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Re:

This office represents Fannie Mae, formerly known as the Federal National
Mortgage Association, in the above-captioned matter.! We submit this factual and
legal response to the Federal Election Commission’s (the “FEC” or “Commission™)
letter of June 17, 2003, and proposed Conciliation Agreement. In that letter the
Commission stated that there is reason to believe Fannie Mae may have violated 2
U.S.C. § 441b(a). For the many reasons stated below, Fannie Mae respectfully
disagrees. The Commission’s conclusions seem to be based not only on incomplete
facts but also on an unprecedented interpretation of law.

BACKGROUND

On April 23, 2001, the FEC notified Fannie Mae that it had initiated MUR
5197 after receiving a complaint submitted to the Commission by the National
Taxpayers Union (“NTU”). The complaint alleged that Fannie Mae, a federally
chartered corporation, made donations to the nonfederal accounts of national

political parties.

On May 9, 2001, Fannie Mae filed a comprehensive response to the NTU’s
complaint in MUR 5197 (“Response”). The Response notified the Commission that
Fannie Mae’s previous counsel had conducted an internal audit of Fannic Mae’s
political donations, and, based upon the documentation submitted with the
Response, Fannie Mae asserted that there was no basis for any action to be taken
against it. Notwithstanding the Response, on June 10, 2003, the FEC found reason
to believe that Fannie Mae may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). The
Commission’s Factual and Legal Analysis (“Analysis”) attached to its letter of June

! Attached hereto at Tab A is an executed Statement of Designation of Counsel. Fannie
Mae’s Chief Executive Officer, Franklin Raines, was a subject of the initial complaint but was not
subject to the Commission’s June 17, 2003, letter.
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17, 2003, expressed this viewpoint in the absence of verification from Fannie Mae
that four sets of political party donations were expressly designated to a national
political party committee building fund in writing and on the checks.

The four sets of donations from Fannie Mae described in the Analysis were
as follows: :

1. $25,000 received by the National Republican Congressional
Committee (“NRCC”) on May 30, 2002;

2. $700 received by the NRCC on June 16, 1999;

3. Two donations ($50,000, dated June 29, 1999, and $100,000, dated
May 19, 2000) received by the 1999 and 2000 Republican House-
Senate Dinner Committees, respectively; and

4. Donations totaling $51,470 received by the Republican Governors
Association (“RGA”) between 1998 and 2000.

DISCUSSION

The Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended (“FECA”) prohibits any
corporation organized by any law of Congress from “mak[ing] a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election to any political office.” 2 U.S.C. §
441b(a) (2003). Fannie Mae was chartered by the Federal Housing Administrator in
1938 and reconstituted by the 1954 Charter Act and the 1968 Charter Act, both of
which were acts of Congress. Accordingly, these provisions of FECA are
applicable to Fannie Mae. Before the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002,
however, federally chartered corporations could donate to so-called “building
funds” of national and state political party committees. See 2 U.S.C.

§ 431(8)(B)(viii) (2002).2 Donations made under this building fund exemption are

not considered contributions. Id.

Consistent with FECA, all of the Fannie Mae national party committee
donations at issue in MUR 5197 were either: (i) specifically designated by Fannie
Mae to building fund accounts and deposited by those committees in the appropriate

2 Although not relevant to MUR 5197, it appears that the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
2002 permits federally chartered corporations to continue making contributions to “building funds”
of state political party committees, subject to state law.
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building fund accounts; or (ii) specifically designated by Fannie Mae for building
fund accounts but not deposited by the recipient committees into the appropriate
building funds despite Fannie Mae’s instructions. As to the latter, to the extent any
of the donations in question were misdeposited by the recipient party committee
(the Republican National Committee (*RNC")) contrary to Fannie Mae’s
instructions, they have been fully refunded to Fannie Mae.

The Analysis recognizes that the vast majority of donations at issue were, in
fact, deposited into building funds, but nonetheless concludes that a violation
occurred solely because “designation” to those funds was not properly made. In
particular, the Analysis seems to suggest that in order for a donor to meet the
requirement of the law, designations for deposit of donations into a building fund
must be formal, in writing, or be written on checks. Such a construction of the law
is misplaced. Indeed, nothing in federal law requires formal or written designations
to building funds.> Rather, because funds designated and used to defray the cost of
construction or purchase of any office do not influence any candidate’s election, the
FECA and implementing regulations do not classify such donations as “prohibited
contributions.” In other words, the purpose and intent of the FECA is to prohibit
certain entities from providing money to fund elections, but to allow the same
companies the ability to assist in the acquisition of office facilities. When money is
deposited and used for the appropriate purpose, it is neither a violation of the letter
nor spirit of the law. On the other hand, a strict liability standard applied to whether
or not a company has provided a written designation is not consistent with the letter

or spirit of the law.

