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FXDERAL ELEGTION COIVIhl~SSION 
REPORTING AND D1SBIX)SING REQUIhZF,MENTS 

@%be Federa l  E lea t ion  ktampaign Act of 1971 as amended requirets 
d e t a i l e d  campaign f iwmce r e p o r t s  on e o n t d  butions and arpend- 
ftures from candi at- forFedera l  o f f i c e  and tLei.r supportin? 
p o l i  t i a a l  conunittees # a s  well. as from ?I ndivi duals  alrld eommittecss 
making sxpsndl tures  on behalf  of,w i n  oppositiom t o  a eandidnte,n 

Per t h e  4wnmissioraqa ow& d e f i n i t i o n  of ft83 fumetion t h e  
active !-easive ,am& XEARB long e f f o r t  t o  0pp0Se the; amddaay 
of an u d i v i d u a l  for t h e  office of Bresidewt of t h e  United S t a t e s  
would seem t o  elearly d i c t a t e  compliance wftb t h e  above quoted 
Rule Anel Kaquj rernent . 

DESCRIPTTON OF PRELIMINARY PROBEDIJRES FOR 
PROCESSING COMPLAIhTS F I L E D  WITH THE 
FEDERAL ELEGTION eOMMISSION 

%he commission shall n o t i f y  aiLl respondents referenced i n  
t h e  complaint i n  w r i t i n g * t h a t  t h e  complaint has been f i l e d ,  
and s h a l l  indude  w i t h  such n o t i f i c a t i o n  a copy of  t h e  corn- 
p l a i n t .  Si~ultaneously,the complainant shall be n o t i f i e d  
that t h e  complaint has been received. Ths ' respondents  shall. 
have 15 davs to demoastrata i n  writing that no action should 
be takari against them in rosponse t o  t h e  complaint. If 
addit ional  time i s  RBeded i n  which t o  respond t o  t h e  complaint,  
the respondents may request an extension of" time. The request 
must be in wriltlna and demonstrate prood cause as t o  whv an 
ex tens io l~  should be granted. Please be advised t h a t  not a1 
rewests a r e  KrantcO.n 

I n  t h e  aase of MUR 4927,the Commission n o t i f i e d  t h e  r e spondmts  

by l e t t e r  dated August 14,19980 Ike respondents answescld t h e  

eorup1ad.int by l e t t e r  dated September 2,1996. Thla is 1) days from 

the, Gommissioa's l e t t , e r  i n fo ru ing  then1 of t h e  complaint. Tkc sheaf  

of documents purport'ing t o  be t h e  aomplete record  o f  tho  case 

contailss no wri t ten  request f o r  an extension of time t o  respond t o  

t h e  aomplaint.  



2) MISFEASANCE 

The @ o m i s s i o n  sat; on t h e  earnplaint f o r  a total of 5 2 5  

days without performhg any aut t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  eompla.int 

even though t h e  Wespondentvs l e t t a r  of September 2,1998 gave 

i n d i o a t i o n s  t h a t  it was disingenuous at  bes t  anel a d d i t i o n a l l y  

false iA i t’s  eladrns. Om more tham one occasion P t e lephone  

i n q u i r y  t o  M r .  P. Andrew ‘Rhrley wars met with t h e  explana t ion  

t h a t  the mat te r  was “aens i t i v sg  and it had t o  be handled wi th  

caut ion.  llhs f i l e  of t h e  Case evidences no t r a c e  of s e n s i t i v i t y  

o r  m u t i o n ,  On the, a o n t r a r y , t k s  t o t a l  absence of any a c t i v i t y  

of any sort i s  elear evidence of an i n s m s i t i v o  and brazen 

cover-up OR behalf  of t h e  Respondents, 

LETTER ‘OF SEPTEMBER 2.19% (Response t o  complaint)  

The f i r s t  paragraph o f  t h e  l e t t e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  n o t i f i c a t i o n  

of  t h e  complaint was reca ived  on August 18,1998 at t h e  office of 

Bi t izeRs  United., Sinoe t h e  Gomplainant received Ratification of 

serviee t o  the respondeats  i n  on envelope t h a t  was pos t  marked 

Auguat l4,19 $ , i t  taust be assumed that the. l e t t e r  of n o t i f i c e -  

t i o n  t o  t h e  Respondents was also rnaieiled t o  them on August 14th. 

