC should begin 
to make state banking

Nlaw, which is what the OGC would have it do.

(3) Brown for President Committee; MUR 382 
(77)

In its report to the Commission, the OGC concluded 
that

seven loans totaling $375,000 from four California 
banks to

California Governor Jerry Brown's Presidential 
Primary Campaign

Committee did not violate 2 U.S.C. S431(e)(5)(G). 
Although no

collateral whatever was pledged for the 
loans, the Committee

Sinformally pledged receipts expected from future benefit

fund-raising concerts, and Federal Matching 
Fund payments. All

of the loans were short term loans, and 
carried interest rates

between 9% and 10%. The OGC explained:

Although no collateral was furnished by 
the

Committee, the lending banks were informed 
at the

time of the loan applications of a continuing

series of successful fund-raising concerts 
and a

sizeable amount of Federal Matching funds 
the

committee expected to receive. We believe the

lending banks made the loans "in the ordinary

course of business" in view of the expected
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receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts
and Federal Matching payments.

Surely if Jerry Brown's future fund-raising efforts and

uncertified Federal Matching Fund payments were acceptable,

such sources of repayment should have been legal in Tommy

Robinson's campaign. The OUC has taken a patently inconsistent

approach in its interpretation of what the Act requires.

In its brief, the OGC has argued that the expected Federal

Matching Fund payments made the difference between the loans to

Jerry Brown and Tommy Robinson. To the contrary, no real

distinction exists. At no place in the OGC's Report for Jerry

Brown is it stated that the Federal Matching Funds were yet

certified; they were merely *expected." They were no more

guaranteed than the "expected" rock concert receipts. In the

instant case, campaign contributions to the most popular

candidate were just as reasonably "expected." In fact, the

only real difference between Jerry Brown's and Tommy Robinson's

C loans is the fact that Jerry Brown ran for President and Tommy

Robinson ran for Congress -- along with the fact that the OGC

has taken a much more pointed interest in pursuing Tommy

Robinson's loan than those to Jerry Brown.

(4) Advisory Opinion 1980-108: National Unity
Campaign for John Anderson

The same considerations apply to the OGC's attempt to

distinguish John Anderson's loans from FCB's loan to Tommy

Robinson. Upon request, the FEC gave an advisory opinion that

certain bank loans to be repaid from post election Federal
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Funding would not violate the requirement that bank loans be

"made on a basis which assures repayment," although flo other

collateral would be posted for the loans, and it was not sure

whether John Anderson would receive the funding. On page 10 of

its opinion, the Commission stated:

While the risk of nonrepayment may be higher in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient post-election financing than it is in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient primary Matching Funds, the commission
concludes that the existence of such risk does

not, standing alone, take a loan secured by an
expectancy in post-election public funds outside
the scope of the "ordinary course of business"
for the purpose of 2 U.S.C. S431(8)(B)(vii).

The FEC considered the candidate's performance in the polls

to be relevant to the lenders in arriving at their decision to

make the loans, and quoted the following passage from Buckley

C v. Valeo, 424 U.S. le 102 (1976):

17 But in the nature of things the willingness of

C7 lenders to make loans will depend upon the
pre-election probability that the candidate and

I~r his party will attract 5% or more of the voters.
When a reasonable prospect of such support

or appears the party and candidate may be an
acceptable loan risk since the prospect of
post-election participation and public funding
will be good.

In its brief, the OGC has argued that the loans to John

Anderson contained enough "risk reducing features" to convince

the FEC that the loans would be repaid. The first, and

obviously most important factor was the availability of post

election matching funds based on the number of votes received.

Again, this is certainly not a guarantee that a sufficient
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amount of funds would be available -- no one knew that time how

much money would be available for John Anderson. In fact, no

one knew that any funding would be available for John

Anderson. The distinction between John Anderson's situation

and Tommy Robinson's is without significance.

(5) Walters Flowers for United States Senate

Committee; MUR 1098(79).

In its brief, the OGC cited the Walter Flowers for United

States Senate Committee MUR as support for its statement that

"loans secured by mortgages of real estate and stocks owned by

a borrower are the type of collateral which can provide an

adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan." FCB agrees

that the Walter Flowers case is certainly relevant.

In 1982, the FEC accepted a conciliation agreement after

POW having found reason to believe that certain bank loans to the

C Committee and its candidate had violated the Act. Two loans

,7T totalling $85,000 were not the problem; overdrafts upon the

Committee's bank account ranging from $8,347.23 to $104,955.69,

which were not subject to a repayment schedule, and carried no

interest rate or service charge, were the main focus of the

investigation.

Without discussion as to the adequacy of collateral, the

OGC accepted the fact that the loans were made on a basis which

assures repayment by stating: "The conclusion that these loans

were made on a basis which assures repayment is supported by

the fact that the loans were secured by mortgages on real

estate and stocks owned by Flowers and his wife." Unlike the
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instant case, the OGC made no effort to look for reasons to

conclude that the mortgages were inadequate, or that Walter

Flowers had insufficient personal net worth. It Simply

accepted the collateral as a proper back up method Of payment.

The difference between Tommiy Robinson's and Walter F lowers'

loans is not apparent.

On the other hand, it is entirely understandable that

Flowers' Committee's drafts were not acceptable under the Act,

because no repayment schedule was prearranged, nor were

interest or service charges assessed, as was the bank's

customary practice with civic groups and political campaigns.

N (6) Kennedy for President Committee; Chemical Bank of

New York; t4UR 1195.

In its brief (at page 6), the OGC has attempted to

distinguish Chemical Bank's loan to the Kennedy for President

C Committee from the instant situation. The Kennedy matter

resulted from a complaint filed by the campaign committee of

one of Kennedy's political opponents, Lyndon Larouchel after

Kennedy had obtained a $1 million loan secured by expected (but

not yet certified) federal matching funds. Apparently Larouche

had not been able to obtain a similar campaign loan, and his

committee filed a complaint in which it argued that the FEC

must impose a requirement that a bank grant every political

committee's request for a loan, once the bank has made a loan

to any campaign. However, the FEC refused to read this

requirement into the Act, since it was not specifically

"mentioned in the Federal Election Campaign Act." Id. at p.
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4. The FEC should do the same here, and refuse to read a

requirement of collateral into the Act.

Another relevant point about the OGC's Report to the FEC on

the Kennedy matter is that at footnote 5, page 5, the OGC

considered Lyndon Larouche's poor showing in the primaries

(less than 2%) to be a reasonable basis for Chemical Bank's

denial of his loan application. If that is true, the converse

must be true, i.e., a strong showing in the primary is a good

justification for making a loan to a candidate. The Commission

cannot have it both ways -- either the factor of popularity is

relevant, or it is not. Clearly, the FEC's determinations show

, that it is relevant, and that the OGC should give more credence

to Tommy Robinson's strong showing in the polls, the primary

:0 election, and the runoff, in scrutinizing FCB's loan to Tommy

Robinson.

However, the most damaging aspect of the Kennedy report to

the OGC's case herein is that section which addresses the issue

of collateralization of Kennedy's loan. When Kennedy's

Committee borrowed $1 million, it only had $272,316 of

matchable funds, a sum which was clearly not the full extent of

the loan. These funds were not certified when the Kennedy

Committee applied for the loan; in fact, almost $800,000 of the

principal was paid to the Committee before it was even

certified as eligible to receive matching funds.
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The OGCO however, did not find this fact dispositives and

in language acutely applicable to FCB's case, explained its

position with regard to collateral:

Thus, essentially the Complainant asserts that a
campaign loan must be secured by, at minimum, a
future interest, and that to provide a loan
secured by a future expectancy results in a loan
made out of *the ordinary course of business."
However, although it may not be a sound business
judgment to make a loan secured by an expectancy,
there is no evidence which indicates that it is
not the usual custom of lending institutions to
do so. Indeed, loans secured by the expectation
of future earnings are commonly made; for
example, banks often grant student loans and

-rI loans to amateur athletes which are secured by
anticipated salaries once professional status is
obtained.

N Furthermore, President Carter's campaign
committee obtained a bank loan in 1976
collateralized by matching fund payments at a

.0 time when that committee was not certified by the
o Commission to receive matching funds; and the

Baker Committee obtained a $75,000 loan from a
Tennessee bank on September 11, 1979, also
collateralized by matching funds, although the
Baker Committee was not certified as eligible to
receive such funds until November 13, 1979. See
Attachment IV. This is a further indication that
it is within the customary practice of lending
institutions to make loans to political
committees secured by the expectancy of matching
fund payments. In this instance the Bank took
additional steps (i.e. the certificate of the
Committee treasurer, the insurance policies on
the Senator, the Committee warrants not to
violate the Act) to protect this future
expectancy, and thus make it a reasonable
expectation as well. (Emphasis supplied)

Id. at pp. 6-7.

If the evaluation of loans was found to be "within the

customary practice of lending institutions to make loans to

political committees secured by the expectancy of matching fund
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payments" in the Kennedy matter, FCB's decision to loan Tommy

Robinson money should also not be second guessed. Tommy

Robinson was a very popular candidate when he applied for the

loan, and ultimately won the election in which he ran.

Further, the "risk-reducing factors* in the Kennedy loan were

no more compelling than the security given by Tommy Robinson.

The 0CC surely cannot ignore the fact that FCB's loan has been

repaid. Repayment should be, and is, the best evidence of

whether the loan was made on a basis which assures repayment.

III. Conclusion

Clearly, the federal law applicable to bank loans to

political candidates does not expressly require that all such

loans be fully secured. It cannot be denied that the FEC does

C not prohibit the making of loans to be repaid entirely out of

expected campaign contributions. Prior to this date, the FEC

has recognized this fact in its regulations as well as in its

determinations. Without exception, the FEC has left the

decision as to the soundness of such loans to the banks;

indeed, it has shown a certain amount of deference to the area

of business judgment best left to the states' banking

industry. The OGC's attempt herein to change the proper order

of things, and to have the FEC begin a new policy of

substituting its opinion for the business judgment of loan

officers in Arkansas is unwarranted and highly improper. In

the local banking community, unsecured, short term business
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loans are made on a routine basis, even where no alternate

source of repayment is readily available. The record in this

case contains significant evidence that FCB's loan was entirely

legal and was made in the ordinary course of business.

Further, FCB had every reason to believe that its loan to

Tommy Robinson was totally legal when it was made. 
Based upon

the explicit wording of the Act, and the FEC's regulations and

determinations, FCB acted properly. The FEC has given no prior

notice that it might adopt the posture of the OGC, and FCB will

therefore be denied due process under the law if that in fact

01 occurs.

Everything about FCB's loan to Tommy Robinson and his

Committee met the requirements of the Act: it was evidenced by

a written instrument, was subject to a (short term) due 
date,

and bore the usual and customary interest rate of the Bank.

The normal application process was followed, and no favors were

rendered or expected. It is terribly improper for the Bank to

be charged with violating the Act simply because the OGC 
does

not agree with the judgment of FCB's loan officer about the

soundness of the loan. Surely this sort of unwarranted

intrusion into the customs and practices of the local banking

industry was not envisioned by Congress when it enacted 
the

FECA or any of its amendments. FCB urges this Commission to
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reject the argument of the OGC, and to find no 
probable cause

to believe that it has violated the Act.

Respectfully submitted,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, AR 72201
(501) 375-9151

By:

Attorney for Frrst
Commercial Bank

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Donald T. Jack, Jr., do hereby certify that I have

mailed a copy of the foregoing by express mail to 
Ms. Lee Ann

Elliot, Chairman, Federal Election CommissAon, 1325 
"K" Street,

N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463 on this a of2

1985.

Don d T. Jack, r.
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NEB O1 & JEWELL, P.A.
,ATTORNEI AT LAW

"1500 TOWERf OUL."~
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

May 2, 1985

5MAY As: 03
TELEXTECOPI41I:

(501) 37S4484

FEDERAL EXPRESSMs. Marjorie Emons
Secretary to the
Federal Election Commission
Fifth Floor
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed please find an original and 10 copies of the Brief
' of First Commercial Bank in the above-styled matter. By copy of

this letter, I have also forwarded three additional copies to the
Office of General Counsel. First Commercial Bank has been
invited to file this brief in response to that of the General
Counsel, prior to the Commission's vote as to whether there is
probable cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act has occurred.

If I need to do
please let me know.

anything further to perfect this filing,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

Donald T. Jack

Enclosures

cc: Charles Steele
Andrew Maikovich
Charles Cook
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Donald T. Jack

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

1500 Tower Building

Little Rock, Arkansas

(501) 375-9151

& JEWELL, P.A.

72201

The above-named individual is hereby designated as counsel

for First Commercial Bank and is authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on its behalf before the Commission.

May 2, 1985
DATE BARN~ETT GRACE

PRESIDENT

RESPONDENT'S NAME: First Commercial Bank

ADDRESS: Capitol and BroadwayStreets

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 371-7000



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF )
TOMMY ROBINSON AND )
THE TOMMY ROBINSON ) MUR 1721
FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE )
GEORGE M. FELKINS, AS )
TREASURER )

BRIEF OF FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK

I. Factual Statement

The Federal Election Commission's Office of General Counsel

has argued in its brief that First Commercial Bank (hereinafter

"FCB") violated the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2 U.S.C.

S441b(a) when it loaned Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Committee $35,000.00 on May 7, 1984, and has asked that the

0Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "FEC") find that there

is probable cause to believe this violation occurred. The

Office of General Counsel (hereinafter "OGCO) has asserted that

the loan violated the Act because it was allegedly not made on

a basis which assures repayment. FCB has been given the

opportunity to respond to the OGCos brief, after which time the

matter will be ripe for decision.

As a result of this investigation, FCB has found itself in

the unlikely position of being forced to defend the

justification for making a loan which has been repaid, and in

fact, was repaid long before its due date. It appears,

however, that there is no dispute between the OGC and FCB as to

the relevant facts herein; the only point at which the parties
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differ is their interpretation of what the Act requireso and in

the legal conclusion as to whether FCB's loan was not made on a

basis which assures repayment.

As stated above, a $35,000.00 loan was made in the ordinary

course of business by FCB on May 7, 1984 to Tommy Robinson and

his Campaign Committee. This loan was the result of their

having made application through the routine process at the

Bank. The loan officer to which application was made, Edwin P.

Henry, followed the usual internal practices in evaluating the

loan for soundness. No favors were exchanged, nor were any

promises made. The loan certainly had no silent backers or

guarantors. The expected contributions to the Committee within

the next few weeks clearly demonstrated the fact that the loan

was made on a basis assuring repayment.

Before approving the loan, however, Mr. Henry sought the

advice of counsel, who assured him that the loan was in

compliance with the Act and regulations. In fact, the law is

clear now, as it was when the loan was made, that security is

not absolutely required for such loans. FCB therefore was

certainly justified in relying upon its counsel's

recommendation that the loan to Respondents would be made on a

basis assuring repayment. With these assurances, FCB loaned

the money to Respondents, and set the note's maturity date at

thirty days as a conservative limit. It is incredible that FCB

has been charged with violating the Act under these

circumstances.
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The Bank's standard promissory note was signed, and it bore

interest at the rate of 13%, which was the Bank's customary

rate at that time for short term, unsecured business loans.

Mr. Henry felt confident in Tommy Robinson's and his

committee's ability to repay, for Tommy Robinson was, without

question, the most likely winner of the upcoming Democratic

primary. Mr. Robinson's strong personal popularity was a big

factor in the Bank's willingness to loan him money* for it is

true that winning candidates are able to attract more

substantial campaign contributions than losers. The perceived

ability of the committee to raise contributions was clearly a

very positive factor. Tommy Robinson also had an excellent

NA personal credit history which was entitled to due

consideration.

Based upon all of the above considerations, Mr. Henry

C exercised his best business judgment in appraising the

application, and concluded that the loan was sound and would be

easily repaid. As it turned out, Mr. Henry's faith in their

ability to repay the loan was entirely justified, for the loan

was paid in full on May 17, 1984 before its maturity date of

June 6, 1984.

II. Argument

In its brief, the OGC has argued that this loan was not

made on a basis which assures repayment merely because it was

collateralized by expected future campaign contributions. The
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0CC has argued that this was not enough, in view of the fact

that Mr. Robinson and his committee did not, at the time the

loan was made, have sufficient assets to repay each and every

loan which was then outstanding to FCB and to a few other banks.

This argument does not make sense as a matter of banking

practice, or as a matter of law. As a practical matter, such

unsecured business loans are made by the Bank on a routine

basis. They are hardly unusual. If it appears likely that the

applicant, although presently without substantial assets, will

receive sufficient capital in the near future, a sound loan may

well indeed be made. When evs:luating a loan, a loan officer

must not only consider the applicant's current financial worth,

but his or her likelihood of raising money during the time of

the loan. If this were not done routinely, no one who really

needs to borrow money would be able to do so. Further, if

banks only lent money to the wealthy, they would lose a

substantial amount of business. Mr. Henry, who is not a friend

of Tommy Robinson's and had no reason to do him a favor, simply

believed that the loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee was

a sound business risk. It is extremely illogical for the OGC

to now argue that its business judgment is better than Mr.

Henry's, and that full collateral must be required for all

loans. Neither good banking practice nor the law so requires.

In its brief, the OGC has taken the position that in order

to be found to have been made on a basis which assures

repayment, loans must in essence be fully collateralized.
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Although the OGC has talked all around that point, the

conclusion that only full collateral will satisfy the OGC

cannot be avoided. The OGC has stated that in order to satisfy

the law, a loan must have adequate "alternative methods of

repayment". If it does not, it then must at least have certain

"risk reducing factors.* Clearly, neither the Act nor the

regulations promulgated by the FEC contain any such

requirements.

Further, although the loan was to be repaid by expected

future contributions, it was also guaranteed by Tommy Robinson,

who had an admittedly excellent reputation and credit rating as

a man who always paid his debts. The loan did have an

alternate source of repayment. That it was of very low risk is

borne out by the fact that was repaid in ten days. What better

proof can there be of the soundness of a loan than the fact

that it was repaid? All other factors are merely speculation

beside such tangible evidence of ability to repay.

As stated above, the OGC has failed to cite any section of

the Act or the regulations which supports its position. How

can the Bank be held to have violated the law when the standard

to which it is being held accountable is not even contained

within the statute? Certainly the Act makes no mention of how

to decide whether a loan is made on a basis which assures

repayment. The obvious conclusion is that Congress intended

for the business judgment of the bank officers involved to be
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entitled to some deference in this matter. After all, Congress

did not set up the FEC to get into the business of banking.

The FECA, and the Commission's regulations promulgated

thereunder, reveal that full collateral is not required to

render loans to political campaigns legal under the Act. Title

2 U.S.C. S441b(a) of the Act provides as follows:

S 441b. Contributions or expenditures by
national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations

(a) It is unlawful for any national bank,
or any corporation organized by authority of any
law of Congress, to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to
any political office, or in connection with any

C primary election or political convention or
CV caucus held to select candidates for any

political office, or for any corporation
7 whatever, or any labor organization, to make a

contribution or expenditure in connection with.
any election at which presidential and vice
presidential electors or a Senator or a Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be
voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held
to select candidates for any of the foregoing
offices, or for any candidate, political
committee, or other person knowingly to accept or
receive any contribution prohibited by this
section, or any officer or any director of any
corporation or any national bank or any officer
of any labor organization to consent to any
contribution or expenditure by the corporation,
national bank, or labor organization, as the case
may be, prohibited by this section.

The term "contribution" is defined at 2 U.S.C.

§431(8)(B)(vii) as not including:

any loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution, or a depository
institution the deposits or accounts of which are
insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, or the National Credit Union
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Administration, other than any overdraft made
with respect to a checking or savings account,
made in accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan

(1) shall be considered a loan by each
endorser or guarantor, in that proportion of
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors;

(II) shall be made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written
instrument, and subject to a due date or
amortization schedule; and

(III) shall bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution.

Based on the wording of the Act, FCBs loan was obviously

in compliance with the requirements that it be made (1) in

accordance with applicable law; and (2) in the ordinary course

of business. The factors by which loans are evaluated for being

in the ordinary course of business were also satisfied; the

loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was subject to a

IT due date or amortization schedule, and bore the usual rate of

interest. The only issue is whether the loan met the Act's

W. requirement that the loan be made on a basis which assures

repayment. Again, one cannot finding any discussion of

"alternate sources of collateral" or "risk reducing factors" in

the Act. These terms have simply appeared from nowhere into

the OGC's brief. Neither does the Act require full

collateral. It is readily apparent that the OGC is reading

things into the law.
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The FEC's regulations are of no more support for the OGC~s

position than is the Act. The regulation set forth at 11

C.F.R. S100.7(11) provides:

A loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution (including a
national bank) or a depository institution whose
deposits and accounts are insured by the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, or the
National Credit Union Administration is not a
contribution by the lending institution if such
loan is made in accordance with applicable
banking laws and regulations and is made in the
ordinary course of business. A loan will be
deemed to be made in the ordinary course of
business if it: bears the usual and customary
interest rate of the lending institution for the
category of loan involved; is made on a basis
which assures repayment; is evidenced by a

CIO, written instrument; and is subject to a due date
or amortization schiedule. Such loans shall be
reported by the political committee in accordance
with 11 CFR 104.3(a). Each endorser or guarantor
shall be deemed to have contributed that portion

90% of the total amount of the loan for which he or
she agreed to be liable in a written agreement,
except that, in the event of a signature by the
candidate's spouse, the provisions of 11 CFR
l00.7(a)(1)(i)(D) shall apply. Any reduction in
the unpaid balance of the loan shall reduce
proportionately the amount endorsed or guaranteed
by each endorser or guarantor in such written
agreement. In the event that such agreement does
not stipulate the portion of the loan for which
each endorser or guarantor is liable, the loan
shall be considered a contribution by each
endorser or guarantor in the same proportion to
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of endorsers
or guarantors. For purposes of 11 CFR
100.7(b)(11), an overdraft made on a checking or
savings account shall be considered a
contribution by the bank or institution unless:
the overdraft is made on an account which is
subject to automatic overdraft protection; the
overdraft is subject to a definite interest rate
which is usual and customary; and there is a
definite repayment schedule.
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Again, this regulation is devoid of the standards with which

FCB is being forced to comply.

Another factor which should be given much deference is the

fact that the legislative history of the Act and of its

amendments does not reveal any intent on the part of Congress

to require full collateral for all, campaign loans. Senate

Report Number 92-229, 2 U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-26

(1972) is extremely helpful to an understanding of this issue:

Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously
in favor of the granting of loans by National or
State banks if such loans were made pursuant to
applicable banking rules and regulations. This
means that a bank should exercise sound business
judgment in extending loan privileges to a
political candidate or committee in the ordinary
course of business and where necessary, certain-
security or collateral in order to support a
reasonable expectation of payment in due course.
This amendment was approved unanimously.
(Emphasis supplied)

As stated by the authors of the report at p. 1858, 0(n~o one

wants a Federal election law which, in effect, says that only

the very wealthy can run for elective office. As a practical

matter, it is often necessary for a candidate to borrow money

in order to defray immediate and pr essing campaign expenses."

However, this situation is exactly what would result if the

OGC's position were to be sustained by the FEC. Only the

weal thy could run for public office.

The legislative history of the Act's 1976 Amendment

(wherein the standards which such loans must satisfy in order

to come within the definition of "ordinary course of business"

were established) reveals no requirement of collateral. See,
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House Report Number 96-422, U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, p. 2868

(1979). Even the FEC's own publication, the "Recordo, paid

little notice to the amendments in March 1980:

The amendments extend the contribution exemption
for bank loans to include loans made by federally
chartered depository institutions which are
required by the FDIC, the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation or the National Credit
Union Administration - in addition to the
currently exempted loans from State and National
banks.

Obviously, Congress was cognizant of the fact that

collateral is not required, as a measure of good business

practice, for every loan to a political campaign. As more

fully discussed below, collateral is simply one factor which

must be considered in evaluating the loan.

Another disturbing aspect of this matter is that the FEC's

own prior determinations lend no support for the OGC's

position. In fact, they give credence to FCB's posture herein:

(1) In the matter of Druie Douglas Barnard,
Jr.; KUR 218 (76)

In this matter, the Commission found reasonable cause to

believe that Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company may have

violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) in having loaned $10,000 to Mr.

Barnard's campaign committee. This $10,000 loan was unsecured,

and had no guarantors. The loan made to Mr. Barnard's campaign

committee is wholly distinguishable from FCB's loan to Mr.

Robinson and his Campaign Committee. First, the interest rate

for the loan to Mr. Barnard's campaign committee was at an

unusually low rate; while the rate was set at 7.6%, the
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standard rate for such loans at that time was 8 3/4%. Second,

the bank had no recourse for repayment other than the funds of

the campaign committee (the candidate did not personally

guarantee the loan). Third, the candidate had entered the race

in February, before the May primary, and had demonstrated an

inability to raise funds for the primary before the loan in

question was made. Fourth, the candidate was an executive vice

president of the bank, and routinely took part in the

determination of major bank policy. It was readily evident

-wow that the only real reason for the loan was Mr. Barnard's

position with the bank. Fifth, the usual application channels

were not followed by Mr.. Barnard's campaign committee. In Mr.

Barnard's case, it was clear that a deliberate favor was

rendered to his committee.

However, FCBs loan to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Cormnittee was made at the usual rate of interest, and was

C% pursued through normal application channels. Additionally, Mr.

Robinson is not an executive officer, director, or shareholder

of FCB, nor was he rendered any favor. Finally, at the time

that the loan was made, Mr. Robinson was a very popular

candidate who had simply entered the race late. He had

certainly not demonstrated any inability to raise adequate

funds to repay the loans.

(2) Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76)

In 1976, the Commission found no probable cause to believe

that Senator Sasser had violated the Act by accepting $125,000
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in unsecured loans which were to be repaid entirely from future

fund-raising efforts. This determination was made in spite of

the following facts: (1) the loans were unsecured; (2) the

loans were for indefinite terms; (3) the loans did not have

definite repayment schedules; (4) the amounts were very large

compared to Senator Sasser's net worth; (5) the bank officers

making the loans knew Senator Sasser on a personal basis; (6)

one of the officers involved was an executive in three of the

four banks involved in the making of the loans; and (7) there

were interlocking directorships among the banks making the
7\1

loans. However, the interest rates were in line with the

prevailing rates for ordinary business customers at that time.

In its report to the FEC, the OGC reviewed banking

regulatory processes, and noted that the Comptroller of the

Currency does not question loans that have been repaid, as had

the loans in question. (One cannot help but wonder why the OGC

has not taken the same approach to First Commercial Bank's loan

*to Tommy Robinson.) Further, the OGC noted that as a general

rule of corporate law, a decision to extend credit or cancel

debts cannot be challenged unless there is some evidence that

the action was done by an officer in bad faith or outside of

corporate purposes. Further, the OGC admitted on page 18 that

"(w~hat is sufficient to remove such actions from the business

judgment rule varies somewhat from state to state." (It is

also questionable why the OGC has given no thought whatever as

to what is within the good business judgment rule in central
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Arkansas.) The OUC admitted that there is no single

controlling standard but set forth some relevant considerations

as follows:

(1) Does the loan comply with federal banking laws

and regulations? Has all necessary paperwork been completed in

the bank's credit files? Are the loans within the bank's legal

lending limits?

(2) What are the terms of the loan? The amount,

length of term, interest rate, presence or absence of

collateral, presence or absence of consignors and guarantors

are relevant. However, the OGC admitted that *(l1ack of

collateral may be a factor depending upon the-credit worthiness

of the borrower. None of these factors is alone dispositive."

(emphasis supplied)

(3) How was the loan obtained? Were the normal

channels for application and documentation followed?

(4) What is the relationship between the loan officer

and the borrower?

(5) Was there enough evidence to support the judgment

of the loan officer when the loan was made? Did the borrower

have sufficient assets or earning capacity to justify the

extension of credit? The OGC admitted that a very positive

factor can outweigh a negative factor in this regard. (It is

also questionable why the OGC has not viewed this matter from

the point of view of Ed Henry on May 7. 1984, rather than in

retrospect.)
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(6) Was the bank's expectation to be repaid

reasonable? In that regard, the loan officer may consider the

personal assets and earning capacity of the borrower, as well

as his fund-raisinl capacity.

(7) Does the bank make loans of a similar nature?

(8) What is the relationship between the banks making

the loans?

The OGC admitted that the interest rates for the loans were

in line with the prevailing rates for ordinary customers at

that time, and stated that the loans appeared to have been made

within the area of judgment reserved to banks in making loans,

based on Senator Sasser's net worth and earnings, as well as

his chances for success and general reputation:

The basic decisions to make the loans seemed
readily defensible as within the area of judgment
reserved to banks in the making of loans on the
basis of Mr. Sasser's present worth and earnings,
his prospective earnings whether or not
successful in his candidacy and his general
reputation. Absence of specific security for the
loan, though a factor in judging the risk taken
by the bank, is not in itself a reason for
concluding that the loan was unwarranted. In
short, nothing suggests that the loans were
unacceptable from the point of view of the
banking authorities. (emphasis supplied)

The OGC admitted that the Congress believed that the law

was not to be construed narrowly to "hinder candidates from

obtaining loans" and went on to add the following:

As an initial matter, it would seem that the
presence or absence of security from the
candidate might well be a factor under FECA in

assessing the merits of a loan. The Act itself
in 2 U.S.C. S451, mentions security and
explicitly directs other agencies responsible for
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regulating enterprises likely to extend credit to
candidates to set forth rules which regulate any
unsecured credit. Parts of the legislative
history, noted above, emphasize security as a
factor of importance. Without more, however, the
words of the Act do not seem to establish
anything nearly so specific as a requirement for
security, especially in light of the underlying
purpose of the amendment to remove ordinary bank
loans from the definition of contribution.

Id. at p. 29.

The OGC has failed to give any reason why FCB's loan to

Tommy Robinson does not similarly come within the area of

judgment reserved to banks in making loans.

Although the OGC admits that the expectation of future

contributions was considered to be an adequate basis to assure

C:7 repayment of a loan in the Sasser case, it attempted to

distinguish the Sasser case by stating that the collateral was

sufficient "only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

c assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized." This is not true. Senator

Sasser's personal reputation was specifically mentioned in the

report as also being relevant. The same should be true for

Tommy Robinson. Further, Senator Sasser's net worth and

earnings should have been relevant, since the loan transactions

involved therein bore far fewer "risk reducing factors" than

did FCB's loan to Tommy Robinson. For example, the loans to

Senator Sasser were for indefinite terms without repayment

schedules. The bank officers making the loans knew Senator

Sasser on a personal basis; one of the officers involved was an

executive in three of the four banks involved in the making of

0195h
-15-



0

the loans, and there were interlocking directorships among the

banks. importantly, the loans were admitted to be very large

when compared to Senator Sassergs net worth.

When FCBs loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee is

viewed in light of the factors listed by the OGC in the Sasser

determination, it is obvious that it is legal under the Act.

First, the loan to Tommy Robinson and his committee complied

with all banking laws and regulations. All of the necessary

paperwork was completed, and the Bank's legal lending limits

were not exceeded. Second, the terms of the loan were those

routinely given to similar customers. The loan was for a short

term; was at the usual and customary interest rate for similar

customers, and Mr. Robinson personally guaranteed the loan.

Third, the usual application process was followed. Fourth, Mr.

Robinson had no close relationship with the authorizing

officer. Certainly, the bank did not render or expect any

favors. Fifth, Mr. Robinson's demonstrated capacity as a

fund-raiser, as well as his outstanding and unusual personal

reputation and popular support, provided a sound basis to

support the Bank's decision to loan him the money at that

time. Sixth, the Bank was in the business of making similar

unsecured, short term business loans. Seventh, the Bank relied

upon the trusted business judgment of its counsel that the loan

was in compliance with the Act and its regulations. Finally,

the loan was paid before its maturity date, as expected.
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Surely, if Senator Sasser's loans were legal, FCB's 
loan to

Tommy Robinson is.

Again, the only factor at issue herein is whether 
the loan

was made on a basis assuring repayment, because 
it was

unsecured. However, by the admission of the OGC, the presence

or absence of adequate collateral is merely one 
factor which

must be considered, and is not solely dispositive 
of the

issue. In light of all of the other, positive facts

surrounding the making of this loan, it is clear that it was

sound and in the ordinary course of business. Surely, it was

never intended that the FEC should begin to make state 
banking

law, which is what the OGC would have it do.

(3) Brown for President Committee; MUR 382 (77)

In its report to the Commission, the OGC concluded that

seven loans totaling $375,000 from four California banks 
to

California Governor Jerry Brown's Presidential Primary 
Campaign

Committee did not violate 2 U.S.C. S431(e)(5)(G). Although no

*collateral whatever was pledged for the loans, the Committee

informally pledged receipts expected from future benefit

fund-raising concerts, and Federal Matching Fund payments. 
All

of the loans were short term loans, and carried interest 
rates

between 9% and 10%. The OGC explained:

Although no collateral was furnished by the

Committee, the lending banks were informed at the

time of the loan applications of a continuing
series of successful fund-raising concerts and 

a

sizeable amount of Federal Matching funds the

committee expected to receive. We believe the

lending banks made the loans "in the ordinary

course of business" in view of the expected
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receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts
and Federal Matching payments.

Surely if Jerry Brown's future fund-raising efforts and

uncertified Federal Matching Fund payments were acceptable,

such sources of repayment should have been legal in Tommy

Robinson's campaign. The OGC has taken a patently inconsistent

approach in its interpretation of what-the Act requires.

In its brief, the OGC has argued that the expected Federal

Matching Fund payments made the difference between the loans to

Jerry Brown and Tommy Robinson. To the contrary, no real

distinction exists. At no place in the OGC's Report for Jerry

Brown is it stated that the Federal Matching Funds were yet

certified; they were merely mexpected." They were no more

guaranteed than the "expected" rock concert receipts. In the
S

instant case, campaign contributions to the most popular

candidate were just as reasonably "expected." In fact, the

only real difference between Jerry Brown's and Tommy Robinson's

loans is the fact that Jerry Brown ran for President and Tommy

Robinson ran for Congress -- along with the fact that the OGC

has taken a much more pointed interest in pursuing Tommy

Robinson's loan than those to Jerry Brown.

(4) Advisory Opinion 1980-108: National Unity
Campaign for John Anderson

The same considerations apply to the OGC's attempt to

distinguish John Anderson's loans from FCB's loan to Tommy

Robinson. Upon request, the FEC gave an advisory opinion that

certain bank loans to be repaid from post election Federal
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Funding would not violate the requirement that bank loans be

"made on a basis which assures repayment," although no other

collateral would be posted for the loans, and it was not sure

whether John Anderson would receive the funding. On page 10 of

its opinion, the Commission stated:

While the risk of nonrepayment may be higher in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient post-election financing than it is in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient primary Matching Funds, the Commission
concludes that the existence of such risk does
not, standing alone, take a loan secured by an
expectancy in post-election public funds outside
the scope of the "ordinary course of business*
for the purpose of 2 U.S.C. S431(8)(B)(vii).

The FEC considered the candidate's performance in the polls

to be relevant to the lenders in arriving at their decision to

make the loans, and quoted the following passage from Buckley

v. Valeo, 424 U.S. le 102 (1976):

But in the nature of things the willingness of
lenders to make loans will depend upon the
pre-election probability that the candidate and
his party will attract 5% or more of the voters.
When a reasonable prospect of such support
appears the party and candidate may be an
acceptable loan risk since the prospect of
post-election participation and public funding
will be good.

In its brief, the OGC has argued that the loans to John

Anderson contained enough "risk reducing features" to convince

the FEC that the loans would be repaid. The first, and

obviously most important factor was the availability of post

election matching funds based on the number of votes received.

Again, this is certainly not a guarantee that a sufficient
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amount of funds would be available -- no one knew that time how

much money would be available for John Anderson. In fact, no

one knew that any funding would be available for John

Anderson. The distinction between John Anderson's situation

and Tommy Robinson's is without significance.

(5) Walters Flowers for United States Senate
Committee; MUR 1098(79).

In its brief, the OGC cited the Walter Flowers for United

States Senate Committee MUR as support for its statement that

"loans secured by mortgages of real estate and stocks owned by

a borrower are the type of collateral which can provide an

adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan.* FCB agrees

that the Walter Flowers case is certainly relevant.-

In 1982, the FEC accepted a conciliation agreement after

having found reason to believe that certain bank loans to the

Committee and its candidate had violated the Act. Two loans

totalling $85,000 were not the problem; overdrafts upon the

Committee's bank account ranging from $8,347.23 to $104,955.69,

which were not subject to a repayment schedule, and carried no

interest rate or service charge, were the main focus of the

investigation.

Without discussion as to the adequacy of collateral, the

OGC accepted the fact that the loans were made on a basis which

assures repayment by stating: "The conclusion that these loans

were made on a basis which assures repayment is supported by

the fact that the loans were secured by mortgages on real

estate and stocks owned by Flowers and his wife.* Unlike the
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instant case, the OGC made no effort to look for reasons to

conclude that the mortgages were inadequate, or that Walter

Flowers had insufficient personal net worth. It simply

accepted the collateral as a proper back up method of payment.

The difference between Tommy Robinson's and Walter Flowers$

loans is not apparent.

On the other hand, it is entirely understandable that

Flowers' Committee's drafts were not acceptable under the Act,

because no repayment schedule was prearranged, nor were

interest or service charges assessed, as was the bank's

customary practice with civic groups and political campaigns.

(6) Kennedy for President Committee; Chemical Bank of
New York;- MUR 1195.

In its brief (at page 6), the OGC has attempted to

distinguish Chemical Bank's loan to the Kennedy for President

Committee from the instant situation. The Kennedy matter

resulted from a complaint filed by the campaign committee of

one of Kennedy's political opponents, Lyndon Larouche, after

Kennedy had obtained a $1 million loan secured by expected (but

not yet certified) federal matching funds. Apparently Larouche

had not been able to obtain a similar campaign loan, and his

committee filed a complaint in which it argued that the FEC

must impose a requirement that a bank grant every political

committee's request for a loan, once the bank has made a loan

to any campaign. However, the FEC refused to read this

requirement into the Act, since it was not specifically

"mentioned in the Federal Election Campaign Act." Id. at p.
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4. The FEC should do the same here, and refuse to read a

requirement of collateral into the Act.

Another relevant point about the OGC's Report to the FEC on

the Kennedy matter is that at footnote 5, page 5, the OGC

considered Lyndon Larouche's poor showing in the primaries

(less than 2%) to be a reasonable basis for Chemical Bank's

denial of his loan application. If that is true, the converse

must be true, i.e., a strong showing in the primary is a good

justification for making a loan to a candidate. The Commission

cannot have it both ways -- either the factor of popularity is

relevant, or it is not. Clearly, the FEC's determinations show

that it is relevant, and that the OGC should give more credence

- -to Tommy Robinson's strong showing in the polls, the primary

election, and the runoff, in scrutinizing FCB's loan to Tommy

Robinson.

However, the most damaging aspect of the Kennedy report to

the OGC's case herein is that section which addresses the issue

of collateralization of Kennedy's loan. When Kennedy's

Committee borrowed $1 million, it only had $272,316 of

matchable funds, a sum which was clearly not the full extent of

the loan. These funds were not certified when the Kennedy

Committee applied for the loan; in fact, almost $800,000 of the

principal was paid to the Committee before it was even

certified as eligible tO receive matching funds.
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The OGC, however, did not find this fact dispositive, and

in language acutely applicable to FCB's case, explained its

position with regard to collateral:

Thus, essentially the Complainant asserts that a
campaign loan must be secured by, at minimum, a
future interest, and that to provide a loan
secured by a future expectancy results in a loan
made out of Othe ordinary course of business.*
However, although it may not be a sound business
judgment to make a loan secured by an expectancy#
there is no evidence which indicates that it is
not the usual custom of lending institutions to
do so. Indeed, loans secured by the expectation
of future earnings are commonly made; for
example, banks often grant student loans and
loans to amateur athletes which are secured by
anticipated salaries once professional status is
obtained.

C1171Furthermore, President Carter's campaign
committee obtained'a bank loan in 1976
collateralized by matching fund payments at a
time when that committee was not certified by the
Commission to receive matching funds; and the
Baker Committee obtained a $75,000 loan from a
Tennessee bank on September 11, 1979, also
collateralized by matching funds, although the
Baker Committee was not certified as eligible to
receive such funds until November 13, 1979. See
Attachment IV. This is a further indication that
it is within the customary practice of lending
institutions to make loans to political
committees secured by the expectancy of matching
fund payments. In this instance the Bank took
additional steps (i.e. the certificate of the
Committee treasurer, the insurance policies on
the Senator, the Committee warrants not to
violate the Act) to protect this future
expectancy, and thus make it a reasonable
expectation as well. (Emphasis supplied)

Id. at pp. 6-7.

If the evaluation of loans was found to be "within the

customary practice of lending institutions to make loans to

political committees secured by the expectancy of matching fund
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payments" in the Kennedy matter, FCBs decision to loan Tommy

Robinson money should also not be second guessed. Tommy

Robinson was a very popular candidate when he applied for the

loan, and ultimately won the election in which he ran.

Further, the "risk-reducing factors" in the Kennedy loan were

no more compelling than the security given by Tommy Robinson.

The OGC surely cannot ignore the fact that FCB'5 loan has been

repaid. Repayment should be, and is, the best evidence of

whether the loan was made on a basis which assures repayment.

III. Conclusion

Clearly, the federal law applicable to bank loans to

political candidates does not expressly require that -all such

loans be fully secured. It cannot be denied that the FEC does

not prohibit the making of loans to be repaid entirely out of

expected campaign contributions. Prior to this date, the FEC

has recognized this fact in its regulations as well as in its

determinations. Without exception, the FEC has left the

decision as to the soundness of such loans to the banks;

indeed, it has shown a certain amount of deference to the area

of business judgment best left to the states' banking

industry. The OGC's attempt herein to change the proper order

of things, and to have the FEC begin a new policy of

substituting its opinion for the business judgment of loan

officers in Arkansas is unwarranted and highly improper. In

the local ba~king community, unsecured, short term business
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loans are made on a routine basis* even where no alternate

source of repayment is readily available. The record in this

case contains significant evidence that FCB's loan was entirely

legal and was made in the ordinary course of business.

Further, FCB, had every reason to believe that its loan to

Tommy Robinson was totally legal when it was made. Based upon

the explicit wording of the Act, and the FECs regulations and

determinations, FCB acted properly. The FEC has given no prior

notice that it might adopt the posture of the OGC, and 
FCB, will

therefore be denied due process under the law if that in fact

occurs.

Everything about FCOis loan to Tommy Robinson and his

Committee met the requirements of the Act: it was evidenced by

a written instrument, was subject to a (short term) due 
date,

and bore the usual and customary interest rate of the Bank.

The normal application process was followed, and no favors were

rendered or expected. It is terribly improper for the Bank to

be charged with violating the Act simply because the 
OGC does

not agree with the judgment of FCB's loan officer about the

soundness of the loan. Surely this sort of unwarranted

intrusion into the customs and practices of the local banking

industry was not envisioned by Congress when it enacted 
the

FECA or any of its amendments. FCB urges this Commission to
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reject the argument of the OGC, and to find no probable cause

to believe that it has violated the Act.

Respectfully submitted,
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1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, AR 72201
(501) 375-9151

By:
i5'a-dT7YVa'k/r.V

Attorney for Frrst
Commercial Bank

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Donald T. Jack, Jr., do hereby certify that I have

mailed a copy of the foregoing by express mail to Ms. Lee Ann

Elliot, Chairman, Federal Election Commiss*on, 1325 "K" Street,

N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463 on this _'"ay of. d
1985.

Don l-d T. Ja-c k, J3r.(

0195h
-26-



0 U
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILOING
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

May 2, 1985

Ms. Marjorie Emons
Secretary to the
Federal Election Commission
Fifth Floor
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

kDELIVEREO
85MAY 3 P3: 2

&,CC4P 78461
TELEX.TELECOPIER:

(501) 3754148

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Emmons:

Enclosed please find an original and 10 copies of the Brief
of First Commercial Bank in the above-styled matter. By copy of
this letter, I have also forwarded three additional copies to the
Office of General Counsel. First Commercial Bank has een
invited to file this brief in response to that of the General
Counsel, prior to the Commission's vote as to whether there is
probable cause to believe a violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act has occurred.

If I need to do
please let me know.

anything further to perfect this filing,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

Donald T. Jack

Enclosures

cc: Charles Steele
Andrew Maikovich
Charles Cook



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

M!JR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Donald T. Jack

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

1500 Tower Building

Little Rock, Arkansas

(501) 375-9151

& JEWELL P.A

72201

The above-named individual is hereby designated as counsel

for First Commercial Bank and is authorized to receive any

notifications and other communications from the Commission and to

act on its behalf before the Commission.

BARNET GRACE
PRESIDENT

RESPONDENT'S NAME: First Commercial Bank

ADDRESS: -Capitol and Broadway Streets

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 371-7000

May 2, 1985
DATE



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF )
TOMMY ROBINSON AND )
THE TOMMY ROBINSON ) MUR 1721
FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE ) -
GEORGE M. FELKINS, AS )
TREASURER ) -o

BRIEF OF RESPONDENTS

I. Introduction

Respondents Tommy Robinson, The Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee and its Treasurer, George M. Felkins have been

invited to respond to the brief of the Office of General

Counsel, in which it was argued that several of the campaign

loans to Respondents were in violation of the Federal Election

Campaign Act, specifically, 2 U.S.C. §441b(a), and recommended

that the Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "FEC") find

probable cause to so believe. The specific recommendations of

che Office of General Counsel were that the Commission:

I. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§441b(a) in accepting a contribution from the Stephens

Security Bank;

2. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.



a

S441b(a) in accepting a contribution from

American Bank;

3. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated

S441b(a) in accepting a contribution from

State Bank;

4. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated

§441b(a) in accepting a contribution from

Commercial Bank;

5. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated

§44lb(a) in accepting a contribution from

City Bank;

6. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated

§441b(a) in accepting a contribution from

Bank & Trust Company;

7. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated
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S44lb(a) in accepting a contribution from the First

Jacksonville Bank; and

8. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and

George M. Felkins, as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C.

§441b(a) in accepting a contribution from the Bank of

S alem.

It is the purpose of this brief to persuade the Commission

that there is no basis in fact or law for it to find probable

cause to believe that a violation has occurred with regard to

any of the aforesaid loans. In this brief, Respondents will

again set forth their argument offered in their letter brief of

October 12, 1984, as well as respond to the arguments of the

Office of General Counsel.

The differences between the Office of General Counsel and

Respondents are essentially legal in nature. No facts are in

dispute as to the terms of the loans in question; the key point

upon which the parties differ is whether these loans were made

on a basis which assures repayment. A careful reading of the

General Counsel's brief leads one to conclude that campaign

loans can never be found to have been made on such a basis if

they are not fully secured in the event that the campaign

committee in question does not already have sufficient

contributions to cover the face amount of each loan. This

amounts to a requirement of full collateral whenever a campaign

committee needs to borrow money. Surely this scenario was not
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envisioned by Congress when it passed the Act. If the

candidate already has sufficient contributions, there would be

no need for him or her to borrow money

Respondents have consistently argued, and continue to

argue, that based upon the wording and legislative history of

the Act, the FEC's regulations thereunder, and the FEC's own

prior determinations, Tommy Robinson and his Committee had

every reason to believe that the loans in question were legal,

and in compliance with the Act. In fact, they relied on these

prior determinations in structuring these loans so as to avoid

any appearance of lack of compliance. Any reasonable person

would have arrived at the same understanding of the law.

r Instead, it was only after the Office of General Counsel

3 began its investigation of these loans that it adopted a new,

altered position that such loans should be fully secured.

Although the Office of General Counsel has recently defined its

position as that of requiring adequate "alternative sources of

repayment" or of "risk reducing factors," the real thrust of

its argument is that Tommy Robinson should have already had a

lot of contributions or personal wealth when he applied for the

loans. In short, the loans should have been fully

collateralized. Although it had considered loans in the past

for which future, expected contributions were pledged, and

found them legal, it has singled Tommy Robinson out for special

enforcement action, and has applied different standards to his

conduct in accepting the loans. Actions which have been
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acceptable for other candidates have suddenly been labeled as

illegal by the Office of General Counsel. In view of what has

happened to Tommy Robinson, it is questionable whether any

candidate for political office can be sure as to what the law

requires in order to properly conform his conduct thereto.

Indeed, the dramatic change in stance by the Office of

General Counsel reminds one of the ex post facto laws

prohibited by the United States Constitution. According to

prior FEC decisions, Tommy Robinson's loans were legal when

they were made. Now, long after the fact, the FEC's Office of

General Counsel has stated that that is not so, and that the

M FEC really did not mean in those decisions what any reasonable

person would have thought they meant. This is an ideal

situation for the Office of General Counsel -- whenever a

particular candidate arouses its interest, it can change the

law (through changed interpretation), and call his conduct
r

illegal if it so desires.

Another disturbing aspect to the stance of the Office of

General Counsel is that it is substituting its judgment for

that of the local banking community as to whether a loan

appears to be a good business risk. If one stops and thinks

about this, the significance of the Office of General Counsel's

action is readily apparent and alarming. The after-the-fact

second-guessing of the Office of General Counsel as to whether

these loans were sound business decisions offends all

established principles of federalism. In this case, a federal
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agency whose function is to prevent corrupt political campaign

practices, has imposed its own arbitrary idea as to how a loan

must be collateralized upon the banking community in central

Arkansas. Surely this situation was not intended by Congress.

Although there are notable exceptions to this principle, a

large part of the regulation upon the banking industry is left

to be imposed by the States. Further, it is, to a large

extent, the standards of the local banking community by which

the soundness of such loans are judged.

Here, each of the loan officers involved exercised their
1*

best business judgment, and determined the nature and extent of

or the collateral, if any, that they required before making the

r loans. They were satisfied that the collateral given, if any,

was adequate. Tommy Robinson and his Committee, along with the

banks involved, were certainly justified in their belief that

all of the loans were made on a basis which assures repayment.
-'J

It is highly improper for the Office of General Counsel to not

only dramatically change the way it views such loans, but to

substitute its judgment for that of the bankers involved in the

loan process. If such a position were to be adopted by the

FEC, banks would have to get out of the business of ever making

loans to political candidates -- at least to those who are not

very, very wealthy, and/or beholden to wealthy interests -- in

fear of being second-guessed. Surely this result would be in

direct contravention to the very purposes of the Act.
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It is Respondents' position that the Office of General

Counsel's stance that all loans to political campaigns that are

not fully secured must ipso facto violate the Act is

unreasonable and not in keeping with either the intent of the

Act or normal banking practices. Certainly, with regard to the

loans made to Mr. Robinson's Campaign Committee, both the

letter and spirit of the Act were followed; by the same token,

each and every loan to his Campaign Committee was based upon

sound business principles having absolutely nothing to do with

the "evils" at which the Act is directed. It is possible that
1

ro) some political campaign loans that are not fully secured may

well indeed violate the Act; however, such loans do not violate

the Act merely because they are unsecured, especially in view

0 of the other factors which must be considered. It is

Respondents' goal in this Brief to illustrate the manner in

which the loans at issue comply with the Act, and to persuade

the Commission to agree. For if there ever were a situation in

which such loans were in keeping with the law, this is surely

t~l"it. Respondents urge this Commission to find no probable cause

to believe that a violation of the Act has occurred.

II. Statement of Facts

When he ran for Con'gress, Tommy Robinson was the Sheriff of

Pulaski County, Arkansas. Included within the State's most

populous county, Pulaski, is the state capital, Little Rock.

Prior to being elected to this position in 1980, Mr. Robinson
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had achieved an outstanding career in law enforcement. He had

previously served as the assistant director of the public

safety department at the University of Arkansas; with the

United States Marshal's Service; with the Arkansas State

Police; with the North Little Rock, Arkansas Police Department;

as the police chief in Jacksonville, Arkansas; and as Governor

Bill Clinton's director of the State Public Safety Department.

After successfully running for the office of Sheriff of

Pulaski County in 1980, Mr. Robinson steadily achieved

recognition not only among those in the field of law

enforcement, but among the populace of Pulaski County. Before

long, the original, assertive, and articulate style with which

he approached his job caught the eyes and ears of the media in

Little Rock, making his name a "household word"' throughout most

of Arkansas. People throughout the State started listening to

his opinions - all of which are guaranteed to engender strong

_ reactions, either way, and watching the way he handled the many

problems of his job. And they liked what they saw.

CIO" As stated in the Arkansas Gazette, September 30, 1984,

"Robinson has become the dominant figure in Arkansas politics -

the one that everybody talks about. No other local official

has ever achieved such statewide celebrity." In fact, it is

not an exaggeration to state that no political figure in

Arkansas has received the kind of attention and support as that

generated toward Tommy Robinson since 1980. (See Attachment 1).
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It was within this context that Mr. Robinson chose to run

for the Democratic nomination to the Second Congressional

District in the spring of 1984. Mr. Robinson had not

previously been planning on running for a long time# as had

most of the other candidates (such as Paul Riviere, whose

campaign managers filed this Complaint). He had no established

campaign committee with overfilled coffers and months of

campaigning behind him. In fact, Mr. Robinson did not file as

a candidate in the primary election until the very last day

possible. What assets he did have at that time were infinitely

more bankable than anything possessed by his opponents: he had

or the broad-based support of both the business community and the

.Z general population. Mr. Robinson did not have any rich

lei supporters guaranteeing him a seat in Congress. through the

bankrolling of his campaign. Instead, he had the support and

admiration of the "men on the street* - the type of people who

do not buy and sell candidates; they simply get out and vote.

As recognized in the Arkansas Gazette, supra, Mr. Robinson's

cc "strongest support, as has remained true throughout his career,

came from the masses - the sort of people whose only political

activity is voting." And they do give political contributions

to their ca ndidates. Their contributions may not individually

be anywhere near $1,000.00 apiece, but in sufficient number,

they add up. In essence, Mr. Robinson had the support of

people much like himself and his family origins: blue collar

and/or working people. His own father was a fireman in North
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Little Rock; he was raised in the Rose City neighborhood (which

anyone from Pulaski County could tell you is not a well-heeled

area).

Going into the Democratic primary, Mr. Robinson had the

strongest chance of all of the candidates, since he was far and

away the most popular candidate. However, he also had a

pressing need for the money necessary to finance a campaign in

1984. Since he had entered the race late, he had not had time

to already establish a substantial campaign fund. But he did

have a compelling likelihood of being able to do so in the very

_ near future. As stated by the Office of General Counsel in his

brief, Tommy Robinson is not a man of great personal wealth;

but he is a candidate of strong popularity and sterling

integrity, as well as the possessor of a good personal

reputation and credit history. In fact, he is the very sort of

candidate for which such bank loans were made possible by the

amendments to the FECA: the poor man, without vast personal

wealth or ties to such wealth, who would like to go to Congress.

01C The loans which were made to his Campaign Committee by the

several banks listed above were entirely reasonable and in

keeping with sound banking practices. It is not unusual for

any of these banks to make unsecured short term business loans

to those which the banks determine to be good risks. The banks

make money on these loans, and both parties are satisfied.

Using the loan from First Commercial Bank as an example,

each and every loan conformed with sound banking practice,
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which is the issue in this matter. The First Commercial Bank

loan was for a short term, and it bore interest at the usual

rate. It was evidenced by the Bank's standard promissory note

form (see Attachment 2). The Committee did not go through

special channels to obtain the loan - only the routine

application and documentation process was followed. There were

no favors promised or rendered by either side. The loan was

not implicitly guaranteed by any silent backer. Based upon all

of the relevant considerations, the loan officer, to the best

of his business judgment, considered the loan to be a safe and

profitable one for the bank. Because of the strong popularity

cc of the candidate, it was a foregone conclusion that substantial

7 contributions would be made to Mr. Robinson's campaign in the

very near future, and that the loan would be easily repaid.

All these things are true for each and every one of the loans

involved.

C" Although the First Commercial Bank loan was unsecured, some

%.r. of the other loans were in fact secured. The loans from

C-1 Worthen Bank, First Jacksonville Bank, and First State Bank

were secured by mortgages upon Tommy Robinson's residence.

Seventy-five percent of the initial campaign contributions were

pledged to Stephens Security Bank, while fifty percent of the

campaign proceeds over $100,000 were pledged to First State

Bank. Tommy Robinson also pledged the rights to his

autobiography to First Jacksonville Bank. A $100,000 life

insurance policy also secured the loan from Stephens Security
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Sank. Additionally, Tommy Robinson's excellent credit history

was known to all of the banks who loaned him money. Their

confidence in his ability to repay the loans was not

unjustified; the loans from First American Bank, First

Commercial Bank, Worthen Bank, and First Jacksonville Bank have

been paid in full. The loans from Twin City Bank, Stephens

Security Bank, First State Bank, Bank of Salem, and a second

loan from Worthen Bank have been partially paid. In fact, as

of April 25, 1985, the balance on the loan from First State

0 Bank has been reduced to $15,000; the balance on the loan from

Tr Bank of Salem has been reduced to $30,000; the balance due on

or, Worthen Bank's loan is down to $27,900; and the balance on the

Twin City Bank loan is now approximately $26,000.

Obviously, the banks' confidence in Mr. Robinson's ability

to win the election was justified, for he is now serving as

Congressman for the Second Congressional District. Surely all

of these factors are relevant to determining the bona fides of

-.0 the loan officers who made the loans in question.

or It is hardly relevant that Mr. Robinson did not have

substantial campaign funds to pledge at the time the loans were

made, because he had entered the race at the eleventh hour;

certainly he should not be penalized for not having vast

personal assets to pledge. What Mr. Robinson did have to offer

was his strong likelihood of receiving future contributions,

and of winning the election, which he did. That the banks were

to look toward future campaign contributions and/or
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Mr. Robinson is hardly unusual or imprudent. Not only is this

done every day among the banking community, but it has

consistently been approved of by this Commission in prior

determinations.

III. Argument

A. The Federal Election Campaign Act does not forbid such
loans.

In its brief, the Office of General Counsel has admitted

that the only issue in this matter is whether the loans were

- made on a basis which assures repayment. The Office of General

1W Counsel has argued, however, that the loans were not made on

such a basis because they were not adequately collateralized.

For the first time ever, the Office of General Counsel has

stated (at page 5) that "the future expectation of political

contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of a loan

if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source of

payment." This is incorrect; although some of the FEC

decisions have considered the fact that alternate sources of

repayment were available, it has never laid down a general rule

as it has in this case that the alternate source of repayment

must be sufficient in value to cover the entire face amount of

the loan.

The Office of General Counsel apparently recognizes that

this is not a general rule, for at page 6 of its brief, it

states that "(ilf there is no alternate source of repayment,

the Commission has then considered whether there are 'risk
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reducing features' in the loan agreement which would assure

repayment." According to the Office of General Counsel, the

alternate sources of repayment and risk reducing features

inherent in the loans to Tommy Robinson were not sufficient to

pass muster under the Act. Apparently, on the loans for which

there were alternate sources of repayment, the Office of

General Counsel believes the collateral was not sufficient.

For the unsecured loans, the Office of General Counsel believes

they possessed too few "risk reducing" features. In every

instance, the Office of General Counsel believes something was

wrong with each loan to Tommy Robinson. It is apparent that no

loan to Tommy Robinson could withstand the Office of General

7 Counsel's recently - increased scru~tiny, for it obviously will

come up with some reason to find fault therewith.

In spite of the Office of General Counsel's attempt to

structure its argument along these lines, its position may

still be distilled into this principle: expected campaign

contributions to a very popular (and winning) candidate can

never be sufficient to pledge as security for loans. If the

campaign committee does not already have filled coffers in

excess of the amount of the loans, or if the candidate does not

have extensive personal wealth, no money should be loaned. In

short, someone who needs to borrow money to run for Congress

should not be allowed to borrow it, according to the Office of

General Counsel. This argument is plainly contrary to the Act,

its regulations, and prior decisions of the FEC.
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A review of the relevant portions of the FECA, as well as

the Commission's regulations promulgated thereunder, reveals

that in no way is hard collateral required to render loans to

political campaigns legal under the Act. 2 U.S.C. S44lb(a) of

the Act provides as follows:

S 441b. Contributions or expenditures by
national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations

(a) It is unlawful for any national bank,
or any corporation organized by authority of any
law of Congress, to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to
any political office, or in connection with any
primary election or political convention or
caucus held to select candidates for any
political office, or for any corporation

cc whatever, or any labor organization, to make a
contribution or expenditure in connection with
any election at which presidential and vice
presidential electors or a Senator or a Delegate
or Resident Commissioner to, Congress arie to be
voted for, or in connection with any primary
election or political convention or caucus held
to select candidates for any of the foregoing
offices, or for any candidate, political
committee, or other person knowingly to accept or
receive any contribution prohibited by this
section, or any officer or any director of any
corporation or any national bank or any officer
of any labor organization to consent to any
contribution or expenditure by the corporation,
national bank, or labor organization, as the case
may be, prohibited by this section.

Within the definitions section of the Act, the term

"contribution" at 2 U.S.C. §431(8)(B)(vii) is defined as not

including:

any loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution, or a depository
institution the deposits or accounts of which are
insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, or the National Credit Union
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Administration, other than any overdraft made
with respect to a checking or savings account,
made in accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan -

MI shall be considered a loan by each
endorser or guarantor, in that proportion of
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors;

(II) shall be made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written
instrument, and subject to a due date or
amortization schedule; and

(III) shall bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution.

By the clear wording of the Act, loans to political

cc campaigns are perfectly legal if they:

(1) are made in accordance with applicable law, and

(2) in the ordinary course of business.

Such loans are considered to be in the ordinary course of

business if they are:

(1) made on a basis which assures repayment,

(2) evidenced by a written instrument,

(3) subject to a due date or amortization schedule,

and

(4) bear the usual and customary interest rate of the

lending institution.

The parties are in agreement that the only the issue at

hand is whether the loans to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Committee were "made on a basis which assures repayment,* for

it cannot be disputed that the other requirements of the Act
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were met. However, the Act does not at all state that all

loans, to be "made on a basis which assures repayment"m must be

fully secured by collateral. Quite the contrary - the Act, as

it should, leaves that determination within the business

judgment of the lending institution. The Office of General

Counsel is reading into the law what simply is not there in

absolutely requiring collateral. (Its "risk reducing" features

argument clearly does not render these particular loans

illegal., as is discussed below.)

The Commission's regulation covering this issue is set

forth at 11 C.F.R. §100.7(11). It does not support the General

cc Counsel's posture in this matter, either, and provides:

A loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution (including a
national bank) or a depository institution whose
deposits and accounts are insured by the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, or the
National Credit Union Administration is not a
contribution by the lending institution if such
loan is made in accordance with applicable
banking laws and regulations and is made in the
ordinary course of business. A loan will be

rr deemed to be made in the ordinary course of
business if it: bears the usual and customary
interest rate of the lending institution for the
category of loan involved; is made on a basis
which assures repayment; is evidenced by a
written instrument; and is subject to a due date
or amortization schedule. Such loans shall be
reported by the political committee in accordance
with 11 CFR 104.3(a). Each endorser or guarantor
shall be deemed to have contributed that portion
of the total amount of the loan for which he or
she agreed to be liable in a written agreement,
except that, in the event of a signature by the
candidate's spouse, the provisions of 11 CFR
l00.7(a)(l)(i)(D) shall apply. Any reduction in
the unpaid balance of the loan shall reduce
proportionately the amount endorsed or guaranteed
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by each endorser or guarantor in such written
agreement. In the event that such agreement does
not stipulate the portion of the loan for which
each endorser or guarantor is liable, the loan
shall be considered a contribution by each
endorser or guarantor in the same proportion to
the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of endorsers
or guarantors. For purposes of 11 CFR
100.7(b)(11), an overdraft made on a checking or
savings account shall be considered a
contribution by the bank or institution unless:
the overdraft is made on an account which is
subject to automatic overdraft protection; the
overdraft is subject to a definite interest rate
which is usual and customary; and there is a
definite repayment schedule.

One cannot help but wonder from what source the Office of

General Counsel has taken support for its position regarding

cc collateral regardless of the circumstances, for it is not to be

V found within the Act or its regulations.
:0 B. The Legislative history of the Act and its Amendments

do not support the position of the Office of General
Counsel.

In order to locate the source of the Office General of

Counsel's position, Respondents have extensively researched the

legislative history of the FECA and its amendments. Again,

cc Respondents have instead found support for their position that

the presence or absence of collateral is not a controlling

issue, but is merely one of the factors by which such loans are

considered. Since the passage of the Tillman Act in 1917,

national banks have been prohibited from making political

contributions. This prohibition continued with the passage of

the Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925, amended in 1940 and

1948, which defined the term "contribution" to include loans.
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This statute was amended by Congress in 1972 to exclude "a loan

of money by a National or State bank made in accordance with

the applicable banking laws and regulations and in the ordinary

course of business.' The purpose behind this fashioning of an

exception to the rule is set forth in Senate Report Number

92-229, 2 U.S. Code Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-26 (1972):

Testimony received from witnesses was unanimously
in favor of the granting of loans by National or
State banks if such loans were made pursuant to
applicable banking rules and regulations. This
means that a bank should exercise sound business
judgment in extending loan privileges to a
Political candidate or committee in the ordinary

N course of business and where necessary, certain
security or collateral in order to support a
reasonable expectation of payment in due course.
This amendment was approved unanimously.
(Emphasis supplied)

The supplemental views of Messrs. Prouty, Cooper and Scott

at page 1858 are especially illustrative:

First, in section 201 the definition of
contribution and expenditure was modified so as
to permit candidates for Federal office to obtain
bona fide bank loans. Under the present law a
bank is prohibited from making a contribution or
expenditure to a politiJcal candidate. In the
future, banks will continue to be prohibited from
making contributions or expenditures to political
candidates. However, the committee clarified the
law so that ordinary bank loans could be
obtained. The reason for this change is
obvious. No one wants a Federal election law
which, in effect, says that only the very wealthy
can run for elective office. As a practical
matter, it is often necessary for a candidate to
borrow money in order to defray immediate and
pressing campaign expenses. Under the present
law, there was a real danger in permitting even
bona fide loans to political candidates because
in the absence of an effective disclosure law it
would be very easy for a bank making a loan never
to collect it. S. 382, as amended, has rigid and
effective disclosure requirements. All bona fide
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loans made to political candidates must be
reported. The candidate must continue to report
his loan until it is fully repaid. (Emphasis
supplied)

Senator Cannon similarly added his views of such loans on

the floor of the Senate (see 117 Congressional Record, p.

28787):

It is clear that while a bank may not use its
depositors' funds to make political contributions
on its own, the fact that a bank does make bona
fide loans to individuals who may use the money
so received for political purposes, does not
constitute a bank contribution, nor may such bona
fide loans be barred.

As stated in the Senate Report, collateral is only required

"where necessary."' The direct corollary to this statement must

be that collateral is not always required - and in fact may not

be required where all other considerations demonstrate the lack

of need for it. The very reason for this amendment was to

enable poor candidates, like Tommy Robinson, to run for

office. Again, this takes elections out of the hands of only

the very wealthy. If substantial collateral were required from

every candidate, the very purpose of the Act would be totally

thwarted.

In 1976, these statutes were recodified within the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. S§431, et se. The Act

was amended in 1979 to establish standards by which such loans

are to be deemed within the "ordinary course of business".

These standards are found within 2 U.S.C. S 431 8(B)(vii), and

are set forth above. As discussed above, these standards in no

way necessarily require collateral. A review of the
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legislative history for these amendments also reveals no

support for the Office of General Counsel's posture. In fact,

the legislative history never even mentions what is meant by

the words "on a basis which assures repayment."

The following is all that is said upon the matter, in House

Report Number 96-422, U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, p. 2868 (1979):

(vii) Loans. The current exemption which
excludes loans made by National or State banks in
the ordinary course of business has been extended
to other financial institutions. An overdraft is
to be considered a contribution subject to the
prohibitions and limitations of the Act.
Automatic overdraft protection which is subject
to definite interest and repayment is for the

07 purposes of this section, a loan exempted from
the definition of contributions.

The bill also establishes guidelines for
'T determining when a loan is made in the ordinary

course of business. To be exempted, a loan must
be evidenced by a written instrument, subject to
a due date or amortization schedule, and bear the
usual and customary interest rate of the lending
institution. If a loan does not meet all of
these criteria, it will be considered a

7r contribution by the lending institution.

The Congressional Record contains no record of floor debate

regarding these particular amendments.

Another telling point is the sparse attention given these

amendments by the Federal Election Commission in its own

publication, the "Record," in March of 1980:

The amendments extend the contribution exemption
for bank loans to include loans made by federally
chartered depository institutions which are
required by the FDIC, the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation or the National Credit
Union Administration - in addition to the
currently exempted loans from St~ate and National
banks.
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Again, the legislative history surrounding the Act and all

of its amendments does not provide any support for the Office

of General Counsel's approach to the issue of collateral.

Instead, it is obvious that collateral is a relevant factor,

among others, which should be considered, but that it is not

necessarily required where all of the other considerations

demonstrate that the loan in question was made on a basis which

assures repayment. Any banker will tell you that all loans do

not require collateral in order to be considered good risks;

some loans are safely assured of repayment without collateral,

based upon the likelihood of repayment in light of other

considerations (discussed more fully below). Clearly, it is

relevant and necessary to look into the practices of the

banking community, since neither the Act nor its legislative

history place narrow limits upon which loans are "made on a

basis which assures repayment." The Office of General

Counsel's attempted substitution of its judgment for the best

business judgment off the loan officers involved herein is

unwarranted.

C. Prior determinations of the Federal Election
Commission do not support the position of the Office
of General Counsel.

Again, after reviewing prior determinations of the Federal

Election Commission in matters under review involving this

question, one is left with a firm conviction that the Office of

General-Counsel must have recently rotated 180 degrees in order

to argue that the loans to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign
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Committee were illegal. It is an understatement to say that

the Office of General Counsel is clearly being inconsistent in

its approach to this issue. When the facts of this matter are

viewed in light of the Federal Election Commission's prior

determinations, the conclusion is inescapable that the loans to

Tommy Robinson and his Campaign Committee were legal under the

Federal Election Campaign Act.

(1) In the matter of Druie Douglas Barnard, Jr.; MUR
218 (76)

In this matter, the Commission found reasonable cause to

- believe that Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust Company may have

U violated 2 U.S.C. S44lb(a) in having loaned $10,000 to Mr.

Cr Barnard's campaign committee. This $10,000 loan was unsecured,

and had no guarantors. A conciliation agreement was

subsequently entered into with the Commission. The loan made

to Mr. Barnard's Campaign Committee (in a race for Congress) is

wholly distinguishable from the loans made to Mr. Robinson and

his Campaign Committee. First, the interest rate for the loan

to Mr. Barnard's campaign committee was at an unusually low

rate; while the rate was set at 7.6%, the standard rate for

such loans at that time was 8 3/4%. Second, the bank had no

recourse for repayment other than the funds of the campaign

committee (the candidate did not personally guarantee the

loan). Third, the candidate had entered the race in February,

before the May primary, and had demonstrated a total inability

to raise adequate funds for the primary before the loan in

question was made. In fact, it was his admitted inability to
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raise funds which had prompted the loan in the first place.

Fourth, the candidate was an executive vice president of the

bank, and routinely took part in the determination of major

bank policy. It was readily evident that the only real reason

for the loan was Mr. Barnard's position with the bank. Fifth,

the usual application channels were not followed by Mr.

Barnard's campaign committee. It was apparent that a

deliberate favor was rendered to his campaign committee. Based

upon these facts, it is not at all surprising that the

Commission did find reason to believe that 2 U.S.C. S44lb(a)

had been violated.

On the other hand, the loans to Tommy Robinson and his

Campaign Committee were made at the usual rate of interest, and

were pursued through normal application and documentation

channels. Additionally, Mr. Robinson is not an executive

officer of any of the banks in question, nor was he rendered

any favors by such banks. Finally, at the time that the loans

to Mr. Robinson and his Campaign Committee were made,

Mr. Robinson was a very popular candidate who had merely

entered the race late. He had certainly not demonstrated any

inability to raise adequate funds to repay the loans. In fact,

if Mr. Robinson had entered the race as early as some of his

opponents, it is likely that most, if not all, of the loans

would not have even been necessary.
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(2) Senator James R. Sasser; NUN 216 (76)

The Commission's determination in the matter of James R.

Sasser is especially illuminating. In 1976, the Commission

found no probable cause to believe that Senator Sasser had

violated the Act in spite of the fact that he had received

$125,000 in unsecured loans for his campaign, which were to be

repaid entirely from future fund-raising efforts. This

determination was made in spite of the following facts: (1)

the loans were unsecured; (2) the loans were for indefinite

terms; (3) the loans did not have definite repayment schedules;

(4) the amounts were very large compared to Senator Sasser's

Cr net worth; (5) the bank officers making the loans knew Senator

Sasser on a personal basis; (6) one of the officers involved

1 was an executive in three of the four banks. involved in the

making of the loans; and (7) there were interlocking

C directorships among the banks making the loans. However, the

interest rates were in line with the prevailing rates for

ordinary business customers at that time.

In its report to the Commission, the Office of General

Counsel looked to banking regulatory processes, and noted that

the Comptroller of the Currency does not question loans that

have been repaid, as had the loans to Senator Sasser's

campaign. (one cannot help but wonder why the Office of

General Counsel has not taken the same approach at least to the

loans made by First American Bank, First Commercial Bank,

Worthen Bank, and First Jacksonville Bank to Tommy Robinson,
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for all of these loans have been repaid.) Further, the General

Counsel looked to corporate law to the effect that as a general

rule, a decision to extend credit or cancel debts cannot be

challenged unless there is some evidence that the action was

done by an officer in bad faith or outside of corporate

purposes. Further, the General Counsel admitted on page 18

that "[wihat is sufficient to remove such actions from the

business judgment rule varies somewhat from state to state."

The General Counsel listed several criteria by which such loans

should be examined, and admitted that there is no single

controlling standard. Accordingly, the relevant questions are

as follows:

(1) Does the loan comply with federal banking laws

and regulations? In other words, has all necessary paperwork

been completed in the bank's credit files? Are the loans not

in excess of the bank's legal lending limit?

(2) What are the terms of the loan? In other words,

the amount, length of term, interest rate, presence or absence

of collateral, presence or absence of consignors and guarantors

are all relevant. However, the Office of General Counsel

admitted on page 21 that "(1hack of collateral may be a factor

depending upon the credit worthiness of the borrower. None of

these factors is alone dispositive." (emphasis supplied)

(3) How was the loan obtained? Were the normal

channels for application and documentation observed?
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(4) What is the relationship between the authorizing

officer and the borrower? In other words, the closer the

relationship, the more likelihood that a favor has been

granted.

(5) Was there sufficient evidence to support the

judgment of the loan officer at the time that the loan was

made? Did the borrower have sufficient assets or earning

capacity to justify the extension of credit? The General

Counsel admitted on page 22 that a very positive factor can

definitely outweigh a negative factor in this regard.
P.M(6) Did the bank expect to be repaid? Was this

LM~
expectation reasonable? To that end, the loan officer may

TIP consider the personal assets and earning capacity of the

borrower, as well as his fund-raising capacity.

(7) Does the bank make loans of a similar nature?

(8) What is the relationship between the banks making

the loans?

Making his recommendation to the Commission that the loans

Cr did not violate the Act, the General Counsel noted that the

interest rates for the loans were in line with the prevailing

rates for ordinary customers at that time, and stated that the

loans appeared to have been made within the area of judgment

reserved to banks in making loans, based on Senator Sasser's

net worth and earnings, as well as his chances for success and

general reputation. As the General Counsel stated:

The basic decisions to make the loans seemed
readily defensible as within the area of judgment
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reserved to banks in the making of loans on the
basis of Mr. Sasser's present worth and earnings,
his prospective earnings whether or not
successful in his candidacy and his general
reputation. Absence of specific security for the
loan, though a factor in Jding the risk taken
]& the bank, is not in itself a reason for
concluding that the loan was unwarranted.
(emphasis supplied) In short, nothing suggests
that the loans were unacceptable from the point
of view of the banking authorities.

The General Counsel admitted on page 29 that the Congress

believed that the law was not to be construed narrowly to

"hinder candidates from obtaining loans." Additionally, the

discussion of the issue of collateral on page 29 is highly

illustrative, and bears repetition:

As an initial matter, it would seem that the
presence or absence of security from the
candidate might well be a factor under FECA in
assessing the merits of a loan. The Act itself
in 2 U.S.C. §451, mentions security and.
explicitly directs other agencies responsible for
regulating enterprises likely to extend credit to

C! candidates to set forth rules which regulate any
o unsecured credit. Parts of the legislative
Tr history, noted above, emphasize security as a

factor of importance. Without more, however, the
c words of the Act do not seem to establish

anything nearly so specific as a requirement for
security, especially in light of the underlying
purpose of the amendment to remove ordinary bank
loans from the definition of contribution.

Although the Sasser determination was rendered prior to the

1979 amendments to the Act, it cannot be argued that the

current requirements of the Act are more stringent than those

standards by which Senator Sasser's loans were judged. As

stated above, the General Counsel not only looked to the terms

of the loan, but also the absence or presence of collateral.

The General Counsel also considered whether the banks had
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expected repayment of the loans, and whether this expectation

was reasonable. The present state of the law is no more

stringent than the standards by which Senator Sasser's loans

were judged. The candidate's capacity for fund-raising was

relevant in 1976 as to whether the bank's expectation of

repayment was reasonable, and it is relevant today.

Although the Office of General Counsel admits that the

expectation of future contributions was considered to be an

adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan, he attempted to

distinguish the Sasser case by stating that the collateral was

sufficient "only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized." This is not correct. Senator

Sasser's personal reputation was specifically mentioned as also

being relevant. Further, the Office of General Counsel has

obviously overlooked all of the other factors mentioned above

which the FEC indicated that it considered relevant in

-J"_ appraising such loans. Indeed, Senator Sasser's net worth and

01* earnings should have been relevant, since the loan transactions

involved therein bore far fewer "risk reducing factors" than

did the loans made to Tommy Robinson. For example, the loans

to Senator Sasser were for indefinite terms without repayment

schedules. Further, the bank officers making the loans knew

Senator Sasser on a personal basis; one of the officers

involved was an executive in three of the four banks involved

in the making of the loans, and there were interlocking
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directorships among the banks. Importantly, the loans were

admitted to be very large when compared to Senator Sasser's net

worth.

When the loans made to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

Committee are considered in light of the factors listed by the

General Counsel in the Sasser determination, it is obvious that

they must pass muster under the Act. First, the loans to Tommy

Robinson and his Campaign Committee complied with all banking

laws and regulations. All of the necessary paperwork was

completed, and the banks' legal lending limits were not

exceeded. Second, the terms of the loans were those routinely

given to similar customers. The loans were for a short term;

they were at the usual and customary interest rates for similar

customers, and Mr. Robinson personally guaranteed the loans.

Third, normal application and documentation channels were

observed in every instance. Fourth, Mr. Robinson had no close

relationship with the authorizing officers. Certainly, the

banks did not render or expect any favors. Fifth, Mr.

Robinson's demonstrated capacity as a fund-raiser, as well as

his outstanding and unusual personal reputation and popular

support, provided a sound basis to support the banks' decisions

to loan him the money at the time and to support their

expectations of repayment. Sixth, the banks were in the

business of making similar unsecured, short term business

loans. Finally, there are no interlocking directorships among

the banks involved herein, unlike the situation found in the
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Sasser case. Surely, if Senator Sasser's loans were legal,

Tommy Robinson's are.

Again, the only factor at issue herein is whether the loans

were made on a basis assuring repayment, because there was not

an abundance of collateral pledged to the loans. However, by

the admission of the General Counsel to the FEC, the presence

or absence of adequate collateral is merely one factor, and is

not solely dispositive of the issue. In light of all of the

other, positive facts surrounding the making of the loans to

Mr. Robinson and his Campaign Committee, it cannot be said that

such loans were unsound or not in the ordinary course of

CC business. On the contrary, the banks were all following sound

banking practices when they decided to loan the money to Tommy

Robinson and his Campaign Committee. It was within the

business judgment of the loan officers to consider his strong

popularity and his great chances of receiving political

contributions in the near future in their decisions to make the

loans. Surely, it was never intended that the FEC should begin

to make state banking law, which is what the Office of General

Counsel would have it do.

(3) Brown for President Committee; MUR 382 (77)

In his report to the Commission, the General Counsel

concluded that seven loans totaling $375,000 from four

California banks to California Governor Jerry Brown's

Presidential Primary Campaign Committee did not violate 2

U.S.C. S431(e)(5)(G). Although no collateral whatever was
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pledged for the loans, the Committee informally pledged

receipts expected from future benefit fund-raising concerts,

and anticipated Federal Matching Fund payments. All of the

loans were short term "cash flow" loans, and bore interest

rates between 9% and 10%. Without much discussion, the General

Counsel stated:

Although no collateral was furnished by the
Committee, the lending banks were informed at the
time of the loan applications of a continuing
series of successful fund-raising concerts and a
sizeable amount of Federal Matching funds the
committee expected to receive. We believe the
lending banks made the loans 'in the ordinary

0 course of business" in view of the expected
receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts
and Federal Matching payments.

It is hard to understand why the Commission would summarily

decide that it was acceptable to consider future fund-raising

efforts and as yet uncertified Federal Matching Fund payments

in place of collateral in Jerry Brown's campaign, but not to

W-T consider such sources of repayment in Tommy Robinson's

campaign. The Office of General Counsel has taken a totally

inconsistent approach by disregarding them in the instant

matter.

In its brief, the Office of General Counsel has argued that

the expected Federal Matching Fund payment made the difference

between the loans to Jerry Brown and Tommy Robinson. To the

contrary, no real distinction exists. At no place in the

General Counsel's Report is it stated that the Federal Matching

Funds were yet certified; they were merely "expected." They

were no more guaranteed than the "expected" rock concert
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receipts. In the instant case, campaign contributions to the

most popular candidate were just as reasonably "expected."

Unlike Jerry Brown, Tommy Robinson di give collateral for some

of his loans. In fact, the only real difference between Jerry

Brown's and Tommy Robinson's loans is the fact that Jerry Brown

ran for President and Tommy Robinson ran for Congress -- along

with the fact that the Office of General Counsel has taken a

much more pointed interest in pursuing Tommy Robinson than

Jerry Brown. The term "selective enforcement" readily comes to

mind in reviewing the Office of General Counsel's purported

distinctions between the two cases.

(4) Advisory Opinion 1980-108: National Unity
Campaign for John Anderson

The same comments apply to the Office of General Counsel's

V attempt to distinguish John Anderson's loans from those to

Tommy Robinson. Upon request, the FEC gave an advisory opinion

to counsel for John Anderson to the effect that certain bank

loans that were to be repaid from post election Federal Funding

would not necessarily be violative of the requirement that bank

loans be "made on a basis which assures repayment," although no

other collateral would be posted for the loans, and it was not

certain that John Anderson would even receive the funding. On

page 10 of its opinion, the Commission stated:

While the risk of nonrepayment may be higher in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient post-election financing than it is in
the context of a loan made upon the expectation
of a candidate qualifying for and receiving
sufficient primary Matching Funds, the Commission
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concludes that the existence of such risk does
not, standing alone, take a loan secured by an
expectancy in post-election public funds outside
the scope of the "ordinary course of business"
for the purpose of 2 U.S.C. S431(8)(B)(vii).

According to the Commission, the candidate's performance in

the most recent polls was highly relevant to the lenders in

arriving at their decision to make the loans. In its opinion,

the Commission quoted the United States Supreme Court in

Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 102 (1976), wherein it was stated:

But in the nature of things the willingness of
lenders to make loans will depend upon the
pre-election probability that the candidate and
his party will attract 5% or more of the voters.
When a reasonable prospect of such support

0 appears the party and candidate may be an
acceptable loan risk since the prospect of
post-election participation and public funding
will be good.

In its brief, the Office of General Counsel has argued that

the loans to John Anderson contained enough "risk reducing

features" to convince the FEC that the loans would be repaid.

The first, and obviously most important factor was the

V7 availability of post election matching funds based on the

C." number of votes received. Again, this is hardly a guarantee

that a sufficient amount of funds would be available -- no one

knew for sure at the time how much funds would ultimately be

available for John Anderson. In fact, no one knew for sure

that any funding would be available for John Anderson. The

distinction between John Anderson's situation and Tommy

Robinson's is not the sort that would cause one to find a

violation on Tommy Robinson's part -- at least Tommy Robinson
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won the election in which he ran, justifying the bank's faith

in him as a candidate. Certainly the same cannot be said for

John Anderson. Is it possible that the real reason behind the

purported distinction is the level of motivation possessed by

the Office of General Counsel to pursue Tommy Robinson? Since

.the only real difference between their situations is whose

loans are being scrutinized, it appears that this is the only

true distinction between the loans.

(5) Walters Flowers for United States Senate
Committee; MUR 1098(79).

In its brief, the Office of General Counsel cited the

%0 Walter Flowers for United States Senate Committee MUR as

W support for its statement that "loans secured by mortgages or

real estate and stocks owned by a borrower are the type of

collateral which can provide an adequate basis to assure

repayment of the loan." (Page 4) Respondents agree that a

review of the Walter Flowers documents is certainly helpful.

In 1982, the FEC accepted a conciliation agreement entered

into by the parties after having found reason to believe that

certain bank loans to the Committee and its candidate had

violated the Act. Two loans totalling $85,000 were not the

problem; overdrafts upon the Committee's bank account ranging

from $8,347.23 to $104,955.69, which were not subject to a

repayment schedule, and carried no interest rate or service

charge were the main focus of the investigation.

It is interesting to note that without discussion as to the

adequacy of collateral, the Office of General Counsel accepted
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the fact that the loans were made on a basis which assures

repayment by stating: "The conclusion that these loans were

made on a basis which assures repayment is supported by the

fact that the loans were secured by mortgages on real estate

and stocks owned by Flowers and his wife. "Unlike the instant

case, the Office of General Counsel made no effort to dig

around for reasons to conclude that the mortgages were

inadequate, or that Walter Flowers had insufficient personal

net worth. It simply accepted the collateral as a proper back

up method of payment. What possible difference there is

between Tommy Robinson's and Walter Flowers' loans is elusive.

CC On the other hand, it is entirely understandable that

17 Flowers' Committee's drafts were not acceptable under the Act;

.0 no repayment schedule was prearranged, nor were interest or

service charges assessed, as was the bank's customary practice
C-

with civic groups and political campaigns.

(6) Kennedy for President Committee; Chemical Bank of
Now York; MUR 1195.

In its brief (at page 6), the Office of General Counsel has

attempted to distinguish the loan to the Kennedy for President

Committee which was determined by the FEC to be legal under the

Act in 1980 from the instant case. The Kennedy matter under

review resulted from a complaint filed by the campaign

committee of one of Kennedy's political opponents, Lyndon

Larouche, after Kennedy had obtained a $1 million loan secured

by expected (but not yet certified) federal matching funds.

Apparently Larouche had not been so fortunate in his request

for a similar campaign loan, and his Committee filed a
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complaint in much the same spirit of political "sour grapes" as

that which motivated Paul Riviere's campaign managers.

Larouche's Committee argued that the FEC must impose a'

requirement that a bank grant every political committee's

request for a loan, once the bank has made a loan to any

campaign. However, the FEC refused to read this requirement

into the Act, since it was not specifically "mentioned in the

Federal Election Campaign Act." Id. at p. 4. If the FEC has

once refused to read into the Act what is not there, why not do

441 the same in Tommy Robinson's case? Why should the Office of

General Counsel now go to such extraordinary lengths to require

incredible amounts of "alternate sources of repayment" and

"IT "risk-reducing features" when neither the Act nor its

I0 regulations so require? It appears that the Office of General

Counsel made every effort to grant special dispensations to
CD

Teddy Kennedy's Campaign, and to do just the opposite for Tommy

Robinson.