Even assuming arguendo that some formal designations were required, Fannie
Mae’s donations still meet this test. In fact, through written, oral, and standing
specific designations, Fannie Mae has directed that all of its political donations be
deposited exclusively in building fund accounts, a requirement acknowledged and
accepted by the recipient national political party committees. Thus, Fannie Mae
fully complied with federal law. This is best illustrated by examining the facts and
circumstances surrounding the contested donations.

3 The FECA excludes from the definition of contribution: *[a donation] to a national or a
State committee of a political party specifically designated to defray any cost for construction or
purchase of any office facility.” 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(B)(viii) (2002) (emphasis added).
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A, $25,000 Donation to the NRCC in 2002

The Analysis concludes that Fannie Mae made a prohibited $25,000
contribution in 2002 to a non-building fund account of the NRCC in violation of 2
U.S.C. § 441b(a). This assertion is incorrect. Because this donation was made after
the filing of the complaint and Response, unfortunately Fannie Mae was not
provided a prior opportunity to respond to this assertion. Had Fannie Mae been
given such an opportunity, it would have provided facts that clearly demonstrate
that it made a permissible donation to the building fund of the NRCC.

Fannie Mae designated the NRCC'’s Building Fund as the recipient of the
donation on both the check request, attached hereto at Tab B, and on the check,
attached hereto at Tab C. In addition, Christopher J. Ward, the Controller and
Treasurer of the NRCC, confirms that the Fannie Mae donation was deposited by
the NRCC into the committee’s Building Fund. See Affidavit of Christopher J.
Ward, dated July 28, 2003 § 5, attached hereto at Tab D [hereinafter July 28 Ward
Aff].* In short, as has been its practice, Fannie Mae complied with all federal
campaign finance laws in making its $25,000 donation to the NRCC Building Fund
in 2002,

B. $50,000 Donation to the 1999 Republican House-Senate Dinner;
$100,000 Donation to the 2000 Republican House-Senate Dinner;
and $700 Donation to the NRCC, dated June 16, 1999

The Analysis (at 6-7) asserts that Fannie Mae failed to designate the
following three donations to national political party committee building fund: (1)a
$50,000 donation to the 1999 Republican House-Senate Dinner (check dated June
29, 1999); (2) a $100,000 donation to the 2000 Republican House-Senate Dinner
(checlsc dated May 19, 2000); and (3) a $700 donation to the NRCC, dated June 16,
1999.

4 Initially, the NRCC reported Fannie Mae’s 2002 $25,000 donation as being made to a non-
building fund account. However, the NRCC has amended its July 2002 Quarterly Report to confirm
that the funds were deposited into its building fund and never deposited into an unauthorized
account. See July 28 Ward Aff. | 5.

5 The $700 donation was made for the registration fees of two Fannie Mae employees at the
1999 National Republican Conference and charged by an employee to his credit card. See Response
at 3.
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First, it is critical to understand that each of these donations was in fact
deposited into an account of a “national . . . committee of a political party
specifically designated to defray any cost for construction or purchase of any office
facility, not acquired for the purpose of influencing the election of any candidate in
any particular election for Federal office.” 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(B)(viii) (2002). More
specifically, these donations were deposited into an authorized building fund and
not used to influence any election. Therefore, they should not be considered
contributions. Funds falling under the building fund exemption are exempt from the
prohibitions of 2 U.S.C. § 441b. See 11 C.F.R. 114.1(a)(2)(ix) (2002); FEC
Advisory Opinions 2001-12, 2001-1, 1998-8, 1998-7, 1997-14, 1983-8, and 1979-
17. '