The Bespondentos a t t o r n e y  claims fha% it took f o u r  days for the 

let ters to t r a v e l  exactly 19 miles t o  Fairfax Virgiaria a e r o s s  

toma It is unfor tuna te  t h a t  the d a t e  rece ived  stamp on the publia 

r eco rds  copy i s  too  faded or has been erased  to t h e  extent  that 

the date o f  r e c e i p t  avamot be determined. tIowever,unless the reply 

was hand delivered on September 2nd,i5 would have been late, 
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WBails the Rules apnd Regulations doagt spec i f ia ld l ly  allow t ime 

t o  toi l l  from t h e  date  of r e s e i p t , t k e  Oonmissionss l e t t e r  does 

so allow f o r  t h i s .  Uafortunately t h e r e  is  apparent ly  no docu- 

mentation t o  support  a oloim of t imely  responseo There i s  s u f f i -  

o i e n t  evidence t o  tho  e f f e c t  that t h e  r e p l y  was not, de l ive red  i n  

t ime ,, 

Paragraph f i v e  of t h e  response a h i n s  t h a t  t h e  complaint 

i d e n t i f i e d  as MUR 4787 was not i n  fact  a eomplainto Phis  dis- 

ingemupus statement is wordedPhe is merely asking t h e  Qommission 

to exp la in  why 6U and the American Gonsemative Union o r e  noL re-  

u i sed  t o  f i l e  per iodic  r e p o r t s  with t h e  @ommission." Suck i~ 

stateneat is sot t o  be found I n  Gomplaint MUR-4787. The 8ompIaiat 

states:*I be l i eve  I aim e n t i t l e d  t o  ask f o r  and r ece ive  the, i n fo r -  

mation regarding where t h e  finanoiol support  for a l l  of t h i s  comes 

from," The paragraph f u r t h e r  ignores  t h e  s p e a i f i o  reques t  f o r  

raporLilsg by the  BU-PWp To further obfuscate t h e  matter t h i s  

group has i n  t h e  p a s t  used t h e  mine PIRESIDEMTIAL VICTORY 6OMMITTEE 

whd~h should r a i s e  s i g n i f i c a n t  questionws r ega rd iag  what b e g i t i -  

mate seasoas'umiarlie t h e  evasions i nhe ren t  in frocguetlt changes 

of aame by the same organisaelon. 

In p m ~ g r a p h  seven o f  t h e  response it is claimed t h a t  CIO is 

permit ted to e s t a b l i s h  a Separate  Segregated Fund(SSF). The: r e -  

sponse goes on t o  e ~ p l a i n  t h a t  oraly tha SSF is required t o  f i l e  

pe r iod ic  r e p o r t s  of con t r ibu t ions  and expenditures.  While f o r t h -  

r i g h t l y  elaiming t h a t  BU was not  aw SSE' t h e  response made no nant- 

ioln that t h e i r  8U-PW w29 an 3SF, The statemeat made i n  t h i s  papa- 

graph does nothing t o  diminish t h e  Complaint MUR-4787. 
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Imp paragraph e i g h t  the Respondent antfully expla ins  what 

ompleint means for t h e  Fede ra l  E lec t ion  Orsmnission. Alleg- 

ed ly  the e x p l a a t i o n  was so good t h a t  the FEG accepted it a5 t h e  

f ind ings  of f a c t  i n  i tss decis ion.  This s o r t  of arrangement is 

P hallmark of ex p a r t e  corruption. This  s t o r y  was so clumsy t h a t  

F, Andrew Turlep would not allow the Gomplainant t o  see a aopy 

of i t , o l a imiag  t h a t  it was aonf iden t i a l .  A t  t h e  t h e  he made t h i s  