Another interesting point about the Office of General

CC Counsel's Report to the FEC on the Kennedy matter is that at

footnote 5, page 5, the Office of General Counsel considered

Lyndon Larouche's poor showing in the primaries (less than 2%)

to be a reasonable basis for Chemical Bank's denial of his loan

application. If that is true, the converse must be true,

i.e., a strong showing in the primary is a good justification

for making a loan to a candidate. The Commission cannot have

it both ways -- either the factor of popularity is relevant, or

it is not. Clearly, the FEC's determinations show that it is
0155h
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relevant* and that the Office of General Counsel should give

more credence to Tommy Robinson's strong showing in the polls,

the primary election, and the runoff, in scrutinizing his

loans.

However, the most damaging aspect of the Kennedy report to

the Office of General Counsel's case herein is that section

which addresses the issue of collateralization of Kennedy's

loan. When Kennedy's Committee borrowed $1 million, it only

had $272,316 of matchable funds, a sum which is clearly not the

full extent of the loan. These funds were not certified when

the Kennedy Committee applied for the loan; in fact, almost

$800,000 of the principal was paid to the Committee before it

V was even certified as eligible to receive matching-funds.

Larouche's Committee argued that this fact warranted a finding

that there was reason to believe a violation of the Act had

occurred.

C-ft The Office of General Counsel, however, disagreed, and in

-r_ language acutely applicable to Tommy Robinson's case, explained

CO-, its position with regard to collateral:

Thus, essentially the Complainant asserts that a
campaign loan must be secured by, at minimum, a
future interest, and that to provide a loan
secured by a future expectancy results in a loan
made out of "the ordinary course of business."
However, although it may not be a sound business
judgment to make a loan secured by an expectancy,
there is no evidence which indicates that it is
not the usual custom of lending institutions to
do so. Indeed, loans secured by the expectation
of future earnings are commonly made; for
example, banks often grant student loans and
loans to amateur athletes which are secured by
anticipated salaries once professional status is
obtained.
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Furthermore, President Carter's campaign
committee obtained a bank loan in 1976
collateralized oy matching fund payments at a
time when that committee was not certified by the
Commission to receive matching funds; and the,
Baker Committee obtained a $75,000 loan from a
Tennessee bank on September 11, 1979, also
collateralized by matching funds, although the
Baker Committee was not certified as eligible to
receive such funds until November 13, 1979. 'See
Attachment IV. This is a further indication that
it 'is within the customary Practice of lending
institutions to make loans to political
committees secured by the expectancy of matching
fund payments. In this instance the Bank took
additional steps (i.e. the certificate of the
Committee treasurer, the insurance policies on
the Senator, the Committee warrants not to
violate the Act) to protect this future

N1, expectancy, and thus make it a reasonable
expectation as well. (Emphasis supplied)

Id. at pp. 6-7.

If it was found to be "within the customary practice of

-~ lending institutions to make loans to political committees

secured by the expectancy of matching fund payments" in the

Kennedy matter how can the Office of General Counsel go to such

extraodinary lengths to find a violation of the Act in Tommy

-X% Robinson's loan? Tommy Robinson was a very popular candidate,

and won the election in which he ran, unlike Senator Kennedy.

Further, the "risk-reducing factors" in the Kennedy loan were

no more compelling than the security given by Tommy Robinson.

The Office of General Counsel cannot get around the fact that

most of Tommy Robinson's loans have been repaid -- which is

proof positive that they were "made on a basis which assures

repayment." One is compelled to question why the Office of

General Counsel was so reluctant to substitute its judgment for
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that of Chemical Bank's loan officers in the exercise of their

best judgment, but is so eager to do so for the banks in

central Arkansas. In any event, the Kennedy matter does not,

set forth any hard rule about "risk-reducing features" as

argued by the Office of General Counsel.

IV. Conclusion

One cannot help but wonder why it is acceptable for the

Office of General Counsel to argue that unsecured loans to

political campaigns are perfectly acceptable in the matters

%0 discussed above, but that they are necessarily illegal in the

cc case of those made to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

-7 Committee. Such inconsistency on the part of the Commission

'Al leaves candidates and their Committees with no firm ground upon

12- which to stand. In fact, Tommy Robinson and his Campaign

0 Committee read the Jerry Brown for President Committee report

C before it even approached the banks about the loans involved

%r herein. Although it is understood that each situation must be

0" reviewed on an individual basis, and that no single factor is

dispositive, candidates must be able to depend upon the

decisions of the very agency charged with upholding the FECA.

If the Commission were to adopt such an inconsistent approach

to the interpretation of the Act, nothing but chaos and

confusion would ensue. Any action taken by a candidate or his

campaign committee would be in peril of being deemed illegal by

the Commission, regardless of the candidate's attempts to

comply with the terms of the law. Surely such a result cannot
0155h
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be the intent of the Commission, for it was certainly not the

intent of Congress when the FECA was passed.

Tommy Robinson is the essence of the type of candidate for

which bank loans were exempted from the prohibitions of the

FECA: a relatively poor man, with great public support from

all sides (especially from the working class), who wants to go

to Congress. Without wealth of his own, and without close ties

to riches, he needed substantial bank loans in order to finance

his campaign. The banks which loaned him the money exercised

good business judgment in deciding that he would likely be

successful in his efforts, and able to repay the loans from

future campaign contributions. Their belief in his ability to

win was justified: he handily beat his opponents in the

Democratic primary and runoff, and in the general election.

As discussed above, the 1972 amendments to the Act were

passed so that poor people could afford to run for public

office. In fact, one of the overriding reasons for the passage

of the Act itself was to remove elective office from the realm

of only the very wealthy, and to restore the power to

successfully run for office to people of limited means. As

Representative Staggers stated at page 42063 of volume 117 of

the Congressional Record:

When reduced to its simplest terms, this
legislation as I see it, would eliminate money as
the principal determining factor of who is
elected to Federal Office, or for that matter,
who can run for Federal elective office which in
some cases is just as important.... .each election
it becomes more and more difficult for honest men
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of limited means to run and get elected to
Federal Office.

At page 42068, Representative Conte added his views:

Unless we take decisive action we will soon end
up with a Congress that is little more than a
club for millionaires and those beholden to
wealthy interests. This was not the intent or
the desire of our Founding Fathers, nor is it the
desire of the people we represent.

Senator fMuskie is quoted at page 29321 as having the same

concerns:

But as our practices of equality in voting have
grown, our opportunities for equality in seeking
office have shrunk. Once again, wealth is a

0 barrier to democratic practice. Today, it is not
state statutes, but the extraordinary cost of
running a campaign that keeps all but those who

cc can raise vast amounts of money from seeking
office. If we do not drastically alter our
campaign practice, only those who are wealthy, or
who are chosen by the wealthy, will be able to
compete for elective office. This is an outrage
in a democratic Nation.

c Because Tommy Robinson entered the race for the Democratic

"T nomination to the Second Congressional District only shortly

before the primary, he had not had an opportunity to build up

large amounts of contributions prior to his applications for

the bank loans. The absence of substantial amounts of

contributions to his campaign was therefore merely the result

of his late entry into the race; it had absolutely nothing

whatever to do with his ability to raise such funds. To the

contrary; he is and was a very popular public figure, and a man

capable of engendering phenomenal popular support. And

clearly, the ability to get votes is a relevant factor in

scrutinizing the soundness of loans made to a political
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candidate.

Nevertheless, this Commission, in its inconsistent and

unswerving demand for collateral for such loans, would come to

a result totally at odds with the intent of the Act. In

essence, the Commission would require that Tommy Robinson be

able to pledge vast amounts of personal assets as collateral

for these loans, since he did not already have an amount of

campaign contributions equal to the amounts of the loans. One

can only deduce from the Commissiones position in this regard

that since Mr. Robinson entered the race for Congress late, and

since he is not a wealthy man, he should not run at all.

cc Surely such a result is not in keeping with the intent of

rr Congress, nor is it in keeping with the prior decisions of this

very agency which is charged with the enforcement of the FECA.

One of the most disturbing aspects of the Office of General

Counsel's approach to this investigation is the fact that it is

urging the FEC to make state banking law, and indeed, to create

new federal law by drastically changing its interpretation of

cc the Act. Certainly Congress never intended to give the FEC the

power to impose its judgment for that of local loan officers as

to whether certain loans are good business risks. It is also

vital to note that there is absolutely no showing whatever in

the record before this Commission that the collateral, if any,

which was pledged as security for Tommy Robinson's loans was

not perfectly acceptable to the banks involved. All of the

banks considered these loans to be in accord with sound

business practice. The FECA clearly gives no authority to the
0155h
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FEC to establish standards by which loan applications are to be

evaluated.

Further, the proper party to amend the FECA is Congress,

and not the FEC through drastic shifts in interpretation of the

Act. At no place in the FECA, or the regulations promulgated

by the FEC, is there to be found any support for the Office of

General Counsel's position. Clearly, the Office of General

Counsel is attempting to supply what is not found in the law

and its efforts to do so are highly improper. By being held to

a different standard than what is provided for in the law, the

regulations, and the Commission's determinations, the

cc Respondents are clearly being denied due process. When the

loans were made, the respondents had no way of knowing that the

loans would be deemed illegal, based on the. state of the law as

Q^ it then existed. There can be no doubt that the approach

0 adopted by the Office of General Counsel is proscribed by the

United States Constitution's prohibition against ex post facto
<7
,e% laws. One cannot be charged with illegal behavior if one could

cr_ not reasonably determine its legality prior to its occurrence.

The most incredible factor in this situation is the fact

that it resulted from a complaint entirely motivated by the

political manuevers of the campaign managers of Tommy

Robinson's opponent in the runoff election. The filing of the

complaint was patently designed with the media in mind, and to

influence the outcome of the runoff election. What the FEC

must realize is that the Commission was used -- unsuccessfully
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-- as a political tool. When the complaining parties attempted

to withdraw the complaint, their real reason for filing it

became apparent. It is absurd that the Commission not only

refused to allow the complaint to be withdrawn, but has allowed

the matter to get this far. If every disappointed candidate

for political office filed a complaint with the FEC agianst his

or her opponent(s), how could the FEC possibly handle the

resulting work load? By the same token, should the FEC allow

itself to be manipulated by unsuccessful candidates who are

motivated purely by "sour grapes?@$

In light of all of the above, Respondents respectfully urge

this Commission to reject the outrageously unfounded position

of the Office of General Counsel and to resist its efforts to

obtain a finding of probable cause. it is sincerely hoped that

this Commission exercises judgment that is independent of that

of the Office of General Counsel, and that its action is not

simply a "rubber stamp" approval of the position taken by its

staff.

Respectfully submitted,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON &
JEWELL, P. A.

1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 375-9 151

By:( t bA

larry C.1 Wal1lace
Attorney for Tommy Robinson
Campaign Committee and its
Treasurer, George M. Felkins
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SHEA & GOULD
1627 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 833-9850

By:
Wilbur D. Mills
Attorney for Tommy Robinson
Campaign Committee and its
Treasurer, George M. Felkins
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'Tommy' Has Celebrity Status
By DOUG SMITH

/ It's hard to believe that'
Tommy Robinson made,
his first race for political

. office only four years ago,,
and a little hard to be-C
lieve that the office he.
won that year and still t
holds is "only" sheriff of
Pulaski County. It seems
like he's been around for .

years, and in high places.
In a way, Robinson has

become the dominant fig- .

ure in Arkansas politics
- the one that everybody 7
talks about. No other lo-,., 1 .

cal official has ever TOMMY ROBINSON
achieved such statewide celebrity.. Last spring, a re-

porter covering the Democratic primary in the Second
Congressional District remarked o theRobinson phe-
nomenon

"Not only does everybody know who he is, they all
call him by his first name."

Robinson, 42, was reared in the Rose City neighbor-

hood of North Little Rock, the son of a fireman. After
serving in the Navy, he embarked on a career in law en-
forcement. He was assistant director of the public
safety department at the University of Arkansas at Fay-
etteville for one year and was 'with the United StatesI Marshals Service three years, the State Police two..

years and the North Little Rock Police Department six.
years. Along the way, he earned a bachelor's degree in
criminal justice from the University of Arkansas at Lit-.
tie Rock. (Higher education helps account for Robinson
being one of the most articulate law-enforcement offi-
cers that reporters ever meet, and therefore one of the
most quotable. The rest of it is a natural glibness and a
willingness to express strong opinions.)

He was police chief at Jacksonville for 3% years,
and this was when he first began to attract the attention
of the news media. He was an aggressive chief with new
ideas, one of them being that police officers should

* spend less time giving speeding tickets and more time.
catching real criminals. He was also, it became clear,

* recklessly outspoken. He made political enemies - be-
cause he was doing his job too well, he said. Because he
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Robinson's
Continued from Page 1A.

spent too little time doing his job
and too much time practicing city
politics, they said, noting that he
had also formed political alliances.
But his strongest support, as has re-
mained true throughout his career,
came from the masses - the sort of
people whose only political activity
is voting,

It was at Jacksonville also that he
first began to collect lawsuits, a

,.iabit that has stayed with him. (One" Wg that Robinson has proved dur-
rz . his career'is that he can't be in-

timidated by litigation, or the threat
4Wof it. He now suggests that being

sued is the inevitable consequence
. .,of doing what's right. He is not pop-

ular with lawyers, and vice versa.)

O Catches Clinton's EyeHe caught the eye of Bill Clinton,
then serving his first term as gover-
nor. Mr. Clinton appointed him direc-

C: tor of the state Public Safety Depart-
ment, a position that had been -un-

'4 til Robinson's. appointment -less
imposing than it sounded. The Pub-

C lic Safety director was intended to
be a sort of co-ordinator and admin-

"- istrative overseer for anumber of' portant state agencies - includ-
4g the State Police, the National

Guard and the Alcoholic Beverage
Control Division - without involv-
ing himself in the day-to-day opera-
tions of1the agencies. That concept
proved too confining for Robinson,
especially in regard to the State Po-
lice. (And It was probably a bad idea

Tenure as Sheriff Marked by Controversy, Lawsuits
to begin with. The position was abol-
ished in 1981, after Robinson had
left.) He began traveling the state,
taking an active part in the work of
the agencies under him. He created
a new "white-collar crime" unit of
the State Police that worked di-
rectly under his supervision, and he
tried to acquire personal supervi-
sion of the governor's security off I-
cers. These efforts and others put
him in conflict with the State Police
Commission and the State Police di-
rector. He was, as he'd been at Jack-
sonville, remarkably accessible to
reporters, and as a high-ranking
state official he was receiving more
statewide exposure than ever.

He resigned the Public Safety di-
rector's job in 1980 to run for sheriff
of Pulaski County. He said he was
basically a crime-fighter, not an ad-
ministrator. He defeated the Incum-
bent - who was, Robinson said, a
politician and not a crime-fighter.
He was not yet the bane of liberal-
to-moderate voters that he would
later become. Despite his conserva-
tive-sounding talk about getting
tough on crime, it was thought that
he might be progressive in some
areas, such as civil rights. Besides,
Bill Clinton had appointed him, he
was a professional lawman (many
sheriffs aren't) and he seemed pre-
sentable* (One of the secrets of Rob-
Inson's political success is that he
can captivate the media with outra-
geous statements, and actions, as-
suring himself of the widest possible
coverage, then in his next public ap-
pearance pass himself off to the au-

dience as the most quietly reason-
able, least radical, most thoroughly
misunderstood and mistreated man

in politics.)

Says He's More Used
People who thought they knew

Tommy Robinson learned after he
was elected sheriff that they hadn't
seen anything yet. Finally Robinson
had a job that combined high visibil-
ity and a relatively broad jurisdic-
tion (qualities that the Jacksonville
chief's job had lacked) with real
muscle (which the Public Safety job
had lacked). Pulaski County is the
largest urban area of the state, and
because the state's news media are
concentrated there, it seems even
larger in the press and on the air-
waves. Politically, old friendships
and reciprocal relationships are
less important than skillful han-
dling of the media. Nobody had ever
seen a media-manipulator like Rob-
inson. Robinson insists that he is
more used than user in his relation-
ship with the media, but reporters
and editors have found it virtually
impossible to cut down on Tommy
Robinson coverage even when they
wanted to.

Some highlights from Robinson's
first term in office:

* He engaged In a bitter fight
with County Judge William E.
Beaumont and members of the
Quorum Court over funding for the
sheriff's office. At one point, he ar-
rested Beaumont and County
Comptroller Jo Growcock because
of difficulty in getting some money
for his office. (Beaumont didn't run
for re-election, and it was gener-
ally believed that his problems
with Robinson were a big reason
why. Robinson in his second term
seems to have gotten on reason-
ably well with Beaumont's succes-
sor, County Judge Don Venhaus.)

Contending that the state Cor-

rection Department wasn't taking
prisoners from the County Jail
quickly enough, Robinson hauled
14 prisoners to the Correction De-
partment office outside Pine Bluff,
chained them to a guard tower and
left them there. When an inaccu-
rate rumor circulated that the
State Police were bringing the
prisoners back to the County Jail,
Robinson posted a cordon of dep-
uties around the lail and appeared
ready to engage the State Police, in
armed combat.
* Relations between the sheriff's
office and the Little Rock Police
Department dropped to their low-
est level ever. Robinson has said
that the Little Rock Police do a
poor job, and he and Police Chief
Walter E. (Sonny) Simpson have
accused each other of unprofessio-
nal conduct. Two high-ranking offi-
cers from the two departments
once got in a fistfight at the Police
Station.
* Robinson stopped a car and
pulled his gun on the driver after
the driver made an obscene ges-
ture at him. The driver said that
Robinson was "tail-gating." Each
man asked that a warrant be is-
sued against the other. No war-
rants were issued by Prosecuting
Attorney Wilbur C. (Dub) Bentley,
another public official with whom
Robinson maintains unfriendly re-
lations.
* While talking with reporters
after a federal court hearing on
County Jail operations, Robinson
repeatedly referred to federal
Judge George Howard Jr., the
state's only black federal judge, as

a "token judge." In an interviewthe same day, he said "Law en-
forcement is still my number one
priority before I'll coddle those lit-
tle darlings [inmates] to make sure
they have fried chicken and water-
melon to eat every day." He de-
nied charges that these statements
were racist.
* On Judge Howard's orders,
Robinson was jailed for two nights
at Memphis for ignoring a court
order concerning the operation of
the Pulaski County Jail.
* Robinson initiated a highly pub-
licized anti-robbery campaign in
which shotgun-carrying deputies
hide in convenience and liquor
stores waiting for robbers. Stores
participating in the program post
large warning placards. The pro-
gram seems to have had some suc-
cess, and it further enhanced Rob-
inson's image as a tough cop.
* In the sensational Alice McAr-
thur murder case, Robinson ar-
rested Mrs. McArthur's husband,
William C. McArthur, and charged
him with conspiracy to commit
murder, although Prosecutor Bent-
ley had said there was insufficient
evidence to support the charge.
Eventually, three other persons
were convicted in the McArthur
case, and a Grand Jury agreed
with Bentley about the lack of evi-
dence against William McArthur.
McArthur filed a false-arrest suit
against Robinson. An undisclosed
settlement was reached.

Elected Easily
Robinson was elected to a second

term easily. His second term has
been somewhat quieter, partly be-
cause he hasn't been engaged in
daily warfare with the county
judge's office since Venhaus re-
placed Beaumont. And partly,
maybe, because his attention was
diverted to thoughts of higher of-
fice. He has made numerous speak-

ing engagements around the state,and there was speculation that he
would run for governor. Instead, he
chose to seek the Second Congres-
sional District seat being vacated
by Representative Ed Bethune.

Firmly ensconced as the Buford
Pusser of Arkansas politics. Robin-
son could afford to run a relatively
quiet, noncontroversial campaign in
the Democratic primary, and that's
what he did. Uncharacteristically.
he even put some distance between.
himself and the press. In fact, there,
were charges that his campaign
manager, Darrell Glascock, was ra-
tioning and editing the candidate's
public utterances, to avoid state-
ments that might offend or frighten
voters. Robinson won the nomi-
nation fairly easily, as expected.
though he financed his campaign
with huge bank loans.
Contradictory Ideology

Like his personality, which can be'
either charming or abusive, Robin-
son's political ideology is somewhat
contradictory. As sheriff, he seemed
to move farther to the right than
ever before, and became the darling
of the conservative law-and-order
faction. He frequently espouses a
kind of George Wallace populism
that appeals to blue-collar voters.
while he retains the support of some
of Little Rock's leading business,
men. As a congressional candidate,
he has taken moderate - some-
times even liberal - positions on
certain issues, such as the Equal
Rights Amendment, which he sup-
ports and his conservative Republi-
can opponent, Judy Petty, is
against. Political analysts theorize
that Robinson believes no one can
win his right-wing supporters away,
and that he needs to appeal to mod-
erate and liberal Democratic voters
who might otherwise sit out the
election or vote for the independent
candidate, Jim Taylor.
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ROmT L.TAcKEvt
RIcHARD C. JAN s

OF COuNSEL
HimM IE. ,STZnZRo

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721, First American Bank of Hot
Springs, N.A., Hot Springs, Arkansas

Dear Sirs:

letter
1985.
May 3,
signed

This has reference to Mr. Charles N. Steele's
dated April 1, 1985, which I received on April 3,
First American Bank was granted an extension to
1985, to respond. A copy of the extension letter
by Kenneth A. Gross is attached hereto.

As requested, we are enclosing herewith the
following:

1. Ten copies of the Reply Brief of First American
Bank.

2. Ten copies of a supporting affidavit signed by
Leonard K. Dunn, Chairman, President and Chief Executive
Officer of First American Bank.

3. Ten copies of a supporting affidavit signed by
Mickey E. Cissell, Executive Vice President of Worthen
Banking Corporation.

We are also forwarding three copies of the above documents
along with a copy of this letter to the Office of General
Counsel.

.-\D..



MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG, JACKSON & TUCKER

Secretary
Federal Election Commission
May 1, 1985
Page Two

In summary, we strongly disagree with the General
Counsel's recommendation that probable cause exists for a
finding that First American Bank has violated the provisions
of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). For the reasons set forth in our
brief, we strongly urge the Commission to reject the General
Counsel's recommendation for a finding of probable cause.

Very truly yours,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSO & TUCKER

By4+ .LCQ

H. Maurice Mitchell

HMM: rd
Enclosures

cc: Office of General Counsel
Mr. Leonard K. Dunn
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

First American Bank of ) MUR 1721
Hot Springs, N.A.

REPLY BRIEF OF FIRST AMERICAN BANK
OF HOT SPRINGS, N.A.

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE.

First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. (FAB)

agrees in principle with the Federal Election Commission

General Counsel's Statement of the Case. The data listed in

.the General Counsel's Brief relating to the financial

activities and status of the Robinson Committee are presumed

to be accurate, however, FAB has no firsthand knowledge of

the accuracy of the representations made by the General

Counsel regarding such activity.

CII. LEGAL ANALYSIS.

Likewise, FAB generally accepts the General Counsel's

legal analysis of the issues involved in the FAB loan.

However, it is clear from a review of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11

C.F.R. § 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. S 114.2, that there is

very little judicial interpretation of the statutory and

regulatory language interpreting the phrase found in the

regulations "on a basis which assures repayment." The General

Counsel relies totally on that phrase for its case against

FAB. FAB will address the position of the General Counsel



that the issue in this proceeding is limited solely to

whether or not the loan was "made on a basis which assures

repayment." The General Counsel has conceded that the loan

was evidenced by a written instrument, subject to a due

date, and bore the usual and customary interest rate of FAB.

The discussion of this matter, therefore, is limited to a

factual determination of whether or not the loan so made

was made "on a basis which assures repayment." The General

Counsel contends that no other legal or factual issues

N remain. The General Counsel, however, overlooks one major

point, that being that nowhere in the law or regulations is

there a requirement that loans be secured by tangible

collateral. The law clearly leaves that determination up to

the good judgment of the lending institution. See Senate

Report Number 92-229, U.S. Code Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-

Ir 26 (1972).

Testimony received from witnesses was
unanimously in favor of the granting of
loans by National or State banks if such

Cl loans were made pursuant to applicable
banking rules and regulations. This
means that a bank should exercise sound
business judgment in extending loan
privileges to a political candidate or
committee in the ordinary course of
business and where neesay certain
security or colla-teral in order to support
a reasonable expectation of payment in
due course. This amendment was approved
unanimously. (emphasis supplied)

Likewise, subsequent legislative history does not support

the FEC requirement of tangible collateral. Nowhere is

-2-
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there any hint of such a requirement. in fact, it is clear

from the current state of the law and from previous FEC

rulings that bank loans are the only means available for

candidates like Tommy Robinson, who are of modest financial

means, to legally acquire funds-for which to run for public

office. A future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions [MUR 216/239 (76) James P.

Sasser], can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

-~ However, the General Counsel's Brief takes the position that

the future expectation of political contributions can provide

cc a basis of assuring repayment of a loan only if the guarantor

can provide a sufficient alternative source of repayment.

Nowhere in the law or regulation is there such a requirement.

However, we will demonstrate below in the discussion of the

FAB loan that there was a sufficient alternative source of

C repayment available. In fact, the loan was repaid prior to

its due date by such alternative source of repayment.

III. FIRST AMERICAN BANK OF HOT SPRINGS, N.A.

On April 24, 1984, FAB made a loan in the amount of

$50,000 to Tommy F. Robinson, a candidate for the Democratic

nomination for Congress in the Second.Congressional District

of Arkansas. Hot Springs is in the Fourth Congressional

District of Arkansas, and the loan officer who made the

loan, Leonard K. Dunn, Chairman, President and Chief Executive

Officer, was not personally acquainted with Mr. Robinson.

-3-



This loan was made in accordance with all applicable banking

laws and regulations, was made in the ordinary course of

business, and bore interest at the usual and customary rate

of 14% for this category of loan. The loan was evidenced by

execution of a note by Mr. Robinson and was secured by a

guaranty signed by Darrell Glasscock, Chairman of the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Campaign Comm ittee. As additional

collateral FAB took an assignment of Mr. Robinson's Southwest

Life Insurance Company insurance policy. The loan was

further backed up by a "loan worksheet/documentation," a

or document customarily used in loans of this type. If Mr.

cc Robinson's campaign contributions proved to be insufficient

to repay the loan it was to be repaid from the proceeds of a

loan made to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

(Worthen) of Little Rock, Arkansas. The FAB loan was subject

-~ to a due date of June 23, 1984 (60 days from the date of the

execution of the note). The loan was repaid in full on

May 21, 1984. Worthen is an upstream correspondent of FAB.

FAB customarily makes loans at the request of an upstream

correspondent when the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds

of a loan to be made to the borrower by the upstream corres-

pondent. The Tommy F. Robinson loan was made at the request

of Mickey Cissell and Gene Fortson, officers of Worthen and

its parent corporation, who assured Mr. Dunn that ample

proceeds would be available from a loan to be made to Robinson

by Worthen to repay the FAB loan, including interest in

-4-
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full, which is exactly what happened. The "loan worksheet/docu-

mentation" which was prepared at the time the loan was made

contains the following language in the comments section:

"Mickey Cissell & Gene Fortson at Worthen Bank and FABCO

will take loan out in 60 days." This notation was made by

Mr. Dunn at the time of the loan to Mr. Robinson and after

conferring with the Worthen officers over the telephone

regarding the Robinson loan. Subsequent to making the loan,

and prior to its due date, Mr. Dunn advised Mr. Cissell

that Mr. Dunn desired Robinson's loan to FAB be repaid

Simmediately and, at Mr. Dunn's request, Worthen made a loan

cavailable to Robinson, the proceeds of which were used to
.r

repay the $50,000 loan to FAB with interest. The loan was,

in fact, paid in full on May 21, 1984, prior to its due date

of June 23, 1984, prior to the Democratic preferential

primary on May 29, 1984, prior to the Democratic primary

runoff on June 12, 1984, and prior to the November general

election.
C-

The brief of Charles N. Steele, General Counsel for the

FEC, states on page three: "The only issue in this matter is

whether the loan was made on a basis which assures repayment."

In accord with customary banking practices, FAB made

the loan to Robinson at the request of one of its upstream

correspondents. We believe the General Counsel to be totally

in error and to have completely ignored the facts of this

loan when he states that "the availability to Robinson of a

-5-



second loan from Worthen Bank & Trust Company to pay off

First American's bank loan does not represent an alternative

source of payment." How can the General Counsel totally

ignore the fact that this is exactly what happened? We do

not believe the General Counsel can just completely close

his eyes or turn his head to the facts of this situation in

order to attempt to convert what was a loan in the ordinary

course of business approved by the Chairman, President and

Chief Executive Officer of FAB into a campaign contribution

for Toimmy Robinson in the Second Congressional District of

Cr Arkansas. It should be pointed out that FAB is located in

cc Hot Springs, Garland County, Arkansas, which is in the

Fourth Congressional District represented by the Honorable

Beryl Anthony. It stretches the imagination to think that a

strong and respected National Bank located in the Fourth

Congressional District of Arkansas would make an illegal

campaign contribution to a candidate, for Congress in the

Second Congressional District of Arkansas. when viewed in

those terms, i.e., was this a loan made by FAB in the ordinary

course of business or was it an illegal campaign contribu-

tion to a congressional candidate outside FAB's congressional

district? The answer seems obvious. Further, in light of

the General Counsel's view of the case which narrows the

issue to whether or not the loan was made on the basis which

assures repayment, one can only come to the conclusion that

it was so made and to summarize we emphasize the following:

-6-



a. The loan was made at the request of an upstream

correspondent, Worthen, which assured FAB that funds would

be available to Robinson by Worthen to repay FAB.

b. FAB's loan worksheet reflected this agreement.

c. Mr. Dunn, Chairman, President and Chief Executive

Officer of FAB, requested Worthen, through Mickey Cissell,

to provide funds to repay the loan prior to its due date of

June 23, 1984.

d. The loan in fact was repaid in full with interest

on may 21, 1984, pirto the date of the Democratic pre-

ferential primary on May 29. 1984, with funds made available

to Mr. Robinson by Worthen. -

Based on.the above factors, we find it very difficult

to comprehend or understand the General Counsel's recommifenda-

C tion that the Commission find probable cause for FAB to have

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). We do not believe the Comn-

mission should substitute its judgment for the proven good

judgment of the Chairman, President and Chief Executive

officer of FAB and reclassify what was obviously a loan made

in accordance with a generally accepted banking custom into

an illegal campaign contribution for a congressional candidate

in a district in which FAB is not even located. Accordingly,

-7-



the Commission to enter a finding of no

probable cause.

Respectfully submitted,

FIRST AMERICAN BANK OF HOT
SPRINGS, N.A.

By t.f- L .
Josep W. Oelzine-S -Mitchell, Williams, Se ,9

Jackson & Tucker
1000 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
(501) 376-3151

-8-
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STATE OF ARKANSAS)
) ss:

COUNTY OF SALINE ) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Leonard K. Dunn who, after being duly sworn,

states on oath that:

1. Affiant is and has been since June 1, 1983, the

Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer of First

American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. (formerly Grand National

Bank) ("First American") and he has more than 23 years of

banking experience.

2. Prior to April 24, 1984, affiant was contacted

by Mickey Cissell, Executive Vice President of Worthen Banking
cc

Corporation. He asked if affiant would be agreeable to making
7

a loan for 60 days in the amount of $40,000 to Tommy F.

Robinson ("Robinson"), a candidate for the Democratic nomi-

nation for Congress from the Second Congressional District

of Arkansas. He advised affiant that Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, N.A. ("Worthen"), a subsidiary of Worthen Banking

Corporation, would make a loan to Robinson within 60 days

and that ample proceeds would be available from that loan to

repay the proposed $40,000 loan in full.

3. Affiant was not personally acquainted with

Robinson at that time. Affiant lives and works in another

Congressional District. However, affiant agreed to make the

loan because of the assurance that it would be repaid from a

loan to be made by Worthen. Worthen is an upstream corre-

spondent of First American. Both First American and the



affiant, in his more than 20 years of banking experience,

customarily make loans at the request of an upstream cor-

respondent when the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds

of a loan to be made to the borrower by an upstream corre-

spondent.

4. When Robinson arrived at First American on

April 24, 1984, he made application for a loan in the amount

of $50,000. Affiant telephoned Gene Fortson, then President

of Worthen, to make certain that a loan in this increased

o amount would be repaid from a loan to be made from Worthen.

CAfter receiving assurance from Mr. Fortson that ample funds

would be available for repayment of the loan in the increased

amount, affiant made the loan to Robinson.

5. The loan to Robinson was made in accordance

rwith applicable banking laws and regulations and it was made

in the ordinary course of business. At First American, an

instrument entitled "Loan Worksheet/Documentation" is custom-

arily completed before or at the time of making a loan.

Attached is the "Loan Worksheet/Documentation" which affiant

completed at the time this loan was made. Under "Comments"

on this instrument, the affiant wrote at the time of making

the loan, "Mickey Cissell & Gene Fortson at Worthen Bank and

FABCO will take loan out in 60 days". FABCO is the former

name of Worthen Banking Corporation.

6. On or about May 15, 1984, affiant telephoned

Mr. Cissell and requested that Worthen make a loan to Robinson

-2-



so that Robinson's loan from First American could be repaid

immediately. First American's loan was repaid in full on

May 21, 1984, more than a month before its maturity, from

the proceeds of a loan to Robinson from Worthen. The ini-

tial election in which Robinson was involved in his race

for Congress was the Democratic primary which was on May 29,

1984, more than one week after the loan to Robinson from

First American had been paid in full.

LEONARD K. DUNN

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Public,

on this *____day of May, 1985.'

ubic

My commission expires:

( S EA L)
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STATE OF ARKANSAS )
) SS.

COUNTY OF PULASKI )

Comes Mickey Cissell, who after being duly sworn

states on oath that: 000001P *

1. I am employed by Worthen Bank

SLittle Rock, Arkansas (Wweitfn), in the capacity set

forth beneath my signature below and was so employed on

April 24, 1984.

2. First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. (First

American) is a downstream corred ent bank of Worthen.4t4e

3. On behalf of Worthen, I contacted Leonard K. Dunn

Chairman, President, and Chief Executive Officer of First

American and requested that First American consider lending

the sum of $50,000 to Tommy F. Robinson (Robinson), in their

capacity as a downstream correspondent bank.

4. This request to Mr. Dunn was entirely routine in

nature, and in the ordinary course of business. I felt

confident in Robinson's ability to repay the loan, and was

satisfied that his campaign contributions would be more than

sufficient to satisfy the debt. The loan was entirely

acceptable in my best business judgment, and was certainly

made on a basis which assures repayment.

5. Subsequent to the date of the loan, Mr. Dunn

advised me by telephone that he desired that Robinson's loan



be repaid imediately and at his request Worthen made a loan

available to Robinson and the proceeds were used to repay

the $50,000 loan to First American with interest. The First

American loan was repaid in full with interest on May 21,

1984, prior to its due date of June 23, 1984.

6. This type of participation in loans between up-

stream and downstream correspondent banks often occurs.

Downstream correspondent banks have customarily made short-

term loans at the request of Worthen. It is also routine

practice for downstream correspondent banks to pass accounts

to their upstream correspondents upon request under similar

circumstances.

WITNESS MY HAND on this . day of

1985.

MiceyE. i sellj~

TITLE :_ _ _ _

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a notary public, on

this day of 1985.

" NOTARY PUVLIC

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

7//g7

- 2 -



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

April 17, 1985

Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee

Dear Mr. Wallace:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 8, 1985

C requesting an extension of 10 days to respond to the Commission's
brief. After considering the circumstances presented in your

c letter, we have determined to grant you your requested extension.
Accordingly, your response will be due on May 1, 1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

s 

e

Associate GG eral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

5r4 April 22, 1985

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
100 Savers Federal Building
Capitol Avenue at Spring Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

First American Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 15, 1985,
requesting an extension of 20 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3, 1985.

cIf you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene lCouns~-7

I

By:
Associate Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHING TON. D.C. 20463

its April 22, 1985

Darrell D. Dover
House, Wallace, Nelson & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Dover:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 11, 1985,
requesting an extension of 20 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested

N, extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 6,
1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charlr4N. S
Gene/ lZLuft

sociate Gener



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTOND.C. 20463

April 22, 1985

Joseph W. Gelzine
Mitchell, Williams, Selig, Jackson & Tucker
100 Savers Federal Building
Capitol Avenue at Spring Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank

Dear Mr. Gelzine:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 15, 1985,
requesting an extension of 20 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3, 1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener Counsl-.,

By:
Associate



SFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC. 20463

April 29, 1985

W. Russell Meeks, III
Meeks & Fox
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 16, 1985,
requesting an extension of 17 days to respond to the Commission's

CC allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3,
1985.

teIf you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
testaff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

0I
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C 20463

April 29, 1985

Charles B. Cook
Vice President
First Commercial Bank
Capitol and Broadway
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Cook:

CThis is in reference to your letter dated April 16, 1985,
requesting an extension of 14 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in

•7 your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3,

11985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
Cthe staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: enneth A. Gr S
Associate Ge ral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

April 29, 1985

C. J. Giroir, Jr.
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth St.
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

Worthen Bank & Trust Co.

Dear Mr. Giroir:

This is in reference to your letter dated April 16, 1985,
requesting an extension of 14 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in

0 your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3,
1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

C7 Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate G eral Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 ECEIVED

MAY n2 1985
April 29, 1985

C. J. Giroir, Jr.
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth St.
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

Worthen Bank & Trust Co.

Dear Mr. Giroir:
This is in reference to your letter dated April 16, 1985,

Crequesting an extension of 14 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on May 3,
1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,



J. GASTON WILLIAMSON
PHILLIP CARROLL
W. DANE CLAY
C. JOSEPH GIROIN, JR.
OORGE 9. CAMPSLL
HERBERT C. RULE, W
STANLEY E. PRICE
H. WATT GREGORY. M
W. WILSON JONES
VINCENT POSTER, JR.
WEBSTEr L. HUBBELL
ALLEN W. BIND IM
WILLIAM C. BISHOP
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
C. BRANTLY SUCK
TIM DOE
H. JANE DICKEY
WILLIAM H. KENNEDY. Inl
KENNETH R. SHEMIN
DAVID A. KNIGHT

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS

120 9AST FOURTH STREET

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 7801
TELEPHONE IlI) 375-9131

TELECOPIER 45011 375-i3O

U. M. ROSE
1034.1913

April 16, 1985

85APRIT AS: 48
IROALD M. CLARK 1

GARLAND J. GANNRTT-
JERaRY C. JONIts
THOMAID P. THRASH
CAROL S. ARNOLD
JACKSON FARROW JR.
Lee R. BALlDGE
JIM HUNTER SIRCH
R. DAVIS THOMAS, JR.
DAVID L. WILUAMS
CATHERINE LASSITER
RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICHAEL R. JOHNS
MARTIN K. THOMAS
SUbAN RA+STON McLEAN
RI0HAIO of. MASSEY
GARY N. SPEED

.am .,7) . .
CHAIMER W. SAI(O

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

CA

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Company

Dear Mr. Steele:

Per my telephone conversation today with Mr. Andrew Maikovich,
please be advised that we are requesting an extension of time until
May 3, 1985, in which to file a responsive brief on the above
captioned matter. Our basis for requesting this extension pertains
to our involvement as primary counsel to Worthen Bank & Trust Company
relative to recent developments surrounding their relationship with
Bevill, Bresler, and Schulman, a situation which has required our
complete, full-time attention.

Very truly yours,

C. J. Giroir, Jr.

CJG/ls
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Attorney at Law
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K'" Street
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721; First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

Pursuant to our conversation by telephone today, I am submitting in
writing my request for an extension of time in which to file First
Commercial Bank's response to Charles N. Steele's April 1, 1985, letter.
This request is necessitated due to being personally involved in
depositions during the previous week. In that letter, Mr. Steele advised
the Bank that the Office of General Counsel is prepared to recommend that
the Commission find probable cause to believe that the Bank has violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act.

Although we had hoped to be able to file our response by the 19th, it has
unfortunately become necessary to request an extension until May 3 within
which to respond as agreed in our conversation. If the FEC does not
grant my request, I would certainly appreciate your letting me know as
soon as possible.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please address future
correspondence directly to my attention to facilitate your requests.

Very.tr  W rt

C les B. Cook
Vice President

CBC:ccb
W2/GG

CAPITOL AND BROADWAY LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 501/371-7000



(A 66~(b?~7/ ? /
LAw Omczs

MITCHELL9 WILLIAMS, SELIG, JACroxb & TUCKEiR

H. MAuRICS MITCHELL
Ricu&.m A.WILLIANSJ
JoN S. S9uGo
JosEPH W. GELZIN
W. CEuU"ToPEER BARWI12%
JXXXT A) JACKSON
Jixm Guy TecKER
Euoswx G. SATrE
BYRON FnEANDK,,wr Fosnxn
ALLAN GATES
PAT MORAN
W. R. L. WooDYA, IU
MICHAEL C. 0MALLR¥
Jour C. LESSL
D AK FOSTRn
JAMNS E. SITE, JR.
JzN D. SocznunozR
ANNK RITCHy

1000 SAVERS FEDERAL BMLDINO

CAPITOL Avzmm AT SPIaNO STREET

LITT Rocs, ARKANSAS 72201 .

TjELEPEORE sot- 16tOiw

April 15, 1985

DzDnA K. Bnow
CRAIo WESTERoK

' ' W. KnRDLoCEAUM
JoYcE KzxNED
DouLAS B.WARD
MARCELLA J. TALYon
TIMOTHY W. GROMS
ROBERT L.TACxE
RICHARD C. JANs

OP COUNSEL
Hm E. SPInTzno

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Lee Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
First American Bank

Dear Ms. Elliott:

In accordance with the procedure outlined in
Mr. Charles N. Steele's letter to H. Maurice Mitchell,
dated April 1, 1985, and received by Mr. Mitchell on
April 3, 1985, the Respondent, First American Bank, does
hereby request a 20-day extension in which to file its
brief in MUR 1721. The Respondent intends to file a
detailed brief in this matter, but will be unable to do
so within the 15-day time limitation as set forth in
Mr. Steele's letter. Therefore, we respectfully request
a 20-day extension period.

Please advise.

Yours very truly,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON & TUCKER

By
Joseph W. Gelzine

JWG:lc
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April 16, 1985

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
c/o Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem, Salem, Arkansas
Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas
(Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee)

-C-

U..

f*$;

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

First, we acknowledge receipt of the April 1, 1985 letter and
brief of the General Counsel to the Federal Election Commission
advising of his finding.

We intend to provide a formal response and brief. We
received the letter and brief on April 5, 1985, and we request an
extension of time in which to file our brief. We wish an exten-
sion to Tuesday, May 7, 1985.

We will assume the extension request is granted, unless we
hear otherwise from you.

Yours very truly,

MEEKS AND X, P.A.

W. Russ 11 Meek II

WRM: jb
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )

First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721

REPLY BRIEF OF FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

I. Statement of the Case.

First Jacksonville Bank (FJB) adopts in principle

the Federal Election Commission General Counsel's Statement

of the Case with the exception that the loan made by FJB

was, in fact, made on June 4, 1984, rather than June 1,

1984. Additionally, the data listed in the General

Counsel's Brief relating to the financial activities and

status of the Robinson Committee are deemed to be accurate,

however, FJB has no firsthand knowledge of the accuracy of

the representations made by the General Counsel regarding

such activity.

LEGAL ANALYSIS.

Likewise, FJB generally accepts the General

Counsel's legal analysis of the issues involved in the FJB

loan. However, it is clear from a review of 2 U.S.C. S

441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R. S 114.2, that

there is very little judicial interpretation of the statu-

tory and regulatory language interpreting the phrase found



in the regulations *on a basis which assures repayment.0

However, FJB will accept the position of the General Counsel

that the issue in this proceeding is limited solely to

whether or not the loan was "made on a basis which assures

repayment". The General Counsel has conceded that the loan

was evidenced by a written instrument, subject to a due

date, and bore the usual and customary interest rate of FJB.

The discussion of this matter, therefore, is limited to a

factual determination of whether or not the loan so made was

made on a basis which assures repayment. By the General

Counsel's own admission, no other legal or factual issues

remain. The General Counsel's Brief concedes loans secured

by mortgages on real estate are the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment (MUR 1098

(79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In addi-

tion, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future canipaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P.

Sasser), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

However, the General Counsel's Brief takes the position that

the future expectation of political contributions can pro-

vide a basis of assuring repayment of a loan only if the

guarantor can provide a sufficient alternative source of

repayment. We will demonstrate below in the discussion of

-2-
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the FJB loan that there were sufficient alternative sources

of repayment available. In fact, the loan was repaid by

such an alternative source of repayment.

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK.

on June 4, 1984, a loan in the principal amount of

$52,000 was made to The Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign

Fund. The obvious purpose of the loan was for campaign

expenses. The promissory note evidencing the loan called

for an interest rate of 14% and was guaranteed by Tommy

Robinson personally. The note bore a due date of June 15,

1984. As collateral for the loan, FJB obtained a second

mortage on Tommy Robinson's home, an assignment of the death

benefits of a life insurance policy in the amount of

$50,000, and an assignment of rights in Tommy Robinson's

autobiography. As set forth in the General Counsel's Brief,

based on information provided by Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, Little Rock, Arkansas, which had previously secured

a second mortgage on Robinson's home for a loan repaid on

May 23, 1984, Robinson's equity in the home was approxima-

tely $38,900. Therefore, the loan was approximately 75%

secured by tangible assets.

FJB is a state bank chartered by the state of

Arkansas and has been in existence for approximately 35

years. During that period of time it has established a

reputation for financial soundness and for being well

-3-



managed and has been in large part responsible for the eco-

nomic growth and well being of the Jacksonville, Arkansas,

community. State and Federal examinations of FJB through

the years have produced nothing but praise for the quality

of its management, the soundness of its loans, and its

overall financial stability and growth.

Tommy Robinson and his family have lived in the

Jacksonville, Arkansas, community since 1975 and have been

customers of FJB since August of 1975. Mr. Robinson served

as Chief of Police for the city of Jacksonville for four

years during the period 1975 through 1979. As such, FJB had

many occasions to work with Mr. Robinson and, in addition,

both Larry Wilson, the President of the bank, and Pat

Wilson, past President and Chairman of the Board, have held

positions of responsibility in the Jacksonville city govern-

ment and have had occasion to work with Mr. Robinson on

several occasions and found him to be a man of good

character and a man who built a reputation for character and

personal integrity. Mr. Robinson, as a customer of the

bank, has established a loan history with the bank as

follows:

Loan Date Collateral Amount Date Paid

9/20/78 S/A 1975 Ford $1,692.60 1/9/80
11/17/78 Assign. of C.D. 1,000.00 5/16/79
5/16/79 Unsecured 1,000.00 1/19/80
9/14/79 Assign. of C.D. 1,000.00 12/5/79
1/9/80 Unsecured 2,555.45 4/29/80
4/29/80 Unsecured 2,345.69 5/7/81

-4-



5/13/80 Unsecured 1,500.00 7/25/80
8/12/80 Unsecured 1,500.00 5/7/81
11/24/81 Assign. of Sav. 1,000.00 1/21/82
5/7/81 Unsecured 3,050.00 5/21/83
5/31/83 Unsecured 2,000.00 6/22/83
4/16/84 Unsecured 3,000.00 Present Bal.

$2,500
6/4/84 2nd Mortgage,

Assign. of Life
Ins. (Amt. $50,000),
Assign. of auto-
biography rights, &
other. 52,000.00 7/12/84

In making any loan, large or small, a bank officer is

influenced by a number of considerations, mainly (a) the type

and value of the tangible assets taken as collateral, (b) the

loan applicant's loan history with the bank, and (c) the

character and reputation of the loan applicant.

It is customary for FJB and other banks of its

size to make loans at the request of an upstream correspon-

dent bank on the verbal assurance that the loan will be

repaid or taken out by the upstream correspondent if

necessary to assure repayment. This is often done as a

courtesy to the upstream correspondent bank on a short-term

basis. This, in fact, was the case with the loan to Tommy

Robinson under discussion. Attached hereto is the Affidavit

of Larry T. Wilson, the President of First Jacksonville

Bank, regarding this arrangement. Also attached is a copy

of a notarized statement by Mr. Wilson to Ms. Lee Ann

Elliott dated December 28, 1984, verifying certain other

representations set forth herein.

-5-



Another motivating and risk reducing factor is the

fact that Mr. Robinson had received the highest number of

votes for Second District Congressman in the Democratic

Primary on May 29, 1984, just a few days prior to making the

loan. This indicated to FJB that Mr. Robinson had a strong

probability of securing additional campaign contributions

and winning the primary runoff and the general election in

November.

In summary, FJB urges the Commission to find that

1" the loan was "made on a basis which assures repayment" for

r~l the following reasons:

1. The loan was approximately 75% collateralized

by tangible assets consisting of a second mortgage on real

estate with an equity value of $38,900.00.

2. The loan was further collateralized by Mr.

Robinson's personal guarantee, an assignment of life

insurance, and an assignment of his rights to his auto-

biography.

3. FJB had a verbal understanding with its main

upstream correspondent that it would take out the loan if

Mr. Robinson's campaign funds were insufficient to pay the

loan off when due. This is an ordinary and customary busi-

ness practice and is frequently done on a short term basis

to accommodate an upstream correspondent bank with which the

-6-
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downstream correspondent frequently does business and with

which it has maintained a banking relationship over a period

of many years.

4. The loan was repaid in full with interest on

July 12, 1984, prior to the November general election.

5. Mr. Robinson had lived in the Jacksonville

community and established a customer relationship with the

bank since 1975, had an excellent loan history with the

bank, and enjoyed a outstanding personal and professional

reputation for integrity and honesty in the community.

Based on the above factors, not the least of which

is that the loan has, in fact, been fully repaid, we find it

difficult to understand the General Counsel's recommendation

that the Commission find probable cause for violation of 2

U.S.C. S 441b(a). Under the circumstances set forth above,

we do not believe the Commission should substitute its

judgment for the proven good judgment of the FJB loan offi-

cers and accordingly, we urge the Commission to enter a

finding of no probable cause.

Respectfully submitted,

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

Joseo W: Gelzine
MITCRELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,

JACKSON & TUCKER
1000 Savers Federal Bldg.
Little Rock, AR 72201
(501) 376-3151
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STATE OF ARKANSAS)
)SS.

COUNTY OF PULASKI) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Larry T. Wilson, President of First

Jacksonville Bank, Jacksonville, Arkansas, who, after being

duly sworn, states on oath that:

1. The loan which the affiant made on behalf of

First Jacksonville Bank, Jacksonville, Arkansas ("First

Jacksonville") to Tommy F. Robinson ("Robinson") on June 4,

1984, was made at the request of officers of one of First

Jacksonville's main upstream correspondent banks. Officers

of said bank assured affiant that if Robinson's campaign

funds were insufficient to pay the loan to First

Jacksonville Bank within sixty (60) days, that ample pro-

ceeds would be available from a loan to be made to Robinson

by said bank to repay the First Jacksonville loan, including

interest, in full. The loan was, therefore, made and was,

in fact, fully repaid with interest on July 12, 1984.

2. The affiant and First Jacksonville do custo-

marily make loans at the request of an upstream correspon-

dent when the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds of a

loan to be made to the borrower by the upstream

correspondent.

--Zapy Tj Wilson

Subscribed and Sworn to before me, a Notary
Public, on this day of April, 1985.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

(S E A L)



tTEMNT OF DESIGNATION OFIOUNSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Yoseph W. Gelzine

4itchell Law Firm

L000 Savers Federal Bldg.

Little Rock, AR 72201

(501) 376-3151

The above-named individual 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. MTr1 .ln 'TT.T. RANK

Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

By( .ct-.

Ig tur LARRY T. WILSON, President

First Jacksonville Bank

600 West Main Street

P. 0. Box 827

Jacksonville, AR 72076

(501) 982-5859

(501) 982-4511
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Secretary
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Susaz Gunwan
Clwo Wamnmon
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FEDERAL EXPRESS.
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rIT) :-

Re: MUR 1721, First Jacksonville Bank,
Jacksonville, Arkansas

Dear Sirs:

This has reference to Mr. Charles N. Steele's
letter to Mr. Larry T. Wilson, President of First
Jacksonville Bank, dated April 1, 1985, and received by Mr.
Wilson on April 3, 1985. We enclose herewith as requested,
10 copies of the Reply Brief of First Jacksonville Bank and
we forward with a copy of this letter 3 copies to the Office
of General Counsel. Also enclosed is a Designation of
Counsel form signed by Larry T. Wilson on behalf of First
Jacksonville Bank.

In summary, we strongly disagree with the General
Counsel's contention that First Jacksonville Bank has
violated the provisions of 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a). Likewise, we
strongly urge the Commission to reject the General Counsel's
recommendation for a finding of probable cause. Mr. Wilson,
the bank President, and I would be willing to meet with the
General Counsel or the Commission at its offices in
Washington, D.C. to discuss this matter if you think that
would be helpful. Please advise.

Very truly yours,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON & TUCKER

By
Josei'W. Gelzine

JWG: rd
Enclos es
cc: ffice of General Counsel

Larry Wilson
Pat Wilson



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721

REPLY BRIEF OF FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

I. Statement of the Case.

First Jacksonville Bank (FJB) adopts in principle

the Federal Election Commission General Counsel's Statement

of the Case with the exception that the loan made by FJB

was, in fact, made on June 4, 1984, rather than June 1,

1984. Additionally, the data listed in the General

Counsel's Brief relating to the financial activities and

status of the Robinson Committee are deemed to be accurate,

however, FJB has no firsthand knowledge of the accuracy of

the representations made by the General Counsel regarding

such activity.

LEGAL ANALYSIS.

Likewise, FJB generally accepts the General

Counsel's legal analysis of the issues involved in the FJB

loan. However, it is clear from a review of 2 U.S.C. S

441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R. S 114.2, that

there is very little judicial interpretation of the statu-

tory and regulatory language interpreting the phrase found



in the regulations won a basis which assures repayment,"

However, FJB will accept the position of the General Counsel

that the issue in this proceeding is limited solely to

whether or not the loan was "made on a basis which assures

repayment". The General Counsel has conceded that the loan

was evidenced by a written instrument, subject to a due

date, and bore the usual and customary interest rate of FJB.

The discussion of this matter, therefore, is limited to a

factual determination of whether or not the loan so made was

made on a basis which assures repayment. By the General

Counsel's own admission, no other legal or factual issues

* - remain. The General Counsel's Brief concedes loans secured

by mortgages on real estate are the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment (MUR 1098

(79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In addi-

tion, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P.

Sasser), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

However, the General Counsel's Brief takes the position that

the future expectation of political contributions can pro-

vide a basis of assuring repayment of a loan only if the

guarantor can provide a sufficient alternative source of

repayment. We will demonstrate below in the discussion of
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the FJB loan that there were sufficient alternative sources

of repayment available. in fact, the loan was repaid by

such an alternative source of repayment.

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK.

on June 4, 1984, a loan in the principal amount of

$52,000 was made to The Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign

Fund. The obvious purpose of the loan was for campaign

expenses. The promissory note evidencing the loan called

for an interest rate of 14% and was guaranteed by Tommy

Robinson personally. The note bore a due date of June 15,

1984. As collateral for the loan, FJB obtained a second

mortage on Tommy Robinson's home, an assignment of the death

benefits of a life insurance policy in the amount of

$50,000, and an assignment of rights in Tommy Robinson's

autobiography. As set forth in the General Counsel's Brief,

based on information provided by Worthen Bank & Trust

Company, Little Rock, Arkansas, which had previously secured

a second mortgage on Robinson's home for a loan repaid on

May 23, 1984, Robinson's equity in the home was approxima-

tely $38,900. Therefore, the loan was approximately 75%

secured by tangible assets.

FJB is a state bank chartered by the state of

Arkansas and has been in existence for approximately 35

years. During that period of time it has established a

reputation for financial soundness and for being well
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managed and has been in large part responsible for the eco-

nomic growth and well being of the Jacksonville, Arkansas,

community. State and Federal examinations of FJB through

the years have produced nothing but praise for the quality

of its management, the soundness of its loans, and its

overall financial stability and growth.

Tommy Robinson and his family have lived in the

Jacksonville, Arkansas, community since 1975 and have been

customers of FJB since August of 1975. Mr. Robinson served

as Chief of Police for the city of Jacksonville for four

years during the period 1975 through 1979. As such, FJB had

many occasions to work with Mr. Robinson and, in addition,

both Larry Wilson, the President of the bank, and Pat

Wilson, past President and Chairman of the Board, have held

positions of responsibility in the Jacksonville city govern-

ment and have had occasion to work with Mr. Robinson on

several occasions and found him to be a man of good

character and a man who built a reputation for character and

personal integrity. Mr. Robinson, as a customer of the

bank, has established a loan history with the bank as

follows:

Loan Date Collateral Amount Date Paid

9/20/78 S/A 1975 Ford $1,692.60 1/9/80
11/17/78 Assign. of C.D. 1,000.00 5/16/79
5/16/79 Unsecured 1,000.00 1/19/80
9/14/79 Assign. of C.D. 1,000.00 12/5/79
1/9/80 Unsecured 2,555.45 4/29/80
4/29/30 Unsecured 2,345.69 5/7/81
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5/13/80 Unsecured 1,500.00 7/25/80
8/12/80 Unsecured 1,500.00 5/7/81

11/24/81 Assign. of Sav. 1,000.00 1/21/82
5/7/81 Unsecured 3,050.00 5/21/83
5/31/83 Unsecured 2,000.00 6/22/83
4/16/84 Unsecured 3,000.00 Present Bal.

$2,500
6/4/84 2nd Mortgage,

Assign. of Life
Ins. (Amt. $50,000),
Assign. of auto-
biography rights, &
other. 52,000.00 7/12/84

In making any loan, large or small, a bank officer is

influenced by a number of considerations, mainly (a) the type

and value of the tangible assets taken as collateral, (b) the

loan applicant's loan history with the bank, and (c) the

character and reputation of the loan applicant.

It is customary for FJB and other banks of its

size to make loans at the request of an upstream correspon-

dent bank on the verbal assurance that the loan will be

repaid or taken out by the upstream correspondent if

necessary to assure repayment. This is often done as a

courtesy to the upstream correspondent bank on a short-term

basis. This, in fact, was the case with the loan to Tommy

Robinson under discussion. Attached hereto is the Affidavit

of Larry T. Wilson, the President of First Jacksonville

Bank, regarding this arrangement. Also attached is a copy

of a notarized statement by Mr. Wilson to Ms. Lee Ann

Elliott dated December 28, 1984, verifying certain other

representations set forth herein.
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Another motivating and risk reducing factor is the

fact that Mr. Robinson had received the highest number of

votes for Second District Congressman in the Democratic

Primary on May 29, 1984, just a few days prior to making the

loan. This indicated to FJB that Mr. Robinson had a strong

probability of securing additional campaign contributions

and winning the primary runoff and the general election in

November.

In summary, FJB urges the Commission to find that

the loan was "made on a basis which assures repayment" for

the following reasons:

1. The loan was approximately 75% collateralized

by tangible assets consisting of a second mortgage on real

estate with an equity value of $38,900.00.

2. The loan was further collateralized by Mr.

Robinson's personal guarantee, an assignment of life

insurance, and an assignment of his rights to his auto-

biography.

3. FJB had a verbal understanding with its main

upstream correspondent that it would take out the loan if

Mr. Robinson's campaign funds were insufficient to pay the

loan off when due. This is an ordinary and customary busi-

ness practice and is frequently done on a short term basis

to accommodate an upstream correspondent bank with which the

-6-
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downstream correspondent frequently does business and with

which it has maintained a banking relationship over a period

of many years.

4. The loan was repaid in full with interest on

July 12, 1984, prior to the November general election.

5. Mr. Robinson had lived in the Jacksonville

community and established a customer relationship with the

bank since 1975, had an excellent loan history with the

bank, and enjoyed a outstanding personal and professional

reputation for integrity and honesty in the community.

Based on the above factors, not the least of which

is that the loan has, in fact, been fully repaid, we find it

difficult to understand the General Counsel's recommendation

that the Commission find probable cause for violation of 2

U.S.C. S 441b(a). Under the circumstances set forth above,

we do not believe the Commission should substitute its

judgment for the proven good judgment of the FJB loan offi-

cers and accordingly, we urge the Commission to enter a

finding of no probable cause.

Respectfully submitted,

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

By .M 4)
Joseo W: Gelzine
MITCaZLL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,

JACKSON & TUCKER
1000 Savers Federal Bldg.
Little Rock, AR 72201
(501) 376-3151

-7-



STATE OF ARKANSAS)
)SS.

COUNTY OF PULASKI) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Larry T. Wilson, President of First

Jacksonville Bank, Jacksonville, Arkansas, who, after being

duly sworn, states on oath that:

1. The loan which the affiant made on behalf of

First Jacksonville Bank, Jacksonville, Arkansas ("First

Jacksonville") to Tommy F. Robinson ("Robinson") on June 4,

1984, was made at the request of officers of one of First

Jacksonville's main upstream correspondent banks. Officers

of said bank assured affiant that if Robinson's campaign

funds were insufficient to pay the loan to First

Jacksonville Bank within sixty (60) days, that ample pro-

ceeds would be available from a loan to be made to Robinson

by said bank to repay the First Jacksonville loan, including

interest, in full. The loan was, therefore, made and was,

in fact, fully repaid with interest on July 12, 1984.

2. The affiant and First Jacksonville do custo-

marily make loans at the request of an upstream correspon-

dent when the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds of a

loan to be made to the borrower by the upstream

correspondent..

,Jafy Tj Wilson

Subscribed and Sworn to before me, a Notary
Public, on this _ day of April, 1985.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

(S E A L)



StTEMENT OF DESIGNATION OFQOUNSIEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

oseph w. Gelzine

4itchell Law Firm

1000 Savers Federal Bldg.

ittle Rock, AR 72201

(501) 376-3151

The above-named individual 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. FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

) Date!

RESPONDENT' S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

By( C' i:Sig tur LARRY T. WILSON, President

First Jacksonville Bank

600 West Main Street

P. 0. Box 827

Jacksonville, AR 72076

(501) 982-5859

(501) 982-4511



HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEA PA.
ATTORNEYS ATLAW .

A.1 . 'A. - " TELEX-TELECOPER.
1500 TOWER SIIYbING (501)375444

Darrell D. Dover LITTLE ROCK, A"RMNIAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

r

April 11, 1985

Mrs. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street N.W. C=
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 - First State Bank

Dear Mrs. Elliott:

We now represent First State Bank and Mr. Al Harkins,
President of First State Bank, in connection with the captioned
matter.

By letter dated April 1, 1985, Charles N. Steele, General
Counsel to the Commission, advised that the Office of the

) General Counsel is prepared to recommend that the Commission
find probable cause to believe that our client, First State
Bank, violated 2 U.S.C S441 b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

Mr. Steele's letter was addressed to Rita W. Gruber who
formerly represented First State Bank in connection with this
matter. The letter was only received in our office yesterday.

Mr. Steele's letter advised that if we are unable to file a
responsive brief within 15 days that we may submit a written
request to the Commission for an extension of time in which to
file a brief.

Our preliminary investigation indicates that there is, in
fact, no probable cause to believe that a violation of the
statute referenced above has occurred. We very definitely plan
to file a brief discussing the facts and the law as applied to
those facts in order to demonstrate the absence of probable
cause. Granted our recent involvement in this matter, it is
obvious that an extension of time is needed and we respectfully
request that we be granted a 20 day extension to, and
including, the 7th day of May, 1985 within which to file our
brief.



HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, P.A.

We assure you that this request is not made for purposes of
delay, that there is merit to our position that there is no
probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred, and
that we will file a brief making a thorough and complete
response to the points outlined in the General Counsel's brief.

Yo sery truly,

Darrell D. Dover, for
HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON

& JEWELL, P.A.

DDD:ll
cc: First State Bank of Sherwood

Mr. Al Harkins
0209d

-2-



April 11, 1985

Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 - First State Bank

Gentlemen:

This will supersede our letter of September 21, 1984 in
which we designated Rita Gruber as attorney to represent First
State Bank of Sherwood and Al Harkins in the above referenced
matter before the Federal Election Commission.

All further proceedings in this case will be handled by Mr.
Darrell D. Dover of the firm of House, Wallace, Nelson &
Jewell, P.A., 1500 Tower Building, Little Rock, Arkansas
72201. Mr. Dover's telephone number is (501) 375-9151.

Yours very truly,

FIRST STATE BANK

BY: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Al Hakns, President

0207d
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HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON & JEWELL, PA.
ATTORNyS§,, JAW

1500 TOWE BUILDING ,
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

April 8, 1985

TELEX-TELECOIMER:

(501) 3754484

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer, George M.
Felkins, and Tommy Robinson

FEDERAL fR SS

4e

snow

- Um r'J
t - .

Dear Ms. Elliott:

I am writing to request an extension, until May 1, 1985,
within which to respond to Mr. Charles N. Steele's letter of
April 1, 1985, in which he informed uc that the Office of the
General Counsel is prepared to recommend that the Commission find
Srobable cause to believe that a violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b (a)
as occurred. We received his letter April 4, 1985, and must

respond to the General Counsel's brief on or before the 19th of
April in order to meet the original deadline.

Because of an extraordinarily busy work schedule, as well as
the great amount of time which must be given to this matter, it
will be very difficult to meet this 15 day deadline. Therefore,
I am hereby requesting that we be granted a 10 day extension
within which to file our brief. I want to assure you that we are
not making this request dilatorily. Rather, it is due to our
commitment to make as thorough and complete a response to the
General Counsel's brief as possible that has necessitated our
request for an extension.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter

will be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

La kC ll

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Darrell Glascock
Congressman Tommy Robinson

Larry C. Wallace

f -

4-0 6 f-e211 I



' US, WALLAC, NELSON a P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWSM I I
LI LE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

April 8, 1985

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commilsion
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1721; Touuiy Robinson Cmpaign
Committee and its Treasurer. George M.

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Felkins, and Tommy Robinson "D

Dear Ms. Elliott: 0

I am writing to request an extension, until May 1, '85,
within which to respond to Mr. Charles N. Steele's letter of
April 1, 1985, in which he informed us that the Office of the
General Counsel is prepared to recoumend that the Commission find
probable cause to believe that a violation of 2 U.S.C. 1441b (a)
as occurred. We received his letter April 4, 1985, and must

respond to the General Counsel's brief on or before the 19th of
April in order to meet the original deadline.

Because of an extraordinarily busy work schedule, as well as
the great amount of time which must be given to this matter, it
will be very difficult to meet this 15 day deadline. Therefore,
I am hereby requesting that we be granted a 10 day extension
within which to file our brief. I want to assure you that we are
not making this request dilatorily. Rather, it is due to our
comnitment to make as thorough and complete a response to the
General Counsel's brief as possible that has necessitated our
request for an extension.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter

will be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE, NELSON
& JEWELL, P.A.

La .alac '

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Darrell Glascock
Congressman Tommy Robinson

Lry C. webs

4:VfiP AT F F r
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T.E. RENAUD
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Officer

85,APA( I:
I,

The ThW Cft Bank
ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE

NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72114

April 8, 1985

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, 0. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

-V

-U
.-e,

Dear Mr. Steele:

I am in receipt of your letter dated April 1, 1985 from which I
understand that your office is prepared to recommend that the Commission
find there is probable cause to believe that Twin City Bank has violated
2 U.S.C. 441b(a). My response dated June 16, 1984 to Mr. Kenneth A.
Gross covers in total this bank's position concerning our loan to
Congressman Tommy Robinson. We have nothing to add to that position.

/Very tr ly yours,

rE. Renaud

TER/do

Enclosure

P.O. BOX 5581. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72119-501/372-4700



ONE RIVEP-,ON J PLACE
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 12114

June 26,T.E. RENAUD
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Ofricer

1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "R" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

On June 18, 1984, I received your letter dated June 13,

1984, w, ch informed me that your of i ice has received a
complaint that alleges that The Twin City Bank and I have vio-
lated certain sections of the Federal Election Cam..aign Act
of 197], as amended. I have reviewed a copy of the complaint

) and the e' er iiaterial enclosed with your letter, and I am

asking that you accept. this letter as my response to the com-
plaint.

For pu',rposes of clarity and future reference, I
to answer the allecations by na.umbered pal .araph.

I . The Twin City

insitution whose dp-si
Fcdcru 1 Dep,-. i t !n.1u- rance

would 1.1 h

Bank is a state chartorcd d,-osi tor\
ts a:c: account S are :nsuved by s t.

Corj;Qrat :i of.

2. On ,ay 17, 1984, the Tommy Robinson for Congress CaT -
paiqe., CC.:', ttee applied for and was grantd. a ]ioali n .. -t-
of 32,r. Th, loan was evidl'ce - C," our st-.an , , SSor
not(', a ccu-,' of -. :, As enc-os, f,- your C n r I
wh.e-;h prc,: issoYy n'<-, ".-. dated M a:y 17, ] 084, was f;- . "~ i

pa sum of S32, K., i:e:rrig int.'1r, - -t the r(, 2 ;- n-r
e on or -Jne ,

.: of t> ' ]: ,

.. . f h :, . .
* .-.-c o !rt o,

* '-H '' flute wi . :
............. 'o'--2.. . " . .

* . ,: r.C)1 I CM

A for J,

('1.

'H' 4

1 ~.'-

3. T"
4.4' t .. , p .v Tc,:vmy 1.

(.4

t I'.,',

'''4.1 a
'4.
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Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #2

5. The Twin City Bank is the larg
in Arkansas with total assets of $260
1984.

6. The Twin City Ban" has one c
records of any lending institution in the

7. As Chairman of the Board and
of The Twin City Bank, my primary
$19,000,000.

est state chartered bank
million as of June 1,

)f the lowest loan
state of Arkansas.

loss

Chief Executive Officer
lending authority is

8. It is
paign Committee
by this bank and

my opinion that the loan to
was made in the ordinary
was on a basis which assures

Tommy Robinson Cam-
course of business
repayment.

9. In addition to my knowledge of the banking industry,
and particularly the operations of The Twin City Bank, I do

N have some knowledge as a citizen of the political future and
fortunes of candidate Tommy F. Robinson. Based on my knowledge
of Mr. Robinson, it is my opinion, and was at the time the loan
was made, that he is a very viable candidate for the office
which he is seeking; that he has substantial political backing
and support; that his popular support among the voters is
extremely high; and that he is respected by a number of business
C- I civic leaders throughout this congressional district. These

* 1,tts led mre to believe at the time the loan was made, an
opinion which I still maintain, that the campaign committce
was certainly capable of repaying the loan in a timely and
orderly fashion. Additionally, I have known .1r. Robinson to
be a man of integrity. I have extended credit in larger amounts
to him personally, and he has always handled these credits in
a thoroughly satisfactory ma:.ner. Conseq, . L\., I was aIlso
coMfort d b': his ncrsonal guarantee of the loanl bei n
questioned. Whhile it would be a financial burden for Mr.
Robinson to lilcuidate the debt if it is neessary for him to
do so from his personal funds, I feel cert-:in that he would

do so, ho-wever, I a.- -.o have no doubt that-. , c nspire thet
communitv' to contribu-,e to his political car:,r qcr- in summary,
t hi s loan - -.de to an individual of i intetrityt, a man
reeocni zed as a professionl- in his f.i , d, a cu st oMCr with a
., . actory previo,.:; credit history vi this bank, ,,nd the
,,: . self has two -rate sources ( - the *"rrower

t.uarantee.

wa S .-
n c r ,-;- ,.

4.-

0
a.

* : ri v :' ~ .* - ;:. ee.
*'if ical ly 1-;- L- ::1 ai *. . li: ~ y

June 26, 1984



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #3

June 26, 1984If I can be the source of any additional information,shall be happy to respond upon request.

TER/do

Enclosures

I.7

J..



USA

*M Cft ank

NMr. C' '.

Genr-(rd C_)j- tl

1325 K S

- '', , 7. (. 20463 -a'

''C

F-.pi '



0 *

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION C
WASHING TOND.C. 20463

April 1, 8 3

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Charles N. Steele 0 hf/a-
General Counsel

SUBJECT: MUR #1721

Attached for the Commission's review are briefs stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter. A copy of the briefs and a letter
notifying the respondents of the General Counsel's intent to
recommend to the Commission a finding of probable cause to
believe was mailed on April 1 , 1985. Following receipt of the
Respondents' reply to this notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

Attachments
1. Briefs - (10)
2. Letters to Respondents - (9)



*/A4a it Mevt I
BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
Tommy Robinson and )
The Tommy Robinson for ) MUR 1721

Congress Committee )
George M. Felkins, as treasurer )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the Stephens Security Bank, First

American Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City

Bank and the Worthen Bank and Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making contributions to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of bank loans. The Commission

also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer, George M.

Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contributions.

On December 6, 1984, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the First Jacksonville Bank and Bank of

Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of bank loans

and that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by accepting the contributions.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and

James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
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Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans

from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),

2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),

4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),

and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert

that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of

business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment. Upon further inspection of Committee reports, it was

learned that the Committee received loans from the First

Jacksonville Bank ($52,000), Bank of Salem ($50,000) and Worthen

Bank and Trust Company ($48,000).

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17,, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

C7 29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson' s late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory
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manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the lorans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $ 96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

-3 last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached eight Arkansas banks for loans. The loans

were all approved. The date and other relevant data of the loans

are listed on the following page.

Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

* opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. 5 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

2
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Due hiitunt
Date Borrowed

Interest
Rate

Guaranteed By

;t.clixn's Secarity Bank
(AtLICUnfnt 3, [) 14-20)

F'irst American Hank
(Att.actwnt 4, p. 21)

Firnt State Bank
(rittachnnt 5, Ip 22-26)

First (nnmercia.l Ban*
(Atttadment 6, w 27-28)

WiNl City Bank
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made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.s.c.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The nine loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee were evidenced by written

instruments, were subject to due date and bore the usual and

customary interest rate of the lending institutions. The only

4 issue in this matter is whether the loans were made on a basis

)which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser) ,

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR
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382 (77) Brown for President Cominittee)p or the expected receipt
of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President
Committee )# can be considered as the type of collateral which
can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.
Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure
repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether
there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission
considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of
political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure
repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal
assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future
expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of
political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of
a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source
ofrepayment.-

The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in
allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral
was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President
Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown
for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from
future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

~/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee theCommission has determined the sufficiency of the alternativesource by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantorand b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor(MUR 216/239).



Federal Matching Fund payments.2/ In f inding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business *in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.-'

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

The progress of the loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee follows.

STEPHENS SECURITY BANK LOAN

A $100,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Stephens Security Bank on April 11, 1984.

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.1
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary*
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The bank officer who loaned the money indicated his personal

knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson.

Stephens' loan agreement indicates that the loan was secured
by "75 percent of the initial contributions fsom Camp. and

$100,000 life insurance policy". The 75 percent of the initial
contributions amounts to a future expectation of political

contributions since pursuant to the Committee's reports, the

Committee could not at the time of the loan have received

contributions greater than $25,801. Accordingly, for this loan
to have been made on a basis which assures repayment there must
have been an alternate source of repayment in case the future
political contributions were not realized or the loan agreement

must have contained sufficient risk reducing features.

The Stephens' loan did not have an adequate alternate source
of repayment in the event the expected political contributions

were not realized. The loan was guaranteed both by Robinson and
the Committee. Tommy Robinson's earning capacity at the time of
the loan was a $31,900 Sheriff's salary. Robinson's only
substantial asset was a home with a preexisting mortgage, the
equity of which was later used to collateralize other loans to
Robinson. Committee records indicate the Committee's only

available assets as of May 9, 1984, could not have totaled more
than $25,801. It therefore appears that neither Robinson nor the
Committee was in a position to provide an adequate alternate

source of repayment of the $100,000 loan if the expected campaign

contributions were not realized.
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The only risk reducing feature in the Stephens' loan

agreement is the $100,000 life insurance policy on Tommy

Robinson. Unlike the Anderson (AO 1980-108) loan agreement,

there is no guaranty of post election funding based on the number

of votes received. Unlike the Kennedy (MUR 1195) loan agreement,

no designated account was opened whereby Stephens' collateral

(money) was let aside when received. Had an account been

designated to receive contributions, the loan probably would have

been repaid on time. Accordingly, the Stephens' loan agreement

lacks sufficient risk reducing features to provide an adequate

basis for assuring the loan's repayment. Without an adequate

alternate source of repayment, or sufficient risk reducing

features, Stephens' loan, secured by future campaign

contributions was not made on a basis which assures repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a

contribution from the Stephens Security Bank.

FIRST AMERICAN BANK

A $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by First

American Bank on April 24, 1984. Then bank officer who loaned

the money indicated by affidavit that the loan to Tommy Robinson,

"was to be repaid from campaign contributions, [and] [ilf

campaign contributions proved to be insufficient to repay the

loan, it was to be repaid from the proceeds of a loan to be made

to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Co."
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As of the date of this loan Robinson had personally

guaranteed $150,000 In loans. At this time Robinson was in no

position to provide an alternate source of repayment for the

$150,000 in loans.

Further, the availability to Robinson of a second loan from

Worthen Bank & Trust Co. to pay off First American's bank loan

does not repr'esent an alternate source of repayment. First

American Bank provided no documentation that Worthen was legally

"obligated" to provide Robinson with a loan for purposes of

paying off previous loans. In addition, no evidence has been

disclosed to show that similar loans have been made upon request

from the Worthen Bank & Trust, Company. Thus, since First

American's loan, secured by the future expectation of campaign

contributions, had no adequate alternate source of reppyment it

follows that the loan was not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a

contribution from the First American Bank.

FIRST STATE BANK

A $20,070 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by First State Bank on April 30, 1984. The

Bank officer who made the loan indicated that he had received a

favorable recommendation on the credit worthiness of Tommy

Robinson.
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First State Bank's loan agreement indicates that the loan,

guaranteed by Robinson and the Robinson Committee, was secured by

"[c]ampaign proceeds over $100,000 - 50 percent guarantee". This

security amounts to a future expectation of political

contributions. 4  As of the date of this loan Robinson had

personally guaranteed $170,070 and of this sum the Committee had

jointly guaranteed $120,070 in loans.

There were further agreements that if the loan was not paid

within the initial 90-day period, further collateral would be

required of Robinson. This was, in fact, accomplished and a

third mortgage to his personal residence was obtained. 
The note

was rescheduled to November 21, 1984.

According to information from the Worthen Bank and Trust

Company, which holds a second mortgage on Robinson's home,

Robinson had no equity remaining in his residence after the

second mortgage. Therefore, the added collateral would not

provide an alternate source of repayment should the loan come

under default. Because the loan was not adequately assured, the

Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission find probable

cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the Robinson Committee

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a contribution from the

First State Bank.

FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK

A $35,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by First Commercial Bank on May 7, 1984. In

4/ First State Bank had a security interest in half of the
campaign proceeds over $100,000. At the time the loan was made,
total contributions received were less than or equal to $25,801.
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its response, First Commercial claimed that the loan was "made on

a basis which assured repayment". First Commercial did not

indicate what assured repayment but did indicate that in its

judgment, Robinson and the Robinson Committee were a good risk.

Upon receipt of this loan, Robinson had personally

guaranteed $205,070 and of this sum the Robinson Committee had

jointly guaranteed $155,070 in loans.

Except for the expectation of future campaign contributions

both Robinson and the Robinson Committee were devoid of the

assets or the means to meet this loan obligation. First

Commercial Bank's loan, collateralized by expected future

campaign contributions and not having an adequate alternative

source of repayment, is a loan not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a

contribution from the First Commercial Bank.

TWIN CITY BANK

A $32,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Twin City Bank on May 17, 1984. The Bank

officer who made the loan indicated his personal knowledge of the

credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson, stating that he had extended

credit to him for larger amounts than $32,000 in the past. This

same Bank officer also indicated that he approved the loan to

Robinson and the Robinson Committee based on the "political

future and fortunes of Tommy F. Robinson" and specifically on the

viability of Tommy Robinson's campaign for Congress.
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The loan from Twin City on May 17, 1984, appears to have

been used to repay the $35,000 May 7, 1984, loan from First

Commercial Bank. Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had

borrowed from one bank to pay another, as of may 17, 1984,

Robinson was still obligated to repay $202,070, and of this sum,

the Committee was jointly obligated to repay $152,070.

The Twin City Bank officer who approved the loan indicated

his belief thrat despite the financial burden, Robinson could pay

off the debt from his personal funds and that in any event, he

(Bank officer) felt certain that Robinson could inspire the

community to contribute to his political campaign. The record

establishes that Robinson lacked the "personal funds" or earning

capacity to pay off a $32,000 loan due in 29 days. In addition,

the Committee was also devoid of sufficient assets to meet its

loan obligation.

The record and the Bank officer's response indicate that the

loan would only be repaid through the receipt of future campaign

contributions. Twin City's loan, collateralized by future

campaign contributions and lacking an adequate alternative source

* of repayment was therefore not made on the basis which assures

repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a

contribution from the Twin City Bank.

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST CO.

A $50,479 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. on May 18,

1984. The bank officer who approved the loan indicated his
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personal knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson.

The Worthen loan agreement indicates that the loan was secured

with a second mortgage executed on Tommy Robinson's house.

The $50,479 loan from Worthen appears to have been used to

repay the $50,000 April 24, 1984, loan from First American Bank.

The loan from First American was fully repaid on May 21, 1984.

Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had borrowed from one

bank to pay another; as of May 21, 1984, Robinson and the

Robinson Committee were both obligated to repay $202,549 in

outstanding loans.

As to the security, mortgages on real estate do represent

the type of collateral which can provide an adequate basis to

assure repayment of a loan. An appraisal of Robinson's home by

the Worthen Bank & Trust Company reflected a fair market value of

$88,900. There was an outstanding first mortgage in the amount

of approximately $50,000, reflecting a net equity in the home of

approximately $38,900. Worthen' s response indicates this

collateral and Robinson's credit history complied with its loan

po1li ci es.

The loan was paid in full on May 23, 1984.

Worthen made a second loan to Robinson, for $48,000 on July

9, 1984, again using the second mortgage as security. The due

date is reported as January 7, 1985.

Because the loans were not fully collateralized,-/ the
Commission must determine whether the loans contained risk

5/ The actual value of a second mortgage reflecting a net
equity of $38,900 is uncertain, although it is probably less than
the face value.
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reducing features to assure repayment of the balance. One factor

is that Robinson had a successful credit history with Worthen.

The present loans, however, are significantly greater than the

previous loans given Robinson, which were presumably made when

Robinson was not significantly in debt.

A second factor stated by Worthen is that the bank carries

1,377 second 'mortgages as collateral for loans. This information

is not pertinent, however, to whether a loan of Robinson's

proportion is ordinarily made under similar circumstances.

Therefore, since no evidence is present that similar

collateral has been used to assure repayment of other loans of

A this size, and the fact that Robinson and the Committee were

devoid of assets or means to meet these obligations, the Office

of General Counsel recommends the Commission find probable cause

to believe Tommy Robinson and the Robinson Committee violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting contributions from the Worthen

Bank and Trust Company.

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

A $52,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by the First

Jacksonville Bank on June 1, 1984, with a due date of June 15,

1984. The Bank had a loan history with Robinson, making 15 loans

to him over nine years. According to Larry Wilson, President of

the Bank, Robinson had never been 30 days late on a loan payment.

For collateral, the Bank obtained a second mortgage on Robinson's

home and the assignment of rights in an autobiography. According

to information provided by Worthen Bank and Trust Company, which

had previously secured a second mortgage on Robinson's home for a
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loan repaid on May 23, 1984, Robinson's equity in the house
amounted to $38,900.

At the time of the loan, Robinson was obligated to repay$201,970 in outstanding loans, and the Committee was jointly
obligated to repay $149,970.

The loan was fully repaid on July 12, 1984.
Because the loan was not fully collateralized with tangibleassets, the Commission must determine whether the loans containedrisk reducing features to assure repayment of the balance. Onefactor is that Robinson had a successful credit history with theFirst Jacksonville Bank. The present loan, however, is* significantly greater than the previous loans given Robinson,

which were presumably made when Robinson was not signficantly in
debt.

A second risk reducing factor is that Robinson had received
the highest number of votes in the Democratic Primary held May29, 2984, two days prior to the loan. Larry T. Wilson, president
of the First Jacksonville Bank, stated this election "indicated
to us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff* election and the General Election in November." Although theloan to John Anderson in AO 1980-108 was also collateralized withthe expected receipt of federal funding, the Proven ability togenerate public support as of the date of the loan, and thereforethe probability of generating public contributions in the future,
is a risk reducing feature to the loan.

(1
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A third risk reducing feature is that the loan was

collateralized by a second mortgage (See Note 5)f and future

autobiography rights.W

The First Jacksonville Bank was repaid in full on July 12,

1984, apparently from the second loan made by the Worthen Bank

and Trust, Company. Despite the risk reducing features

previously di'scussed, Robinson and the Committee were devoid of

assets or means to meet this obligation except by receiving an

additional loan. Without additional evidence showing that

similar collateral has been used by the First Jacksonville Bank

to assure repayment of other loans of this size, the Office of

General Counsel recommends the Commission find probable cause to

believe Tommy Robinson and the Robinson Committee violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting a contribution from the First

Jacksonville Bank.

BANK OF SALEM

An unsecured $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and

the Robinson Committee on June 5, 1984, with a due date of July

10, 1984, later refinanced to January 10, 1985. At the time of

this loan, Robinson was obligated to repay $251,970 in

outstanding loans, and the Committee was jointly obligated to

repay $199,970.

At present, the entire principal is outstanding.

6/ According to Larry T. Wilson, president of the First
Jacksonville Bank, the loan document was destroyed shortly after
th loan was repaid. The Bank's response indicated the collateral
for the loan included an assignment of the cash value on a life
insurance policy. Further investigation, however, clarified that
a life insurance policy was taken on Tommy Robinson, but that no
assignment of a cash value was ever instituted.
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Robinson and the Committee were devoid of assets or means to

meet this obligation at the time of the loan. Without additional

evidence showing that the Bank of Salem would issue other loans

of this size without collateral, the Office of General Counsel

recommends the Commission find probable cause to believe Tommy

Robinson and the Robinson Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)

by accpeting 'a contribution from the Bank of Salem.

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the Stephens Security Bank.

2. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First American Bank.

I.-

* 3. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,

* - as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First State Bank.

4. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the First Commercial Bank.

5. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Commmittee and George M.
Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in
accepting a contribution from the Twin City Bank.

6. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting
contributions from the Worthen Bank and Trust, Company.
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7. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
To~my Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from First Jacksonville Bank.

8. Find probable cause to believe that Tommy Robinson and the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins,
as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting a
contribution from the Bank of Salem.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Dat
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1721

Stephens Security Bank )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the Stephens Security Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan. The

Commission also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer,

George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and

James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans

from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),

2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),

4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),

and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert

that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of

business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas
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Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on Julj! 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommny Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including Stephens

Security which approved a $100,00 loan on May 11, 1984. The

loans were all approved. The date and other relevant data of the

loans are listed on the following chart:
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Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. 5 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The Stephens Security Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a

written instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual

and customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

z~L4
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sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR

382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

) Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

ofrepayment.-

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239)0
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The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.-91 In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment, In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaidYa

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.

-
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The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the Stephens Security

Bank follows.

STEPHENS SECURITY BANK LOAN

A $100,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Stephens Security Bank on April 11, 1984.

The bank officer who loaned the money indicated his personal

knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson.

Stephens' loan agreement indicates that the loan was secured

by "75 percent of the initial contributions from Camp. and

$100,000 life insurance policy". The 75 percent of the initial

contributions amount to a future expectation of political

contributions since pursuant to the Committee's reports, the

Committee could not at the time of the loan have received

contributions greater than $25,801. Accordingly, for this loan

to have been made on a basis which assures repayment there must

have been an alternate source of repayment in case the future

political contributions were not realized or the loan agreement

must have contained sufficient risk reducing features.

The Stephens' loan did not have an adequate alternate source

of repayment in the event the expected political contributions

were not realized. The loan was guaranteed both by Robinson and

the Committee. Tommy Robinson's earning capacity at the time of

the loan was a $31,900 Sheriff's salary. Robinson's only

substantial asset was a home with a preexisting mortgage, and

this was not used as collateral. Available records indicate the



-'8-

Committee's only available assets as of May 9, 1984, could not

have totaled more than $25,801. It therefore appears that

neither Robinson nor the Committee was in a position to provide

an adequate alternate source of repayment of the $100,000 loan if

the expected campaign contributions were not realized.