The Analysis, however, appears to ignore the fact that these donations
actually were deposited into an authorized building fund. Rather, it finds that
because there is no evidence of a contemporaneous formal or written designation to
a building fund, a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) nonetheless has occurred. But
failure to provide a formal, written designation is not itself a violation of the law
(especially where, as here, the funds were actually deposited into a building fund as
the law expressly allows).% In short, Fannie Mae is being held liable for something
that didn’t happen. Thus, although it is the case that Fannie Mae has not located
documentation of contemporaneous written designations for these three donations
as of the date hereof, it is equally true that Fannie Mae nonetheless “specifically
designated” the donations to the appropriate building funds. Indeed, the evidence
shows: (a) all three donations were deposited by the recipient committees into their
respective building funds; (b) there was a longtime and continuing understanding
between Fannie Mae and the recipient committees that all donations from Fannie
Mae must be deposited into the building funds; and (c) the practice of Fannie Mae
was to designate donations to the building funds. '

Nothing in the statutory exception for building fund donations mandated that
a specific designation either be in writing or even appear on a check. The pre-
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 regulations did not require specific
written or formal designations to building funds. See 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(b)(12)
(2002) (stating “[a] gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or
anything of value made to a national committee or a State committee of a political

6 The pre-Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 regulations are consistent with the notion
that a designation can occur in one of a number of ways, which can include a written, oral, or
standing designation.
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party is not a contribution if it is specifically designated to defray any cost incurred
for the construction or purchase of any office facility . . ..”). See also id.

§ 114.1(a)(2)(ix) (2002). The Commission’s many Advisory Opinions on building
fund donations simply reiterate that such donations should be designated to the
building funds, but say nothing about the form of designations, whether they must -
be in writing or on the checks themselves. See FEC Advisory Opinions 2001-12,
2001-1, 1998-8, 1998-7, 1997-14, 1993-9, 1991-5, 1986-40 & 1983-8. In contrast,
the Commission has issued formal designation requirements with respect to
individual and PAC contributions to various elections. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(b) &
110.2(b). These two regulations demonstrate that the Commission is fully capable
of directing specific forms of designation where appropriate—notifying parties of
necessary steps for compliance with the law. No comparable requirements have
ever been adopted for building fund donations.

Absent specific statutes, regulations, or Advisory Opinions to the contrary, it
is reasonable to conclude that specific designations of building fund donations may
be made in writing, orally, by prior understanding, or otherwise. See, e.g.,
Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary 312 (10™ ed. 2000) (defining “designate”
as “to indicate and set apart for a specific purpose, office, or duty”) (emphasis
added). As a result, the Analysis’ suggestion that all building fund specific
designations be in writing or on the check is legally unsupportable. Moreover, it
would be patently unfair to impose this unstated requirement after the fact.

This is especially true given that the evidence Fannie Mae has presented thus
far demonstrates that specific designations or “indications” were made orally,
through mutual prior agreement, and otherwise. First, all three donations were
deposited by the recipient Dinner Committees and party committee into their
respective building funds. See Affidavit of Donna Anderson  2-3, a copy of Ms.
Anderson’s affidavit submitted by the NRCC with its May 14, 2001, letter to the
FEC is attached hereto at Tab E; Affidavit of Christopher J. Ward, dated July 29,
2003 94 6-7, attached hereto at Tab F [hereinafter July 29 Ward Aff.]. The fact that
these donations were correctly deposited into the building funds is prima facie
evidence that Fannie Mae specifically designated them for the building funds.
Significantly, these building fund deposits serve as clear evidence that none of the
donations from Fannie Mae was used by the recipient committees to influence any
election for any office that is prohibited by 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Through these
donations, Fannie Mae could not have made any “expenditure” in violation of
section 441b(a) since the funds were properly deposited and never used “in
connection with” any election.
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Second, based upon the long-standing practice of Fannie Mae specifically
designating donations to the building funds of the Dinner Committees and the party
committees, it was the Dinner Committees’ and the NRCC’s understanding that all
donations from Fannie Mae and other federally-chartered corporations always were
to be deposited exclusively in the building funds. See July 28 Ward Aff. § 3; July
29 Ward Aff. ] 4. Specific designations comporting with the letter and spirit of the
federal law and regulations, then, were longstanding and continuous, arising out of
the ongoing communications between the donors and recipients and confirmed by
the FEC reporting and depository activities of the recipient party committees. The
recipient committees were informed of and aware of these designations and sought
in all cases to follow the specific designations. In the three cases at hand, the
recipient committees followed the specific designations exactly and deposited the
donations into the building funds. The fact that these internal procedures were
followed based on a prior understanding with the donors resulted in the recipient
committees correctly depositing the donations in the building funds and using the
donations only for their intended purpose.