d e c l a r a t i o a  M r ,  Turley knew t h a t  t h e  Responss,sight unsean,would 

be the  Gomissioavs f ind ings  of fac t , ,  

Zr paragraph e i g h t  of t h e  Response, it is ulaiaed t h a t  1.I;J'R- 

4787 had charged t h a t  *Mr. hle,Ms0 dones,WhStew&er o r  TroopergatetB 

had been candidates  f o r  federal aleat ive officea The Respondent 

s t e a d f a s t l y  maintained t h a t  @U had not v io la t ed  FECA'twith respect  

t o  any of t h e s e  ind iv fdua l s  o r  eventsn. Pherefore ,accbrding to t h e  

Respoadent , t h e  Gomplaint"fai1s t o  a l l e g e  a v i o l a t i o n  of  FECA with  

respec t  t o W i t i s e n s  United. There i s  no mention i n  t h i s  windy 

puagraph of  Ci t izens  United rolitfcal Victory Fund. The CU-PW 

is c i t e d  i n  t h e  Gomplaint MUR-4787. 

Papagraph n ine  o f  t h e  **esponse seeks to c a p i t a l i z e  on t h e  

confusion r e s u l t i n g  from t h e i r  us@ of m u l t i p l e  and always evol- 

ving names t h a t  t hey  ope ra t e  under. &ere they  s ta te  t h a t  CU-PVF 

has"reg is te red  with t h e  FEC as requi red  by Paweft The Response goes 

ora t o  maintain tha& FEBA*does not r e q u i r e  GU-PW t o  file* Infor -  

mation on C i t i s e n s  United. The Respondent t hen  goes on t o  maintain 

t h a t  t h e  Complaint t h a t  Respoadsnt erplained i n  t h e  p r i o r  paragraph 

fails t o  make an a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  Gitiseras Uni ted-Pol i t ica l  Vic tory  

Fu .d  has v i o l a t e d  the FECA. This is why t h e  Qoniplaiaant named 



every name t h a t  t h i s  organiza t ion  is known t o  have used. Admit- 

t e d l y  an organiza t ion  with an AKA method of ope ra t ion  could v e r y  

well be using o the r  tRof f io i a l  names" t h a t  a re  unknown t o  the Corn? 

p l a inan t  as a new name has surfacid s i n c e  t h e  first f i l i n g  of t h e  

Oomplaint WR-4787. ( P r e s i d e n t i a l  Victory Committee) 

Paragraph t e n  of t h e  Response is i r r e l e v a n t  wi th  regard t o  

- Messrs. B r o h  and bossie exerc is ing  t h e i r  F i r s t  Amendment rfghts,  

These people were i d e n t i f i e d  in t h e  Qomplalnt(MUR 4787) as o f f i c e r s  

of t h e  Organisation i d e n t i f i e d  by i t 's  many a l i a s e s , h o p e f u l l y  - 
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having been i d e n t i f i e d  i a  Complaint MJR4787. 

Xn faeti im all of  t h e  kaom i n s t anaes  when t h e s e  two ind iv id -  

have pub l i e ly  advoaated t h e  de fea t  of P r e s i d e n t i a l  Candidate  

W i l l i a m  J e f f e r son  Qlinton,they Rwer introduced themselves as p r i -  

e i t i a m s  exercising t h a i x  F i r s t  Amendment Rights,  

MLorna got on t h e  phone a d  1 i d e n t i f i e d  myself as a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from P r e s i d e n t i a l  Viatory Gamt i t t s e"  

David b s s i e  as quoted i n  'DBPicrk W i l l i s "  

"We i d e n t i f i e d  ourse lves  as being from t h e  P r e s i d e n t i a l  
Vietory Gommittee In Washington,D.C.H 

*The two gumshoes were Dave Bossie,an o f f i c i a l  of t h e  
P r e s i d e n t i a l  Yictory Committae,and dim Murphy,a r e t i r e d  
DC policeman, Fede ra l  e l e c t i o n  records show both  inen are 
paid by t h e  Victory Gommittee f o r  work on behalf o f  
Bush's e1ection.W E r i c  Enberg GBS exerpted from W1i.ck 
Wil li 8 8' 

"1 have people who work with me, I s m  supported by thousands 
of i n d i v i d u a l s  who l i k e  what I e m  doing,who l i k e  t h a t  I'm 
aggressive,who like t h a t  I?iii t ak ing  on t h e  Washington 
establishment,who l i k e  what I Q i n  doing." 