The only risk reducing feature in the Stephens' loan

agreement is the $100,000 life insurance policy on Tommy

Robinson. Unlike the Anderson (AO 1980-108) loan agreement,

there is no guaranty of post election funding based on the number

-~ of votes received. Unlike the Kennedy (MUR 1195) loan agreement,

no designated account was opened whereby Stephens' collateral

(money) was set aside when received. Had an account been

designated to receive contributions, the loan probably would have

been repaid on time. Accordingly, the Stephens' loan agreement

lacks sufficient risk reducing features to provide an adequate

* basis for assuring the loan's repayment. Without an adequate

* alternate source of repayment, or sufficient risk reducing

features, Stephens' loan, secured by future campaign

contributions was not made on a basis which assures repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe the Stephens Security

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

111. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Comm iss ion:
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1. Find probable cause to believe that the Stephens Security
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date /
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

Bank of Salem) MUR 1721

GENERAL COUNSEL'I S BRIE?

I. Statement of the Case

On December 6, 1984, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the Bank of Salem violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan and that Tommy

Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its

treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C.S 441b(a) by

accepting the contribution.

4Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

) States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory
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manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

-~ outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

N last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached eight Arkansas banks for loans, including

the Bank of Salem, which approved a $50,000 unsecured loan on

June 5, 1984. The loans were all approved. The date and other

relevant data of the loans are listed on the following page.

Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are



~'

p

C~l~lAfl7MM1Y RODEN"~

Date
Dxow~ed

Due Amowunt
Dte Borrowed

Interest
Rate

Waaranteed By

Stephens Seaity Dank
(Attachmnt 3,.pp 14-20)

First American Bank
(Attachme~nt 4, p. 21)

First State Bank
(Attachument 5, wp 22-26)

First Ommecial Banki
(Attachme~nt 6,.pp 27-28)

Twin City Dank
(Attachme~nt 7, pp 29-3S)

I*XttL Bank& 7mast OD

(Attachument 8,.pp 36-43)

First Jacksonville Bank

flank of Salem

Vxthen Bank & Trust W.

4/11/84

4/24/84

4/30/84

5/7/84

5/17/84

5/18/84

6/1/8

6/5/84

7/9/85

7/10/84 $100,00

6/23/84

7/29/84

6/6/84

6/17/84

5/30/84

6/15/84

7/10/84

1/7/85

50,000

20,070

35,000

32,000

50,479

52,000

50t000

48,000

prime + 21% binm a & ittme

141

14%

13%

121/2%

pr ime + 2%

14%

14%

pr ime + 2%

Robirnom

lbimu

ib i

Itabiem

Rbbi -- -

itbbi is,

ltabim

ftobi - -

iersmm1y

a omittee

& coittb.

& cmdttee

a omitbe

Ieraom1y

& O Ittae

unsowred

$75s m blm

paid 5/2VU8

$29900balm

pai 5/23/84

"ai 7/12/8

$50000 m

$48.OU an
]/"

sa BlY stab.



made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U,..

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100,7(b)(11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The Bank of Salem loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a written

instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual and

customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR
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382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee )p can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment.-

The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239).



Federal Matching Fund payments.L' In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment# the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan_

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).

-3G7
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agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.- /

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the Bank of Salem

follows.

BANK OF SALEM

An unsecured $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and

the Robinson Committee on June 5, 1984, with a due date of July

3/a) Risk
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.

37
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10, 1984, later refinanced to January 10, 1985. At the time of

this loan, Robinson was obligated to repay $251,970 in

outstanding loans, and the Committee was jointly obligated to

repay $199,970.

At present, the entire principal is outstanding.

Robinson and the Committee were devoid of assets or means to

meet this obligation at the time of the loan. Without additional

evidence showing that the Bank of Salem would issue other loans

of this size without collateral, the Office of General Counsel

recommends the Commission find probable cause to believe the Bank

of Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the Bank of Salem
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

-5a fe /Charles N. Steele
/ General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)
MUR 1721First American Bank)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEZF

I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the First American Bank violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan. The

Commission also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer,

* George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.s.c. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and

James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans

from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),

2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),

4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),

and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert

that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of

business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

-37
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Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on may

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31r900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommny Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including First

American which approved a $50,000 loan on April 24, 1984. The

loans were all approved. The date and other relevant data of the

loans are listed on the following chart:
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Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The First American Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a

written instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual

and customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

L12
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sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR

382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

) Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment. 1 '/

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239).0 LU3
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The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.2/ In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission
has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FECcertification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by theBrown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).

Cfq
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Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid..21

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.
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The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the First American

Bank follows.

FIRST AMERICAN BANK

A $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by First

American Bank on April 24, 1984. Then bank officer who loaned

the money indicated by affidavit that the loan to Tommy Robinson,
"was to be repaid from campaign contributions, [and] Cilf

campaign contributions proved to be insufficient to repay the

loan, it was to be repaid from the proceeds of a loan to be made

to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Co."

As of the date of this loan Robinson had personally

guaranteed $150,000 in loans. At this time Robinson was in no

position to provide an alternate source of repayment for the

$150,000 in loans.

Further, the availability to Robinson of a second loan from

Worthen Bank & Trust Co. to pay off First American's bank loan

does not represent an alternate source of repayment. First

American Bank provided no documentation that Worthen was legally
"obligated" to provide Robinson with a loan for purposes of

paying off previous loans. In addition, no evidence has been

disclosed to show that similar loans have been made upon request

from the Worthen Bank & Trust, Company. Thus, since First

American's loan, secured by the future expectation of campaign

contributions, had no adequate alternate source of repayment it

follows that the loan was not made on a basis which assures

repayment.
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Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe the First American Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the First American Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date/ Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel
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In the Matter of )
First State Bank ) MUR 1721

GENERAL COUNSEL' 8 BRIEF
I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there
is reason to believe that the First State Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan. The Commission
also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer, George Me
Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and
James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants
asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans
from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),
2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),
4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),
and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert
that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of
business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United
States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy
Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

c-B,
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Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

$251,970 in outstanding bank loans and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommny Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including First

State Bank, which approved a $20,070 loan on April 30, 1984. The

loans were all approved. The date and other relevant data of the

loans are listed on the following chart:
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Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

) S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The First State Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a written

instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual and

customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assure repayment, the Commission has considered the type and
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sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR

382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.
) Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of
political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of
a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment. 1 1

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee theCommission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantorand b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239).

c~
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The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.21 In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

) If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous *risk reducing faue"in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid Al/
In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

) the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid,

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.
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The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the First State Bank

follows.

FIRST STATE BANK

A $20,070 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by First State Bank on April 30, 1984. The

Bank officer who made the loan indicated that he had received a

favorable recommendation on the credit worthiness of Tommy

Robinson.

First State Bank's loan agreement indicates that the loan,

guaranteed by Robinson and the Robinson Committee, was secured by

"I[clampaign proceeds over $100,000 - 50 percent guarantee". This

security amounts to a future expectation of political

contributions.-! As of the date of this loan Robinson had

personally guaranteed $170,070 and of this sum the Committee had

jointly guaranteed $120,070 in loans.

There was further a agreement that if the loan was not paid

within the initial 90-day period, further collateral would be

required from Robinson. This was, in fact, accomplished on

September 12, 1984, when a third mortgage on his personal

residence was obtained. The note was rescheduled to November 21,

1984.

According to information from the Worthen Bank and Trust

Company, which acquired a second mortgage on Robinson's home on

July 9, 1984, Robinson had no equity remaining in his residence

4/ First State Bank had a security interest in half of the
campaign proceeds over $100,000. At the time the loan was made
total contributions received were less than or equal to $25,801.
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after the second mortgage. Therefore, the added collateral would

not provide an alternate source of repayment should the loan come

under default. Because the loan was not adequately assured, the

Office of General Counsel recomends the Commission find probable

cause to believe the First State Bank violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the First State Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Da Ve L harles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1721First Commercial Bank )

GENERAL COUNSEL' 8 BRIEF
I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there
is reason to believe that the First Commercial Bank violated
2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan. The
Commission also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and
the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the
contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and
) James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans
from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),
2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),
4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),
and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert
that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of
business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United
States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy
Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas
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Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaing

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates thalt immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue,, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommny Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including First

Commercial Bank, which approved a $35,000 loan on May 7, 1984.

The loans were all approved. The date and other relevant data of

the loans are listed on the following chart:,
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Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The First Commercial Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a

written instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual

and customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and
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Sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee
repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate andstocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which canprovide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). Inaddition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt offuture campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receiptof federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President
Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral whichcan provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assurerepayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether
there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission
considered loans collateralized by the future expectation ofPolitical contributions as sufficient collateral to assurerepayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personalassets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the futureexpectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation ofPolitical contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment ofa loan only if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate

source of repayment.l/

1/ When he alternatNe source is a personal guarantee theCommission has determined the sufficiency of the alternativesource by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantorand b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor(MUR 216/239).

G I)
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The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in HUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.-V In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

) If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

* certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).



Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.V'

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

3/a) Risk
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.

6-
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The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the First Commercial

Bank follows.

FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK

A $35,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by First Commercial Bank on May 7, 1984. In

its response,' First Commercial claimed that the loan was "made on

a basis which assured repayment". First Commercial did not

indicate what assured repayment but did indicate that in its

judgment, Robinson and the Robinson Committee were a good risk.

Upon receipt of this loan, Robinson had personally

guaranteed $205,070 and of this sum the Robinson Committee had

jointly guaranteed $155,070 in loans.

Except for the expectation of future campaign contributions

both Robinson and the Robinson Committee were devoid of the

assets or the means to meet this loan obligation. First

Commercial Bank's loan, collateralized by expected future

campaign contributions and not having an adequate alternative

source of repayment, is a loan not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe the First Commercial

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 44lb(a) 0
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III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the First Commercial
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

37z;, /9
5at~ Charles N. Steele

General Counsel



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 1721

Twin City Bank

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan. The Commission

also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer, George M.

Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and)

James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans

from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),

2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),

4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),

and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert

that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of

business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas
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Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

) such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including Twin

City Bank, which approved a $32,000 loan on May 17, 1984. The

loans were all approved. The date and other relevant data of the

loans are listed on the following chart:
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Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

§ 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The Twin City Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a written

instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual and

customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and
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sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR

382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment. 1 '

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239) .
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The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.2' In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

2g/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.V'/

In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.
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The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the Twin City Bank

follows.

TWIN CITY BANK

A $32,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Twin City Bank on May 17, 1984. The Bank

officer who made the loan indicated his personal knowledge of the

credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson, stating that he had extended

credit to him for larger amounts than $32,000 in the past. This

same Bank officer also indicated that he approved the loan to

Robinson and the Robinson Committee based on the "Political

future and fortunes of Tommy F. Robinson" and specifically on the

7viability of Tommy Robinson's campaign for Congress.

The loan from Twin City on May 17, 1984, appears to have

been used to repay the $35,000 May 7, 1984, loan from First

Commercial Bank. Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had

borrowed from one bank to pay another, as of May 17, 1984,

Robinson was still obligated to repay $202,070, and of this sum,

the Committee was jointly obligated to repay $152,070.

The Twin City Bank officer who approved the loan indicated

his belief that despite the financial burden, Robinson could pay

off the debt from his personal funds and that in any event, he

(Bank officer) felt certain that Robinson could inspire the

community to contribute to his political campaign. The record

establishes that Robinson lacked the "Personal funds" or earning

capacity to pay off a $32,000 loan due in 29 days. In addition,

~73
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the Committee was also devoid of sufficient assets to meet its

loan obligation.

The record and the Bank officer's response indicate that the

loan would only be repaid through the receipt of future campaign

contributions. Twin City's loan, collateralized by future

campaign contributions and lacking an adequate alternative source

of repayment was therefore not made on the basis which assures

repayment.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends the

Commission find probable cause to believe Twin City Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

III. Recommendation

-The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the Twin City Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date/ Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1721

Worthen Bank and Trust, Company )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that the Worthen Bank and Trust Company

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan.

The Commission also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer,

George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting the

contribution.

The complaint was originally filed by George Carder and)

James E. McClain, Jr., on June 4, 1984. The complainants

asserted that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee (the "Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans

from the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000),

2) First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070),

4) First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000),

and 6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert

that the six loans were not made in the ordinary course of

business because they were not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Upon further inspection of Committee reports, it was learned

that the Committee received a second loan from the Worthen Bank

and Trust Company for $48,000.



-2-

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

0 the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory

manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).
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With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached Arkansas banks for loans, including Worthen

Bank and Trust Company, which approved a $32,000 loan on May 17,

1984. The loans were all approved. The date and other relevant

data of the loans are listed on the following pagei

Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The Worthen Bank and Trust Company loan obtained by Tommy

Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was

evidenced by a written instrument, was subject to a due date and

~7~P
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bore the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution. The only issue in this matter is whether the loan

was made on a basis which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MLJR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR

382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan.

Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

7 C[
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political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment.-/

The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.-Z/ In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

) and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239).
2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108r. a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assure repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

) loans would be repaid.3'

) In conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

3/a) Risk

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the timer
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.
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repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the Worthen Bank and

Trust Company follows.

WORTHEN BANK S TRUST CO.

A $50,479 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. on May 18,

1984. The bank officer who approved the loan indicated his

personal knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson.

) The Worthen loan agreement indicates that the loan was secured

with a second mortgage executed on Tommy Robinson's house.

The $50,479 loan from Worthen appears to have been used to

repay the $50,000 April 24, 1984, loan from First American Bank.

The loan from First American was fully repaid on May 21, 1984.

Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had borrowed from one

bank to pay another; as of May 21, 1984, Robinson and the

Robinson Committee were both obligated to repay $202,549 in

outstanding loans.

As to the security, mortgages on real estate do represent

the type of collateral which can provide an adequate basis to

assure repayment of a loan. An appraisal of Robinson's home by

the Worthen Bank & Trust Company reflected a fair market value of

$88,900. There was an outstanding first mortgage in the amount



of approximately $50,000, reflecting a net equity in the home of

approximately $38,900. Worthen' s response indicates this

collateral and Robinson's credit history complied with its loan

policies.

The loan was paid in full on May 23, 1984.

Worthen made a second loan to Robinson, for $48,000 on July

9, 1984, again using the second mortgage as security. The due

date is reported as January 7, 1985.

Because the loans were not fully collateralized,!! the

Commission must determine whether the loans contained risk

reducing features to assure repayment of the balance. One factor

is that Robinson had a successful credit history with Worthen.

The present loans, however, are significantly greater than the

previous loans given Robinson, which were presumably made when

Robinson was not significantly in debt.

A second factor stated by Worthen is that the bank carries

1,377 second mortgages as collateral for loans. This information

is not pertinent, however, to whether a loan of Robinson's

proportion is ordinarily made under similar circumstances.

Therefore, since no evidence is present that similar

collateral has been used to assure repayment of other loans of

this size, and the fact that Robinson and the Committee were

devoid of assets or means to meet these obligations, the Office

of General Counsel recommends the Commission find probable cause

4/ The actual value of a second mortgage reflecting a net
equity of $38,900 is uncertain, although it is probably less than
the face value.
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to believe Worthen Bank and Trust Co. violated 2 U.S.C.

S 44lb(a).

11I. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the Worthen Bank & Trust
Company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

Date/ Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

I .- v
51 4,4
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
First Jacksonville Bank ) MUR 1721)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S BRIEF

I. Statement of the Case

On December 6, 1984, the Commission determined that there is

reason to believe that the First Jacksonville Bank violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a bank loan and that Tommy

Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its

treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by

accepting the contribution.

Tommy Robinson initially filed as a candidate for the United

States House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. Tommy

Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20, 1984, Arkansas

Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary election on May

29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds (due to

Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the campaign

with money primarily obtained through loans from different

Arkansas banks.

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.

Robinson had a reputation in the community as a man of integrity

and as a man who handled his loan matters in a satisfactory
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manner. Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially

the banking community) as a man with a political future. As

such, the Banks indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person

who could raise political contributions when necessary.

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee to the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: On April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0. By May 9, 1984, it

had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions. By June 30,

1984, it had raised a total of $96,823 in contributions, had

outstanding bank loans of $251,970 and expended $350,364. (The

last loan was approved on July 9, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached eight Arkansas banks for loans, including

the First Jacksonville Bank, which approved a $52,000 loan on

June 1, 1984. The loans were all approved. The date and other

relevant data of the loans are listed on the following page.

Robinson won the Second District congressional race over two

opponents, garnishing 47 percent of the vote. As of December 31,

1984, Robinson and the Committee showed an outstanding balance of

$223,088 in bank loans. For the period covering November 27,

1984 to December 31, 1984, the Committee reported $41,121 in

contributions.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are
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made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(ll) a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The First Jacksonville Bank loan obtained by Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee was evidenced by a

written instrument, was subject to a due date and bore the usual

and customary interest rate of the lending institution. The only

issue in this matter is whether the loan was made on a basis

which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment, the Commission has considered the type and

sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by a borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR

1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts (MUR
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382 (77) Brown for President Committee), or the expected receipt

of federal matching funds (MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President

Committee ), can be considered as the type of collateral which

can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment o f a loan.

Before deeming a "future expectancy" as sufficient to assure

repayment of a loan, the Commission has first considered whether

there is an alternate source of repayment.

In MUR 215/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of

a loan if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate source

of repayment. 1 '/

The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The committee also expected

1/ When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239).



Federal Matching Fund payments.2/ In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view-

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concert were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

(80), a loan to the Kennedy for President Committee was

collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

) President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

its analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

2Z/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 176 ($25,000) June 2, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).

c~~)
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agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.V

in conclusion, the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by future expectations (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

alternative source of repayment, the Commission considers whether

the loan contains risk reducing features which assures that the

loan will in fact be repaid.

The progress of the loan obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee from the First Jacksonville

Bank follows.

FIRST JACKSONVILLE BANK

A $52,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by the First

Jacksonville Bank on June 1, 1984, with a due date of June 15,

3/a) Risk

1 .

2.

3.
4.
5.

b) Risk
1.

2.

3.

4.

reducing factors of Anderson loan:
Availability of post-election matching funds based on
the number of votes received.
Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on
that date.
Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing
banks.
reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
Committee receiving matching funds in one designated
account.
Documents submitted to bank by Committee trasurer
certifying that the Committee had, at the time,
$272,316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of
such contributions from thirty states.
A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.
Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating th bank as beneficiary.

9I
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1984. The Bank had a loan history with Robinson, making 15 loans

to him over nine years. According to Larry Wilson, President of

the Bank, Robinson had never been 30 days late on a loan payment.

For collateral, the Bank obtained a second mortgage on Robinson's

home and the assignment of rights in an autobiography. According

to information provided by Worthen Bank and Trust Company, which

had previously secured a second mortgage on Robinson's home for a

loan repaid on May 23, 1984, Robinson's equity in the house

amounted to $38,900.

At the time of the loan, Robinson was obligated to repay

$201,970 in outstanding loans, and the Committee was jointly

obligated to repay $149,970.

The loan was fully repaid on July 12, 1984.

) Because the loan was not fully collateralized with tangible

assets, the Commission must determine whether the loans contained

risk reducing features to assure repayment of the balance. One

factor is that Robinson had a successful credit history with the

First Jacksonville Bank. The present loan, however, is

significantly greater than the previous loans given Robinson,

which were presumably made when Robinson was not significantly in

debt.

A second risk reducing factor is that Robinson had received

the highest number of votes in the Democratic Primary on May 29

1984, two days prior to the loan. Larry T. Wilson, president of

the First Jacksonville Bank, stated this election "indicated to

us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff

election and the General Election in November." Although the



loan to John Anderson in AO 1980-108 was also collateralized with

the expected receipt of federal funding, the proven ability to

generate public support as of the date of the loan, and therefore

the probability of generating public contributions in the future,

is a risk reducing feature to the loan.

A third risk reducing feature is that the loan was

collateralized by a second mortgage (See Note 5), and future

autobiography rights.AI

The First Jacksonville Bank was repaid in full on July 12,

1984, apparently from the second loan made by the Worthen Bank

and Trust, Company. Despite the risk reducing features

previously discussed, Robinson and the Committee were devoid of

assets or means to meet this obligation except by receiving an

additional loan. Without additional evidence showing that

similar collateral has been used by the First Jacksonville Bank

to assure repayment of other loans of this size, the office of

General Counsel recommends the Commission find probable cause to

believe the First Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

4/ According to Larry T. Wilson, president of the First
Jacksonville Bank, the loan document was destroyed shortly after
th loan was repaid. The Bank's response indicated the collateral
for the loan included an assignment of the cash value on a life
insurance policy. Further investigation, however, clarified that
a life insurance policy was taken on Tommy Robinson, but that no
assignment of a cash value was ever instituted.

qj
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III. Recommendation

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. Find probable cause to believe that the First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

DateCareN.Sel Charles N. SteeleGeneral Counsel k4;ot---



~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
P1 IPAY)WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

S4I April 1, 1985

Larry C. Wallace
Houser Wallace & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock,,Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins and Tommy
Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
ell% Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to--j recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
. r a violation has occurred.

'77 Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



Larry C. Wallace
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
(V WASHNCTON,D.C. 20463

April 1, 1985

W. Russell Meeks, III
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE:- MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Meeks:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4r
1984,- and information supplied by your clients the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, and December 6, 1984, that there
was reason to believe that your client had violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a)p a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"), and instituted an investigation of
this matter.

) After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
violations have occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before procetedin~g to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



W. Russell Meeks, III
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

)



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
S WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Sri$ April 1, 1985

H. Maurice Mitchell
100 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First American Bank

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your clients the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file

-' with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement,



H. Maurice Mitchell
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

GarlCesN. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief
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~ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
AV ASHINGTOND.C. 20463

S~1~

April 1, 1985

Rita W. Gruber
Gruber Law Office
1700 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Ms. Gruber:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 41
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)t a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.]

After considering all the evidence available to the
) Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



Rita W. Gruber
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact AndrewMaikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHJNCTON,D.C. 20463

"S April 1, 1985

First Commercial Bank
B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721

First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Vinson:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your clients the Commission

K determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of

C the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

) After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact AndrewMaikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
VASHNGT0ND.C. 20463

sits April 1, 1985

Twin City Bank
Terrace Renaud, Chairman
One Riverfront Place
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

RE: MUR 1721
Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaud:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

C' Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



Terrance Renaud, Chairman,
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles 1. Steele
General Counsel

7~e4'4
Enclosure

Brief



0

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~PgLLYJ)WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

April 1, 1985

C.J. Giroir, Jr.
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas

RE: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank &Trust Co.

Dear Mr. Giroir:

Based on a complaint filed with the Commission on June 4,
1984, and information supplied by your client the Commission
determined on September 5, 1984, that there was reason to believe
that your client had violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"), and instituted an investigation of this matter.]

After considering all the evidence available to the
) Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is Prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



C.J. Giroir, Jr.
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich the at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief



,~A~UT~\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~~fj~~J.)WASHINGTOND.C. 20463

'oS S 6 April 1,r 1985

Larry T. Wilson, President
First Jacksonville Bank
600 West Main Street
P.O. Box 827
Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721
First Jacksonville Bank

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course of
carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, and information
supplied by you the Federal Election Commission, on December 6,
1984, found reason to believe that you had violated 2 U.s.c.
5 441b(a), and instituted an investigation in this matter.

After considering all the evidence available to the
) Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to

recommend that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
a violation has occurred.

Cl Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of
the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.
within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you may file
with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies if
possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to the
brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief should
also be forwarded to the Office of General Counsel, if possible.)
The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you may submit
will be considered by the Commission before proceeding to a vote
of probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request to the Commission for an
extension of time in which to file a brief. The Commission will
not grant any extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of General Counsel attempt for a period of not less than
thirty, but not more than ninety, days to settle this matter
through a conciliation agreement.



Larry T. Wilson, President
Page 2

Should you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Enclosure
Brief

)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
The Tommy Robinson for Congress )

Committee and its treasurer )
George Michael Felkins ) MUR 1721

Stephen's Security Bank )
First Commerical Bank )
Twin City Bank )
First American Bank )
First State Bank )
Worthen Bank & Trust Company ) Lu

First Jacksonville Bank ) -

Bank of Salem )

COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #2

On September 5, 1984, the Commission found reason to elieIet
1.)

the Stephens Security Bank, First American Bank, First St& e f3

Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City Bank and the Worthen 
Bank

& Trust Conmpany violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in making a

contribution in the form of unsecured loans to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee ("Committee"). The Commission also found

7reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Committee violated

4T 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) for accepting said contributions.

C On December 6, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem violated 2

U.S.C. S 441b(a) in making a contribution in the form of

unsecured loans to the Committee and that Tommy Robinson and 
the

Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) for accepting said

contribution.

Responses to the findings were received from the Stephens

Security Bank (Attachment 1), First American Bank (Attachment 2),

First State Bank (Attachment 3), First Commercial Bank

(Attachment 4), Twin City Bank (Attachment 5), Worthen Bank &
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Trust Company (Attachment 6), First Jacksonville Bank (Attachment

7), Bank of Salem (Attachment 8) and Tommy Robinson and the

Committee (Attachment 9).

The Office of General Counsel is presently preparing a

report for the Commission analyzing the legal and factual issues

of the case.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Date By: Ken et A.- Gross
SAssociate General 40o1unsel

Attachments
1. Response from Stephens Security Bank
2. Response from First American Bank
3. Response from First State Bank
4. Response from First Commercial Bank
5. Response from Twin City Bank
6. Response from Worthen Bank & Trust
7. Response from First Jacksonville Bank
8. Response from Bank of Salem
9. Response from Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee
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LITTLE ROCK. AORKANSAS 73301

W. NUNLL MaII[C UIl
TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX

December 31, 1984

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission Con

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 .7
Stephens Security Bank

'p
Dear Mr. Maikovich:

C,

Our position remains the same as indicated in earlier
correspondence, and'as expressed to you in our telephone conver-

sations. We would be happy to discuss some guidelines for future
loans, of this type, there being no such guidelines or regula-

C! tions in place at the present time to guide lending institutions
with respect to the making of these types of loans. As we
discussed, we might well agree to some type of conciliation or
settlement agreement, but would indicate the absence of any spe-
cific guidelines on these types of loans, and would set forth
guidelines to be-utilized in the future.

I am assuming that with the election process now completed,
and with the more urgent violations having now been handled by
your office, we might be able to conclude this particular matter.
It is in the interest of the lending institutions involved, and
specifically of interest to my clients, that the matter be
resolved so that we can go on with our normal business opera-
tions.

We will look forward to hearing from you at your convenience.
Let me also note, however, that in line with my earlier com-
munication to you, this office is retained as counsel for Bank of
Salem, Salem, Arkansas, which is also an affiliate of Smith
Associated Banking Corporation. We will therefore be entering an



Mr. Andy Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Page 2

appearance on behalf of Bank of Salem and you will be receiving
our reply under separate cover. Our comunications with respect
to one bank, however, will also be applicable to the othere
unless we subsequently determine through contact with your office
that they need to be treated differently.

We have appreciated your courtesy and we look forward to
working with you to conclude the matter.

Yours very truly,

W. Russell 1eeks, III
WRM:bj

If cc: Richard T. *Smith
Chairman of the Board
Smith Associated Banking Corporation

.1
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FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Suite 7
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

In response to your letter 
of September 14,

1984, which we received on September 
17, 1984, we are

enclosing a supplementary affidavit 
from Leonard K.

Dunn in connection with the 
above referenced matter.

Yours very truly,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,

JACKSON & TUCKER

By
Muic, \"-"-

H. Maurice Mitchell

HMM:lc
Enclosure

cc - Mr. Leonard K. Dunn

C37)

°



STATE OF ARKANSAS)
)ss:

COUNTY OF SALINE ) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Leonard K. Dunn who, after being duly sworn,

states on oath that:

1. This affidavit is supplementary to the affi-

davit made by the affiant on July 6, 1984.

2. The loan which the affiant made on behalf of

First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. ("First American")

to Tommy F. Robinson ("Robinson") on April 24, 1984, was

made at the request of officers of one of First American's

upstream correspondents, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

o ("Worthen") of Little Rock, Arkansas. Officers of Worthen

1P assured affiant that ample proceeds would be available from

a loan to be made to Robinson by Worthen to repay the First

American loan, inc.luding interest, in full.

3. The affiant and First American do customarily

make loans at the request of an upstream correspondent when

the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds of a loan to be

cmade to the borrower by the upstream correspondent.

Leonard K. Dunn

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Pub-

lic, on this 26th day of'September, 1984.

Notary Public
My commission e::pires:

October 1, 1990

(SEAL)
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GRUBER LAW OFFICE S O C .
ATTONE AT LW84CT Al: j2

1700 Firt Commercial Building

Little Rock . Arkansa 72201
Wayne A. Gruber (501) 3755061 Rita W. Gruber

American Home Life Building
1900 Main - Second Floor ,

North Little Rock. Arkansos 72114
(501) 758-6115

September 27, 1984
.0-,

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; First State Bank of"Ifwod

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is'in response to correspondence which First State
Bank of Sherwood received on September 18, 1984. In that letter,

o you stated that there was reason to believe that First State Bank
had violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
rlection Campaign Act of 1971. It further stated that it

Vappeared that First State Bank had contributed $20,070.65 to the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in. the
form of a loan which was not made in the ordinary course of
business.

First State Bank of Sherwood and its President, Al Harkins,
specifically deny that a contribution in the amount set forth

C above was made to Tommy Robinson or to his campaign committee as
you have alleged. This transaction clearly does not fall within
the definition of "contribution" as defined by the Act, but

crather falls within the definition of what a contribution is not
which is found in 2 U.S.C. Section 431(8)(B)(vii).

This transaction was clearly a loan and evidenced all the

requirem.znts to be considered a loan under the requirements of
the Act referred to herein above as well as in the normal banks :ig
sense.

First, Tommy Robinson was required to sign a promissory note, a

copy of which has already been provided to your office. It was

signed personally by Tommy. Robinson as well as being co-signed by

Darrell Glasscock. Second, the loan was made to Tommy Robinson
at the highest legal rate normally charged on personal loans

under applicable Arkansas law. Third, the loan had a definite
due date.



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
September 27, 1984

Page Two

There were further agreements that if the loan was not paid
within the initial 90-day period, further collateral would be
required of Mr. Robinson. This was, in fact, accomplished and a
mortgage to his personal residence was obtained and a copy of
said mortgage is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". The underlying
note is due prior to the November general election and has a
demand clause, which has been exercised.

In regard to the quest-ions which you apparently have regarding
whether the loan of money was made in the ordinary course of
business, the answer is an emphatic yes. I am attaching as

11% Exhibit "B" a summary of recent loans which were made to
individuals, originally as unsecured, and later were

C collateralized. Pursuant to the herein above referenced Act, all
information regarding this matter as well 'as the loan information
which is attached hereto shall remain confidential. This list
does not include those persons who originally were given an
unsecured loan and. paid of f the balance prior to the Bank
requesting collateral.

In summary, this transaction is not a contribution as envisioned
'17 by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. it

falls within that exception which allows a state bank, whose
deposits or accounts are insured by the Federal Deposit insurance
Corporation, to loan money to political candidates when the
politician, and any endorser or guarantor, is legally responsible

Cr ~ Lor repayment of said loan; the loan is made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written instrument, and subject
to a due date; and bears the usual and customary interest rate of
the lending institution. In the case at hand, the transaction
with Tommy Robinson and his campaign committee falls within this
description of a loan. This loan can be collected just like'any
other loan which the Bank may make to another individual or
organization. As you know, banking is not a science but is a
business which provides services to individuals, as well as to
business organizations of whatever nature, and seeks to make a
profit from its services. The transaction at hand represents a
business decision on the part of a small state bank hoping to
make a profit from~ the loan. The loan is backed up with a
mortgage and subj;ect to being foreclosed if payment is not
received as required by the promissory note between the parties.



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
September 27, 1984
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Based upon this argument, First State Bank of Sherwood
respectfully submits that this Commission should find that a loan
was made to Tommy Robinson and his campaign committee in
accordance 'with applicable banking laws and regulations and in
the ordinary course of business; and that it bears all the
requirements of an exception to the definition of "contribution"
as found in the Act.

Sincerely,

GRUBER LAW OFFICE

C
Rita W.' Gruber

RWG:ras
Enicl1osures

C ~cc: Andrew Maikovich, Attorney
Federal Election Commission

Nr Mr. Al Harkins, President
First State Bank of Sherwood
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* GRUBER LAW OMCE ..
ATTORNEYS AT LA1W 6,'

1700 First Commer l •d.ng
Little Rock. Arkonso 72201 o R

Wayne A. Gruber 1501) 375.5061 Rita W. Gruber

American Home Lie lulli3g
1900 Main - Second Floor

North Little Rock, Arkonsas 72114
(501) 756-8115

October 5, 1984
C=
-I
-- 4

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman, Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463 w

RE: MUR172] First State sank of Sherwood __

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is to follow up my letter to you dated September
27th, 1984, regarding the referenced matter. On page two of
that letter I referred to a renewal loan secured by mortgage on
Mr. Robinson's personal reference. I noted that this note had
a demand clause. I would like to clarify that paragraph to
reflect that the demand clause has not been exercised.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Gruber Law Office
Rita W. Gruber

CC: Al Harkins, President
First State Bank of Sherwood

Andrew Maikovich, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
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Sept6taber 27, 1984 - 3

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee

Dear Ms. Elliott:

It was with surprise that I received your letter of September 14 stating
that the Commission found reason to believe that First Commercial Bank
violated 2 U .S.C. §441b(a) in its loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee. The purpose of this letter is to respond, once again, to this

:.0 charge.

First Commercial Bank has not altered its position with respect to this
matter since our original response to you in June. We disagree that a loan
to a candidate must b'e illegal merely because it is unsecured. As you are

ITr aware, collateral is merely one of the many factors to which a loan officer
must look when considering an application for a loan. First Commercial
Bank's loan to the Campaign Committee fully complied with sound banking
practices.

The loan was for a short term, it bore interest at the usual rate, and it
was evidenced by our standard promissory note form. All of the usual
documentation and application channels were followed by the Committee.
Further, the loan was not endorsed or guaranteed, even implicitly, by an
individual. No favors were rendered or expected. Mr. Robinson has no
special relationship with either the Bank or the loan officer who made the
loan. The simple fact is that the loan officer believed that, based upon all
of the relevant consideration, the loan would be safely repaid quickly and
that it would be a good transaction for the Bank. Mr. Robinson was, and
is, an extremely popular candidate, and at the time the loan was made, it
was more than extremely likely that he would receive substantial
contributions due to his strong popularity.

Finally, the loan itself was in fact quickly repaid. First Commercial
Bank's confidence in the Committee's ability to repay the loan was
obviously justified.

CAPITOL AND BROADWAY LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 501/371-7000



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott -2. September 27, 1984

Again, I sincerely hope that this response is helpful, and that you Will
view the loan in the spirit in which it was made: as a sound business
transaction, and nothing more or less. Again, I must ask that you keep
this information confidential. Mr. Vinson is currently on vacation. If I
may be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely yours,

Barnett Grace
President

BC: cca
D4IX
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T.E. RENAUD
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Officer

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

September 21, 199 . :.ic 13-C

r -.
Ei :.. .-

r z -

Dear Ms. Elliott:

On this date, I have-received your letter of September 14,
1984. I understand that your commission "determined that there
is reason to believe that the Twin City Bank violated U.S.C.
441 b(a)" regarding our loan of $32,000 to the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and that you have requested information
concerning this matter.

My personal position relative to this loan and that of the
Twin City Bank have been stated in detail and included appro-
priate documentation in my letter of June 26, 1984 to Mr. Kenneth
A. Gross, Associate General Counsel of your office. This state-
ment contains our full and complete position relative to this
matter. I can only assume that your office has neglected to
inform the Commission of this detailed statement or that we
are under a gross misconception of what constitutes "a loan
made in the ordinary course of our business." In either case,
we must stand on our earlier statement.

TER/dc

P.O. BOX 55e1. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72119-501 1272-4700
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission ""
1325 "K" 

CD

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

CThe purpose of this letter is to provide you with certain

I' supplemental information for consideration by the Federal

Election Commission in connection with the above referenced
matter.

As indicated in our meeting in your office, I intend to

provide you with the history of Worthen Bank in respect to

second mortgage loans and other loans previously made to Tommy

"IT Robinson, and to other Worthen customers, as well as

information concerning the appraised value and the resulting
#equity which existed in M~r. Robinson's home at the time of the

loan. I was able to obtain information concerning the history

of loans to Mr. Robinson and concerning the equity in the home.

I will require an additional two weeks to obtain meaningful

information concerning Worthen's history in the 
second mortgage

loan business.

Over the past nine years, Worthen Bank has made unsecured

loans to Mr. Robinson ranging from $775.20 to $47,000 which

have been paid in accordance with their terms. In addition, on

May 5, 1980, a second mortgage loan in the amount of $15,000

was made by Worthen to Tommy Robinson, paid by Mr. Robinson

when due. The subject loan in the amount of $50,479.45 was

made on May 18, 1984, and paid when due. The loan was secured

by a second mortgage on" Mr. Robinson's home. I am enclosing

herewith an appraisal of Mr. Robinson's home made at the time

0



of origination of Mr. Robinson's loan. You will note that the
appraisal reflects a fair market value of $88,900. There was
an outstanding f irst mortgage loan in the amount of
approximately $50#000, reflecting a net equity in the home of
approximately $38#900. Accordingly, Worthen loan officers
concluded that the subject loan could be made in compliance
with Worthen loan policy and Worthen's credit history with Mr.
Robinson.

Information concerning Worthen's history in making second
mortgage loans to customers will be provided within two weeks.
If you require additional information, please advise.

Very truly yours,

C.J. Giroir, Jr.

CJGjr/Is
Enc.

cc

- 2 -
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APPRAISAL REPORT
FORWORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.

BORROWER: Tommy Robinson

ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

PROPERTY ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonvi Arknsas

CERTIFICATEWe hereby certify that we have personally inspected this property and that all statements and information given in thisappraisal report are true to the best of our knowledge and belief and that we have no interest whatsoever in th Propertowner, or as a creditor of the borrower.

DATE APPRAISED 
DAT

May 18, 1984

VALUE LAND S1,000 VAL
VALUE IMPS. 739VALU -

TOTAL VALUE $88,900 -"---
APPRAISED BY: APP

K Tom L. Wrav - - ---

DATE RE-APPRAISED 
DATJ

VALUE LAND

VALUE IMPS.

TOTAL VALUE - -..
APPRAISED BY: 

APPRAISED BY: APPRAISED BY:

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONED AREA ,980 . FT. X $30.00 $59,400GARAGE AND STORAGE AREA - 750 S. F. X $12.00 
9,000

CARPORT AREA SQ. FT.
KITCHEN EQUIPMENT 

1,000FIREPLACE 

OEM-WALKWAYS, DRIVEWAYS, LANDSCAPING. 
2,000

OTHER:

TOTAL VALUE IMPROVEMENTS $73,900

; - t.



LOT INFORMATION
L N. 37 Phase

LOT NO.7 Bkg9 NO. I SUBDIVISION Jackson HeightsSIZE X.SHAPE Rectangle AREA West of/ Jacksonville
LANDSCAPING Yes

TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES Level
STREET Blacktop ALLEY oSIDEWALKS YesDRIVEYes

WATER Public GAS Public Public PublicWTRGSELECTRIC SEWER

BUILDING INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS One-level brick ranch style residence

I EXTERIOR DETAIL MECHANICAL DETAIL
ROOF

GUTTERS

EXTERIOR WALLS

PORCHES

WINDOWS -

FOUNDATION

Cm.Shingles,

No

Brick
Concrete

Alumninum nFramed

ELECTRICAL

HEATING

AIR CONDmONING

PLUMBING

SPECIAL EQUIPMENT
Slab on Grade

Good Quality

Central

Good Quality
Fireplace, Dishwasher,

Electric Ranae

INTERIOR DETAILS

LIVING

DININC

BEDRC

FAMIL)

KITCHI

BATH

UTILI

HALLS

SEWIN

STUDY

CARPO

AGE OF

IMME

TRIM
Gnnr

FLOORS
Carpets

WALLS
Sheetrock

CEILINGSSheetrock

G Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
OOMS (3) Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

Y ROOM Good Carpets Paneling Sheetrock Solid
EN Good Vinyl Paper Sheetrock Solid

(2) Good Carpets Paper/tile Sheetrock Solid
r Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
IG ROOM None

SNone

)R-GARAGE 2-Car Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock 2-Overhead

DOORSSol id

F IMPROVEMENT 6 Ye

DIATE REPAIRS NEEDED.

fears
OVERALL CONDITION Good

OTHER INFORMATION: Directions. to Subject Property:

Go to Jacksonville, Arkansas; exit Main.Street Exit; turn left
back under freeway and go about two miles west toward Gravel Ridg
to Harris Road; turn right to General Samuels Road; turn left to
Second Street on right (Adams Street); turn right to third house
on left.

-V.,, " * . . ;

3 1

-- ... w.d

I I m I m

NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION
NEIGHBORHOOD TREND: IMPROVING XX STATIC DECUNING
TWPE OFNEIGHBORHOOD' Residential homes in $85,000 to $95,000 range

Comb. 
ShinglesNoBrick

. . ..-.I I I " .

Electric Ranqe -

7-

%F v 0 T ou VAU

Central

Wvvv
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K"
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 17"1, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

N Dear Mr. Maikovich:

o This is to supplement the previous information I provided
i you concerning Worthen Bank & Trust Company in respect to the

making of second mortgage loans.

I have determined that as of October 25, 1984,. Worthen Bank.
and Trust Company has 1,377 second mortgage loans on its books,
having a total principal balance of $23,475,316. These loans
range in amount from $2-,100 up.

Please let me know if you require any additional informatign.

Very truly yours, -.

C. . Giroir, J.

CJG/ls
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December 28, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to your letter
which we received on December 17, 1984.

In order for you to thoroughly understand
making the loan to the Tommy Robinson for
of er the following information:

dated December 12., 1984

the basis for our
Congress Committee, we

1. Mr. Robinson and his wife have lived in our community since
1975, over nine years.

2. The Robinsons have had a deposit relationship with our
bank since August of 1975.

3. 1r. Robinson served as Chief of Police for the City of
Jacksonville for four years (1975-1979). In this position,
he had many occasions to work with us and we have found him
to be a man of good character.

4.. ,e have had a loan history with the Robinson's since 1976.
During that time we have made him fifteen (15) loans. Six
of those loans have been on an unse.7ured basis. The secured
loans range from automobile loans to loans backed by Certifi-
cate of Deposit. He has never been thirty (30) days late on
a loan payment.

5. The loan made to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
involved the following:
a. Amount: $52,000.00
b. Date of Note: June 6, 1984
c. Maturity Date: June 15, 1984
d. Date Paid in Full: July 12, 1984
e. Interest Rate: 14.0%

A FULL
600 'West Met~ain Street I P.O. Box 827 1 Jacksonvulle, Arkansas 72076 (501) 0182-4511 SERVICE

B3ANK(

@E)

LARRY T. WILSON
PIRC3ICNT
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December 28, 1984 page two

f. Collateral:
1. A Real Estate Mortgage on the equity in his home.
2. An assignment of the cash value of a life insurance

policy.
3. The assignment of rights in an autobiography.

g. The primary source of repayment for the loan was campaign
contributions.

h. The secondary source of repayment for the loan was the
conversion of collateral (fcreclosure, etc.)

6. Mr. Robinson enjoys a good personal reputation and his strong
showing in the Democratic Primary on 'May 29, 1984 indicated
to us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff
election and the General Election in November. Obviously, a
winning candidate enjoys a much better chance to raise money
after an election than a losing candidate.

'V 7. After reviewing the request for a loan by Mr. Robinson, the
loan officer determined that the risk involved in making the
loan was within the risk factors of other loans made in the
normal course of business.

0
8. Because First Jacksonville Bank had never before been aoroached

by a political candidate for a loan similar to this (no other
0 !bank customer of ours has ever run for Congress from our

District) we had no previous experience to draw from. WeV- si-:ly exercisedeour best judgement as to the risks involved
and made a decision to make the loan.

9. The fact that the loan was repaid in full on July 12, 134 'is
further evidence that our judgement was sound.eJ

In sur_=jary, we can assure you that there .. re no special favors
-ivolv-ed in this loan, no requests of 11r. Rcbinson to vote in any

- 'rticlar way if elected and that the loan %..as handled just as
nv o"nh-" loan in cur bank.

-iiott, our bank has established a reputation cor nrofession-
i1m in its 35 yearS of eJistence - we are not anout to jeopardi7ethis ret:autation for the sake of anI political candidate. We

aip-reciate your concern and your o- as chairman of the Federal
.l1ccticn Conmission. If you need any additional information or
*cId like to discuss this matter further, we stand ready to
assist you at any time.

S.ncerely, 7
.arr '. _ ilson
Pr esident

LTW/ sv



December 28, 1984

State of Arkansas
County of Pulaski

Subscribed and sworn before me this 28th day of December, 1984.

M y commission expires: Oct. 31, 1991

C-z)
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December 31, 1984

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 F

Bank of Salem - -

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

We are the attorneys for the respondent bank, Bank of Salem,
Salem, Arkansas. Please note that we are also presently the
attorneys for Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas. Both
banks are subsidiaries of Smith Associated Banking Corporation.

Please note our representation as attorneys of record for
both institutions, and for the parent holding company, Smith
Associated Banking Corporation. We will be forwarding to you a
statement of designation of counsel executed by Mr. Frank Burge,
President, Bank of Salem. You presently have the designation of
counsel for Stephens Security Bank, and for Smith Associated
Banking Corporation.

It is our position that there have not been sufficient alle-
gations made, through any newspaper articles, nor through the
information we believe to have been submitted to the Office of
General Counsel, that give rise to any substantial belief that
there has been any violation of 11 C.F.R. 100.7 (a)(1)(i)(C), or
11 C.F.R. 100.7 (b)(ll), or of 11 C.F.R. 104.3 (a)(4)(iv).
Instead, it is our belief that what has been presented does not
appear to be substantial enough to require any additional
investigation.

There has been no violation of any state or federal banking
regulation, nor has there been any violation of any federal elec-
tion commission regulation, nor has there been any other viola-
tion of any kind or nature. It is our feeling that there has
certainly been no "clear violation' of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(A)(1) or
of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(B)(vii). There has been no violation.

.2)



1 4S
Mr. Andy Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Page 2

instead, we assert that the loans from Bank of Salem, 
Salem,

Arkansas, are appropriate loans made in the oridinary course of

business by a state chartered lending institution. The loans are

made in full compliance with all appropriate federal 
and state

banking regulations and laws, and any and all regulations 
of the

appropriate state and federal regulatory bodies. We note your

findings set forth in the general counsel's factual and 
legal

analysis, in the second sentence of page 2, which states 
that

there is no -evidence that the loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment. We controvert the finding, in its entirety,

and further state that the loan was made in the oridinary course

of business, and based upon applicable and acceptable loan 
cri-

teria.

Due to the length of time that this matter referenced MUR

1721 has been under review by the Federal Election Commission,

and in view of the recent involvement of Bank of Salem, we would

request an additional fourteen (14) days from your date of

oreceipt of this letter, to conduct an additional investigation
with respect to the loan of Bank of Salem, and to visit with you

concerning other materials that have been submitted to your

office, at any time, by any of the lending institutions involved

in MUR 1721. We would also visit with you, at that point, about

the possibility of cQnciliation prior to a finding of probable

cause.



p
Mr. Andrew Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Page 3

xours very truLy,

W. Russell Meeks, III

cc: Richard T. Smith
Smith Associated Banking Corporation

Frank Burge
Bank of Salem

WRM: bj



HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A. '
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

TELEX.YgCwPi~g.
Larry C, Wallace 1500 TOWER BUILDING '.

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201
(501) 375-9151

1I8 AIO: 38

October 12, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman . "
Federal Election Commission
.325 "K" Street, N.V.
%ashington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee

Dear 1-s. Elliott:

I am writing in response to your letter of September 14,
, 0 1! -n which you stated that the Federal Electir Cr Coission hr-s

N, determined that there is reason to believe that my clients, The
Tor.v Robinson Campaign Committee and To=my Robinson, have

D violated 2 U.S.C., §441b(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of -971 by accepting illegal contributions from Stephens Securitr
Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial
Dank, Twin City Bank and Worthen Bank and Trust Company. This
respcnse is being tendered on October 13, 1984, the Commission
having generously given us an extension until October 15th in
which to respond.

It is our position that the Commission's stance that all
loans to political campaigns that are not fully secured must ipso
facto violate the Act is unreasonable and not in keeping with
either the intent of the Act or normal banking practices.
Certainly, with regard to the loans made to Mr. Robinson's

Cr Campaign Committee, both the letter and spirit of the Act were
followed; by the same token, each and every loan to his Campaign
Co=ittee was based upon sound business Principles having
absolutely nothing to do with the "evils' at which the Act is
directed. It is possible that some unsecured political campaign
loans may well indeed violate the Act; however, such loans do not
",'olate the Act merel because they are unsecured, especially in
view of the other factors which must be considered. It is my

a! in this response to illustrate the manner in which the loans
at issue comply with the Act, and to persuade the Commission to
reconsider its position. For if there ever were a situation in
which such unsecured loans were in keeping with the law, this is
surely it.

1. Statement of Facts

Tommy Robinson is the Sheriff of Pulaski County,
Arkansas. Included within the State's most populous county is



Little Rock, the State Capital. Prior to being elected to this
position in 1980, Mr. Robinson had achieved an outstanding career
in law enforcement. He had previously served as the assistant
director of the public safety department at the University of
Arkansas; with the U.S. Marshal's Service; with the Arkansas
State Police; with the North Little Rock, Arkansas Police
Department; as the police chief in Jacksonville, Arkansas; and as
Governor Bill Clinton's director of the State Public Safety
Department.

After successfully running for the office of Sheriff of
Pulaski County in 1980, Mr. Robinson steadily achieved
recognition not only among those in the field of law enforcement,
Dut. among the populace of Pulaski County. Before long, the
original, assertive, and articulate style with which he
approached his job caught the eyes and ears of the media in
Little Rock, making his name a "household word" throughout most
of Arkansas. People throughout the State started listening to
his opinions - all of which are guaranteed to engender strong
reactions, either way, and watching the way he handled the many
pr1lems of his job. And theyr liked what they saw.

As stated in the Arkansas Gazette, September 30, 1984,
o"Robinson has become the dominant figure in Arkansas politics -

the one that everybody talks about. No other local official has
ever achieved such statewide celebrity." In fact, it is not an
exaggeration to state that no political figure in Arkansas has
received the kind of attention and support as that generated.
toward Tommy Robinson:since 1980. (See Attachment 1).

o It was within this context that Mr. Robinson chose to
run for the Democratic nomination to the Second Congressional
District in the spring of 1984. Mr. Robinson had not previously
been planning on running for a long time, as had most of the
other candidates (such as Paul Riviere). He had no established

Icampaign committee with overfilled coffers and months of
campaigning behind him. In fact, Mr. Robinson did not file as a
candidate in the primary election until the very last day
possible. What assets he did have at that time were infinitely
more bankable than anything possessed by his opponents: he had
the broad-based support of both the business community and the
general population. Mr. Robinson did not have any rich
su"pcrters guaranteeing him a seat in -Co-ngress through the
bankrolling of his campaign. Instead, he had the support and
d.diration of the "men on the street" - the type of people who do

not buy and sell candidates; they simply get out and vote for
FIE. As recognized in the Arkansas Gazette, supra, Mr.
Rcbinson's "strongest support, as has remained true throughout
his career, came from the masses - the sort of people whose only
poi:tical activity is voting." And they do give political
contributions to their candidates. Their contributions may not
individually be anywhere near $1000.00 apiece, but in sufficient
number, they add up. In essence, Mr. Robinson had the support
of people much like himself and his family origins: blue collar
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and/or working people. His own father was a fireman in North
Little Rock; he was raised in the Rose City neighborhood (which
anyone from Pulaski County could tell you is not a well-heeled
area).

Going into the Democratic primary, Mr. Robinson had the
strongest chance of all of the candidates, since he was far and
away the most popular candidate. However, he also had a pressing
need for the money necessary to finance a campaign in 1984.
Since he had entered the race late, he had-not had time to
alreadv establish a substantial campaign fund. But he did have a
compelling likelihood of being able to do so in the very near
future. He is not a man of great personal wealth; but he is a
candidate of strong popularity and sterling integrity, as well as
a good personal reputation and credit history. In fact, he is
the very sort of candidate for which such bank loans were made
possible by the amendments to the FECA: the poor man, without
vast personal wealth or ties to such wealth, who would like to go
to Ccngress.

OD The loans 'hich were made to his Campaign Cormittee by
c the several banks listed above were entirely reasonable and in

keeping with sound banking practices. It is not unusual for any
of these banks to make unsecured short term business loans to
those which the banks determine to be good risks. The banks make
m'=oney on these loans, and bcth parties are satisfied.

Using the loan from First Commercial Bank as an
example, each and every loan conformed with sound banking
practice, which is the issue in this matter. The First Commercial
Bank loan was for a short term, and it bore interest at the usual
rate. It was evidenced by the Bank's standard promissory note
form (see Attachment 2). The Committee did not go through
special channels to obtain the loan - only t-i-eroutine
app_.-cation and documentation process was followed. There were
no favors promised or rendered by either side. The loan was not
implicitly guaranteed by any silent backer. Based upon all of
the relevant considerations, the loan officer,to the best of his
business judgment, considered the loan to be a safe and
profitable one for the bank. Because of the strong popularity oft:he candidate, it was a foregone conclusion that substantial
contributions would be made to Mr. Robinson's campaign in the
very near future, and that the loan would be easily repaid. All
these things are true for each and every one of the loans
involved.

It is hardly relevant that Mr. Robinson did not have
substantial campaign funds to pledge at the time the loans were
made, because he had entered the race at the eleventh hour;
certainly he should not be penalized for not having vast personal
assets to pledge. IT.at FYr. Robinson did have to offer was his
strong likelihood of receiving future contributions, and of
winning the primary election, which he did. That the banks were
to look toward future campaign contributions and/or Mr. Robinson

-3-



is hardly unusual or imprudent. Not only is this done every day
among the banking community, but it has been approved of by this
Commission in prior determinations.

2. Argument

A. The Federal Election Campaign Act does not forbid
such loans.

A review of the relevant portions of the FECA, as well as
the Commission's regulations promulgated thereunder, reveals that
in no way is hard collateral required to render loans to
pOlitical campaigns legal under the Act. 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) of the
Act provides as follows:

§ 441b. Contributions or expenditures
by national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations

(a) It is-unlawful for any national
-mo bank, or any corporation organized by

authority of any law of Congress, to make a
contrib'ation or expenditure in connection
with any election to any political office, or
in connection with any primary election or
political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any political office, or for
any corporation whatever, or any labor
organization, to make a contribution or
expenditure"in connection with any election

C) at which presidential and vice presidential
electors or a Senator or Representative in,

117 or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in

Cconnection with any primary election or
political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices,
or for any candidate, political co=mittee, or
other person knowingly to accept or receive
any contribution prohibited by this section,
or any officer or any director of any
corporation or any national bank or any
officer of any labor organization to consent
to any contribution or expenditure by the
corporation, national bank, or labor
organization, as the case may be, prohibited
by this section.

Within the definitions section of the Act, the term
"contribution" at 2 U.S.C. f431(8)(B)(vii) is defined as notincluding: any loan of money by a State bank, a

federally chartered depository institution,
or a depository institution the deposits or
accounts of which are insured by the Federal
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Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, or
the National Credit Union Administration,
other than any overdraft made with respect to
a checking or savings account, made in
accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan -

(1) shall be considered a loan by each
endorser or guarantor, in that proportion
of the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors;

(II) shall be made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written
instrument, and subject to a due date or
amortization schedule; and
(I1) shall bear the usual and customary
interest rate of the lending institution.

By the clear wording of the Act, loans to political
campaigns are perfectly legal if they:

(2) are made in accordance with applicable law, ando (2) in the ordinary course.

Such loans are considered t o be in the ordinary course
o of business if they are:

(2) made on a basis which assures repayment,
(2) evidenced by a written instrument,
(3) subject to a due date or amortization schedule,

and
(4) bear the usual and customary interest rate of the

c lending institution.

4*1 Certainly, the issue at hand is whether the loans to
(Tornmy Robinson and his Campaign Committee were "made on a basis

which assures repayment," for it cannot be disputed that the
other requirements of the Act were met. However, the Act does
not at all state that all loans, to be "made on a basis which
assures repayment" must be secured by collateral. Quite the
contrary - the Act, as it should, leaves that determination
within the business judgment of the lending institution. The
Ccm=issior. is reading into the law what simply is not there in
absolutely requiring collateral.

The Commission's regulation covering this issue is set
forth at 11 C.F.R. §100.7(11). It does not support the
Commission's posture in this matter, either, and provides:

A loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution (including a
national bank) or a depository institution
whose deposits and accoints are insured by

-5- 36



the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, or the National Credit Union
Administration is not a contribution by the
lending institution if such loan is made in
accordance with applicable banking laws and
regulations and is made in the ordinary
course of business. A loan will be deemed to
be made in the ordinary course of business if
it: bears the usual and customary interest
rate of the lending institution for the
category of loan involved; is made on a basis
which assures repayment; is evidenced by a
written instrument; and is subject to a due
date or amortization schedule. Such loans
shall be reported by the political committee
in accordance with 11 CFR 104.3(a). Each
endorser or guarantor shall be deemed' to have
contributed #Chat portion of the total amount
of- the loan for which he or she agreed to be
liable in a- -=ritten agreement, except that,
in the vvent of a signature by the
candidate's spouse, the provisions of 11 CFR

C 100.7(a)(1)(i)(D) shall apply. Any reduction
in the unpaid balance of the loan shall
reduce proportionately the amount endorsed or

o guaranteed by each endorser or guarantor in
such written agreement. In the event that
such agreement does not stipulate the portion
of the loanfor which each endorser or
guarantor is liable, the loan shall be
considered a contribution by each endorser or
guarantor in the same proportion to the

C unpaid balance that each endorser or
%r guarantor bears to the total number of

endorsers or guarantors. For purposes of 11
Ix CFR lO0.7(b)(11), an overdraft made on a

checking or savings account shall be
considered a contribution by the bank or
institution unless: the overdraft is made on
an account which is subject to automatic
overdraft protection; the overdraft is
subject to a definite interest rate which is
usual and customary; and there is a definite
repayment schedule.

One cannot help but wonder from what source the FEC has
taken support for its position regarding collateral regardless of
t.he circumstances, for it is not to be found within the Act or
its regulations.

B. The Legislative history of the Act and its
Amendments do not support the Commission.
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In order to locate the source of the FEC's positionregarding collateral securing political loans, I have extensively
researched the legislative history of the FECA and its
amendments. Again, I have instead found support for our position
that the presence or absence of collateral is not a controlling
issue, but is merely one of the factors by which such loans are
considered. Since the passage of the Tillman Act in 10 97,
national banks have been prohibited from making political
contributions. This prohibition continued with the passage of
the Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925, amended in 1940 and
1948, which defined the term "contribution" to include loans.
This statute was amended by Congress in 1972 to exclude "a loan
of money by a National or State bank made in accordance with the
applicable banking laws and regulations and in the ordinary
course of business." The purpose behind this fashioning of an
exception to the rule is set forth in Senate Report Number
92-229, 2 U.S. Code Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-26 (1972):

Testimony received from witnesses was
unanimously in favor of the granting of loans

National or State banks if such loans were
Smade pursuant to applicable banking rules and

regulations. This means that a bank should
Cexercise sound business judgment in extending

loan privileges to a political candidate or
co~mittee in the ordinary course of business
and where necessary, certain security or
collateraI in order to support a reasonable
expectation o-f payment in due course. This
amendment was approved unanimously.
(emphasis supplied)

The supplemental views of Messrs. Prouty, Cooper and
C Scott at page 1858 are especially illustrative:

1/1 First, in section 201 the definition of contribution
C"1 and expenditure was modified so as to permit for

Federal office to obtain bona fide bank loans. Under
the present law a bank is prohibited from making a
contribution or expenditure to a political candidate.
In the future, banks will continue to be prohibited
from making contributions or expenditures to political
candidates. However, the committee clarified the law
so that ordinary bank loans could be obtained. The
reason for this change is obvious. No one wants a
Federal election law which, in effect, says that only
the very wealthy can run for elective office. As a
practical matter, it is often necessary for a candidate
to borrow money in order to defray ir ediate and
pressing campaign expenses. Under the present law,
there was a real danger in permitting even bona fide
loans to political candidates because in the absence of
an effective disclosure law it would be very easy for a
bank making a loan never to collect it. S. 382, as
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amended, has rigid and effective disclosure
requirements. All bona fide loans made to political
candidates must be reported. The candidate must
continue to report his loan until it is fully repaid.

Senator Cannon similarly added his views of such loans
on the floor of the Senate (see 117 Congressional Record, p.
28797):

It is clear that while a bank may not use its
depositors' funds to make political
contributions on its own, the fact that bank
does make bona fide loans to individuals who
may use the money so received for political
purposes, does not constitute a bank
contribution, nor may such bona fide loans be
barred.

As stated in the Senate Report, collateral is only
required " where necessary." The direct corollary to this
s-a-e et must be-that collateral is not always required - and in

cfact may not be required where all other considerations
demonstrate the lack of need for it. The very reason for this

O amendment was to enable poor candidates, like Tommy Robinson, to
run for office. Again, this takes elections out of the hands of
only the very wealthy. If substantial collateral were required
from every candidate, the very purposes of the Act would be
totally thwarted.

In 1976, these statutes were recodified within the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. §§ 431, et seq.

17 The Act was amended in 1979 to establish standards by whi'ch such
loans are to be deemed within the "ordinary course of business".

C These standards are found within 2 U.S.C. § 431 8(B)(vii), and
are set forth above. As discussed above, these standards in no
way necessarily require collateral. A review of the legislative
history for these amendments also reveals no support for the
Com=ission's posture. In fact, the legislative history never
even mentions what is meant by the words "on a basis which
assures repayment."

The following is all that is said upon the matter, in
House Report Number 96-422, U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, p. 2868
(1979):

(vii) Loans. The current exemption which
excludes loans made by National or State
banks in the ordinary course of business has
been extended to other financial
institutions. An overdraft is to be
considered a contribution subject to the
prohibitions and limitations of the Act.
Automatic overdraft protection which is
subject to definite interest and repayment is



for the purposes of this section, a loan
exempted from the definition of
contributions.

The bill also establishes guidelines for
determining when a loan is made in the
ordinary course of business. To be exempted,
a loan must be evidenced by a written
instrument, subject to a due date or
amortization schedule, and bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution. If a loan does not meet all of
these criteria, it will be considered a
contribution by the lending institution.

The Congressional Record contains no record of floor
debate regarding these particular amendments.

Another te!ling point is the sparse at:ention given.
these am.endments by the Federal Election Commission in its own
publication, the "Record, in 'arch of 1980:

The amendments extend the contribution
Oexemption for bank loans to include loans

made by federally chartered depository
institutions which are required by the FDIC,
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation or the National Credit Union
Administration - in addition to the
currently exempted loans from State and
National banks.
Again, the legislative history surrounding the Act and

all of its amendments does not provide any support for the
Comzission's approach to the issue of collateral. Instead, it is
obvious that collateral is a relevant factor, among others, which
should be considered, but that it is not necessarily required
where all of the other considerations demonstrate that the loan
in question was made on a basis which assures repayment. Any
banker will tell you that all loans do not require collateral in
order to be considered good risks; some loans are safely assured
of repayment without collateral, based upon the likelihood of
repa:.-ent in light of other considerations (discussed more fully
below). Clearly, it is relevant and necessary to look into the
practices of the banking comunity, since neither the Act nor its
legislative history place narrow limits upon which loans are
"made on a basis which assures repayment.' The Commission's
attempted substitution of its judgment for the best business
judgment of the !oan officers involved herein in unwarranted.

C. Prior determinations of the Federal Election
Cormission do not support its position herein.
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Again, after reviewing prior determinations of the

Federal Election Commission in matters under review involving
this question, one is left with a firm conviction that the
Commission must have recently rotated 180 degrees in order to
find reason to believe that the loans to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee were illegal. It is an understatement to say
that the Commission is clearly being inconsistent in its approach
to this issue. When the facts of this matter are viewed in light
of the Federal Election Commission's prior determinations, the
conclusion is inescapable that the loans to Tommy Robinson and
his Campaign Committee were legal under the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

(1) In the matter of Druie Douglas Barnard,
Jr.; XUR 218 (76)

In this matter, the Commission found reasonable cause
to believe that the respondent, Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust
Ccr-.any, may have violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) in having loaned
10,000 to Mr. Barnard's campaign committee. This S10,000 loan
Ws un~ecured, and had no guarantors. A conciliation agreement
was subsequently .tntered into with the Commission. The loan
made to Mr. Barnard's Campaign Committee (in a race for Congress)

0D is wholly distinguishable from the loans made to Mr. Robinson and
his Campaign Committee. First, the interest rate for the loan to

'1 Mr. Barnard's campaign committee was at an unusually low rate;
while the rate was set at 7.6%, the standard rate for such loans
at that time was 8 3/4%. Second, the bank had no recourse for
repayment other than the funds of the campaign committee (the
candidate did not personally guarantee the loan). Third, the
candidate had entered the race in February, before the May
primary, and had demonstrated a total inability to raise adequate
funds for the primary before the loan in question was made. In
fact, it was his admitted inability to raise funds which prompted
the loan in the first place. Fourth, the candidate was an

4executive vice president of the bank, and routinely took part in
the determination of major bank policy. It was evident that the
only real reason for the loan was Mr. Barnard's position with the
bank. Fifth, the usual application channels were not followed by
1-r. Barnard's campaign committee. It was apparent that a
deliberate favor was rendered to his campaign committee. Based
upon these facts, it is not at all surprising that the Commission
did find reason to believe that 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) had been
violated.

On the other hand, the loans to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee were made at the usual rate of interest, were

guarar.teed by Mr. Robinson'personally, and resulted from the
?ursuit of normal application and documentation channels.

Additionally, Mr. Robinson is not an executive officer of any of
the banks in question, nor was he rendered any favors by such

banks. Finally, at the time that the loans to Mr. Robinson and

his Campaign Committee were made, Mr. Robinson was a very popular
candidate who had merely entered the race late. He had certainly
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not demonstrated any inability to raise adequate funds to repay
the loans. In fact, if Mr. Robinsion had entered the race as
early as some of his opponents, it is likely that most, if not
all, of the loans would not have even been necessary.

(2) Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76)

The Commission's determination in the matter of James
R. Sasser is especially illuminating. In 1976, the Commission
found no probable cause to believe that Senator Sasser had
violated the Act in spite of the fact that he had received
$125,000 in unsecured loans for his campaign, which were to be
repaid entirely from future fund-raising efforts. This
determination was made in spite of the following facts: (I) the
loans were unsecured; (2) the loans were for indefinite terms;
(3) the loans did not have definite repayment schedules; (4) the
amounts were very large compared to Senator Sasser's net worth;
(5) the bank officers making the loans knew Senator Sasser on a
perscnal basis; (6) one cf the officers involved was an executive
in three of the four banks involved in the making of the loans;
and (7) there were interlockir.g directorships among the banks

cc making the loans. However, the interest rates were in line with
the prevailing rates for ordinary business customers at that

C time.

In his report to the Commission, the General Counsel
looked to banking regulatory processes, and noted that the
Comptroller of the Currency does not question loans that have
been repaid, as had the loans to Senator Sasser's campaign.
Further, the General Counsel looked to corporate law to the
effect that as a general rule, a decision to extend credit or
cancel debts cannot be challenged unless there is some evidence
that the action was done by an officer in bad faith or outside of
corporate purposes. Further, the General Counsel admitted on
page 18 that "Ewjhat is sufficient to remove such actions from
the business judgment rule varies somewhat from state to state."
The General Counsel listed several criteria by which such loans
should be examined, and admitted that there is no single
controlling standard. Accordingly, the relevant questions are as
follows:

(1) Does the loan comply with federal banking laws and
regulations? In other words, has all necessary paperwork been
completed in the bank's credit files? Are the loans not in
excess of the bank's legal lending limit?

(2) What are the terms of the loan? In other words,
the amount, length of term, interest rate, presence or absence of
collateral, presence or absence of consignors and guarantors are
all relevant. However, the General Counsel admitted on page 21
that "[1l lack of collateral may be a factor depending upon the
credit worthiness of the borrower. None of these factors is
alone dispositive." (emphasis supplieT-
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(3) How was the loan obtained? Were the normal
channels for application and documentation observed?

(4) What is the relationship between the authorizing
officer and the borrower? In other words, the closer the
relationship, the more likelihood that a favor has been granted.

(5) Was there sufficient evidence to support the
judgment of the loan officer at the time that the loan was made?
Did the borrower have sufficient assets or earning capacity to
justify the extension of credit? The General Counsel admitted on
page 22 that a very positive factor can definitely outweigh a
19negative factor in this regard.

(6) Did the bank expect to be repaid? Was this
expectation reasonable? To that end, the loan officer may
consider the personal assets and earning capacity of the
borrower, as well as his fund-raising capacity.

(7) Does the bank make loans of a similar nature?

(8) What is the relationship between the banks makingthe loans ?

Making his recomendation to the Comission that the
loans did not violate the Act, the General Counsel noted that the
interest rates for the loans were in line with the prevailing
rates for ordinary customers at that time, and stated that the
loans appeared to have been made within the area of judgment
reserved to banks in*making loans, based on Senator Sasser's net
worth and earnings, as well as his chances for success and
general reputation. As the General Counsel stated:

The basic decisions to make the loans seemed
readily defensible as within the area of
judgment reserved to banks in the making of
loans on the basis of Mr. Sasser's present
worth and earnings, his prospective earnings
whether or not successful in his candidacy
and his general reputation. Absence of
specific security for the loan, thouF-a
factor indng - k taken by the-bank,
is not nit selfa reason for -confCuinthat
te-loan was unwarrented. (emphasis
uplie) in short, nothing suggests that
the loans were unacceptable from the point of
view of the banking authorities.

The General Counsel admitted on page 29 that the
Congress believed that the law was not to be construed narrowly
to "hinder candidates from obtaining-oans." Additionally,
the discussion of the issue of collateral on page 29 is highly
illustrative, and bears repetition:

-12-



As an initial matter, it would seem that
presence or absence of security from the
candidate might well be a factor under FECA
in assessing the merits of a loan. The Act
itself in 2 U.S.C. §451, mentions security
and explicitly directs other agencies
responsible for regulating enterprises likely
to extend credit to candidates to set forth
rules which regulate any unsecured credit.
Parts of the legislative history, noted
above, emphasize security as a factor of
importance. Without more, however, the words
of the Act do not seem to establish anything
nearly so specific as a requirement for
security, especially in light of the
underlying purpose of the amendment to remove
ordinary bank loans from the definition of
contribution.

te17 Although the Sasser determination was rendered prior to
.h&e.1979 ae.dments to the Act, it cannot be argued that the

7current requirements of the Act are more stringent than those
standards by which Senator Sasser's loans were judged. As stated

Cabove, the General Counsel not only looked to the terms of the
loan, but also the absence or presence of collateral. The
General Counsel also considered whether the banks had considered
repayment of the loans, and whether this expectation was
reasonable. The present state of the law is no more stringent
than the standards by-which Senator Sasser's loans were judged.
The candidate's capacity for fund-raising was relevant in 1976 as
to whether the bank'-s expectation of repayment was reasonable,
and it is relevant today.

C When the loans made to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign
Committee are considered in light of the factors listed by the
General Counsel in the Sasser determination, it is obvious that

C.they must pass muster under the Act. First, the loans to Tommy
Robinson and his Campaign Committee complied with all banking
laws and regulations. All of the necessary paperwork was
completed, and the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded.
Second, the terms of the loan were those routinely given to
similar customers. The loans were for a short term; they wereat the usual and customary interest rates for similar customers,
and M'r. Robinson personally guaranteed the loans. Third, normal
application and documentation channels were observed in every
instance. Fourth, Mr. Robinson had no close relationship with
the authorizing officers. Certainly, the banks did not render or
expect any favors. Fifth, Mr. Robinson's demonstrated capacity
as a fund-raiser, as well as his outstanding and unusual personal
reputation and popular support, provided a sound basis to support
the banks' decisions to loan him the money at the time and to
support their expectations of repayment. Sixth, the banks were
in the business of making similar unsecured, short term business
loans. Finally, there are no interlocking directorships among
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the banks involved herein, unlike the situation found in the
Sasser case.

Again, the only factor at issue herein is whether the
loans were made on a basis assuring repayment, because there was
no collateral pledged to the loans. However, by the admission of.
the General Counsel to the FEC, the presence or absence of
collateral is merely one factor, and is not solely dispositive of
the issue. In light of all of the other, positive facts
surrounding the making of the loans to Mr. Robinson and his
Campaign Committee, it cannot be said that such loans were
unsound or not in the ordinary course of business. On the
contrary, the banks were all following sound banking practices
when they decided to loan the money to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee. It was within the business judgement of the
loan officers to consider his strong popularity and his great
chances of receiving political contributions in the near future
in their decisions to make the loans.

(3) Brown for President Committee; MUR 382 (77)

In his ieport to the Commission, the General Counsel
concluded that seven loans totaling $375,000 from four California

cbanks to California Governor Jerry Brown's Presidential Primary
Campaign Committee did not violate 2 U.S.C. f431(e)(5)(G).
Although no collateral whatever was pledged for the loans, the
Committee informally pledged receipts expected from future
benefit fund-raising concerts, and anticipated Federal Matching
Fund payments. All of .the loans were short term "cash flow"
loans, and bore interest rates between 9% and 10%. Without much

7discussion, the General Counsel stated:

'7 Although no collateral was furnished by the
(Committee, the lending banks were informed

at the time of the loan applications of a
continuing series of successful fund-raising
concerts and a sizeable amount of Federal
.. atching Funds the committee expected to
receive. We believe the lending banks
made the loans "in the ordinary course of
business" in view of the expected receipt
of funds from the fund-raising concerts
and Federal Matching payments.

t is hard to understand why the Commission would
s~u:arily decide that it was acceptable to consider future
fund-raising efforts and Federal Matching Fund payments in place
of collateral in Jerry Brovomn's campaign, but not to consider such
scurccs of repayment in Tommy Robinson's campaign. The FEC has
taken a totally inconsistent approach by disregarding them in the
instant matter.
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(4) Advisory Opinion 1980-108: National Unity
Campaign for John Anderson

Upon request, the FEC gave an advisory opinion to
counsel for John Anderson to the effect that certain bank loans
that were to be repaid from post election Federal Funding would
not necessarily be violative of the requirement that bank loans
be "made on a basis which assures repayment," although no other
collateral would be posted for the loans, and it was not certain
that John Anderson would even receive the funding. On page 10 of
its opinion, the Commission stated:

While the risk of nonrepayment may be higher
in the context of a loan made upon the
expectation of a candidate qualifying for and
receiving sufficient post-election financing
than it is in the context of a loan made upon
the en:pectation of a candidate qualifying for
and receiving sufficient primary Matching
Funds, the Conmission concludes that the
existence of such risk does not, standing
alone, take a loan secured by an e:pectancy
in post-election public funds outside the

C scope of the "ordinary course of business"
ofor the purpose of 2 U.S.C. §431(8)(B)(vii).

According to the Conmission, the candidate's
performance in the most recent polls was highly relevant to the
lenders in arriving at their decision to make the loans. In its
opinion, the Commission quoted the United States Supreme Court in
Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 102 (1976), wherein it was stated:

But in the nature of things the willingness
of lenders to make loans will depend upon the
pre-election probability that the candidate
and his party will attract 5% or more of the
voters. When a reasonable prospect of such
support appears, the party and candidate may
be an acceptable loan risk since the prospect
of post-election participation and public
funding will be good.

One cannot help but wonder why it is acceptable for the
7"C to decide that unsecured loans to political campaigns are
perfectly acceptable in the matters discussed above, but that
they are necessarily illegal in the case of those made to Tommy
Robinson and his Campaign Committee. Such inconsistency on the
part of the Commission leaves candidates and their Committeeswith no firm ground upon which to stand. In fact, Tommy Robinson
and his Campaign Cotmittee read the Jerry Brown for President
Committee report before it even approached the banks about the
loans involved herein. Although it is understood that each
situation must be reviewed on an individual basis, and that no
single factor is dispositive, candidates rust be able to depend
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upon the decisions of the very agency charged with upholding the
FECA. If the Commission were to adopt such an inconsistent
approach to the interpretation of the Act, nothing but chaos and
confusion would ensue. Any action taken by a candidate or his
campaign committee would be in peril of being deemed illegal by
the Commission, regardless of the candidate's attempts to comply
with the terms of the law. Surely such a result cannot be the
intent of the Commission, for it was certainly not the intent of
Congress when the FECA was passed.

3. CONCLUSION

Tommy Robinson is the essence of the type of candidate
for which bank loans were exempted from the prohibitions of the
FECA: a relatively poor man, with great public support from all
sides (especially from the working class), who wants to go to
Congress. Without wealth of his own, and without close ties to
riches, he needed substantial bank loans in order to finance his
ca=paign. The banks which loaned him the money e:ercised good
business judgment in deciding that he would likely be successful
in his efforts, and able to repay the loans from future campaign

0% cocntributions. Their belief in his ability to win was justified:
he handily beat his opponent in the Democratic Primary runoff.

As discussed above, the 1972 amendments to the Act were
passed so that poor people could afford to run for public office.
In fact, one of the overriding reasons for the passage of the Act
itself was to remove elective office from the realm of only the
very wealthy, and to restore the power to successfully run for
office to people of limited means. As Representative Staggers
stated at page 42063. of volume 117 of the Congressional Record:

T When reduced to its simplest terms, this

legislation as I see it, would eliminate
money as the principal determining factor of
who is elected to Federal Office, or for that
matter, who can run for Federal elective
office which in some cases is just as
important.... each election it becomes more
and more difficult for honest men of limited
means to run and get elected to Federal
Office.

At page 42068, Representive Conte added his views:

Unless we take decisive action we will soon
end up with a Congress that is little more
than a club for millionaires and those
beholden to wealthy interests. This was not
the intent or the desire of our Founding
Fathers, nor is it the desire of the people
we represent.
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Senator Muskie is quoted at page 29321 as having the
same concerns:

But as our practices of equality in voting
have grown, our opportunities for equality in
seeking office have shrunk. Once again,
wealth is a barrier to democratic practice.
Today, it is not state statutes, but the
extraordinary cost of running a campaign that
keeps all but those who can raise vast
amounts of money from seeking office. If we
do not drastically alter our campaign
practices, only those who are wealthy, or who
are chosen by the wealthy, will be able to
compete for elective office. This is an
outrage in a democratic Nation.

Because Tommy Robinson entered the race for the
Democratic nomination to the Second Congressional District only
shortly before the primary, he had not had an opportunity to'

T build up large amounts of contributions prior to his applications

Cr* for the bank loans. The absence of substantial amounts of
contributions to his campaign was therefore merely the result of

o his late entry into the race; it had absolutely nothing whatever
to do with his ability to raise such funds.. To the contrary; he
is and was a very popular public f igu~re, and a man capable of
engendering phenomenal popular support. Nevertheless, this
Commission, in its inconsistent and unswerving demand for
collateral for such loans, would come to a result totally at odds
with the intent of the Act. In essence, the Commission would
require that Tommy Robinson be able to pledge vast amounts of

17 personal assets as collateral for these loans, since he did not
already have an amount of campaign contributions equal to the
amounts of the loans. One can only deduce from the Commission's
position in this regard that since Mr. Robinson entered the race
for Congress late, and since he is not a wealthy man, he should

Cr not run at all. Surely such a result is not in keeping with the
intent of Congress, nor is it in keeping with the prior decisions
of this very agency which is charged with the enforcement of the
FECA.

I sincerely hope that the Commission will reverse its stance
in this matter, for the loans violate neither the letter nor the
spirit of the law. Again, I must request that you keep this
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information confidential. If I may be of further assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

L rry C. Wallace
LCW/kr

cc: Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee
Tonmy Robinson

C
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'Tommy' Has Celebrity Status
Dy DOUG SMITHI

It's hard to believe that
Tommy Robinson made
is first race for political
office only four years ago,
and a little hard to be-
lieve that the office he
won that year and still J" .

holds is "only" sheriff of # 4
Pulaski County. It seems
like he's been around for '

years. and In high places.0 I
In away.Iobinsonhbagbecome the dominant fig.ure In Arkansas politis- . !''

- the one that everybodyrn ks p i ,
talks about. No other lo- -a."
cal official has ever TOMMY ROBINSON
achieved such statewide celebrity. Last spring, a re-
porter covering the Democratic primary in the Second
Congressional District remarked on the Robinson phe-
nomenon:

"Not only does everybody know who he Is, they all
call him by his first name."

Robinson. 42. was reared In the Rose City neighbor-
hood of North Uttle Rock, the son of a fireman. After
serving In the Navy. he embarked on a career in law en-
forcement. He was assistant director of the public
safety department at the University of Arkansas at Fay-
etteville for one year and was with the .United States
Marshals Service three years, the State 'Police two
years and the North Little Rock Police Department six
years. Along the way, he earned a bachelor's degree in
criminal justice from the University of Arkansas at Lit-
tle Rock. (Higher education helps account for Robinson
being one of the most articulate law-enforcement off I-
cers that reporters ever meet, and therefore one of the
most quotable. The rest of it is a natural glibness and a
willingness to express strong opinions.)

lie was police chief at Jacksonville for 3% years,
and this was when he first began to attract the attention
of the news media. lie was an aggressive chief with new
ideas, one of them being that police officers should
spend less time giving speeding tickets and more time
catching real criminals, lie was also. it became clear,
re( kh.ssly outspoken. lie m2,de political enemies - be-
cau ,, ie wai doing his job too well. he svid. Because he



Robinson's Tenure as Sheriff Marked by Controversy, Lawsuits
Continued from Page IA.

spent too little time doing his job
and too much time pracUcing city
politics, they said, noting that he
had slio formed political alliances.
But his strongest s'apport, as has re-
mained true throughout his career,
came from the masses - the sort of
people whose only political activity
is voting.

N It was at Jacksouville also that he
first began to collect lawsuits, a

rlibit that has stayed with him. (One
X g that Robinson has proved dur-

his career'is that be can't be In-
timidated by lUtigatlon, or the threat
' f it. lie now suggests that being
sued Is the inevitable consequence

Vf doing what's right lie is not pop-
ular with lawyers, and vice versa.)

CCatchos Cinton's Eye
C He caught the eye of Bill Clinton,

then serving his first term as gover-
--por. Mr. Clinton appointed him direc-

tor of the state Public Safety Depart.
.-jnent, a position that had been -un-
til Robinson's appointment -less

4*nposing than It sounded. The Pub-
lic Safety director was ntended to

,be a sort of co-ordinator and admin-
%Lative overseer for anumber of
Wortant state agencies - includ-

the State Police, the National
Guard ,am, the Alcoholic Beverage
Control Division - without nvolv-
ing himself is the dayto-day opera-
tions 0, th eagencies. That concept
preyed too confining for Robinson,
especiallylin twgard to the State Po-
hce. (A,' It was probably a bad Idea

so

to begin with. The position was abol-
ished in 1981. after Robinson had
left.) He began traveling the state,
taking an active part in the work of
the agencies under him. He created
a new "white-collar crime" unit of
the State Police that worked di-
rectly under his supervision, and he
tried to acquire personal supervi-
sion of the governor's security offi-
cers. These efforts and others put
him in conflict with the State Police
Commission and the State Police di-
rector. He was, as he'd been at Jack-
sonville, remarkably accessible to
reporters, and as a high-ranking
state official be was receiving more
statewide exposure than ever.

He resigned the Public Safety di-
rector's job In 1980 to run for sheriff
of Pulaski County. He said he was
basically a crime-fighter, not an ad-
ministrator. Ile defeated the incum-
bent - who was, Robinson said, a
politician and not a crime-fighter.
Ile was not yet the bane of liberal-
to-moderate voters that he would
later become. Despite his conserva-
tive-sounding talk about getting
tough on crime, it was thought that
he mikht be progressive in some
areas, such as civil rights. Besides,
Bill Clinton had appointed him, he
was a professional lawman (many
sheriffs, ren't) and he seemed pre-
sentable." One of the secrets of Rob-
Insoi's political success is that he
can captivate the media with outra-
geous statements, and actions, as-
suring himself of the widest possible
coverage, then in his next public ap-
pearance pass himself off to the au-

dience as the most quietly reason-
able. least radical, most thoroughly
misunderstood and mistreated man
in politics.)

Says He's More Used
People who thought they knew

Tommy Robinson learned after he
was elected sheriff that they hadn't
seen anything yet. Finally Robinson
had a job that combined high visibil-
Ity and a relatively broad jurisdic-
tion (qualities that the Jacksonville
chief's job had lacked) with real
muscle (which the Public Safety job
had lacked). Pulaski County is the
largest urban area of the state, and
because the state's news media are
concentrated there, It seems even
larger in the press and on the air-
waves. Politically, old friendships
and reciprocal relationships are
less important than skillful han-
dling of the media. Nobody had ever
seen a media-manipulator like Rob-
inson.*Robinson insists that 'he is
more used than user in bis relation-
ship with the media, but reporters
and editors have found It virtually
impossible to cut down on Tommy
Robinson coverage even when they
wanted to.

Some highlights from Robinson's
first term in office:
* lie engaged in a bitter fight
with County Judge William E.
Beaumont and members of the
Quorum Court over funding for the
sheriff's office. At one point, he ar-
rested Beaumont and County
Comptroller Jo Growcock because
of difficulty In getting some money
for his office. (Beajumont didn't run
for re-election, awid It was gener-
ally believed th;t his problems
with Robinson wt-re a big reason
why. Itobito,,n in his btcond term
seetis to have g,,ttcn on reason-
ably well with fl.lumont's succes-
bor, County JudVgv on Venhaus.)

, Coid 'tn:c. Ilh tthee sliatv Cor-

rection Department wasn't taking
prisoners from the County Jail
quickly enough, Robinson hauled
14 prisoners to the Correction De-
partment office outside Pine Bluff,
chained them to a guard tower and
left them there. When an inaccu-
rate rumor circulated that the
State Police were bringing the
prisoners back to the County Jail,
Robinson posted a cordon of dep-
uties around the 'Jail and appeared
ready to engage the State Police .n
armed combat.
* Relations between the sheriff's
office and the-Little Rock Police
Department dropped to their low-
est level ever. Robinson has said
that the Little Rock Police do a
poor job, and he and Police Chief
Walter E. (Sonny) Simpson have
accused each other of unprofessio-
nal conduct. Two high-ranking off i-
cers from the two departments
once got-in a fistfight at the Police
Station.
* Robinson stopped a car and
pulled his gun on the driver after
the driver made an obscene ges-
ture at him. The driver said that
Robinson was "tail-gating." Each
man asked that a warrant be Is-
sued against the other. No war-
rants were issued by Prosecuting
Attorney Wilbur C. (Dub) Bentley,
another public official with whom
Robinson maintains unfriendly re-
lations.
* While talking with reporters
after a federal court hearing on
County Jail operations, Robinson
repeatedly referred to federal
Judge George Howard Jr., the
state's on!y hbl,,ck fideral julje, as

a "token judge." In an interview
the same day, he said "Law en-
forcement is sUill my number one
priority before I'll coddle those lit-
tle darlings [inmates) to make sure
they have fried chicken and water-
melon to eat every day." lie de-
nied charges that these statements
were racist.
* On Judge Howard's orders,
Robinson was jailed for two nights
at Memphis for ignoring a court
order concerning the operation of
the Pulaski County Jail.
* Robinson initiated a highly pub-
licized anti-robbery campaign in
which shotgun-carrying deputies
hide in convenience and liquor
stores waiting for robbers. Stores
participating in the program post
large warning placards. The pro-
gram seems to have had some suc-
cess, and it further enhanced Rob-
inson's image as a tough cop.
* In the sensational Alice McAr-
thur murder case. Robinson ar-
rested Mrs. McArthur's husband,
William C. McArthur, and charged
him with conspiracy to commit
murder, although Prosecutor Bent-
ley had said there was insufficient
evidence to support the charge.
Eventually. three other persons
were convicted In the McArthur
case, and a Grand Jury agreed
with Bentley about the lack of evi-
dence against William McArthur.
McArthur filed a false-arrest suit
against Robinson. An undisclosed
settlement was reached.
Elected Easily

Robinson was elected to a second
term asily. Ilis stecond term has
been somiewhat quieter, partly be-
cause lie hasn't been tagagt'd in
daily warfare with the county
judge's office since \enhaus re-
placed Bleaumont. An d partly,
maybe. bcc 'use his atta:tci n was
diverted to thoughtsof higher of-
icv,. fie' l~as l a;,,: ! ,,! ,, .k

ing engagements around the sall,
and there was speculation that-he
would run for governor. Insteadl he
chose to seek the Second Congrtis-
slonal District seat being vacattid
by Representative Ed Bethune.