Finally, the long-standing practice of Fannie Mae to specifically designate
all political party donations to the parties’ building funds indicates that Fannie Mae
intended to, and did, specifically designate the three donations at issue. For
example, both Disbursement Requests for the Dinner Committee Building Fund
donations contained the Dinner Committee’s “Trust” as the proposed payee. See
Disbursement Requests attached hereto at Tab G. The NRCC and the Dinner
Committees confirm that, as a matter of practice, they labeled all corporate
contributions, including building fund contributions, as “Trust” accounts. July 28
Ward Aff. § 4; July 29 Ward Aff. 5. Although the word “Trust” was omitted from
the actual checks, it is clear that Fannie Mae’s intent with the Dinner Committee
donations, as with all known party donations, was that it be solely for the building
fund. Fannie Mae’s habit and practice in making these building fund donations is
evidence of its proper intent, even in isolated cases where Fannie Mae arguably
committed an administrative oversight.

Because of its practice, its long-standing understanding and continuing
instruction to the national party committees, the recipient party committees’ equally
long-standing understanding and continuing practice to deposit Fannie Mae
donations into party building funds, and the actual proper deposit and use of the
donations, Fannie Mae did not violate federal campaign finance laws by making
these three gifts. It is incorrect to base a finding of a violation on the lack of written
designation when (a) such a finding misstates the requirements of the law, and (b)
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there is extensive evidence as to the proper handling of these donations by the donor
as well as the recipient.

C. Donations to the Republican Governors Association from 1998-2000
(totaling $51,470) :

In the Response, Fannie Mae acknowledged that donations to the RGA
between 1998 and 2000, while made payable to the “Republican Governors
Association,” were errantly deposited by the RNC into the Republican National
State Elections Committee, which was not a building fund. See Response at2. The
total amount of donations from Fannie Mae wrongly deposited by the RNC into this
account was $51,470. Although the Commission has found reason to believe that
these donations violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), Fannie Mae disagrees for three

important reasons:

e Fannie Mae lacked knowledge of and notice about
the political nature of the RGA;

e The RNC, like all political committee recipients of
Fannie Mae donations, was under a long-standing
instruction and understanding that all Fannie Mae
donations (when knowingly made to the RNC)
were solely for the building fund; and

o Swift remedial action was taken by Fannie Mae.

Initially, Fannie Mae understood that the RGA, a relatively new organization
in 1998, was similar to the National Governors Association (“NGA”), which is a
501(c)(4) tax-exempt association of the nation’s governors and to which federal
campaign finance limits and prohibitions do not apply. Indeed, Fannie Mae did not
appreciate the political nature of the RGA and instead thought it was a non-
campaign trade association, the funds of which would be used to cover the costs of
the association’s conferences, dinners, etc. See Response at 4." Compounding the
misunderstanding was the fact that the initial materials from the RGA to Fannie
Mae made no mention of the group’s political nature or affiliation with the RNC.
See Memorandum to Bill Maloni from Jane Katz, dated April 22, 1998, attached
hereto at Tab H. As a result, Fannie Mae processed its two association dues

7 The timing of the RGA donations (1998-2000) predates IRS reporting requirements for
section 527 political organizations, 26 U.S.C. § 527(i)-(j), and online databases that today would
make confirmation of tax status relatively quick and simple.
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payments, two dinner payments, and various conference fees to the RGA as if it
were identical to the NGA, a non-campaign trade association. Because of this
confusion, Fannie Mae did not focus on its normal practice of directing donations to
a national political party committee’s building fund.

At the same time, it turns out that the RNC, not the RGA, was the ultimate
recipient of the donations. The RNC, over the years, has been the recipient of
several Fannie Mae donations to its building fund, the Committee to Preserve the
Dwight D. Eisenhower National Republican Center. See, e.g., copies of FEC
reports attached at Tab 1. As a recurrent recipient of building fund donations from
Fannie Mae, the RNC was aware of the same continuous building fund specific
designation and understanding that applied to its sister party committee, the NRCC,
in that all Fannie Mae donations were to be deposited exclusively into the
committee’s building fund. See July 28 Ward Aff. § 3; July 29 Ward Aff. 4. Asa
result, the RNC, having full knowledge that the RGA donations were from Fannie
Mae (although Fannie Mae lacked knowledge that the RNC was the ultimate
recipient), should have followed the continuing standing instructions it otherwise
had from Fannie Mae and deposited the RGA donations into the Committee to
Preserve the Dwight D. Eisenhower National Republican Center.