David Bosnie as quoted in"Slfck Willie1b 

Floyd Brown as quoted i n  'YWLck Wil l ie7a  



The Floyd Brown quote from h i s  book w r i t t e n  t o  prevent  

W i l l i a m  J e f f e r son  Glinton from becoming Pres ident  refers t o  h i s  

s o l i c i t a t i o n  of  funds from %housands of ind iv idua ls tb  f o r  h i s  

work. This  would seem t o  be a custom made f i t  f o r  The F e d e r a l  

EleCtiQR Gommiss ionts -R~por t in~  and Disc los ing  Requirements. 

By t h e i r  o m  words both were on t h e  payroll qnd not  e x e r c i s i n g  

.... L . .  
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f r e e  speech as individuals. 

RESPONDENT’S CLAIM THAT THERE I S  NO EVIDENCE THAT 
CITIZENS UNITED H A 3  VIOLATED FEDERAL ELECTION LAW 

In paragraphs seven and e igh t  of t h e  Respondent‘s l e t t e r  

the claim is made t h a t  C i t i aens  United does not engage I n  any 

activity that would be i n  violation o f  Federal Election Law. 
The same Respondent was t e l l i n g  Trudy Lieberman a d i f f e r e n t  

t a l e  f o r  h e r  May 1994 a r t i c l e  in t h e  Columbia Journalism Review. 

IVCitirens United.,o conservat ive RepublfcaB 
operat ion,runs an information factory..... 
Journalists and Hill Republicans have re- 
cycled much o€ the information provided by 
GiCitens United i n t o  s t o r i e s  t h a t  have cas t  
a shadow on t h e  Cl in ton  Presideaay, 

T h i s  would seem t o  f i t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of’*making expendi tures  

i n  oppos i t ion  t o  a c a n d i d a t @ @  t o  a tea.  

“&own and b s s i e  as a p r i n c i p a l  r e sea rche r ,  
wrotet%lick Wil l ie8* :Why Amerioa Oonnot Trust 
Em1 Olintont~ 

“Floyd &-own, .proudly announces another 
campaign f o r  another  e1ection:a phone xumber 

ithat playeel record ings  of a l l e g e d  conversat ions 
between then aanalidats B i l l  Gl inton and Gennifer 
Flowers 

*We here a t  ClintonWatch have been working day 
and night  with t h e  major news media t o  bel? them 
g e t  t h e  word out  about t h e  Clintons and t h e i r  

QuiirantyIP ( C i t i J r e n s  United news le t t e r )  
ues t ionab la  dea l ings  i n  Whitewater and Madison 
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Nobody t o l d  Trudy Lieberman i n  May 1994 t h a t  C i t i zens  

United doesn’t do campaign advocacy work o r , t h a t  Ci t icenv  

United has an SSF f o r  t h i s  s o r t  of  thing.  They were too  busy 

bragging about t h e i r  many a c t i v i t i e s  a l l  of which ~ e r 0  f o r  

t h e  purpose of des t roying  t h e  President  of  t h e  United S ta t e s .  

They c e r t a i n l y  were g iv ing  every impression t h a t  t h e y  WBPQ a 

%ommitte making expenditures in oppos i t ion  t o  P candidate1q and 

i n  f a c t  had wever dona any othefi type  of  a c t i v i t y ,  T h ~ y  w0re 

q u i t e  b o a s t f u l  about t h e  succesa of t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t h e n  b u t ,  in 

responding t o  Goraplairit MUR-4787 t h e y  o f f e r  up P demurrer of 

i n c r e d i b l e  coyness. 