Firmly ensconced as the BuforJ
Pusser of Arkansas politics. Robin-
son could afford to run a relatlvv.1
quiet, non,.ontroversial campaign ill
the Democratic primary, and that's
what he did. Uncharacteristically.
he even put some distance between
himself and the press. In fact, t' het'
were charges that his campalif'u
manager, Darrell Glascock. wus ra-
tioning and editing the candidte's
public utterances, to avoid stat.
ments that might offend or tighteti
voters. Robinson won the nurmi
nation fairly easily, as experted.
though he financed his camipaign
with huge bank loans.
Contradictory Ideology

Like his personality, which can tie
either charming or abusive, Robin
,on's political ideology is somewhat
contradictory. As sheriff, he seemed
to move farther to the right thor
ever before, and became the darhiitj
of the conservative law-and-ord,
faction. lie frequently Csip(use ,
kind of George Wallace ixopullsil
that appeals to blue-collar votui ,.
while he retains the support of son iw
of Little Rock's leading busin.v.'-
men. As a congressional candidate.
he has taken moderate - some-
Umes even liberal - po'itionms on
certain issues, such as the c1qu.,l
Rights Amendment, wl:ch he suip-
ports and his conservative Republi
can opponent. Judy Petty. i,
against. Political analyst, thtot i,
that Robinson behev's no orQ.f c-,:
win his right-witi support'rs ;A,
and that tie' ietds to ap|,wal .- z1
crate and liberal [entoe' silt'
who iiyth: othurwiC it utWt t,

clectioci or vote t f , lr It;, ti' .
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January -9 , -298 5 -n M14/

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission .
1325 "K" Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee

Dear 1s. Elliott:

I am responding to your letter of December 12, 1984 in which
you notified me that the Federal Election Commission has
determined that there is reason to believe that my clients, the

1% Tor=. Robinson Campaign Committee and Tommy Robinson, have
violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (hereinafter "the Act"), by accepting bank
loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem. It
is the Comrission's belief that these loans were in fact illegal
campaign contributions; I am hereby accepting the statutorily
provided opportunity to demonstrate that the Commission's
position in this matter is erroneous, and that no action should
be taken against my clients.

o The analysis of the General Counsel which was attached to
-our letter reveals that the motivating factcr behind the FEC's
determination was the fact that it was unknown" whether any
security was given for these loans. Therefore, the General
Counse! concluded in his analysis, "there is no evidence that the
lc•O ars were made on a basis which assures repayment."

It must initially be pointed out that the loan from the
First Jacksonville Bank was in fact secured: Xr. Robinson
pledged a mortgage on his-ome, an assignment of the cash valuecf a life insurance policy, and an assignment of rights in an
autobiography as security for this loan. Additionally, other
relevant factors make it crystal clear that this loan was not out
of the ordinary course of business, and was demonstrably miai' on
basis which assures repayment. Mr. Robinson and his wife had

been regular customers of the bank since 1975, and had
successfully and timely paid off fifteen loans since 1976. Si:
of these loans had been unsecured.

As is true with all of the bank loans in question, Mr.
Pobir.son's excellent personal reputation and strong likelihood of
winning the election were well known to the bank officer who
approved the loan. Further, the loan was for a short term, at
the customary interest rate for similar loans, and evidenced by a
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written instrument; no "special channels" were used to obtain theloan. In view of the above facts, it is amazing that theCommission is willing at this point to substitute its Judgementfor that of the bank officer who approved the loan, and concludethat it must have been an illegal contribution. The fact thatthe loan was fully paid on July 12, 1984 also cannot be ignored.

Nevertheless, the statement on page three of the GeneralCounsel's analysis belies a real, one might even say zealous,eagerness to do so: "Irnediately prior to the issuance of theloans Toun.y Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or noassets." In response to this statement, one might ask whethercnly rich men can run for public office without arousing thesuspicions of the FEC? Apparently this is so, a result which istotally at odds with the stated purpose of the Act.
As for the loan from the Bank of Salem, the arguments madewith respect to the other-loans in question in our letter/brief

to you dated October 12, 1984 still apply. Although this loano~ was unsecured, it was fully in keeping with all relevant banking
laws and regulaticins; all of the necessary paperwork wascompleted; the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded; theloo terrs giVen were those routinely given for similar customers, andinterest w,.as at the usual and customary rate (14%). The loan was'n personoly guaranteed by Yr. Robinson, and all of the normalapplication and documentation channels were observed. No favorsT..ere rendered or expected. As was true for the loans discussed2.r. r1v October 12, 1984.. letter, Mr. Robinson's outstandingpersonal and political reputation, as well as his great chancescf success in the gereral electicn, provided a sound basis forthe bank's decision to loan the money and to expect promptrepayment.

*.n iew of this Commission's past decisions in TJR u Nubers,. 218(76), K 216(76), and M TR 382(77), its Advisory Opinion198C-108, as well as the total dearth of statutory and regulatoryS language interpreting the phrase "on a basis which assuresrepaynent" as mandating full, hard collateral for every campaignloan, the Bank was fully justified in making, and my clients werefully justified in accepting, the loan. W,.eh all of these loanswere made, how could any of the parties involved have knowm thatthe Commission would take such an inconsistent position withregard to their legality? Every effort was made to comply withthe Act, as explained in the regulations, and as enforced by this
Comrziss.ion.

I assure you that like the other loans in question, neitherof these loans were intended to be, nor did they amount to,illegal campaign contributions. The simple facts are that VX..obinson, a poor but exceedingly popular public official, decidedto enter the race .for the Second Congressional District at thelast minute. He had no overfilled campaign coffers, nor greatpersonal wealth and power to fund the campaigns. These loans

-2-
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were the only possible way in which a reasonably adequate race
could be financed in 1984.

I urge the Commission to change $ts position, and to find no
probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred. I would
also appreciate your continuin& to keep this information
confidential. if I may be of further assistance, please let me
know.

Very truly yours,

La 'V iace

LCW/cra

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larry T. Wilson
W. Russell Meeks, III
Darrell Glasccck

0D ike Felkins
Tonzy Robinson

tI
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January 9, 1985

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Electicn Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
!-ashington, D.C. 20463 ....

Re: MXR 1721; Tcm~y Robinson Campaign Ccrx~.ttee

Dear Yls. Elliott:

I am responding to your letter of December 12, 1984 in w-H ich
yc.u notified me that the Federal Election Cc=ission has
detern.ined that there is rfascn tc believe that r clients, the

N Qr~V Robinson Campaign Cor.,ittee and Tor=y Robinson, have
violated 2 U.S.C.. 44lb(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as ai.ended (hereirafter "the Act"), by accepting bank
loans from the First Jacksonvile Bank and the Bank of Salem. It
Is the Commission's belief that these Icans were in fact illegalcapaign contributio-s; I am hereby accepting the statutorily
provided oppcrtunity t# de"- on trate that -he Ccr-.ission's
pcsit'on in this ater is errrous, and that no action shculd
be taken against my clienrts.

The analysis of.the General Counsel which was attached to
your letter reveals that the motivating fA- ctor behind the FEC's
determination was the fact that it was "unknown" :.ohe ther any
security was given fcr these loans. Therefore, the General
Ccunsel concluded in his analysis, "there is no evidence that the
10 C-.rs were made or, a basis which assures repayment."

It Ust initially be pcInted out that the loan from the
First Jacksonville Bank was in fact secured: Mr. Robinson
pledged a mortgage on hiFs- ce, an assignment of the cash value
Cf a life insurance polic-y, arid an assignr.ent of rights in an
autobiography as security for this loan. Additionally, other
relevant factcrs make it crystal clear that this loan was not out
of the ordinary course of business, and was dercnstrab.y a--Z -on
a basis which assures repayment. Mr. Robinson and his wife had
been regu!ar customers of the bank since 1975, ard had
successfully and timely paid off fifteen loans since 1976. Six
of these loans had been unsecured.

As is true with all of the bank loans in question, Mr.
Robinson's excellent personal reputation and strong likelihood of
winning the election were well known to the bank officer who
approved the loan. Further, the loan was for a short term, at
the customary interest rate for similar loans, and evidenced by a
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written instrument; no "special channels" were used to obtain the
loan. In view of the above facts, it is amazing that theCommission is willing at this point to substitute its judgement
for that of the bark officer who approved the loan, and conclude
that it must have been an illegal contribution. The fact that
the loan was fully paid on July 12, 1984 also cannot be igncred.

Nevertheless, the statement on page three of the General
Counsel's analysis belies a real, one might even say zealous,
ea.gerness to do so: "Immrediately prior to the issuance of the
loans Touy Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.
Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or no
assets." in response to this statement, one might ask whether
cnly rich men can run for public office without arousing the
suspicions of the FEC? Apparently this is so, a result which is
totally at odds with the stated purpose of the Act.

As for the loan from the Bank of Salem, the arguments madewith respect to the other loans in question in our letter/brief
to you dated Cctober 12, 1984 still apply. Although this loanwas unsecured, it was fully in. keeping with all relevant banking
laws and regulations; all of the necessary paperwork was
completed; the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded; the
terms given were those routinely given for similar customers, and
interest was at the usual and custormAry rate (14%). The loan was
personally guaranteed by Mr. Robinson, and all of the normal
application and documentation channels were observed. No favors
were rendered or expected. .As was true for the loans discussed
in my October 12, 1984 letter, Mr. Robinson's outstanding
personal and politic.al reputation, as well as his great chances
of success in the general election, provided a sound basis for
the bank's decision to loan the money and to expect prompt
repayment.

In view of this Commission's past decisions in MLR Numbers218(76), UR ' 216(76), and MUR 382(77), its Advisory Opinion
1980-108, as well as the total dearth of statutory and regulatory
language interpreting the phrase "on a basis which assuresrepaymrent" as mandating full, hard collateral for every campaign
loan, the Bank was fully justified in making, and my clients were
fully justified in accepting, the loan. When all of these loans
,^,(-re made, how cculd any of the parties involved have knowvn that
the Cc=mission would take such an inconsistent position with
regard to their legality? Every effort was made to comply with
the Act, as explained in the regulations, and as enforced by this
Co..is sion.

I assure you that like the other loans in question, neither
of these loans were intended to be, nor did they amount to,
illegal campaign contributions. The simple facts are that Mr.
Robinson, a poor but exceedingly popular public official, decided
to enter the race for the Second Congressional District at thelast minute. He bad no overfilled campaign coffers, nor great
personal wealth and power to fund the campaigns. These loans

-2-S
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were the only possible way in which a reasonably adequate race
could be financed in 1984.

I urge the Commission to change its position, and to find no
Probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred. I would
also appreciate your continuing to keep this information
confidential. If Ikmay be of further assistance, please let me
know.

Very truly yours,

Larr a a, ce

LCW/cra

CC: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larry T. Wilson
W. Russell Meeks, III
Darrell Glasc'ock
Mike Felkins
Tonrn y Robinson

-3-
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTOND.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. RANSOM ,J

FEBRUARY 12, 1985

MUR 1721 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #2 signed February 8, 1985

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 11:00,

February 11, 1985.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.
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January 9, 1985

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; Tommy Pobinson Campaign Coriree -,.e

Dear Ms. Elliott:

T am responding to ;our letter of December 12. 198 in w-Hich
vOu njotified me t t the Federal Election Con~nission has
deternined that t],ere is r-sen to believe that :,.' clients, the
Torw.v Robinson Carpaign Corrittee and Tommy Robin;or, have

o violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) of the Federal Electior Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (hereiratfter "the Act"), by accepting bank

- loans from the First Jacks.cnville Bank and the Bank of Salem. It
is the Commissior's belief that these loars were in fact illegal
campaign contributiotis; I m hereby accepting thc statutorily

0 provided oppcrtunity toc d.i onstiate that the Corrission's
posit'on in this natter is errcneous, and that no action should
be taken against my clients.

The analysis of the General Counsel which was attacched to
your letter reveals that the m-ctivating factor bchind the FEC's
determination was the fact that it was "unknown" whether any
security was given fer these loans. Therefore, the Ceneral
Counsel concluded in his aralysis, "there is no ev'.*ence that the
leans were made cr a basis which assures repaymert."

It must initially e pcInted out that the loan frcm the
First Jacksonville Bank was in fact secured: Yr. Robir!son
pledged a rortgage on his---c rre, an assignment of the cash value
of a life insurarce policy, and an assignment of rights in an
autobiography as security for this loan. Additionally, other
relevant factors make it crystal clear that this loan was not out
of the ordinary course of business, and was demonstrably mad--Le or
a basis which assures repayment. Mr. Pobinson and his wife had
been regular customers of the bank since 1975, and had
successfully and timely paid off fifteen loans since 1976. Six
of these loans had been unsecured.

As is true with all of the bank loans in question, Mr.
Robinson's excellent personal reputation and strong likelihood of
winning the election were well known to the bank officer who
approved the loan. Further, the loan was for a short term, at
the customary interest rate for similar loans, and evidenced by a
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written instrument; no "special channels" were used to obtain the
loan. In view of the above facts, it is amazing that the
Commission is willing at this point to substitute its judgement
for that of the bank officer who approved the loan, and conclude
that it must have been an illegal contribution. The fact that
the loan was fully paid on July 12, 1984 also cannot be ignored.

Nevertheless, the statement on page three of the General
Counsel's analysis belies a real, one might even say zealous,
eagerness to do so: "Immediately prior to the issuance of the
loans Tommy Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.
Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or no
assets." In response to this statement, one might ask whether
only rich t=n can run for public office without arousing the
suspicions of the FEC? Apparently this is so, a result which is
totally at odds with the stated purpose of the Act.

As for the loan from the Bank of Salem, the arguments made
with respect to the other loans in question in our letter/brief
to you dated Cctober 12, 1984 still apply. Although this loan
was unsecured, it was fully in keeping with all relevant banking

C laws and regulations; all of the necessary paperwork was
completed; the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded; the
terns given were those routinely given for similar customers, and
interest was at the usual and customary rate (14%). The loan was
persorelly guaranteed by Mr. Robinson, and all of the normal
application and documentation channels were observed. No favors
were rendered or expected. -As was true for the loans discussed
4n my October 12, 1984 letter, Mr. Robinson's outstanding
personal and political reputation, as well as his great chances
of success in the general election, provided a sound basis for
the bank's decision to loan the money and to expect prompt
repayment.

In view of this Commission's past decisions in MR Numbers
218(76), IKUR 216(76), and MUR 382(77), its Advisory Opinion

M1980-108, as well as the total dearth of statutory and regulatory
language interpreting the phrase "on a basis which assures
repayment" as mandating full, hard collateral for every campaign
loan, the Bank was fully justified in making, and my clients were
fully justified in accepting, the loan. Whnen all of these loans
were made, how could any of the parties involved have known that
the Commission would take such an inconsistent position with
regard to their legality? Every effort was made to comply with
the Act, as explained in the regulations, and as enforced by this
Corm.ission.

I assure you that like the other loans in question, neither
of these loans were intended to be, nor did they amount to,
illegal campaign contributions. The simple facts are that Mr.
Robinson, a poor but exceedingly popular public official, decided
to enter the race for the Second Congressional District at the
last minute. He had no overfilled campaign coffers, nor great
personal wealth and power to fund the campaigns. These loans

-2-
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were the only possible way in which a reasonably adequate race

could be financed in 1984.

I urge the Commission to change its position, and to find no

probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred. I would

also appreciate your continuing to keep this information

confidential. If I may be of further assistance, please let me

know.

Very truly yours,

La ry' . lace

LCW/cra

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larry T. Wilson
W. Russell Meeks, III
Darrell Glascock
_Mike Felkins
Tommy Robinson

C

-3-



Mr. Andrew. 2*-;ikovic h

Atto'e2' at Law
FE ra1 Election Commission
1323 "1K" Street, N.v.
,ashi ,- D.C. 20463

T K
A%7~ 0
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Lart y Walace LITTLE ROCK, AiqANSAS 72201 (W) 3756414

(501) 375-9151

January A 5  jj / l

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee

Dear Ms. Elliott:

I am responding to your letter of December 12, 1984 in which
you notified me that the Federal Election Commission has
determined that there is reason to believe that my clients, the
Tonmny Robinson Campaign Committee and Tommy Robinson, have
violated 2 U.S.C. §441b(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (hereinafter "the Act"), by accepting bank

-- loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem. It
is the Commission's belief that these loans were in fact illegal
campaign contributions; I am hereby accepting the statutorily

3 provided opportunity to demonstrate that the Commission's
position in this matter is erroneous, and that no action should
be taken against my clients.

The analysis of the General Counsel which was attached to
your letter reveals that the motivating factor behind the FEC's
determination was the fact that it was "unknown" whether any
security was given for these loans. Therefore, the General
Counsel concluded in his analysis, "there is no evidence that the
loans were made on a basis which assures repayment."

It must initially be pointed out that the loan from the
First Jacksonville Bank was in fact secured: Mr. Robinson
pledged a mortgage on hiTs-ome, an assignment of the cash value
of a life insurance policy, and an assignment of rights in an
autobiography as security for this loan. Additionally, other
relevant factors make it crystal clear that this loan was not out
of the ordinary course of business, and was demonstrably ma- on
a basis which assures repayment. Mr. Robinson and his wife had
been regular customers of the bank since 1975, and had
successfully and timely paid off fifteen loans since 1976. Six
of these loans had been unsecured.

As is true with all of the bank loans in question, Mr.
Pobinson's excellent personal reputation and strong likelihood of
winning the election were well known to the bank officer who
approved the loan. Further, the loan was for a short term, at
the customary interest rate for similar loans, and evidenced by a
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Written instrument; no "special channels" were used to obtain the
loan. In view of the above facts, it is amazing that the
Commission is willing at this point to substitute its Judgement
for that of the bank officer who approved the loan, and conclude
that it must have been an illegal contribution. The fact that
the loan was fully paid on July 12, 1984 also cannot be ignored.

Nevertheless, the statement on page three of the General
Counsel's analysis belies a real, one might even say zealous,
eagerness to do so: "Immediately prior to the issuance of the
loans Tomnmy Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff.
Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or no
assets." In response to this statement, one might ask whether
only rich men can run for public office without arousing the
suspicions of the FEC? Apparently this is so, a result which is
totally at odds with the stated purpose of the Act.

As for the loan from the Bank of Salem, the arguments made
with respect to the other loans in question in our letter/brief
to you dated October 12, 1984 still apply. Although this loan
was unsecured, it was fully in keeping with all relevant banking

- laws and regulations; all of the necessary paperwork was
completed; the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded; the

- terms given were those routinely given for similar customers, and
interest was at the usual and customary rate (14%). The loan was
personally guaranteed by Mr. Robinson, and all of the normal

"0 application and documentation channels were observed. No favors
were rendered or expected. As was true for the loans discussed
in my October 12, 1984 letter, Mr. Robinson's outstanding
personal and political reputation, as well as his great chances
of success in the general election, provided a sound basis for
the bank's decision to loan the money and to expect prompt
repayment.

In view of'L this Commission's past decisions in M4UR Numbers
22 218(6), MU 216(76), and MUR 382(77), its Advisory Opinion

1980-108, as well as the total dearth of statutory and regulatory
language interpreting the phrase "on a basis which assures
repayrment" as mandating full, hard collateral for every campaign
loan, the Bank was fully justified in making, and my clients were
fully justified in accepting, the loan. When all of these loans
were made, how could any of the parties involved have known that
the Commission would take such an inconsistent position with
regard to their legality? Every effort was made to comply with
the Act, as explained in the regulations, and as enforced by this
Commission.

I assure you that like the other loans in question, neither
ofl these loans were intended to be, nor did they amount to,
illegal campaign contributions. The simple facts are that Mr.
Robinson, a poor but exceedingly popular public official, decided
to enter the race for the Second Congressional District at the
last minute. He had no overfilled campaign coffers, nor great
personal wealth and power to fund the campaigns. These loans

-2-
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were the only possible way in which a reasonably adequate race
could be financed in 1984.

I urge the Commission to change its position, and to find no
probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred. I would
also appreciate your continuing to keep this information
confidential. If I may be of further assistance, please let me
know.

Very truly yours,

La hagce

LCW/cra

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larry T. Wilson
W. Russell Meeks, III
Darrell Glascock
Mike Felkins
Tommy Robinson

".f)

3
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

January 4, 1985

Larry C. Wallace
House Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Wallace:

This is in reference to your letter dated December 21, 1984,

requesting an extension of 10 days to respond to the Commission's
allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in

your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on January 10,

"- 1985.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General*<Pusel ooo

By:
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January 2, 1985

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

This confirms our telephone conversation of Wednesday,
January 2, 1985, concerning the captioned matter. As we
discussed, I had forwarded to you a December 31, 1984 letter
advising of my representation of Bank of Salem, as I had earlier
advised of my representation of Stephens Security Bank. These
two institutions are subsidiaries of Smith Associated Banking
Corporation.

This is to specifically confirm your agreement to an exten-
sion of time for us to submit additional information and documen-
tation by way of a response to the allegations against Bank of
Salem. We will submit this information on or before January 12,
1985. We appreciate this ten (10) day extension.

As we discussed, the letter and documentation from the
Federal Election Commission was received by the officials at Bank
of Salem on Saturday, December 22, 1984. They were reviewed on
Monday, December 24, 1984. We provided you with our response,
immediately upon our receipt of the documentation, on December
31, 1984. The holidays during the Christmas and New Year period
have necessiated our request for this additional extension.
Vacations and travel by the appropriate bank officials, together
with my travel, have necessiated the request for the response.
We thank you for this consideration.

This also confirms that upon your receipt of my letters of
December 31, 1984, and upon your receipt of this letter, you will
either correspond with me or await my telephone call to you
either Monday or Tuesday of next week.



Mr. Andrew Maikovich
January 2, 1985
Page 2

Let me again thank you for your courtesy and for your general

discussion of this entire matter.

Yours ve uly,

W. Russe Meeks, III
WRM:bj

cc: Richard T. Smith
w/encl.

Frank Burge
w/encl.
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commssion
Washington, D.C. 20463
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W. rULLU miEII
TIMOTHY DAVIS FOX

December 31, 1984

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463 -

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

Our position remains the same as indicated in earlier
correspondence, and as expressed to you in our telephone conver-sations. We would be happy to discuss some guidelines for future
loans, of this type, there being no such guidelines or regula-

Ctions in place at the present time to guide lending institutions
with respect to the making of these types of loans. As we
discussed, we might well agree to some type of conciliation or
settlement agreement, but would indicate the absence of any spe-
cific guidelines on these types of loans, and would set forth
guidelines to be utilized in the future.

I am assuming that with the election process now completed,
and with the more urgent violations having now been handled by
your office, we might be able to conclude this particular matter.
It is in the interest of the lending institutions involved, and
specifically of interest to my clients, that the matter be
resolved so that we can go on with our normal business opera-
tions.

We will look forward to hearing from you at your convenience.
Let me also note, however, that in line with my earlier com-
munication to you, this office is retained as counsel for Bank of
Salem, Salem, Arkansas, which is also an affiliate of Smith
Associated Banking Corporation. We will therefore be entering an



Mr. Andy Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Page 2

appearance on behalf of Bank of Salem and you will be receiving
our reply under separate cover. Our comunications with respect
to one bank, however, will also be applicable to the other,
unless we subsequently determine through contact with your office
that they need to be treated differently.

We have appreciated your courtesy and we look forward to
working with you to conclude the matter.

Yours very truly,

W. Russel aeeks, III
WRM:bj
cc: Richard T. Smith

_. Chairman of the Board
Smith Associated Banking Corporation

f
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Washington, D.C. 20463
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December 31, 1984

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

O Re: MUR 1721 i
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

We are the attorneys for the respondent bank, Bank of Salem,
Salem, Arkansas. Please note that we are also presently the
attorneys for Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas. Both
banks are subsidiaries of Smith Associated Banking Corporation.

Please note our representation as attorneys of record for
both institutions, and for the parent holding company, Smith
Associated Banking Corporation. We will be forwarding to you a
statement of designation of counsel executed by Mr. Frank Burge,
President, Bank of Salem. You presently have the designation of
counsel for Stephens Security Bank, and for Smith Associated
Banking Corporation.

It is our position that there have not been sufficient alle-
gations made, through any newspaper articles, nor through the
information we believe to have been submitted to the Office of
General Counsel, that give rise to any substantial belief that
there has been any violation of 11 C.F.R. 100.7 (a)(l)(i)(C), or
11 C.F.R. 100.7 (b)(11), or of 11 C.F.R. 104.3 (a)(4)(iv).
Instead, it is our belief that what has been presented does not
appear to be substantial enough to require any additional
investigation.

There has been no violation of any state or federal banking
regulation, nor has there been any violation of any federal elec-
tion commission regulation, nor has there been any other viola-
tion of any kind or nature. It is our feeling that there has
certainly been no "clear violation' of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(A)(1) or
of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(B)(vii). There has been no violation.
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Mr. Andy Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Page 2

Instead, we assert that the loans from Bank of Salem, Salem,
Arkansas, are appropriate loans made in the oridinary course of
business by a state chartered lending institution. The loans are
made in full compliance with all appropriate federal and state
banking regulations and laws, and any and all regulations of the
appropriate state and federal regulatory bodies. We note your
findings set forth in the general counsel's factual and legal
analysis, in the second sentence of page 2, which states that
there is no evidence that the loan was made on a basis which
assures repayment. We controvert the finding, in its entirety,
and further state that the loan was made in the oridinary course
of business, and based upon applicable and acceptable loan cri-
teria.

Due to the length of time that this matter referenced MUR
1721 has been under review by the Federal Election Commission,
and in view of the recent involvement of Bank of Salem, we would
request an additional fourteen (14) days from your date of
receipt of this letter, to conduct an additional investigation
with respect to the loan of Bank of Salem, and to visit with you
concerning other materials that have been submitted to your
office, at any time, by any of the lending institutions involved
in MUR 1721. We would also visit with you, at that point, about
the possibility of conciliation prior to a finding of probable
cause.



.9
Mr. Andrew Maikovich
December 31, 1984
Dom- '2

Yours very truly,

W. Russell Meeks, III

cc: Richard T. Smith
Smith Associated Banking Corporation

Frank Burge
Bank of Salem

WRM sbj
N 914

0%1
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Washington, D.C. 20463
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LARRY T. WILSON
P"ES1OCNT

December 28, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 
12, 1984

which we received on December 17, 1984.

In order for you to thoroughly understand the basis for our

making the loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, 
we

offer the following information:

1. Mr. Robinson and his wife have lived in our community since

1975, over nine years.

2. The Robinsons have had a deposit relationship with our

bank since August of 1975.

3. Mr. Robinson served as Chief of Police for the City of

Jacksonville for four years (1975-1979). In this position,

he had many occasions to work with us and we have found him

to be a man of good character.

4. We have had a loan history with the Robinson's since 1976.

During that time we have made him fifteen (15) loans. Six

of those loans have been on an unsecured basis. The secured

loans range from automobile loans to loans backed by Certifi-

cate of Deposit. He has never been thirty (30) days late on

a loan payment.

5. The loan made to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

involved the following:
a. Amount: $52,000.00
b. Date of Note: June 6, 1984
c. Maturity Date: June 15, 1984
d. Date Paid in Full: July 12, 1984
e. Interest Rate: 14.0%

A FULL
600 West Main Street I P.O. Box 827 1 Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076 1 (501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK1
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f. Collateral:
1. A Real Estate Mortgage on the equity in his home.
2. An assignment of the cash value of a life insurance

policy.
3. The assignment of rights in an autobiography.

g. The primary source of repayment for the loan was campaign
contributions.

h. The secondary source of repayment for the loan was the
conversion of collateral (foreclosure, etc.)

6. Mr. Robinson enjoys a good personal reputation and his strong
showing in the Democratic Primary on May 29, 1984 indicated
to us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff
election and the General Election in November. obviously, a
winning candidate enjoys a much better chance to raise money
after an election than a losing candidate.

7. After reviewing the request for a loan by Mr. Robinson, the
loan officer determined that the risk involved in making the
loan was within the risk factors of other loans made in the
normal course of business.

8. Because First Jacksonville Bank had never before been approached
by a political candidate for a loan similar to this (no other
bank customer of ours has ever run for Congress from our
District) we had no previous experience to draw from. We
simply exercised our best judgement as to the risks involved
and made a decision to make the loan.

9. The fact that the loan was repaid in full on July 12, 1984 is
further evidence that our judgement was sound.

In summary, we can assure you that there were no special favors
involved in this loan, no requests of Mr. Robinson to vote in any
particular way if elected and that the loan was handled just as
any other loan in our bank.

Ms. Elliott, our bank has established a reputation for profession-
alism in its 35 years of existence - we are not about to jeopardize
this reputation for the sake of any political candidate. we
appreciate your concern and your job as chairman of the Federal
Election Commission. if you need any additional information or
would like to discuss this matter further, we stand ready to
assist you at any time.

Sincerely,

Lar T. son
President

;J-w/sv
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State of Arkansas
County of Pulaski

Subscribed and sworn before me this 28th day of December, 1984.

Notary Public

My commission expires: Oct. 31, 1991
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LARRY T, WILSON

December 28, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 12, 1984
which we received on December 17, 1984.

In order for you to thoroughly understand the basis for our
making the loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, we
offer the following information:

1. Mr. Robinson and his wife have lived in our community since
1975, over nine years.-

2. The Robinsons have had a deposit relationship with our
bank since August of 1975.

3. Mr. Robinson served als Chief of Police for the City of
Jacksonville for four years (1975-1979) . In this position#
he had many occasions to work with us and we have found him
to be a man of good character.

4. We have had a loan history with the Robinson's since 1976.
During that time we have made him fifteen (15) loans. Six
of those loans have been on an unsecured basis. The secured
loans range from automobile loans to loans backed by Certifi-
cate of Deposit. He has never been thirty (30) days late on
a loan payment.

5. The loan made to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
involved-the following:
a. Amount: $52,000.00
b. Date of Note: June 6, 1984
c. Maturity Date: June 15, 1984
d. Date Paid in Full: July 12, 1984
e. Interest Rate: 14.0%

A FULL
600 West 'Main Street I P.O. Box 827 1 Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076 1 (501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK(
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f. Collateral:
1. A Real Estate Mortgage on the equity in his home.
2. An assignment of the cash value of a life insurance

policy.
3. The assignment of rights in an autobiography.

g. The primary source of repayment for the loan was campaign
contributions.

h. The secondary source of repayment for the loan was the,
conversion of collateral (foreclosure, etc.)

6. Mr. Robinson enjoys a good personal reputation and his strong
showing in the Democratic Primary on May 29, 1984 indicated
to us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff
election and the General Election in November. Obviously, a
winning candidate enjoys a much better chance to raise money
after an election than a losing candidate.

7. After reviewing the request for a loan by Mr. Robinson, the
loan officer determined that the risk involved in making the
loan was within the risk factors of other loans made in the
normal course of business.

8. Because First Jacksonville Bank had never before been approached
by a political candidate for a loan similar to this (no other
bank customer of ours has ever run for Congress from our
District) we had no previb-us experience to draw from. We
simply exercised our best judgement as to the risks involved
and made a decision to make the loan.

9. The fact that the loan was repaid in full on July 12, 1984 is
further evidence that our judgement was sound.

In summary, we can assure you that there were no special favors
involved in this loan, no requests of Mr. Robinson to vote in any
particular way if elected and that the loan was handled just as
any other loan in our bank.

Ms. Elliott, our bank has established a reputation for profession-
alism in its 35 years of existence - we are not about to jeopardize
this reputation for the sake of any political candidate. we
appreciate your concern and your job as chairman of the Federal
Election Commission. If you need any additional information or
would like to discuss this matter further, we stand ready to
assist you at any time.

Sincerely,

Lar T son
Presiden 0

LTW/ sv
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State of Arkansas
County of Pulaski

Subscribed and sworn before me this 28th day of December, 1984.

My commission expires: Oct. 31, 1991
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December 28, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 12, 1984
which we received on December 17, 1984.

In order for you to thoroughly understand the basis for our
making the loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, we
offer the following information:

1. Mr. Robinson and his wife have lived in our community since
1975, over nine years.

2. The Robinsons have had a deposit relationship with our
bank since August of 1975.

3. Mr. Robinson served as Chief of Police for the City of
Jacksonville for four years (1975-1979). In this position,
he had many occasions to work with us and we have found him
to be a man of good character.

4. We have had a loan history with the Robinson's since 1976.
During that time we have made him fifteen (15) loans. Six
of those loans have been on an unsecured basis. The secured
loans range from automobile loans to loans backed by Certifi-
cate of Deposit. He has never been thirty (30) days late on
a loan payment.

5. The loan made to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
involved the following:
a. Amount: $52,000.00
b. Date of Note: June 6, 1984
c. Maturity Date: June 15, 1984
d. Date Paid in Full: July 12, 1984
e. Interest Rate: 14.0%

A FULL
600 West Main Street I P.O. Box 827 1 Jacksonville, Arkansas 720761 (501) 982-4511 SERVICE

BANK
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f. Collateral:
1. A Real Estate Mortgage on the equity in his home.
2. An assignment of the cash value of a life insurance

policy.
3. The assignment of rights in an autobiography.

g. The primary source of repayment for the loan was campaign
contributions.

h. The secondary source of repayment for the loan was the
conversion of collateral (foreclosure, etc.)

6. Mr. Robinson enjoys a good personal reputation and his strong
showing in the Democratic Primary on May 29, 1984 indicated
to us the strong probability of his winning the primary runoff
election and the General Election in November. obviously, a
winning candidate enjoys a much better chance to raise money
after an election than a losing candidate.

7. After reviewing the request for a loan by Mr. Robinson, the
loan officer determined that the risk involved in making the
loan was within the risk factors of other loans made in the
normal course of business.

8. Because First Jacksonville Bank had never before been approached
by a political candidate for a loan similar to this (no other
bank customer of ours has ever run for Congress from our
District) we had no previous experience to draw from. We
simply exercised our best judgement as to the risks involved
and made a decision to make the loan.

9. The fact that the loan was repaid in full on July 12, 1984 is
further evidence that our judgement was sound.

In summary, we can assure you that there were no special favors
involved in this loan, no requests of Mr. Robinson to vote in any
particular way if elected and that the loan was handled just as
any other loan in our bank.

Ms. Elliott, our bank has established a reputation for profession-
alism in its 35 years of existence - we are not about to jeopardize
this reputation for the sake of any political candidate. We
appreciate your concern and your job as chairman of the Federal
Election Commission. If you need any additional information or
would like to discuss this matter further, we stand ready to
assist you at any time.

Sincerely,/

Lar.IT.ilson
Presiden~

LTW/sv
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State of Arkansas
County of Pulaski

Subscribed and sworn before me this 28th day of December, 1984.

NotarypPublic

My commission expires: Oct. 31, 1991

f 11%



j First Jacksonville Bank

Nis. lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, ". W
Wahsinaton, D. C.
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HOUSE, WALLACE a JEWELL, P.A. 840EC31 AS: i
ATTORNEYS AT LAW o

1500 TOWER BUILDING (501) 37
Larry C. Wa =c LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151

December 21, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "KO Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer, George M.
Felkins, and Tommy Robinson

Dear Ms. Elliott: CERTIFIED MAIL

I am writing to request a ten (10) day extension, until January

', 10, 1985, within which to respond to your letter of 
December 12, 1984,

in which you informed us that the Commission has 
determined that there

3 is reason to believe that our clients have violated 2 U.S.C. 
S441b (a).

We received your letter today, December 21, 1984, and 
must respond

to it on or before the 31st of December in order 
to meet the 10 day

, deadline.

Because of the upcoming holidays and the amount of 
documentation

which must be assembled from both of the banks 
involved in this matter,

it will be very, very difficult to meet this 10 
day deadline. Therefore,

I am hereby requesting that we be granted a 10 day 
extension within

which to respond to your letter. I want to assure you that we are

not making this request dilatorily. In fact, it is due to our com-

mitment to make as thorough and complete a response 
to your letter

as possible that has necessitated an extension 
within which to reply.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter will

be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

Larry CC.alace

LCW:naj

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larrv T. Wilson
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'r. Andrew Maikovich
Federa1 Election Coram issi~n
1323 "K" qtreet, N.W.
Washinciton, D.C. 20463
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Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M.U.R. 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer, George M.
Felkins, and Tommy Robinson

Dear Ms. Elliott: CERTIFIED MAIL

I am writing to request a ten (10) day extension, until January
10, 1985, within which to respond to your letter of December 12, 1984,
in which you informed us that the Commission has determined that there
is reason to believe that our clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S441b (a).
We received your letter today, December 21, 1984, and must respond
to it on or before the 31st of December in order to meet the 10 day
deadline.

Because of the upcoming holidays and the amount of documentation
which must be assembled from both of the banks involved in this matter,
it will be very, very difficult to meet this 10 day deadline. Therefore,
I am hereby requesting that we be granted a 10 day extension within
which to respond to your letter. I want to assure you that we are
not making this request dilatorily. In fact, it is due to our com-
mitment to make as thorough and complete a response to your letter
as possible that has necessitated an extension within which to reply.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter will

be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

C.k allace

LCW:naj

cc: Andrew Maikovich
Richard T. Smith
Larry T. Wilson
Darrell Glascock
Tommy Robinson
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[.ls. Lee Ann Elliott
Ch airfma n
Federal Election Commission
132- "K" Street, N..

.asnington, D.C. 20463
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COHMiSSiON''

In the Matter of ) 4OV 6 P12: IZ)
The Tommy Robinson for Congress )
Committee and its treasurer )
George Michael Felkins ) MUR 1721

First State Bank )
Stephen's Security Bank )
Worthen Bank and Trust Co. )
Twin City Bank )

COPRBHSIVE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT #1

On September 10, 1984, the Commission found reason to

believe that the Stephens Security Bank, First American Bank,

First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City Bank and

Worthen Bank & Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in

making a corporate contribution in the form of unsecured loans to

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee ("Committee"). The

Commission also found reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and

the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) for accepting said

contributions.

Respondents requested extensions to reply to the reason to

believe notification. First State Bank, which was granted a 10

day extension, replied on October 10. Worthen Bank, which was

granted a 20 day extension, responded on October 11, with a

supplement due this week. Tommy Robinson and the Committee,

which was granted an 18 day extension, responded on October 18.

Additional responses were received from First American Bank on

September 27 and the Twin City Bank on September 25.
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Once the responses have been analyzed a General Counsel's

Report will be circulated to the Commission.

Charles N. Steele

ate - By: Ke eth A. Tross
Associate General Co.¢eel

-VI



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CHARLES N. STEELE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JODY C. RANSOMdQi%

NOVEMBER 7, 1984

MUR 1721 - Comprehensive Investigative
Report #1 signed November 2, 1984

The above-captioned matter was circulated to the

Commission on a 24 hour no-objection basis at 4:00,

November 5, 1984.

There were no objections to the Comprehensive

Investigative Report at the time of the deadline.

C

)



BEFORE T!DE LECTION C !.

In the Matter of ) 3DE3

The Tommy Robinson for Congress ) AlO: 0
Committee and its treasurer )
George Michael Felkins ) MUR 1721

Stephens Security Bank )
First American Bank )
First State Bank )
First Commercial Bank )
Twin City Bank )
Worthen Bank and Trust Company )
First Jacksonville Bank )
Bank of Salem )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On September 5, 1984, the Commission determined that there

is reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson

-- for Congress Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting

contributions in the form of bank loans.

The Commission also found reason to believe that the

Stephens Security Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank,

First Commercial Bank, Twin City Bank, and the Worthen Bank and

Trust Company violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions

to Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

in the form of loans.

An analysis of reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee after the reason to believe finding against

the preceding banks discloses three additional loans.

The First Jacksonville Bank reportedly loaned Robinson

$52,000 on June 1, 1984, with a due date of June 15, 1984. This

loan reportedly had a 14 percent interest rate and was later

paid in full. It is unknown if the loan was secured by

collateral.
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The Robinson Committee reported a loan for $50,000 from the

Bank of Salem on June 5, 1984. The original due date was

reported as July 10, 1984, but a subsequent report disclosed a

rescheduled date of January 10, 1985. This loan has a 14 percent

interest rate. It is unknown if the loan is secured by

collateral.

The third loan was made by a previous respondent, the

Worthen Bank and Trust Company on July 9, 1984. Worthen's

attorney clarified that this $48,000 loan carried identical terms

as its first loan to Robinson: an interest rate of prime plus

two percent, guaranteed by Robinson and the Committee and secured

by a second mortgage on Robinson's home.

II. LEGAL AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

A review of the Robinson Committee reports discloses that

three additional loans were made to the Committee. These loans

were made by the First Jacksonville Bank, the Bank of Salem and
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the Worthen Bank and Trust Company. The Worthen Bank and Trust

Company is already a respondent in this matter as the Commission

previously found reason to believe that it violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a).

With regard to the loans made by First Jacksonville Bank and

the Bank of Salem, it appears that the loans were evidenced by

written instruments, were subject to due dates and bore a usual

and customary interest rate. However, as with all the loans

which are the subject of this case, there is no evidence that the

loans were made on a basis which assures repayment. It is

unknown what security, if any, was given by Robinson or the

Robinson Committee for the loans made by the First Jacksonville

Bank and Bank of Salem. Analysis of the previous loans, however,

indicates that neither Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had

sufficient resources to collateralize loans of $52,000 or

f7 $50,000. Immediately prior to the issuance of the loans Tommy

Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff. Except for

a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that the First Jacksonville

Bank and the Bank of Salem each violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by

making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee. Further, the Office of General Counsel recommends

that the Commission find reason to believe that Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M.

Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting

contributions in the form of loans from the First Jacksonville

Bank and the Bank of Salem.
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IlI. RECOIZNDATIONS

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commission:

1. find reason to believe that First Jacksonville Bank

violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) in making a $52,000

contribution in the form of a loan to the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee;

2. find reason to believe that the Bank of Salem violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in making a $50,000 contribution in

the form of a loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee;

3. find reason to believe that that Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and its

treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) in accepting contributions in the form of

loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of

Salem;

4. approve and authorize sending the attached letters and

General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis.

Date By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General

Attachments
1. Letters to Respondents
2. General Counsel's Legal and Factual Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

S

Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign
Comm t tee

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe your client violated 2
U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by accepting from the First
Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem contributions in the form
of bank loans. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against your client. You may submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
clien':;, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter,
please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form
stating the name, address anrd telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Ltrry C. Wallace
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney.assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20463

Larry Wilson, President
First Jacksonville Bank
P-.. Box 827

o:V-i-ille, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Wilson:

P.I On , 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe the First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.s.C. s 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making acontribution in the form of a loan to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the First Jacksonville Bank.
You may submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
bank, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Lbrry Wilson, President
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. 5S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

ror your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



- ~\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
* WASHINGTON, 0 C 20463

Frank Burger President
Bank of Salem
Box 338
Sn~~,Arkansas 72576

RE: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Burge:

On, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe the Bank of Salem
violated 2 u.s.c. 5 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making a
contribution in the form of bank loans to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is

) attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Bank of Salem. Y ou may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against the
Bank of Salem, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Frank Burger President
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a)(12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney.assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT Tommy Robinson
The Tommy ~Roinson for Congress Committee and its
treasurer, George Michael Felkins

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

It is alleged that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee and i.ts treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting contributions in the form of bank

loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem.

On September 5, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by accepting contributions in the
form of loans from the Stephens Security Bank, First American

Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City Bank,

and the Worthen Bank and Trust Company.

An analysis of reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee after the reason to believe finding discloses

three additional loans.

The First Jacksonville Bank reportedly loaned Robinson

$52,000 on June 1, 1984, with a due date of June 15, 1984. This

loans reportedly had a 14 percent interest rate and was later

paid in full. It is unknown if the loan was secured by

collateral.

The Robinson Committee reported a loan for $50,000 from the

Bank of Salem on June 5, 1984. The original due date was

reported as July 10, 1984, but a subsequent report disclosed a



-2-

rescheduled date of January 10, 1985. This loan has a 14 percent

interest rate. It is unknown if the loan is secured by

collateral.

The third loan was made by a previous respondent, the

Worthen Bank and Trust Company on July 9, 1984. Worthen's

attorney clarified that this $48,000 loan carried identical terms

as its first loan to Robinson: an interest rate of prime plus

two percent, guaranteed by Robinson and the Committee and secured

by a second mortgage on Robinson's home.

-: FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

* committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

A review of the Robinson Committee reports discloses that

three additional loans were made to the Committee. These loans

were made by the First Jacksonville Bank, the Bank of Salem and
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the Worthen Bank and Trust Company. The Worthen Bank and Trust

Company is already a respondent in this matter.

With regard to the loans made by First Jacksonville Bank and

the Bank of Salem, it appears that the loans were evidenced by

written instruments, were subject to due dates and bore a usual

and customary interest rate. However, as with all the loans

which are the subject of this case, there is no evidence that the

loans were made on a basis which assures repayment. It is

unknown what security, if any, was given by Robinson or the

Robinson Committee for the loans made by the First Jacksonville

Bank and Bank of Salem. Analysis of the previous loans, however,

indicates that neither Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had

sufficient resources to collateralize loans of $52,000 or

$50,000. Immediately prior to the issuance of the loans Tommy

Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff. Except for

a house which was mortgaged, Robinson-had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting contributions

in the form of loans from the-First Jacksonville Bank and the

Bank of Salem.



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT First Jacksonville Bank

SUMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

It is alleged that the First Jacksonville Bank violated 2

U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making contributions in the form of a loan to

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee. An analysis of

reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

discloses a loan from the First Jacksonville Bank. The First

Jacksonville Bank reportedly loaned Robinson $52,000 on June 1,

1984, with a due date of June 15, 1984. This loan reportedly had

a 14 percent interest rate and was later paid in full. It is

unknown if the loan was secured by collateral.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) state a loan is
considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.
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With regard to the loan made by First Jacksonville Bank, it

appears that the loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was

subject to a due date and bore a usual and customary interest

rate. However, there is no evidence that the loan was made on a

basis which assures repayment. It is unknown what security, if

any, was given by Robinson or the Robinson Committee for the loan

made by the First Jacksonville Bank. It appears, however, that

neither Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had sufficient

resources to collateralize a loan of $52,000. Immediately prior

to the issuance of the loan, Tommy Robinson earned $31,900 per

year as a local sheriff. Except for a house which was mortgaged,

Robinson had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that the First Jacksonville

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a loan.



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT Bank of Salem

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIOnS

It is alleged that the Bank of Salem violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making contributions in the form of a loan to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee.

An analysis of reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee discloses a loan from the Bank of Salem. The

Robinson Committee reported a loan for $50,00a from the Bank of

Salem on June 5, 1984. The original due date was reported as

July 10, 1984, but a subsequent report disclosed a rescheduled

date of January 10, 1985. This loan has a 14 percent interest

rate. It is unknown if the loan is secured by collateral.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in thq form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due ddte or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.
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With regard to the loan made by the Bank of Salem, it

appears that the loan was evidenced by a written instrument,.was

subject to a due date and bore a usual and customary interest

rate. However, there is no evidence that the loan was made on a
basis which assures repayment. It is unknown what security, if

any, was given by Robinson or the Robinson Committee for the loan

made by the Bank of Salem. It appears, however, that neither

Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had sufficient resources to

collateralize a loan of $50,000. Immediately prior to the

issuance of the loan, Tommy Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a

local sheriff. Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson

had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe the Bank of Salem violated

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a loan.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
MUR 1721

The Tommy Robinson for Congress )
Committee and its treasurer, )
George Michael Felkins, )
et. al.

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on December 6,

1984, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-1 to take

the following actions in MUR 1721:

1. Find reason to believe that First
Jacksonville Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
S 441b(a) in making a $52,000
contribution in the form of a loan
to the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee.

2. Find reason to believe that the Bank
of Salem violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
in making a $50,000 contribution in
the form of a loan to the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee.

3. Find reason to believe that
Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee
and its treasurer, George M. Felkins,
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in
accepting contributions in the form
of loans from the First Jacksonville
Bank and the Bank of Salem.

(Continued)



0
Page 2MUR 1721

General Counsel's Report
Signed November 30, 1984

4. Approve and authorize sending the
letters and General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis attached
to the General Counsel's Report
signed November 30, 1984.

Commissioners Aikens, Harris, McDonald and McGarry

voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner Elliott

dissented and Commissioner Reiche did not cast a vote.

Attest:

/c~ ~ 4Pm.

Date /-- Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

12-3-84, 10:06
12-3-84, 4:00

( 6-!



ft FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2063

S December 12, 1984

Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

on December 6, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe your client violated 2
U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by accepting from the First
Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem contributions in the form
of bank loans. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against your client. You may submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any
such materials within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
client, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.



Larry C. Wallace
Page 2

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

n Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT Tommy Robinson
The ToMMY Robinson for Congress Committee and its
treasurers George Michael Felkins

SUoRY OF A TIOS

It is alleged that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins, violated

2 U.S.C. s 441b(a) by accepting contributions in the form of bank

loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem.

On September 5, 1984, the Commission found reason to believe

that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

violated 2 U.S.C..S 441b(a) by accepting contributions in the

form of loans from the Stephens Security Bank, First American

Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial Bank, Twin City Bank,

and the Worthen Bank and Trust Company.

An analysis of reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee after the reason to believe finding discloses

three additional loans.

The First Jacksonville Bank reportedly loaned Robinson

$52,000 on June 1, 1984, with a due date of June 15, 1984. This

loans reportedly had a 14 percent interest rate and was later

paid in full. It is unknown if the loan was secured by

collateral.

The Robinson Committee reported a loan for $50,000 from the

Bank of Salem on June 5, 1984. The original due date was

reported as July 10, 1984, but a subsequent report disclosed a
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rescheduled date of January 10, 1985. This loan has a 14 percent

interest rate. It is unknown if the loan is secured by

collateral.

The third loan was made by a previous respondent, the

Worthen Bank and Trust Company on July 9, 1984. Worthen's

attorney clarified that this $48,000 loan carried identical terms

as its first loan to Robinson: an interest rate of prime plus

two percent, guaranteed by Robinson and the Committee and secured

by a second mortgage on Robinson's home.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(B)(vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

A review of the Robinson Committee reports discloses that

three additional loans were made to the Committee. These loans

were made by the First Jacksonville Bank, the Bank of Salem and
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the Worthen Bank and Trust Company. The Worthen Bank and Trust

Company is already a respondent in this matter.

With regard to the loans made by First Jacksonville Bank and

the Bank of Salem, it appears that the loans were evidenced by

written instruments, were subject to due dates and bore a usual

and customary interest rate. However, as with all the loans

which are the subject of this case, there is no evidence that the

loans were made on a basis which assures repayment. It is

unknown what security, if any, was given by Robinson or the

Robinson Committee for the loans made by the First Jacksonville

Bank and Bank of Salem. Analysis of the previous loans, however,

indicates that neither Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had

sufficient resources to collateralize loans of $52,000 or

$50,000. Immediately prior to the issuance of the loans Tommy

Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff. Except for

a house which was mortgaged, Robinson had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and George M. Felkins, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in accepting contributions

in the form of loans from the First Jacksonville Bank and the

Bank of Salem,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

On , 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe your client violated 2
U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by accepting from the First

* Jacksonville Bank and the Bank of Salem contributions in the form
of bank loans. The General Counsel's factual and legal analysis,
which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is attached
for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against your client. You may submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit any

*' such materials within ten days of your receipt of this letter.
Statements should be submitted under oath.

* - In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
client, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.FoR. S 111.18(d).

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.



Larry C. Wallace
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For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

C.



(FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC. 20463

December 12, 1984

Larry Wilson, President
First Jacksonville Bank
P.O. Box 827
Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Wilson:

On December 6 , 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe the First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making a
contribution in the form of a loan to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the First Jacksonville Bank.
You may submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
bank, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Larry Wilson, President
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
* General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



GENERAL COUNSEL' S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT First Jacksonville Bank

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

It is alleged that the First Jacksonville Bank violated 2

U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making contributions in the form of a loan to

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee. An analysis of

reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

discloses a loan from the First Jacksonville Bank. The First

Jacksonville Bank reportedly loaned Robinson $52,000 on June 1,

1984, with a due date of June 15, 1984. This loan reportedly had

a 14 percent interest rate and was later paid in full. It is

unknown if the loan was secured by collateral.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 10.0.7(b) (11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.



With regard to the loan made by First Jacksonville Bank, it

appears that the loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was

subject to a due date and bore a usual and customary interest

rate. However, there is no evidence that the loan was made on a

basis which assures repayment. It is unknown what security, if

any, was given by Robinson or the Robinson Committee for the loan

made by the First Jacksonville Bank. It appears, however, that

neither Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had sufficient

resources to collateralize a loan of $52,000. Immediately prior

to the issuance of the loan, Tommy Robinson earned $31,900 per

year as a local sheriff. Except for a house which was mortgaged,

Robinson had little or no assets.

Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe that the First Jacksonville

Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a loan.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W.ASHINGTON. DC 20463

Larry Wilson, President
First Jacksonville Bank
P.O. Box 827
Jacc'sn-ille, Arkansas 72076

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Wilson:

On, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe the First Jacksonville
Bank violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making acontribution in the form of a loan to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's- factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the First Jacksonville Bank.
You may submit any factual or legal materials which you believe
are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against your
bank, the Commission may find probable cause to believe that a
violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of course,
this does not preclude the settlement of this matter through
conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe if
so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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Larry Wilson, President
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The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the

investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney.assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2043

December 12, 1984

Frank Burge, President
Bank of Salem
Box 338
Salem, Arkansas 72576

RE: MUR 1721
Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Burge:

On December 6, 1984, the Federal Election Commission
Ndetermined that there is reason to believe the Bank of Salemviolated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making a
contribution in the form of bank loans to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Bank of Salem. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against the
Bank of Salem, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if so desired. See'11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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Frank Burge, President
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a)(12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Le n Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



GENERAL COUNSEL'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

MUR NO. 1721

RESPONDENT Bank of Salem

SUDARY oF A TIons

It is alleged that the Bank of Salem violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) by making contributions in the form of a loan to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee.

An analysis of reports filed by the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee discloses a loan from the Bank of Salem. The

Robinson Committee reported a loan for $50,000 from the Bank of

Salem on June 5, 1984. The original due date was reported as

, July 10, 1984, but a subsequent report disclosed a rescheduled

date of January 10, 1985. This loan has a 14 percent interest

rate. It is unknown if the loan is secured by collateral.

FACTUAL BASIS AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b)(11) state a loan is

considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the 6sual and customary interest rate of the lending

institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.
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With regard to the loan made by the Bank of Salem, it

appears that the loan was evidenced by a written instrument, was

subject to a due date and bore a usual and customary interest

rate. However, there is no evidence that the loan was made on a

basis which assures repayment. It is unknown what security, if

any, was given by Robinson or the Robinson Committee for the loan

made by the Bank of Salem. It appears, however, that neither

Robinson nor the Robinson Committee had sufficient resources to

collateralize a loan of $50,000. Immediately prior to the

issuance of the loan, Tommy Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a

local sheriff. Except for a house which was mortgaged, Robinson

had little or no assets.

) Accordingly, the Office of General Counsel recommends that

the Commission find reason to believe the Bank of Salem violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making a contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a loan.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
*, ASHINGTON. D C. 20463

Frank Burge, President
Bank of Salem
Box 338
Salem, Arkansas 72576

RE: MUR 1721

Bank of Salem

Dear Mr. Burge:

On , 1984, the Federal Election Commission
determined that there is reason to believe the 3ank of Salem
violated 2 U.S.C. s 441b(a), a provision of the Federal Election

... Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") by making a
contribution in the form of bank loans to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commission's finding, is
attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against the Bank of Salem. You may
submit any factual or legal materials which you believe are
relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.
Please submit any such materials within ten days of your receipt
of this letter. Statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information which
demonstrates that no further action should be taken against the
Bank of Salem, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and proceed with conciliation. Of
course, this does not preclude the settlement of this matter
through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe if so desired. See 11 C.F.R. S 111.18(d).

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



Frank Burge, President
Page 2

The investigation now being conducted will be confidential
in accordance with 2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A),
unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the
investigation to be made public.

For your information, we have attached a brief description
of the Commission's procedures for handling possible violations
of the Act. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew
Maikovich, the attorney-assigned to this matter, at (202)
523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement

All
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Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K"
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

This is to supplement the previous information I provided
you concerning Worthen Bank & Trust Company in respect to the
making of second mortgage loans.)

I have determined that as of October 25, 1984, Worthen Bank
and Trust Company has 1,377 second mortgage loans on its books,
having a total principal balance of $23,475,316. These loans
range in amount from $2,100 up.

Please let me know if you require any additional information.

Very truly yours,

C. J.Giroir, J

CJG/ls

tHANl9 9F.LtI.E
ROSERLAWM" 8B1OCT26 A9:09

A PROrESDMONAL ASSCIATION RONALD NM. CLARK
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LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 71301 JACKSON PARROWN JR.
TELEPHONE (SC1) 37s-0131 LES R. SALCDC

JIM HUNTR IRICH
TELE[COPIIER (501) SS-DI R. DAVIS THOMAS, JR.

DAVID L. WILUAMS
U. M. ROsE CATHERINE LASSITgR
1434-1131 RICHARD T. DONOVAN

MICHAEL A. JOHN&
MARTIN K. THOMAS

October 25, 1984 SUSAN"ALTO"MCLEANRICHARD N. MASSty
CARLCO W. BARER
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COUNSEL



00

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

YE October 17, 1984

C. J. Giroir, Jr.
Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank and Trust Company

Dear Mr. Giroir:

-D This is in reference to your letter dated October 11, 1984,
requesting an extension of 10 days to respond to the Commission's

cl-- allegations. After considering the circumstances presented in
your letter, we have determined to grant you your requested
extension. Accordingly, your response will be due on October 22,
1984.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gene ounsel

Asoce 1Counse

Associate 1 Counsel
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October 12, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman Z -.
Federal Election Commission Cot
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee

Dear Ms. Elliott:

I am writing in response to your letter of September 14,
1984 in which you stated that the Federal Election Commission has
determined that there is reason to believe that my clients, The
Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee and Tommy Robinson, have
violated 2 U.S.C., 544lb(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 by accepting illegal contributions from Stephens Security
Bank, First American Bank, First State Bank, First Commercial
Bank, Twin City Bank and Worthen Bank and Trust Company. This
response is being tendered on October 13, 1984, the Commission
having generously given us an extension until October 15th in
which to respond.

It is our position that the Commission's stance that all
loans to political campaigns that are not fully secured must ipso
facto violate the Act is unreasonable and not in keeping with
either the intent of the Act or normal banking practices.
Certainly, with regard to the loans made to Mr. Robinson's
Campaign Committee, both the letter and spirit of the Act were
followed; by the same token, each and every loan to his Campaign
Committee was based upon sound business principles having
absolutely nothing to do with the "evils' at which the Act is
directed. It is possible that some unsecured political campaign
loans may well indeed violate the-'ct; however, such loans do not
violate the Act merely because they are unsecured, especially in
view of the other factors which must be considered. It is my
goal in this response to illustrate the manner in which the loans
at issue comply with the Act, and to persuade the Commission to
reconsider its position. For if there ever were a situation in
which such unsecured loans were in keeping with the law, this is
surely it.

1. Statement of Facts

Tommy Robinson is the Sheriff of Pulaski County,
Arkansas. Included within the State's most populous county is



Little Rock, the State Capital. Prior to being elected to this
position in 1980, Mr. Robinson had achieved an outstanding career
in law enforcement. He had previously served as the assistant
director of the public safety department at the University of
Arkansas; with the U.S. Marshal's Service; with the Arkansas
State Police; with the North Little Rock, Arkansas Police
Department; as the police chief in Jacksonville, Arkansas; and as
Governor Bill Clinton's director of the State Public Safety
Department.

After successfully running for the office of Sheriff of
Pulaski County in 1980, Mr. Robinson steadily achieved
recognition not only among those in the field of law enforcement,
but among the populace of Pulaski County. Before long, the
original, assertive, and articulate style with which he
approached his job caught the e 71es and ears of the media in
Little Rock, making his name a 'household word" throughout most
of Arkansas. People throughout the State started listening to
his opinions - all of which are guaranteed to engender strong
reactions, either way, and watching the way he handled the many
problems of his job. And they liked what they saw.

As stated in the Arkansas Gazette, September 30, 1984,
"Robinson has become the dominant figure inArkansas politics -

the one that everybody talks about. No other local official has
ever achieved such statewide celebrity." In fact, it is not an

) exaggeration to state that no political figure in Arkansas has
received the kind of attention and support as that generated
toward Tommy Robinson since 1980. (See Attachment 1).

It was within this context that Mr. Robinson chose to
run for the Democratic nomination to the Second Congressional
District in the spring of 1984. Mr. Robinson had not previously
been planning on running for a long time, as had most of the
other candidates (such as Paul Riviere). He had no established
campaign committee with overfilled coffers and months of
campaigning behind him. In fact, Mr. Robinson did not file as a
candidate in the primary election until the very last day
possible. What assets he did have at that time were infinitely
more bankable than anything possessed by his opponents: he had
the broad-based support of both the business community and the
general population. Mr. Robinson did not have any rich
supporters guaranteeing him a seat in Co-ngress through the
bankrolling of his campaign. Instead, he had the support and
admiration of the "men on the street" - the type of people who do
not buy and sell candidates; they simply get out and vote for
TE. As recognized in the Arkansas Gazette, ps a Mr.
Robinson's "strongest support, as has remaine true throughout
his career, came from the masses - the sort of people whose only
political activity is voting." And they do give political
contributions to their candidates. Their contributions may not
individually be anywhere near $1000.00 apiece, but in sufficient
number, they add up. In essence, Mr. Robinson had the support
of people much like himself and his family origins: blue collar
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and/or working people. His own father was a fireman in North
Little Rock; he was raised in the Rose City neighborhood (which
anyone from Pulaski County could tell you is not a well-heeled
area).

Going into the Democratic primary, Mr. Robinson had the
strongest chance of all of the candidates, since he was far and
away the most popular candidate. However, he also had a pressing
need for the money necessary to finance a campaign in 1984
Since he had entered the race late, he had not had time to
already establish a substantial campaign fund. But he did have a
compelling likelihood of being able to do so in the very near
future. He is not a man of great personal wealth; but he is a
candidate of strong popularity and sterling integrity, as well as
a good personal reputation and credit history. In fact, he is
the very sort of candidate for which such bank loans were made
possible by the amendments to the FECA: the poor man, without
vast personal wealth or ties to such wealth, who would like to go
to Congress.

The loans which were made to his Campaign Committee by
the several banks listed above were entirely reasonable and in
keeping with sound banking practices. It is not unusual for any
of these banks to make unsecured short term business loans to
those which the banks determine to be good risks. The banks make
money on these loans, and both parties are satisfied.

Using the loan from First Commercial Bank as an
example, each and every loan conformed with sound banking
practice, which is the issue in this matter. The First Commercial
Bank loan was for a short term, and it bore interest at the usual
rate. It was evidenced by the Bank's standard promissory note
form (see Attachment 2). The Committee did not go through
special channels to obtain the loan - only t1eiroutine
application and documentation process was followed. There were
no favors promised or rendered by either side. The loa,,i was not
implicitly guaranteed by any silent backer. Based upon all of
the relevant considerations, the loan off icer,to the best of his
business judgment, considered the loan to be a safe and
profitable one for the bank. Because of the strong popularity of
the candidate, it was a foregone conclusion that substantial
contributions would be made to Mr. Robinson's campaign in the
very near future, and that the loan would be easily repaid. All
these things are true for each and every one of the loans
involved.

It is hardly relevant that Mr. Robinson did not have
substantial campaign funds to pledge at the time the loans were
made, because he had entered the race at the eleventh hour;
certainly he should not be penalized for not having vast personal
assets to pledge. What Mr. Robinson did have to offer was his
strong likelihood of receiving future contributions, and of
winning the primary election, which he did. That the banks were
to look toward future campaign contributions and/or Mr. Robinson
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is hardly unusual or imprudent. Not only is this done every day
among the banking community, but it has been approved of by this
Commission in prior determinations.

2. Argument

A. The Federal Election Campaign Act does not forbid
such loans.

A review of the relevant portions of the FECA, as well as
the Commission's regulations promulgated thereunder, reveals that
in no way is hard collateral required to render loans to
political campaigns legal under the Act. 2 U.S.C. 1441b(a) of the
Act provides as follows:

I 441b. Contributions or expenditures
by national banks, corporations, or labor
organizations

(a) It is unlawful for any national
bank, or any corporation organized by
authority of any law of Congress, to make a
contribution or expenditure in connection
with any election to any political office, or
in connection with any primary election or
political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any political office, or for
any corporation whatever, or any labor
organization, to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election
at which presidential and vice presidential
electors or a Senator or Representative in,
or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to,
Congress are to be voted for, or in
connection with any primary election or
political convention or caucus held to select
candidates for any of the foregoing offices,
or for any candidate, political committee, or
other person knowingly to accept or receive
any contribution prohibited by this section,
or any officer or any director of any
corporation or any national bank or any
officer of any labor organization to consent
to any contribution or expenditure by the
corporation, national bank, or labor
organization, as the case may be, prohibited
by this section.

Within the definitions section of the Act, the term
"1contribution" at 2 U.S.C. §431(B)(B)(vii) is defined as not

incudig:any loan of money by a State bank, a
federally chartered depository institution,
or a depository institution the deposits or
accounts of which are insured by the Federal
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Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, or
the National Credit Union Administration,
other than any overdraft made with respect to
a checking or savings account, made in
accordance with applicable law and in the
ordinary course of business, but such loan -

MI shall be considered a loan by each
endorser or guarantor, in that proportion
of the unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors;
(II) shall be made on a basis which

assures repayment, evidenced by a written
instrument, and subject to a due date or
amortization schedule; and
(III) shall bear the usual and customary
interest rate of the lending institution.

By the clear wording of the Act, loans to political
campaigns are perfectly legal if they:

(1) are made in accordance with applicable law; and
(2) in the ordinary course.

Such loans are considered to be in the ordinary course
of business if they are:

(1) made on a basis which assures repayment,
(2) evidenced by a written instrument,
(3) subject to a due date or amortization schedule,

and
(4) bear the usual and customary interest rate of the

lending institution.

Certainly, the issue at hand is whether the loans to
Tommy Robinson and his Campaign Committee were "made on a basis
which assures repayment," for it cannot be disputed that the
other requirements of the Act were met. However, the Act does
not at all state that all loans, to be "made on a basis which
assures repayment" must be secured by collateral. Quite the
contrary - the Act,79as it should, leaves that determination
within the business judgment of the lending institution. The
Commission is reading into the law what simply is not there in
absolutely requiring collateral.

The Commission's regulation covering this issue is set
forth at 11 C.F.R. §100.7(11). It does not support the
Commission's posture in this matter, either, and provides:

A loan of money by a State bank, a federally
chartered depository institution (including a
national bank) or a depository institution
whose deposits and accounts are insured by
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the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, or the National Credit Union
Administration is not a contribution by the
lending institution if such loan is made in
accordance with applicable banking laws and
regulations and is made in the ordinary
course of business. A loan will be deemed to
be made in the ordinary course of business if
it: bears the usual and customary interest
rate of the lending institution for the
category of loan involved; is made on a basis
which assures repayment; is evidenced by a
written instrument; and is subject to a due
date or amortization schedule. Such loans
shall be reported by the political committee
in accordance with 11 CFR 104.3(a). Each
endorser or guarantor shall be deemed to have
contributed that portion of the total amount

.7) of the loan for which he or she agreed to be
liable in a written agreement, except that,
in the event of a signature by the
candidate's spouse, the provisions of 11 CFR
100.7(a)(1)(i)(D) shall apply. Any reduction
in the unpaid balance of the loan shall
reduce proportionately the amount endorsed or

) guaranteed by each endorser or guarantor in
such written agreement. In the event that
such agreement does not stipulate the portion
of the loan for which each endorser or
guarantor is liable, the loan shall be
considered a contribution by each endorser or
guarantor in the same proportion to the
unpaid balance that each endorser or
guarantor bears to the total number of
endorsers or guarantors. For purposes of 11
CFR 100.7(b)(11). an overdraft made on a
checking or savings account shall be
considered a contribution by the bank or
institution unless: the overdraft is made on
an account w~hich is subject to automatic
overdraft protection; the overdraft is
subject to a definite interest rate which is
usual and customary; and there is a definite
repayment schedule.

One cannot help but wonder from what source the FEC has
taken support for its position regarding collateral regardless of
the circumstances, for it is not to be found within the Act or
its regulations.

B. The Legislative history of the Act and its
Amendments do not support the Commission.
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In order to locate the source of the FEC's position
regarding collateral securing political loans, I have extensively
researched the legislative history of the FECA and its
amendments. Again, I have instead found support for our position
that the presence or absence of collateral is not a controlling
issue, but is merely one of the factors by which such loans are
considered. Since the passage of the Tillman Act in 10 97,
national banks have been prohibited from making political
contributions. This prohibition continued with the passage of
the Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925, amended in 1940 and
1948, which defined the term "contribution" to include loans.
This statute was amended by Congress in 1972 to exclude "a loan
of money by a National or State bank made in accordance with the
applicable banking laws and regulations and in the ordinary
course of business." The purpose behind this fashioning of an
exception to the rule is set forth in Senate Report Number
92-229, 2 U.S. Code Cong. & Adm. News, pp. 1825-26 (1972):

Testimony received from witnesses was
unanimously in favor of the granting of loans
by National or State banks if such loans were
made pursuant to applicable banking rules and
regulations. This means that a bank should
exercise sound business judgment in extending
loan privileges to a political candidate or
committee in the ordinary course of business
and where necessary, certain security or
collagteral in order to support a reasonable
expectation of payment in due course. This
amendment was approved unanimously.
(emphasis supplied)

The supplemental views of Messrs. Prouty, Cooper and
Scott at page 1858 are especially illustrative:

First, in section 201 the definition of contribution
and expenditure was modified so as to permit for
Federal office to obtain bona fide bank loans. Under
the present law a bank is prohibited from making a
contribution or expenditure to a political candidate.
In the future, banks will continue to be prohibited
from making contributions or expenditures to political
candidates. However, the committee clarified the law
so that ordinary bank loans could be obtained. The
reason for this change is obvious. No one wants a
Federal election law which, in effect, says that only
the very wealthy can run for elective office. As a
practical matter, it is often necessary for a candidate
to borrow money in order to defray immediate and
pressing campaign expenses. Under the present law,
there was a real danger in permitting even bona fide
loans to political candidates because in the absence of
an effective disclosure law it would be very easy for a
bank making a loan never to collect it. S. 382, as
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amended, has rigid and effective disclosure
requirements. All bona fide loans made to political
candidates must be reported. The candidate must
continue to report his loan until it is fully repaid.

Senator Cannon similarly added his views of such loans
on the floor of the Senate (see 117 Congressional Record, p.
28797):

It is clear that while a bank may not use its
depositors' funds to make political
contributions on its own, the fact that bank
does make bona fide loans to individuals who
may use the money so received for political
purposes, does not constitute a bank
contribution, nor may such bona fide loans be
barred.

As stated in the Senate Report, collateral is only
required ''where neesr. The direct corollary to this
statement must be tat collateral is not always required - and in
fact may not be required where all other consideraitions
demonstrate the lack of need for it. The very reason for this
amendment was to enable poor candidates, like Tommny Robinson, to
run for office. Again, this takes elections out of the hands of
only the very wealthy. If substantial collateral were required
from every candidate, the very purposes of the Act would be
totally thwarted.

In 1976, these statutes were recodified within the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. 55 431, et seq.
The Act was amended in 1979 to establish standards by whT-ch such
loans are to be deemed within the "ordinary course of business".
These standards are found within 2 U.S.C. § 431 8(B) (vii), and
are set forth above. As discussed above, these standards in no
way necessarily require collateral. A review of the legislative
history for these amendments also reveals no support for the
Commission's posture. In fact, the legislative history never
even mentions what is meant by the words "on a basis which
assures repayment."

The following is all that is said upon the matter, in
House Report Number 96-422, U.S. Cong. & Adm. News, p. 2868
(1979):

(vii) Loans. The current exemption which
excludes loans made by National or State
banks in the ordinary course of business has
been extended to other financial
institutions. An overdraft is to be
considered a contribution subject to the
prohibitions and limitations of the Act.
Automatic overdraft protection which is
subject to definite interest and repayment is

-8-



for the purposes of this section, a loan
exempted from the definition of
contributions.

The bill also establishes guidelines for
determining when a loan is made in the
ordinary course of business. To be exempted,
a loan must be evidenced by a written
instrument, subject to a due date or
amortization schedule, and bear the usual and
customary interest rate of the lending
institution. If a loan does not meet all of
these criteria, it will be considered a
contribution by the lending institution.

The Congressional Record contains no record of floor
debate regarding these particular amendments.

Another telling point is the sparse attention given
these amendments by the Federal Election Commission in its own
publication, the "Record," in March of 1980:

The amendments extend the contribution
exemption for bank loans to include loans
made by federally chartered depository
institutions which are required by the FDIC,
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation or the National Credit Union
Administration - in addition to the
currently exempted loans from State and
National banks.

Again, the legislative history surrounding the Act and
all of its amendments does not provide any support for the
Commission's approach to the issue of collateral. Instead, it is
obvious that collateral is a relevant factor, among others, which
should be considered, but that it is not necessarily required
where all of the other considerations demonstrate that the loan
in question was made on a basis which assures repayment. Any
banker will tell you that all loans do not require collateral in
order to be considered good risks; some loans are safely assured
of repayment without collateral, based upon the likelihood of
repayment in lt oWf other considerations (discussed more fully
below). Clearly, it is relevant and necessary to look into the
practices of the banking community, since neither the Act nor its
legislative history place narrow limits upon which loans are
"made on a basis which assures repayment.'l The Commission's
attempted substitution of its judgment for the best business
judgment of the loan officers involved herein in unwarranted.

C. Prior determinations of the Federal Election
Commission do not support its position herein.
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Again, after reviewing prior determinations of the
Federal Election Commission in matters under review involving
this question, one is left with a firm conviction that the
Commission must have recently rotated 180 degrees in order to
find reason to believe that the loans to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee were illegal. It is an understatement to say
that the Commission is clearly being inconsistent in its approach
to this issue. When the facts of this matter are viewed in light
of the Federal Election Commission's prior determinations, the
conclusion is inescapable that the loans to Tommy Robinson and
his Campaign Committee were legal under the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

(1) In the matter of Druie Douglas Barnard,
Jr.; MUR 218 (76)

In this matter, the Commission found reasonable cause
to believe that the respondent, Georgia Railroad Bank and Trust
Company, may have violated 2 U.S.C. 1441b(a) in having loaned
$10,000 to Mr. Barnard's campaign committee. ThiB $10,000 loan
was unsecured, and had no guarantors. A conciliation agreement
was subsequently entered into with the Commission. The loan
made to Mr. Barnard's Campaign Committee (in a race for Congress)
is wholly distinguishable from the loans made to Mr. Robinson and
his Campaign Committee. First, the interest rate for the loan to
Mr. Barnard's campaign committee was at an unusually low rate;
while the rate was set at 7.6%, the standard rate for such loans
at that time was 8 3/4%. Second, the bank had no recourse for
repayment other than the funds of the campaign committee (the
candidate did not personally guarantee the loan). Third, the
candidate had entered the race in February, before the May
primary, and had demonstrated a total inability to raise adequate
funds for the primary before the loan in question was made. In
fact, it was his admitted inability to raise funds which prompted
the loan in the first place. Fourth, the candidate was an
executive vice president of the bank, and routinely took part in
the determination of major bank policy. It was evident that the
only real reason for the loan was Mr. Barnard's position with the
bank. Fifth, the usual application channels were not followed by
Mr. Barnard's campaign committee. It was apparent that a
deliberate favor was rendered to his campaign committee. Based
upon these facts, it is not at all surprising that the Commission
did find reason to believe that 2 U.S.C. 6441b(a) had been
violated.

On the other hand, the loans to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee were made at the usual rate of interest, were
guaranteed by Mr. Robinson personally, and resulted from the
pursuit of normal application and documentation channels.
Additionally, Mr. Robinson is not an executive officer of any of
the banks in question, nor was he rendered any favors by such
banks. Finally, at the time that the loans to Mr. Robinson and
his Campaign Committee were made, Mr. Robinson was a very popular
candidate who had merely entered the race late. He had certainly
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not demonstrated any inability to raise adequate funds to repay
the loans. In fact, if Mr. Robinsion had entered the race as
early as some of his opponents, it is likely that most, if not
all, of the loans would not have even been necessary.

(2) Senator James R. Sasser; MUR 216 (76)

The Commission's determination in the matter of James
R. Sasser is especially illuminating. In 1976, the Commission
found no probable cause to believe that Senator Sasser had
violated the Act in spite of the fact that he had received
$125,000 in unsecured loans for his campaign, which were to be
repaid entirely from future fund-raising efforts. This
determination was made in spite of the following facts: (1) the
loans were unsecured; (2) the loans were for indefinite terms;
(3) the loans did not have definite repayment schedules; (4) the
amounts were very large compared to Senator Sasser's net worth;
(5) the bank officers making the loans knew Senator Sasser on a
personal basis; (6) one of the officers involved was an executive
in three of the four banks involved in the making of the loans;
and (7) there were interlocking directorships among the banks
making the loans. However, the interest rates were in line with
the prevailing rates for ordinary business customers at that
time.

In his report to the Commission, the General Counsel
looked to banking regulatory processes, and noted that the
Comptroller of the Currency does not question loans that have
been repaid, as had the loans to Senator Sasser' s campaign.
Further, the General Counsel looked to corporate law to the
effect that as a general rule, a decision to extend credit or
cancel debts cannot be challenged unless there is some evidence
that the action was done by an officer in bad faith or outside of
corporate purposes. Further, the General Counsel admitted on
page 18 that "(wihat is sufficient to remove such actions from
the business judgment rule varies somewhat from state to state."
The General Counsel listed several criteria by which such loans
should be examined, and admitted that there is no single
controlling standard. Accordingly, the relevant questions are as
follows:

(1) Does the loan comply with federal banking laws and
regulations? In other words, has all necessary paperwork been
completed in the bank's credit files? Are the loans not in
excess of the bank's legal lending limit?

(2) What are the terms of the loan? In other words,
the amount, length of term, interest rate, presence or absence of
collateral, presence or absence of consignors and guarantors are
all relevant. However, the General Counsel admitted on page 21
that "[1) lack of collateral may be a factor depending upon the
credit worthiness of the borrower. None of these factors is
alone dispositive." (emphasis suppliiJFd - __
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(3) How was the loan obtained? Were the normal
channels for application and documentation observed?

(4) What is the relationship between the authorizing
officer and the borrower? In other words, the closer the
relationship, the more likelihood that a favor has been granted.

(5) Was there sufficient evidence to support the
judgment of the loan officer at the time that the loan was made?
Did the borrower have sufficient assets or earning capacity to
justify the extension of credit? The General Counsel admitted on
page 22 that a very positive factor can definitely outweigh a
negative factor in this regard.

(6) Did the bank expect to be repaid? Was this
expectation reasonable? To that end, the loan officer may
consider the personal assets and earning capacity of the
borrower, as well as his fund-raising capacity.

(7) Does the bank make loans of a similar nature?

(8) What is the relationship between the banks making
the loans?

Making his recommendation to the Commission that the
loans did not violate the Act, the General Counsel noted that the
interest rates for the loans were in line with the prevailing
rates for ordinary customers at that time, and stated that the
loans appeared to have been made within the area of judgment
reserved to banks in making loans, based on Senator Sasser's net
worth and earnings, as well as his chances for success and
general reputation. As the General Counsel stated:

The basic decisions to make the loans seemed
readily defensible as within the area of
judgment reserved to banks in the making of
loans on the basis of Mr. Sasser's present
worth and earnings, his prospective earnings
whether or not successful in his candidacy
and his general reputation. Absence of
specific security for the loan, thougF-a
factor in7j4gj1gjTe ik ten by the-bank,
is not n ite a reason for iconctTuh1-na--t
te-lan was unwarrented. -- mphasis
suppTlie) In short, nothing suggests that
the loans were unacceptable from the point of
view of the banking authorities.

The General Counsel admitted on page 29 that the
Congress believed that the law was not to be construed narrowly
to "hinder candidates from obtainingToans." Additionally,
the discussion of the issue of collateral on page 29 is highly
illustrative, and bears repetition:
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As an initial matter, it would seem that
presence or absence of security from the
candidate might well be a factor under FECA
in assessing the merits of a loan. The Act
itself in 2 U.S.C. 5451, mentions security
and explicitly directs other agencies
responsible for regulating enterprises likely
to extend credit to candidates to set forth
rules which regulate any unsecured credit.
Parts of the legislative history, noted
above, emphasize security as a factor of
importance. Without more, however, the words
of the Act do not seem to establish anything
nearly so specific as a requirement for
security, especially in light of the
underlying purpose of the amendment to remove
ordinary bank loans from the definition of
contribution.

Although the Sasser determination was rendered prior to

the 1979 amendments to the Act, it cannot be argued that the
current requirements of the Act are more stringent than those
standards by which Senator Sasser' s loans were judged. As stated
above, the General Counsel not only looked to the terms of the
loan, but also the absence or presence of collateral. The
General Counsel also considered whether the banks had considered
repayment of the loans, and whether this expectation was
reasonable. The present state of the law is no more stringent
than the standards by which Senator Sasser's loans were judged.
The candidate's capacity for fund-raising was relevant in 1976 as
to whether the bank's expectation of repayment was reasonable,
and it is relevant today.

When the loans made to Tommy Robinson and his Campaign
Committee are considered in light of the factors listed by the

* General Counsel in the Sasser determination, it is obvious that
* they must pass muster under the Act. First, the loans to Tommy

Robinson and his Campaign Committee complied with all banking
laws and regulations. All of the necessary paperwork was
completed, and the bank's legal lending limits were not exceeded.
Second, the terms of the loan were those routinely given to
similar customers. The loans were for a short term; they were
at the usual and customary interest rates for similar customers,
and Mr. Robinson personally guaranteed the loans. Third, normal
application and documentation channels were observed in every
instance. Fourth, Mr. Robinson had no close relationship with
the authorizing officers. Certainly, the banks did not render or
expect any favors. Fifth, Mr. Robinson's demonstrated capacity
as a fund-raiser, as well as his outstanding and unusual personal
reputation and popular support, provided a sound basis to support
the banks' decisions to loan him the money at the time and to
support their expectations of repayment. Sixth, the banks were
in the business of making similar unsecured, short term business
loans. Finally, there are no interlocking directorships among
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the banks involved herein, unlike the situation found in the
Sasser case.

Again, the only factor at issue herein is whether the
loans were made on a basis assuring repayment, because there was
no collateral pledged to the loans. However, by the admission of
the General Counsel to the FEC, the presence or absence of
collateral is merely one factor, and is not solely dispositive of
the issue. In light of all of the other, positive facts
surrounding the making of the loans to Mr. Robinson and his
Campaign Committee, it cannot be said that such loans were
unsound or not in the ordinary course of business. On the
contrary, the banks were all following sound banking practices
when they decided to loan the money to Tommy Robinson and his
Campaign Committee. It was within the business judgement of the
loan officers to consider his strong popularity and his great
chances of receiving political contributions in the near future
in their decisions to make the loans.

(3) Brown for President Committee; MUR 382 (77)

In his report to the Commission, the General Counsel
concluded that seven loans totaling $375,000 from four California
banks to California Governor Jerry Brown's Presidential Primary
Campaign Committee did not violate 2 U.S.C. $431(e)(5)(G).
Although no collateral whatever was pledged for the loans, the
Committee informally pledged receipts expected from future
benefit fund-raising concerts, and anticipated Federal Matching
Fund payments. All of the loans were short term "cash flow"
loans, and bore interest rates between 9% and 10%. Without much
discussion, the General Counsel stated:

Although no collateral was furnished by the
Committee, the lending banks were informed
at the time of the loan applications of a
continuing series of successful fund-raising
concerts and a sizeable amount of Federal
Matching Funds the committee expected to
receive. We believe the lending banks
made the loans "in the ordinary course of
business" in view of the expected receipt
of funds from the fund-raising concerts
and Federal Matching payments.

It is hard to understand why the Commission would
summarily decide that it was acceptable to consider future
fund-raising efforts and Federal Matching Fund payments in place
of collateral in Jerry Brown's campaign, but not to consider such
sources of repayment in Tommy Robinson's campaign. The FEC has
taken a totally inconsistent approach by disregarding them in the
instant matter.

-14-
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(4) Advisory Opinion 1980-108: National Unity
Campaign for John Anderson

Upon request, the FEC gave an advisory opinion to
counsel for John Anderson to the effect that certain bank loans
that were to be repaid from post election Federal Fundin would
not necessarily be violative of the requirement that bank loans
be "made on a basis which assures repayment," although no other
collateral would be posted for the loans, and it was not certain
that John Anderson would even receive the funding. On page 10 of
its opinion, the Commission stated:

While the risk of nonrepayment may be higher
in the context of a loan made upon the
expectation of a candidate qualifying for and
receiving sufficient post-election financing
than it is in the context of a loan made upon
the expectation of a candidate qualifying for
and receiving sufficient primary Matching

pFunds, the Commission concludes that the
existence of such risk does not, standing
alone, take a loan secured by an expectancy
in post-election public funds outside the
scope of the "ordinary course of business"
for the purpose of 2 U.S.C. §431(8)(B)(vii).

)According to the Commission, the candidate's
performance in the most recent polls was highly relevant to the
lenders in arriving at their decision to make the loans. In its
opinion, the Commission quoted the United States Supreme Court in
Buckley vs. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 102 (1976), wherein it was stated:

But in the nature of things the willingness
of lenders to make loans will depend upon the
pre-election probability that the candidate
and his party will attract 5% or more of the
voters. When a reasonable prospect of such
support appears, the party and candidate may
be an acceptable loan risk since the prospect
of post-election participation and public
funding will be good.

One cannot help but wonder why it is acceptable for the
FEC to decide that unsecured loans to political campaigns are
perfectly acceptable in the matters discussed above, but that
they are necessarily illegal in the case of those made to Tommy
Robinson and his Campaign Committee. Such inconsistency on the
part of the Commission leaves candidates and their Committees
with no firm ground upon which to stand. In fact, Tommy Robinson
and his Campaign Committee read the Jerry Brown for President
Committee report before it even approached the banks about the
loans involved herein. Although it is understood that each
situation must be reviewed on an individual basis, and that no
single factor is dispositive, candidates must be able to depend
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upon the decisions of the very agency charged with upholding the
FECA. If the Commission were to adopt such an inconsistent
approach to the interpretation of the Act, nothing but chaos and
confusion would ensue. Any action taken by a candidate or his
campaign committee would be in peril of being deemed illegal by
the Commission, regardless of the candidate's attempts to comply
with the terms of the law. Surely such a result cannot be the
intent of the Commission, for it was certainly not the intent of
Congress when the FECA was passed.

3. CONCLUSION

Tommy Robinson is the essence of the type of candidate
for which bank loans were exempted from the prohibitions of the
FECA: a relatively poor man, with great public support from all
sides (especially from the working class), who wants to go to
Congress. Without wealth of his own, and without close ties to
riches, he needed substantial bank loans in order to finance his
campaign. The banks which loaned him the money exercised good
business judgment in deciding that he would likely be successful
in his efforts, and able to repay the loans from future campaign
contributions. Their belief in his ability to win was justified:
he handily beat his opponent in the Democratic Primary runoff.