Fannie Mae misunderstood the political nature of the RGA, and the RNC
failed to abide by Fannie Mae’s specific designation. Nonetheless, when the
political nature and non-building fund destination of the RGA donations became
known to Fannie Mae, Fannie Mae took swift remedial action. It immediately
asked the RNC for a full refund, and Fannie Mae received a full refund. See Letter
from Duncan Campbell to Anthony F. Marra, dated April 19, 2001, attached at

Tab J.

The immediate remedial action and initial misunderstanding, combined with
the failure of the RNC to follow through on the continuing instructions it received
from Fannie Mae, should be given significant weight by the Commission. Again,
any ex post facto insistence by the Commission that specific designations be in
writing and on the checks differs from the clear language of the statute and
regulations. The sum of the facts and circumstances surrounding the RGA
donations from Fannie Mae is such that Fannie Mae has not violated section

441b(a).
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CONCLUSION

The Commission, through the data available on its website, is well aware
that for almost a decade Fannie Mae has made many donations specifically
designated to the building funds of the national party committees of both major
parties. The recipient committees systematically and correctly have deposited the
donations into their respective building funds. Indeed, the only such donations not
so deposited were those to the RGA and, then, only because of a misunderstanding

and improper deposit.

In this case, all of the donations by Fannie Mae were specifically designated
to the party building funds—either in writing, orally, or through specific and
continuing instructions. With respect to the RGA donations, Fannie Mae
immediately asked for and received a full refund as soon as the political nature of
the RGA and the misdirected nature of the RNC deposits became known. For these

reasons, Fannie Mae does not agree with the Commission’s finding and does
not believe that it has violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

We would be glad to discuss this matter further with your office in order to
expedite final resolution.

Sincerely,

Witold Baran
D. Mark Renaud
Counsel to Fannie Mae

cc: Ann M. Kappler, Fannie Mae Senior Vice President and General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
)

In the Matter of ) MUR 5197

)

My name is Christopher J. Ward, and I am the Controller and Treasurer for the National
Republican Congressional Committee (“"NRCC").

1 have been Controller at the NRCC for seven years, and I have recently been named
Treasurer. Before Controller, I was Accounts Receivable Manager for the NRCC for ane
year. Prior to this position, I served as Controller and Director of Administration for the
Republican Housc-Senate Dinner Committees for five years. I have been performing the
accounting for the annual Republican House-Senate Dinner Committees since 1991 and
for the NRCC since 1995.

As long as I have been accounting for donations and contributions at the NRCC, and for
some time previous, it was the committee's practice and understanding that any and all
checks from Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, end Sallic Mae were to be deposited only in the
committees’ building fundd. This practice and understanding was based upon those
entities’ longlmndmgupemﬁcdengnmmoﬂhmdomuommtbebmldmgﬂmm
imsistence that their donations go only to the building funds.

As a matter of practice, the NRCC internally labeled all of their corporate donations,
including donations to their building fimds, as “"Trust” donations.

The $25,000 donation by Farmie Mae payable to the NRCC Building Fund, by check
dated May 30, 2002, was deposited into the NRCC’s Building Fund. Ihave attached
hereto copies of the Building Fund deposit slip (to account ending in **4186™) and the
NRCC's internal records noting the deposit on May 31, 2002, The imitial July 2002
Quarterly Report of the NRCC did not specify that this donation from Fannie Mae was
deposited into the NRCC Building Fund. Amendments to this Report filed on July 18,
2003 make clear that this donation was deposited into theNRCCBmld.mgI-hnd. See

. HANNAH B. THRUSH
.. ..z’ -+ NOTARYPUBLICDISTRICT OF CO
w70 %0 MYCOMMISSION EXPIRES JULY
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 5197
)

1. My name is Donna Anderson. I am the treasurer and custodian of records for the
National Republican Congressional Committee (“NRCC"), located at 320 First
Street, SE, Washington, DC 20003, and have served in that capacity since 1992.

2. The NRCC has received donations from both the Federal Home Mortgage

Corporation (“Freddie Mac™) and the Federal National Mortgage Association
(“Fannie Mae™). All donations from these two entities were made to the NRCC
Building Fund, maintained and kept in accordance with the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. No building fund money has been, is being,
or will be used for purposes other than those permitted by Federal law.