2) NONFEASANCE 

OR May 12,2000 t h e  Complainant received by mail t h a t  which 

was claimed t o  be t h e  case  record  f o r  MUR-4767 as was reques ted  

under t h e  Freedom of  Information Act. 

A GOQY of  GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT ipcluded t h e  s ta tement  

t h a t W e n t r a 1  Enforcement Docket eva lua tes  each incoming ma t t a r  

using Commission approved c r i t e r i a  which results i 8 a  P numerical. 

r a t i n g  f o r  each c8se.H The c o l l e c t i o n  o f  papers delivered to the 

Complainant eontains  no documents r e f l e a t i n g  amy eva lua t ion  of 

MUR 4787. It must be assumed t h a t  caither t h e  s t a t e n a n t  o f  the, 

General Gounsel is  ‘in f a c t  e l i e  o r , t h a t  t h e  Fede ra l  E l e c t i o n  

6ommission d e l i b e r a t e l y  de l a t ad  doeuniemts from t h e  file before 

responding to‘  P l e g a l  reques t  f o r  t h e  coniplete conten ts  of t h e  

f i l e  under t h e  Freedom of Information A&. 



SUMMARY 

ghe Commission presented i t ' s  f ind ing :  of f a c t  as fol lows:  

MUR 4787 was only an inquiry.  Citilseas UnEted d i d  not4 rain0 o r  

spend money 3n Federal Elec t ions .  Git i&bns United e s t a b l i s h e d  

C i t i zens  Uni ted-Pol i t ica l  Victory Fund as an 99F. Oit iaens  United 

- P o l i t i c a l  Vic tory  Fund is n o t  required t o  repor t  information 

pe r t a in ing  t o  Citilsens United. C i t i aens  United-Pol ie iaal  Vickory 

Fund i s  0d.y required t o  r e p o r t  i t 's  own r e c e i p t s  and expanses 

as a& SSF, Additionally,Messrs. W0wm end Bossie are i n d i v i d u a l s  

exer~isilag f ree  apeach,  

There i s  no doubt as t o  why F, Andrew Surbay aoavidarad this 

sort of rubbish to be aoafidential  and not for the eyes of tha  

Osmploiraat urti l  t h e  Complaint could $e*offfcielly~'sloughed-off 

by t h e  Federal Elec t ion  Gomiss ion  i n  t h e  name o f  porforming itss 

o f f i a i a l  duty. 

An i n t e r e s t i n g  s ide  note t o  all of t h i s  i s  my i n i t i a l  a t tempt  

t o  ga in  infqrmatioa from t h e  FEC by giving them t h e  f d e n t i f i a a t i o n  

numbers of The Amesiaan Oonusrvativa Unloa and CiCirsns  United- 

P o l i t i c a l  Via tory  Funtl,elso taoting theit @it i sens  United d idn ' t  

appear t o  have such a muabcr. I r sae ived  from the FEC a l i s t  of 

contributions f o r  soinething c a l l e d  Anierica Conservative Union 

P o l i t i c a l  Action Qo'mmittee but,nothing f o r  C i t i zens  Unitad- 

P o l i t i c a l  Viatory Fund. 
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MURs 4763,4764 
David Mincberg, Treasurer 
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Additionally, where-the person to be identified is or was an officer, supervisor, employee, 
agent, co-worker, volunteer, subordinate, staff or attorney of the Harris County Democratic Party 
or was acting on its behalf in any capacity between January 1,1993, and the present, "identi@" 
shall mean state the person's title and responsibilities, the social security number ofthe person, 
the individual to whom the person reported, and whether the person is stili an employee or agent 
ofthe Harris County Democratic Party. If the person is no longer an employee or agent of the 
Harris County Democratic Party, "identify" shall further mean state the beginning and ending 
dates of a person's employment or agency. If the person began their employment with the Harris 
County Democratic Party between January 1, 1993 and the present, "identify" shall further mean 
state the beginning date of their employment, and where the person was empioyed immediately 
prior to beginning employment with the Harris County Democratic Party. 