As discussed above, the 1972 amendments to the Act were
passed so that poor people could afford to run for public office.

) In fact, one of the overriding reasons for the passage of the Act
itself was to remove elective office from the realm of only the
very wealthy, and to restore the power to successfully run for

IN office to people of limited means. As Representative Staggers
stated at page 42063 of volume 117 of the Congressional Record:

When reduced to its simplest terms, this
legislation as I see it, would eliminate
money as the principal determining factor of
who is elected to Federal Office, or for that
matter, who can run for Federal elective
office which in some cases is just as
important.... each election it becomes more
and more difficult for honest men of limited
means to run and get elected to Federal
Office.

At page 42068, Representive Conte added his views:

Unless we take decisive action we will soon
end up with a Congress that is little more
than a club for millionaires and those
beholden to wealthy interests. This was not
the intent or the desire of our Founding
Fathers, nor is it the desire of the people
we represent.

-16-
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Senator Muskie is quoted at page 29321 as having the
same concerns:

But as our practices of equality in voting
have grown, our opportunities for equality in
seeking office have shrunk. Once again,
wealth is a barrier to democratic practice.
Today, it is not state statutes, but the
extraordinary cost of running a campaign that
keeps all but those who can raise vast
amounts of money from seeking office. If we
do not drastically alter our campaign
practices, only those who are wealthy, or who
are chosen by the wealthy, will be able to
compete for elective office. This is an
outrage in a democratic Nation.

Because Tommy Robinson entered the race for the
Democratic nomination to the Second Congressional District only
shortly before the primary, he had not had an opportunity to
build up large amounts of contributions prior to his applications
for the bank loans. The absence of substantial amounts of
contributions to his campaign was therefore merely the result of
his late entry into the race; it had absolutely nothing whatever
to do with his ability to raise such funds. To the contrary; he
is and was a very popular public figure, and a man capable of
engendering phenomenal popular support. Nevertheless, this
Commission, in its inconsistent and unswerving demand for
collateral for such loans, would come to a result totally at odds
with the intent of the Act. In essence, the Commission would
require that Tommy Robinson be able to pledge vast amounts of
personal assets as collateral for these loans, since he did not
already have an amount of campaign contributions equal to the
amounts of the loans. One can only deduce from the Commission's
position in this regard that since Mr. Robinson entered the race
for Congress late, and since he is not a wealthy man, he should
not run at all. Surely such a result is not in keeping with the
intent of Congress, nor is it in keeping with the prior decisions
of this very agency which is charged with the enforcement of the
FECA.

I sincerely hope that the Commission will reverse its stance
in this matter, for the loans violate neither the letter nor the
spirit of the law. Again, I must request that you keep this
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information confidential. If I may be of further assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

HOUSE,, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

L rr C. Wallace
LCW/kr

cc: Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee
Tommy Robinson
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'Tommy' Hn Celebrity Status
by DOU-

It's hard in heI les

Tommy Rebi made
hisfirst ranf1W "badc
ofi omlyfouryearsaq
"d a Ittleasb to 1W-
llV thd the office be.'0 that year Am
bolds is "nloy" d f of1
Poui Comnty. t -m
like be's been armod for

i la a ' ' e the doodn" - ..

9 we In Arkn politics
- the m that everybodyi.
talks about. No th r -$"POs
cal official has ever TOMMY ROBINSON
achieved meK statewide cehrlty. Last spring a re-
port covwing the Democatc pimary tn the Second
Cope imennal District ru d on the Robinson phe-

"Not l doem ybedy law who he is, they all
an him by his firdt name"

Robeon , w resed 1l the Ro ny nlghbor-
beod of Nort Little Rock, the son of a fireman. After
servingHin the Navy, be embarked on a career Wn law en-
forcement He was assistant director of the public
safety d at the U niVer of Arkansas at Fay-
etteville for on year and w with the United States
Marshals Service three yeas the State Police two
years and the North Little Rocd PoliceDprtetsix
years Along the way, he earned a bachelor's degree in
criminal ju from the Univerty of Arkansa at Ut-
tde Rock. (High education helps account for Robinson
being one of the most articulate law-enforcement offi-
cers that reporters ever meet, and therefore one of the
most quotable. The rest of it is a natural glibness and a
willingune toexpres strongopinons.)

He was police chief at Jacksonville for S years,
and this was when he first began to attract the attention
of the news media. He was an aggressive chief with new
ideas, one of them being that police officers should
spend less time Ov speeding tickets and more time
catching real criminals. He was also, it became clear,
recklessly outspoken. He made political enemies - be-
cause he was doing his job too well, be esad. Because be

(See ROPUISONon Page IhA.)



Robinson's Tenure as Sheriff Marked by Controversy, Lawsuits
Coniued from PaG IA.

spent too little dw doftmgt job
and too muchtimepractceg city
poUtics, they aid,otig at be
had also formed political amncs.
But his strongest suppoat abas re-
Malned true throughot career,
camefrom the manues -, sort of
people whose only po lactivity
is voting.

It was at JackAsOuvM aso that be
first began to collet, lawsuits, a

, habit that has stayed with him. (One
itng that Robinsm proved dur-

i ng hscareer Is tatbe ca bei-
tlzudated by litipftn, or the threat
of it. He now t at being
sued o tnequence
of doing what's rLt He is not pop-
ular with lawyrs, and vice veraa.)

CetchesCW W's Eye
He caqht the eye of Bill Clinton,

then serving his first term as gover-
nor. Mr. Cha appointed him diroe-
tor of the state Publc Safety Depart.
ment, a position that had been -un-
til Robinson's appointment -less
imposing than it sounded. The Pub-
lie Safety director was intended to
be a sort of co-ordinator and admin-
istrative overseer for anumber of
important state agencies I-nclud-
ing the State Police, the-National

nard ed the Alcoholic everage
trel Division - without imvole-

lag himself is the dW~t4hy opera-
tions -ef AheugencI. That concept
proved too confining for Robinson,
especiaiyInt oprd to the State Po-
lice. (ArM wft probably a bad idea

to begin with. The position was abol-
ihed in 1981, after Robinsn had
left.) He began traveling the stat
taking an active part in the work of
the agencies under him. He crmted
a new lwhite-collar crime" wt
the State Police that woked di-
rectly under his supervision, and he
tried to acquire personal supervi-,
sion of the governor's security offi-
cers. These efforts and other put
him in conflict with the Sate Police
Commission and the State Police di-
rector. He wasube'd been at Jack-
sonville, r kly accessible to
reporters, and as a hg-ranking
state official be was receiving more
statewide exposure than ever.

He resigned the Public Safety di-
rector's Job in 190 to run for sheriff
of Pulaski County. He said he was
basically a crime-fighter, not an ad-
ministrator. He defeated the incum-
bent - who was, Robinson said, a
politician and not a crime-fighter.
He was not yet the bane of liberal-
to-moderate voters that he would
later become. Ispite his cinserva-
tive-sounding talk about getting
tough on crime, It was thougt tha.t,
he might be progressive in s6me
areas such as civil rights. Besides
Bill Clinton had appointed him, he
was a profesional lawman (many
sheriffs'Am't) and he seemed pre-
sutabli. (Oni of the secrets of Rob.
inas6's political success is thathe
can captivate the media with outra-
geous statements, and actions, as-
suring himself of the widest possible
coverage, tbea in his ext public ap
parance peas himself off to the au-

dieneas tmat quil a

in politics.)

Says I*e"s M.wi I*ed
People who thought they knew

Tommy Robinom maned after be
was electd sheriff that they hadn't
sen anything yet lFinally Robinso
had a Job that combined high visibil-
ity and a relatively broad jurisdic.tion (qualities that the Jacksnvill

chiers job ha laMked) with real
muscle (which the Public faety Job
had lacked). PulaiCmty is the
largest urban area of the at" and
because the state's mews media e
concentrated there, it seems even
larger in the prm and on the air-
waves. Politically. old frlsnhlps
and reciprocal rebtis i
less important UMe ihe
dlf of the mmdi M OW
seen a mdamanipulator like Rob-
inson.,Robinson ImlstsIfitbe Is
more used than oe ro bgmam -
ship with 4t t
and editors v 4. It viruly
impnssibe to ut,do.wp ;nTommy
Robinson cowre pWu when tbay
wanted to.

Some highlights from Robinson'a
first term in office.
* He engged in a bitter fight
with County Judge William E.
Beaumont and members of the
Quorum Court over funding for the
sheriffs office. At one point, be ar-
rested Beaumont and County
Comptroller Jo Growcock because
of difficulty in getting some money
for his office. (Beaumont didn't run
for re-election, and It was gener-
ally believed that his problems
with Robinson were a big reason
why. Robinson in his second tam
seems to have gotten m reason-
ably well with Be ' eces-
sor, County Judge Don Vfhaus.)
* Conten at the Ite Cor-

rection Department wasn't taking
prisoners from the County Jail
quickly enough, Robinson hauled
14 prisoners to the Correction De-
partment office outside Pine Bluff,
chained them to a guard tower and
left them there. When an inaccu-
rate rumor circulated that the
State Police were bringing the
p back to the County Jail,

posted a cordon of dep-
uties around the tall and appeared
ready topmegi the State Police,
armed combat.
* Relations between the sheriff's
office and tbs4Rtle Rock Police
Depanmn,0cppodtot hir low-
at l t ever. ftobinson has said
dat the Little Rock Police do a
poor job, and he and Police Chief
Walter L (Sonny) Simpson have
accused each other of unprofessio-
nal conduct. Two high-ranking offi-
cers from the two departments
once got in a fistfigt at the Police
Station.
* Robinson stopped a car aWl
pulled his gun on the driver after
the driver made an obscene gas-
ture at him. The driver said that
Robinson was "tall-gating." Each
man asked that a warrant be is-
sued against the other. No war-
rants were issued by Prosecuting
Attorney Wilbur C. (Dub) Bentley,
another public official with whom
Robinson maintains unfriendly re-
lations.
* While talking with reporters
after a federal court hearing on
County Jail operations, Robinson
repeatedly referred to federal
Judge George Howard Jr., the
state's only black federal judge, as

a "token judge." In an interview
the same day, be said "Law en-
forerment s still my number oe
priority before 1I' coddle tose Ut-

[rpInmates) to make sue
eyhave fried ehicken sad water.

melon to eat every day." He de-
iled charges that these statements
were racist.
* On Judge Howard's orders,
Robinson was jaled for two nights
at Memphis for Ignoring a court
atder concerning the operation of
the Pulaski County Jail.
* Robinson initiated a highly pub-
licized anti-robbery campaign in
which shotgun-carrying deputies
hide in convenience and liquor
storm waiting for robbers. Stores
partcipating in the program post
large warning placards. The pro-
gram seems to have had some sue-
cm, and it further enhanced Rob-
inson's image as a tough cop.
* In the sensational Alice McAr-
thur murder case, Robinson ar-
rested Mrs. McArthur's husband,
William C. McArthur, and charged
him with conspiracy to commit
murder, although Prosecutor Bent-
ley had said there was insufficient
evidence to support the charge.
Eventually, three other persons
were convicted In the McArthur
case, and a Grand Jury agreed
with Bentley about the lack of evi-
dence against William McArthur.
McArthur filed a false-arrest suit
against Robinson. An undisclosed
settlement was reached.

&Eled Easily
Robinson was elected to a second

trm easily. His second term has
been samnewhat quieter, partly be-
cause be hasn't been engaged in
daily warfare with the county
judge's office since Venhaus re-
placed Beaumont. And partly,
maybe, because his attention was
diverted to thoughts of higher of-
fice. Re has made omerous speak.

ing engagements around the state,
and there was speculation that'hi
would run for gover. Intead: he
choe to seek the Second Congres-
donl Distriet seat being vacated
by Representative Ed Bethune.

Firmly ensconced as the Buford
Powser of Arkansas politics, Robin-
son could afford to run a relatively
quiet, noncontroversial campaign inthe Democrati prtmary, and that's
what be did. Uncharacteristically.
be even put some distance between
himself sand the pres. In fact, ere
were charges that his campaign
manae, Dfrll OGlascock, was ra-
tioning and editing the canidate's
public utterances, to avoid state-
ments that might offend or frilghten
voters. Robinson won the nonit-
nation fairly easily, as expeeted,
though he financed his campaign
with huge bank loans.
Confradictory Ideology ,

Like his personality, which can be
either charming or abusive, Robin-,son's political ideology is somewhat
contradictory. As sheriff, he seemed
to move farther to the right -than
ever before, and became the darliag
of the conservative law-and-order
faction. He frequently espouses-a
kind of George Wallace populism
that appeals to blue-collar votes
while he retains the support of some
of Little Rock's leading business.
men. As a congressional candidate,
be has taken moderate - some-
times even liberal - positions on
certain issues, such as the Equal
Rights Amendment, which he sup-
ports and his conservative Republi-
can opponent, Judy Petty, is
against. Political analysts theorize
that Robinson believes no one can
win his right-wing supporters aw3y.
and that he needs to appeal to mod-
erate and liberal Democratic voters
who might otherwise sit out th
election or vote for the independent
candidat, Jim Taylor.
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ROSE LAW FORM ItQyy r
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WDANE CLAO ATTORNEYS GARLAND J. GARRETT
C.JANEPHCLA JR.JERRY C. JONES
C. G JOSEP. P GIROIR. 20 EAST OCURTH STREET THOMAS P. THRASH
GEORGE R. CAMPBELL CAROL S. ARNOLD
HERBERT C. RE. m LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 JACKSON rARROW JR.
STANLEY C. PRICE L: .B~:~

H. WATT GREGORY. M TELEPHONE (5O) 37S-031SLCS11. SALEDE
JIM HUNTER IIRCH

W. WILSON JONES TtLECOPIER ISOI 371309 J. DAVIS THOMAS. JR.

VINCENT FOSTER. JR. -DAVID L. WILLIAMS

ALLEN W. BIRD 1l U.M. ROSE CATHRINL LASSITER

WILLIAM CC. BISHOASITEI M. BISHOP 1&34-10 RICHARD T. DONOVAN
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON

C. 13ANTLYSUCKMICHAEL ft. JOHNSC. BRANTLY BTC MARTIN K. THOMAS
TM.DIOE October 10, 1984 SUE" RALSTON MCLEAN.JANE DICKEY RICHARD N_ M2ASSEY
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KENNETH R. SHEMIN CHARLES W. MAKER
DAVID A. KNIGHT 'Of COUNSEL

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K"
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with certain
supplemental information for consideration by the Federal
Election Commission in connection with the above referenced
matter.

As indicated in our meeting in your office, I intend to
provide you with the history of Worthen Bank in respect to
second mortgage loans and other loans previously made to Tommy
Robinson, and- to other Worthen customers, as well as
information concerning the appraised value and the resulting
equity which existed in Nir. Robinson's home at the time of the
loan. I was able to obtain information concerning the history
of loans to Mr. Robinson and concerning the equity in the home.
I will require an additional two weeks to obtain meaningful
information concerning Worthen's history in the second mortgage
loan business.

Over the past nine years, Worthen Bank has made unsecured
loans to Mr. Robinson ranging from $775.20 to $47,000 which
have been paid in accordance with their terms. In addition, on
May 5, 1980, a second mortgage loan in the amount of $15,000
was made by Worthen to Tommy Robinson, paid by Mr. Robinson
when due. The subject loan in the amount of $50,479.45 was
made on May 18, 1984, an'd paid when due. The loan was secured
by a second mortgage on Mr. Robinson's home. I am enclosing
herewith an appraisal of Mr. Robinson's home made at the time



0 0
of origination of Mr. Robinson's loan. You will note that the
appraisal reflects a fair market value of $88,900. There was
an outstanding first mortgage loan in the amount of
approximately $50,000, reflecting a net equity in the home of
approximately $38,900. Accordingly, Worthen loan officers
concluded that the subject loan could be made in compliance
with Worthen loan policy and Worthen's credit history with Mr.
Robinson.

Information concerning Worthen's history in making second
mortgage loans to customers will be provided within two weeks.
If you require additional information, please advise.

Ver truly yours,

C./J.'Giroir, Jr.

CJGjr/ls
Enc.

)t
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APPRAISAL REPORT
FOR

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A.

Tommy RobinsonBORROWER:

ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

PROPERTY ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville. Arkansas

CERTIFICATE
We hereby certify that we have personally inspected this property and that all statements and information given in this
appraisal report are true to the best of our knowledge and belief and that we have no interest whatsoever in the property,
owner, or as a creditor of the borrower.

DATE APPRAISED
May 18, 1984

VALUE LAND $15,000

VALUE IMPS. 73,900

TOTAL VALUE - $88,900

APPRAISED BY:

( Tom L. Wraw t

DATE RE-APPRAISED

VALUE LAND

VALUE IMPS.

TOTAL VALUE

APPRAISED BY:

DATN_

VALU

APPR

DATI

APPRAISED BY: APPRAISED BY:

$59,400

9,000

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONED AREA 1,980 SQ.FT. X $30.00
750 X$20

GARAGE AND STORAGE AREA 750_SO. FT. X $12.00

CARPORT AREA SO. FT.

KITCHEN EQUIPMENT

FIREPLACE

WALKWAYS. DRIVEWAYS. LANDSCAPING. ;Wy"

OTHER:

1 ,000

2,000

TOTAL VALUE IMPROVEMENTS $73,900

57 3. -A

.A iw
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NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION
NEIGHBORHOOD TREND: IMPROVING XX STATIC DECLNING
TYPEOFNEIGHBORHOOD Residential homes in $85,000 to $95,000 range

LOT INFORMATION
LOT N. 37Phase

LOTNO. 3BJ7sNO. I - SUBDIVISION Jackson Heights
SIZE -_ X SHAPE Rectangle AREA West of/_ADSAPINGYes

TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES LevelB lack top No Yes Yes
STREET ALLEY SIDEWALKS DRIVES_ Yes

WATER Public Public Public Public
GAS ELECTRIC SEWER

BUILDING INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS One-level brick ranch style residence

L EXTERIOR DETAIL MECHANICAL DETAIL
ROOF

GUTTERS

EXTERIOR WALLS

PORCHES

WINDOWS

FOUNDATION

Comp. Shingles

No

Brick

Concrete

Aluminum Framed

Slab on Grade

ELECTRICAL

HEATING

AIR CONDITIONING

PLUMBING

SPECIAL EQUIPMENT

Good Quality

Central

Good Quality
Fireplace, Dishwasher,

Electric Range

INTERIOR DETAILS
TRIM

Good
FLOORS
Carpets

WALLS
Sheetrock

CEILINGSSheetrock

G Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
GOMS (3) Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

Y ROOM Good Carpets Paneling Sheetrock Solid
EN Good Vinyl Paper Sheetrock Solid

(2) Good Carpets Paper/tile Sheetrock Solid
y Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
G ROOM __-None

DOORSSol id

STUDY None

CARPORT -GARAGE 2-Car Good

AGE OF IMPROVEMENT 6 Years

IMMEDIATE REPAIRS NEEDED

OTHER INFORMATION: Direct

Concrete ShptnrkL

OVERALL CONDITION Good

ions to Subject Property:

Go to Jacksonville, Arkansas; exit Main Street Exit; turn left
back under freeway andgo about two miles west toward Gravel Ridge
to Harris Road; turn right to General Samuels Road; turn left to
Second Street on right (Adams Street); turn right to third house
on left.

LIVING

DININI

BEDR(

FAMIL

KITCHI

BATH

UTILIT'

HALLS

SEWIN

3 uuuu

Chpptrnrk

00

I
_W6--

2-OverheadJIMICLIf VW-F% Jilt:t:Lr-ULK

Central



J. GASTON WILLIAMSON
PHILLIP CARROLL
W. DANE CLAY
C. JOSEPH GIRqOIR. JR.
GEORGE E. CAMPBELL
HERBERT C. RULE. l
STANLEY C. PRICE
H. WATT GREGORY, fl

W. WILSON JONES
VINCENT POSTER, JR.
ALLEN W. IRD f1
WILLIAM E. BISHOP
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
C. URANTLY SUCK
TiM nOE

M. JANE DICKEY
WILLIAM H. KENNEDY. Il
KENNETH Ft. SHEMIN
DAVID A. KNIGHT

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS
ISO EAST IPOURTI STIET

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 7101
TELEPHON

r 
(801) 37- ISI

TULECOPII '0M) 37S-1308

U. M. ROSE
134-113

October 10, 1984

RONALO N. LARI(
GARLAND j. GARRETT
JERRY C. JONES
THOMAS P. THRASH
CAROL S. ARN OLD
JACKSON FARROW JR.
LieS R. SALIEDOG
JIM HUNTER BIRCH
". DAVIS THOMAS, JR.
DAVID L. WILLIAMS
CATHERINE LAssITER
RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MCMAIL R. JOHNS
MARTIN K. THOMAS
SUSAN RALSTON MCLEAN*| 2Y.RD N- MASS EY

.s MUNSAKER
'0* C NSEL

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission -.
1325 "K"
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with certain
supplemental information for consideration by the Federal
Election Commission in connection with the above referenced
matter.

As indicated in our meeting in your office, I intend to
provide you with the history of Worthen Bank in respect to
second mortgage loans and other loans previously made to Tommy
Robinson, and to other Worthen customers, as well as
information concerning the appraised value and the resulting
equity which existed in Mr. Robinson's home at the time of the
loan. I was able to obtain information concerning the history
of loans to Mr. Robinson and concerning the equity in the home.
I will require an additional two weeks to obtain meaningful
information concerning Worthen's history in the second mortgage
loan business.

Over the past nine years, Worthen Bank has made unsecured
loans to Mr. Robinson ranging from $775.20 to $47,000 which
have been paid in accordance with their terms. In addition, on
May 5, 1980, a second mortgage loan in the amount of $15,000
was made by Worthen to Tommy Robinson, paid by Mr. Robinson
when due. The subject loan in the amount of $50,479.45 was
made on May 18, 1984, and paid when due. The loan was secured
by a second mortgage on Mr. Robinson's home. I am enclosing
herewith an appraisal of Mr. Robinson's home made at the time



of origination of Mr. Robinson's loan. You will note that the
appraisal reflects a fair market value of $88,900. There was
an outstanding first mortgage loan in the amount of
approximately $50,000, reflecting a net equity in the home of
approximately $38,900. Accordingly, Worthen loan officers
concluded that the subject loan could be made in compliance
with Worthen loan policy and Worthen's credit history with Mr.
Robinson.

Information concerning Worthen's history in making second
mortgage loans to customers will be provided within two weeks.
If you require additional information, please advise.ye truly yours,

C. J. Giroir, Jr.

CJGjr/ls
Enc.

C

cc
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APPRAISAL REPORT
FOR

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A.

Tonvy RobinsonBORROWER:

ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

PROPERY ADDRESS 717 Adams

Jacksonville, Arkansas

CERTIFICATE
We hereby certify that we have personally inspected this property and that all statements and informato given in tis
appraisal report are true to the best of our knowledge and belief and that we have no interest whatsoever in thMe property
owner, or as a creditor of the borrower.

DATE APPRAISED
May 18, 1984

VALUE LAND $15,000

VALUE IMPS. 73,900

TOTAL VALUE $88,900

APPRAISED BY-

Tom L. Wray/

DATE RE-APPRAISED

VALUE LAND

VALUE IMPS.

TOTAL VALUE

APPRAISED BY:

r-

t

VALU

APPR

DATI

APPRAISED BY: APPRAISED BY:

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONED AREA 1,980 sa.n. X $30.00

GARAGE AND STORAGE AREA 750 so.FT. X $12.00

CARPORT AREA_ S . FT.

KITCHEN EQUIPMENT

FIREPLACE

WALKWAYS. DRIVEWAYS. LANDSCAPING. MAMA

OTHER:

TOTAL VALUE IMPROVEMENTS

2-57-31OAN I11 /821

$59,400

9,000

1,000

2 0Sn

2,000

$73,900



NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION
NEIGHBORHOOD TREND: IMPROVING XX STATIC DECLINING
TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD Residential homes in $85,000 to $95,000 range

LOT INFORMATION
Phase

LOT NO. 31 *sh9fNO. ISU ON Jackson Heights
SIZE - X SHAPE Rectanle AREA West of/acksnvCtIe Yes
TOPOGRAPHICAL FEATURES Level

Blacktop No Yes YesSTREET___ ALLEY SIDEWALKS DRIVES
Public Public Public PublicWATER GAS ELECTRIC sewn

BUILDING INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS One-level brick ranch style residence

L EXTERIOR DETAIL MECHANICAL DETAIL
ROOF

GUTTERS

EXTERIOR WALLS

PORCHES

WINDOWS

FOUNDATION

Comp. Shingles

No

Brick

Concrete

Aluminum Framed
Slab on Grade

ELECTRICAL

HEATING

AIR CONDITIONING

PLUMBING

SPECIAL EQUIPMENT

Good Quality

Central

Central
Good Quality
Fireplace, Dishwasher,

Electric Range

"ERIOR DETAILS
1
TRIM
Good

FLOORS
Carpets

WALLS
Sheetrock

CEILINGS
Sheetrock

DOORSSol id
ao Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
OOMS (3) Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

Y ROOM Good Carpets Paneling Sheetrock Solid

EN Good Vinyl Paper Sheetrock Solid
(2) Good Carpets Paper/tile Sheetrock Solid

y Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid
Good Carpets Sheetrock Sheetrock Solid

IG ROOM None

- None

9RI-GARAGE 2-rar _.Good Concrete Sheetrock Sheetrock 2-Overhead
F IMPROVEMENT 6 Y

=DIATE REPAIRS NEEDED
GoodOVIERALL CONDITION_____

OTHER INFORMATION: Directions to Subject Property:

Go to Jacksonville, Arkansas; exit Main Street Exit; turn left
back under freeway and go about two miles west toward Gravel Ridge
to Harris Road; turn right to General Samuels Road; turn left to
Second Street on right (Adams Street); turn right to third house
on left.

INT

LIVING

DININI

BEDR(

FAMIL

KITCHI

BATH

UTILIT

HALLS

SEWIP

STUDY

CARPO

AGE OI

IMME

.... ... . ... T . .... . ,. w

rears



GRUBER LAW OFFICE
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1700 First Commerclol Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

(501) 375-5061

Americon Home fe Building
1900 Main - Second Floor

North Little Rock. Arkansas 72114
(501) 758-8115

RiECSVED AT THE FEC

84 OCT, P:•

Rita W. Gruber

I -

October 5, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman, Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR1721 First State Bank of Sherwood w
0

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is to follow up my letter to you dated September
27th, 1984, regarding the referenced matter. On page two of
that letter I referred to a renewal loan secured by mortgage on
Mr. Robinson's personal reference. I noted that this note had

"0 a demand clause. I would like to clarify that paragraph to
reflect that the demand clause has not been exercised.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Gruber Law Office

Rita W. Gruber

CC: A] Harkins, President
First State Bank of Sherwood

,,Andrew Maikovich, Attorney
Federal Election Commission

Woyne A. Gruber
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GRUBR LAW OFFICE * &OG"O(Q7\
ATTORNEYS AT LAW CC.A '

1700 First Commwci Buidng
Lite Rock, Arknast 72201

Wayne A. Gruber (501) 375-S,, (I4 "r M Rita W. Gruber

Amerkan xomo Ufo BuIldIng
1900 Main - Seond Floor

North Litle Rock. Arkansas 72114
(501) 756-6115

October 5, 1984 _

-- 5

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman, Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR1721 First State Bank of Sherwood 5

Dear Ms. Elliott:

01' This letter is to follow up my letter to you dated September
27th, 1984, regarding the referenced matter. On page two of
that letter I referred to a renewal loan secured by mortgage on
Mr. Robinson's personal reference. I noted that this note had
a demand clause. I would like to clarify that paragraph to
reflect that the demand clause has not been exercised.

CIf you have any questions, please let me know.

'I"T Sincerely,

s

Gruber Law Office
Rita W. Gruber

CC: Al Harkins, President
First State Bank of Sherwood

Andrew Maikovich, Attorney
Federal Election Commission
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

October 3, 1984

Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee
and its treasurer, George Felkins,
and Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

This is in reference to your letter dated September 24,
01 1984, requesting an extension of 18 days to respond to the

Commission's reason to believe finding. After considering the

circumstances presented in your letter, the Commission has
determined to grant you your requested extension. Accordingly,
your response will be due on October 15, 1984.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General. Counsel

1/



J. GASTON WILLIAMSON
PHILLIP CARROLL

W. DANE CLAY

C. JOSEPH GI0OIR, JR.
GEORGE C. CAMPBELL
HERBERT C. RULE. UM

STANLEY E. PRICE

H. WATT GREGORY, M!

W. WILSON JONES

VINCENT FOSTER, JR.

ALLEN W. GIRD 11

WILLIAM E. BISHOP
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON

C. BRANTLY SUCK
TIM DOE

M. JANE DICKEY

WILLIAM H. KENNEDY, MT

KENNETH R. SHEMIN
DAVID A. KNIGHT

ROSE LAW FIRM
A PROPEIO*1AlAOCIATION

ATTORNEYS

110 EAST IrO6NTH STREET

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 7101
TELEPHONE (SOI) 37@-SI31

TELECOPIERt 4501) 375-130

U. N. ROSE

10t113 9

September 27, 1984

RECEIVED t _4.k FEC

R§NAqTC1K A9: 5S
GARLANO J. GARRETT
JERRY C. JONES
THOMAS P. THRASH
CAROL II. ARNOLD
JACKSON PIAr0ROW JR.
LES ft. ALEDGE
JIM HUNTER SIRCH
R, DAVIS THOMAS, JR.

DAVID L. WILIAMS

CATHERINE LASSITER
RICHARD T. DONOVAN
MICHAEL R. JOHNS

MARTIN K. THOMAS
SUSAN RALSTON MCLEAN

RICHARD N. MASSEY

CHARLES W. BAKER

Of COUNSEL

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K"
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N. A.

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm our meeting of

Tuesday, September 25, wherein the undersigned, Gene Fortson,

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Worthen Bank, and Jim

Jett, President and Chief Operating Officer of Worthen Bank,

met with you concerning the above referenced matter. At the

meeting, I advised you that an additional ten days would be

required to compile data concerning the equity which Mr.

Robinson had in his home at the time the second mortgage loan

was made, the history of Worthen Bank in respect to second

mortgage loans for Mr. Robinson and for other of its customers,

and certain additional information. You advised that a ten-day

extension would be granted for the filing of a response to your

letter. I am assuming that the ten days expires on Monday,

October 8, 1984.

know.
If you require any additional information, please liet me

c,

Very truly yours,

C. J. Giroir, Jr.

CJGjr/ls

-o

C"-)

cc: Mr. Gene Fortson
Mr. Jim Jett
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Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman "Z
Federal Election Commission ) f-

1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

N RE: MUR 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee "

Dear Ms. Elliott: 4

r%! It was with surprise that I received your letter of September 14 stating
that the Commission found reason to believe that First Commercial Bank
violated 2 U.S.C. 1441b(a) in its loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee. The purpose of this letter is to respond, once again, to this
charge.

First Commercial Bank has not altered its position with respect to this
matter since our original response to you in June. We disagree that a loan
to a candidate must be illegal merely because it is unsecured. As you are
aware, collateral is merely one of the many factors to which a loan officer
must look when considering an application for a loan. First Commercial
Bank's loan to the Campaign Committee fully complied with sound banking
practices.

The loan was for a short term, it bore interest at the usual rate, and it
was evidenced by our standard promissory note form. All of the usual
documentation and application channels were followed by the Committee.
Further, the loan was not endorsed or guaranteed, even implicitly, by an
individual. No favors were rendered or expected. Mr. Robinson has no
special relationship with either the Bank or the loan officer who made the
loan. The simple fact is that the loan officer believed that, based upon all
of the relevant consideration, the loan would be safely repaid quickly and
that it would be a good transaction for the Bank. Mr. Robinson was, and
is, an extremely popular candidate, and at the time the loan was made, it
was more than extremely likely that he would receive substantial
contributions due to his strong popularity.

Finally, the loan itself was in fact quickly repaid. First Commercial
Bank's confidence in the Committee's ability to repay the loan was
obviously justified.

CAPITOL AND BROADWAY LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 501/371-7000



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott -2- September 27, 1984

Again,, I sincerely hope that this response is helpful, and that you will
view the loan in the spirit in which it was made: as a sound business
transaction, and nothing more or less. Again,, I must ask that you keep
this Information confidential. Mr. Vinson is currently on vacation. If I
may be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely yours,

Barnett Grace
President

BG :cca
D4IX
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GRUBER LAW OFFIn *. r0 1HE FEC

ATTORNEYS AT LMt~e c-.1:. R
1700 First Commercial Sutldng

Little Rock. Arkansas 72201
wayne A. Guber (501) 375-S061 84 T 3 P :RtaW. Gruber

American Home Life Suilding -..
1900 Main - Second Floor c5D

North Little Rock. Arkansas 72114
(501) 75 6115 
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September 27, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: M U A1721 ; First StateBTe V -*_ d

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to correspondence which First State
Bank of Sherwood received on September 18, 1984. In that letter,
you stated that there was reason to believe that First State Bank
had violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971. It further stated that it
appeared that First State Bank had contributed $20,070.65 to the
Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the
form of a loan which was not made in the ordinary course of
business.

First State Bank of Sherwood and its President, Al Harkins,
spe2ificaily deny that a contribution in the amount set forth
a.VC wias made to Tommy Robinson or to his campaign committee as
you ;ave alleged. This transaction clearly does not fall within
the definition of "contribution" as defined by the Act, but
rather falls within the definition of what a contribution is not

bii i found in 2 U.S.C. Section 431(8) (B) (vii).

ThD t-ansaction was clearly a loan and evidenced all the
rgc:?..rements to be considered a loan under the requirements of
th- Act referred to herein above as well as in the normal banking

First, Tommy Robinson was required to sign a promissory note, a
copy of which has already been provided to your office. It was
signed personally by Tommy Robinson as well as being co-signed by
Darrell Glasscock. Second, the loan was made to Tommy Robinson
at the highest legal rate normally charged on personal loans
under applicable Arkansas law. Third, the loan had a definite
due date.



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
September 27, 1984

There were further agreements that if the loan was not paid
within the initial 90-day period, further collateral would be
required of Mr. Robinson. This was, in fact, accomplished and a
mortgage to his personal residence was obtained and a copy of
said mortgage is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". The underlying
nov'e-- is d,,-.. prior to the Noiiember general elect-icn nd has a
demand clause, which has been exercised.

In regard to the questions which you apparently have regarding
whether the loan of money was made in the ordinary course of
business, the answer is an emphatic yes. I am attaching as
Exhibit "B" a summary of recent loans which were made to
individuals, originally as unsecured, and later were
clteaid. Pursuant to the herein above referenced Act, all
information regarding this matter as well as the loan information
which is attached hereto shall remain confidential. This list
does not include those persons who originally were given an
unsecured loan and paid off the balance prior to the Bank
requesting collateral.

In summary, this transaction is not a contribution as anvisioned
by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. it

- falls within that exception which allows a state bank, whose
deposits or accounts are insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, to loan money to political candidates when the

r politician, and any endorser or guarantor, is legally responsible
for repayment of said loan; the loan is made on a basis which
assur'es rtpaittClflt, 2-vidpenced b-,, a written inst.rument, and subject
to a due date; and bears the usual and customary interest rat.e of-
the lending institution. In the case at hand, the transaction
with Tommy Robinson and his campaign committee falls within this
description of a loan. This loan can be collected just like any
other loan which the Bank may make to another individual or
organization. As you know, banking is not a science but is a
business which provides services to individuals, as well. as to
business organizations of whatever nature, and seeks to make a
profit from its services. The transaction at hand represents a
business decision on the part of a small state bank hoping to
make a profit from the loan. The loan is backed up with a
mortgage and subject to being foreclosed if payment is not
received as required by the promissory note between the parties.
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1700 First Comnwcil Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Wayne A. Gruber (501) 375-5061.17 Rita W. Gruber

Americn Home We Building
1900 Main - Second Floor ..3

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114
(501) 75"-8115

September 27, 1984

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott, Chairman
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721; First State Bank ortllg' 7o d

Dear Ms. Elliott:

This letter is in response to correspondence which First State
Bank of Sherwood received on September 18, 1984. In that letter,
you stated that there was reason to believe that First State Bank
had violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441b(a), a provision of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971. It further stated that it
appeared that First State Bank had contributed $20,070.65 to the

,o Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the
form of a loan which was not made in the ordinary course of

C business.

First State Bank of Sherwood and its President, Al Harkins,
specifically deny that a contribution in the amount set forthabove was made to Tommy Robinson or to his campaign committee as

you have alleged. This transaction clearly does not fall within
the definition of "contribution" as defined by the Act, but
rather falls within the definition of what a contribution is not
which is found in 2 U.S.C. Section 431(8) (B) (vii).

This transaction was clearly a loan and evidenced all the
requiremelnts to be considered a loan under the requirements of
the Act referred to herein above as well as in the normal banking
sense.

First, Tommy Robinson was required to sign a promissory note, a
copy of which has already been provided to your office. It was
signed personally by Tommy Robinson as well as being co-signed by
Darrell Glasscock. Second, the loan was made to Tommy Robinson
at the highest legal rate normally charged on personal loans
under applicable Arkansas law. Third, the loan had a definite
due date.



Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
September 27, 1984

Page Two

There were further agreements that if the loan was not paid
within the initial 90-day period, further collateral would be
required of Mr. Robinson. This was, in 'act, accomplishedana
mortgage to his personal residence was obtained and a copy of
said mortgage is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". The underlying
note is due prior to the November general election and has a
demand clause, which has been exercised.

N In regard to the questions which you apparently have regarding
whether the loan of money was made in the ordinary course of
business, the answer is an emphatic yes. I am attaching as
Exhibit "B" a summary of recent loans which were made to
individuals, originally as unsecured, and later were
collateralized. Pursuant to the herein above referenced Act, all
information regarding this matter as well as the loan information
which is attached hereto shall remain confidential. This list
does not include those persons who originally were given an
unsecured loan and paid off the balance prior to the Bank
requesting collateral.

In summary, this transaction is not a contribution as envisioned
by the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. it

C7 falls within that exception which allows a state bank, whose
deposits or accounts are 'Insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, to loan money to political candidates when the

C~l politician, and any endorser or guarantor, -is legally responsible
for repayment of said loan; the loan is made on a basis which
assures repayment, evidenced by a written instrument, and subject
to a due data; and bears the usual and customary interest rate of
the lending institution. In the' case at hand,' the transaction
with Tommy Robinson and his campaign committee falls within this
description ofl- a loan. This loan can be collected just like any
other loan which the Bank may make to another individual or
organization. As you know, banking is not a science but is a
business which provides services to individuals, as well as to
business organizations of whatever nature, and seeks to make a
profit from its services. The transaction at hand represents a
business decision on the part of a small state bank hoping to
make a profit from the loan. The loan is backed up with a
mortgage and subject to being foreclosed if payment is not
received as required by the promissory note between the parties.
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i

or CO.mIM °HmE. Sps'nmno cj-%

C&

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Suite 7
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Ms. Elliott:

In response to your letter of September 14,
1984, which we received on September 17, 1984, we are
enclosing a supplementary affidavit from Leonard K.
Dunn in connection with the above referenced matter.

Yours very truly,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON & TUCKER

By
H. Maurice Mitchell

HMM: ic
Enclosure

cc - Mr. Leonard K. Dunn



STATE OF ARKANSAS)
)ss:

COUNTY OF SALINE ) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Leonard K. Dunn who, after being duly sworn,

states on oath that:

1. This affidavit is supplementary to the affi-

davit made by the affiant on July 6, 1984.

2. The loan which the affiant made on behalf of

First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. ("First American")

to Tommy F. Robinson ("Robinson") on April 24, 1984, was

made at the request of officers of one of First American's

upstream correspondents, Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

("Worthen") of Little Rock, Arkansas. Officers of Worthen

assured affiant that ample proceeds would be available from

a loan to be made to Robinson by Worthen to repay the First

American loan, including interest, in full.

3. The affiant and First American do customarily

0make loans at the request of an upstream correspondent when

the loan is to be repaid from the proceeds of a loan to be

made to the borrower by the upstream correspondent.

Leonard K. Dunn

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary Pub-

lic, on this 26th day of September, 1984.

Notary Public
My commission e-,pires:

October 1, 1990

(SEAL)
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1500 TOWER BUILDING

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 wI1)3754484

(501) 375-9151 
P

September 24, 1984

Larry C. Wallace

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: M.U.R. 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer, George M.
Felkins, and Tommy Robinson

Dear Ms. Elliott:

00

FEDERAL EXPRESS

I am writing to request an eighteen (18) day extension,
until October 15, 1984, within which to respond to your letter
of September 14th in which you informed us that the Commission
has determined that there is reason to believe that our clients
have violated 2 U.S.C. S441b(a). We received your letter on
the 17th of September, and must respond to it on or before
September 27th in order to meet the 10 day deadline.

Because of the large amount of documentation which must be
assembled from each of the banks involved in this matter, it
will be very, very difficult to meet this 10 day deadline.
Therefore, I am hereby requesting that we be granted an 18 day
extension within which to respond to your letter. I want to
assure you that we are making every effort to respond to your
letter without delay, and are not making this request dilatorily.
In fact, it is due to our commitment to make as thorough and
complete a response to your letter as possible that has
necessitated an extension within which to reply.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter
will be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

. 1ace

LCW: mmr



Larry C. Wallace
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OIUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, 0  I

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-9151984

September 24, 1984&1

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: M.U.R. 1721; Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its Treasurer, George M.
Felkins, and Tommy Robinson

Dear Ms. Elliott:

C1003,

i2-

FEDERAL EXPRESS

I am writing to request an eighteen (18) day extension,
until October 15, 1984, within which to respond to your letter
of September 14th in which you informed us that the Commission
has determined that there is reason to believe that our clients
have violated 2 U.S.C. S441b(a). We received your letter on
the 17th of September, and must respond to it on or before
September 27th in order to meet the 10 day deadline.

Because of the large amount of documentation which must be
assembled from each of the banks involved in this matter, it
will be very, very difficult to meet this 10 day deadline.
Therefore, I am hereby requesting that we be granted an 18 day
extension within which to respond to your letter. I want to
assure you that we are making every effort to respond to your
letter without delay, and are not making this request dilatorily.
In fact, it is due to our commitment to make as thorough and
complete a response to your letter as possible that has
necessitated an extension within which to reply.

Any consideration which you might grant us in this matter
will be greatly appreciated. I remain,

Very truly yours,

HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.

L rry C. W llace

LCW: mmr
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T.E. RENAUD -

Chairman of the Board & / n
Chief Executive Officer September 21, 1984 -

' ->.." o

Ms. Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Ms. Elliott:

On this date, I have received your letter of September 14,

1984. I understand that your commission "determined that there
is reason to believe that the Twin City Bank violated U.S.C.
441 b(a)" regarding our loan of $32,000 to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee and that you have requested information
concerning this matter.'/

My personal position relative to this loan and that of the
Twin City Bank have been stated in detail and included appro-
priate documentation in my letter of June 26, 1984 to Mr. Kenneth
A. Gross, Associate General Counsel of your office. This state-
ment contains our full and complete position relative to this

7matter. I can only assume that your office has neglected to
inform the Commission of this detailed statement or that we
are under a gross misconception of what constitutes "a loan
made in the ordinary course of our business." In either case,
we must stand on our earlier statement.

SVer truly yours,

T.E. Renaud

TER/dc

P.O. BOX 558 1. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 7211 S-501 I372-4700
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POST OFFICE BOX 6009 o SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS 72116 o 835-4122

September 21, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

% - j -

Mr. Andrew Maikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 r-

Dear Mr. Maikovich:

Rita Gruber has been designated as attorney to representFirst State Bank of Sherwood and Al Harkins in the abovereferenced matter before Federal Election Commission.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,

Al Harkins
President

/vr

MAIN OFFICE
North Hills Shopping Center
835-4122

It's a good feeling to bank in Sherwood BRANCH OFFICE
7725 Warden RoaJ

835-3801
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'r. Andrew 2'aikovich
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463
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I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

September 14, 1984

C.3. Giroir, Jr.
The Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank & Trust Co., N.A.

Dear Mr. Giroir:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Worthen
Bank & Trust Co., N.A., on June 19, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign

CV Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5,.1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a

c provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that the Worthen
Bank & Trust Co., N.A. contributed $50,479 to the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan
which was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten days of your receipt of this
notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.



C.J. Giroir, Jr.
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C.-SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

L eAnnElliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

C.J. Giroir, Jr.
The Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Worthen Bank& Trust Co., N.A.

Dear Mr. Giroir:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Worthen
Bank & Trust Co., N.A., on June 19, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

tek Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that the Worthen

C Bank & Trust Co., N.A. contributed $50,479 to the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan
which was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten day~s of your receipt of this
notif ication.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.



C.J. Giroir, Jr.
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (3) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich#

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

t Alv



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

September 14, 1984

H. Maurice Mitchell
100 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

First American Bank

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client First
American Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

In Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
American Bank contributed $50,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a findinc' of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.



0 0
H. Maurice Mitchell
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

L e innElliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures

f 0%



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
4~I7 Yb) WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

H. Maurice Mitchell
100 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First American Bank

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client First
American Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was

C"' forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
American Bank contributed $50,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such

* response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.



H. Maurice Mitchell
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

September 14, 1984

First Commercial Bank, N.A.
B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Vinson:

The Federal Election Commission notified the First
Commercial Bank, N4.A.,, on June 19,, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 19847 determined that there is reason to believe-
that the First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
Commercial Bank contributed $35,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against First Commercial
Bank and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must
proceed to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2,
paragraph 2, of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

First Commercial Bank, N.A.
B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Vinson:

The Federal Election Commission notified the First
Commercial Bank, N.A., on June 19, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe
that the First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
Commercial Bank contributed $35,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taker against First Commercial
Bank and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must
proceed to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2,
paragraph 2, of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a).(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.



B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures
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~UM~iI WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

September 14, 1984

First State Bank
Al Harkins, President
P.O. Box 6009
Sherwood, Arkansas 72116

Re: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Harkins:

The Federal Election Commission notified the First State
Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

N amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe'
that First State Banks violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision
of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First State Bank

_ contributed $20,070.65 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which was not
made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against First State Bank
and you, as president, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Snn Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures

Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

First State Bank
Al Harkins, President
P.O. Box 6009
Sherwood, Arkansas 72116

Re: MUR 1721
First State Bank

Dear Mr. Harkins:

-The Federal Election Commission notified the First State
Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe'
that First State Banks violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision
of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First State Bank
contributed $20,070.65 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which was not
made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit any
factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against First State Bank
and you, as president, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Its
September 14, 1984

Terrence Renaid, Chairman
Twin City Bank
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaid:

The Federal Election Commission notified the Twin City Bank
on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of certain
sections of the Fe6eral Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at
that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe
that the Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision
of the Act. Specifically, it appears that Twin City Bank
contributed $32,000 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which was not made in
the ordinary course of business. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's
analysis of this matter. Please file any such response within
ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Twin City Bank
and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.
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If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

-L e Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
N" Procedures

C,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
5WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Terrence Renaid, Chairman
Twin City Bank
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaid:

The Federal Election Commission notified the Twin City Bank
on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of certain
sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended

- ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at
that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason to believe.
that the Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision
of the Act. Specifically, it appears that Twin City Bank
contributed $32,000 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which was not made in
the ordinary course of business. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's
analysis of this matter. Please file any such response within
ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Twin City Bank
and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4) (B) and 437g(a) (12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.



Terrence Renaid, Chairman
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If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
7. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

September 14, 1984

W. Russell Meeks, III
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Stephen
Security Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that Stephens
Security Bank contributed $100,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may subinit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.
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W. Russell Meeks, III
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

L °eAnnElliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures
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~'0 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: ?4UR 1721
Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Stephen
Security Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as ameanded ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that Stephens
Security Bank contributed $100,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.



W. Russell Meeks, III
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This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

6U1m
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September 14, 1984

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
The Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins and
Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients the* Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee and its treasurer, George
M. Felkins and Tommy Robinson on June 18, 1984, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your clients, the

* Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that
Tommy Robinson and Robinson for Congress Committee accepted
illegal contributions from the Stephens Security Bank, the First
American Bank, the First State Bank, the First Commercial Bank
the Twin City Bank and the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. You maysubmit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten days of your receipt of this
notif ication.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, theOffice of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.
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Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. .S 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Lee Ann Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
~II~iYJ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
The Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins and
Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:.

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients the
Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee and its treasurer, George
M. Felkins and Tommy Robinson on June 18, 1984, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your clients, the

* Commission, on September 5, 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that
Tommy Robinson and Robinson for Congress Committee accepted
illegal contributions from the Stephens Security Bank, the First
American Bank, the First State Bank, the First Commercial Bank
the Twin City Bank and the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten days of your receipt of this
notif ication.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that-no further action should be taken against your clients, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures,



Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
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This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless YOU notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

A 61
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))

The Tommy Robinson for ) MUR 1721
Congress Committee, )
et al.

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of

September 5, 1984, do hereby certify that the Commission

decided by a vote of 5-1 to take the following actions

in MUR 1721:

1. Find reason to believe that the Stephens

Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)

in making a corporate contribution to the

O Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in

the form of a loan not made in the ordinary
course of business.

2. Find reason to believe that the First

American Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)

in making a corporate contribution to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in

the form of a loan not made in the ordinary
course of business.

3. Find reason to believe that the First
State Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
in making a corporate contribution to
the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
in the form of a loan not made in the
ordinary course of business.

(Continued)



W -4

Certification for MUR 1721 Page 2

September 5, 1984

4. Find reason to believe that the First
Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441b(a) in making a corporate
contribution to the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee in the form of a
loan not made in the ordinary course
of business.

5. Find reason to believe that the Twin
City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a)
in making a corporate contribution to
the Tommy Robinson for Congress
Committee in the form of a loan not
made in the ordinary course of
business.

6. Find reason to believe that the Worthen
Bank & Trust Co. violated 2 U.S.C.

elk § 441b(a) in making a corporate contri-
bution to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee in the form of a

loan not made in the ordinary course of
business.

7. Find reason to believe that Tommy
cD Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) in accepting contribu-
tions from the Stephen Security Bank,
the First American Bank, the First State
Bank, the First Commercial Bank, the Twin
City Bank, and the Worthen Bank and Trust Co.

Commissioners Aikens, Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and

Reiche voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

Elliott dissented.
Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL BY MUR 1721
OGC TO THE COMMISSION P5r ' -Y'. , DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED

BY OCG June 4. r1984
STAFF MEMBER: Peter Knych

COMPLAINANT'S NAME: George Carder
James E. McClain, Jr.

RESPONDENTS' NAME: Tommy F. Robinson
The Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

and its treasurer, George Michael Felkins
First State Bank
First Commercial Bank N.A.
Stephen's Security Bank
First American Bank

0 Worthen Bank and Trust Co. X6-
N Twin City Bank lip

RELEVANT STATUTES: 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)
2 U.S.C. S 441b(b) (2) 4

2 U.S.C. S 431(8) (B) (vii) -

11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a)(1)
11 C.F.R. S 114.2
11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Reports of the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

George Carder and James E. McClain, Jr. filed a complaint

(Attachment 1) on June 4, 1984, in which they assert that

Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee (the

"Robinson Committee") obtained a total of $287,549 in loans from

the following banks: 1) Stephens Security Bank ($100,000), 2)

First American Bank ($50,000), 3) First State Bank ($20,070), 4)

First Commercial Bank ($35,000), 5) Twin City Bank ($32,000), and
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6) Worthen Bank & Trust Co. ($50,479). Complainants assert that the

six loans were not made in the ordinary course of business

because they were not made on a basis which assures repayment.

Therefore, complainants allege that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) by

accepting illegal contributions from national or State banks.

Although the complainants do not specifically make the

allegation, it follows that if the loans were not made in the

ordinary course of business the six Arkansas banks violated 2

U.S.C. S 441b(a) by making illegal contributions.

Responses to the allegations of the complaint were submitted

by Tommy Robinson (Attachment 2), the Stephens Security Bank

(Attachment 3), the First American Bank (Attachment 4), the First

State Bank (Attachment 5), the First Commercial Bank (Attachment

O 6), the Twin City Bank (Attachment 7), and the Worthen Bank &

Trust Company (Attachment 8).

On June 25, 1984, complainants requested that their

complaint be withdrawn. The Commission denied the request and

sent a letter so notifying the complainants on July 26, 1984.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A) FACTS

Tommy Robinson filed as a candidate for the United States

House of Representatives on April 17, 1984. (Attachment 10, p.

47). Tommy Robinson's campaign manager, quoted in a May 20,

1984, Arkansas Gazette article, stated that faced with a primary

election on May 29, 1984, and possessing minimal campaign funds
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(due to Robinson's late entrance into the race) Tommy Robinson

and the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee chose to fund the

campaign with money primarily obtained through loans from six

different Arkansas banks (Attachment 1, p. 9).

A review of Bank responses and information in the complaint

indicates that immediately prior to and during the issuance of

the loans at issue, Tommy Robinson's financial status was as

follows: Robinson earned $31,900 per year as a local sheriff

(Attachment 1, p. 9). Robinson had a reputation in the community

as a man of integrity and as a man who handled his loan matters
N in a satisfactory manner (see generally, Attachments 3-8).

Robinson was also viewed by the community (especially the banking

community) as a man with a political future. As such, the Banks

indicated that Robinson was regarded as a person who could raise

political contributions when necessary (d)

Reports filed by the Robinson Committee at the Commission

indicate that the Committee's financial status prior to and

during the loans in question was as follows: on April 17, 1984,

the Committee came into existence with $0 (Attachment 9, p. 45).

By May 9, 1984, it had raised a total of $25,801 in contributions

(Id.). (The last loan was approved on May 18, 1984).

With this financial status, Tommy Robinson and the Robinson

Committee approached six Arkansas banks for loans. The six loans

were all approved. The dates and other relevant data of the

loans are listed on the following chart:



CANDIDATE: TOMMY ROBINSON

Date Due
Borrowed Date

Amount
Borrowed

interest
Rate Obligors Secured By

Stephen's Security Bank
(Attachment 3, pp 14-20)

First American Bank
(Attachment 4, p. 21)

First State Bank
V taehment 5, pp 22-26)

First Commerical Bank
(Attachment 6, pp 27-28)

Twin City Bank
(Attachment 7, pp 29-35)

Worthen Bank & Trust Co
(Attachment 8, pp 36-43)

Total

4/11/84 7/10/84 $100,000

4/24/84 6/23/84 $ 50,000

4/30/84 7/29/84 $ 20,070

5/7/84 6/6/84 $ 35,000

5/17/84 6/17/84 $ 32,000

5/18/84 5/30/84 $ 50,479

$287,549

prime + 2%

14%

14%

13%

prime

prime + 2%

Robinson & Committee

Robinson Personally

Robinson & Committee

Robisnon & Committee

Robinson & Committee

Robinson & Committee

75% of initial contri-
butions from campaign

unsecured

campaign proceeds over
$100,000-50% guaranteed

unsecured

unsecured

2nd mortgage executed on
Tommy Robinson's residence.

AUl loans are claimed to be evidenced by a written agreement.

* he Arkansas Primary election was held on May 29, 1984.

- 4

Borrowed
From



LEGAL ANALYSIS

2 U.s.c. S 441b(a)p 11 C.F.R. S 114.1(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R.

S 114.2 prohibits a national or State Bank from making

contributions in the form of loans and prohibits political

committees from accepting such loans except when such loans are

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations

and in the ordinary course of business. Under 2 U.S.C.

S 43 l(8) (B) (vii) and 11 C.F.R. S 100.7(b) (11) a loan is
considered to be made in the ordinary course of business if it

bears the usual and customary interest rate of the lending

N institution, is evidenced by a written instrument, is subject to

a due date or amortization schedule and is made on a basis which

assures repayment.

The six loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee were evidenced by written

instruments, were subject to due dates and bore the usual and

customary interest rate of the lending institutions (Attachments

3-8). The only issue in this matter is whether the loans were

made on a basis which assures repayment.

In determining whether a loan was made on a basis which

assures repayment the Commission has considered the type and the

sufficiency of the collateral put up by the borrower to guarantee

repayment of the loan.

For example, loans secured by mortgages on real estate and

stocks owned by the borrower are the type of collateral which can

provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of the loan (MUR
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1098 (79) Walter Flowers for U.S. Senate Committee). In

addition, a future expectancy such as the expected receipt of

future campaign contributions (MUR 216/239 (76) James P. Sasser),

or the expected receipt of money from planned rock concerts Brown

for President Committee, (MUR 382 (77) Brown for President

Committee), or the expected receipt of federal matching funds

(MUR 1195 (80) Kennedy for President Committee), can be

considered as the type of collateral which can provide an

adequate basis to assure repayment of a loan. Before deeming a

"future expectancy" as sufficient to assure repayment of a loan,

the Commission has first considered whether there is an alternate

source of repayment. In MUR 218 (76) Drule Douglas Barnard, Jr.,

a loan to a politician's campaign committee was guaranteed solely

by the committee. The committee's only major asset was the

future expected receipt of campaign contributions. Despite the

lender bank's confidence that the loan would be repaid from the

future receipt of campaign contributions the Commission found

reasonable cause to believe that the loan was not made in a

manner which assures repayment. The future expected receipt of

campaign contributions standing alone was not enough to assure

repayment of the loan.

In MUR 216/239 (76) James R. Sasser, the Commission

considered loans collateralized by the future expectation of

political contributions as sufficient collateral to assure

repayment, but only because the guarantor had sufficient personal

assets and earning capacity to repay the loan if the future

expectancy was not realized. Thus, the future expectation of

political contributions provides a basis of assuring repayment of
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a loan on if the guarantor can provide a sufficient alternate

source of repayment.1/

The policy of requiring an alternate source of repayment in

allowing a future expectancy to stand as sufficient collateral

was also followed in MUR 382 (77) the Brown for President

Committee. As collateral for loans totaling $375,000 the Brown

for President Committee informally pledged expected receipts from

future fund raising concerts. The Committee also expected

Federal Matching Fund payments.2/ In finding no reason to

believe a violation had occurred, the Commission considered that

the loans were made in the ordinary course of business "in view

of the expected receipt of funds from the fund-raising concerts

and Federal matching payments" (Id.). The Federal matching

payments represented an alternate source of repayment if funds

from the concerts were not realized.

If there is no alternate source of repayment, the Commission

has then considered whether there are "risk reducing features" in

the loan agreement which would assure repayment. In MUR 1195

1When the alternative source is a personal guarantee the
Commission has determined the sufficiency of the alternative
source by considering: a) the credit-worthiness of the guarantor
and b) the personal assets and earning capacity of the guarantor
(MUR 216/239) .

2/ In MUR 382 the Brown for President Committee requested FEC
certification of eligibility for federal matching funds on June
10, 1976. Seven loans totaling $375,000 were borrowed by the
Brown for President Committee on the following dates: May 10,
1976 ($75,000), May 13, 1976 ($25,000), June 4, 1976 ($125,000),
June 18, 1976 ($25,000) June 22, 1976 ($25,000), July 1, 1976
($75,000), and July 9, 1976 ($25,000).
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collateralized with expected matching funds prior to Commission

certification. In AO 1980-108, a loan to John Anderson for

President Committee was collateralized with the expected receipt

of post-election federal funding prior to the election. Neither

loan had an alternate source of repayment if the future

expectation did not occur.

Both the Anderson and Kennedy loans were considered by the

Commission as being made on a basis which assures repayment. In

Nits analysis of the legality of the two loans, the Commission

considered the numerous "risk reducing features" in the loan

agreements which in effect convinced the Commission that the

loans would be repaid.V/

3/a) Risk reducing factors of Anderson loan:
1. Availability of post-election matching funds based on

the number of votes received.
2. Amounts borrowed are within the available commitment on

that date.
3. Dollar amount limitations on subsequent borrowings.
4. Assignment of rights of post-election funding to banks.
5. Provisions spreading the risk among the guaranteeing

banks.
b) Risk reducing factors of Kennedy loan:
1. Committee receiving matching funds in one designated

account.
2. Documents submitted to bank by Committee treasurer

certifying that the Committee had, at the time, $272,
316 matchable contributions and at least $5,000 of such
contributions from thirty states.

3. A statement in the agreement that the Committee had
incurred no unusual or long-term commitments or claims.

4. Committee obtained $1,150,000 of insurance on Senator
Kennedy's life, designating the bank as beneficiary.
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In conclusion the Commission has considered a loan

collateralized by a future expectation (i.e. future campaign

contributions) as the type of loan made on a basis which assures

repayment when: a) the loan has an alternative source of

repayment; and, b) the alternative source of repayment itself is

sufficient to repay the loan. However, if there is no

al ternative source of repayment then the Commission considers

whether the loan contains risk reducing features which assures

that the loan will in fact be repaid.

A review of the loans obtained by Tommy Robinson and the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee follows.

Stephens Security Bank Loan

A $100,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Stephens Security Bank on April 11, 1984.

The bank officer who loaned the money indicated his personal

knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson (Attachment,

3 P.18).

Stephens' loan agreement indicates that the loan was secured

by "75 percent of the initial contributions from Camp. and

$100,000 life insurance policy" (Attachment 3, p. 20). The 75

percent of the initial contributions amounts to a future

expectation of political contributions since pursuant to the

Committee's reports, the Committee could not at the time of the

loan have received contributions greater than $25,801.

Accordingly, for this loan to have been made on a basis which

assures repayment there must be have been an alternate source of

repayment in case the future political contributions were not
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realized or the loan agreement must have contained sufficient

risk reducing features.

The Stephens' loan did not have an adequate alternate source

of repayment in the event the expected political contributions

were not realized. The loan was guaranteed both by Robinson and

the Committee. Tommy Robinson's earning capacity at the time was

a $31,900 Sheriff's salary (Attachment 1, p. 9). Robinson's only

substantial asset was a home with a preexisting mortgage-1!

(Attachment 8, p. 36). Available records indicate the

Committee's only available assets as of May 9, 1984, could not

have totaled more than $25,801 (Attachment 9, p. 44). It

therefore appears that neither Robinson nor the Committee was in

a position to provide adequate alternate source of repayment of

the $100,000 loan if the expected campaign contributions were not

Ln realized..5/ The only risk reducing feature in the Stephens' loan

agreement is the $100,000 life insurance policy on

Tommy Robinson (Attachment 3, p. 20). Unlike the Anderson (AO

1980-108) loan agreement, there is no guaranty of post election

funding based on the number of votes received. Unlike the

Kennedy (MUR 1195) loan agreement no designated account was

A/ Robinson's equity position in this house is unknown. On
May 18, 1984, Robinson took out a 2nd mortgage on the house and
used it as security for a loan with Worthen Bank & Trust. Only
Worthen alluded to the house as a basis for granting Robinson a
loan.

1~/ Based on the given financial status of Robinson and the
Robinson Committee (which does not change during the time all six
loans were obtained) the conclusion that neither Robinson nor the
Robinson Committee could provide an alternate source of loan
repayment is true for each of the six loans.
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opened whereby Stephens' collateral (money) was set aside when it

came in. Accordingly, the Stephens' loan agreement lacks

sufficient risk reducing features which would provide an adequate

basis to assure the loan's repayment. Without an adequate

alternate source of repayment, or sufficient risk reducing

features Stephens' loan, secured by future campaign contributions

was not made on a basis which assures repayment.

FIRST AMERICAN BANK

A $50,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson by First

American Bank on April 24, 1984. Forms filed at the FEC indicate
CIO", that this loan was used by Tommy Robinson to finance his election

campaign (Attachment 9, p. 45). The bank officer who loaned the

) money indicated by affidavit that the loan to Tommy Robinson,

"lwas to be repaid from campaign contributions, [and] (ilf

campaign contributions proved to be insufficient to repay the

loan, it was to be repaid from the proceeds of a loan to be made

to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Co." (Attachment 4, p. 21).

As of the date of this loan Robinson had personally

guaranteed $150,000 in loans. At this time Robinson was in no

position to provide an alternate source of repayment for the

$150,000 in loans, (See note 5).

Further, the availability to Robinson of a second loan from

Worthen Bank & Trust Co. to pay off First American's bank loan

does not represent an alternate source of repayment. First

American Bank provided no documentation that Worthen was legally
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"Obligated" to provide Robinson with a loan for purposes of

paying off previous loans. Without this legal obligation the

Potential second loan from Worthen has no "collateral value" in

the loan transaction between Robinson and First American. Thus,

since First American's loan, secured by the future expectation of

campaign contributions had no adequate alternate source of

repayment it follows that the loan was not made on a basis which

assures repayment.

First State Bank

A $20,070 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

C:4 Robinson Committee by First State Bank on April 30, 1984. The

Bank officer who made the loan indicated that he had received a

favorable recommendation on the credit worthiness of Tommy

Robinson (Attachment 5, p. 23).

First State Bank's loan agreement indicates that the loan,

guaranteed by Robinson and the Robinson Committee, was secured by

"[clampaign proceeds over $100,000 - 50 percent guarantee"

(Attachment 5, p. 24). This security amounts to a future

expectation of political contributions.§/ As of the date of this

loan Robinson had personally guaranteed $170,070 and of this sum

the Committee had jointly guaranteed $120,070 in loans. Neither

the Committee nor Robinson were in a position to provide an

alternate source of repayment of the loans (See note 5). Lacking

an adequate alternate source of repayment, First State Bank's

loan was not made on a basis which assures repayment.

V/ First State Bank had a security interest in half of the
campaign proceeds over $100,000. At the time the loan was made
total contributions received were less than or equal to $25,801.
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First Commercial Bank

A $35,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by First Commercial Bank on May 7, 1984. In

its response, First Commercial merely claimed that the loan was

"made on a basis which assured repayment" (Attachment 6, p. 27).

First Commercial did not indicate what assured repayment but did

indicate that in its judgment, Robinson and the Robinson

Committee were a good risk.

Upon receipt of this loan, Robinson had personally

guaranteed $205,070 and of this sum the Robinson Committee had

C. jointly guaranteed $155,070 in loans.

Except for the expectation of future campaign contributions

both Robinson and the Robinson Committee were devoid of the

assets or the means to meet this loan obligation (See note 5).

First Commercial Bank's loan collateralized by expected future

campaign contributions and not having an adequate alternative

source of repayment, is a loan not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

Twin City Bank

A $32,000 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by Twin City Bank on May 17, 1984. The Bank

officer who made the loan indicated his personal knowledge of the

credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson (Attachment 7, p. 30). This

same Bank officer also indicated that he approved the loan to

Robinson and the Robinson Committee based on the "political

future and fortunes of Tommy F. Robinson" and specifically on the

viability of Tommy Robinson's campaign for Congress (Id.).
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The loan from Twin City on May 17, 1984, appears to have

been used to repay the $35,000 May 7, 1984, loan from First

Commercial Bank. The First Commercial loan was fully repaid on

May 17, 1984. Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had

borrowed from one bank to pay another, as of May 17, 1984,

Robinson was still obligated to repay $202,070, and of this sum,

the Committee was jointly obligated to repay $152,070.

The Twin City Bank officer who approved the loan indicated

his belief that despite the financial burden, Robinson could pay

of f the debt from his personal funds and that in any event, he
cz, (Bank off icer) felt certain that Robinson could inspire the

community to contribute to his political campaign (Id.). The

record establishes that Robinson lacked the "Personal funds" or

earning capacity to pay of f a $32,000 loan due in 29 days, (See

c note 5). In addition, the Committee was also devo'id of

sufficient assets to meet its loan obligation (supra. p. 10).

Thus the record and the Bank officer's response indicate that the

loan would only be repaid through the receipt of future campaign

contributions.

Twin City's loan, collateralized by future campaign

contributions and lacking an adequate alternative source of

repayment was therefore not made on a basis which assures

repayment.
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Worthen Bank & Trust Co.

A $50,479 loan was advanced to Tommy Robinson and the

Robinson Committee by the Worthen Bank & Trust Co., on Msay 18,

1984. The bank officer who approved the loan indicated his

personal knowledge of the credit worthiness of Tommy Robinson

(Attachment 8, p. 36). The Worthen loan agreement indicates that

the loan was secured with a second mortgage executed on Tommy

Robinson's house (Attachment 8, p. 39-42).

The $50,479 loan from Worthen appears to have been used to

repay the $50,000 April 24, 1984, loan from First American Bank.

C7 The loan from First American was fully repaid on May 21, 1984.

Because Robinson and the Robinson Committee had borrowed from one

bank to pay another, as of May 21, 1984, Robinson and the

Robinson Committee were both obligated to repay $202,549 in

outstanding loans.

r Mortgages on real estate represent the type of collateral

which can provide an adequate basis to assure repayment of a

loan. However, Robinson's equity position in the house under his

first mortgage is not known. Therefore, a question exists as to

how much collateral Worthen would be entitled to if Robinson and

the Robinson Committee were not able to repay the loan. Without

this information the Commission is unable to judge whether the

collateral on the Worthen loan is of an adequate basis to assure

repayment of the loan. The Commission has found probable cause

in past cases where banks have failed to provide sufficient

information on the value of the security allegedly guaranteering

repayment (MUR 1098 (79).
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In light of the lack of information provided in the Worthen

response and in light of the previous discussion on the financial

status of Robinson and the Robinson Committee, there is reason to

believe the loan by Worthen was not made on a basis which assures

repayment.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing analysis demonstrates that the five loans to

the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and the one loan to

Tommy Robinson were not made on a basis which assured repayment

)and therefore were not made in the ordinary course of business.

2 U.S.C. S 431(8)(B)(vii). A loan to a candidate or his

committee not made in the ordinary course of business is a

contribution. 2 U.S.C. S 441b(b)(2). It is unlawful for

national or State banks to make and for candidates and their

'1 committees to accept contributions not made in the ordinary

course of business. 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

RECOMMENDATION

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the

Commisison find reason to believe that:

1. the Stephens Security Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a)

in making a corporate contribution to the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a loan

not made in the ordinary course of business;



-17-

2. the First American Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in

making a corporate contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a loan not made

in the ordinary course of business.

3. the First State Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in

making a corporate contribution to the Tommy Robinson

for Congress Committee in the form of a loan not made

in the ordinary course of business.

4. the First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 44lb(a)

in making a corporate contribution to the Tommy

Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a loan

not made in the ordinary course of business.

5. the Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in

making a corporate contribution to the Tommy Robinson

0 for Congress Committee in the form of a loan not made

rin the ordinary course of business.

6. the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. violated 2 U.S.C.

S 441b(a) in making a corporate contribution to the

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee in the form of a

loan not made in the ordinary course of business.

7. that Tommy Robinson and the Tommy Robinson for

Congress Committee and its treasurer, George M.

Felkins, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) in

accepting contributions from the Stephens Security
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Bank, the First American Bank, the First State Bank,

the First Commercial Bank, the Twin City Bank, and the

Worthen Bank and Trust Co.

Charles N. Steele
Gener aCounsel

By:
Associate General unsel

Attachments
1. Complaint
2. Tommy Robinson and Committee's response
3. Stephens Security Bank's response
4. First American Bank's response
5. First State Bank's response
6. First Commercial Bank's response
7. Twin City Bank's response
8. Worthen Bank & Trust Co.'s response
9. FEC Form 3

10. Tommy Robinson's Statement of Candidacy
11. Letters to Respondents
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June 2, 1984 m L4~?k 1i91

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Initiation of Compliance Hatters by Complaint Lodged Against
the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, et.al.

Dear Counsel:

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(1), we wish to initiate a compliance
action involving what we believe is the improper, perhaps unlawful,
activities in the financing of a candidate's race for the Second
Congressional District here in Arkansas.-

The respondents in this matter are:

Tommy F. Robinson

425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

The Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign

425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

The Federal Election Commission Regulations which we believe have
been violated are:

11 CFR 100.7(a)(1)(i)(C) (loan endorsements & guarantees)
11 CFR 100.7(b)(11) (bank loans)
llCFR 104.3(a)(4)(iv) (loan endorsements & guarantees)

The matters of fact in this case are:

After filing as a candidate for the United States House of

Representatives in the Democratic primary on April 3, 1984,
Respondent Robinson was granted personal loans in the following
amounts from the listed banks:

First Commercial Bank, N.A., Little Rock, AR $35,000
First American Bank, Hot Springs, AR $50,000
Stephens Security Bank, Stevens, AR $100,000

First State Bank, Sherwood, AR $20,070

I
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The loan proceeds were then contributed by the Respondent to his
Respondent Campaign Committee. As we understand FEC regulations
regarding bank loans, these funds must meet several strict tests
before they may be expended in a congressional campaign. First,

they must bear the bank's "usual and customary interest rate'; that
appears to be the case here, as all the loans are alleged to involve
interest rates at least one point over prime. Second, they must be
"1evidenced by a written instrument"; again, that appears to be the
case, although the Respondents have not publically disclosed copies
of the loan agreements. Third, the loans evidently have a due date
or amortization schedule. 0

However - and most critically - none of the lending was "made on a
basis which assures repayment" through collateralization or other
forms of security (which is limited to-the respondents) which are
sufficient to justify over $200,000 in loans. In our opinion, this
renders them contributions by the respective banking corporations,
in clear violation of the FEC regulations.

Further, statements in the press by the Respondent and his campaign
manager, Mir. Darrell Clascock (see attachments), suggest that the
loans may have been guaranteed by third parties in amounts well in
excess of the $1,000 persone'l contribution limits. The Respondent

and his campaign manager have also alluded to "pledges" to cover the
loan amounts; the names of the people making these "pledges" have
never been disclosed.

The banks involved have - with one exception to be noted in a
moment - refused to disclose any details of the loans, as has the
Respondent and his campaign manager, other than the enclosed media
statements.

The issue is clear: Are these loans ones made in the ordinary
course of business? Would Respondent Robinson ordinarily be

permitted to borrow $205,000 secured only by a promise to pay in the
future and based upon some "proven ability as a fund raiser"? We

might add that this "proven ability" involves a candidate who, as
recently as six weeks ago, still had unpaid campaign loans from his
race for Pulaski County Sheriff two years ago.

This week, it was learned that Respondent Robinson has retired two

of the initial loans (First Commercial Bank and First American Bank)
by having the Respondent Committee take out two more loans at

other banks and using that money to pay off the previous loans taken
out by Respondent Robinson personally. The two new loans are at
these banks:
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Worthen Bank and Trust Company, N.A., Little Rock, AR $50,479
Tw in City Bank, North Little Rock, AR $32,000

It is difficult to believe - given the press attention surrounding
the Respondent's campaign financing practices - that these loans
were made "in accordance with applicable law and in the ordinary
course of business"

These transactions, to our mind, are a clear violation of 2 Usc
431(8)(A)(i) and 2 USC 43l(8)(B)(vii),-as well as the above cited
FEC Regulations.

Concern over the impropriety of these loans now extends to the
highest levels of this state's banking community. Mr. B. Finley
Vinson, chairman of the board of the holding company which owns
First Commercial Bank, has told the Associated Press that his bank
sought repayment of its $35,000 loan to the Respondent immediately
after the bank's upper-level management learned of the loan in a
newspaper article. The loan was repaid M~ay 17, a day after the
first news reports about the Respondent's heavy borrowing.

Mr. Vinson told the AF that repayment was ordered because "it's not

the kind of loan we make". He went on to say that he hoped "as a
citizen that all the facts will be brought out by a proper
authority, federal or state". We believe this public statement
reinforces our contention that there is wrong-doing in this matter

and that it merits your immediate attention.

Your office is in possession of the financial reports filed by
Respondent Committee, so we will not include them here. We have
attached copies of the relevant news reports which we believe to be
true accounts of the Respondent's actions.

We will appreciate your prompt consideration of this complaint.

Geor Car es . Mclai, Jr.

216 dian Trai 10601 Crestdale Lane
Seary, 3Little Rock, AR 72212

501-268-4448 (home) 501-224-2114 (home)

501-268-2401 (office) 501-227-7301 (office)



R ' rl4 0 ;a I

Federal Election Commission

Page Four

Subscribed and sworn to before me this Second day of June 1984.

Notary Public

My Couuission expires_ 7.. 199
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- Staff Phnto by Gene Prescott

Riviere asks Robinson io tell worth; reply labels challenge 'hysterical.'

Sheriff's Loans Total $287,549,
Riviere Spending Put at $229,157

By JOHN BRUMMETT
and

BOB STOVER
Gezetip SI&I

Pulaski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson's second finance report on
his campaign for the Democratic
nomination for Congress from the
Second District shows that he has
borrowed $82,479 in two more
short-term bank loans since he first
reported borrowing $205,070 in four
bank loans.

Neither of the latest loans was re-
ported as being secured. The report
was mailed Thursday to the federal
Election Commission.

Robinson's runoff opponent, Sec-
retary of State Paul Riviere, also
filed his campaign finance report,
showing that he'd spent $229,157
and had received $A161.090 in contri-
butions. Riviere's first campaign fi-
nance report showed that he had
taken out three loans totaling $34,-
600 - $9.600 from First Ccmmer-
cial Bank of Little Rnk i fnln

No One Endorsed
By Russ, Collins

State Senator Stanley Russ of
Conway and investment broker
Thedford Collins of Little Rock,
who ran neck-and-neck for third
place in the primary race Tues-
day for the Democratic nomi-
nation for the Second District
congressional seat, apparently
won't endorse either Pulaski
County Sheriff Tommy Robinson
or Secretary of State Paul Riv-
iere in the June 12 runoff.

Russ, who got 14.6 per cent of
the vote, said in a telephone in-
tcrview Thursday that he was"99 per cent sure" he would not

(See ENDORSEMENTS, 9A.)

from the National Bank of Arkansas
in North Little Rock and $10,000
from the Metrnnnlifit lNt'inn I

Bank of Little Rock. There were no
new loans in the second reporting
period.

In a related development Thurs-
day, B. Finley Vinson, chairman of
the holding company that owns
First Commercial Bank, told the
Associated Press that the bank
sought repayment of a $35,000 loan
to Robinson after the bank's upper
management learned of of the loan
in newspaper. article. The loan was
repaid May 17, a day after first
news reports about Robinson's
heavy borrowing.

Vinson told the AP that the bank
management told the loan officer to
get the loan repaid because "it's not
the kind of loan we make." When
asked by the AP if the bank had dif-
ferent attitudes about the loans to
Riviere and Robinson because of
some key differences between the
loans, he said only, "There is."

Vinson said the loan to Riviere

"0
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Financial Reports Released I
Continued from Page IA.

didn't have to be secured because It I
was for less than $10,000.

Robinson reported raising $58.-
610 in campaign contributions
through May 23, the reporting date
for the financial disclosure form
mailed for Thursday's federal dead-
line.

The report also said that as of the
May 23 reporting date, -the cam-
paign's checking account was over-
drawn by $45,444. Darrell Glascock,
the campaign manager for Robin-
son, said the problem was rectified
the next day and the current bal-
ance is about $7.000. Glasscock also
said that none of the loans had been
called due.

The newly reported lenders are
the Worthen Bank and Trust Com-
pany of Little Rock, which May 18
gave Robinson a 12-day unsecured
loan for 550 ,4." that was repaid in
full May 30 at an interest rate 2 per-
centage points higher than the
prime lending rate. and the Twin
City Bank of North Little Rock,
which gave him ar. unsecured 132,-
000 one-month Ioan May 1 at an in-
terest ratc tied to the prime lending
rate..

Neither Gene Fortson, the chair-
man of Worthen. nor Terence Re-
naud. the chairman of Twin City.
could be reached late Thursday for
comment about the loans. James P.
Jett. the Worthen president, said he
couldn't comment because of the
confidentiality of a bank-customer
relationship."

Apparently. Robinson took out
the new loans to pay off the First
Commercial loan and one of the
other earlier reported loans for
$50.000 from the First American
Bank of Hot Springs.

Vinson told the AP that he also
could't comment further about Rob-
inson's loan from First Commercial
beca tse of privacy laws. He said,"I'
am c3mpletely and heartily in ac-
core. with what you're doing and I
hop' as a citizen that all the facts

Endorsements
Withheld by 2
Continued from Page IA.

take a public position. Russ had
been critical during the primary
race of both the runoff contenders,
moreso of Robinson. whom he
called a "weenie."

Collins. wbo received 14.0 per
cent of the vote and ran a strong
third in Pulaski County. said he was
staying out of the contest as well.
'Tm not comfortable in taking a
public position and telling my sup-
r.nrip,-, what tn .* 'm nnt nino tn

will be brought out by a proper au-
thority, federal or state. As much as
I would like to tell, I still draw
money from the bank, andI have to
adhere to our policy of obeying the
law," meaning federal privacy
laws.

Riviere has been critical of Rob-
inson's heavy borrowing, suggesting
that the sheriff is fiscally irrespons-
Ible and has something to hide about
his financial backing. Thursday,
Riviere released his personal finan-
cial statement and challenged Rob-
inson to do the same. Robinson, who
was said to be campaigning in White
County and couldn't be found, said
in a press release issued by Glas-
cock that personal and campaign fi-
nances were not issues in the race.
He said Riviere's challenge was
"hysterical."

Riviere's statement said his net
worth was $34,900. fie said Robin-
son had borrowed large sums of
money to finance his campai-n and
that the sheriff had said the banks
lent the money based on his assets
and his ability to raise money for a
campaign. Riviere said the voters
should know what those assets are.
If the assets aren't backing the
loans, then voters should know who
is backing the loans, he said.

Robinson's first campaign fi-
nance report listed the $205.070 in
four bank loans - the $35,000 from
First Commercial and $50,000 from
First American Bank of Hot Springs
in addition to a S100.000 loan from
the Stephens Security Bank of Ste-
phens and a $20,070 loan from the
First State Bank of Sherwood. At
the time, he'd reported raising only
$28,000 in contributions. The level
of campaign borrowing exceeded
anything in the memory of long-
time observers of Arkansas politics.
Robinson used the money for a mas-
sive television advertising cam-
paign.

His current loan status is this:
He's borrowed a total of $287,549 in
six bank loans and repaid three of
them worth $135.479 (the $35,000 to
First Commercial, $50,000 to First
American in Hot Springs and the
$50.479 12-day loan from Worthen).
That leaves his debt at $152,070.
with the Stephens Bank holding a
$100,000 note. Twin City a note for
$32,000 and the Sherwood bank a
note for $20,070.

Robinson's personal assets are
limited, and several questions have
been raised about his ability to bor-
row this sum of money without se-
curity. He and Glascock repeatedly
has said only that the money was
loaned mainly on the assurance thal
the sheriff co;'d raise contributions
to repay the loanr because of his as-
sociation wit.i several people of
known fund-rasng ability. But no
one could legal!y guarantee for him
more than 1.000 in loans, since a

4
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by Candidates in Second District Race
loan counts the same as a contribu-
tion under federal law and $1,000 is
the federal limit on individual and
corporate contributions. Glascock
has said Robinson pledged a couple
of life insurance policies.

Glascock said the two newest
loans were made to Robinson's con-
gressional campaign committee.
but that Robinson was the personal
guarantor. meanlrg they were his
loans.

Robinson's first report listed
$194.190 in payments to his adver-
tising agency, Cranford Johnson
and Associates of Little Rock, for
producUon of advertising and the
purchase of television time. His
newest report lists $72.3157 in pay-
ments since that time to Cranford
Johnson and Associates, with $63.-
967 still owed the agency. That
means that Robinson's total bill to
the advertising agency as of May 23.
six days before the election, was
$328,517.

Robinson's latest report listed
maximum contributions of $1.000
from Gene C. Jones of Little Rock. a
housewife; Jerral Wayne Jones Jr.
of Little Rock. a student P. A..Mc-
Coy of Fort Smith, a housewife;
Mike McCoy of Fort Smith, a busi-
nessman; George A. Hays of Little
Rock, a businessman: Charlotte
Jones of Little Rock, a student: Ste-
phen Jones of Little Rock, a student;
D. E. Sullenberger of Little Rock. a
businessman; Jerry W. Jones of Lit-
tle Rock. a businessman; Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business-
man. and Anna M. Sullenberger of
Little Rock, a housewife.

He listed political action commit-
tee contributions of 81,500 from the
Peabody Political Action Commit-
tee of St. Louis. $700 from the Kerr-
McGee Corporation Political Action
Committee of Oklahoma City. 1500
from the Jones. Walker, Waechter,
Poitevent, Carrere and Denegre Po-
litical Action Committee of New
Orleans and the Mike Wilson Cam-
paign Fund of Jacksonville and $250
from the Arkansas Medical Society
Political Action Committee.

Riviere released his financial

personal financial statement that he
said showed "all our wordly goods"
at a press conference at which he
challenged Robinson to do the same.

Riviere and his wife listed total
assets of $170,000 that covered their
home In Maumelle, valued at
$100.000; rental property In Little
Rock, valued at $60,000; $4,500 in
marketable securities, an automo-
bile worth $2,500 and $3,000 cash in
the bank.

Their liabilities totaled $135,100,
including a $72,000 mortgage on the-
home. a $33.600 mortgage on the
rental property, 25000 in unse-
cured loans and a $4.500 note "re-
lated" to the securities.

Riviere's campaign finance re-
port showing contributions for May
10 through May 23. They totaled
$38.668 and pushed his total funding
for the campaign to near $250,000
and his total for the year to
$161.090. Combined with $84,871 be
raised last year, the total contrib-
uted to his campaign is $245,961. He
is now in the process of raising
money for his runoff campaign. It
showed the campaign owed $32,406
May 23.

The $25,000 that Riviere listed as
a personal debt on his personal fi-
nance statement was money that be
borrowed and contributed to the
campaign earlier this year. He said
his wife, Carolyn, was the sole guar-
antor of the loan.

The statement listed these new
contributions of more than $1.000:

Communications Workers of
America, $2,000; Machinists Non-
Partisan Political League, $3,000,
and the United Steelworkers of
America Political Action Fund,
$2.500.

New contributions of 11.000 were
from Joyce Allison of Little Rock, a
housewife; Mary Carroum of Little
Rock. an administraUve assistant at
E. F. Hutton; Jerry L Coates of Lit-
tle Rock. an account executive at E.
F. Hutton; David Dickey of Little
Rock, an account execuUve at E. F.
Hutton; Hazel Dill of England. a
housewife; Daniel P. Donovan of

Hicksville, N.Y., an oil company
manager. Donald Evans of Little
Rock. an architect; Steve Glenn of
Little Rock, president of U.S. Ex-
press; Jane Livingston of Dallas, an
employe of Insurance Recruiters,
Inc.; Linda McCarty of Little Rock,
a housewife; W. Brannon McCarty
of Little Rock. an account executive
with E. F. Hutton; Michael 0. Moore
of Little Rock. the owner of an in-
vestments company; Christine
Ra of Little Rock, a real estate
-Zgint, and Don Ragar of Little
Rock. an account executive with E.
F. Hutton.

-0: repeatedly
-..-e money was

a.murance that
-, contributions
-- a !e of his as-
-- al people of
.-:- .tv. But no
-a-'ee for him
,.ars. since a
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Riviere, Robinson
Agree to Debates

Secretary of State Paul Riv-
lere and Pulaski County Sberiff
Tommy Robinson have accepted
two offers to debate on television
the weekend before te June 12
runoff for the Democratic nomJ.
nation for United States Repre-
sentative from the Second Con-
gressional District.

One debate will be at 8:30 p.m.
Saturday. June 9. on KARK.TV,
Channel 4. The other wouid be at
1 p.m. Sunday, June 10, on
KATV. channd.
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Robinson's Amended Report Shows
Additional $20,000 in Contributions

By JOHN BRUMMETT
GItloe St'

Sheriff Tommy Robinson filed
an amended campaign finance re-
port Thursday, disclosing that he'd
raised about $20,000 in the 48
hours since he Initially filed a re-
port with the Federal Election
Commission and the secretary of
state's office. The amendment
listed $10,000 in itemized contri-
butions from Jerry W. Jones of
Little Rock and Jones' family and
business associates.

Also Thursday, It was learned
that Robinson bad paid off one of
his bank loans - a loan for $35,000
at 13 per cent interest from First
Commercial Bank of Little Rock.
That leaves $170,070 in loans from
three other banks that will come
due in the summer.