3. I have personally confimmed that each and every donation to the NRCC cited in

the complaint in this MUR was placed in the NRCC building fund, and was not in
any way diverted to any other non-Federal or Federal account. This includes the
donatlons listed in the complaint under the headmg “NRCC ~ Non-Federal
Account.’

for the National Republican Congressional Committee
Donna Anderson, Treasurer

A~
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this may of May, 2001.

10 (e

My Commission expires:
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City of Washington )
)
District of Columbia)

Affidavit of Christopher J. Ward

My name is Christopher J. Ward, and I am the Controller and Treasurer for the National
Republican Congressional Committee (“NRCC"”).

I have been Controller at the NRCC for seven years, and I have recently been named
Treasurer. Before Controller, I was Accounts Receivable Manager for the NRCC for one
year. Prior to this position, I served as Controller and Director of Administration for the
Republican House-Senate Dinner Committees for five years,

I have been performing the accounting for the annual Republican House-Senate Dinner
Commiittees since 1991 and for the NRCC since 1995.

As long as I have been accounting for donations and contributions at the Republican
House-Senate Dinner Committees, and for some time previous, it was the committees’
practice and understanding that any and all checks from Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and
Sallic Mae were to be deposited only in the committees® building funds. This practice
and understanding was based upon those entities’ long-standing specific designations of
their donations to the building funds and insistence that their donations go only to the
building fimds.

As a matter of practice, the Republican House-Senate Dinner Committees internally
labeled all of their corporate donations, including donations to their building funds, as
“Trust” donations.

The $50,000 donation from Fannie Mae, by check dated June 29, 1999, was deposited on
July 7, 1999, in the 1999 Republican Senate-House Dinner Committee Building Fund and
then split and designated to be deposited in the respective building funds of the NRCC
and the National Republican Senatorial Committee (“NRSC"). The NRCC deposited
such funds into the NRCC Building Fund. Ihave attached hereto at Tab 1 a copy of the
pertinent page of the FEC report of the 1999 Republican Senate-House Dinner
Committee Building Fund.

The $100,000 donation from Fannie Mae, by check dated May 19, 2000, was deposited
on May 21, 2000, in the 2000 Republican House-Senate Dinner Committee Building
Fund and then split and designated to be deposited in the respective building funds of the
NRCC and the NRSC. The NRCC deposited such funds into the NRCC Building Fund.
I have attached hereto at Tab 2 a copy of the pertinent page of the FEC report of the 2000
Republican House-Senate Dinner Committee Building Fund.
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Date

Sworn and subscribed to
Before me thisd9 day o
July, 2003. .

i
Notary Public

My Commission expires Q_LA\‘ 3\, \q7177

HANNAH B. THRUSH

R NOTARY PUBLIC DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ST . MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JULY 31, 2007
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772572003 11:50 FAX 2023428451

MEMORANDUM FANNIE MAE
D L WASHINGTON, D.C.
DATE 1 April 22, 1998 |
TO :  Bill Malonl
FROM : Jome Kappfomss
!,:E SUBJECT :  Republican Governors Association
M
";,' This memo is to follow-up on your dxscussnons with John Buckley and Wayne Curtis regarding
5, ourbecommgmembe:sofﬂnekepubhmGovemnAssocuummtheammmofSloooo I
:_..,- have attached a copy of the RGA membership benefits. ‘As noted, membership in the RGA
ey emdcsusmgmteroppommmfmmwﬂzsznepubhmwemonmdm
i information on their activities. . Wayne and 1 previously met with Clare Weaver, the RGA
g Finance Director, who provided us with this information. I've spoken t0 Clare and she will
[ provide any further documentation that you will need to process this request. '
3 ' The check should be sent to:
a
. 310 msme:.smman .
' Washington, DC 20003 ' -
Thanks for your help. - ,
cc: B. Zigas
J. Buckley
W. Curtis ,D
P. Weber A
M. Kinney

-~ ee mmna ami4n 2023426451 PARGE.@3
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F.E.C. IMAGE 96030305280 (P“l of 1)
f

COMMITTEE T0 PRESERVE THE
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER NATTONAL REPUBLICAN CENTER
ITEMTZED REPORT COVERING PERIOD
01/01/96-01/31/96

I NAME OCCUPATION THIS CALENDAR
2 ADDRESS EMPLOYER DAIE PERIOD  Y.T-D

9 RAYTHEQN COMPANT 11395 $15,000.00 $15,000.00
e 1315 JEFFERSON DANIE ITWY.
SLTTE 1500
e ARLINGTON, VA 31302
e HAMBRE INC. 1229 $ 100,00 £3,00000

GONE WALL ETREET
ALBANY, NY 12285

= " MERRILL LYNCH, FIERCE, FENNER & SMITH INC. 11296 $15.000.00 911000.00
* WORLD FINANGIAL CENTER
o o SOUTH TOWER
ol TTHFLOOR
HY Lo NEW YORX,NY 10080
o ROBIN FAVLENER ATTORNEY 12296 §5,000.00 £3,000 00

71-C TROY DRIVE -
SPRINGHELD, XJ 070¥1 MERRILL LYNCTS & CO.