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or conjunctively as necessary to 
bring within the scope of these interrogatories and request for the production of documents any 
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out of their scope. 
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The Federal E l e c t i o n  Commission has countenanced s s t e a d  

f a s t  refusal to account f o r  t h e  SQUTCC of funding for  e l e c t i o n  

year  advocacy ads,books,ond publ ia  speeches i n  oppoaitlon t o  

a candidate for p r e s i d e n t  and an i n t e r im  period of t h i s  a c t i v i t y  

in oppos i t ion  t o  t h a t  candidates  reclaclfon. 

If Citiaens United in i t ' s  many forms is not dofne: anything 

illegal,wkat possible ob jec t ion  could t h e  Federal. Elect5.on Commis- 

s i o n  and Gitirens United have t o  t h e  filing of financial r epor t s  

deta i l ing  t k e  source of funding f o r  GWqs pari;icJpat,ioa i n  Federal 

e l e c t i o n s ?  

" I ' m  supported by thousaads of  ind iv idua l s  who 1 jka 
what 1115 d o i ~ ~ . *  

KARL J. 6CRCHE.SS 
NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF JMiO 

MY Commission Expires Way 19,2003 



FEDEWL ELECTION COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20463 

June 1 6 ,  2000 
>.. . 

Richard Eslinger 
14S9 Octobcr Ridge Court 

Columbus, Ohio 43223 
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.. We are in receipt of your correspondence dated June 6,2000 concerning 
MUR 4787. As you are aware, the matter is now closed and available on the public 
record. As we previously indicated (see enclosed letter), the Act allows a complainant to 
seek judicial review of the Commission’s dismissal of this action. &e 2 U.S.C. 

. .. 

.. . . .  -. 

- .  

Q 437(g)(a)(8). 

L 
VJeff S. .fordan 

Supervisory Attorney 
Ccntral Enforcement Docket 

Enclosure 
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12. State whether the Texas Democratic Party has the authority or ability to hire, appoint, 
demote, remove or otherwise control the officers, or other decision-making employees, or 
members of Harris County Democratic Party. i 
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MUR 4787 
AMEMCAN CONSERVATIVE UNION PAC 

Richard Eslinger alleges in his complaint that the American Conservative Union 
(the “ACU”) has spent more money on its Conservative Political Action Conference than 
it  has reportcd to the FEC in receipts. Eslinger also claims that Citizens United (“CU”) 
(under ACU’s director, Floyd Brown), with an annual budget in excess of $2,000@0, has 
uot registered with the FEC, but has instead established Citizens United Political Victory 
Fund (“CUPVF“) to act as a front for its fundraising. Complainant also believes that 
CU’s David Bossie and Floyd Brown “dabbled in things like David Hale, Paula Jones, 
Whitewater, and Troopergate.” Complaintant asserts that both CU and ACU should 
disclose their receipts and contributions as these funds allow them to pursue political 
activities on a national level. 

CU and CUPVF respond through their attorney that Mr. Eslinger’s letter is not a 
complaint. However, the respondents also assert that CU, a membership organization 
which has raised and spent no money on federal politics, established CLJPVF as its 
separate segregated fund (“SSF”). CUPVF, as an SSF, is entitled to raise and spend 
money on federal elections. CU asserts it has no filing obligations and has not registered 
with the FEC because it is a membership organization utilizing an SSF. The response 
further states that CUPVF has no obligation to report information pertaining to CU, but 
rather is obliged only to file reports disclosing its own receipts and expenses as an SSF. 
As for the criticisms of Messrs. Bossie and Brown, respondents say that they exercised 
their first amendment rights in a manner which did not involve federal candidates, 
political committees, or elections, which is not within the FEC’s jurisdiction. 

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the 
Commission. 