Jones, president of Arkoma Pro-
ductions, Inc., an oil and gas com-
pany, has been mentioned in the
last few days as a major financial
backer of Robinson whose support
helped the sheriff receive $205,070
in four short-term, high-interest
bank loans to finance extensive
television advertising.

The additional contributions
brought the total amount of Robin-
son's campaign fund-raising ex-
clusive of the loans to about
$45,000.

The amendment listed contribu-
tions of $1,000, the maximum indi-
vidual gift allowed under federal
law, from Jones, his wife and these
others: Mike McCoy of Fort Smith,
an employe of Jones, and his wife,
Pat McCoy; George A. Hays of Lit-
tle Rock, a Jones employe; D. E.
Sullenberger of Little Rock, a
business assoclte of Jones, and
Anna M. Sullenberger; Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business
associate of Jones, and Jones' son
and daughter, who are students.

The First Commercial loan was
a one-month loan made in late
April and was almost due. Bank
officials declined to discuss the
loan or the repayment, but Darrell
Glascock, Robinson's campaign
manager, confirmed that it had
been paid off by Robinson's cam-
paign committee Thursday.

Meanwhile Thursday, Richard
T. Smith of Little Rock, owner of
the Stephens Security Bank in Ste-
phens, which lent $100,000 for
three months to Robinson at an in-
terest rate two percentage-points
higher than the prime lending
rate, said in a telephone interview
that Robinson offered "several
pieces of collateral" and that he
was "personally confident" that
the loan was secure.,

He said he could not discuss the

specific collateral. "But there is
collateral assigned to the loan that
in my opinion is worth the
$100,000," Smith said.

Glascock has said that the four
short-term bank loans received by
Robinson in April and May were
secured in part by two life insur-
ance policies pledged by the sher-
iff and in part by the lenders' in-
formal understanding that
Robinson, through his association
with certain people of known fund-
raising ability, would be able to re-
pay the loans.

"I don't know about that," Smith
said in reference to Glascock's
statement about informal under-
standings of future campaign con-
tributions. "But I have checked
over there to see bow the cam-
paign contributions are coming -an,
and I know that they're coming in
fast and furious," Smith said.

Smith, whose family has sub-
stantial oil holdings in South Ar-
kansas, bought the Stephens bank
last fall. Before that, Smith was a
loan officer for Worthen Bank and
Trust Company, and in that role he
had handled loans to Robinson.
"I've had good experience with
Tommy before, and I have confi-
dence in his ability and capacity to
repay the loan," Smith said.

Related article on Page 5A.

I



ARKANSAS GAZETTE. Sundny. May 2 0. 11,4

Rninson's Financial Situation Raises Multitude of Questions With Few Answers

by JOHN BRY IETI

SherlfllTommy Robinson's il-
snclqng for his congressional carn-
Pl4P - l over-all financial Iltu-
Um. Is fa - rats a mulUtde of
qutles foe which so defnlUve an-
even were forthicoing last week.
. lILa a bit f eplanation of the
situtiona s unfolded whek Robin-
- fied ia tirst campaign finance
report with the Federal Election
Cemmbs Io"

The sh ril reported raising only
abist 125.0 Is scontributions t l
conpem dal campaign from the
Use h f114 April 3. to the date of
the reI Mayo i.But he had re-.. Maie i Ah fi.At a1s•1a0

ot t f a C rl-

committee. but Robinson signe d thenotes and assumed personal Dabilt
ity, while the fourth loan, for $.0.-
o00 from the First American Bank
of Hot Springs, was made to Robin-

wel hlmself.
Now. for some of the questions:
Are thloas secured by colist.

eral of value, or are they only infor-

mally secured throulh assurances
to the bankers that Robinson would

rase enoulk contribuUons to repay

them? The answer to that question
s sot knows because the lending
bankers won't talk. citing cofldes-
tality.

U formally secured thrugh tra-
ditional collateral, wtat was that
collateral? Robinson's assets are

lit, ied. tit mopsM 131,90 a year assheriff. Accnrdilnl to a personal fi-
nanrial reportlfiled with the clerk of
the House of Representatles. he
has less than 15.000 interest In
something called Investment Prop-
er ies ill. Other than that, be lists
only lIabilities - four debtsao e
than S30,oo each to two banks, to
oilman Jerry Joos ofL tile Rock
and to Barrett lamilton, a Uile
Rock wholesale likpw distribulor.

Is it legal, or at least acepted
lending practice, for a bank to lend
1100.00. as did the Stepheas Secu-
rity Bank In Stephens. to a man
woseasets are that limited - on
the assumption that be will raise
money later in campaign contribu-

tiolnl I*n reply I A regulator withthe office oftheafederal Comptrwi-
ler l the Currency In Memphis was
asked about that last week. He sad
federal banking and electon laws
require simply that banka Making
political loans do so in the ordinary
rourse of business to accordance
with laws and regulations. In other
words, the loan should be "well-s-
cared or the borrower must have)
sufficient financial worth to par-
anie repayment." be said.

What about borrowing money on4
the uapectatlon of campalp contri-
butons? The regulator said. "Bet-
tng on the om, you n mn? We
would look almost askance at thaLe

Federal law lmita corporate Con

triblltonsto $1.00 end says a•loan
Is the asiaes aacontribtion. So.,It a
bank leaned Robinson an amount
esceediag his personal assets.
would that be the same as a contri-
bution tbat would exceed the fed-
eral Undt? The answer Is not known.

Marlin Jackson statle bank corn-
misiloner, said bank eanmsers pd-
mrily wanl to kaow wbether n loan
was made en a sound basisaod
whth& all potential borrowers are
treated the same.

Who are allthese people who are
contributing or raising thO money to
repay the sa? So far, only Jone,
a lif eongfrkend of theherirs. has
been named among hbe ig-money
supporters. 1e east full campalp
finance repm i n due may so. the
day after thprimary. But federal
law requires 4#4mr reporta from
new untl lecte day of1 tsae mak-
ing the mazsiur ceabetrions of

Jerry htalden. president of the
Arkansan Power ad Ught COm-
any, Is as ol bIdy of WRoblisom's.

Asked lat week If he a11s rial
money fortbe sheriff, be sald.only

that be'd made threI or four calls -
as "Jerry Ma•Ide. the indmvidual,
not a anofficial of Arknsaas Power
and Ught" - to friends asking for
comtrIbutlon1 to "three or our can-
didates." Asked if Robinson was
among them he said be didn't have
to say and woidnt Say.

nearly all of it for television adver-
tising. Most of the money came
from 1205.070 ti four shod-term
bank loans of II0.000, $0,00,
$35.000 and 120.070.

III campaign manager. Darrell
Glascock, said that since Rolnsoo
entered the rare so late. he couldn't
wait for conventional fand-raising.
lie borrowed the money on the as-
surance to lenders that be would
raise the money to repay the aIs
in the course of his campaign, and
those funds are now pouring in as
espected. Clascock said. Te sheriff
also pledged a couple of 1".00O
life Insurance policies. laCOck
said. Three of the loas were made
to IRoblnon's formal eonreMlolI

Ptted sporulo..us--va•o.---.._ _1

There's one moe cMnpIIctilg
and curious twist to all this. Until
his last-minute iling for Congress.
Robinson had been aMpting con-
trlbutlp for a re-lection fund for
sheril. Ile has not filed any repot
about the site, matup and expendl-
lures regarding that fund. Glascock
said only that the fund bad been
used to pay oil Robinson' old eam-
paign debts Irom wevlous sheriff's
races. None of that money has been
applied to the congrMlonal race
because that would be illegal.b e
said. But no report has been made
or will be made because One Is re-
quired since Roblnson ddat run for

sheriff. Glascock said.
But that's anothe matter for le-

gal Interpretion.
If the money was used to pay off

debts Ires past sheriff's races, then
state Statute 3-1111 might be applI-
cable. It sup aysudidate for county
office who collects Contributions
after a final cumpaignfinance re-
pot must Ilk a supplemental re-
port making diecioeree about those
contributions within O daysiOf re-

celvinl them.
it The money was scetped as

part of a pla to I"a for re-election
as sheriff this yar. Weab soae -.
statute Might lagain apply becas P
says a candidate for Ceunty sfice
most file pregogctiein reports Item*

ag contriohoss. Though Robin-
am never filed as a candidate for
reelecin ssheIf.the law de-
fines " atdldalit asay person who
has takes nfflrmbrt a.IM In-
cluding sollate of lfnd.o lee the
pwpaso f sebengl mIM lot

or letion to any public flfice."



reveals riw
still illred
BY CARL T .HALL

moc, e iafl Writer
Although fie says he has

paid back three bank loans to-
laling more than $135.000, Pu-
laski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson revealed Thursday
that he continues to run his
2nd District congressional
campaign deeply in the red.

On a campaign-finance dis-
closure form distributed to the
news media Thursday after-
noon, Robinson said he had
borrowed a total of $291,050.10
through May 23, the last day
covered by the report and six
days before Tuesday's Demo-
cratic primary election, In
which ItobIn!on won a posi-
tion In a -unoifelection set for
June 12.

Including about $152.071 in
outstanding bank loans and
$82.2"62 in other debts owed at
the end of the reporting pC-
riodl, the Robinson campaign
was running a $234.333 deficit,
the finance report indicated.

About $205.000 in bank
loans were disclo d in a pre-
vious report covwrinr the pe-"
riod that ended May 9. Since
then. two additional loans to-
taling about $0f2,500 were
taken out, according to the
new report. The report stated
that $135,479 in loans were re-
paid. but questions remained
as to what funds were used to
make the repayments.

Contributions haven't kept
up wilh the borrowing, the re-
port indicates. During the two-

See MONEY. Page 3A
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* Continued from Page One
week period last month,
$32,809 in contributions were
received, according to the re-
port. which listed the donors.
The new donations brought the
total given to the Robinson
campaign as of May 23 to
$58.610, according to Robin.
son's figures.

Robinson has bought exten-
sive television and radio ad-
vertising, making a media blitz
the centerpiece of his cam-
paign. The ads are among the
factors believed to have been
responsible for Robinson's
success in Tuesday's election.
lie was the top vote-getter in
the district, outdistancing four
other contenders for the Dem-
ocratic nomination with 40
percent of the vote, lie won
pluralities in seven of eight
counties.

The sheriff now faces a run-
off June 12 against Secretary
of State Paul Riviere, who fin-
ished second Tuesday with 28
percent of the vote. Riviere
nearly tied Robinson in Pu-
laski County, but he was out-
polled by more than a 2-1 mar-
gin In the other counties.

Itiviere has been insinuat-
ing for weeks that Robinson
may have broken federal elec-
tion laws by taking out five-
and six-figure bank loans with-
out much visible financial
strength of his own to back the
credit. lie again challenged
Robinson on financial issues
Thursday, insisting he wasn't
slinging mud but was simply
"raising hard questions."

Riviere has yet to produce
any evidence of wrongdoing in
connection with Robinson's
deficit-financed campaign,
even though he has said Rob.
inson's money-handliAg ought
to be the No. 1 issue of the
race.

Both men are seeking to get
on the Nov. 6 ballot agniist tile
lone Republican nominee.
state Rep. Judy Petty of Little
Rock, and independent Jim
Taylor of Little Rock, a former
Journalist and current em.
ployee of a media consulting
firn.

On Thursday, Riviere filed
his 12-day pre-runoff election
finance report with the secre-
tary of state's election services
office.

Robinson didn't file his re-
port. But Darrell Glascock,
Robinson's spokesman, said
the Federal Election Commis.

sion report was mailed Thurs-
(lay, which apparently would
meet the FEC deadline, lie
providled copies to. the media
after being asked for them.

Asked for his reaction to
Riviere's latest attacks,
Glascock, who kept Robinson
under wraps, said: "I think the
people told him (Riviere)
Tuesday they (Robinson' loans)
weren't an issue. The real
issue is leadership - Riviere
hasn't shown any.

"I don't recall what collat-
eral the campaign committee
used for the loans." Glascock
said. "I think insurance poli-
cies and other securities. The
candidate endorsed the loan."

lie said that was as much
detail as he would offer.

"I'm not going to get into
that (question of collateral)'cause it's personal, confiden.
tial," Glascock said.

Also on Thursday, Riviere
filed a special 48-hour form
disclosing four $1,000 contribu.
tions received after the May 23
period ended. Such disclosure
or large contributions is re-
quired by law up to election
day.

No new 48-hour report came
in from Robinson. Glascock
said Robinson hasn't receivedmany $1.000 donations so he

many $1,000 donations so he disclosed.

didn't need to file many 48-
hour pre-election reports.

"Tommy's base is - from
working people - not the
elite," he said.

In the report given to the
media, Robinson's campaign
was said to have taken in
$32,809 In contributions during
the two-week period that
ended May 23, bringing the
year-to-date cumulative total
to $58,610.

The campaign had a net
cash deficit of $45,624.02, the
report stated. Total expendl-
tures were listed as $49,322.37
for the period. All year, the
campaign had spent about
$260,000, compared with
Riviere's total spending of
about $256,000. However.
Riviere started campaigning In
1983.

Robinson's two new loans
were listed as follows:

0 $50,479.45 from Worthen
Bank & Trust Co. In Little
Rock, borrowed May 18 at 2
percentage points above the
prime interest rate. This loan
was due Wednesday, and Rob-
inson said it was repaid May
23.

0 $32,000 from Twin City
Bank in North Little Rock, bor-
rowed May 17 and due June 15.
No specific Interest rate wasd isclosed.

cr,
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Robinson Raises $300,000 by Stacking' Loans
Tommy Robnson Is the most

uoconventional politician Arkan.
ass has sen in a long time, but
when It comes to financing a po-

litcal cam-
paign he Iab-

'bizare.

Ten days be-
i fore the runoff

primary to set-
Itle the Demo-

cratlccongres-
a 'i I a
s  

n a I

nominaUon It Is

Ernest still mystery
who Is paying

Dumas for what is the
moat elaborate

A.O.-..*ot1 0 media cam-
paign for Congrem In the state's
history, although big help clearly
Is coming to hin from energyI n-

'dustries, Including Arkansas
ro er and LIght Company and
MI l out Utilltis.
The mot astonlshlng asped of

the Robinson campaign is that be
bas been able to finance a cam-
paign that Is escedlng 1300.000

pyramiding bank loans. By May
3. be had obtained ainot 1300..
000 I bank loam. moat of It unse-
curve. That is what Is most aman-
log to many buslnesamen, who
can't get lo under such easy
ceiodlo.

According to Robinson's unillu-
minalting federal financial report
Thursday. be had borrowed587.-
5M1 from oa banks. lie had repaid
11)5.479. although be bad col.
leced only $51.610 In campaign
contributions. The only ronclu-
to is that there ha. @breO fur-

ther loom. Is help retire those.
ThaI wot be knowrs until can-
paillg eprts later this summer.
after the prImary, and tobinson's

campaign people aren't an. pany of Little lock. the flagship and a Posrd member of Arkia.
swertingquestions about It now, bank In the FASCO chain. Inc. Jones's Immediate family

The campaign has been f- The 150,000 principal and gave 35,000 In 1I.000 contribu-
nanced so far through an lnnova. 1479.45 of Interest wai repaid on tion each front Jooeq. htL wife

May 1, two days after tho loan and three c ,idtren.

Not many of the was reported, and on the same Another friend whose name
day Robin.on obtained a loan of does not appear on the report Iashcrifrs supporters 150,479.45 from Worthen. Jerry Maulden, president of Ar-

are idcntificd but When Robinson was aked on a kansas Power and Light Com-
one is Middletieleted debate four days before pony. Maulden's name d notthe first primary if be had oh- appe ar as a contributor, hut there
South Utilities tamed loans In addition to the is plenty of evtdne of AP and L

four be had reported on May I$ he Influence.
live kind of loan-kiting arrange- said he didn't know. Wen he was Among the listed cootrlbutlons
meat. Robinson. whose asked if the First Commercial soforare:
commercials tell voters they and First American loanse were * 5200 from the political sc-
know be can be depended on to retired by obtaining additional tion committe of Middle South
tell the truth, hasn't been very loans, he said be didn't know what fService, of New Orleans, a sub-
forthcoming about his financing, the questioner was talking about. sidiary that provides services for..

The first four loam were re- All this raises seve-al quesUons AP and L and the other Middle
ported on Robinson's first federal that need to be answered slncr the South operating companies.
report, May 16. One of the loans position in the U. S. Ifouse of Rep- * 1500 from tbe bigrpo.
was 135.000 from First Commer. resentativee belongs to the public, rate law firm of Jones, Walker.
cial NaUoal Bank at Litte Rock. There should be no private. confl- Waechter. Poltovent. Carrere
Roblnson said the loan were se- dential transactions for a con. and Denegre of New Orleans.
cured. butirst Commercial offi. gressional seat. Wbo, if anyone, which represents many giants of
ciais said this one wasn'L First provided the informal guarantees industry, Including Middle South
Commercial's top officers were that paved the way for the loans? Utilitie.
unaware of the loan and the co- How willLtheloanberepaid. and * $1.500 from the PAC of
ditlons, or lack of therm, nUil the whowilldo It? the Peabody Coal Company of
loan was reported In the morning The sheriff slaid e bad oh- St. Louis, which has beea a big
papers. It was a demand note and taled the original loans because supplier of Wyoming coal for
the ioan was called before 5 a.m. of his known ability as a fund- '1Middle South plants.
Robison'a spokesman inited at raiter. but the week before the * 120 from the PAC of
Mtetmethatltwasmotcalled.but primary he had raised only* General lectric at Fairfield, CL
bank offical now cofirm that It 51.000. . ' ,General Electric has beena ma.
was. "Sure we called it." one of The moat surprising part of jor supplier of generating qulp.
them said. "It was Illegal." Robinson's disclosure was that he met for Middle Soth plants.

The First Commercial loan ap. had raised only $55.000, about a * $700 from the PAC of the
parently was repaid that moning fifthofhisetpenditures. A candi. Kerr-McGee Corporation at
with the help of another loan. for date who obligates himself to Oklahoma City. Kerr.Mcee Is a
832.000. from Twin City nk of more than 1300.000 surely knows ' giant energy company that has
North Little Rock. where It Is to come from. contracted to sell uranium and

Another loan was for 150.00 at The reporting of the flrst 15s.- coal for the Middle South plants.
the First American Nationi 0 4gives only a Utile Indication. Sheriff Robinson has said he
fank at I1ot Springs. whilch Is It also suggests what a handful of would go to Washington and help
owned by First Arkansas Banks. Influentialfrendscando. solve Arkansas's problem of
och Carporatlon (IFADCO. That Robinson's most visible asu ' having to pay for generating

loan wa approved upon the re- porter Is Jerral W. Jones of tle coos elsewhere In the Middle
ommesdallon of an esecutive of Rock, a lo ntime frlend whe Is a Seeth system. The solutions
Worthen Dank and Truat Com- millionmire oil and gas producer 'hould prove Interesting.

Counferattack Delayed.,
Because Hiler Still Asleep

By Alice Siegoert

Bonn.L t Col. lanw von Luck was at
his command post near Caen
after midnight when be heard

the drone of Allied night bombers
overhead.

Luck, commanding officer of a
regiment of the 21st Passer Divi.
slon. believed the aircraft were en
route to a routine bombing mission
in occupled France or Germany an.
il they began bombing the German
shore defenses. Soon reports were
coming In from forward-based
anits that airborne assault troope
were being dropped on the Nor-
mandy coast.

Yet Luck'srequest for permas.
sloe to attack the Invaders was
turned down o tha grouna that
the division was under orders sot to
launch counterattack witout the
specific permisslon of Field
Marshal Erwin Rommel, who had
asumed command of the German

Army Group B in France In the
winter of 1943-44. And Rommel
wei In Germany on June I on his
way to a conference with itler at
Obersalaberg in theavarlqn
mountains.

Valuable Ume was bet, and it
was not before midday that the
tint Pser DIvision was able to
react. By that time. the allied land-
Ing foces had consolld ted their
poitions, and bombers of the aWed
expeditionary air foree coacen-
trated their attacks on key cenlers
of communication behind te Ger-
man Ilne.
Iuck. now a amburgf buslness.

man. said there was another reasm
for the delay. "At the time. It was
bemig assumed that IMIs was just a
large-scale diversionary operation
and mot yet the main a huet, he
said. "Furtbermore, iti er was a

late worker and a late riser. ?'s.
body dared to wake him, and news
of the Invasion did not reach hir
until hours later." ,

Thus during the critical hours of
the campaign, the German igh
command was caught unaware as
to the extent of the assault and the
place of the landings, which genoc-.
ally had been expected In te .Ca.
Isis region. . •

While Ilitler's much-berid e4
"Atlanl Wall" began to crumble,
disaster was also looming at the

Panzer division co '
mander says the Gcr"'
mans knew ncithcfr"-'
the size nor the post-;.'i..
tion of Allied forces..

easter' front, when the Russi
armies had been advanclaog-wesi
ward and were about to lainch an
ether mal" allack.

Brig. Gen. Kurt Kauffmanls. tbeb
chief of tha staff of tbh Panter!-
Lobr Divlion. said the Normandy
oper atilonand t enomos llcau-.
allies suflered by the German Arr
mored salts caused him iIgI -mam for yearn aterward. '

"It was a feeling of c6tp p
belpissness," be recalled. "AIIed
materiel and air superiority wer
so dissatrous the tak (of beating
beck the Invasion) was nsolvable.
You cannot fight a war on iwo
fronts swith that hind of force bal-
ance." . . is

The Ponser-Lehr Division, W
cled In tohe area of Le Manc
Chartresabout 100 miles Ire the
front, was an elite vnit that bad
been assembled in France the Ore-
vlom Januory. Accordinl to one of

(seeD Ronn l'onPre In.)'

10''. ,P' ,----- tl d-cl 1014lns ausually referred istoheperiodasan

j%! A J P ~~i~su~sui4 "e#conomic dissior" or a "farm.
at lb. ug .ureo of lb.eCensus. As Ihoel womesnmay ,muer from

ula ilncstnon. den te drlwd m, emm*,b of..0. 4;.China's

OD)

Arlwm, ,-isVX (r),urne.
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THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR CONGRESS 
COMMITTEE

425 West Broadway, Suite 
K

North Little Rock, Arkansas 
72114

June 26, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

1325 "K" Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

On June 18, my campaign committee 
received your letter giving

notice of a complaint which had 
been filed against me individually,

and my committee. The purpose of this letter 
is to clarify any

uncertainty as to the validity and legality 
of the loans in

question.

In April of this year I 
approached several lending institutions

in Arkansas seeking loans 
to finance my campaign. 

Each of the loans

was made by FDIC banking 
institutions and in accordance with Arkansas

and Federal banking laws. Specifically, each loan 
bears a market

interest and each carries 
a definite due date and 

amortization

schedule. I believe that each note 
was the bank's standard 

form.

It appears that the complaint 
raises some question as 

to whether

these loans were made on 
a basis which assures payment. 

I feel this

allegation is totally without 
merit. As I have previously stated,

the loans were reviewed 
by each bank and were approved 

in accordance

with bank policy. At no time was there a 
question raised as to my

campaign committee's ability 
to repay the indebtedness. 

Clearly,

each bank which made loans 
to me, or the committee, felt secure in

its loan.

None of the banks requested 
a personal guaranty from 

anyone

other than me. No other guaranty, expressed 
or implied, was given

to any of the banks.

Inasmuch as I won the 
democratic nomination 

for Congress, I

feel certain that the 
loans can be quickly repaid.



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
June 26, 1984
Page Two

I feel confident that once your committee reviews the trans-
actions in question, you will have no doubt as to the validity
of the loans.

I will be pleased to furnish any documentation that you
specifically request.

This letter shall serve as the response of Mr. George M.
Felkins, Treasurer of my campaign committee. If he needs to
respond personally, please let me know.

If I may be the source of any additional information, I
shall be happy to respond upon request.

Sin erely,

Tommy F. Robinson

TFR:rLir

cc: Mr. Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, AR 72201

Mr. George M. Felkins, Treasurer
The Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, AR 72114
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W. RUSSELL MEEKS. III UL 5 a S: 18
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

11S FIRST COMMERCIAL WUILDING

LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

W. RUSELL MEEKS. III
TIMOTHY DAIS FOX

June 28, 1984

Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel ""

Federal Election Commission-_1
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

We are the attorneys for one of the respondent banks in the
captioned matter. We are the attorneys for Stephens Security
Bank, Stephens, Arkansas.

To avoid undue delay, and to. assist you in understanding the
organization of the bank, which is controlled by a bank holding
company, we attach and submit herewith additional materials .in
the form of the "Affidavit of Richard T. Smith". Mr. Smith is
the proper respondent for Stephens Security Bank, and your
records should reflect this change from Mr. James Morgan,
President. The Affidavit, I believe, clarifies the situation in
this respect.

You may also treat this letter as additional response by
Stephens Security Bank. The documents, which consist entirely of
newspaper clippings, contain no evidence of any violation of any
Federal Election Commission regulation. Neither the articles
themselves, nor any contents therein, are of any probative value.
Instead, it is apparent that there has been public scrutiny over
the dispute between two opposite political forces, and the bank's
loan transaction has been caught in the middle.

There have not been sufficient allegations made, through the
articles, nor through the June 2, 1984 letter complaint from the
complaintants, that give rise to a substantial belief that there
has been any violation of 11 CFR 100.7 (a)(1)(i)(C), or 11 CFR
100.7 (b)(ll), or of 11 CFR 104.3 (a)(4)(iv). Instead, what has
been presented does not appear to be substantial enough to even
require additional investigation.

H



Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
June 28, 1984
Page 2

The time, cost and expense of engaging in this process is
not something that a bank takes into consideration at the time it
engages in any loan transaction, and it certainly is not
something that should be entertained, purely upon suspicions,
innuendos, and perhaps "sour grapes", of complaintants. Instead,
because of the lack of any probative evidence, the complaint
should be formally dismissed, and as a practical matter should be
ignored.

There has been no violation of-any state or federal banking
regulation, nor has there been any violation of any Federal
Election Commission law, nor has there been any other violation
of any other type law. We point out that upon our investigation,
one of the complaintants, Mr. James E. McClain, Jr., is an attor-
ney, and this possibly explains the "legal reading" of the June
2, 1984 letter complaint. To be sure, there has been no "clear
violation" of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(A)(1) or of 2 U.S.C. 431
(8)(B)(vii). There has been no violation.

To the extent the complaint contains matters that tend to
editorialize the "concern over the impropriety of these loans",
the opinions and editorial comments of the complaintants should
be properly discarded.

In conclusion, while the position of the bank might seem
harsh, it is not callous, but instead is made with a clear
understanding that important procedures such as the one at pre-
sent, cannot be engaged in with reckless abandon. The motivation
cannot be based upon spite, vindictiveness, or retaliation and
retribution against a victorious political candidate. The cost
and expense placed on a respondent bank is too great to treat these
matters lightly.

Any further communication with respect to SABCO, Stephens
Security Bank, Richard T. Smith, James Morgan, or any other offi-
cers or directors of those entities, may and should be made to
the undersigned attorney on their behalf. The Affidavit sets
forth all persons for whom this office is acting as counsel.

We thank you for your participation and attention, and we
will be happy to respond in other ways which may be of
assistance, should it be required. We would like to be advised,
immediately, upon any action taken by the Commission. We would
also request to be provided with copies of any and all documents



Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
June 28, 1984
Page 3

submitted by the present complaintants, any other complaintants,
and all respondents.

We are providing a copy of this letter and of the attached
Affidavit to Mr. Peter Kynch, the staff person assigned by your
office to handle this matter. We would appreciate receiving
written confirmation from either you, or Mr. Kynch, advising
of your receipt of this letter and Affidavit.

Yours very truly,

W. Russell Meeks, III
WRM:bj

Enclosure

cc: Peter Kynch
w/encl.

James Morgan, President
Stephens Security Bank
w/encl.

Richard T. Smith
Chairman of the Board
SABCO
w/encl.

I



AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS)

COUNTY OF PULASKI)

I, Richard T. Smith, state on oath:

1. James Morgan, President, Stephens Security Bank, has been

forwarded a formal notification from the Federal Election

Commission that a Complaint has been filed against him, as

President, and against the Stephens Security Bank, Stephens,

Arkansas. The matter has been numbered MUR1721.

2. Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas, is a state

chartered banking institution located in Ouachita County,

Arkansas.

3. Stephens Security Bank is controlled by a bank holding

company, organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws

of the State of Arkansas. The name of the holding company is

Smith Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCO").

4. I, Richard T. Smith, am Chairman of the Board of SABCO.

In such capacity, I am making the response to the Commission on

behalf of SABCO, on my behalf, on behalf of James Morgan as

President of Stephens Security Bank, on behalf of Stephens

Security Bank, and on behalf of any officers, directors or

employees of either SABCO or Stephens Security Bank.

5. Because of the confidentiality between Stephens Security

Bank ("Bank"), and all of its customers and borrowers, the Bank

requests that this matter remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. Sec. 437 G (a)(4)(B) and Sec. 437 G (a)(12)(A).

6. The Stephens Security Bank was approached by Tommy F.

Robinson, (hereafter "Borrower"), and advised of his desire to

borrow funds from the Bank. Affiant states that prior .to his

assuming the position as Chairman of the Board of SABCO, he was a

Vice-President with Worthen Bank and Trust Company, N.A, a

national banking institution located in Little Rock, Pulaski

County, Arkansas. In said capacity, the undersigned was the per-
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sonal loan officer for several loans involving the Borrower.

The loan experience, including the timely repayment of all loans,

was excellent. Affiant was and is personally familiar with the

Borrower, and is familiar with his previous borrowing record, and

with the details of the loan transactions involving the Borrower

and Worthen Bank, with respect to those transactions which

occurred while Affiant was a loan officer. Based upon that

knowledge, past dealing, previous course of conduct, personal

acquaintance with the Borrower, and based upon other good and

sound banking practices, the Affiant approved the loan by

Stephens Security Bank to Borrower, based upon the terms and con-

ditions of a promissory note executed on the 11 day of

April , 1984.

7. The promissory note, referred to above, is attached as

Exhibit "A". The promissory note was not guaranteed by any indi-

vidual, nor endorsed by anyone. The maker of the note is Tommy

F. Robinson. There are no other makers, endorsers, guarantors,

or sureties.

8. Affiant states that neither he, SABCO, or Stephens

Security Bank, have previously been involved in any Federal

Election Commission investigation. Because of the confiden-

tiality between bank borrower and the bank, Affiant respectfully

declines the opportunity to present additional legal and factual

information concerning any other details or matters involved in

this loan transaction.

9. Affiant denies any allegations set forth by the

Complaintants, with whom he is not acquainted, and with whom he

is not personal familiar, and further states that any other

details of the political disagreement of the Complaintants, and

the Borrower, are (as evidenced by the exhibits) of a highly

publicized nature, and appear to be more in the form of "sour

grapes" than in the form of legitimate complaints. Affiant

believes this should be considered in view of the time, costs and

expense associated with the Bank's participation in any investi-

gation conducted by the Federal Election Commission.

I
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RICHARD T. SMITH

SWORN TO AND SUBCRIBED before me, this 28 day of June, 1984.

NOTARY PUBLIC

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
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Single Payment or Monthly Installment Note
i tris contract, te words I, me, mine and my mean each and all of those signing es Borrower The words you.
your and yours mean Stephens Security Bank.)

I promise to pay to you ortoyour order One Hundred Thousand &00O0ollars($ 100,000.00
according to the payment schedule below

"Tommy Robinson for Congress-Committee"
Basic Credit Information

ANNUAL FINANCE AMOUNT FINANCED TOTAL OF PAYMENTS
PERCENTAGE RATE CHARGE The amount of credit The amount I will have

The cost of my credit The dollar amount the provided to me or paid after I have made
as a yearly rate. credit will cost me. on my behalf, all payments as scheduled.Prime + 2%IPrime_ +2%_% $ 3,452.05 e $ 100,000.00 $ 103,452.05 e

fly payment schedule will be:

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS

1

AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS

103.452.05 e

WHEN PAYMENTS ARE DUE

90d ays-
July 10, 1984

SECURITY: I am giving a security interest in my 0 stock or bonds, 0 savings account, 0 motor vehicle, or other property
.and any account or property of mine now in or coming into your possession. I should see the Security Agreement or

Pledge I have given you for a full description. Collateral securing other loans with you will also secure this loan. -75% of the
FILING FEES: Sinitial contributions from Camp.&$100,000 life
LATE CHARGE: If a payment is late, I will be charged 8% of the payment, but no more then eight dollars ($8.00). insur. policy
PREPAYMENT: If I pay off early, I may be entitled to a refund of part of the FINANCE CHARGE, but I may have to pay a penalty.

I should see the rest of the contract documents for additional information about nonpayment, default, any required repayment in full before the
scheduled date, security interest, and prepayment refunds and penalties.

Itemization of the Amount Financed of $ 100 -000.00
$ _ _ Amount paid on my account with you.
$ 100..OO. OO Amount paid me directly.

Am6unt paid to others on my behalf:
Sto Public Officials
$to Insurance Company (Property Insurance)
$ _to Insurance Company (Credit/Disability Insurance)
S_ _to
$ _ _ to
s$prepaid Finance Charge

PREPAYMENT REBATE AND PENALTY If I prepay this note, you will refund a'ny unearned FINANCE CHARGE, figured by the Rule of 78. a
commonly used formula for figuring rebates on installment loans. However, if I prepay after the first day of a monthly installment period, you may
deduct and keep the FINANCE CHARGE for the entire installment period as a prepayment penalty. In case my loan is S200.00 or less, you may
cnarge me a prepayment penalty equal to the unearned FINANCE CHARGE figured by the Rule of 78, or $8.00. whichever is less.

INSURANCE I gree to main-ai trieft and physical darnace insuranc( on the property covered by the Security Agreement cr its fu!i insurable
value. an I unde-stanC that I ca. buy this insurance through a person of my own choosing.

PROPERTY INSURANCE
,' r-::es: na, you obtan: te fo!ov.'n insurance

- rctec a~ains, loss tc the proper;

____deductible collision

7 Copreher'sve

C Fire and Broad Form Theft
:.6-o Towing anC Labor Costs

for a term of __ months. The total cost of the premium
if obtained from or through you is S

0 I do no, want you to obtain insurance coverage for me I will

arrange coverage as required under this contact

Borrowe

CREDIT INSURANCE

I u-tde-stard you oo not rezu,re Cre:.: L,*'. or '.,sabli:y
Insurance in connection with this contrac: You w:il not provioe
such insurance for me unless I sign below

0 credit life and disability insuran. e
I Want 0 disability insurance only

0 credit life insurance only
at a Total Premium of S __ for the term of this contract.

You may have all the proceeds of the insurance necessary to
pay off this contract. I or my estate can have the remainder. I may
inspect the policyfies) upon request.

So,,ower to be fswed

Bottower t obe sufod

DEFAULT. I'll be in default:

1. If I don't pay an installment on time, or
2. If I begin, or someone begins against me, a bankruptcy or insolvency proceeding, which is not dismissed within 30 days; or
3 If I don't fulfill my other obligations in this or any other contract with you; or
4. If I violate any provision of any document signed by me as security for this note.
You can then demand immediate payment of the full balance of this note. minus the part of the FINANCE CHARGE which hasn't been
earned figured by the Rule of 78. You will also have other legal rights; for instance, the right to repossess and sell the property in which I have
given you a security znteres:, and apply the proceeds to the obligations under this note.

COSTS AFTER DEFAULT. If I'm in default and you demand full payment of the balance of this note. I agree to pay you interest on the unpaid
balance thereafter at the highest rate permitted by law per year. after allowance for the unearned pan of the FINANCE CHARGE. If you have to
sue me. I will pay you a reasonable attorney's fee. but not more than 10% of the amount due. plus all court costs.

EACH SIGNER LIABLE. If there is more than one person signing this note, each will be jointly and individually liable for the whole obligation.
Each wil pay the note even if you agree with the other to renew or extend it. revise its terms or release any security.

RIGHT OF SET.OFF. If I'm in default, you can apply toward my indebtedness any of my money on deposit with you and the proceeds of anydrafts.
checks, notes, or acceptances which you collect for my account.

RIGHTS PRESERVED. You can delay or omit enforcing any of your rights at any time under this note without Iosng them in the future.

COPY. I acknowleoge receipt of a fully completed copy of this note

Date A ri 1,11 19 84

IICrrell Glascock

.... : . ,,:-.'- ) ,I

I Sorrower's Signature(s)
t',,

7- _---

Addmos

University Tower Eldc. St. 900
I _pPI I



e M e) 'i4

STATE OF ARKANSAS)
ss:

COUNTY OF SALINE) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Leonard K. Dunn who, after being duly sworn,

states on oath that':

1. He is and has been since June 1, 1983, the

Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer of First

American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. (formerly Grand National

Bank), and he has more than 23 years banking experience.

2. On April 24, 1984, on behalf of First American

Bank of Hot Springs, N.A., he made a loan to Tommy F. Robinson,

a candidate for the Democratic Thomi nation for Congress from

the Second Congressional District of Arkansas. This loan was

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regula-

tions and it was made in the ordinary course of business. It

bore interest at 14% which was the usual and customary inter-

est rate of the lending bank for the category of the loan

involved. The loan was to be repaid from campaign contribu-

tions. If campaign contributions proved to be insufficient

to repay the loan, it was to be repaid from the proceeds of

a loan to be made to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Company,

N.A. of Little Rock, Arkansas. The loan was evidenced by the

execution of a note on the form customarily used by the lend-

ing bank in making loans of this category. The loan was sub-

ject to a due date of June 23, 1984 (60 days from the date of

execution of the note).

3. This loan was repaid in full on May 21, 1984.

Leonard K. Dunn

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary
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firstState
FIRST STATE BANK OF SHERWOOD

POST OFFICE BOX 600 9 SHERWOOD, APKANSAS 72116 8351-22

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQ.

Mr. Peter Kynch
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

June 28, 1984

Dear Mr. Kynch: -

I am very surprised that such a simple matter of extendirr
a loan to someone can get blown out of proportion. I am the
person who made the $20,070.00 loan to Tommy Robinson. No other
officer, director, stockholder, customer or person of prominent
influence asked me to make the loan. I, acting alone, made the
decision. Looking back now I can see it apparently was bad
public relations to do so but certainly not illegal.

I did not make the loan because of some personal gain or
personal relationship with Tommy Robinson. I am new to this area
and have had no reason to have ever come in contact with Mr.
Robinson. The first time he came to my office was the first time
I had ever met him.

I am a country banker who makes loans both secured and
unsecured based on my personal judgement of that persons honesty,
-ntecritv and willingness to pay.

I do not have volumes of loan procedure books. I treat all
mv customers the same. In sixteen years of loaning money I have
lost a total of only 52,480.00 in bad loans. Not a bad record!!

Our bank or myself should not have action taken against us
in connection to this matter for the following reasons:

1. I nor my bank made the loan for any personal reasons
and did not know Tommy Robinson and had never met
him before April 30, 1984, the date of the loan.

2. He was charged the highest risk loan rate allowed by
law.

3. The loan is evidenced by a written instrument.
Attached)

(See

S~~:Ce-:ef
It's a good feeling to bank in Sherwood BRANCH OFFICE

7725 Warden RoSC
835-3801

w
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4. The loan has a due date of July 29, 1984.

5. This loan was collateralized by 50% of the campaign
proceeds over $100,000 in contributions.

6. The loan was signed by Darrell Glasscock in the capacity
of campaign chairman only.

7. The loan was signed personally by Tommy Robinson and
no one else.

8. These loans were made in the ordinary course of business.
I can produce files on several people that I have loaned
money to recently that borrowed $15,000 to $30,000 thru
the years on a short, term unsecured basis that had a
similar net worth of Tommy Robinson.

9. Since I did not know Tommy Robinson I also called D. Eugene
Fortson, Chairman of The Board at Worthen Bank & Trust
in Little Rock. Mr. Fortson gave me a favorable credit
report on Mr. Robinson's past performance of loans in
similar a7.:-:_rs bcth secured and unsecured but he made
no specific request or recommendation to me regarding
this matter.

10. Furthermore, I did not personally support Tommy Robinson
but rather his opponent, Paul Riviere in the first primary.
However, due to all of this political sour grapes and the
publicity generated by this loan from the media and Riviere
i changed my support, got all my family and friends to
vote for Tommy Robinson instead of Riviere.

Obviously all of this is political campaign rhetoric or a
matter completely blown out of proportion.

Sincerely,

Al Har ins
President

AH: vr



_ wy R~binson for Congres
: ." W. ?roadway Suite K
Little Rock, Ar. 72114

BORROVVERS NAME AND ADDRESS
" iuoe, each borrower aove. jointly and severally

Campaign •
FIRST STATE BANK

SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS 72116
P.O. Box 6009
LENDER'S NAME AND ADDRESS

"You- means the lender. its successors and assigns

4--1
01/gl
Loan Number 01-781824-61
Dat. April 30, .1984

MaturityDate July 29, .84
LoanAmount, 20,070.65
Renewal Of

>'omise to pay to you. or your order. at your address above, the principal sum of.-entv Thousand Seventy and 65/100.---------------- - lrss 20.070.65
7-'ee. from da te at the rateof 14.00 %peryear until ma tur i ty

. ts amoun: as follows (90 days)
on OemanC (b on demand. but ,f none ,s made, on July 29, 9 -I8. c))Oon
I! is) i) or (c) is marked. I will pay accrued interest on demand and onthe maturity date

___ _ installments of 6 _-_ each. beginning 1 9- and continuing on the same day of iachQ mont

thereafter, until 119- when a final payment of__ _will be dut
C other)

1 NTS. Each payment when made shall be applied first toward a=ued finance charges
7-V remainder a' each payment being applied to reduce the pnncipal balance. The final

-i may be more or less than the amount scheduled depending upon my payment record

, JENCY AND DEFAULT. iagree to pay the costs you incur to collect this note in the
c/mirdst ht icluding your reasonable attorneys' fees.

PREPAYMENT: I may prepay this note in whole or in part at any time However. any pani;
prepayment will not excuse any later scheduled payments until this note is paid in lu

0 If chcked. I agree to pay a minimum interest charge of04 if I pay th
loan off before you have earned this amount in interest.

- -,eo:ed. I agree to pay a late charge of _ % of the amount of a payment which is

.- ,d within - days of when it is due. up to a maximum oft$_THE PURPOSE OF THIS LOAN IS 11-S fnif -R-(hlR A 1 F'n T t

Viecked. I agree to pay interest at the rate of-4....Q. % per year on the balance of
-,Die remaining unpaid aher final maturity, including maturity by acceleration. -

NUAL PERCENTAGE RATE FINANCE CHARGE AMOUNT FINANCED TOTAL OF PAYMENTS I have the right to receive at this
The coan of my credit The doltr amount the The amount of credit The amount I will have peid when time en itemizaton of the

go a yert yrate credit will coat me proOlet o me or on my behalf I have made alt acheduled paymnefta Amount Financed

14.00 % s 692.85 i 20,070.65 * 20,763.50 XX YES.want

SPayment Schedule will be
NO - I do not went

tmouberOf Amount ofWan Itemization
aymaite Payments When Payments Are Due _______________onJ .e" means an estimate

1 !s 20,070 65 plus interest due July 29, 1984._FingFees
*$Non-filing Insurance

This note has a demand feature 0 This note is payable on demand and all disclosures are based on an assumed maturity of one year

- .iity I er giving a securtv interest in[ C ooee descrhiOn Of eota pCoteilvi

ne goods or propert, , bein;gpurchased

cohiaterai Securing other loans with you may also secure this loan Unsecured
mv aepOSit Dccounts and other rights to the payment of money from you

I Charge- C 1 will be charged _ % of the amount of a payment which is more than - days lote up to a maximum of 6

-:,ay efsl: I I pay of ths ioar early. I C may K] wilN not have to pav a penalty

C may K) will not be entited to a refund of part of the finance charge

. .... a•-q ti'cre" -,t, t*c y et ,~ le.refuresanocoen.alt,.s

ins.,en:e. .'e. ie *s.:ance aroc creo! Oe .a o itns.xranc.e are noi reQuired tO ootain9 
m

i
z a

t
i
on of Amount Financed

crocI ae wil, no: tie proviOeCO unless I sign and agree to pay the ao0dtional cost CC *39 2  aT
Amount given to me directly , 000 0 Ia

,--.. . Toe- ! Snitals Amount paid on my account5It

I wont clee a!1le
ns ance x N?=. Amounts paid to others on my behalf

70. 65 1 90 da s Tommy Robinson LVL 41 42 ,15,I9 To Prope y Insurance Company 1 IC
1antce C i _ __X. To Credt Lie Insurance Company S 0 Ic

INam.eo iInsue To Disability Insurance Company 6 (e
I waveni o~nt oWi tl

M!, i insurance X To Public Officials - 5 |'

_1110111eNme o Insured S 5 _

Life IIheaofinsured__

- not want- - Credit Life Ins.; Credit Disability Ins.; - Joint Credit Life Ins. Prepaid Finance Charge S _

operty Ilnaunee: I ma obtain property insurance from anyone I want that is acceptable to you If I get AMOUNT FINANCED ia through h. i) 2 .s2j070.6 5
esurance from or through you I will pay S for of coverage Finance Charge (include prepaid) 6 6(92.8 (11

Total of Payments j+k) s20j,761.50*

"t' - To secure the payment of the note total (defined on the reverse side):
I aietowlsd" and agre* that you have the right to set-off this note against any (31E)f checked this note is not further Secured

,,,on you have (now or hereafter) to pay money to me 1410 If checked, this note is secured by a separate
You may Collect the proceeds (or rebates of unearned premiums) on any insurance

a .4u c jme |where you are named as& e payee) and on any policy insuring the dated
-,T.oomuWtl this note. You will .pplythia toward what I owe you. (This property should be described in the Truth-in-Londing disclosure abovi

c SecIrfy Agreement - If checked. I give you a security interest in the property described below The rights I am giving you in this property, and the obligations this agre
c-i wredewlmtd on the reverse side of thiS form

-nwo.e , this Security egreement it filed) should be filed in the real eate ,records This property will be used for 3 Personal 0B usiness Agricultural

,j-el 0,,iption [ ther) purpose

i 0 f checked. this is a purchase money loan You may include the name of the seller on It
check or draft for this loan

a-cord Owner f14 not mel________________________

oe' V tstosins wthnin this enclosure does so to give yOu A urity intere-
cos-wdeecnibed aOve btut as mesn personal oblegat top~ thii&.,.Ot

I agree to the terms of the note and security agreement above fInClhding those on tV
oth, ,(%.!, _ -,. . .

i



t"VOI/I F i.STA 11 f If W UST6BE C).,IrLEE
I. " b " C,TyeAcun cI \SII -. DEPOSITORY RELATION

miIIt 1I Nem, of Ip
Whnre Onpositod I _______________-

Amount

DEBT DUE BANKS. SAVINGS & LOANS. FINANCE COMPANIES. AND OTHERS

Name Of Le.dtr Repayment Tutims

a a ~ i. ~.--- -

&

I "a

'a

Secured Or 1
I Unsecured

I

Ropaymenl 
T ,ms

I

©__ _ LIFE INSURIANCE - FACE VALUE & CASH VALUE
Face Value 1-11fySeeiit Cs &j~

"a Nsm.OI oaip~ay Becfiaau Cah Vlu. Loans

U . -.- -... . _._

LISTED SECURITIES. ACTIVELY TRADED
I Number Markt Value --

Of Shares Each Total -Uubt ionOf secuities In Name Of

SUNLISTEDSECURITIES - NOT ACTIVELY TRADED Closely Hold
dJ Number Book Value Total Shasres
D Of Shares Each Total Outstandingj Description of Securities

W ACCOUNTS & NOTES RECEIVABLES

5 Debt Payable By Repayment Tems Amount Doubtul?

REAL ESTATE OWNED

" escrtubon Date I Market Monoege'a', C ,InylhNa, 01 Acquired Cost I Value Amount Maturit

___ __ __ __"1 __

PARTIAL INTEREST IN REAL ESTATE
OfDoscriptioy Year Oqital Muket Mortiluge Equity Your % Your Equity
Of Prperty ..Purchasetd Cost Value Today Owing. Vale Ownership

Valli@ Vae

*'I S 0 3 16
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Personal Financial Stateme
(NOTE:- Any willful misrepresentaton coiu

Name

Name
- A.f i ue'3eaam..a.1w .~uj. im",

Home Address *

WORTHEN Baink & Trust Company, NA
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANiSAS

knt
id~f It 'it vi l 01 Jul cclILavo.)

S.S. Number

IsegodNoneof ootSSN umb...
/A4-~~ / 4.", .-- ________~

Business Address-

Position or Occupation

STATEMENT OF, CONDITION AS OF--

Real Estate OwnedF
Real Estate- Partial Interest G
Automobiles
Personel Prooerty
Other Assets- Itemize

To'al Assets

INCOME
Salary
Senus / Commissions
Dividends / Interest
Reel Estate Income

Total

CONTINGEL

LIABILITIES
Accounts & Bills Due

DOLLARS

$ f
Cash Value Iflsurano Loans a
Securnd Debt Due Banks H
Unsecured Debt Due Banks H-
Accrue~d Taxes
Final Estate Mcjrtr~ag, vsF
Rea,-l Estate - Partial Interest G
Secured Ds-bt D-jo Others
Unsecured1 D!i't Da'jt Omrers
Other Debts -Itemime

PERSONAL INFORINATION ___

D'ate ofiimh -1. / - -Z_____

Do You Have aV.1? //,.Ee!tr
HJve 'you rLecn ut.:larc .1 bankrupt in lst 1,. yrs.?-'.
E)r at~

-Af yiiOardefendantlin Ilenal ortion?

1s .se3Uui AS COMAKER. ENDORSEb./GUARANTOR
Debt Payable By Debt Payable To Amount Due

(BO0TH SIDES OF THIS STATEM1,ENT MUST BE COMPLETE)

For aw purpose of procuring and nantaining credit. l/we submit the fo.goang &% a true and accur ate s&omen: of my/out f insncial condition
Auhorization Is hereby given to Worthen Bank & Trust Company. N A. to verify in any mariner it deems spprop~iale items indicated on thi'

sttehlL The undersigned also agrees to notify the Lander Immediately in writing o py sogesifecaot charves in such financial conditien.

Thie wnors ad iis that the Information provided on both sides of this sta~erri t' true ad corrC Fr, 9

I'w~w2 -

3 0i4) ,.',.e.*.vI S. 1~u..aaie it J..nU Saaare..euuIJ

J-

ASSETS DOLLARS

7

Tol#)Phona d" 41-

R v40001

I . , - - L 46j- --j

footep

1964034
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FIRST.COMMERCIAL BANK,,A

July 2, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

Your letter dated June 18, 1984, addressed to the Chairman
of the Board of our bank holding company, Mr. B. Finley Vinson,
has been referred to me for a response.

T a nresponding to your letter inasmuch as i was the lending
officer responsible for making a $35,000.00 loan to the Tommy
Ro-inson for Congress Committee. In my judgment, the loan to his
caC=kpaign conrLittee was made in the originary course of banking
business and was made on a basis which assured repayment.

For your information, the loan was evidenced by our bank's
standard promissory note form and the documentation did not
deviate from our bank's policy in any manner. Our note was
dated May 7, 1984, and was for the original principal sum
of $35,000.00, bore interest at the rate of 13% per annum, and
was due and payable on or before June 6, 1984. The loan was
fully repaid on May 17, 1984.

We would ask that you hold this information in confidence
and not release it to anyone outside of your office. I hope that
this response has been helpful, and if you need any additional
information, please feel free to give me a call.

Sincerely,

f n P. Henry

Executive Vice President

EH/bh

CAPITOL AND BROADWAY LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 501/371-7000
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UTTLE ROCK, ARK.N'*SAS 72203 .. -

TELEPHONE 501-371-7000 -

June 21, 1984 C.-

t1 0ir. Charles N. Steel
General 

Counsel

The Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steel:

Several weeks ago the Associated Press reporter here in Arkansas

attributed several comments to me that might have been misconstrued in

newspaper accounts of my reaction to our Bank's loans to the campaign

committee of Mr. Tommy Robinson. As you are aware, Mr. Robinson is the

Dernocratic nominee to the United States House of Representatives from the

Second Congressional District in Arkansas. A complaint has recently been

liled with your office arid has been docketed under your matter number

MUR 1721.

The purpose of this letter is to assure you that my unofficial remarks to

the AP reporter were based on an opinion written for First kational'ark

t .o years ago in a situation which appeared to be similar. This opinion

,:S used as a base ;.r a policy which disallowed such loans in our Bank,

V..- ,,ci, v-as merged with another Rank last year, resulting in First

Cc.omrercial sank as the new entity. Vhether Ir. Robinson's campaign

ce.:miltee bank loans violated any provision of the ruies and regulationsof

zrne Federal Electicri Commission would naturally have to be decidec by

your office, not by our policies or by the newspapers.

Adiitionally, I certainly did not express an opinion on the loans other

banking institutions extended -- Mr. Robinson, except to the effect that if

the collateral was what his campaign manager was quoted as saying it was,

then the banks had some questionable loans. Obviously, I was not privy

to the bankers' reasons for extending those other credits.

You and I know that news reporters, in their eagerness to dig up facts or

to get a storywl. w ask questions and then sometimes try to help give the

answers. Unfortunately, this may add to the confusion rather than help

find the answers.

Yours very truly,

Chairman of the Board

BFV:ccj
D4lQ
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The Twin Ciy Bank
ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE

NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72114

T.E. RENAUD June 26, 1984
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Officer

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission -

1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

On June 18, 1984, I received your letter dated June 13,

98 4, w*-hich informed me that your office has received a

complaint that alleges that The Twin City Bank and I have vio-

lated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act

of 1971, as amended. I have reviewed a copy of the complaint

and the other material enclosed with your letter, and I am

asking that you accept this letter as my response to the com-

Por curpcses of clarity and future reference, I would like

to answer the a!legations by numbered paragraphs.

1. The Twin City Bank is a state chartered depository

insi-tution whose deposits and accounts are insured by the

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

2. On May 17, 1984, the Tommy Robinson for Congress Cam-

paign Committee applied for and was granted a loan in the amount

of $32,000. The loan was evidenced by our standard promissory

note, a copy of which is enclosed for your future reference,

which promissory note was dated May 17, 1984, was for the princi-

pal sum of $32,000, bearing interest at the rate of 12 % per

annum, and was due and payable on or before June 15, 1984.

3. The sa'id promissory note was guaranteed by the candi-

date, Mr.- Tommy F. Robinson, on our standard guaranty form,

a copy of which is enclosed for your reference.

4. The loan was approved by me acting in my capacity as

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of The Twin

City Bank. I have held the position of Chairman and Chief Execu-
tive Officer of The Twin City Bank for the past 15 years.

P( BOX 558 1. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72119-501.372-4700



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #2 June 26, 1984

5. The Twin City Bank is the largest state chartered bank

in Arkansas with total assets of $260 million as of June 1,
1984.

6. The Twin City Bank has one of the lowest loan loss
records of any lending institution in the state of Arkansas.

7. As Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer
of The Twin City Bank, my primary lending authority is
$19,000,000.

8. It is my opinion that the loan to Tommy Robinson Cam-
paign Committee was made in the ordinary course of business
by this bank and was on a basis which assures repayment.

9. In addition to my knowledge of the banking industry,
and particularly the operations of The Twin City Bank, I do
have some knowledge as a citizen of the political future and
fortunes of candidate Tommy F. Robinson. Based on my knowledge
of Mr. Robinson, it is my opinion, and was at the time the loan
was made, that he is a very viable candidate for the office
which he is seeking; that he has substantial political backing
and support; that his popular support among the voters is
extremely high; and that he is respected by a number of business
and civic leaders throughout this congressional district. These
facts led me to believe at the time the loan was made,, an
opirion which i still maintain, that the campaign committee

wa e rta2n iv cacable of re:ayina the loan in a timelya-.
orCer Zashion. Additionally, I have known Mr. Robinson tc
be a man of intearlty. I have extended credit in larger amcunts
7: c pe rscn-alv, and he has always handled these credits in

a thor ouhly sats:actory manner. Consequently, I was also
comforted by his personal guarantee of the loan being
cues-icned. While it would be a financial burden for Mr.
Robinson to liquidate the debt if it is necessary for him to
do so from his personal funds, I feel certain that he would
do so, however, I also have no doubt that he can inspire the
community to contribute to his political campaign. In summary,
this loan was made to an individual of high integrity, a man
recognized as a professional in his field, a customer with a
satisfactory previous credit history with this bank, and the
loan itself has two seperate sources of repayment - the borrower
and the guarantee.

10.'- The loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign
Committee was not endorsed or guaranteed by any person, corpora-
tion, partnership or any other type of entity other than Mr.
Robinson.

Our banking relationships with our customers must remain
confidential and this information is furnished to you with the
express permission of the Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee.
We specifically request that you maintain his confidentiality.

3t)
I



:r Kenneth A. Gross
Pace 3 June 26, 1984

If I can be the source of any additional information, I
shall be happy to respond upon request.

~crely,

TER/do

Enclosures

3
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PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The Twin City Bank (herein called Bank), at its office in North Litt Rock, Arkansas, thsS..- ,o -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- . -.. . :-.. d ",DOLLARS,

tn.-:her with interest thereon from : at the rate of .- -.
%, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum rate a.iowed by law

untit such sum is paid in full. Said amounts shall be payable as follows:.m~ .-: or- if rc de -and r-v June 15, -

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a waiver of
such right or of any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor, and extension
of time without notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly and severally, promise
6nd agree to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holder in enforcing this
note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be sufficiently served for all purposes if placed
in the mcal, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises at, the 2ddress shown below or any other-
address shown on Holder's records.

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby deliver and/or grant to Bank and its assi ns, and
L, r, * r;- :k, its asigns, anc! holders al being collectively referred to s Hod'a-s. under p!ede as sscur.t, and!or

t- - t. v,,c .'- , I:est - .:.. Cr 1I2t c . . . -
-' E.-, to ,"'it

.1 .DIC-.L~+.SO>., EESU D FTA. A..2 'T S S: T FDT3 027
Y~L~ESIDE HEREODF RE HEREaY MDE A PART OF THIS PROV S T E, Ti-AM

~2CR~EAED H E E:B Y F.E E".2
Principal co!-.,:sts of:

L

F

tn, ' ,c .,

Loan proceeds...........
)ld Balance.............
Filing fees or other fees

incurred in perfection of
any security interest in
any collateral..........

Credit Life Insurance.......
Amount Fihanced........K/'": '

)1. (* ~

-UNDERSIGNED AC.K.,,02DGES RECEIPT OF A DU ':CATE
OF THIS NOTE.

- _ , -K EP,/ - .. . _, : ! " ; ... .. .7-

AD 3;a Ess
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GUARANTY
zrdur ,.rr.inmb ,and In consideraton of advances to be made, or credit to be given, or other financial

ca.,..c'-.uon from time to time afforded or to be afforded to

TOtMY ROB INSON CAMPAIGN COMM I TTEE

es. : I Zr: _igntec'.. .s )Dcbtor"). by THE TWIN CITY BANK, NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS,

s,-- : ssc,_;sor or success .:s, immediate or remote, by merger, consolid-tior, s .le of a major portion of its

ass-ts, or otherwise (all of v.'hich are herein after called the "Bank"), the undersigned hereby jointly and sever-

ally% guarantee the full and prompt payment to said Bank at maturity and at all times thereafter of any and

all indlebtedness, obligations and liabili,ies of every kind and nature of said Debtor to said Bank (including
.. i 's cfpartnerships created or ariing while the Debtor may have beer. or may be a member thereof),

howsoever evidenced, which may hereafter become due, whether direct or indirect, absolute or contingent,
or o~r," or several, and howvever owned, held or acquired, whether through discount. overdraft, purchase,

direc: ulo.- or as collatera!, .,r other.ise; and the undersigned further agree to pay all expenses, legal and/or

othe:;':Ksc (including court costs and attorney's fees, paid or incurred by said Bank in endeavoring to collect

such iriebtedness, obligations and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in enforcing this guaranty). The right

of re'ov, however, against the undersigned is limited to

THIRTY-TWO THOUSAND AND 00/100 TOLLARS ($ 32,000.00 )

plus Lnterest on all loans and/or advances hereunder and allxpenses hereinbefore mentioned.

In case of the death, incompetency, dissolution, liquidation or insolvency (howsoever evidenced) of, or

the institution of bankruptcy or receivership proceedings against said Debtor, all of said indebtedness, obliga-

tiohs and liabilities then existing shall, at the option of the Bank, immediately become due or accrued and pay-

able from the undersigned.

All dividends or other payments received from the Debto', or on account of the debt from whatsoever

source, shall be taken and applied as payment in gross, and this guaranty shall apply at the option of said.

Bank to and secure any ultimate balance that shall remain owing to said Bank.

, i.ayn.e:ts r:- . the ur:dersiged on the indebtedness 6f hDeob.or and resulting in he under-

signed having a claim against the Debtor shall be subordinate to any and all then existing indebtedness owed

the Bank b-y the Debtor and a!so to such subsequent loans or advances which, at the option of the Bank, may

This guaranty shall be a continuing, absolute and unconditional guaranty, and shall remain in full force

a U. ntl wriz:tn off :ts c.,,on:inuance shall be actually rec-_:ived bv said B-n'k-, and a .,nti any
",an .x ... mreuo.i .ri' ni. ".. . .ore:1. C,.....

:-f an-" 0uc. . .- ':'. or v.hda! shall .ae - -.. :lv received by .sn:darnk. nor
4.."C../ ;. c _:.!i::..-.: . . .. a.nC.: ab.n=j ........ . :jg "oe . : t s . ..: '

i2 e-eventCnrcS'h dissotio- or vith,'awcd an. n-:ice th-r c to ,e._ Z.ank. "--s

gu'-nv ....i, nct.i. :n..ng. . continue and remain in force against t'.e"' survior or urvivors until discon-
:hereinabove ro.'ide. d

The liabilitt y ,eu-e " .,- all in no wise be affected or impaired by. (and said bank is hereby expressly

authorized to make from tir-e to time, without notice to anyone), any sale, pledge, surrender, compromise,

setL err.en , release, renewal, e-:tension, indulgence, alteration, substitution, exchange, change in, modification

or oth,-r disposition of any oL said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, either express or implied, or of any

contract or contracts evidencing any thereof, or of any security or collateral therefor. The liability hereunder

shall n no wise be affected or impaired by any acceptance by said Bank of any security for or other guaran-

tcrz upon any of said ind-b-ednass, obligations or liabilities, or by any failure, neglect or omission on the

part of s:,.ri Ba.k to realize upon ;,. protect- any of said indebtedness, obligations or liabilities, or any collat-

ral or security therefor, or to exercise any lien upon or right of appropriation of any moneys, credits or

prop:ty ,f .aid D5ebtor, o.bs:ssed by -aid Bank, toward the li uidiotion of said indebtedness, obligations or

iiabilities, or by any application of payments or credits thereon. Said Dank shall have the exclusive right to

deter ... r.- how. when an", v.'hQ a.'i,-ation of payments. sn credits. iH any, shall be'made on said indebted-

on,. ti S nd 'i.:'.i-. , ;' ... :y oar of thorn, in urder to? . .; ;. u -. ,i,ned liable hereunder, tl:ere

Eh !- .n,, obligation on :1e p rt c: the said Bank at any time . i::- : resort to c: ::haust its rmedies agai:r.st

the --o.-, or other perro.' or corporations, their propertis or t".te% or to r.:-:r to and e:'haust its rer -- -

dAes a",nst any collateral, '---,, property, liens or o(t'r rl:z haceve:. t is expressly agreed thats"id. ' - -: against, tihe undersi'gned

s ..d :a. may at any time make demand for payment or parmerits on, or .i .. ae

gura:t.;rs, jointly or s'e:: "- , or any one or more of the undersigned, less.a! "lwithout impairing hne

rights of the Bank against the others of the undersigned; and that the Bank may compound with any one or

more of the undersigned for uch sums as it may see fit and release such of the undersigned from all fut.-her
liability to the Bank for such indehtedness without impairing the right of the Lnk to demand and collect
the balance of such-id.---.-'"'d""es- from others of the un ~rsi~n-ed... . :t so released.



k0

- - - z L. in coll.ecticn or protection, and all pre.ertrment, demand, prote-st and/or no ice, as to any
and cv -- o." , of dishonor and of default and of non-payment and cf the creation and existence of any and
all of raid i:hcdebtedness, obligations and liabilities, and of any security and collateral therefo, and of the ac-
ceptance of this guaranty, and of any and all extensions of credit and indulgence hereunder, are hereby ex-
pressly waived.

Therrantina of cr.edit fromt to tLme by said Bank to said Debtor in excess of the amount to which
th r. ., c:' ''covery under this guaranty is limited and without notice to the u.ndcrs.;.ned, Js h-'rcby &zo
authori~ed r.d shall in no way affect or impair this guaranty.

All paper discounted for said Debtor and all loans made to said Debtor, when paid, "hall be deemed
to have been paid by said Debtor, unless express notice in writing is given to said Bank at the time by the
undersigned that it has been paid by them.

No act of commission or omission of any kind, or at any time, upon the part of said Bank in respect
to a:..vv at:.: whatsoever, shall in any way affect or Lrnpair this guaranty.

$:id ;-nk may, without any notice whatsoever to any one, sell, assign or transfer all of said indebted-
ness, o.iga..tions and liabilities, or any part thereof, and in that-event each and every immediate and successive
ass Enee, ra.nsferee, or holder of all or any part of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, shall have the
right to enforce this guaranty, by suit or otherwise, for the benefit of such assignee, transferee or holder, as
fully as if such assignee, transferee or holder were herein by name specifically given such rights, powers and
benefits; but the said Bank shall have an unimpaired right, prior -nd superior to that of any said assignee,
transferee or holder, to enforce this guaranty for the benefit of said Bank, as to so much of said indebtedness,
obligations and liabilities that it has not sold, assigned or transferred.

Notice to the undersigned guarantors of the acceptance of this guaranty and of the making or renewing
of any =I.an or paper is hereby expressly waived by the undersigned.

No release or discharge of any one or more of the undersigned shall release or discharge any of the
other of the undersigned, ixnless and until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities shall have been
f". y pad and discharged.

h.. .-an~y shall b co:s:-,e ccoring to the law of the S.,,te of Ar/:ansas in '.cStti4
b n rc.-m:" c , t undersigned.

Th guaran.ty and every part thereof, shall be binding upon the undersigned, join-tly and severally, and
upcn t.he eis, egal representativer, succE:7sors and assigns of all the undersigned, and each o them, respec-
tivel.

-...... o.f g:.su.a:'an: ,... .... :.-: un.Jr gne ±aw c." th.is State shell not invalidate other .r't ,,f "':, i

.... O-. n , c !- c-'- teirontad ba: c,: ihis page the ne was .s;yn-

--' ". " :' : : .: -c ec - - C.
. . . . .~- _ said E nk zt ort 'i'ttie oc , A ,:ansas.

.7)-_--7 /r
R'MM OB I t-SON
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WORTHEN Bank &Trust Company. N.A.
WORTIEN PRANK BUILDING

LITTLER 0tK.JAKANSAS 72203

June 29, 1984

C , JGENE FORTSON
r'-Es:-".* ; z4AE' EXEZUTIVE OF iEC

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

:.:I, will acknowledge receipt of ,your letter of June 13, 19S,. in relation

to the captioned matter.

-tine to tine over approximately the past ten years, .:crthen Bank &

Co. ra-v has cxtended credit tc Tomn 7. R:inSCc. several fcrms.

nas included unsecured loans over short term eric':s as well as credit

secured by second mortgages on real estate or chattel mortgages on personal

orcnertv. No loan he has made here during that course of time has been

S,.red or- endorsed by an" guarantor or anyone other zhat .-r. Robinson.

-Lrin the period of time he has been a custcmer of Uzrthen Bank, he has

.e.r dfaI:econ an . credit instrument or cbiitatcnc an: nas met his

rec:a'ment agreements with the bank.

that custc-er background. our institut;on was cc ra in extendin

-- t toXr. R :Rison on May 18, 1984. On that date, ,e >aed his can-aign

.- itee S50,47,9.45. This loan to the "Tommy Robinson for Ccngress Campaign

Fund" was supported by a personal guaranty from Mr. Robinson which was addi-

ticnally supported by a second mortgage executed on his 
residence located in

Jacksonville, Arkansas.

There were no other guaranties, co-signors, or security of any nature

offered as an inducement for Worthen Bank to make this loan.

For the benefit of your files, we are enclosing a copy of the Guaranty executed

by Mr. Robinson as well as the Federal Disclosure and Mortgage 
Affidavit forms

necessary for execution of a second mortgage supporting 
Mr. Robinson's

guaranty of the loan to the committee.

We are completing and also enclosing with this letter the Statement of

Designation of Counsel as provided for in the Federal 
Election Commission

regulations.

3(p



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
June 29, 1984
Page 2

We will be pleased to provide other documentation outlining our tradi-
tional relationship with Mr. Robinson from bank files should it be
required.

Sincerely,

D ugee Forson

Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS

COUNTY OF PULASKI

The undersigned Tommy F. Robinson

on oath state:

That on May 1 V 19_84, the undersigned executed and delivered to

Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A., a mortgage to secure a loan of S 50,479.45
said mortgage encumbering the following described property, to-wit:
Lot 37, Phase II. Jackson Heights Addition to the City of Jacksonville,

Pulaski County, Arkansas.

That the undersigned are the sole owners of the above described property; and that (except for

taxes not delinquent) the undersigned's title to said land is not subject to any mortgage, judgment,
attachment, lien, or other encumbrance, or adverse claim of any character, whether or not reflected
by the county records.

That there has been no construction, operations, or repairs on said land within the last one hundred

thirty (130) days which have not been paid for in full,

or

That in connection with recent repairs or construction that have been made on the above described
property within the last one hundred thirty (130) days, all of which have now been completed,
the following are the only persons, firms or corporations who furnished material and performed
labor:

Name Address- City

The undersigned further state that the above named parties have been paid in full, and that
there are no materialmen's or laborer's and mechanic's lien claims against said property.

That there are no unsatisfied judgments or suits pending in any court, State or Federal, against
the undersigned, or either of them, and the undersigned, or either of them, are not now involved
in any bankruptcy or insolvency proceedings.

* That all assessments against said property by the Little Rock Sanitary Sewer System, payable
with the monthly service charges for water consumed by the occupants of the improved property
in the City of tz~vcio8mgW Arkansas, are paid to date.

Jacksonville

* That the use of said property is not in violation of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of
the City of UftMM Arkansas.

Jacksonville

* That the building restrictions and all other provisions contained in the Bill of Assurance affecting
said property are fully complied with.

The statements contained herein are made for the purpose of inducing Worthen Bank & Trust
Company, N.A., to make disbursement of aforesid loan.



For a consideration hereby acknowledged, and to induce Worthen Bank & Trust Company, NA. (of Little Rock.
-.-e:.: ca'ed "Eank. to ex,. nd crelit to

To,.y Robinson for CongressCa.,Daign Fund

-*.= ".,' czed "Den'tor"). the undersigned (hereinafter called "Guarantor", whether one or more) aorees:

1. Guarantor unconditionally guarantees, to the extent of

Fifty Thousand Four Hundred Seventy-nine and 45/100 Dollars (S 50,479.45

iG.;arantor's aggrecate liability hereunder to be limited to that amount); the prompt payment at maturity, without notice or

denand, of all indebtedness, now existing or at any time hereafter created, which may be owing by the Debtor to the Bank;

the term "indebtedness" including any and all liability (direct, secondary or contingent) of the Debtor to the Bank whether
based on any loan, uaranty, endorsement, sale, discount, acceptance, or repurchase obligation (or any other transaction, whether

s:-iiar or dissimilar to the foregoing), and whether such liability be that of sole obligor or co-obligor, or secured or unsecured,

and whether such liability be incurred in the first instance to the Bank or acquired by the Bank through purchase, assignment,

s.-brogation. through operation of law or otherwise. If a bankruptcy petition should at any time be filed by or against the

Debtor, the maturity of the guaranteed indebtedness, so far as the Guarantor's liability hereunder is concerned, shall be accelerated

and said indebtedness immediately payable by Guarantor.

2. To enforce the liability of the Guarantor hereunder, the Bank shall not be required first:

a. To give Guarantor any notice of the Debtor's default; or
b. To foreclose upon or resort to any mortgage, pledge or other collateral held as security for the guaranteed

indebtedness; or
c. To attempt to enforce the liability of the Debtor or--loany third party who may be primarily or secondarily

liable for the guaranteed indebtedness; or
d. To give Guarantor notice before making any advances to Debtor, or otherwise creating or acquiring any primary,

secondary or contingent liability of Debtor; it being understood that the guaranteed indebtedness may be created
from time to time upon any terms and conditions approved by Bank and without the knowledge or prior approval

of Guarantor.

3. Without defeating or diminishing the liability of the Guarantor hereunder, the Bank may, without notice to Guarantor,

and on any terms satisfactory to Bank, from time to time --

a. release any mortgage, pledge or other collateral held as security for the guaranteed debt, or accept substitutions of

cc.;.;erai therefor, or extend the maturity of any collateral obligation through renew.'al or otherwise; or

b. extend the maturity of the guaranteed indebtedness, or permit the renewal thereof; or

.ase any third party who may at any time be liable as co-obligor, endorser, surety, g-;arantor or otherwise for the

-.. arar,teed indebtedness; provided the Bank may not release any co-sicner of this guaranty without the permission

o-. the other signer(s).

- ' iSa col.t:in gar.t Any person signing hereunder as Guarantor may at any time hereafter, not ea,:* or

• ___________________,19 actually deliver a wri'ten nctice to the President, or any Vice

...... : : C.s.cr of Bank of the discontinuance of Guarantor's liability hereunder. in which event said Guarantor -Il

--" "= :--.:'.. :c ~Enk for any iia:)iiit'es of Debtor created after the receipt b. Bank of such notice. B t said Guarantor
be.- .e, in an amount not exceeding the sum above written, for all indebtedness (as above defined) of the Debtor to

. .a~e,. pr;.. to the rece:pt by tne Bank of such notice. The discontinuance, in the manner above provided, of liabI;Ity

,e-e:nder as to one Guarantor will nct operate as a discontinuance of the liability hereunder of any other Guarantor(s) hereunder.
- .. c' .:or to E-.' s-;,!! at any time be paid, Guarantor s%z' remain liable to Bank for all "n.-,tedr.ess

S- - ., a any time tnerzaftu1r created prior to the giving of notice (as a-bove prescribed) cf the discontinuance of

-.. arantor's liabil':y; but once Guarantor pays Bank the sum above written in discharge of Guarantor's liability hereunder. tnis

instrument shall become null and void.

5. The liability of Guarantor hereunder shall inure to the benefit of any subsequent holder of the guaranteed indebtedness.

If more than one person signs this instrument as Guarantor, then they shall be jointly and severally liable for the payment

of the sum above written; payment of said sum by one to discharge the other(s). If any Guarantor dies, his liability then

ac:rued hereunder, and based on any transaction(s) prior to his death, shall constitute an obligation of his estate; and as to

all indebtedness created after his death, this instrument shall remain in full force and effect as a guaranty by the surviving

Guarantor(s) but not as a guaranty by the decedent's estate.

6. The liability of the undersigned hereunder is not conditioned upon the signing of this instrument by any other person

and is not subject to any other condition not herein expressly set out.

SIGNED THIS 18th day of May ',19 84

•Tommy F. Robinson



CONSUMER
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

(1) That .
Tommrv . Robinson

(hereinafter called "Mortgagor". whether one or more) for a valuable comldderation, do bereby grant, bargain, 84

convey and deliver unto WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, NA. (bereinafter called "Mortgagee"), a banking
eorporation under the laws of Arkanaas, and unto its sccessors and samigM, the following desribed property. toewit:

Lot 37, Phase II, Jackson Heights Addition to the City of Jacksonville,

Pulaski County, Arkansas.

27
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iii mortgage also conveys9 buidings and improvements now or at any time hereafter located on any land herein-
a - -t- e'xcribed. together with all of the following equipment now or at an!- time hereafter locate-- in any such buiilding
reg.r.-jAebs of method of annexation or removability, viz: All electrical equipment (including lighting equipment, re-
frigeration equipment, ceiling fans. attic and window fans, motors and all other electrical paraphernalia) except items
attached merely by plugging in wall sockets; all furnaces (including floor furnaces), heaters, radiators and all other
heating equipment except small gas stoves on floor; all bath tubs. toilets, sinks, basins, pipes and other plumbing equip.
ment; all screeni, awnings, and window shades; all linoleum and other permanent floor coverings; all engines and
elevators.

(2) TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto the WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A., its ruccessors
and a 3igUS forever.

(3) And Mortgagor covenants with Mortgagee, its successors and assigns, that Mortgagor will forever warrant
and defend the title to all said property against all lawful claims whatever.

(4) PROVIDED, however, the foregoing conveyance is given an a Mortgage for the purpose of securing-

(a) The plyment of ....... n_.......... . promissory note ........ of even date herewith, and all sue.
cessive extensions and renewals of the indebtedness represented thereby, evidencing a principal indebtedness

(which indebtedness, and all extensions and renewals thereof is hereinafter called the "Primary Indebted.
ness") of ...... Fifty Thousand Four.Hundred Seventy-nine and 451100----------

Dollars ($...5. ... ............. ), executed by ...........

......................................................... payable to the order of Mortgagee, said note(s) bearing interest
from date until maturity at the rate recited in said note(s), and after maturity (meaning either normal tmaturity or
maturity created by acceleration) at the highest rate permitted by law per annum, said note(s) being payable as to
principal and interest as follows:

The total loan shall be due and payable on demand or twelve (12)
days after date thereof with interest computed at the rate of
two (2) percentage points over the prime rate charged borrowers
by this bank to be adjusted on the-die following any change in
the bank's prime rate, but in no event to exceed the highest rate
provided by law.

(b) Also, the repaayment to the holder(q) of the indebtednec secured hereby of all reimbursable expense at any
time accruing to such holder(s) under the provisions of Paragraph (7) hereof.

l'r. hq- payment of ul ucr 'urns. this Mortare ,,ill become void and will be releaced by a proper marginal notation
Or. L" tht optiuon of the holdero,) of the secured debt, by a release deed to be recordee at the expense of Mortgagor.

(5) Mortgagor agrees:

(a) To pay, prior to delinquency, all taxes, special improvement assessments and other governmental charges
against the mortgaged property, both real and personal, at any time levied or becoming due.

(b) To carry insurance upon all insurable property encumbered hereby against such hazards, in such amounts
and under such form of policies, as shall be acceptable to. or requested by, the holder(s) of the indebtedness
secured hereby: each insurance policy to carry mortgage clause in favor of such holder(s) upon such form
as may be approved by the holder(s), and each policy to be delivered to and held by such holder(s). Also
to carry public liability insurance, and insurance against other hazards, to such extent as may be requested
by the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness. In each instance Mortgagor shall have the right to select the
insurer, subject to Mortgagee's right to reject the proposed insurer for reasonable cause.

(c) To prevent the mortgaged property from becoming encumbered by any lien or charge having priority over,
or on a parity with. the lien of this mortgage; and to comply with all statutes, ordinances and regulations
relating to such property.

(d) To protect the mortgaged property from waste, injury or unusual deterioration and. without subjecting the
property to any statutory lien. to make all replacements and repairs necessary to keep the mortgaged
property in good physical condition. In that connection, it is agreed that Mortgagor may not cut the timber
from any land encumbered hereby; moreover, Mortgagor may not remove or substantially remodel or alter
any structure on the mortgaged land without the prior written consent of the holder(s) of the secured in.
debtednes.

(e) Borrowinr will at aUl times keep proper books of accounts in a manner satisfactory to Lexnder. Borrower herebysuthornzes Lendier
to make or mause to be made, at Borrower's expenes and in such manner ad at such time a Lender requires. (a) inspections and
audits of any books, records, ard patpeni in the custody or control of Borrower or othcrs, relating to Borrower's rinancial or
butines conditiotn, including the making of copies thereof and extracts therefrom and (b) inspections and appraisabs of any of
Borrower's asets.

(1) Borrower will furnish to Lender at his expense for the twelve months period most roc-ntly ended and annualy ibrsfe no later
than ninety (90) days following the expiration of any such period and at such other times and in such form as Lendr may
prescribe. Borrower's Utical operating statement. Borrower hereby authorizes all federal, State, aJd mUnicipal authoritiesl tO
furnish reports of examinations, records, and other information relating to the condhion and affais of Borrower and say
desired infrtiono from reports, returns, files, and records of such authorities upon request there'for by Leader.

(6) Tue holder(s) of the Primary Indebtedness or any future or additional indebtedness secured hereby under
Paragraph (4) (b) hereof (..hether s~uch indebtedness then be evidenced by the original note(s) or by any instru.
mrntfs, given in renebal or exten'aon of such indebtednessq) may. at the option of such holder(s), declare the entire
unasured portion of all indebtedne..s secured hereby, together ith all interest accrued on the entire secured debt, to
he irmediatrl due and pa.abie. and the same 'ball forthwith become immediatei.y due and payable ( hich accelera-
tint' r.f r-turit) m av be ar'compl,~hed without notice to an'.one). ir, any one of the following eA ents:



(a) Upon the fiing of a voluntary or involuntary petition to subject Mortgagor (or any party obligated as
maker, endorser, surety or guarantor for the payment of the secured indebtedness) to any bankruptcy,
debt.adjustment, receivership or other insolvency proceeding.

(b) Upcon the occurrence of any event, which, under the terms of the instrument(s) at any time evidencing the
indebtedness secured hereby, warrants an acceleration (at the option of the payee) of the maturity of said
indebtedness.

(c) If default shall be made in the payment of any part of the principal indebtedness secured hereby, or any
interest accruing on such principal indebtedness, as the same becomes due and payable according to the
terms of the original note(s), or of any extension or renewal thereof at any time evidencing such indebted.
ness.

(d) If Mortgagor shall fail to comply with any of the agreements contained in Paragraph (5) of this mortguge.

(e) If Mortgagor, being a partnership or a corporation, shall be dissolved or reorganized In any manner.

(f) If at any time it should appear that the Mortgagor has attempted to sell free from the lien of this Mortgage
any personal property or removable fixture encumbered hereby, or is about to attempt such a sale: or that
any personalty or removable fixture encumbered hereby has been, or is about to be, moved to a different
jurisdiction, subjected to physical damage or unusual deterioration, seized under legal process, or subjected
by the Mortgagor or a third party to any other disposition which in the opinion of the holder(s) of the se.
cured indebtedness will impair the security value of this instrument.

(g) If at any time it shall appear that any financial statement or other representation made to obtain the loan
secured hereby is materially incorrect; or that Mortgagor's title to the mortgaged properties, or any portion
thereof, is subject to any prior lien, title or interest not mentioned in this mortgage as a prior encumbrance.

(h) If at any time Mortgagor shall sell or convey the title to or any interest in any realty mortgaged hereunder
without the prior written consent of the holder (a) of the secured indebtedness.

It is particularly understood that the foregoing acceleration provisions will be applicable not only to the maturities
recited in the original mortgage note(s) but also to any substituted maturities created by extension or renewal. The
failure of the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness to declare an acceleration of maturities when a ground therefor
exists, even though such forbearance may be repeated from time to time, will not constitute a waiver of the right of such
holder(s) to accelerate maturities upon a reoccurrence of the same ground therefor; nor will the act of such holder(s) in
remedying any condition resulting from Mortgagor's default bar the holder(s) from declaring an acceleration of maturi-
ties by reason of such default.

(7) If the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall expend any sum or sums for the protection of any of
the mortgaged property or the lien of this mortgage (such holder(s) to have uncontroled discretion as to the necessity
of making any such expenditures), tle.repayn.ent of such sum or sums on demand (with interest thereon at the rate of
10% per annum from the date of each expenditure) shall be the personal obligation of the Mortgagor; and such obliga-
tion to repay will constitute a part of the indebtedness secured hereby. The expenditures thus made reimbursable will in-
clude (without limiting the foregoing) taxes, special improvement assessments, insurance premiums, repairs and main.
tenance expenses, watchman's compensation, sums paid to discharge prior liens, rents on premises in which mortgaged
personalty may be situated,'etc. The cost of any abstract or supplemental abstract procured by the holder(s) of the se-
cured indebtedness to facilitate foreclosure will also constitute a part of the reimbursable expense secured hereby.

(8) In the event of a default hereunder the holder(p) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall be entitled to the
following remedies:

(a) Such holder(s) may foreclose this mortgage through equity proceedings in respect to any real estate en-
cumbered hereby.

(b) Such holder(s) may require the Mortgagor to assemble (at Mortgagor's expense) any or all of the per-
sonal property encumbered hereby and make it available to such holder(s) at a place specified by such
holder(s) which is reasonably convenient to both parties; and such holder(s) may enforce all of its or their
remedies, in respect to the encumbered personal property, that may be available under the Uniform Com-
mercial Code. In this last event all expenses of retaking, holding, preparing for sale, selling or the' like, as
well as all reasonable attorney's fees (not exceeding 10% of the secured indebtedness plus accrued interest)
and lawful expenses incurred by said holder(s) in enforcing such remedies shall be payable to said holder(s)
by Mortgagor and shall constitute a part of the secured indebtedness.

(c) The holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby may enforce the lien of this mortgage in respect to all real
znd personal property encumbered hereby by proceedings that are prosecuted simultaneously or are prose.
cuted separately in such order as the holder(s) may select.

(0' The Mortrc or releaes all rirht of appraiement hereunder and also releases unto the Mortgragee all right of

redemption under the laws of Arkansas, including particularly all right of redemption under the Act of May 9, 1899.

(C A) nd ........................................................................................................................................................................ h usband(s)

an......... ............................................................................................................................................................................... w L ................

of the said Mortgagor(s), for valuable consideration hereby acknowledged, hereby release unto the said Mortgagpe, its
successors and assigns all of the right of dower, homestead and curtesy, respectively, in and to the property encumbered
hereby./

xrUTED on this of ..... . ... lg~8.4-.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... . . . . . . .. .................. ..... .... ......... ............................ ... ........................ .............................................. ...... ....... .. .
....................................................................** ....................... ............... ..... .........

STATE OF ARKANSAS ACKNOWLEDGMENT

County of. ....Pulas.ki--.............------------ I
BE IT REMEMBERED, That on this day came before me, the undersigned, a...NotaryPublic

- within and for the County aforesaid, duly commissioned and acting
................... ..... .. .Tommy..L .. f sa ..

.... .... ... ....... .... ... ....... .... ... .... ... ....... .... ... .... ... ... ... . to m e pe rsonally
,.ell known as the grantor .. ... in the foregoing Mortgage, andacnoweded.ha..... had execute the
same for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth.

And on the same day voluntaaily appeared before mc, the said..........___

.................... ...... .. ....... husband(s) and

wi ................... to inc pc.ssonally well known, and they in the absence of their spouse(s) declared that they had of their own
free will executed said Mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquishment of dower, homestead and curtesy therein
cosset'ed, fir the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without he complusion or undue iniluenee
of their spouse.

W\ "E ; S ny har~d and seal as such . ........ Notary .P.bl ....................................... .

-; ,:- . . c .- cs -" Public
- • ,c: , j



*WDTHEN

Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Notice of Right to Cancel
YOUR RIGHT TO CANCEL

You are entering into a transaction that will result in a mortgage, lien, or security interest on your home. Youhave a legal right under federal law to cancel this transaction, without cost, within three business days fromwhichever of the following events occurs last:
1. the date of the transaction, which is May 18, 1984- .• or2. the date you received your Truth in Lending disclosures; or3. the date you received this notice of your right to cancel.

If you cancel the transaction, the mortgage, lien, or security interest is also cancelled. Within 20calendar days afterwe receive your notice, we must take the steps necessary to reflect the fact that the mortgage, lien, or security interest onyour home has been cancelled, and we must return to you any money or property you have given to us or to anyone else!n connection with this transaction.
You may keep any money or property we have given you until we have done the things mentioned above, but youmust then offer to return the money or property. If it is impractical or unfair for you to return the property, you must offer:s reasonable value. You may offer to return the property at your home or at the location of the property. Moneymust be:urned to the address below. If we do not take possession of the money or property within 20 calendar days of your:,ffer, you may keep it without further obligation.

HOW TO CANCEL
!f you decide to cancel this transaction, you may do so by notifying us in writing, at:

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N A
Worthen Bank Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
y .se-any written szatement that is signed and dated by you and states your intention to cancel, and/or you. use tIns notice by dating and signing bel,)w Keep one copy of this notice because it contains important information

t v cancel by mai!or telegram, you mu 3t send the notice no later than midnightof May 23. 1984 (or- -' -" :!-,e third business day following Pe latest of the three events listed above). If you send or deliver your written::.1z'e to cancel some other way, it must be delivered to the above address no later than that time.

I WISH TO CANCEL

Consumer's Signa tue Date
I (We), the owner(s) of the home which is to be subject to a mortgage, lien, or other security interest, have received-. 'o (2 ) conleted copiesof 

May 18sni1984

Date

Date

',:TNESSED

:, -x741 4 1O62)
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ATTACHMENT 11

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: MUR 1721
The Tommy Robinson Campaign
Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins and
Tommy Robinson

Dear Mr. Wallace:

The Federal Election Commission notified your clients the
Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee and its treasurer, George
M. Felkins and Tommy Robinson on June 18, 1984, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election

0Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the
complaint was forwarded to your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your clients, the
Commission, on August , 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your clients have violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that
Tommy Robinson and Robinson for Congress Committee accepted
illegal contributions from the Stephens Security Bank, the First

SAmerican Bank, the First State Bank, the First Commercial Bank
the Twin City Bank and the Worthen Bank & Trust Co. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten days of your receipt of this
notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your clients, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.

L4~



Larry C. Wallace, Esquire
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

L(cf



1?A FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION?(~I1I) WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

W. Russell Meeks, III
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock; Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721
Stephens Security Bank

Dear Mr. Meeks:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Stephen
Security Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on August 1 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S. 441b(a), a
provision of the Act, Specifically, it appears that Stephens
Security Bank contributed $100,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.



0 0
W. Russell Meeks, III
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

C/I



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

C.J. Giroir, Jr,
The Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: 14UR 17 21
Worthen Bank& Trust Co., N.A.

Dear Mr. Giroir:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client Worthen
Bank & Trust Co., N.A., on June 19, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
10 complaint, and information supplied by your client, the

Commission, on August r 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that the Worthen
Bank & Trust Co., N.A. contributed $50,479 to the Tommy Robinson
for Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan
which was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may
submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are
relevant to the Commi ssion's analysis of this matter. Please
file any such response within ten days of your receipt of this
notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.



C.J. Giroir, Jr.
Page 2

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

p p



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

H, Maurice Mitchell
100 Savers Federal Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: M4UR 1721
First American Bank

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The Federal Election Commission notified your client First
American Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to your client at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client, the
Commission, on August 1 1984, determined that there is reason
to believe that your client has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
American Bank contributed $50,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against your client, the
Office of General Counsel must proceed to the next compliance
stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of the enclosed
procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public,



0 0
H. Maurice Mitchell
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

First State Bank
Al Harkins, President
P.O. Box 6009
Sherwood, Arkansas 72116

Re: MUR 1721

First State Bank

Dear Mr. Harkins:

The Federal Election Commission notified the First State
Bank on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
you at that time.

Upon further revLiew of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
August , 1984, determined that there is reason to believe that
First State Banks violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of the
Act. Specifically, it appears that First State Bank contributed
$20,070.65 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee and Tommy
Robinson in the form of a loan which was not made in the ordinary
course of business. You may submit any factual or legal
materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's
analysis of this matter. Please file any such response within
ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against First State Bank
and you, as president, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.
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Al Harkinst President
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

C7u
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

First Commercial Bank, N.A.
B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: NUR 1721
First Commercial Bank

Dear Mr. Vinson:

The Federal Election Commission notified the First
Commercial Bank, N.A., on June 19, 1984, of a complaint alleging
violations of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to you at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
August , 1984, determined that there is reason to. believe that
the First Commercial Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a
provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that First
Commercial Bank contributed $35,000 to the Tommy Robinson for
Congress Committee and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which
was not made in the ordinary course of business. You may submit
any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Please file any such
response within ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against First Commercial
Bank and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must
proceed to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2,
paragraph 2, of the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 55 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

ca
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B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures



[FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Terrence Renaid, Chairman
Twin City Bank
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR 1721

Twin City Bank

Dear Mr. Renaid:

The Federal Election Commission notified the Twin City Bank
N- on June 18, 1984, of a complaint alleging violations of certain

sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to you at
that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on
August , 1984, determined that there is reason to believe that
the Twin City Bank violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a), a provision of
the Act. Specifically, it appears that Twin City Bank
contributed $32,000 to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
and Tommy Robinson in the form of a loan which was not made in
the ordinary course of business. You may submit any factual or
legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's
analysis of this matter. Please file any such response within
ten days of your receipt of this notification.

The Office of General Counsel would like to settle this
matter through conciliation prior to a finding of probable cause.
However, in the absence of any information which demonstrates
that no further action should be taken against the Twin City Bank
and you, as chairman, the Office of General Counsel must proceed
to the next compliance stage as noted on page 2, paragraph 2, of
the enclosed procedures.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. SS 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

(00



Terrence Renaid, Chairman
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Maikovich,

the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202)523-4000.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Procedures

61,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

July 26, 1984

George Carder
216 Indiana Trail
Searcy, Arkansas 72143

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Carder:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against

7 Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to review
a complaint properly filed with it and to take action which itdeems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any
action appropriate under the statute. However, your request will
become part of the public record within thirty (30) days after
the entire file is closed.

If you have any futher questions about this procedure,
please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
GenerCCounsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

George Carder
216 Indiana Trail
Searcy, Arkansas 72143

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Carder:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against
Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to review
a complaint properly filed with it and to take action which it
deems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any
action appropriate under *the statute. However, your request will
become part of the public record within thirty (30) days after
the entire file is closed.

If you have any futher questions about this procedure,
please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

July 26, 1984

James E. McClain, Jr.
10601 Crestdale Lane
Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. McClain:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against
Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to review
a complaint properly filed with it and to take action which it
deems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any
action appropriate under the statute. However, your request will
become part of the public record within thirty (30) days after
the entire file is closed.

CIf you have any futher questions about this procedure,
please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Char N. Steele
Genej;1 Couns o

BY:
ral CounselAssociate
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463.

James E. McClain, Jr.
10601 Crestdale Lane
Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. McClain:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against
Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to reviewa complaint properly filed with it and to take action which itdeems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any
action appropriate under the statute. However, your request willbecome part of the public record within thirty (30) days after
the entire file is closed.

If you have any futher questions about this procedure,
please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



0 0

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)

Tommy F. Robinson for ) UR 1721
Congress Committee, )
et al.

CERTIF ICAT ION

I, Marjorie W. Emnmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of July 24,

1984, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 4-0 to approve and authorize the sending of the

letters to James E. McClain, Jr. and George Carder as

recommended by the General Counsel's July 3, 1984 report

on MUR 1721, subject to amendment of the letters as agreed

in the meeting.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, and McGarry

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners

McDonald and Reiche were not present at the time of the

vote.

Attest:.

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission
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W. AUULL MUEKI, III
TIMOTHY OAVI FOX

July 25, 1984

Peter Kynch
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Kynch:

We enclose herein the original and one copy of the
of Designation of Counsel for James Morgan, President,
Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas.

RECEiVED AT THE FEC

84 JUL30 AS: 41

Statement
Stephens

Please call if you have any questions.

Yours very tuy

W. Russell ks III

WRM:bj

Enclosures

cc: Mr. James Morgan, President
Stephens Security Bank

Mr. Richard T. Smith, Chairman
Smith Associated Banking Corporation



00
STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

W. Russell Meeks, III

1151 First Commercial Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 722101

501-376-4660

The above-named individual 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.

Date ignature
James Morgan, President
Stephens Security Bank

RESPONDENT'S NAME: James Morgan, President

ADDRESS: Stephens Security Bank

P.O. Box 7

Stephens, AR 71764

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

N/A

501-786-5416

00



RUSSELL MEEKS, III
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

151 FIRST COMMERCIAL BUILOING

LE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

Peter Kynch
PPederal Election
Washington, D.C.

Coaris s i on
20463

UL J0'- -
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SUITE 1000

16527 K STREET, NORTHWEST

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20008

(202) 833-9850

July 25, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721 0Th

Dear Mr. Gross:

While in Arkansas last week I learned from several
of my friends that a complaint has been filed against the
democratic nominee for the Second District congressional
seat alleging that he may have violated some of the regula-
tions of the Federal Election Commission. As you know, I
held that congressional seat for 38 years, and I continue to
maintain a very close relationship with my friends and
relatives in Arkansas.

The purpose of this letter is to express my
opinion on the viability of Mr. Robinson's candidacy for
the Second District congressional seat. It is my opinion
that he has had strong voter support throughout the congres-

'T sional district for a number of years, and that opinion is
supported by the fact that he carried my home county, White
County, Arkansas, with over 71% of the vote. I think it was
obvious to everyone in my old district that Mr. Robinson had
a very good chance of winning and thus capable of repaying
his campaign loans.

I can cite a number of instances where congres-
sional candidates running for office from Arkansas have
borrowed money for their initial campaign expenses, and
I would ask an early resolution of this matter to remove
any unnecessary doubt on the issue.



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page Two

If I can be the source of any additional comments
or information, I shall be happy to respond upon request.

Sincerely,

WDMn:mjc I



WILBUR D. MILLS
SUITE 1000

1627 K STREET. NORTHWEST

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

r YG

V Pi2Hm

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Federal Election Commission
132. "K" Street, '. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

(!!I 11dil~ 4,,
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W. RUSS.LL M W 0 84 JL :
Afl'8wmayi AT LAW

11 Ptur? 1ISCtALO SUILDWI

LITTLE ROCK, AKANSAS 72201

W. UU MUSKS.gII
TIOrhY OAVI POX G C r

July 19, 1984

Peter Kynch
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Kynch:

0 It was a pleasure to visit with you on July 18, 1984, con-
cerning the referenced matter. We have prepared and have for-
warded to Mr. James Morgan, President, Stephens Security Bank,

- Stephens, Arkansas, a Designation of Counsel form. He will sign
it and return it to us, and it will then be forwarded to you for
filing in this cause.

Please continue to provide this office with all notices con-
cerning the referenced matter, with respect to the respondents,
Stephens Security Bank, Smith Associated Banking Corporation,
Richard T. Smith, James Morgan, or any other related entity or
officers or agents. We appreciate your assistance in this

-Ti respect, so that we can maintain control of the communications
and advise the appropriate officials immediately upon receipt of
any information, or requests for information, or of any decision,
from your office.

Yours very truly,

W. RMeeks III
WRM:bj

cc: James Morgan, President
Stephens Security Bank

Richard T. Smith, Chairman
Smith Associated Banking Corporation

' ~V



RUSSELL MEEKS, III
AT'-TORNEYS AT LAW

1151 FIRST COMMERCIAL BUILDING

rTLE RUCK. ARKANSAS 72201

Peter Kynch
Fed:Aeral Election
Washington, D.C.

Comm i. s s i') n
20463

r I v 0.
AS:
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HOUSE, WALLACE & JEWELL, ~t~A:3
ATFORNUYI AT LAW

1500 TOwER BUILOING
LITTLE ROCK.ARKANSAs 72201

(501) 273-3131
LARRY C.WALLACE

July 18, 1984

Mr. Peter Kynch
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Peter:

Enclosed you will find Statement of Designation
of Counsel for Tommy Robinson and George M. Felkins.
If I can be of further assistance to you, please do
not hesitate to give me a call.

Sincerely,

L r4' C. alace

LCW:mmr

Enclosures

.1



OF DESIGNATION OPCo SEL

MUR 1721

NAME OP COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

Larry C Walla...

. House. Wallace &Jewell. _P.A.

1500 Tower Building

Little Rock, AR 72201

(501) 375-9151

$'he aove-named -individual is her-eby designaLed as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

cmmunications from the Commission and to act on iyP behalf before

the Commission.

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Tommy F. Robinson

Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee

425 WA Rtrnadwa y .ii$ia V

North Little Rock. AR 72114

(501) 37_2-4816

RECEIVED 4i [HE FEC

B4 JUA AB: 39



NT OF DESIGNATION 0A -EL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL: Larry C, Wallace

ADDRESS: . House,Wallace & Jewell, P.A.

1500 Tower Building

Lit-Ig_ Rcck. AR 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 375-9151

Th c-A . ... d 4 individual is -hcrc c-d e•-.19 as -..

counsel and is authorized to receive any noiifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Comnission.

Date "

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Lzvh Q
Signature

r.inr p M- 1 al1in. mrpasrer

Tommy Robinson for Conaress Committee

425 West Broadway, Suite K

North Little Rock, AR 72114

(501) 372-4816



)USE, WALLACE & JEWELL, P.A.
)O TOWER BUILDING
rTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

:r. Peter ?yvnch
Fecderal Election
1325 "?'" Street,

Co7~i ss ion

<ashin ton, D.C. 20463



H. MAURICE MITCHELL
RICRARM A. WILLImS
JoHN S. SEuo
JosEPH W. GzLziNE
W. CHRISTOPHER BARRIER
Jzam D. JAcKSoN
Jim Guy TuCKER
Euom 0G. SAYRE
BYRON FREELAND
KJz FosTER
ALLAN GATS
PAT MORAN
W. H. L. WOODYARD, m
MICHAEL C. OMALLEY
JONs C. LSSEL

0 ~0 1
LAw OFFIcss

MITCHELL ,WILLIAMS, SELIGO, JACKSON & TUCKEi

1000 SAw=s fDXIRAL BUtLDMI
CApTL Avxmxz AT Smaxo S9mum

Ln'nmz Rocz AR"sAs 72so

TELEPHOER 501-876-83151

July 9, 1984

HAND .DELFV4,

1 JUL 0 5

Bsvx=. lksum~
JEAN D. STocmsumoza
DEDRA K.Bmoww
SuSAN GTER
ANNE RriCiy
Cnwo WammoK
JAUS E. SmITU, JR.
W. Krum LCoKHART
Do&x FosT
Joryc KINXZAD
Douo.s B. WARD

r pCOUN LZ
lity E. SPITEDURo

FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Gary Johansen
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Suite 7
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Johansen:

We are enclosing Statement of Designation of
Counsel and an Affidavit from Leonard K. Dunn in con-
nection with the above referenced matter.

Yours very truly,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON & TUCKER

/I" Lh&&&#., /j'TT " , /,

By
H. Maurice Mitchell '

HMM:I1c
Enclosures

cc - Mr. Leonard K.
w/encs.

Dunn



STATE OF ARKANSAS)
)ss:

COUNTY OF SALINE) AFFIDAVIT

Comes Leonard K. Dunn who, after being duly swo'rn,

states on oath that:

1. He is and has been since June 1, 1983, the

Chairman, President and Chief Executive officer of First _

American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A. (formerly Grand National

Bank), and he has more than 23 years banking experience.

2. On April 24, 1984, on behalf of First American

Bank of Hot Springs, N.A., he made a loan to Tommy F. Robinson,

a candidate for the Democratic nomination for Congress from

the Second Congressional District of Arkansas. This loan was

made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regula-

tions and it was made in the ordinary course of business. It

bore interest at 14% which was the usual and customary inter-

est rate of the lending bank for the category of the loan

involved. The loan was to be repaid from campaign contribu-

tions. If campaign contributions proved to be insufficient

to repay the loan, it was to be repaid from the proceeds of

a loan to be made to Robinson by Worthen Bank & Trust Company,

N.A. of Little Rock, Arkansas. The loan was evidenced by the

execution of a note on the form customarily used by the lend-

ing bank in making loans of this category. The loan was sub-

ject to a due date of June 23, 1984 (60 days from the date of

execution of the note).

3. This loan was repaid in full on May 21, 1984.

Leonard K. Dunn

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, a Notary

I



~0~* 4 G~Lcj97•0 0
STA*ENT OF DESIGNATION OF COtSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OP COUNSEL: H. Maurice Mitchell

ADDRESS: 1000 Savers Federal Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

TELEPHONE: (501) 376-3151

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any noeifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

July 2, 1984
Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Si-S gnature

Leonard K. Dunn

First American Bank of Hot
Springs, N.A.

Post Office Box 1799

Hot Springs, Arkansas 71913

(501) 525-1752

(501) 624-5501



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
• WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

July 9, 1984
r4, V00-0

W. RussellMeeks, III, Esquire
1151 First Commercial Building
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Re: MUR r721

Dear Mr. Meeks:

Your letter dated June 28, 1984, and the accompanying
affidavit were received by the Federal Election Commission
on July 5, 1984.

Sincerely,



CitE OF THE
COMMISSION SECRETARY

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2 84 JUL 3 P 3: 43

July 3, 1984

MEMORANDUM TO: The Commission I E
FROM: Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross 14
Associate General Couns

SUBJECT: Letter from Complainant in MUR 1721

On June 4, 1984, the Office of General Counsel received a
signed, sworn and notarized complaint from George Carder and
James E. McClain, Jr. against Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F.
Robinson for Congress Committee and its treasurer,
George M. Felkins. On June 25, 1984, the Office of General
Counsel received another letter from Complainants. (See
Attachment 1). In that letter Complainants requested the

.. withdrawal of the complaint on the grounds that research
performed by them indicated no violation of election law by the
respondents.

The Commission is vested with exclusive, primary
jurisdiction over civil enforcement of the Act. 2 U.S.C.
SS 437c(b)(1) and 437d(e). Moreover, the enforcement provisions
of the Act make it clear that if a proper complaint is received,
the Commission may proceed to determine whether there is reason
to believe a violation has occurred. 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (1) &
(2).

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission
send the attached letters to the Complainants, Mr. McClain and
Mr. Carder. The letter states that the Commission is empowered
to take any action it deems appropriate on complaints properly
filed with it and that any request for withdrawal will not
prevent the Commission from taking further action in this matter.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve and authorize the sending of the attached letters to
James E. McClain, Jr. and George Carder.

Attachments
1. Letter from Complainants.
2. Proposed letters to Complainants.



'640 k- Lor

June 22, 1984

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: Initiation of Compliance Matters by Complaint Lodged
Against the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, et al

Dear Counsel:

As Complainants in the above styled Initiation of Compliance
Matters by Complaint, we hereby state our request to withdraw
the Complaint.

The basic issue in the Complaint is whether the subject loans
were made "in the ordinary course of business" by the named
banks. Upon further research of both the federal election.
law and Arkansas banking practices, we have concluded that,
T:hile we continue to look askance at the entire procedure,
an FEC investigation is not warranted at this time.

We, therefore, respectfully request permission to withdraw
the above named Complaint.

-u r\arder
216" Indin Trail
Searcy ,Akansas 72143

S OF ARKANSAS)
)COUNTY OF PULASKI)

ames E. McClain, Jr.
10601 Crestdale Lane
Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

George Carder and James E. McClain, Jr. subscribed and sworn to
before me, a Notary Public, on this 22nd day of June, 1984.

My Commission Expires:

My Comimission Expires January 25, 1992 Notary Public

I -



ATTACENrI

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

James E. McClain, Jr.
10601 Crestdale Lane
Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. McClain:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against

- Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to review
a complaint properly filed with it and to take action which it
deems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any

) action appropriate under the statute. The Commission may take
your request into consideration in its initial review of the
matter.

If you have any futher questions about this procedure,
please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

George Carder
216 Indiana Trail
Searcy, Arkansas 72143

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Carder:

This letter is in response to your letter of June 22, 1984,
stating your request to withdraw your complaint filed against

-? Tommy F. Robinson and the Tommy F. Robinson for Congress
Committee and its treasurer, George M. Felkins.

Under 2 U.S.C. S 437g, the Commission is empowered to review
a complaint properly filed with it and to take action which it
deems appropriate under the Statute. Any request for withdrawal
of a complaint will not prevent the Commission from taking any
action appropriate under the statute. The Commission may take
your request into consideration in its initial review of the
matter.

If you have any futher questions about this procedure,please call the staff person assigned to this matter,
Gary Johansen at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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July 2, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

Your letter dated June 18, 1984, addressed to the Chairman
of the Board of our bank holding company, Mr. B. Finley Vinson,
has been referred to me for a response.

I am responding to your letter inasmuch as I was the lending
officer responsible for making a $35,000.00 loan to the Tommy
Robinson for Congress Committee. In my judgment, the loan to his
campaign committee was made in the originary course of banking
business and was made on a basis which assured repayment.

For your information, the loan was evidenced by our bank's
standard promissory note form and the documentation did not
deviate from our bank's policy in any manner. Our note was
dated May 7, 1984, and was for the original principal sum
of $35,000.00, bore interest at the rate of 13% per annum, and
was due and payable on or before June 6, 1984. The loan was
fully repaid on May 17, 1984.

We would ask that you hold this information in confidence
and not release it to anyone outside of your office. I hope that
this response has been helpful, and if you need any additional
information, please feel free to give me a call.

Sincerely,

&i P. Henry
Executive Vice President

EH/bh

CAPITOL AND BROADWAY LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 501/371-7000



FIRST COMMERCIAL BANK A

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associated General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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TEIZPHoNE 50 -376-015

July 2, 1984
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JwA D. Syocinufxiz
DzsnA K. Bnowu
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JAMES B. SXrN, Jw.
W. inY LOCxHART
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Jorcz KIxNKm
DOUoLAS B. WARD

O1 COUNSEL
HitNw E. SpiTznzmo

Mr. Gary Johansen
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Suite 7
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Johansen:

We have been consulted by Leonard Dunn and
First American Bank of Hot Springs, N.A., concerning
your letter of June 13, 1984.

We respectfully request that we be given until
Monday, July 9, to submit a written statement on their
behalf.

Yours very truly,

MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG,
JACKSON & TUCKER

By /'.
H. Maurice Mitchell

HMM: ic

cc - Mr. Leonard Dunn
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:lr. Gar, Johanson
Assistant General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Suite 7
Vashington, D.C. 20463

:~
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WORTHEN Baink &Trust Company, N. A.

WORTHEN PANK BUILDING

j1 j.LRTL1RbGKA . ANSAS 72103

June 29, 1984
D. EUGENE FORTSON

PRESIDENT ANID CH4IEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 13, 1984, in relation
to the captioned matter.

From time to time over approximately the past ten years, Worthen Bank &
Trust Company has extended credit to Tommy F. Robinson in several forms.
This has included unsecured loans over short term periods as well as credit
secured by second mortgages on real estate or chattel mortgages on personal
property. No loan he has made here during that course of time has been
secured or endorsed by any guarantor or anyone other than Mr. Robinson.
During the period of time he has been a customer of Worthen Bank, he has
never dafaulted on any credit instrument or obligation and has met his
repayment agreements with the bank.

With that customer background, our institution was comfortable in extending
credit to Mr. Robinson on May 18, 1984. On that date, we loaned his campaign
committee $50,479.45. This loan to the "Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign
Fund" was supported by a personal guaranty from Mr. Robinson which was addi-
tionally supported by a second mortgage executed on his residence located in
Jacksonville, Arkansas.

There were no other guaranties, co-signors, or security of any nature
offered as an inducement for Worthen Bank to make this loan.

For the benefit of your files, we are enclosing a copy of the Guaranty executed
by Mr. Robinson as well as the Federal Disclosure and Mortgage Affidavit forms
necessary for execution of a second mortgage supporting Mr. Rbno's
guaranty of the loan to the committee.

We are completing and also enclosing with this letter the Statement of
Designation of Counsel as provided for in the Federal Election Commission
regulations.

-a IRco %c 110 h



0 0

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
June 29, 1984
Page 2

We will be pleased to provide other documentation outlining our tradi-
tional relationship with Mr. Robinson from bank files should it be
required.

Sincerely,

D. E For
Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer



M ASTATMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL:

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE:

C. J. Giroir, Jr.

The Rose Law Firm

120 East Fourth Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

501 375 9131

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any noEifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

June 29, 1984

Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

s"tahzuAM&14{ '

D. Eugene Fortson

Worthen Bank & Trust Co., N.A.

P. 0. Box 1681

Little Rock, AR 72203

501 225 8551

501 378 1711

..........

v



WORTHEN
IN Bank & Trust Company, N.A.

Notice of Right to Cancel
YOUR RIGHT TO CANCEL

You are entering into a transaction that will result in a mortgage, lien, or security Interest on your home. You
have a legal right under federal law to cancel this transaction, without cost, within three business days fromwhichever of the following events occurs last:
1. the date of the transaction, which is May 18, 1984 or2. the date you received your Truth in Lending disclosures; or3. the date you received this notice of your right to cancel.If you cancel the transaction, the mortgage, lien, or security interest is also cancelled. Within 20calendardays after

we receive your notice, we must take the steps necessary to reflect the fact that the mortgage, lien, or security Interest onyour home has been cancelled, and we must return to you any money or property you have given to usor toanyone elsein connection with this transaction.
You may keep any money or property we have given you until we have done the things mentioned above, but you

must then offer to return the money or property. If it is impractical or unfair for you to return the property, you must offer
its reasonable vaIue. You may offer to return the property at your home or at the location of the property. Money must bereturned to the address below. If we do not take possession of the money or property within 20 calendar days of yourSOffer, you may keep it without further obligation.

NOW TO CANCEL
If you decide to cancel this transaction, you may do so by notifying us in writing, at:

WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A.
Worthen Bank Building

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201You may use any written statement that is signed and dated by you and states your intention to cancel, and/or you
may use this notice by dating and signing below. Keep one copy of this notice because it contains important informationt:bout your rights.

If you cancel by mail or telegram, you mu:st send the notice no later than midnightof Hay 23. 1984 (or
midnight of the third business day following tw latest of the three events listed above). If you send or deliver your writteneAotice to cancel some other way, it must be delivered to the above address no later than that time.
I WISH TO CANCEL

Consumer's Signa rure 
DateI (We), the owner(s) of the home which is to be subject to a mortgage, lien, or other security interest, have receivedtwo (2 )oleted copies of his notice.

Hay 18, 1984

Doate
WITNESSED

3-21-307 (Rev. 10/82)



0 GUARANT ' T

For a valuable consideration hereby acknowledged, and to induce Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A. (of Little Rock,
Arkansas), hereinafter called "Bank", to extend credit to

Tommy Robinson for CongressCamoaign Fund

(hereinafter called "Debtor"), the undersigned (hereinafter called "Guarantor", whether one or more) agrees:

1. Guarantor unconditionally guarantees, to the extent of

Fifty Thousand Four Hundred Seventy-nine and 45/100 Dollars - I 50,479.45

(Guarantor's aggregate liability hereunder to be limited to that amount); the prompt payment at maturity, without notice or
demand, of all indebtedness, now existing or at any time hereafter created, which may be owing by the Debtor to the Bank;
the term "indebtedness" including any and all liability (direct, secondary or contingent) of the Debtor to the Bank whether
based on any loan, guaranty, endorsement, sale, discount, acceptance, or repurchase obligation (or any other transaction, whether
similar or dissimilar to the foregoing), and whether such liability be that of sole obligor or co-obligor, or secured or unsecured,
and whether such liability be incurred in the first instance to the Bank or acquired by the Bank through purchase, assignment.
subrogation, through operation of law or otherwise. If a bankruptcy petition should at any time be filed by or aginst the
Debtor, the maturity of the guaranteed indebtedness, so far as the Guarantor's liability hereunder is concerned, shall be accelerated
and said indebtedness immediately payable by Guarantor.

2. To enforce the liability of the Guarantor hereunder, the Bank shall not be required first:

a. To give Guarantor any notice of the Debtor's default; or
b. To foreclose upon or resort to any mortgage, pledge or other collateral held as security for the guaranteed

indebtedness; or
c. To attempt to enforce the liability of the Debtor or of any third party who may be primarily or secondarily

liable for the guaranteed indebtedness; or
d. To give Guarantor notice before making any advances to Debtor, or otherwise creating or acquiring any primary,

secondary or contingent liability of Debtor; it being understood that the guaranteed indebtedness may be created
from time to time upon any terms and conditions approved by Bank and without the knowledge or prior approval
of Guarantor.

3. Without defeating or diminishing the liability of the Guarantor hereunder, the Bank may, without notice to Guarantor,
and on any terms satisfactory to Bank, from time to time --

a. release any mortgage, pledge or other collateral held as security for the guaranteed debt, or accept substitutions of
collateral therefor, or extend the maturity of any collateral obligation through renewal or otherwise: or

b. extend the maturity of the guaranteed indebtedness, or permit the renewal thereof; or

c. release any third party who may at any time be liable as co-obligor, endorser, surety, guarantor or otherwise for the
guaranteed indebtedness; provided the Bank may not release any co-signer of this guaranty without the permission
of the other signer(s).

4. This is a continuing guaranty. Any person signing hereunder as Guarantor may at any time hereafter, not earlier
than N/A , 19 _-., actually deliver a written notice to the President, or any Vice
President, or the Cashier of Bank of the discontinuance of Guarantor's liability hereunder, in which event said Guarantor will
not be obligated to Bank for any liabilities of Debtor created after the receipt by Bank of such notice. But said Guarantor
shall be liable, in an amount not exceeding the sum above written, for all indebtedness (as above defined) of the Debtor to
Bank created prior to the receipt by the Bank of such notice. The discontinuance, in the manner above provided, of liability
hereunder as to one Guarantor will not operate as a discontinuance of the liability hereunder of any other Guarantor(s) hereunder.
If all indebtedness of Debtor to Bank shall at any time be paid, Guarantor shall remain liable to Bank for all indebtedness
of Debtor to bank at iny time thereafter created prior to the giving of notice (as above prescribed) of the discontinuance of
Guarantor's liability; but once Guarantor pays Bank the sum above written in discharge of Guarantor's liability hereunder, this
instrument shall become null and void.

5. The liability of Guarantor hereunder shall inure to the benefit of any subsequent holder of the guaranteed indebtedness.
If more than one person signs this instrument as Guarantor, then they shall be jointly and severally liable for the payment
of the sum above written; payment of said sum by one to discharge the other(s). If any Guarantor dies, his liability then
accrued hereunder, and based on any transaction(s) prior to his death, shall constitute an obligation of his estate; and as to
all indebtedness created after his death, this instrument shall remain in full force and effect as a guaranty by the surviving
Guarantor(s) but not as a guaranty by the decedent's estate.

6. The liability of the undersigned hereunder is not conditioned upon the signing of this instrument by any other person
and is not subject to any other condition not herein expressly set out.

SIGNED THIS 18th day of May_19.84

S Tommy F. Robinson

I-57-12)
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KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

Tommy F. Robinson __

(horeluaftar calle"Mortgagore, whether"tor mere) for a a yale 1 do-- btlm, d.. re SKain, hgl,sell
mwyainidelom ate WORTH3N DANK & TRUST COMPANYp NA., (h-rtafter ced Uu 9eV),a haabhg
1er9eratim umber the lavs of Arham. mmd aft Ifts seeeso.ad mM the eel-dmbg dmr 0dproperty, bwl:

Lot 37, Phase II, Jackson Heights Addition to the City of Jacksonville,
Pulaski County, Arkansas.

1-214077 tv. 3/81)
THIS INSTRIIM~i PRIPARED r,"

WORIHEN B'1NA I'l ,R HiTCO.. N.
2001vv I IITo

11MlE ROCK .rA J~ 7220'

(1) That
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This mortgage also conveys all buildings and improvements now or at any time hereafter located on any land herein.above described, together with all of the following equipment now or at any time hereafter located in any such buildingregardless of method of annexation or removability, viz: All electrical equipment (including ligbting equipment, re-frigeration equipment, ceiling fans, attic and window fans, motors and all other electrical paraphernalia) except itemsattached merely by plugging in wall sockets; all furnaces (including flocr furnacesi), heaters, radiator and all etherheating equipment except small gas stoves on floor; all bath tube, toilets, sinks, basins,_pipes and other plumbing equip.ment; all screens, awnings, and window shades; all linoleum and other permanent floor coverings; all engines and
elevators.

(2) TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same aunto the WORTHEN BANK & TRUST COMPANY, N.A., its successors
and assigns forever.

(3) And Mortgagor covenants with Mortgagee, its successors and assigns, that Mortgagor will forever warrantand defend the title to all said property against all lawful claims whatever.

(4) PROVIDED, however, the foregoing conveyance is given as a Mortgage for the purpose of securing-
(a) The plyment of ............ one-.......................----promissory note ........ of even date herewith, and all suc.

cessive extensions and renewals of the indebtedness represented thereby, evidencing a principal indebtedness
(which indebtedness, and all extensions and renewals thereof in hereinafter called the "Primary Indebted.
nem")of ...... Fifty.Thousand Four Hundred.Seventy -nine and 45/100---------

-.... ...............e .e.. ted.. y............ ................. ....................
Dollars $.50.e479.5 -------- ), executed by ..~~tao...........ZV -------------- ... .....

......diu': ...e....... payableoto the order of Morpgige, said note(s) bearn interest
fromdateuntimat..urit y"at terate recied In sad Moe(s), and after maturty (menin either normal turty or

maturity created by acceleration) at the highest rate permitted by laI eranmni nt )beogpayableaste
principal and interest ss follows:

The total loan shall be due and payable on demand or twelve (12)
days after date thereof with interest computed at the rate of
two (2) percentage points over the prime rate charged borrowers
by this bank to be adjusted on the date following any change in
the bank's prime rate, but in no event to exceed the highest rate
provided by law.

(b) Also, the repayment to the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby of all reimbursable expense at anytime accruing to such holder(s) under the provisions of Paragraph (7) hereof.
Upon the payment of all such sums, this Mortgage will become void and will be released by a proper marginal notationor, at the option of the holder(s) of the secured debt, by a release deed to be recorded at the expense of Mortgagor.

(5) Mortgagor agrees:
(a) To pay. prior to delinquency, all taxes, special improvement assessments and other governmental charges

against the mortgaged property, both real and personal, at any time levied or becoming due.
(b) To carry insurance upon all insurable property encumbered hereby against such hazards, in such amountsand under such form of policies, as shall be acceptable to. or requested by, the holder(s) of the indebtednesssecured hereby; each insurance policy to carry mortgage clause in favor of such holder(s) upon such formas may be approved by the holder(s), and each policy to be delivered to and held by such holder(s). Alsoto carry public liability insurance, and insurance against other hazards, to such extent as may be requestedby the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness. In each instance Mortgagor shall have the right to select theinsurer, subject to Mortgagee's right to reject the proposed insurer for reasonable cause.
(c) To prevent the mortgaged property from becoming encumbered by any lien or charge having priority over,or on a parity with, the lien of this mortgage; and to comply with all statutes, ordinances and regulationsrelating to such property.

(d) To protect the mortgaged property from waste, injury or unusual deterioration and, without subjecting theproperty to any statutory lien. to make all replacements and repairs necessary to keep the mortgagedproperty in good physical condition. In that connection, it is agreed that Mortgagor may not cut the timberfrom any land encumbered herby; moreover, Mortgagor may not remove or substantially remodel or alterany structure on the mortgaged land without the prior written consent of the holder(s) of the secured in.
debtedness.

(e) Borrower wiil at all times kecp proper books of accounts in a manner stisfactory to Lender. Borrower hereby authorizes Lenderto make or cause t o be made, at Borrower's expenses, and in such manner and at such time as Lender requits, (a) inspections adaudits of any books, records, and papers in the custody or control of Borrower or others, relting to Borrower's finncial orbusiness condition, includingl the making of copies thereof and extracts therefrom and (b) inspections and appraimb of any of
Borrower's assets.

(I) Borrower will furnish to Lender at his expense for the twelve months period most recently ended and annuafly thereafter no laterthan ninety (90) days following the expiration of any such period and at such other tim and in such forml as Leader mayprescribe. Borrower's finauical operating statement. Borrower hereby authorizes all federal, state, and municipal authorities tofurnish reports of examinations, records, and other information rela tingl to the conditions and affairs of Borrower and anydesired information from reports, returns, f'des, and records of such authorities upon request therefor by Lender.

(6) The holder(s) of the Primary Indebtedness or any future or additional indebtednps secured hereby underParagraph (4) (b) hereof (whether such indebtedness then be evidenced by the original note(s) or by any instru-ment(s) given in renewal or extension of such indebtedness) may. at the option of such holder(s), declare the entireunmatured portion of all indebtedness secured hereby, together with all interest accrued on the entire secured debt, tobe immediately due and payable, and the same shall forthwith become immediately due and payable (which accelera-tion of maturity may be accomplished without notice to anyone), in any one of the following events:



(a) Upon the filing of a voluntary or involuntary petition to subject Mortgagor (or any party obligated as
maker, endorser, surety or guarantor for the payment of the secured indebtedness) to any bankruptcy,
debt-adjustment, receivership or other insolvency proceeding.

(b) Upon the occurrence of any event, which, under the terms of the instrument(s) at any time evidencing the
indebtedness secured hereby, warrants an acceleration (at the option of the payee) of the matuity of said
indebtedness.

(c) If default shall be made in the payment of any part of the principal indebtedness secured hereby. r say
interest accruing on such principal indebtedness, as the same becomes due and payable according to the
terms of the original note(s), or of any extension or renewal thereof at any time evidencing such indebted.
ness.

(d) If Mortgagor shall fail to comply with any of the agreements contained in Paragraph (5) of this mortgage.

(e) If Mortgagor, being a partnership or a corporation, shall be dissolved or reorganized in any manner.

(f) If at any time it should appear that the Mortgagor has attempted to sell free from the lien of this Motgage
any personal property or removable fixture encumbered hereby, or is about to attempt such a sale or that
any personalty or removable fixture encumbered hereby has been, or is about to be, moved to a Jifferent
jurisdiction, subjected to physical damage or unusual deterioration, seized under legal process, or subjected
by the Mortgagor or a third party to any other disposition which in the opinion of the holder(s) of the se.
cured indebtedness will impair the security value of this instrument.

(g) If at any time it shall appear that any financial statement or other representation made to obtain the los
secured hereby is materially incorrect; or that Mortgagor's title to the mortgaged properties, or any portion
thereof, is subject to any prior lien, title or interest not mentioned in this mortgage as a prior encumbrance.

(h) If at any time Mortgagor shall sell or convey the title to or any interest In any realty mortgaged hereunder
without the prior written consent of the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness.

It is particularly understood that the foregoing acceleration provisions will be applicable not only to the maturities
recited in the original mortgage note(s) but also to any substituted maturities created by extension or renewal. The
failure of the holder(s) of the secured indebtedness to declare an acceleration of maturities when a ground therefor
exists, even though such forbearance may be repeated from time to time, will not constitute a waiver of the right of sueh
holder(s) to accelerate maturities upon a reoccurrence of the same ground therefor; nor will the act of such halder(a) in
remedying any condition resulting from Mortgagor's default bar the holder(s) from declaring an acceleration of maturi-
ties by reason of such default.

(7) If the holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby shall expend any sam or sums for the protection of ay of
the mortgaged property or the lien of this mortgage (such holder(s) to have uncontr'oled discretion a to the nneessity
of making any such expenditures). the.repayn.ent of such sum or sums on demand (with interest thereon at the rate of
10% per annum from the date of each expenditure) shall be the personal obligation of the Mortgagor; and such obliga.
tion to repay will constitute a part of the indebtedness secured hereby. The expenditures thus made reimbursable will in-
elude (without limiting the foregoing) taxes, special improvement assessments, insurance premiunm rears and main-
tenane@ expenses, watchman's compensation, sums paid to discharge prior lies, rents on premises in which mortgaged
persenalty may be situated, etc. The cost of any abstract or supplemental abstract procured by the holderr(s)wof the se-
cured indebtedness to facilitate foreclosure will also constitute a part of the reimbursable expense secured hereby.

(6) In the event of a default hereunder the holder(p) of the indebtedness secured hereby shal be oentitled to the
following remedies:

(a) Such holder(s) may foreclose this mortgage through equity proceedings in respect to any real estate en.
cumbered hereby.

(b) Such holder(s) may require the Mortgagor to assemble (at Mortgagoer's expense) any or all of the per.
sonal property encumbered hereby and make it available to such holder(s) at a place specified by sueh
holder(s) which is reasonably convenient to both parties; and such holder(s) may enforce all of its or thr
remedies, in respect to the encumbered personal property, that may be available under the Uniform Cem.
mercial Code. In this last event all expenses of retaking, holding, preparing for sale, selling or the like, a
well as all reasonable attorney's fees (not exceeding 10% of the secured Indebtedness plus accrued interest)
and lawful expenses incurred by said holder(s) in enforcing such remedies shall be payable to said bder(s)
by Mortgagor and shall constitute a part of the secured indebtedness.

(c) The holder(s) of the indebtedness secured hereby may enforce the lien of this mortgage in respect to all real
and personal property encumbered hereby by proceedings that are prosecuted simultaneously or are proes-
cuted separately in such order as the holder(s may select.

(9) The Mortgagor releases all right of appraisement hereunder and also releases unto the Mortgage all right of
redemption under the laws of Arkansas, including particularly all right of redemption under the Act of May S. 18.

(10) A nd ......................................................................................................................................................................... husband(s)

and ...................................................................................................................................................................................... W...............

of the said Mortgagor(s), for valuable ccasideration hereby acknowledged, hereby release unto the said Mortgagee its
successors and assigns all of the right of dower, homestead and curtesy, respectively, in and to the property encumbered
hereby.

.UTED on this ..... o........ .......................................................

.................................................................................................... ...................... ..... ............ ........................................ ......... .........

STATE OF ARKANSAS
Cotyof.....Puaski...................Ias. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

BE IT REMEMBERED, That on this day came before me, the undersigned, a ....... Notary.Public
----------...within and for the County aforesaid, duly commissioned and acting..... .. ..

----...--...... .TommyY.-Roinso ................ ........... ........ t .........
well known as the grantor..... in the foregoing Mortgage, and acknowledged that .... . ...... had excuted the

sme for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth.
And on the same day voluntai ily appeared before me, the said ...........................................................

w...........to me personally well known, and they in the absence of their spouse(s) declared that they had of their own
free will executed said Mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquishment of dower, homestead and curtesythei
contained, for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without the complusion or undue inluhence
of their spous~e.

WITNESS my hand and seal as such ........Not;.ary.P~. ;, ........................................

on this............8.th ... day of ............. ¢y............. ............ 19 l., -,,

My comnui sion e -.pires: Pi~blic

.... .~~..~u 'ar Y ... 14,1.9 91 ..............................



IV

STATE OF ARKANSAS

County .r o-. .-- ACKNOWLEDGMENT
BE IT REMEMBERED, That on thin day -came before me, the undersigned, a .........

....... .. within and for the ('ounty aforesaid, duly commissioned and acting

....... . . . ...... . . . . . . . . . . ........ .. . ... ." ............. . . . ... ..... ................ ....... ............................ . e e m en sa b
well known as the grantor in the fore Matring-MitX'ge, and acknowledged that bhad executed the
same for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and Ret forth.

And on the same day voluntarily appewr$before me the said - -
• ... •. .. . . . . ... . . .. . . .. o. . . . .:.... ... ....... ... ... ....... ...... ...... o th 04

.~.. . .. D .. ... , I. . .... ......... . . ~
to me personally well known. and -------...................................-.. in the sense of her said1husba
declared that she had of her own free will executed said mortgage and signed and sealed the relinquishment of dower and
homestead therein contained, for the consideration and purposes therein mentioned and set forth, without the eempullmim
or undue influence of her said husband.

WITNESS my hand andsealashsuch.. ................................
on th is -.. ...................... d a y o f .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 . ..

My commission expires: ... .........

Notary Public

STATE OF ARKANSAS

Countyof......-------- - . ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Onthis .. ........... ...... day of ..... - --------- - --------.---... 19 .......-0beforeme.........
a Notary Public, duty commissioned, qualified and acting within and for sad County and State, appeared in po ses teb
w lthl-a-ed .................................. ....... an d-........................................

............ .. ....... ............ ..... ... .. ... and . ......... ........ ...... . . ........ . ......... ..,rn' poctlvul,ef

........... ...............- ..................... .... ................. .. . ..... ............. ...... ........................................ , a r p ora .
tim under the laws of .------------------.---.-----.................................-...... ....... ), to me npersonal well eknon whn sted
that they were the ........................... and .........................................................- ofge

a corporation, and were duly authorized in their respective capacities to execute the foregoing instrumsent fee and in the
names and behalf of said corporation, and further stated and acknowledged that they h so signed, exsted and delvered
said foregoing instrument for the consideration, uses and purposes therein mentiud and set forth,

IN TEIMMONY WHEREOF. I have hereunto set my hand and official sad this ...... day of

-.-.-----.---... ... . . ....

Notary Publi
My commissin e expires: ....-............................................

i a I 1
C., 2

00
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CERTIFICATE OF RECORD

STATE OFA ARKANSAS
C ounty of ....... ............... .... . ..... m

The undersigned, being the Circuit Clerk and Ex-0ffic io Recorder for the County aforesaid, hereby certifies that
teannexed and foregoing mortgage wss filed for record in his office at ................................

1 ..... ,at.................... o'lock ....... M, and that the ame is now duly recorded in Book ......... -........
at Page ................... et seq., of the Mortgage Records of his said office. -

IN WITNESS WHEREOF', the undersigned has set his hand and official seal this ........................ day of

.........................-1-"'9......

................... ...... Circuit.....Clerk ....and .........f..........ecorder ...

Deputy.



AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS

COUNTY OF PULASKI

The undersigned Tommy F. Robinson
on oath state:

That on May 18 19A84 , the undersigned executed and delivered to
Worthen Bank & Trust Company, N.A., a mortgage to secure a loan of' $ 50.479.45
said mortgage encumbering the following described property, to-wit:
Lot 37, Phase 11, Jackson Heights Addition to the City of Jacksonville,

Pulaski County, Arkansas.

That the undersigned are the sole owners of the above described property; and that (except for
taxes not delinquent) the undersigned's title to said land is not subject to any mortgage, judgment,
attachment, lien, or other encumbrance, or adverse claim of any character, whether or not reflected
by the county records.

*That there has been no construction, operations, or repairs on said land within the last one hundred
thirty (130) days which have not been paid for in full,

or

*That in connection with recent repairs or construction that have been made on the above described
property within the last one hundred thirty (130) days, all of which have now been completed,
the following are the only persons, firms or corporations who furnished material and performed
labor:

Name Address Cit

The undersigned further state that the above named parties have been paid in full, and that
there are no materialmen's or laborer's and mechanic's lien claims against said property.

That there are no unsatisfied judgments or suits pending in any court, State or Federal, against
the undersigned, or either of them, and the undersigned, or either of them, are not now involved
in any bankruptcy or insolvency proceedings.

" That all assessments against said property by the Little Rock Sanitary Sewer System, payable
with the monthly service charges for water consumed by the occupants of the improved property
in the City of UM)Eciq*b Arkansas, are paid to date.

Jacksonville
" That the use of said property is not in violation of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance of

the City of UW~~ Arkansas.
Jacksonville

" That the building restrictions and all other provisions contained in the Bill of Assurance affecting
said property are fully complied with.

The statements contained herein are made for the purpose of inducing Worthen Bank & Trust
Company, N.A., to make disbursement of aforesid loan.

(1Strike out inapplicable paragraphs.
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FFICE BX ATE NK OF SHERWOO

POST OFFICE BOX 6009.* SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS 72146 * 835-4122

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQ. June 28, 1984

Mr. Peter Kynch
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Kynch:

I am very surprised that such a simple matter of extendiz-
a loan to someone can get blown out of proportion. I am the
person who made the $20,070.00 loan to Tommy Robinson. No other
officer, director, stockholder, customer or person of prominent
influence asked me to make the loan. I, acting alone, made the
decision. Looking back now I can see it apparently was bad
public relations to do so but certainly not illegal.

I did not make the loan because of some personal gain or
personal relationship with Tommy Robinson. I am new to this area
and have had no reason to have ever come in contact with Mr.
Robinson. The first time he came to my office was the first time
I had ever met him.

I am a country banker who makes loans both secured and
unsecured based on my personal judgement of that persons honesty,
integrity and willingness to pay.

I do not have volumes of loan procedure books. I treat all
my customers the same. In sixteen years of loaning money I have
lost a total of only $2,480.00 in bad loans. Not a bad record!!

Our bank or myself should not have action taken against us
in connection to this matter for the following reasons:

1. I nor my bank made the loan for any personal reasons
and did not know Tommy Robinson and had never met
him before April 30, 1984, the date of the loan.

2. He was charged the highest risk loan rate allowed by
law.

3. The loan is evidenced by a written instrument.
Attached)

(See

MAIN OFFICE
North Hills Shopping Center
835-4122

It's a good feeling to bank in Sherwood BRANCH OFFICE
7725 Warden Road

835-3801

4JUL 5 PIZ: Z6
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4. The loan has a due date of July 29, 1984.

5. This loan was collateralized by 50% of the campaign
proceeds over $100,000 in contributions.

6. The loan was signed by Darrell Glasscock in the capacity
of campaign chairman only.

7. The loan was signed personally by Tommy Robinson and
no one else.

8. These loans were made in the ordinary course of business.
I can produce files on several people that I have loaned
money to recently that borrowed $15,000 to $30,000 thru
the years on a short, term unsecured basis that had a
similar net worth of Tommy Robinson.

9. Since I did not know Tommy Robinson I also called D. Eugene
Fortsont Chairman of The Board at Worthen Bank & Trust
in Little Rock. Mr. Fortson gave me a favorable credit
report on Mr. Robinson's past performance of loans in
similar amounts both secured and unsecured but he made
no specific request or recommendation to me regarding
this matter.

10. Furthermore, I did not personally support Tommy Robinson
but rather his opponent, Paul Riviere in the first primary.
However, due to all of this political sour grapes and the
publicity generated by this loan from the media and Riviere
I changed my support, got all my family and friends to
vote f or Tommy Robinson instead of Riviere.

Obviously all of this is political campaign rhetoric or a
matter completely blown out of proportion.

Sincerely,

Al Ha ns
President

AH: yr



WORTHEN Baink & Trust Company, N.A.
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS

Personal Financial Statementb
(NOTE: Anv willful RdSWepeeO fl 611COuld f.511 'sut 'o~to'j ot Fedcral Low.)

7,,,, ,r/.---.~.-S. S. Number $~(r
4 ~ i~~~d9a~idEiw U1,a bui,.&Aii (Purr

Home Addmes
Business Address
Poelilon or Occups

/ - - .S$. Number

Pe>-Mo-ZxToliphone

SC ~~~~ Zip 2, - . Tolrsphono Y.

STATEMENT OF CONDITION AS OF J!. ~L~ ~~L

ASSETS DOLARS - LIABILITIES DUR

Cash A Accounts & Bills Due

CahVle ieIsuac 3Cash Value lInsurance oans
Listed Sgggrlties C SeurdD tDue Banks H

UnlisedSeurIties D Unsecured Debt Due Banks H
Acconts/Ntes Rfeceivables E AcrudTaxes....
Real Estt Owned F Real Estate Moiut4940S F
ReaMl sat -ial I!nters .~..Real Estate - Prtiljntrest........G.

AutmoblesSecured Debt Diue Others...
Pesonl Prgaty nsoctired Delit ODta Others

Other Asset-- Itmize Oter e tmie ....

____________________________________Net W rh.- J

Total Assets Totall I ,aiiiis & NtWet ti.i

INCOME SOURCE PERSONAL INFORMAT1IN__
Salary -aeo ii 2/- /4
Bonus / Commissions Do You Have a i? 1; Executor ..

Dividends / Interest Have you been declared bankrupt In lost 14. Yrs.?%~
Real Estate Income Fxplaiiv:

________________________________Are yoi a defe'ndant in Iiftal njon? t;%l'

Total Explain I/d-, / W ,

CONTINGENT LIABILITIES AS COMAKER. ENDORSEfaGUARANTOR
DetW l 1Debt Pavable To Amount Due

(BOTrH SIDES OF THIS STA TEMENT MUST BE COMPLETE)

Fut the purpose of pmouring and fltItfwifling 6". I/We submit the foregoing as 8 true andcratd sateCC menft of my/ow financial condition.
Authorggation Is hereb" givn to Wortfetnh11 ATrust Company. N A. to verify inl any manriofidoems appopriate items idicated on this
statement. The uw..sined aso ges S 10a1101fOW shende Imm'ediately in writing of !4pv significasait chanaes in such financial condition.
The nesp certifies that the Information provided On both $4011 Of 11115 siaterviI is true ai-d cr

~ ('L
Memoc

Sal*Q36

Name
Name

w
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J.'If-cf-Iftl 'Sly/1.01we of joists# slateps'effli
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(I10111 .' !lv , OF III/. SM ENIIV MUSt BE COAII'LET(J

WS.-DEPOSITORY RELATION!"
Accoatk' Na144n. 01- --- **- IWhere Onposete

-I ---.---- *-------t~*-

LIFE iNSUISANCE -FACE VALUE &CASH VALUE
Nam_o conn enficiary Cash Vakh Loan$

-.- ... .. I.,, -.

LISTED SECURITIES - ACTIVELY TRADED
.3 - - . . .. Im~..l.m

DUficS66tioas Of Seculties

. L II~~

In Name Of

UNUSTED SECURITIES- NOT ACTIVELY TRADED • Closely Held

Oak Valve Total Shares
Total Outsecndinr escription Of Secuities

ACCOUNTS & NOTES RECEIVABLES
.......... Repayment Tems

I....-...

Descrption
Of Property

REAL ESTATE OWNED

IAij* In Na. Of
Date

Acquired

I ~ I I ~ I

Doscription Year
01 Property Purchased

u ' -
.u -. ..

DEBT
Secured Or
Unsecured

PARTIAL INTEREST IN
Oesinflal Musket

Cost Value Today
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Tommy Robinson for Congre Campaign I/gl
425 W. Broadway Suite K FIRST STATEBANK LoanNumber 01-781824-61
N. Little Rock. Ar. 72114 SHERWOOD. ARKANSAS 72116 Date April 30, 1984
172-4R16 P.O. BOX 6009 ttorty July 29. .,84

IORROWER°S NAME AND ADDRESS LENDER'S NAME AND ADDRESS Loan Amount$ 20,070.65
"I" inludes each borrower above, jointly and severally. -You" means the lender, its successors and a ossgns. olNI Of

NM.: I promise topsy to you. or your order. at your address above, the principal sum of:
Twenty Thousand Seventy and 65/100,----------------------Dolarsi 20.070.65

p it date attherateof 14.00 %peryearuntil maturity
will p this amoun as follows: (90 days)
(a) 0 on demand. (IUon demand, but if none is made. on July 29, .t, t.( c, ... .

If Ia), b) or Ic) is marked. I will pay accrued interest on damana and on the maturity date.
Id) 0 In installments of4 each. beginning- 1 9- and continuing on the same day of eachO mont

0 thereafter, until . _19- when a final payment of will be due

to) 03 (other)

PAYMENTS: EFch paymen when made shell be appied first toward accrued finance chatrge PREPAYMENT: I may prepay this note in whole or in part at any time. However, any parti;
with teninde of sbch piyment being qpped to reduce the principal balance. The final prepayment will not excuse any late scheduled payments until this note is paid in fu
Poome mabe mbereIsrleas thenthe amount scheduled depending upon my payment record.
OSJNSJl ANDOPA. ULT: I alree to pay the costs you incur to colle this note in the 0 If checked. I agree to pay a minimum interest charge of _ if I pay th

atreaonble attorneys' fees. len off blr you ham earned ti amount in intest.

O if chedkd. I agree to pay aelate charge of % of the amount of a payment which is
notp plWllhl n .. daysd of when it is due. up to a maximum of 4THE PURPOSE OF THIS LOAN IS: iBu i nlm -R.4'ftmpai an r 1R.p ns

If checed.I .agree to pay interest at te rateof 14e.0 % par year on the balance of
WI noteremaining unpaid after final maturity, including maturity by acceleration.

CM EAT NNE CHARE AMOUNT INANCED TOAL OF PAYMENTS I have the right to rweeve at thies
The-OW 11f my cre111t The dollar amount the The amount of credi The amount I WOll have pai whenw time an itemizaion of the
as aa O et creditswill coat mapovided to me or on my behalf, I have madeSaONscheduled peyments Amount Financed

nnOA 2 .520r070.65 S20o763.50 XX YES -lIwent
wsa ill "be: an itemization

NUWAW mount ofNO -Ido not went
Pa,,, Payments When Payments Ae Dueo__an____________________

*""10means1 an esti1mate
s20,070,65 plus interest due July 29, 1984. _ _ FilingFen

.....s$___Non-filing Insurance
I

Tis note has a demand feature. 0 This note i payable on demand and all disclosures are based on an assumed maturity of one year.

Seeisf. I em giving a security interest in: 0(br- f dee pirion o lr wpaenvi

the gods or proptyn being purchaso.
* lel aUring other loans with you may also secure this loan. Unsecured

my deWelt ACCOMnt and other rights to the payment of money from you

Late arell: 0 I will be charged - % of the amount of a payment which is more than days late. up to a maximum of S

. m i I ay off thisan loan early. I 0 may M] will not have to psy a penalty

0 may KJ will not be entitled to a refund of part of the finance charge.

Icon voi mv contrct documents for any additional information about nonoavment, default, any reauired repavment before the scheduled date and oeanavment refunds and menalties.
I1 ureos Ce It lif insurance. .. and. -I credit. I -disabilityr I ....insuranceIare.......not ..required......to..obtain......

m nle :Credi life insurance and credit diability insurance are not required to obUin
credit, and will not be provided unless I sign and agree to pay the additional cost.

Pronum 1I Term I } Signatures (or Initials)
I want credt life

Life insurafe X
u 7. i 90days Tommy Robinson LVL 44 21sured

Crdt I want fei isability
Croftinsuralce x

I want joint critiiiit*Jointnturenco x ,.

Crt Name of Insured

Name of Insured

Ide net want: Credit Life Ins.; - Credit Disability Ins.; - Joint Credit Life Ins.

P hetInewtnee: I may obtain property insurance from anyone I want that is acceptable to you. If I get
the insuree from or though you I will payS -for of coverage.

CC #392V"" "" Amount Fi
Amount given to me directly * 20aI
Amount paid on my account C!

Amounts paid to others on my behalf:

To Property Insurance Company $

To Credit Life Insurance Company $

To Disability Insurance Company $ -

To Public Official* 6

Prepaid Finance Charge

AMOUNT FINANCED la Ihrough h -s)

Finance Charge (include prepaid)

Total of Pavments (I + k)

(fma

7nt-

20006
692.9

2n* -45 i

SeW"ty - To secure the payment of the note total (defined on the reverse side): MIMIfchecked. this note is not further secured
I)I acknowledge and agree that you have the right to set-off this note against any

ebligalon you heve (now or hereafter) to pay money to me J4)[1 If checked, this note is secured by a seperate..
(2)o maYOU coc the proceeds (or rebates of unearned premiums) on any insurance

DOli L io a. _whre you are named e os payeel and on any policy insuring the dated--------
wij" " , You wilt appl"this toward what I owe you. (This property should be described in the Truth-in-Lending disclosure above

3 0 seeaufrt reeemnt- If checked. I give you a security interest in the property described below The rights I am giving you in this property, and the obligations this agreeme
d ll en the m reerseside f this form

C&*..Ap& 194 f " C I 4S OV e&A4 1Ia 1OOil 44444-4iLg-'

O checied, this security agreement Iif filed) should be filed in the real estate records.
Legal Deacription

Recod Owr ft ot me)

AIV personYAWh signs within this enclosure does so to give you a security interest in

the poW ev  oebed above, but assumes no personal obligation to pay this note.
Neme

A XDate_

This property wsll be used for 0 Personal Ousinss 1 Agricutural
0 (other) purpose

0 if checked, this is a purchase money loan. You may include the name of the seller on tI
check or draft for this loan.

I gre oth trs f hent*an eci gremntboe including t ont

D wet,7- 9 wMI*M ffir6Vit

Signature

Signature

0 If checked, the sqinature lielow was required as a condition of credit.

Type

Si7net ry for filing ftss security agreement.

SIMPLE INTErEST OTE, DISCLOSURE. AND SECURITY AGREEMENT.
lost S~j S I NC.. ST. CLOUD,_ IWN 56301 FORM NDS-Si-Ai i t,1tea .A~ no~. Presien

I.R
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ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE
NORTH LTTLE ROCK ARKANSAS 7114

T.E. RENAUD June 26, 1984
Chairman of the Board &
Chief Executive Off icer

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel F-
Federal Election Commission -"
1325 "K" Street, N.W. Cn
Washington, D. C. 20463 n

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Gross:

On June 18, 1984, I received your letter dated June 13,
1984, which informed me that your office has received a
complaint that alleges that The Twin City Bank and I have vio-
lated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended. I have reviewed a copy of the complaint
and the other material enclosed with your letter, and I am
asking that you accept this letter as my response to the com-
plaint.

For purposes of clarity and future reference, I would like
to answer the allegations by numbered paragraphs.

1. The Twin City Bank is a state chartered depository
insitution whose deposits and accounts are insured by the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

2. On May 17, 1984, the Tommy Robinson for Congress Cam-
paign Committee applied for and was granted a loan in the amount
of $32,000. The loan was evidenced by our standard promissory
note, a copy of which is enclosed for your future reference,
which promissory note was dated May 17, 1984, was for the princi-
pal sum of $32,000, bearing interest at the rate of 12 % per
annum, and was due and payable on or before June 15, 1984.

3. The said promissory note was guaranteed by the candi-
date, Mr. Tommy F. Robinson, on our standard guaranty form,
a copy of which is enclosed for your reference.

4. The loan was approved by me acting in my capacity as
Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of The Twin
City Bank. I have held the position of Chairman and Chief Execu-
tive Officer of The Twin City Bank for the past 15 years.

P.O. BOX 5581. NORTH LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72119-501/372-4700



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #2 June 26, 1984

5. The Twin City Bank is the largest state chartered bank
in Arkansas with total assets of $260 million as of June 1,
1984.

6. The Twin City Bank has one of the lowest loan loss
records of any lending institution in the state of Arkansas.

7. As Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer
of The Twin City Bank, my primary lending authority is
$19,000,000.

8. It is my opinion that the loan to Tommy Robinson Cam-
paign Committee was made in the ordinary course of business
by this bank and was on a basis which assures repayment.

9. In addition to my knowledge of the banking industry,
and particularly the operations of The Twin City Bankr I do
have some knowledge as a citizen of the political future and
fortunes of candidate Tommy F. Robinson. Based on my knowledge
of Mr. Robinson, it is my opinion, and was at the time the loan
was made, that he is a very viable candidate for the office
which he is seeking; that he has substantial political backing
and support; that his popular support among the voters is
extremely high; and that he is respected by a number of business
and civic leaders throughout this congressional district. These
facts led me to believe at the time the loan was made, an
opinion which I still maintain, that the campaign committee
was certainly capable of repaying the loan in a timely and
orderly fashion. Additionally, I have known Mr. Robinson to
be a man of integrity. I have extended credit in larger amounts
to him personally, and he has always handled these credits in
a thoroughly satisfactory manner. Consequently, I was also
comforted by his personal guarantee of the loan being
questioned. While it would be a financial burden for Mr.
Robinson to liquidate the debt if it is necessary for him to
do so from his personal funds, I feel certain that he would
do so, however, I also have no doubt that he can inspire the
community to contribute to his political campaign. In summary,
this loan was made to an individual of high integrity, a man
recognized as a professional in his field, a customer with a
satisfactory previous credit history with this bank, and the
loan itself has two seperate sources of repayment - the borrower
and the guarantee.

10. The loan to the Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign
Committee was not endorsed or guaranteed by any person, corpora-
tion, partnership or any other type of entity other than Mr.
Robinson.

our banking relationships with our customers must remain
confidential and this information is furnished to you with the
express permission of the Tommy Robinson Campaign Committee.
We specifically request that you maintain his confidentiality.



Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Page #3 June 26, 1984

If I can be the source of any additional information, I
shall be happy to respond upon request.

TER/do

Enclosures

I -
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ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE
NORTH LIMLE ROCK ARKANSAS

PROMISSORY NOTE

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, the undersigned, jointly and severally, promise to pay to
the order of The Twin City Bank (herein called Bank), at its office in North Little Rock, Arkansas, the sum of

LTr'tv'-t o T(.)us and and 00/.. . DOLLARS,
together with interest thereon from c!.e at the rate of T -f\, t t o XC,:od r. .XirI

..... ',.t'lt %, per annum until maturity, and thereafter the maximum rate allowed by law
until such sum is paid in full. Said amounts shall be payable as follows:

emii. or if no dernznd hV June 15, 1274

No delay or omission on the part of Holder in exercising any right hereunder shall operate as a waiver of
such right or of any other right under this note. Presentment, demand, protest, notice of dishonor, and extension
of time without notice are hereby waived by each and every Obligor. The Obligor, jointly and severally, promise
and agree to pay all costs of collection and reasonable attorney's fee incurred or paid by Holder in enforcing this
note upon the occurrence of any default. Any notice to Maker shall be sufficiently served for all purposes if placed
in the mail, postage prepaid, addressed to, or left upon the premises at, the address shown below or any other-
address shown on Holder's records.

The undersigned (hereinafter referred to as Maker) does hereby deliver and/or grant to Bank and its assigns, and
- holders (Bank, its assigns, and holders all being collectively referred to as Holders) under pledge as security and/or

grant a security interest in, the collaterals below listed and/or listed on a collateral pledge and/or a Security
" Agreement, to wit:

THE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS, TERMS, UNDERTAKINGS, AND RIGHTS SET FORTH ON THE
REVERSE SIDE HEREOF ARE HEREBY MADE A PART OF THIS PROMISSORY NOTE, THE SAME
.BEING INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE

Principal consists of:

Loan proceeds .............
Old Balance ...............
Filing fees or other fees

incurred in perfection of
any security interest in
any collateral ............

Credit Lire Insurance ........
"I I <o Arnount Financed ...........- "

'_____ ______-__. SGN EO Ac<NO'. .~~D(;F.. RECEIPT OF A OUPC. T

LL THi. NOTE.

MA K E Rmy chec!Kirg a,cro ot ioo

,1111



( *et ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS e
W(Bev art of the prorn;ssory note on the reverse sidereof.)

The collateral stated on the face of this note Is also pledged and/or granted as security for all other liabilIItis (primary, Se eorioAr/, direct, continpant, "o!o.Joint or tooveral), due or to become Sue or which may be heraftor contracted or acquired, of each Maker (IncludLing Aih tolakir and ony other prv'x, inV2rsk. The surrend'r of this Note upon payment or otherwise, Shall not affect the right of Bank to retain the collateral r Its lnte:ast thearin for such
other liabilitles, end rr.teer. no neretly waive all rights under Ark. Stat. Ann. S85-9-

Additions to, reauctions or exchang-Is of, or substitutions for the Collateral, payments on account of this loan of Inc-aasa of the same, or ottrerIu4ns made partially or wholly upon the Collateral, may from time to time be made without affecting the provisions of thIk note. HT-older si ll extrc!sroes,3nsbl care In the custody and preservation of the Collateral to the extent required by applicable statute, and shal be deemedc to have 1Xr t$rva)onabie care If It takes such action for that purpose as Maker shall reasonably request In writing, but no omission to do any act not rAqiutStsd by Maktrshell be oemed a failure to exercise reasonable care, and no omission to comply with any request of Makor shall of Itstil be deemed a fallura to exercllreasonable care. Holder shall hot be bound to take any steps necessary to preserve any rights In the Collate(al againut pri .r parties and M.ker smll til,.e allnecessary steps for such purposes. Holder or Its nominee need not collect Interest on or principal of any Collateral or give any notice with respect to It.

If the Collateral shall at any time become unsatisfactory to Holder, Maker shall within one day after demand pledge and d.ipreolt with Ho;chr 3s
p'art of the Collateral additional property wh!ch Is satisfactory to Holder.

If Holder deems Itself Insecure, or upon the happening of any of the following events, each of which shall constitute a d tult hereunder, allIl.bliltiee of each Maker to Holder shail theraupon or thereafter, at the option of Holder, without notice or demand, become due 3nd (a)able: (a) lillu.3of Nny Ooligor (whicn term Shall mson ano Include each Maker, endorser, surety and guarantor of this note) to perform any agraernnt heretunder, to payliterest or principal when due, or to pay any other lial0lty whatsoever to Holder when due, (b) the death of any Obligor; (c) th flillei of any petitlo,under thfe Bankruptcy Act, or any similar federal or state statute, by or against any Obligor; (d) any application for the appointmant of a r.tcl3"var for,Cie malking of a general assignment for the benefit of creditors by, or the Insolvancy of any Obllgor; (a) the entry of a judgmanrt ag inst any Oablsgor;( ? tie Issulng of any attachment or garnishment, or the flllng of any lIen, argainst any property of any Obligorl (g) the taklin of pc's'iflon of any :ul,-su')tt'ltIal part of the property of any Obligor at th- Instance of any governmental authority& (h) the dissolution, mergesr, c.r SOlidatlon, or reoraniza.
tier of any Obligor; (I) the assignment by any Maker of any equity In any of the Collateral without the written consent of Holdr.

Bank Shall have, but saill not be limited to, the following rights, each of which may be exercised at any time wh ther or not this noteo is 
1

0;(I) to pledge or transflor this note and the Collateral anrd Holder shall thereupon be reollavad of all dut:ij and rasponsIbilllt i flaM undar a.l r-e!eved 
1
rv', n,n'v and all liabill!y with respect to any Collateral so pledged or transferreoo, and any Dladgie or transferee shall for all purposes stand In tno piSi,. o?Holder hierunler and hive all the rights of Holder hereunder; (il) to transfer the whoi-i or any part of the Collateral Into the narme of Itsilf or 1rsnominee; (ill) to vote the Collateral; (lv) to notify the Ocilgors on any Collateral to make payrnent to Puank of any a'nounts due or to bacoml duethereon, (v) to demand. sue for, collect, or maeie any compromise or settlement It deems desireole with reference to the Collatirall and (vi) to t3ke

control of any proceeds of Collateral.

Holder it hereby given a lien uoon and a socurlty Interest In all property of each Obligor now or at any tlme hsruje4er i- the poIsition of H,-1t.arIn any capacity whatsoaver, Including but not limited to any oalancs or .',..ra of any deposit, trust, or agercy account, iA% s4urlry for the piyrent of toesnote, and a similar lien upon and security Interest In all such property of each maker as security for the plymont of all other 1liebllti1. uf laCh Vaktr toHolder (includlln ltabi;ltles ol each Maker end any other person); and Holder shall have the same rights as to such property as It has with resuect tc the
Collateral,

If Holder deems Itself Insecure or upon the occurrence of any default hereunder Holder shall h.ve the remaets of a sel.urad party uner theUniform Commercial Codq and, without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Holder shall have the right. Imrmedi4tely and without further action by
*0% It, to set off agalnst tnis note all money owed by Holder In any capacity to each or any Obligor, whether or not due, and i r-o to iit off a sos all other|liiil~les of acm M(aker to Holder all money owed by Holder In any capacity to each or anm, %aker; and Holde)r .hilI 0e Cnil C to hav,, ixerCjA. -.jr!nt of sat-off and to have made a charge against any such money Immecilately upon tile occurranc-e of such default eve-a t"no;;h such Cf.lrgo is mad- oratred ot thi books of Bank subsequent thereto. Unl-.ss the Collateral Is perishable or threatens to decline speedily In valu3 or Is of e typei custarn.irflyvn II on i reco.nizoa marwet, Holder will give Maker rassonastli notice of the time and plscq of any public or private sale thsrsof. The r..ulremnrt ofr.":ionabie notice shall be met If such notice Is mailed, postage prepalid, to any Maker at the address given on the face of this note or at any' oth.r aUJ-'asaiow.n on the r9coris of the Ho.aer, at '.*sit five clays bofori toe ti-me of the sale. Upon diepoitlon of any Collataral after thi occurreco of uny ojfvu;tharunder, Maker shalt he and remain liable for any deficiency and Ho;dor shall account to M.aktr fto any surplus, hut Holdir sV.el have thi riht', to .,)piy:i or any part of such surplu (or to hold tne same as a reserve against) any ano all other lIabilitiets of each or .)ny Maker to Holder.

N)
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GUARANTY
7nr TVlur ' -.. Atlr',b and in consideration of advances to be made,

accommodation from time to time afforded or to be afforded to

TOMMY ROBINSON CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

or credit to be given, or other financial

(Iwicinafter designated as "Dubtor"), by THE TWIN CITY BANK, NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS,
or its stccessor or SUcce.ssors, ininediite or remote, by merger, consolidation, sale of a major portion of its
a:)sctL;, or otherwisc (all of which are herein after called the "Bank"), the undersigned hereby jointly and sever-
ally guarantee the full and protii;t payient to said Bank at maturity and at all times thereafter of any and
all inidebtedness, obligations and liabilities of every kind and nature of said Debtor to said Bank (including
liabilities of partnerships created or ari.;ing while the Debtor may have been or may be a member thereof),
howsoever evidenced, which may hereafter become due, whether direct or indirect, absolute or contingent,
or joint or several, and how,oever owmned, held or acquired, whether through discount, overdraft, purchase,
dir,'t lan or as collateral, (,r otlerwise; and the undersigned further agree to pay all expenses, legal and/or

o (including court LCIAs and attorney's fees, paid or incurred by saild Bank in endeavoring to collect
suL: i,,:kbtecntss, oblig, itini.s and liahilities, or any part thereof, and in (,nforcing this guaranty). The right
of recvery, however, agai 'st the undersigned is limited to

THIRTY-TWO THOUSAND AND 00/100 ..... DOLLARS ($ 32700000 )

plus interest on all loans and/or advances hereunder and all expenses hereinbefore mentioned.

In case of the death, incompetency, dissolution, liquidation or insolvency (howsoever evidenced) of, or
the institution of bankruptcy or receivership proceedings against said Debtor, all of said indebtedness, obliga-
tions and liabilities then existing shall, at the option of the Bank, immediately become due or accrued and pay-
able from the undersigned.

All dividends or other payments received from the Debtor, or on account of the debt from whatsoever
source, shall be taken and applied as payment in gross, and this guaranty shall apply at the option of said
Bank to and secure any ultimate balance that shall remain owing to said Bank.

Any payments mAde by the undersigned on the indebtedness of the Debtor and resulting in the under-
signed having a claim against the Debtor shall be subordinate to any and all then existing indebtedness owed
the Bank by the Debtor and also to such subsequent loans or advances which, at the option of the Bank, may
be rnade.

This guaranty shall be a continuing, absolute and unconditional guaranty, and shall remain in full force
and effect until written notice of its discontinuance shall be actually received by said Bank, and also until any
and all said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be fully paid.
The death, dissolution or withdrawal of any one or more of the undersigned shall not terminate this guaranty
until notice of any such death, dissolution or withdrawal shall have been actually received by said Bank, nor
until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities existing before receipt of such notice shall be fully
paid. And in the event of any -m,,ch death, dissolution or withdrawal and notice thereof to the Bank, this
guaranty shall, notwithstanding, continue and remain in force against the survivor or survivors until discon-
tinued as hereinabove provided.

The liability lic-reunde" si,1 in no wise be affected or impaired by (and said bank is hereby expressly
autbhorized to rnak: from tir-- to lime, without notice to anyone), any sale, pledge, surrender, compromise,
srtil !.,inrt,_ release, renew.!, te.,1X: nson, indulgence, alt, ',t ion, substitution, exchaire, change in, modification
or ofrc di';yosition of any, f-i, in.!-btedness, ob 'a1a .. nd liabilities, eith: express or implied, or of any
co-,i or contc i. .- c, . . ereof, cr of anyv : or collatral "t,.rer. The liability hereunder

Si:.:!; ,...,,, by ac_;pJ: ' i, :i luBank of arty ,e. it- for or other guaran-

hid idobtinP90

by aI T U- kr

z-, or

I.: may atl.a--y i
sjoint!.,yc~

rI~ fthe Boni-
x.-- -f Atheur.s-'

li.JhiW': to this BaW, Aiiu l
6 0 : , 1 rLPOf W C! ; 1~i: Of 9-' -U

i.,,,atis orb liyi!i.'< o- by any f:_dV,- - or omission on the
,-c' , e:any of,- . bi-&- i iailities, or any collat-
SIany l pn ,: , t ,.proiivt moneys, credits cr

;.uid i3r:, t.'ac *, , iaoon of s ._ it .(btedness, obligations or
,. rts o-r cr,'rj , ... .-i i i: x the exclusive rirht to

1, 0io:, of D/r;,: . .i if iny, sh - r ade on said indebted-
pju 0: ;1 LtU I,) 1c, ;i h ot: L _it ;I* ;) e iC;UlL~er, LI! .
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.' . ._dnes- :vi. o .t ', ,; , -,, , I-.. to demand and collect



All diligence in coll-ction o.-r,,ction, and all pre:;entment, demand, protest and/or notice, as to anyand everyone, of diashoztor and of d-fault ad of non-payment and of the creation and existence of any and
all of said incIebtedne,:., obligations and liabilities, and of any security ard collateral therefor, and of the ac-
ceptance of this guaranty, and of any and all extensions; of credit and indulgence hereunder, are hereby cx-
pressly waived.

The granting of credit from time to time by said Bank to sOaid Debtor in excess of the amount to which
the right of recovery under thi u azanty is limited and without notice to the undersir'ned, is hereby also
authorized a.nd shall in no way affect or impair this guaranty.

All paper discounted for said Dj)btor and all loans made to said Debtor, when paid, shall be deemed
to have been paid by said Debtor, unes; express notice in writing is given to said Bank at the time by the
undersigned that it has been paid by thlern.

No act of commission or ornisn of any kid, or at any time, upon the part of said Bank in respect
to any matter whatsoever, shall in any way affect or impair this guaranty.

--;a' I ank may, witho1. - iotice whatsoever to any one, sell, assign or transfer all of said indebted-
nfe:;, o- J.ations and liabili'i-, ,r any port thereof, a..d in- that event each and every immediate and successive
ax-:aee, transferee, or holder o' all or any part of sa.d indebtedness, obligations and liabilities, shall have the
rig.t to enforce this guaranty, by suit or otherwise, for the benefit of such assignee, transferee or holder, as
full?" as if such assignee, tran.<,feree or holder were herein by name specifically given such rights, powers and
benefits; but the said Bank shall have an unimpaired right, prior and superior to that of any said assignee,
transferee or holder, to enforce this guaranty for the benefit of said Bank, as to so much of said indebtedness,
obligations and liabilities that it has not sold, assigned or transferred.

Notice to the undersigned guarantors of the acceptance of this guaranty and of the making or renewing
of any loan or paper is hereby expressly waived by the undersigned.

No release or discharge of any one or more of the undersigned shall release or discharge any of the
othero f the undersigned, unless and until all of said indebtedness, obligations and liabilities shall have been
fully paid and discharged.

This guaranty shall be construed according to the law of the State of Arkansas, in which State it shall
be performed by the undersig:ned.

This guaranty and every part thereof, shall be binding upon the undersigned, jointly and severally, and
upon the heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns of all the undersigned, and each of them, respec-
tivaly.

Any part of this guaranty invalid under the law of this State shall not invalidate other parts of this
guaranty.

Alfter having car'efully read thIs instrument consisting of the front and back of this page the same was sign-
ed,Seed and yed by the undersigne, this- 17th l!Lday of May 184
and was thz .. r received and accepted by said Bank at North'ittle Rock, A'kansas.

OMMY ROBI NSON
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TWIN CITY BANK
ONE RIVERFRONT PLACE

NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72114

To:
Mr. Xenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

FIRST CLASS MAIL

q. -- - I
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W. NUSLL MIK%, III
TIMO Y DAVI FOX

June 28, 1984

Honorable Kenneth A. Gross 23
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 1721

,Dear Mr. Gross:

We are the attorneys for one of the respondent banks in thecaptioned matter. We are the attorneys for Stephens Security
Bank, Stephens, Arkansas.

To avoid undue delay, and to assist you in understanding the
organization of the bank, which is controlled by a bank holding
company, we attach and submit herewith additional materials in
the form of the "Affidavit of Richard T. Smith". Mr. Smith is
the proper respondent for Stephens Security Bank, and your
records should reflect this change from Mr. James Morgan,
President. The Affidavit, I believe, clarifies the situation in
this respect.

You may also treat this letter as additional response by
Stephens Security Bank. The documents, which consist entirely of
newspaper clippings, contain no evidence of any violation of any
Federal Election Commission regulation. Neither the articles
themselves, nor any contents therein, are of any probative value.
Instead, it is apparent that there has been public scrutiny over
the dispute between two opposite political forces, and the bank's
loan transaction has been caught in the middle.

There have not been sufficient allegations made, through the
articles, nor through the June 2, 1984 letter complaint from the
complaintants, that give rise to a substantial belief that there
has been any violation of 11 CFR 100.7 (a)(1)(i)(C), or 11 CFR
100.7 (b)(11), or of 11 CFR 104.3 (a)(4)(iv). Instead, what has
been presented does not appear to be substantial enough to even
require additional investigation.
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Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
June 28, 1984
Page 2

The time, cost and expense of engaging in this process is
not something that a bank takes into consideration at the time it
engages in any loan transaction, and it certainly is not
something that should be entertained, purely upon suspicions,
innuendos, and perhaps "sour grapes", of complaintants. Instead,
because of the lack of any probative evidence, the complaint
should be formally dismissed, and as a practical matter should be
ignored.

There has been no violation of any state or federal banking
regulation, nor has there been any violation of any Federal
Election Commission law, nor has there been any other violation
of any other type law. We point out that upon our investigation,
one of the complaintants, Mr. James E. McClain, Jr., is an attor-
ney, and this possibly explains the "legal reading" of the June
2, 1984 letter complaint. To be sure, there has been no "clear
violation" of 2 U.S.C. 431 (8)(A)(1) or of 2 U.S.C. 431
(8)(B)(vii). There has been no violation.

.1 To the extent the complaint contains matters that tend to
1 editorialize the "concern over the impropriety of these loans",

the opinions and editorial comments of the complaintants should
be properly discarded.

In conclusion, while the position of the bank might seem
harsh, it is not callous, but instead is made with a clear
understanding that important procedures such as the one at pre-
sent, cannot be engaged in with reckless abandon. The motivation
cannot be based upon spite, vindictiveness, or retaliation and
retribution against a victorious political candidate. The cost
and expense placed on a respondent bank is too great to treat these
matters lightly.

Any further communication with respect to SABCO, Stephens
Security Bank, Richard T. Smith, James Morgan, or any other offi-
cers or directors of those entities, may and should be made to
the undersigned attorney on their behalf. The Affidavit sets
forth all persons for whom this office is acting as counsel.

We thank you for your participation and attention, and we
will be happy to respond in other ways which may be of
assistance, should it be required. We would like to be advised,
immediately, upon any action taken by the Commission. We would
also request to be provided with copies of any and all documents



Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
June 28, 1984
Page 3

submitted by the present complaintants, any other complaintants,
and all respondents.

We are providing a copy of this letter and of the attached
Affidavit to Mr. Peter Kynch, the staff person assigned by your
office to handle this matter. We would appreciate receiving
written confirmation from either you, or Mr. Kynch, advising
of your receipt of this letter and Affidavit.

Yours very truly,

W. Russell Meeks, III
WRM:bj

Enclosure

cc: Peter Kynch
w/encl.

James Morgan, President
Stephens Security Bank
w/encl.

Richard T. Smith
Chairman of the Board
SABCO
w/encl.



STATEPN OF DESIGNATION OF cOUNtL

MUR 1721

NAME OF COUNSEL: W. Russell Meeks, III

1151 First Commercial BuildingADDRESS:LittleRockAR 7Little Rc, R 72201

501-376-4660

TELEPHONE:

The above-named individual 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.

6/28/84

Date Si na ure
RICHARD T SMITH

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Stephens Security Bank

% Richard T. Smith, Chairman

Smith Associated Banking Corporation

800 Tower Building
Little Rock, AR 72201

501-225-5322

501-374-8822
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF ARKANSAS)
) ss.

COUNTY OF PULASKI)

I, Richard T. Smith, state on oath:

1. James Morgan, President, Stephens Security Bank, has been

forwarded a formal notification from the Federal Election

Commission that a Complaint has been filed against him, as

President, and against the Stephens Security Bank, Stephens,

Arkansas. The matter has been numbered MUR1721.

2. Stephens Security Bank, Stephens, Arkansas, is a state

chartered banking institution located in Ouachita County,

Arkansas.

3. Stephens Security Bank is controlled by a bank holding

company, organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws

of the State of Arkansas. The name of the holding company is

Smith Associated Banking Corporation (hereafter "SABCO").

4. I, Richard T. Smith, am Chairman of the Board of SABCO.

In such capacity, I am making the response to the Commission on

behalf of SABCO, on my behalf, on behalf of James Morgan as

President of Stephens Security Bank, on behalf of Stephens

Security Bank, and on behalf of any officers, directors or

employees of either SABCO or Stephens Security Bank.

5. Because of the confidentiality between Stephens Security

Bank ("Bank"), and all of its customers and borrowers, the Bank

requests that this matter remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. Sec. 437 G (a)(4)(B) and Sec. 437 G (a)(12)(A).

6. The Stephens Security Bank was approached by Tommy F.

Robinson, (hereafter "Borrower"), and advised of his desire to

borrow funds from the Bank. Affiant states that prior to his

assuming the position as Chairman of the Board of SABCO, he was a

Vice-President with Worthen Bank and Trust Company, N.A, a

national banking institution located in Little Rock, Pulaski

County, Arkansas. In said capacity, the undersigned was the per-



sonal loan officer for several loans involving the Borrower.

The loan experience, including the timely repayment of all loans,

was excellent. Affiant was and is personally familiar with the

Borrower, and is familiar with his previous borrowing record, and

with the details of the loan transactions involving the Borrower

and Worthen Bank, with respect to those transactions which

occurred while Affiant was a loan officer. Based upon that

knowledge, past dealing, previous course of conduct, personal

acquaintance with the Borrower, and based upon other good and

sound banking practices, the Affiant approved the loan by

Stephens Security Bank to Borrower, based upon the terms and con-

ditions of a promissory note executed on the 11 day of

April , 1984.

7. The promissory note, referred to above, is attached as

Exhibit "A". The promissory note was not guaranteed by any indi-

vidual, nor endorsed by anyone. The maker of the note is Tommy

F. Robinson. There are no other makers, endorsers, guarantors,

or sureties.

8. Affiant states that neither he, SABCO, or Stephens

Security Bank, have previously been involved in any Federal

Election Commission investigation. Because of the confiden-

tiality between bank borrower and the bank, Affiant respectfully

declines the opportunity to present additional legal and factual

information concerning any other details or matters involved in

this loan transaction.

9. Affiant denies any allegations set forth by the

Complaintants, with whom he is not acquainted, and with whom he

is not personal familiar, and further states that any other

details of the political disagreement of the Complaintants, and

the Borrower, are (as evidenced by the exhibits) of a highly

publicized nature, and appear to be more in the form of "sour

grapes" than in the form of legitimate complaints. Affiant

believes this should be considered in view of the time, costs and

expense associated with the Bank's participation in any investi-

gation conducted by the Federal Election Commission.



RICHARD T. SKITH"

SWORN TO AND SUBCRIBED before me, this 28 day of June, 1984.

NOTARY PUBLIC

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

A--.1, )99.2
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Single Payment or Monthly Installment Note
(in this contract, the words 1, me,. mine and my mean each and all of those signing as Borrower. The wordsyou.your and yours mean Stephens Security Bank.)

I promise to pay to you or to your order -.One Hundred Thousand &OO ol-d0larsjs 100#000.00
according to the payment schedule below. " 1

Tommy Robinson fqr Congress-Commijttee"
Basic Credit Information

ANNUALj FINANCE 1 AMOUNT FINANCED TOTAL OF PAYMENTS
PERCENTAGE RATE CHARGE The amount of credit The amount I wll haveThe cost of my credit The dollar amount the provided to me or paid after I have madeas a yearly rate.I credit will cost me. on my behalf. aN payments as scheduled.Prime + 2% j __ _ _ _ _ _

_________ %_ e $ 3,452.0.5 e* 100,000.00* 103,452.05 e

My payment schedule will be:

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS WHEN PAYMENTS ARE DUE

10i3462.05 90 days-
July 10, 1984SECURITY: I am giving a security interest in my 0 stock or bonds, 0 savings account, 0 motor vehicle, or other property

,and any account or property of mine now in or coming into your possession, I should see the Security Agreement orPledge I have given you for a full description. Collateral securing other loans with you will also secure this loan. - 75% of the
FILING FEES: $_ _ _ __ _ initial contributions from Camp.&$100,o0 life
LATE CHARGE: If a payment is late, I will be charged 8% of the payment, but no more then eight dollars ($8.00). insur. policy
PREPAYMENT: If I pay off early. I may be entitled to a refund of part of the FINANCE CHARGE, but I may have to pay a penalty.

I should see the rest of the contract documents for additional information about nonpayment, default, any required repayment in full before the
scheduled date, security interest, and prepayment refunds and penalties.

Itemization of the Amount Financed of $ 100. 000 .00
$________ Amount paid on my account with you.
$s10,0. 00QI Amount paid me directly.

Amount paid to others on my behalf:
to Public Officials
to Insurance Company (Property Insurance)

$________ to Insurance Company (Credit/ Disability Insurance)

S ____- prepaid Finance Charge
PREPAYMENT REBATE AND PENALTY. If I prepay this note, you will refund any unearned FINANCE CHARGE, figured by the Rule of 78, a

commonly used formula for figuring rebates on installment loans. However, if I prepay after the first day of a monthly installment period, you may
deduct and keep the FINANCE CHARGE for the entire installment period as a prepayment penalty. In case my loan is $200.00 or less, you may
charge me a prepayment penalty equal to the unearned FINANCE CHARGE figured by the Rule of 78. or $8.00, whichever is less.

INSURANCE- I agree to maintain theft and physical damage insurance on the property covered by the Security Agreement for its full insurable
value, and I understand that I can buy this insurance through a person of my own choosing.

-PROPERTY INSURANCE CREDIT INSURANCE
01 I voluntarily request that you obtain the following insurance I understand you do not require Credit Life or Disability
coverages to protect against loss to the property. Insurance in connection with this contract. You will not provide

0El .. deductible collision such insurance for me unless I sign below.
ol Comprehensive D credit life and disability insurance
o Fire and Broad Form Theft I Want 01 disability insurance only

o Towing and Labor Costs 0 credit life insurance only
at a Total Premium of S ___-_ for the term of this contract.

for a term of - months. The total cost of the premium You may have all the proceeds of the insurance necessary to
if obtained from or through you is $- - pay off this contract. I or my estate can have the remainder. I mayo1 I do not want you to obtain insurance coverage for me. I will inspect the policy(ies) upon request.

arrange coverage as required under this contact.Broe ob nue

R~ n ' W E - . . B o rro w e r to be in sured

DEFAULT. I'll be in default,
I1 If I don't pay an installment on time, or
2. If I begin, or someone begins against me, a bankruptcy or insolvency proceeding, which is not dismissed within 30 days; or
3. If I don't fulfill niy other obligations in this or any other contract with you; or
4. If I violate any provision of any document signed by me as security for this note.
You can then demand immediate payment of the full balance of this note, minus the part of the FINANCE CHARGE which hasn't been
earned figured by the Rule of 78. You will also have other legal rights; for instance, the righ't to repossess and sell the property in which I have
given you a security interest, and apply the proceeds to the obligations under this note.

COSTS AFTER DEFAULT. If I'm in default and you demand full payment of the balance of this note, I agree to pay you interest on the unpaid
balance thereafter at the highest rate permitted by law per year. after allowance for the unearned part of the FINANCE CHARGE. If you have to
sue me. I will pay you a reasonable attorney's fee, but not more than 10% of the amount due, plus all court costs.
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W. RUSSELL MEEKS, III
ATTORNEY AT LAW

1151 FIRST NATIONAL BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

TO Honorable Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST CLASS MAIL
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THE TOMMY ROBINSON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
425 West Broadway, Suite K

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

June 26, 1984

Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 1721

'1 Dear Mr. Gross:

On June 18, my campaign committee received your letter giving
notice of a complaint which had been filed against me individually,
and my committee. The purpose of this letter is to clarify any
uncertainty as to the validity and legality of the loans in
question.

In April of this year I approached several lending institutions
IA. in Arkansas seeking loans to finance my campaign. Each of the loans

was made by FDIC banking institutions and in accordance with Arkansas
and Federal banking laws. Specifically, each loan bears a market
interest and each carries a definite due date and amortization
schedule. I believe that each note was the bank's standard form.

It appears that the complaint raises some question as to whether
these loans were made on a basis which assures payment. I feel this
allegation is totally without merit. As I have previously stated,
the loans were reviewed by each bank and were approved in accordance
with bank policy. At no time was there a question raised as to my
campaign committee's ability to repay the indebtedness. Clearly,
each bank which made loans to me, or the committee, felt secure in
its loan.

None of the banks requested a personal guaranty from anyone
other than me. No other guaranty, expressed or implied, was given
to any of the banks.

Inasmuch as I won the democratic nomination for Congress, I
feel certain that the loans can be quickly repaid.
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Mr. Kenneth A. Gross
June 26, 1984
Page Two

I feel confident that once your committee reviews the trans-
actions in question, you will have no doubt as to the validity
of the loans.

I will be pleased to furnish any documentation that you
specifically request.

This letter shall serve as the response of Mr. George M.
Felkins, Treasurer of my campaign committee. If he needs to
respond personally, please let me know.

If I may be the source of any additional information, I
shall be happy to respond upon request.

7Sin erely,

Tommy F. Robinson

TFR:mmr

cc: Mr. Larry C. Wallace
House, Wallace & Jewell, P.A.
1500 Tower Building
Little Rock, AR 72201

Mr. George M. Felkins, Treasurer
The Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee
425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, AR 72114
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STATKENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL

MTJR 1721

NAM OF COUNSEL: Larry C. Wallace

ADDRESS: House. Wallace & Jewell. P.A.

1500 Tower BUilding

Little Rock. AR 72201

TELEPEONE: (501) 375-9151

The above-named individual 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.

Sa'.ature

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS:

HOME PHONE:

BUSINESS PHONE:

Darrell Glascock

Tommy F. Robinson Campaign Committee

425 West Broadway, Suite K

North Little Rock. AR 72114

(501) 372-4816

le -
Date
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June 22, 1984

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: Initiation of Compliance Matters by Complaint Lodged
Against the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, et al

Dear Counsel:

As Complainants in the above styled Initiation of Compliance
Matters by Complaint, we hereby state our request to withdraw
the Complaint.

The basic issue in the Complaint is whether the subject loans
were made "in the ordinary course of business" by the named
banks. Upon further research of both the federal election
law and Arkansas banking practices, we have concluded that,
while we continue to look askance at the entire procedure,
an FEC investigation is not warranted at this time.

We, therefore, respectfully request permission to withdraw
the above named Complaint.

ames E. McClain, Jr.
21 Indi n Trail 10601 Crestdale Lane
Searcy, A kansas 72143 Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

-OF ARKANSAS))
COUNTY OF PULASKI)
George Carder and James E. McClain, Jr. subscribed and sworn to
before me, a Notary Public, on this 22nd day of June, 1984.

My Commission Expires: /WWX
,, P',rci. . . Notary Public
Yvl IVill~ilhalUII yl,,,A ,IL a"iUdly 4;), 17



ulQs McClain
)I Crestdale
t1. Rock, AR 72212

CER'%IFIED MAIL

e1 C ounsel
Federal Election
1.325 Street,
.as in ton, D. C

ComlMis sr

20463-
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HousE. WALLACE & JEWELL. P. 1 4UN AS: 48
AMTOv N YM AT LAW

ISO0 TOWeR BUILOING
LITTLE RoCK, ARKANSAS 72201

(501) 375-1l5l
LARRY C. WALLACE

June 20, 1984

Mr. Peter Kynch
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.

N Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Peter:

Let me express my appreciation for the curtesy
you extended to me by telephone today regarding my
initial inquiry on MUR 1721. Within the next several
days, Tommy F. Robinson Campaign Committee and The
Twin City Bank will forward to you the Statement of
Designation of Counsel.

If I can assist in your review of this matter,
please never hesitate to give me a call.

Sincerely,

ar lace

LCW:mmr



HOUSE. WALLACE & JEWELL, P. A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1500 TOWER BUILDING
LITTLE ROCK. ARKANSAS 72201

P.oCfto
4 4  

.... 0 . ..

4D ~ 4

Mr. Peter Kynch
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463



FIRST COMMERCIAL CORPORATION
200 FMIR COMMERCIAL DUILDING84U A:3P.O. BOX 1"3381 JU... A 8: 31
LIlE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 ^.V

TELEPHONE 501-371-7000

June 21, 1984

Mr. Charles N. Steel
General Counsel
The Federal Election Commission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steel:

Several weeks ago the Associated Press reporter here In Arkansas
attributed several comments to me that might have been misconstrued In
newspaper accounts of my reaction to our Bank's loans to the campaign
committee of Mr. Tommy Robinson. As you are aware, Mr. Robinson is the
Democratic nominee to the United States House of Representatives from the
Second Congressional District In Arkansas. A complaint has recently been
filed with your office and has been docketed under your matter number
MUR 1721.

The purpose of this letter is to assure you that my unofficial remarks to
the AP reporter were based on an opinion written for First National Bank
two years ago in a situation which appeared to be similar. This opinion
was used as a base for a policy which disallowed such loans in our Bank,
which was merged with another Bank last year, resulting in First
Commercial Bank as the new entity. Whether Mr. Robinson's campaign
committee bank loans violated any provision of the rules and regulations of
the Federal Election Commission would naturally have to be decided by
your office, not by our policies or by the newspapers.

Additionally, I certainly did not express an opinion on the loans other
banking institutions extended T-Mr. Robinson, except to the effect that if
the collateral was what his campaign manager was quoted as saying it was,
then the banks had some questionable loans. Obviously, I was not privy
to the bankers' reasons for extending those other credits.

You and I know that news reporters, in their eagerness to dig up facts or
to get a story, will ask questions and then sometimes try to help give the
answers. Unfortunately, this may add to the confusion rather than help
find the answers.

Yours very truly,

Chairman of the Board

B FV:ccj
D4IQ
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I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

Its June 13, 1984

James E. McClain,, Jr.
10601 Crestdale Lane
Little Rock, Arkansas 72212

Dear Mr. McClain:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on June 4, 1984, against Tommy Robinson; George
M. Felkins; The Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee; Al
Harkins; First State Bank; B. Finley Vinson; First Commercial
Bank, N.A.; James Morgan; Stephen' s Security Bank; Leonard Dunn;

- First American Bank; Gene Forston; Worthen Bank & Trust Company;
Terrence Renaird and Twin City Bank,, which alleges violations of
the Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff -member has been
assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be
notified of this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final0 action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
VIP, additional information in this matter, please forward it to this

Office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Gn Counsel /

y Gro
Associate Ge ral Counsel

Enclosure





' FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

I F June 13, 1984

George Carder
216 Indian Trail
Searcy Arkansas 72143

Dear Mr. Carder:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on June 4, 1984, against Tommy Robinson; George
M. Felkins; The Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee; Al
Harkins; First State Bank; B. Finley Vinson; First Commercial
Bank, N.A.; James Morgan; Stephen's Security Bank; Leonard Dunn;
First American Bank; Gene Forston; Worthen Bank & Trust Company;

CN! Terrence Renaird and Twin City Bank, which alleges violations of
the Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been

I assigned to analyze your allegations. The respondent will be
IA notified of this complaint within five days.

VYou will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact

O Barbara A. Johnson at (202) 523-4143.

"r Sincerely,

Enclosure
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\ FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

June 1 3 , 1984

CERTIFIED NAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

George M. Felkins, Treasurer
The Tommy Robinson for Congress

Committee
425 West Broadway,, Suite K
North Little Rock,, Arkansas 72114

Re: I4UR 1721

Dear Mr. Felkins:

C\1 This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

47 that the committee and you, individually, and as treasurer, may
have violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is

*0 enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence,

C Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing,, that no action should be taken against the committee and
you, individually, and as treasurer, in connection with this
matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4) (B) and S 437g(a)(12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
nformation, we have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel
Gen G r Counsel

Associate G ne ral Coune
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
LAW'ISYI) WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RLVURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Tommy F. Robinson
P.O. Box 105
Jacksonville, Arkansas 72076

Re: MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Robinson:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that you, may have violated certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of

qW the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721..
1-e) Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

'0 Under the Act,, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in0 writing, 'that no action should be taken against you, in
connection with this matter. Your response must be submitted
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

0 received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission' s analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

cc This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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Tf you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
erson assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
nformation, we have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Ste e
Ge al Coun I

By. Kenneth A. ross
Associate eneral Counsel

0iSENDft CaqIkibM, X 3 OW
A~ywdusintw "IBURNTO"

Enclosures (CONWLT P,,Am O PUS)
1. Complaint m , onowmm u d(cks
2. Procedures 0 Show to wm md dW ------
3. Designation of Counsel Statement $Show to wbodatedadMmsof &lmy..



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2043

June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT ]REQUESTED

Al Harkins, President
First State Bank
P.O. Box 6009
Sherwood, Arkansas 72116

Re: ,MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Harkins:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
CV Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges

that the bank and you, individually, and as president, may have
17 violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1-n 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is

enclosed. We have numbered this matter HUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,
individually, and as president, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission

C* may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
C: believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
nformation, we have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By: Kenneth A. Gr
Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures'0 3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

its June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
REIURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

B. Finley Vinson, Chairman
First Commercial Bank, N.A.
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock,, Arkansas 72201

Re:,*MUR'1721

Dear Mr. Vinson:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the bank and you, individually, and as chairman, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. 'We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,
individually, and as chairman, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission

C may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other couwunications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
iuriu. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

ris June 13, 1984

CERT~IFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

James Morgan, President
Stephen's Security Bank
P.O. Box 7
Stephens, Arkansas 71764

Re:S*MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Morgan:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the bank and you, individually, and as president, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer too this number in all f uture correspondence.

U- Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,
individually, and as president, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
cc believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission,
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission' a procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gene 1 Counsel

By: %enneth A. r
Associate Ge eral Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

SU June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Leonard Dunn,, President
First American Bank
P.O0. Box 1799
Hot Springs,, Arkansas 71913

Re: .MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Dunn:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the bank and you, individually, and as president, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971,, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of tho complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all f uture correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,
individually, and as president, in connection with this matter.

-T Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission

C' may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other commsunications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
nformation, we have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. SteelAG rI Counse/,

y: Kenneth A. ross
Associate eneral Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2063

June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN ]RECEIPT REQUESTED

Gene Forston, Chairman
Worthen Bank a Trust Company
Capitol and Broadway Streets
Little Rock,, Arkansas 72201

Re: .MUR 1721

Dear Mr. Forsten:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the bank and you, individually, and 'as chairman, may have
violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971,, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is
enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,
individually, and as chairman, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U. S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
erson assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
nformation, we have attached a brief description of the

Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Anneth A. Gfros "-

ssociate Ge ral Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement



IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D.C. 20463

June 13, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Terrence Renaid, Chairman
Twin City Bank
North Little Rock, Arkansas

Re: MUR.1721

Dear Mr. Renaird:

This letter is to notify you that on June 4, 1984 theFederal Election Commission received a complaint which allegesthat the bank and you, individually, and as chairman, may haveviolated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint isenclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1721. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the bank and you,individually, and as chairman, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of thisletter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commissionmay take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.c Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S.C. S 437g (a) (4) (B) and S 437g (a) (12) (A) unless you notify theCommission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

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 a statement authorizing such counsel to receive anynotifications and other communications from the Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Peter Kynch, the staff
person assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. For your
Information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

' •NDM .aMUpM " 1--,2, aid 4.
MWd wa im in to "RETURN TO, Mlmon nwvonw

1 ~e(CONSUTPOSMSTRFR E5
* ,. The following sevice is requmae (chock oe)

0 Show to whom ad daoe delivered ...... . .-
how to whom, date. ad addrem of delivery. --

2. 0 RESTRICTED DELIVERY
(.e ermced deTOTALa & catgd he .WM AP

TOTAL I....
3- ?1IL OESE O~ 4.ZA M a - Xr;~~;E* Go34J

4. TYPE Of SERVCE: MICr Nuum

OREGSTEND Om0 =
. M% MAL I.

I have received the aic dcribed above.
SiGNTURE 0: Addrmme 03 Authodzed smt

C \~JR~ V7~j

a . kLaky .4
v-0I



84 JUN4 AI0:3Q

June 2, 1984 %I( 1 .

General Counsel
Federal Election Comission
1325 "K" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Initiation of Compliance Hatters by Complaint Lodged Against
the Tomy Robinson for Congress Comittee, et.al.

Dear Counsel:

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C.. 437g(a)(1), we wish to initiate a compliance
action involving what we believe is the improper, perhaps unlawful,
activities in the financing of a candidate's race for the Second
Congressional District here in Arkansas.

9- The respondents in this matter are:

VTommy F. Robinson
425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

The Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign
V'r 425 West Broadway, Suite K

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114
0

The Federal Election Commission Regulations which we believe have
been violated are:

11 CFR 100.7(a)(l)(i)(C) (loan endorsements & guarantees)
11 CFR 100.7(b)(1l) (bank loans)

c11 CFR 104.3(a)(4)(iv) (loan endorsements & guarantees)

The matters of fact in this case are:

After filing as a candidate for the United States House of
Representatives in the Democratic primary on April 3, 1984,
Respondent Robinson was granted personal loans in the following
amounts from the listed banks:

First Commercial Bank, N.A., Little Rock, AR $35,000
First American Bank, Hot Springs, AR $50,000
Stephens Security Bank, Stevens, AR $100,000
First State Bank, Sherwood, AR $20,070



Federal Election Commission
Page Two

The loan proceeds were then contributed by the Respondent to his
Respondent Campaign Comittee. As we understandnFC regulations
regarding bank loans, these funds must met several strict tests
before they may be expended in a congressional campaign. First,
they must bear the bank's "usual and customary interest rate"; that
appears to be the case here, as all the loans are alleged to involve
interest rates at least one point over prim. Second, they must be
"levidenced by a written instrument"; again, that appears to be the
case, although the Respondents have not publically disclosed copies
of the loan agreements. Third, the loans evidently have a due date
or amortization schedule.

However - and most critically - none of the lending was "made on a
basis which assures repayment" through collateralization or other
forms of security (which is limited to the respondents) which are
sufficient to justify over $200,000 in loans. In our opinion, this
renders them contributions by the respective banking corporations,
in clear violation of the FEC regulations.

Further, statements in the press by the Respondent and his campaign
in manager, Mr. Darrell Glascock (see attachments), suggest that the

loans may have been guaranteed by third parties in amounts well in
excess of the $1,000 personal contribution limits. The Respondent
and his campaign manager have also alluded to "pledges" to cover the
loan amounts; the names of the people making these "pledges" have

o never been disclosed.

The banks involved have - with one exception to be noted in a
moment - refused to disclose any details of the loans, as has the
Respondent and his campaign manager, other than the enclosed media
statements.

cc The issue is clear: Are these loans ones made in the ordinary
course of business? Would Respondent Robinson ordinarily be
permitted to borrow $205,000 secured only by a promise to pay in the
future and based upon some "proven ability as a fund raiser"? 'We
might add that this "proven ability" involves a candidate who, as
recently as six weeks ago, still had unpaid campaign loans from his
race for Pulaski County Sheriff two years ago.

This week, it was learned that Respondent Robinson has retired two
of the initial loans (First Commercial Bank and First American Bank)
by having the Respondent Committee take out two more loans at
other banks and using that money to pay off the previous loans taken
out by Respondent Robinson personally. The two new loans are at
these banks:



Federal Election Commission
Page Three

Worthen Bank and Trust Company, L.a., Little Rock, AR $50,479

Tvin City Bank, North Little Rock, AR $32,000

It is difficult to believe - given the press attention surrounding

the Respondent's campaign financing practices - that these loans

were made "in accordance with applicable law and in the ordinary

course of business".

These transactions, to our mind, are a clear violation of 2 USC

431(8)(A)(i) and 2 USC 431(8)(B)(vii), as well as the above cited

FEC Regulations.

Concern over the impropriety of these loans now extends to the

highest levels of this state's banking community. Mr. B. Finley

Vinson, chairman of the board of the holding company which owns

First Commercial Bank, has told the Associated Press that his bank

sought repayment of its $35,000 loan to the Respondent imdiately

after the bank's upper-level management learned of the loan in a

newspaper article. The loan was repaid May 17, a day after the

first news reports about the Respondent's heavy borrowing.

tMr. Vinson told the AP that repayment was ordered because "it's not

the kind of loan we make". He went on to say that he hoped "as a
citizen that all the facts will be brought out by a proper

authority, federal or state". We believe this public statement
reinforces our contention that there is wrong-doing in this matter

C and that it merits your immediate attention.

Your office is in possession of the financial reports filed by

Respondent Committee, so we will not include them here. We have

attached copies of the relevant news reports which we believe to be

true accounts of the Respondent's actions.

CC We will appreciate your prompt consideration of this complaint.

GeorJ Car E. McClain, Jr.

216 ia Tra'10601 Crestdale Lane
Searcy, 3 Little Rock, AR 72212

501-268-4448 (home) 501-224-2114 (home)

501-268-2401 (office) 501-227-7301 (office)



Federal Election Commission
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this Second day of June 1984.

Notary9 Public

My Commission expires .7"1991

-- ~--rT

1 11 1 M I I
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Riviere asks Robinson to

LITTLE ROCK, FRIDAY'NE 1, 1984

- Stntt Phnio by Gene Prescott

tell worth; reply labels challenge 'hysterical.'

Total $287,549;
Riviere Spending Put at $229,157

By JOHN BRUMMETT
and

BOB STOVER
Gazette Staff

Pulaski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson's second finance report on
his campaign for the Democratic
nomination for Congress from the
Socond District shows that he has
borrowed $82,479 in two more
short-term bank loans since he first
reported borrowing $205,070 in four
bank loans.

Neither of the latest loans was re-
ported as being secured. The report
was mailed Thursday to the federal
Election Commission.

Robinson's runoff opponent, Sec.
retary of State Paul Riviere, also
filed his campaign finance report,
showing that he'd spent $229,157
and had received $161,090 in contri-
butions. Riviere's first campaign fi-
nance report showed that he had
taken out three loans totaling $34.-1
600 - $9.600 from First Commer- I

No One Endorsed
By Russ, Collins

State Senator Stanley Russ of
Conway and investment broker
Thedford Collins of Little Rock,
who ran neck-and-neck for third
place in the primary race Tues-
day for the Democratic nomi-
nation for the Second District
congressional seat, apparently
won't endorse either Pulaski
County Sheriff Tommy Robinson
or Secretary of State Paul Riv-
iere in the June 12 runoff.

Russ, who got 14.6 per cent of
the vote, said in a telephone in-
terview Thursday that he was
"99 per cent sure" he would not

(See ENDORSEMENTS, 9A.)

from the National Bank of ArkansasI
in North Little Rock and $10,000 Ifr nm th ' ,t. .^ ;.., 1T a: _ '

Bank of Little Rock. There were no
new loans in the second reporting
period.

In a related development Thurs-
day, B. Finley Vinson, chairman of
the holding company that owns
First Commercial Bank, told the
Associated Press that the bank
sought repayment of a $35,000 loan
to Robinson after the bank's upper
management learned of of the loan
in newspaper. article. The loan was
repaid May 17, a day after first
news reports about Robinson's
heavy borrowing.

Vinson told the AP that the bank
management told the loan officer to
get the loan repaid because "it's not
the kind of loan we make." When
asked by the AP if the bank had dif-
ferent attitudes about the loans to
Riviere and Robinson because of
some key differences between the
loans, he said only, "There is."

Vinson said the loan to Riviere.

., IOU APKANSAS OAZErTE COMPANY

V -

Sheriff's Loans

m
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Financial Reports Released I
Continued from Page 1A.

didn't have to be secured because it
was for less than $10,000.

Robinson reported raising $58,-
610 In campaign contributions
through May 23, the reporting date
for the financial disclosure form
mailed for Thursday's federal dead-
line.

The report also said that as of the
May 23 reporting date, 'the cam-
paign's checking account was over-
drawn by $45,444. Darrell Glascock
the campaign manager for Robin-
son, said the problem was rectified
the next day and the current bal-
ance is about $7,000. Glasscock also
said that none of the loans had been
called due.

The newly reported lenders are
the Worthen Bank and Trust Com-
pany of Little Rock, which May 18
gave Robinson a 12-day unsecured
loan for $50,479 that was repaid in
full May 30 at an interest rate 2 per-
centage points higher than the
prime lending rate, and the Twin
City Bank of North Little Rock,
which gave him an unsecured $32,-
000 one-month loan May 17 at an in-
terest rate tied to the prime lending
rate.

Neither Gene Fortson, the chair-
man of Worthen, nor Terence Re-
naud, the chairman of Twin City,
could be reached late Thursday for
comment about the loans. James P.
Jett. the Worthen president, said he
couldn't comment because of the
confidentiality of a bank-customer
relationship."

Apparently, Robinson took out
the new loans to pay off the First
Commercial loan and one of the
other earlier reported loans for
$50,000 from the First American
Bank of Hot Springs.

Vinson told the AP that be also
could't comment further about Rob-
inson's loan from First Commercial
because of privacy laws. He said, "I
am completely and bearUly in ac-
cord with what you're doing and I
hope as a citizen that all the facts

Endorsements
Withheld by 2
Continued from Page IA.

take a public position. Russ had
been critical during the primary
race of both the runoff contenders,
moreso of Robinson, whom he
called a "weenie."

Collins, who received 14.0 per
cent of the vote and ran a strong
third in Pulaski County, said be was
staying out of the contest as well.
"I'm not comfortable in taking a
public position and telling my sup-

will be brought out by a propr au-
thority, federal or state. As mueh 1
I would like to tell, I still draw
money from the bank, and I have to
adhere to our policy of obeying the
law," meaning federal privacy
laws.

Riviere has been critical of Rob-
inson's heavy horrowil, suggesting
that the sheriff is fiscally irresp-
Ible and has something to hide about
his financial backing. Thursday,
Riviere released his personal finan-
cial statement and challenged Rob-
inson to do the same. Robinson, who
was said to be csmpalgning in Wit
County and couldn't be found, sid
in a press release inued by Gias-
cock that personal and campaign fi-
nances were not issues in the race.
He said Riviere's challenge was
"hysterical."

Riviere's statement said his net
worth was $34,900. He said Robin-
son had borrowed large sums of
money to finance his campaign and
that the sheriff had said the baks
lent the money based on his SS
and his ability to raise money for a
campaign. Riviere said the voters
should know what those assets are.
If the assets aren't backing the
loans, then voters should know who
is backing the loans, he said.

Robinson's first campaign fi-
nance report listed the $205,070 in
four bank loans - the $35,000 from
First Commercial and $50,000 from
First American Bank of Hot Springs
in addition to a $100,000 loan from
the Stephens Security Bank of Ste-
phens and a $20,070 loan from the
First State Bank of Sherwood. At
the time, he'd reported raising only
$28,000 in contributions. The level
of campaign borrowing exceeded
anything in the memory of long-
time observers of Arkansas politics.
Robinson used the money for a mas-
sive television advertising cam-
paign.

His current loan status is this:
He's borrowed a total of $287,549 in
six bank loans and repaid three of
them worth $135,479 (the $350,00 to
First Commercial, $50,000 to First
American in Hot Springs and the
$50,479 12-day loan from Worthen).
That leaves his debt at $152,070,
with the Stephens Bank holding a
$100,000 note, Twin City a note for
$32,000 and the Sherwood bank a
note for $20,070.

Robinson's personal assets are
limited, and several questions have
been raised about his ability to bor-
row this sum of money without se-
curity. He and Glascock repeatedly
has said only that the money was
loaned mainly on the assurance that
the sheriff could raise contribution
to repay the loans because of his as-
sociation with several people of
known fund-raising ability. But no
one could legally guarantee for him
more than $1,000 in loans, sine a
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by Candidates in Second District Race
loan counts the same as a contribu-
tion under federal law and $1,000 is
the federal limit on individual and
corporate contributions. Glascock
has said Robinson pledged a couple
of life insurance policies.

Glascock said the two newest
loans were made to Robinson's con-
gressional campaign committee,
but that Robinson was the personal
guarantor, meaning they were his
loans.

Robinson's first report listed
$194.190 in payments to his adver-
tising agency, Cranford Johnson
and Associates of Little Rock. for
production of advertising and the
purchase of television time. His
newest report lists $72,357 in pay-
ments since that time to Cranford
Johnson and Associates, with $63,-
967 still owed the agency. That
means that Robinson's total bill to
the advertising agency as of May 23,
six days before the election, was
$328.517.

Robinson's latest report listed
maximum contributions of $1,000
from Gene C. Jones of Little Rock, a
housewife; Jerral Wayne Jones Jr.
of Little Rock, a student; P. A. Mc-
Coy of Fort Smith, a housewife;
Mike McCoy of Fort Smith, a busi-
nessman; George A. Hays of Little
Rock, a businessman; Charlotte
Jones of Little Rock, a student; Ste-
phen Jones of Little Rock, a student;
D. E. Sullenberger of Little Rock, a
businessman; Jerry W. Jones of Lit-
tle Rock, a businessman; Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business.
man. and Anna M. Sullenberger of
Little Rock, a housewife.

He listed political action commit-
tee contributions of $1,500 from the
Peabody Political Action Commit-
tee of St. Louis, $700 from the Kerr.
McGee Corporation Political Action
Committee of Oklahoma City, $500
from the Jones, Walker, Waechter,
Poitevent, Carrere and Denegre Po-
litical Action Committee of New
Orleans and the Mike Wilson Cam-
paign Fund of Jacksonville and $250
from the Arkansas Medical Society
Political Action Committee.

Riviere released his financial

personal financial statement that he
said showed "all our wordly goods"
at a press conference at which he
challenged Robinson to do the same.

Riviere and his wife listed total
assets of $170,000 that covered their
home in Maumelle, valued at
$100,000; rental property in Little
Rock, valued at $60,000; $4,500 In
marketable securities, an automo.
bile worth $2,500 and $3,000 ca in
the bank.

Their liabilities totaled $135,100,
including a $72,000 mortgage on the
home, a $33,000 mortgage on the
rental property, 825.000 In une-
cured loans and a $4,500 note "re-
lated" to the securities.

Riviere's campaign finance re-
port showing contributions for May
10 through May 23. They totaled
$38,668 and pushed his total funding
for the campaign to near $250,000
and his total for the year to
$161,090. Combined with $84,871 he
raised last year, the total contrib.
uted to his campaign is $245,961. He
is now in the process of raising
money for his runoff campaign. It
showed the campaign owed $32,406
May 23.

The $25,000 that Riviere listed as
a personal debt on his personal fi-
nance statement was money that he
borrowed and contributed to the
campaign earlier this year. He said
his wife, Carolyn, was the sole guar.
antor of the loan.

The statement listed these new
contributions of more than $1,000:

Communications Workers of
America, $2.000; Machinists Non-
Partisan Political League, $3,000,
and the United Steelworkers of
America Political Action Fund,
S2,500.

New contributions of $1,000 were
from Joyce Allison of Little Rock, a
housewife; Mary Carroum of Little
Rock, an administrative assistant at
E. F. Hutton; Jerry L Coates of Lit-
tle Rock, an account executive at E.
F. Hutton; David Dickey of Little
Rock, an account executive at E. F.
Hutton; Hazel Dill of England, a
housewife; Daniel P. Donovan of

Hleksville, N.Y., an oil company
manager, Donald Evans of Little
Rock, an arclitect; Steve Glenn of
Little Rock, presideIt of U.S. Ex-
press. Jane Lvingto of Dallas, an
employe of Insurance Recruiters,
Inc., Linda McCarty of Little Rock,
a housewife; W. Brannon McCarty
of Little Rock, an account executive
with E. F. Hutton; Michael 0. Moore
of Little Rock, the owner of an in-
vestments company; Christine
Ragar of Little Rock, a real estate
agent, and Don Ragar of Little
Rock, an account executive with E.
F. Hutton.

Riviere, Robinson
Agree to Debates

Secretary of State Paul iv.Iee Ad Pulaski County Sheriff
Tommy Robinson have accepted
two offers to debate on television
the weekend before the June 12
runoff for the Democratie nomi-
nation for United States Repre-
sentative from the Second Con-
gr essional District.

One debate will be at 8:30 p.m.
Saturday, June 9, on KARK-TV,
Channel 4. The other would be at
1 p.m. Sunday, June 10, on
KATV, Channel 7.

;lascock repeatedly
-hat the money was
q the assurance that
I rais contributions
W becamuse of his as.
several people of
;ng ability. But no
V guarantee for him
)0 in loam, since a
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1 Robinson's Amended Report Shows
Additional $20,000 in Contributions

By JOHN BRUMMETT
Gusotio staff

Sheriff Tommy. Robinson filed
an amended campaign finance re-
port Thursday, disclosing that he'd
raised about $20,000 in the 48
hours since he initially filed'a re-
port with the Federal Election
Commission and the secretary -of
state's office. The amendment
listed $10,000 in itemized contri-
butions from Jerry W. Jones of
Little Rock and Jones' family and
business associates.

Also Thursday, it was learned
that Robinson had paid off one of
his bank loans - a loan for $35,000
at 13 per cent interest from First
Commercial Bank of Little Rock.
That leaves $170,070 in loans from
three other banks that will come
due in the summer.

Jones, president of Arkoma Pro-
ductions, Inc., an oil- and gas com-
pany, has been mentioned in the
last few days as a major financial
backer of Robinson whose support
helped the sheriff receive $205,070
in four short-term, high-interest
bank loans to finance extensive
television advertising.

The additional contributions
brought the total amount of Robin-
son's campaign fund-raising ex-
clusive of the loans to about
$45,000.

The amendment listed contribu-
tions of $1,000, the maximum indi-
vidual gift allowed under federal
law, from Jones, his wife and these
others: Mike McCoy of Fort Smith,
an employe of Jones, and his wife,
Pat McCoy, George A. Hays of Lit-
tle Rock, a Jones employe; D. M
Sullenberger of Little Rock, a
business assodiate of Jones, and
Anna M. Sullenberger, Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business
associate of Jones, and Jones' sem
and daughter, who are students. f.

The First Commercial loan was
a one.month loan made in late
April and was almost due. Bank
officials declined to disdUss the
loan or the repayment, but Darrell
Glascock, Robinson's campaign
manager, confirmed that It had
been paid off by Robinson's cam-
paign committee Thursday.

Meanwhile Thursday, Richard
T. Smith of Little Rock, owner of
the Stephens Security Bank in Ste-
phens, which lent $100,000 for
three months to Robinson at an in-
terest rate two percentage. points
higher than the prime lending,
rate, said in a telephone interview
that Robinson offered "'several
pieces of collateral" and that he
was "personally confident" that
the loan was secure.,
He said he could not discuss the

specific collateral. "But there is
collateral assigned to the loan that
in my opinion is worth the
$100,000," Smith said.

Glascock has said that the four.
short-term bank loans received by
Robinson in April and May were
secured in part by two life insur-
ance policies pledged by the sher-
iff and in part by the lenders' In-
formal understanding that
Robinson, through his association
with certain people of known fund-
raising ability, would be able to re-
pay the loans.

"I don't know about that," Smith
said in reference to Glascock's
statement about informal under-
standings of future campaign con-
tributions. "But I have checked
over there to see how the cam-
paign contributions are coming in,
and I know that they're coming in
fast and furious," Smith said.

Smith, whose family has sub-
stantial oil holdings in South Ar-
kansas, bought the Stephens bank
last fall. Before that, Smith was a
loan officer for Worthen Bank and
Trust Company, and in that role he
had handled loans to Robinson.
"I've had good experience with
Tommy before, and I have confi-
dence in his ability and capacity to
repay the loan," Smith said.

Related article on Page SA.
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Robinson's Financial Situation Raises Multitude of Questions With Few Answers
B y JOHN DRUMMEl'!
" Ooe" Oe

- Sheriff Tommy Robinson's fl-
socing for Ia congressional cam-
= - Id a evr-al f cial situsa-

infct - rai s a multitude of
quetlon for which so definitive an-
@uos were fortcoming last wok.

- First, a brief explanation of the
situation as it unfolded when Robin-

e filed his first campaign finance
report with tie Federal Election
Commissme

The sberUf reported raising only
about $5,00 I contributions to his
con campin from the
time he fled. April 3.i the date of
tbs report, May 9. But be bad re-
ported spending about $230.000.

narly all of It for television adver-
tising. Most of the money came
from $205.070 in four short-term
boak loans of $100,000. $50,000.
$35000 and 520,070.

His campaign manager. Darrell
Glascock. said that since Robinson
entered the race no late, be couln't
wait for conventional fund-raising.
He borrowed the money on the as-
surance to lenders that be would
raise the money to repay the lom
in the course of his campaign, and
those fuds are now pouring in as
expected, Glascock mid. The iberiff

also pledged a couple of $10i.000
life Insurance policies. Olescock
mm. Three of the loan wore made
to Romns' formal congressional

committee. but Robimson signed the
notes and assumed personal Uabil.
Ity. while the fourth loan, for I0.-
000 from the First American Bank
of Hot Springs, was made to Robin-
som himself.

Now. for some of ibe questions:
Are the los

m 
secured by collat-

eral of value, or are they only infor-
mally secured through asurances
to tWe bankers that Robinson would
raise enough contributions to repay
them? The answer to that question
Is not known because the lending
bankers won't talk, citing confides-
tality.

It formally secured through tra-
ditional collateral, what was that
collateral? Robinson's assets are

limited. He makes $31.000 a year as
sheriff. According to a personal f1-
nancal report filed with the clerk of
the House of Represeutatlves. be
has less than 31.000 interest in
something called Investment Prop-
ertles Ill. Other than that, he lists
only liabillUes - four debts of lee
than $30,000 each to two tanks, to
oilman Jerry Jones of Uttle Rock
end to Barrett Hamilton. a Uttle
Rock wholesale liquor distributor.

is it legal. or at least accepted
lending practice, for a bank to leand
i100.000. as did the Stephens Secu-
rity Bank Is Stephens. to a man
whose assets are that limited - on
the assumption that be will raise
money later in campaign contribo-

=ions to repay It? A regulator withthe office of the federal Comptrol.
let of the Currency in Memphis was
asked about that last week. He said
federal banking and election laws
=re r simply that banks making

I losas do so In the ordinary
courte of businsm in occordance
with laws and regulations. In other
words, the loss should be "well-se
cured or the borrower Imust hovel
sufficient financial worth to par-
antee repayment," be sadd.

What about borrowing money on
the expectation of campaign contri-
buI ? The regulator aid. "Bet.
ting on the come, you mean? We
would look almost askance at thaiL"

Federal law Umits corporate con-

tributio to 111.01 and 01ay 104s11i the sme se contribtn So, f a
bank loaned Robinson an amount
exceeding his personal assets.
would that be the same a s coutr-
buion that would acend the fed-
eral limit? The amower Is not knows.

Marlin Jackon, state bank com-
missoner, mid bak exainer pri-
marily want tnleow whether a lon
was made on a ound basis and
whether all potential borrowers are
treated tbe same.

Who are all thee people who are
contributing or raising the mosey to
repay the leas? So far, only Jones.
a lfelong flnd of the shriffs, bas
been named amn tM big-moe7
supporters. The net full campaign
inmame reprt i due may , the
day after the primarr. Dt federal
law require 40-boor reports from
now unti eledin day of these mnk-
Ing the maximum contrtutions of
$1.000.

Jerry Maulden, president Of the
Arkansas power and Ught Com-
pany, In an old buddy of Robinoss
Asked let week If be was raising
moemy for the sheriff, he said onl
t " hed madeti er l w clls -
as -JaM MUsldee, th leInale1,
ate NIofld AdlhuPeir
sad USW - io hftb f r
eeltreum in -am or lo co-
dldin-" Asied IN Rebil was
amsg tas. be said be dide he".
tosaysad wsdelsay.

There's oe moe ca mplc~saOd caise twist = 920 tin. Unti
IN lst-daute n for Congue.
Rodbaio had bern accepting on-
trlbutlo for a reelection fund for
sherlff. He as Ot iled my report
about the a8o, ma Ieu an expend-
ture regarding that I On Ciacock
said only that the fund had ben
used to pay off Robtuss old cm-
plp debts from previus .hrlW
races. Non of that moey ha ben
applied to the congressional race
because that would be Illegal, be
said. But uo report bas been made
or will be made becaue nm is re-
quired snce Robimon ddn't m for
sheriff.Glascocksald.

But that's suer matter for i-
pl interpretatlon

If te moG Wasl u ed to pay off
debts from pest sherira races. then
state Statute 31111 mft be appli-
cable. It says a mindlds for county
office who collects coetribUtios
after a final cmpeig fleanc re-
port must Me a supplkemt -
portmaking --u bthdomm se
caruio ld w i o d of re-
etvingthem.

If the moe was Occepted as
port of a plan to run for ru-electon
a sherifl thin yew. thee the nm
statutemight spn eplyh ecause It
sas a coaido•n for Cony offlce

smot Ame pr4ctime eaos Noem
a.. 4:- -a. Though Robi-

me"er fI"e o a candidate forreelMOn erif, the law do-

EM "how lbam -e ae. b
de d O amdsf for Sohih

.sgISU g ssaole for



"%son'.Bobi..on
reveals' raqi-
still in red
BY CARL T. HALL
ODmocm Staff Wdbet

Although he says he has
paid back three bank loans to-
taling more than $135.000, Pu-
laski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson revealed Thursday
that he continues to run his
2nd District congressional
campaign deeply In the red.

On a campaign-finance dis-
closure form distributed to the
news media Thursday after-
noon, Robinson said he had
borrowed a total or 291,050.10
through May 23, the last day
covered by the report and six
days before Tuesday's Demo-
cratic primary election, in
which Robinson won a posi-
tion iq a runoff election set for
June 12.

Including about $152,071 in
outstanding bank loans and
$82.262 in other debts owed at
the end of the reporting pe-
riod, the Robinson campaign
was running a $234.333 deficit.
the finance report Indicated.

About $205.000 in bank
loans were disclosed In a pre-
vious report covering the pe:
riod that ended May 9. Since
then, two additional loans to-
taling about $82,500 were
taken out, according to the
new report. The report stated
that $135,479 in loans were re-
paid, but questions remained
as to what finds were used to
make the repayments.

Contributions haven't kept
up with the borrowing, the re-
port Indicates. During the two-

See MONEY, Page 3A
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Money
o Continued from Page One
week period last month,
$32.809 in contributions were
received, according to the re-
port. which listed the donors.
The new donations brought the
total given to the Robinson
campaign as of May 23 to
$58.610, according to Robin.
son's figures.

Robinson has bought exten-
sive television and radio ad-
vertising, making a media blitz
the centerpiece of his cam.
paign. The ads are among the
factors believed to have been
responsible for Robinson's
success in Tuesday's election.
He was the top vote-getter in
the district, outdistancing four
other contenders for the Dem-
ocratic nomination with 40
percent of the vote. He won
pluralities in seven of eight
counties.

The sheriff now faces a run.
off June 12 against Secretary
of State Paul Riviere, who fin-
ished second Tuesday with 28
percent of the vote. Riviere
nearly tied Robinson in Pu-
laski County, but he was out-
polled by more than a 2-1 mar.
gin in the other counties.

Riviere has been insinuat.
ing for weeks that Robinson
may have broken federal elec.
tion laws by taking out five.
and six-figure bank loans with-
out much visible financial
strength of his own to back thecredit. He again challenged
Robinson on financial issuesThursday, insisting he wasn't
slinging mud but was simpiy"raising hard questions."

Riviere has yet to produceany evidence of wrongdoing inconnection with Robinson's
deficit-financed campaign,
even though he has said Rob-
inson's money-handling ought
to be the No. 1 issue of therace.

Both men are seeking to geton the Nov. 6 ballot against thelone Repub;lcan nominee,
state Rep. Judy Petty of LittleRock, and independent JimTaylor of Little Rock. a former
Journalist and current em-
ployee of a media consulting
firm.

On Thursday, Riviere filedhis 12-day pre-runoff electionfinance report with the secre-
tarY of state's election services
office.

Robinson didn't file his re-
port. But Darrell Glascock,Robinson's spokesman, saidthe Federal Election Commis-

sion report was mailed Thurs-
day. which apparently would
meet the FEC deadline. He

provided copies to, the mediaafter being asked for them.
Asked for his reaction to

Riviere's latest attacks,
Glascock, who kept Robinson
under wraps, said: "I think the
people told him (Riviere)
Tuesday they (Robinson' loans)
weren't an issue. The real
issue is leadership - Riviere
hasn't shown any.

"I don't recall what collat-
eral the campaign committee
used for the loans," Glascock
said. "I think Insurance poli-
cies and other securities The
candidate endorsed the loan."

He said that was as much
detail as he would offer.

"I'm not going to get Into
that (question of collateral)'cause it's personal, conflden.
tial." Glascock said.

Also on Thursday, Riviere
filed a special 48-hour form
disclosing four $1.000 contribu-
tions received after the May 23
period ended. Such disclosure

of large contributions is re-quired by law up to election
day.

No new 48-hour report came
in from Robinson. Glascocksaid Robinson hasn't receivedmany $1,000 donations so he

didn't need to file many 48-
hour pre-election reports.

"Tommy's base Is from
working people - not the
elite," he said.

In the report given to the
media. Robinson's campaign
was said to have taken in
$32,809 In contributions during
the two-week period that
ended May 23, bringing the
year-to-date cumulative total
to $58,610.

The campaign had *a net
cash deficit of $45,624.02, the
report stated. Total expendi-
tures were listed as $49,3 .37
for the period. All year, the
campaign had spent about
$260,000, compared with
Riviere's total spendini of
about $256,000. However,
Riviere started campaigning In
1983.

Robinson's two new loans
were listed as follows:

S$50,479.45 from Worthen
Bank & Trust Co. in Little
Rock. borrowed May 18 at 2
percentage points above the
prime Interest rate. This loan
was due Wednesday, and Rob-
inson said it was repaid May
23.

S $32,000 from Twin CityBank In North Little Rock, bor-
rowed May 17 and due June I5
No specific Interest rate was
disclosed.

8 0 1 1 U -3"' 9 4 0 4 7) 0
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Robinson Raises $300,000 by Stacking Loans
Tommy Robinm is the moat

unconventioal poltiona Arkan.
-un has ae In a land time, but

liticl cam.
paip he hI ob-soetely
bizarre.

Ten days be-
lore the runoff
primary to act
tie the Demo-
crote cogree-
a I a a I
Domination It Is

Ernest atil a mysterywho.Is pa
y i n

g

Dumas ter w -it
moat elaborate
Media cam.

paign for Cgreas in the atate'I
htoy. although big help clearly

cIs oming to him from mergy in.
sdutries, Including Arkanas
Power and Light Company and
Iddle South Utllta
The most astonasing apect of

the Rabmon campaign In mat be
be been able to finace a cam.
palg that I exceeding $300,000
-mat of it teeao apndi
-with an elaborate sytem of
pyramidng bank lona. By May
23. be bad obtained Almoast 300.
000 In bank hea moat of It nae.
cured. That Is what Is most amaz.
ing to many bualneamen, who
can't get loa under such eay
condiliom.

According to Poneon's unilla-
minating federal financial report
Thuraday. headborrowe $d -
151 from da banks. He bad repaid
6135.479. although be bad col-
lected only $e.61O In campaign
contributions. The only concle-
ao li that there have ben for.
ther loans to help retire thore.
That wo be know until cam-
plig report bier thi um me,
atter the pmary and Ioimm'ws

campaign people aren't ao-
awertng questions about It now.

The campaign has been fi-
anced so far through a Innova-

Not many of the
sherifrs supporters
are identified but
one is Middle
South Utilities

live hind of lan-kiing arrange-
meat. Robirnaon, whose
commewelial tell voters they
know be can be depondad ou to
tell the truth, han't been very
forthcoming about hin financing.

The lint four hn were r-
ported on Roblnae lirst federal
report May 14. One of the loom
we 335000 from rin Commer.
cid National Bank at IUtte Rock.
Roblon mid the ham were m.
cured, but Pirt Commercial off-
dat mid s thi one wasnt. Fint
Cafmercie' top officers wore

aware Of the In an the Com.
ditlm. or lack of them unwl the
en was rep1rted In the Mornlng
papers, It was a demand note and
the lean was called before I am.
Robinson's spokesman insisted at
the tme that it we not called, but
bank officials now confirm that it
Wa. "Sure we alled It" am of
them aid. "It wa illegal."

The First Commercial loan ap.
parently wan repaid that mmoing
with thelp of another lm, for
132,000, from Twin City Dank of
North Utile Rock.

Another loan was for 150.00 at
the First American National
Bank at Hot Springa, which Is
owned by Tirn Arkan Banks-
tech Corporation (TAnGO). That
he wan approw upo the rec-
ommodth1 of an executive of
Wwethe Bank and Thrat om

China's

ny of Uttle Rock. the flaphip
In the FADCO chaln.

The 650.000 principal and
$476.45 of interest was repaid on
May 16. two days after the loan
wasrpor, and on the same
day obtained a len of
$50.476.45 from Worthen. i

When Robinson wa asked on a
talevised debate four days before
the linst primary If be had ob-
tained loans In addition to the
four be bad reported on May i be
mid be didn't know. When be wa
asked If the First Commercial
and First American hens were
retired by obtaining additional
eans, be said be didn't know what

the questloner was talking about.
All this ralse meveral questions

that need to be answered since the
positon In the U. S. Rome of Rep-
resentatives belongs to the public.
There should be no private, confl-
denilal transaction for a con-
grmload neat. Who, If anyone,
powided the Informal guarantees
that paved the way for the lan?
Row will the ns be repaid, and
who wil do it?

The sheriff said he bad ob-
bined the original Wa becaune
of hi known ablity a a fund-
ralser, but the week before the
primary he had raised only650,000. ..:

The most surprising part of
Robinsoe's disclosure we that he
had raised only 656.000, about a
fifth of bin expendltre. A candi-
date who obligates himself to
more than 1300,000 surely knows
where it In to come from.

The reporting of the inrt 65g.-
000 gives only a lttile lnilcaton.
It also auggeats what a handful of
Iafluentlal friends can do.

Robinsone' moat visible enp
tor Is Jerral W. Jse of Ltte

a nttme friend whe Is a
mllenalre ol and ga producer

and a Board member of Arkia.
Inc. Jonea's Immediate family
gve $5,000 In 1.000 cortribe-
tons each from Jone bin wile
and three children.

Another friend whose name
doaes not appear on the report Is
Jerry Maulden, president of Ar-
kansa Power and Light Com-
pony. MaIdan's name doe not
appear ae cotrito4hr, but ther
Is plenty of evidence of AP and L
Influeaee.

Among the liated contribution
n fam:

, * S200 from the pllel e-
ton committee of Middle South
Services of New Orleain sub-
sidlary that provides a for_ _
AP and L and the other Middle.
South operaUn compls, .

* 3500 from the big corpo-
rate law firm of Jone, Walker.
Waecbter. Poitevent. Carrere
and Denegre of New Orleans,
which repreente many lants Of
irdutry, Including Middle South

* $1,00 from the PAC of
the Peabody Coal Company of
SL Las, which baa bean a big
supplier of Wyoming coal for
Middle South planta,

* $250 from the' PAC of
' General Electric at Fairfield, CL
• General Electric he been a ma.jor- so~e of gem'sung equip-
me., .. kneSe plants

* $707 from the PAC of the
Kerr-McGee Corporation at
Oklabomra City. Kerr-McGee In a
giant energy company that bag
contracted to sell uranium and
coal for the Middle South plants.

Sheriff Robinson he aid be
would go to Washington and help
solve Arkansas's problem of

'having to pay for generatinlg
coa elsewhere In the Middle
South system. The eolutlons
should prove Inter nfg ,

.ecoeome disnater" er a ofm

By Alc So6et
Sam

L Col. Ham vos Lack was at
hi command post near Cain
after midnight when be beard

the drone of Aid ight bombers
overhead.

Luck. commanding officer of a
regmet of the lt Paoer Dlvi-
aim, believed the aircraft were an

rate to a routine bombing naon
InoccupiedFrance rGermanyu a.
tu they began bombing the Cras
abre dfe Son reorts were

coming In from forward-based
uit that airorue smarnt troopswere being dropped n the Nor-
tsandycoastYet L ck'a requet for permis-
atom to attack the Invaders was
turned down o the grunds that
thedivila w e undr er ot to
lanch a counterattak without the

le permissioa of Field
FEwin Rommet who bed

anumed command of the German
Army Group B Is France In the
winter of 1945-44. And Rommel
was in Germany o June 6 on bi
way to a conference with Hiuer at
Oberalzberg In the Bavarian
mouatinL

Valuable time we ht, nd it
was not before midday that the
21st Paner Division we able to
react. By that Ume, te al ide.
Ing ferce bed cenoinded their
potiona and bombers of the alied
expeditionary air forces coces-
trated their attacks on key centers
of communication behind the Ger-

Luck. now a Hamburg bminew-
man.eid there was another reaon
for the delay. "At the time, It was
being amumed that thin wan Jet a

rge-cale dvealoni ry eperaan
and net yet the mar ansarnit, he

atthe U B rDof t ecA l hed wo n " m y @iff a h

Lak Klacearnm daurntoo dira-b 09One Lw % -0t

lato worker and a late riner. Tf.
body dared in wake hId and wu
of the invlion did not reach Ii
untl bours tter."

Ih~e~dvlath c~britical bouruofthe aan . the German blib
command we caught ueware a
to the extn of the eraut add the
ph"c of the hndage which ganwc.aly bad been execed in aeC.-

.,-r.i. -
While Hitlere much-heraide

"Atalc wal- began to aunblq

Panzer division con-_7
mander says the Ger:"
mans knew ncithei_',
the size nor the p06i-,..
tion of Allied forces....:

aeteam boot, whereth Roelaxi
amde bad hem advaacit-wuteWard and ware abou to latId an-

Brig nGoo. •Kurt KUMM th
he of the stall of the Paz.-

Lahr Dvin, miod te Normandy
lean and the emwmo cams-
effered by the Germaxn.-

mened units caned him al).-mer hr yea ataward.
It we a feeling o emp

heipomnam he reeda l3_minaGa and ar .palarity we
se dietre the tek (o.baathg
be th, Invesion) w as
Yo cannot fight a war 4wo
frIte with that hind of fore bal-

The Panxer-Lobr Diviina. W
cated In the area of La Mans

.

Chartres about Ias mias from the
front, was an elie unt that bad

bee a m n France the #re -sai auay. Iexarito to am of

..Counterattack Delayed!
Because Hitler StillAsleepv



84 JUN 4 AID:30

June 2, 1984

General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 "V Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Initiation of Compliance Matters by Complaint Lodged Against
the Tommy Robinson for Congress Committee, et.al.

Dear Counsel:

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(1), we wish to initiate a compliance
action involving what we believe is the improper, perhaps unlawful,
activities in the financing of a candidate's race for the Second
Congressional District here in Arkansas.

The respondents in this matter are:

Tommy F. Robinson
425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

The Tommy Robinson for Congress Campaign
425 West Broadway, Suite K
North Little Rock, Arkansas 72114

The Federal Election Commission Regulations which we believe have
been violated are:

11 CFR l00.7(a)(1)(i)(C) (loan endorsements & guarantees)
11 CFR 100.7(b)(11) (bank loans)
11 CFR 104.3(a)(4)(iv) (loan endorsements & guarantees)

The matters of fact in this case are:

After filing as a candidate for the United States House of
Representatives in the Democratic primary on April 3, 1984,
Respondent Robinson was granted personal loans in the following
amounts from the listed banks:

First Commercial Bank, N.A., Little Rock, AR $35,000
First American Bank, Hot Springs, AR $50,000
Stephens Security Bank, Stevens, AR $100,000
First State Bank, Sherwood, AR $20,070
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The loan proceeds were then contributed by the Respondent to his
Respondent Campaign Cmmittee. As we understand FIC regulations
regarding bank loans, these funds sust met several strict tests
before they may be expended in a congressional campaign. First,
they must bear the bank's "usual and customary interest rate"; that
appears to be the case here, as all the loans are alleged to involve
interest rates at least one point over prime. Second, they must be
"levidenced by a written instrument"; again, that appears to be the
case, although the Respondents have not publically disclosed copies
of the loan agreements. Third, the loans evidently have a due date
or amortization schedule.

However - and most critically - none of the lending was "made on a
basis which assures repaymtent" through collateralization or other
forms of security (which is limited to the respondents) which are
sufficient to justify over $200,000 in loans. in our opinion, this
renders them contributions by the respective banking corporations,
in clear violation of the FEC regulations.

Further, statements in the press by the Respondent and his campaign
manager, Mr. Darrell Glascock (see attachments), suggest that the
loans may have been guaranteed by third parties in amounts well in
excess of the $1,000 personal contribution limits. The Respondent
and his campaign manager have also alluded to "pledges" to cover the
loan amounts; the names of the people making these "pledges" have
never been disclosed.

The banks involved have - with one exception to be noted in a
moment -- refused to disclose any details of the loans, as has the
Respondent and his campaign manager, other than the enclosed media
statements.

The issue is clear; Are these loans ones made in the ordinary
course of business? Would Respondent Robinson ordinarily be
permitted to borrow $205,000 secured only by a promise to pay in the
future and based upon some "proven ability as a fund raiser"? We
might add that this "proven ability" involves a candidate who, as
recently as six weeks ago, still had unpaid campaign loans from his
race for Pulaski County Sheriff two years ago.

This week, it was learned that Respondent Robinson has retired two
of the initial loans (FirsL Commercial Bank and First American Bank)
by having the Respondent Committee take out two more loans at
other banks and using that money to pay off the previous loans taken
out by Respondent Robinson personally. The two new loans are at
these banks:
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Worthen Bank and Trust Company, N.A., Little Rock, AR $50,479

Twin City Bank, North Little Rock, AR $32,000

It is difficult to believe - given the press attention surrounding
the Respondent's campaign financing practices - that these loans
were made "in accordance with applicable law and in the ordinary
course of business".

These transactions, to our mind, are a clear violation of 2 USC

431(8)(A)(i) and 2 USC 431(8)(B)(vii), as well as the above cited
FEC Regulations.

Concern over the impropriety of these loans now extends to the
highest levels of this state's banking community. Mr. B. Finley
Vinson, chairman of the board of the holding company which owns

'T First Commercial Bank, has told the Associated Press that his bank
sought repayment of its $35,000 loan to the Respondent imediately
after the bank's upper-level management learned of the loan in a

newspaper article. The loan was repaid May 17, a day after the
first news reports about the Respondent's heavy borrowing.

Mr. Vinson told the AP that repayment was ordered because "it's not

1the kind of loan we make". He went on to say that he hoped "as a
citizen that all the facts will be brought out by a proper

re authority, federal or state". We believe this public statement
reinforces our contention that there is wrong-doing in this matter

and that it merits your immediate attention.

Your office is in possession of the financial reports filed by

Respondent Committee, so we will not include them here. We have
attached copies of the relevant news reports which we believe to be
true accounts of the Respondent's actions.

We will appreciate your prompt consideration of this complaint.

Geor-Cadr s E. McClain, Jr.

216 ian Trai. 10601 Crestdale Lane
Searcy, 3 Little Rock, AR 72212

501-268-4448 (home) 501-224-2114 (home)

501-268-2401 (office) 501-227-7301 (office)
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this Second day of June 1984.

Notar Public

My Commission expires 7 1991
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tcll worth; reply labels challenge 'hysterical.'

Sheriff's Loans Total $287,549
Ri viere Spending Put at $229,157

By JOHN BRUMMETT
and

BOB STOVER
Gazettiq Stf

Pulaski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson's second finance report on
his campaign for the Democratic
nomination for Congress from the
Sacond District shows that he has
borrowed $82,479 in two more
short-term bank loans since he first
reported borrowing $205,070 in four
bank loans.

Neither of the latest loans was re-
ported as being secured. The report
was mailed Thursday to the federal
Election Commission.

Robinson's runoff opponent, Sec-
retary of State Paul Riviere, also
filed his campaign fi'nance report,
showing that he'd spent $229,157
and had received $161,090 in contri-
butions. Riviere's first campaign fi-
nance report showed that he had
taken out three loans totaling $34,-
600 - $9,600 from First Commer-
cial Bank of Little Rock, $15,000

No One Endorsed
By Russ, Collins

State Senator Stanley Russ of
Conway and investment broker
Thedford Collins of Little Rock,
who ran neck-and-neck for third
place in the primary race Tues-
day for the Democratic nomi-
nation for the Second District
congressional seat, apparently
won't endorse either Pulaski
County Sheriff Tommy Robinson
or Secretary of State Paul Riv-
iere in the June 12 runoff.

Russ, who got 14.6 per cent of
the vote, said in a telephone in-
terv'ew Thursday that he was"99 per cent sure" he would not

(See ENDORSEMENTR. 9A.)

from the National Bank of A; ' nnsas
in North Little Rock and $iu,000
from the Metropolitan National

Bank of Little Rock. There were no
new loans in the second reporting
period.

In a related development Thurs-
day, B. Finley Vinson, chairman of
the holding company that owns
First Commercial Bank, told the
Associated Press that the bank
sought repayment of a $35,000 loan
to Robinson after the bank's upper
management learned of of the loan
in newspaper. article. The loan was
repaid May 17, a day after first
news reports about Robinson's
heavy borrowing.

Vinson told the AP that the bank
management told the loan officer to
get the loan repaid because "it's not
the kind of loan we make." When
asked by the AP if the bank had dif-
ferent attitudes about the loans:rt
Riviere and Robinson because of
some key differences between the
loans, he said only, "There is."

Vinson said the loan to Riviere

(See FINANCIAL on Page 9A.)

-

I



Financial Reports Released i
Continued from Pop IA.

dd't h e 0ne01oed becauem Itwas feelam the 810,0.

Robinson reported raising $58,-
610 In campaign contributions
through May 23, the reporting date
for the financial disclosure form
mailed for Thursday's federal dead.
line.

The report also said that as of the
May 23 reporting date, the cam-
paign's checking account was over-
drawn by $45,444. Darrell Glascock,
the campaign manager for Robin-
son, said the problem was rectified
the next day and the current bal-
ance is about $7,000. Glasscock also
said that none of the loans had been
called due.

The newly reported lenders are
the Worthen Bank and Trust Com-
pany of Little Rock, which May 18
gave Robinson a 12-day unsecured
loan for $50,479 that was repaid in
full May 30 at an interest rate 2 per-
centage points higher than the
prime lending rate, and the Twin
City Bank of North Little Rock,
which gave him an unsecured $32,-
000 one-month loan May 17 at an in-
terest rate tied to the prime lending
rate.

Neither Gene Fortson, the chair-
man of Worthen, nor Terence Re-
naud, the chairman of Twin City,
could be reached late Thursday for
comment about the loans. James P.
Jett, the Worthen president, said he
couldn't comment because of the
confidentiality of a bank-customer
relationship."

Apparently, Robinson took out
the new loans to pay off the First
Commercial loan and one of the
other earlier reported loans for
$50,000 from the First American
Bank of Hot Springs.

Vinson told the AP that be alpo
could't comment further about R&-
inson's loan from First Commercial
became of privacy laws. He said, "I
am eonpletely and heartily in ac-
cord with what you're doing and I
hope as a citizen that all the facts

Endorsements
Withheld by 2
Continued from Page IA.

take a public position. Russ had
been critical during the primary
race of both the runoff contenders,
moreso of Robinson, whom he
called a "weenie."

Collins, who received 14.0 per
cent of the vote and ran a strong
third in Pulaski County, said he was
staying out of the contest as well.
"I'm not comfortable in taking a
public position and telling my sup-
porters what to do. I'm not going to

m "ue from the
adhere to our polley o
law," meaning federel I"
laws.

Riviere has been critical of Rob-
inson's heavy borrowing, suggesting
that the sheriff is fiscally
ible and has something to hide about
his financial backing. Thursday,
Riviere released his personal finan-
cial statement and challege Rob
inson to do the same. Robinson, who
was said to be campaigning in White
County and couldn't be found, said
in a press release issued by Glas-
cock that personal and campaig fi-
nances were not issues in the race.
He said Riviere's challenge was
"hysterical."

Riviere's statement said his net
worth was $34,900. He said Robin-
son had borrowed large sums of
money to finance his campaign and
that the sheriff had said the banks
lent the money based on his assts
and his ability to raise money for a
campaign. Riviere said the voters
should know what those assets are.
If the assets aren't backing the
loans, then voters should know who
is backing the loans, he said.

Robinson's first easmIg1 fl-
nance report listed ii ft in
four bank loans - the $35,000 from
First Commercial ad 0,000 from
First American d of N tp 8n,
in addition to a $100,000 loan from
the Stephens Security Bank of Ste-
phens and a $20,070 loam from the
First State Bank of Sherwood. At
the time, he'd reported raising only
$28,000 in contributions. The level
of campaign borrowing exceeded
anything in the memory of long-
time observers of Arkansas pelbtl
Robinson ued the money for a mas-
sive television advertising cam-
paip.A

His current loan status is this:
He's borrowed a total of $287,549 in
six bank loans and repaid three of
them worth $135,479 (the $35,000 to
First Commercial, $50,000 to First
American in Hot Springs and the
$50,479 12-day loan from Worthen).
That leaves his debt at $152,070,
with the Stephens Bank holding a
$100,000 note, Twin City a ote for
$32,000 and the Sherwood bank a
note for $20,070.

Robinson's personal n are
limited, and several questio have
been raised about his ability to bor-
row this sum of money witbW e
curity. He and Glascock repeatdl7
has said only that the money was
loaned mainly on the e th
the sheriff could raise contributions
to repay the loans bemm eof N -
socation with several pofpe of
known fund-raising ability. But no
one could legally garale 1W hPi
more than $1,000 in loans slne
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by Candidates in Second District Race
loan coWpes * ame a acontrbl.tioe aw 0"a twSz is
theim Nmt em Individual and
corporate contrlbhttmis. Glaseock

h fldeI-ede amcople

Glascock said the two newest
loas wre mo to Robinsm's on.
greslelml amapaig committee,
but that Robinson was the personal

e, mmuslg they were his

Robinson's first report listed
$194,190 in payments to his adver.
tising agency, Cranford Johnson
and Associates of Little Rock, for
production of advertising and the
purchase of television time. His
newest report lists $72,357 in pay-
ments since that time to Cranford
Johnson and Associates, with $63,-
967 still owed the agency. That
means that Robinson's total bill to
the advertising agency as of May 23,
six days before the election, was
$328,517.

Robinson's latest report listed
maximum contributions of $1,000
from Gene C. Jones of Little Rock, a
housewife; Jerral Wayne Jones Jr.
of Little Rock, a student; P. A. Mc-
Coy of Fort Smith, a housewife;
Mike McCoy of Fort Smith, a busi-
nessman; George A. Hays of Little
Rock, a businessman; Charlotte
Jones of Little Rock, a student; Ste-
phen Jones of Little Rock, a student;
D. E. Sullenberger of Little Rock, a
businessman; Jerry W. Jones of Lit-
tle Rock, a businessman; Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business-
man, and Anna M. Sullenberger of
Little Rock, a housewife.

He listed political action commit-
tee contributions of 81,500 from the
Peabody Political Action Commit-
tee of St. Louis, $700 from the Kerr-
McGee Corporation Political Action
Committee of Oklahoma City, $500
from the Jones, Walker, Waechter,
Poitevent, Carrere and Denegre Po-
litical Action Committee of New
Orleans and the Mike Wilson Cam-
paign Fund of Jacksonville and $250
from the Arkansas Medical Society
Political Action Committee.

Riviere released his financial

personal financial statement that e
said showed "all our wordly good"
at a press conference at which he
challenged Robinson to do thm

Riviere and his wife lited total
assets of $170,000 that covered their
home in Maumelle, valued at
$100,000; rental property In Little
Rock, valued at $60,000; $4,500 in
marketable securities, an automo-
bile worth $2,500 and $3,000 cash in
tie bank.

Their liabilities totaled $135,100,
including a $72,000 mortgage on the
home, a $33,600 mortgage on the
rental property, $25,000 in unse-
cured loans and a $4,500 note "re-
lated" to the securities.

Riviere's campaign finance re-
port showing contributions for May
10 through May 23. They totaled
$38,668 and pushed his total funding
for the campaign to near $250000
and his total for the year to
$161,090. Combined with 84,871 be
raised last year, the total contrib-
uted to his campaign is $245,"1. He
is now in the process of raising
money for his runoff campaign. It
showed the campaign owed $32,400
May 23.

The $25,000 that Riviere listed as
a personal debt on his personal fi-
nance statement was money that he
borrowed and contributed to the
campaign earlier this year. He said
his wife, Carolyn, was the sole gur-
antor of the loan.

The statement listed these new
contributions of more than $1,000:

Communications Workers of
America, $2,000; Machinists Non-
Partisan Political League, $3,000,
and the United Steelworkers of
America Political Action Fund,
$2,500.

New contributions of $1,000 were
from Joyce Allison of Little Rock, a
housewife; Mary Carroum of Little
Rock, an administrative assistant at
E. F. Hutton. Jerry L Coates of Lit-
tle Rock, an account executive at .
F. Hutton; David Dickey of Little
Rock, an account executive at E. F.
Hutton; Hazel Dill of England, a
housewife; Daniel P. Donovan of

Hlekville, N.Y., an oil company
mamagi Donald Evens of Little
Reek, as areitect; Steve Glenn of
it~teRe, president of U.& Ex-
prow Jane ivington of Dallas, an
employe of Insurance Recruiters,
Inc.; Linda McCarty of Little Rock,
a hesewife; W. Branon McCarty
of Little Rock, an account executive
with X7. Hutton; Michael 0. Moore
of Little Rock, the owner of an in-
vestments company; Christine
Ragar of Little Rock, a real estate
agent, and Don Ragar of Little
Rock. an account executive with E.
F. Hutton.

Riviere, Robinson
Agree to Debates

Secretary of State Paul Rlv.
lore and Pulaski County Sheriff
Tommy Robinson have accepted
two offers to debate on television
the weekend before the June 12
runoff for the Democratic nmi.
nation for United States Repre.
sentative from the Second Con-
gressional District.

One debate will be at 8:30 p.m.
Saturday, June 9, on KARK-TV,
Channel 4. The other would be at
1 p.m. Sunday, June 10, on
KATV, Channel 7.

? and Olafock repeatedly
uly that the money was
dily an the assurance that
! could raise contributions
ie loans because of his as-
with several people of

iegaldng ability. But no
l-ally gnarantee for him
I $1,000 in loans, since a
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Robinson's Financial Situation Raises Multitude of Questions With Few Answers
By JOHN BRUMMETT

Sheriff Tommy Robinson's Ii-
n ing for Ma coogressalona cam-

maim- his over-all financial situa-
in fact - raises a multitude of

4som for which no definitive an-
lees wrs forthcoming last week.
. Firt, a brief explanation of the

sltnstion a it unfolded when Robin-
se fd hsb first campaign finance
report with the Federal Election

The sheriff reported raising only
about 126.90 i ontc iuon to his
coogeal campaign from Se
time be r1ed, April 3, to the date of
the report. May I. But be had re-
ported spending about $230,000.

nearly all of it for television adver-
tising. Most of the money came
from $205.070 in four short-term
bank loans of $100,000. $50,000,
$35.000 and 120.070.

His campaign manager. Derell
Glascock, said that since Robinson
entered the race so late. be couldn't
wait for cooventonal fund-raising.
He borrowed the nmy an the as-
suranee to lders that be would
rais ths mesy to ropy the loans
in the eomse of his campalgn, and
tbose fund are nowiul, In a

aim pladed a couple of $100,000
life tinma1se pelads. Gleeock
sold Tee d 1 w e ade
to Roblmeass fermal eoareestonal

committee. but Robinson signed the
nos and asumed pre al Mobil-
ity. while thes loah loon, for $50.-
000 from the First American Bank
of Hot Spr~s we made to Robin-
e himself.
New. for some of the questions-
Are the loans secured by collat-

eral of value, or are they only infor-
mally secured through assurances
to the bankers that Robinson would
raise enough contributions to repay
them? The answer to that question
is not known becaum the lending
bankers won't talk, citing confiden-
taUty.

U formally secued through tra-
dit lan clateral. what wee that
collateral? Robinson's assets are

lWmited. no mae 011 year as
Sheriff. AeOFtI too pusio It-

ndcal report filed wit tbe clork of
the House of Representatives, be
has less thon S,0 $ st6t44

- 04 cae -etsm
ertlee I. othe than that be lists
only liabilities - lew del a lees
than $0.10 aeh to two hash to
oillasa Jeen su of Little Rock
and to Barrett Hamilton, a Little
Rock wholesale liquor distributor.

Is it legal, or at leat _h__Pto
lendin petl, krabo k to
81 00,1 a di th apbun Sec-
rity ash In Stephen, to a man
whoe assets are that limited - on
the aseameif tot he w"11%ise
moey later i ceelibu-

tions to ropy It? A qpdator withthe edoo d to -kdC pd

a1d about that Uweek Re sold
federal banking and election laws

pqelhtisal lear d ese te ordin
eetae of h es accordance
witt laws and regulations. In other
words, the loon should be "well-se-
cured or the horow bug havel
samfmet em" w to par-
abeerplyus t he said.
What about borrowing money on

th espectaton of campaign contri-
hutious? The reglator said, "Bet-

t an a wllsm, yes uses? We

Federal law limits corporate con-

tribuous to $1,000 nd oys a loan

banh laed Robiwson an amount
esceedtng his personal assets,
would that be the same as costri-
hotion that would eaceed the fod-
oral limit? The answer ls not known.

Marlin Jackson. sate bask coin-

was mal an a would heels and
whether all potential borrowers are
treated the sme.

Who ar all tbm people who are
contibet or rais the money to
repay the lows? So far, only Jones.
a ldelo friend of the eerifrs, bas
hesn mil &ma be i mommy
supporters. The neA fullcman
finance reo b des May 3O. the
day after the primary. But federal
law require 45-hoer repor from
now u ection day of these mak-
ig te nmum contrlbutlios of
$1041.

Jerry Mulde, president of the
Arkanas Power and LUght Cor-
poyi, ban old buddy of Robison's-
Asked lt week if he was raising
moey for the rifM be said only
that hed mode thmor fw cals -
s 'Jety Venueks.o todiieL
anbmiud df Asd mm Fs'we

and L r - to Iw - hf fr
n. hin aft ori fou na

dim.oL Aa N RAl r Was
nmg them. be soI be d &it ha
to my NWl Wldeu say.

twim enptmh Inm mod

ie skmnb we fr-

If te Amye wfu ed to pa bef
debts fron -l *nd rn8 tee
stt Staute -1111 'lk be appli-
cable. It ays a cnlidate for€ounty
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Robinson's Amended Report Shows
Additional $20,000 in Contributions

By JOHN BRUMMETT
Gaette to"l

Sheriff Tommy Robinson filed
an amended campaign finance re-
port Thursday, disclosing that he'd
raised about $20,000 in the 48
hours since he initially filed'a re-
port with the Federal Election
Commission and the secretary of
state's office. The amendment
listed $10,000 in itemized contri-
butions from Jerry W. Jones of
Little Rock and Jones' family and
business associates.

Also Thursday, It was learned
that Robinson had paid off one of
his bank loans - a loan for $35,000
at 13 per cent interest from First
Commercial Bank of Little Rock.
That leaves $170,070 in loans from
three other banks that will come
due in the summer.

Jones, president of Arkoma Pro-
ductions, Inc., an oil and gas com-
pany, has been mentioned in the
last few days as a major financial
backer of Robinson whose support
helped the sheriff receive $205,070
in four short-term, high-interest
bank loans to finance extensive
television adverUsing.

The additional contributions
brought the total amount of Robin-
son's campaign fund-raising ex-
clusive of the loans to about
$45,000.

The amendment listed contribu-
tions of $1,000, the maximum indi-
vidual gift allowed under federal
law, from Jones, his wife and these
others: Mike McCoy of Fort Smith,
an employe of Jones, and his wife,
Pat McCoy; George A. Hays of Lit-
tle Rock, a Jones employe; D. E.
Sullenberger of Little Rock, a
business associate of Jones, and
Anna M. Sullenberger, Elwin A.
Hoover of Fort Smith, a business
associate of Jones, and Jones' son
and daughter, who are students.

The First Commercial loan was
a one.month loan made in late
April and was almost due. Bank
officials declined to discfuss the
loan or the repayment, but Darrell
Glascock, Robinson's campaign
manager, confirmed that it had
been paid off by Robinson's cam-
paign committee Thursday.

Meanwhile Thursday, Richard
T. Smith of Little Rock, owner of'
the Stephens Security Bank in Ste-
phens, which lent $100,000 for
three months to Robinson at an in-
terest rate two percentage points
higher than the prime lending.
rate, said in a telephone interview
that Robinson offered "several
pieces of collateral" and that he
was "personally confident" that
the loan was secure.,

He said he could not discuss the

specific collateral. "But there is
collateral assigned to the loan that
in my opinion is worth the
$100,000," Smith said.

Glascock has said that the four
short-term bank loans received by
Robinson in April and May were
secured in part by two life insr-
ance policies pledged by the sher-
iff and in part by the lender' In-
formal understanding that
Robinson, through his association
with certain people of known fund-
raising ability, would be able to re-
pay the loans.

"I don't know about that," Smith
said in reference to Glascock's
statement about informal under-
standings of future campaign con-
tributions. "But I have checked
over there to see how the cam-
paign contributions are coming in,
and I know that they're coming in
fast and furious," Smith said.

Smith, whose family has sub-
stantial oil holdings in South Ar-
kansas, bought the Stephens bank
last fall. Before that, Smith was a
loan officer for Worthen Bank and
Trust Company, and in that role he
had handled loans to Robinson.
"I've had good experience with
Tommy before, and I have confi-
dence in his ability and capacity to
repay the loan," Smith said.

Related article on Page 5A.
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1 ob-i"Ison
reveals rta
still in red
BY CARL T. HALL
Demlcra Slaf Writr

Although he says he has
paid back three bank loans to-
taling more than $135,000, Pu-
laski County Sheriff Tommy
Robinson revealed Thursday
that he continues to run his
2nd District congressional
campaign deeply in the red.

On a campaign-finance dis-
closure form distributed to the
news media Thursday after-
noon, Robinson said he had
borrowed a total of $291,050.10
through May 23, the last day
covered by the report and six
days before Tuesday's Demo-
cratic primary election, in
which Robinson won a posi-
tion irl a runoff election set for
June 1Z

Including about $152,071 in
outstanding bank loans and
$82.262 in other debts owed at
the end of the reporting pe-
riod, the Robinson campaign
was running a $234,33 deficit,
the finance report indicated.

About $205,000 in bank
loans were disclosed in a pre-
vious report covering the pe-/
riod that ended May 9. Since
then, two additional loans to-
taling about $82,500 were
taken out, according to the
new report. The report stated
that $135,479 in loans were re-
paid, but questions remained
as to what funds were used to
make the repayments.

Contributions haven't kept
up with the borrowing, the re-
port indicates. During the two-

See MONEY, Pag 3A
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Money
* Continued from Page One

week period last month,$32,809 in contributions werereceived, according to the re-
port, which listed the donors.
The new donations brought the
total given to the Robinson
campaign as of May 23 to
$58,610. according to Robin-
son's figures.

Robinson has bought exten-
sive television and radio ad-
vertising, making a media blitz
the centerpiece of his cam-
paign. The ads are among the
factors believed to have been
responsible for Robinson's
success in Tuesday's election.
He was the top vote-getter in
the district, outdistancing four
other contenders for the Dem-
ocratic nomination with 40percent of the vote. He won
pluralities in seven of eight
counties.

The sheriff now faces a run-
off June 12 against Secretaryof State Paul Riviere, who fin-ished second Tuesday with 28percent of the vote. Riviere
nearly tied Robinson in Pu-
laski County, but he was out-
polled by more than a 2-1 mar-
gin in the other counties.

Riviere has been insinuat-
ing for weeks that Robinson
may have broken federal elec-tion laws by taking out five-and six-figure bank loans with-
out much visible financialstrength of his own to back thecredit. He again challenged
Robinson on financial issues
Thursday, insisting he wasn'tslinging mud but was simply
"raising hard questions."

Riviere has yet to produceany evidence of wrongdoing inconnection with Robinson's
deficit-financed campaign,even though he has said Rob.
inson's money-handling ought
to be the No. I issue of therace.

Both men are seeking to geton the Nov. 6 ballot against thelone Republican nominee,
state Rep. Judy Petty of LittleRock, and independent JimTaylor of Little Rock, a former
journalist and current em.
ployee of a media consulting
firm.

On Thursday, Riviere filedhis 12-day pre-runoff electionfinance report with the secre-tary of state's election services
office.

Robinson didn't file his re-
port. But Darrell Glascock,
Robinson's spokesman, saidthe Federal Election Commis.

sion report was mailed Thurs-
day, which apparently would
meet the FEC deadline. He
provided copies to the media
after being asked for them.

Asked for his reaction to
Riviere's latest attacks,
Glascock, who kept Robinson
under wraps, said: "I think the
people told him (Riviere)
Tuesday they (Robinson' loans)weren't an issue. The real
issue is leadership - Riviere
hasn't shown any.

"I don't recal what collat-
eral the campeain committee
used for the "Glascock
saId. "I think Insurance poli-
cies and other securitle. Thecanddate endorsd the loan."

e said that was as much
detail as he would offer.

"'m not going to get intothat (question of collateral)Icause it's personal, confiden-
tial," Glascock said.

Also on Thursday, Riviere
filed a special 48-hour form
disclosing four $1,000 contribu-
tions received after the May 23
period ended. Such disclosure
of large contributions is re-
quired by law up to election
day.

No new 48-hour report came
in from Robinson. Glascocksaid Robinson hasn't received
many $1,000 donations so he

didn't need to file many 48
hour pre-election reports.

"Tommy's base is -from
working people - not the
elite," he said.

In the report given to the
media, Robinson's campaign
was said to have taken in
$32,809 in contributions during
the two-week period that
ended May 23, bringing theyear-to-date cumulative total
to $58,610.

The campaign had a net
cash deficit of $45,624.02, the
report stated. Total expendi-
tures were listed as $49,322.37
for the period. All year, the
campaign had spent about
$260,000, compared with
Riviere's total spending of"
about $256,000. However,
Riviere started campaigning in
1983.

Robinson's two new loans
were listed as follows:

* $50,479.45 from Worthen
Bank & Trust Co. in Little
Rock, borrowed May 18 at 2
percentage points above the
prime interest rate. This loan
was due Wednesday, and Rob-
inson said it was repaid May
23.

B $32,000 from Twin CityBank in North Little Rock, bor-
rowed May 17 and due June 15.
No specific Interest rate was
disclosed.

0
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Robinson Raises $300,000 by Stacking Loans
Tommy Robinson is the net

unconventional politician Arka-
- am mues In a lon lime, but

whom It eoms to financing a po-
litical cam-
paign he is ab.moleteiy
biuarre.

Te days be-
fore the runoff
primary to met
tIe the Demo-
cretic cngres-saan a I
nomination It Is

Emst Mian mysterywho Iaing

met elaborate~. media cam-
pulp fair Cogss In We state's
history. althouh b hop clearlyis comin to klin from am gy to.
dustrles. Including Arkansas
Power and Light Company andMidle South Utiliso.

The most asonihng aspet of
the Robinson campain Is that he
has been able to hanca cam.
paign that is exceeding P00.0W
-mot of It televisien spending
-with an elaborate "ystem of
PYramiding bank loan. Dy May
23. he had obtained aimet $00,-
000 to bank loom, mt of It use-
cured. That its what Is moet amaz-
ing to many buslnesmen, who
can't get Ious under such easy
conditions.

According to Robisoe's snlln-
minating federal financial report
Thursday, h ad borrowed $287.-
555 from mix ban He had repaid
$135.478. although be had col-
lected only S8.10 is campaign
contrlbutions. The only conlu-
sion is that there have bese fur-
ther loans to help retire theme.
That won't be kno umil esm-
paign repr later thim mmr,
after the primary. and Reboies

campaign people aren't an-
swering questions about it now.

The campaign has been fi-
nanced so far through an innova-

Not many of the
sheriff's supporters
are identified but
one is Middle
South Utilities

live kind of loan-kiting arrange.
ment. Robinson, whose
commereals tell voters they
know he can be depended on to
tell the truth, hasn't been very
forthoming about his financing.

The first four loam were re-
ported on Robimom first federal
remaI y IL Ow Si the In
u Cem11 k.

calNational sk at Little RseL
Robiansn m the leas were n.
se4, bt st Commercale l.
dab ai this ao wasn't Firs
Commercial's top Oice wer
=aware Si Ost lm end the can-
dilens, or leok of them, until tho
loan wan reported in the morning
papes It wam a demand mot and
Ike lam u eaed hatle rs a.n
Rablnn'm spokesman insisted at
the tim t hal4 wanm lledbut
bank WMnn no- ee frm th it
wOO. "O we called it." one of
thommad."It wm illaL"

The Firt commeurlal loan ap
patently was repaid that morning
with the help of another loan, for

32.000. from Twin City Lank of
North Uttle Rock.

Another loan wan for 850.000 at
the First American National
Bank at Hot Springs. which is
owned by First Arkansas Banks-
tck Crpotlon (FABCO) That
loa wan approved upon the rou.
emmendatin S an ecutive of
Worihn Dak and Trust Com-

pany of Little Rock, the naphipeank In the FABCO chain.
The $50,000 principal and

$479.45 of interest was repaid em
May 18. two days after the loan
was reported, and on the sam
day RobInsoe obtained a lan of
$50.471.45 from Worthen.

When Robinson was asked o a
televised debate four days before
the fleet primary if he bad ob-
tained loans in addition to the
four be bad reported o May 14 be
maid be didn't know. When he wan
asked i the First Commercial
and First American loam were
retired by obtaining additional
lomn be said be didn't know what
the q -em 1 was talking about.

All this raises several questions
that need to be answered dnce the
position In the U. S. Roeof Rep-
resentlva helongs to ths public.
There should he so private, comnf-
denutal transactions for a con-
gremlom mt. Who, If anyone,
prod the Informal guarantees
that paved the way for the lam?
How will the loans he repaid, and
wbowilldo it?

The mkeq said he bad ob-
taied the algial loer because
Of 1i1 hanw aslly a nload.
raiser, bu the week Were -he
primary be had raled only

The most urprising part of
Robinson's discloeure wan that be
had raised only $58,000. about a
fifth of his expenditures. A cand-
date who obligates himself to
more than $300.000 surely knows
where it is to come tram.

The reporting of the first $5 .-
000 gives only a little indication.
It also suggesta what a handful of
influential friends can do.

Robiame's mot visible mnp-
INto i Joreand W. Jem at deaok n lsme frisedl whn Is a

and a Doard member of Arkin,
Inc. Jono's immediate family
gave $5.000 in $1.000 centrtie-
tios ea from Jones, his wile
and three children.

Another friend whom name
does not appear on the report Is
Jerry Mauldek presidet of Ar-
kanma Power and Light Come-
pany. Mauldns nme deem wt
appear as a contributor, hot there
In plenty of evdence of AP and L
Influence.

Among the list contrttoma
so far am.

* $ = from the polla Me-
tlo committee Sf Middle Bouth
Services of New Orliensa, a b-
midlary that provides s Itfor..
AP and L and the other Middle
South opertng cm .* $M0 from the bigep-rate low firm i Jones,W
Wasebter. Poltevent. Carrere
and Denegre of New Orleans
which represesto many gMants Sf
Industry. Including Midde Soi
Utilities.* $1.500 from the PAC at
the Peabody Coel Company of
St. Lenin, which he ase a higsupplier of Wyoming coal ft
Middle South plants

* $250 from the PAC Si
General Electric at Fairfield, C.
General Electric ha hem a m-
jor supplier of sang p
met for Middle Sot plas.

* 1700 from the PAC of the
Kerr-McGee Corporation at
Oklahema City. Kerr-McGee Is a
giant energy company that ban
contracted to sell anium end
coal for the Middle South plante.

Sheriff Robinson has maid be
would go to Washington and belpsolve Arkansas's problem of
having to pay for generating
euts elsewhere Ia the Middle
South system. The solelonm
smd p ive t .
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