OONAGRA INC. 13046 31500000 £15,000.00
(g ONE CONAGRA DRIVE
OMANA, N3 62102

THE NORTHLAND CO. 1-30:98 $10.000.00 §10,000.00
5 1385 NORTHLAND DRIVE
- FT. PAUL M 55130

N FANNIE MAE i 1:3096 $ 5.000.00 $5,000.00
3908 WISCONSIN AVE. NW
o WASRINGTON, DC 29016

MR BOGER BARTH ATTORNEY 136 S13,000.00 §13,000.00
130] K STRERT, KW _ CUKTHS, MALLET-PREVOST

SUITE nasL COLT & MORLE

WASHINGTON, DC 33005

OOCDYEAR 13186 53.000.00 . $340000
$0] 13THSTRART, MW :
WASHINGTON, DC 20008

i}
0

Total itemized this period $88,000.00

http://herndon1.sdrdc.com/cgi-bin/fecimgif/0/C/96030305280/96030305280/10/106944896... 7/29/2003
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F.E.C. IMAGE 96030732957 (Pa% of 1)

‘i-a,

Page 1 of 1

L XN

COMMITTEE TO FRESERVE THE
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER NATIONAL REPUBLICAN CENTER
ITEMIZED REPORT COVERING PERIOD

OCCUPATION

07/01/96-07/31/96

CALENDAR

mmmmm

Mz. Sidasy Phikip Loe W. Indiss Invesimnent Co.

138 B. 5¢* Suesy, Apt. 1IC
New Yurk, NY 1002

Bnaureh Corp.
Eastrch Coney
300 Suth B, P!
Dallas, TX 75201

Ms. Kaihison Gemno

Shoepfiald Parms Dvive
New Vernem, NJ 09976

Mr, Josegh Ceano

1285 Avc. of (s Amngeicas
3¢* Mogr

Neow York, NY 10018

Rwpheat Jao,

111 Canter St Kl 2560
P.0. Box 3507

Linde Rotk, AR 72201

Menill Lynch. Picsee, Froner & Ssoith loc.
3000 K Streee, NW, Sulte 620
‘Washington, DT 20007

611 W. Valley Phwy.
Escondids, CA S2008

Mangm Sisiley & Co. Inc,
1121 Ave, of the Amydicas
New York, NY 10020

Fomnia Mae
2900 Wiseomsia Avenne, Ner
Washingacn, DC 20018

T390

7-1296

1-1296

206

1696

T-18:06

7-1296

31496

51500000

$10000.00
§ 665662
$ 668647
$100.000.00

$ 15,00000

$1.650.00

3 13,0040

§ 10400.80

$ o867

$ 6566.57

$ 1500000

£ 20,000.00

$ 11, 490.00

Total itemizad thig period $185,183.34

http://herndon1 .sdrdc.com/cgi-bin/fecimgif/0/C/96030732957/96030732957/15/774179060... 7/29/2003
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REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION

April 19, 2001

. Mr. Anthony R. Marma

Senior Vice President and
Deputy Legal Counsel
Fannie Mae

3900 Wisconsin Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20016-2892

DeaerMana.

Per therequest in your letter of April 19, 2001, and on behalf of the chubhcan
Govemnors Association (RGA), enclosed please find a check from the Republican
National State Elections Committee totaling $51,470.

This check constitutes a refund of the following Fannie Mae contributions to the
RGA: '
(1  $10,000 on May 15, 1998
(2) $15,000 on March 19, 1999
(3)  $15,000 on January 28, 2000
(4)  $10,000 on February 22, 2000
(5) 1999 Annual Conference Fees totaling $820
($275 meeting; $275 meeting; $120 meeting;
$75 golf; $75 golf)
(6) 2000 Annual Conference Fee of $650

Thank you for your continued support of the RGA. Per your discussions with
Charlie Spies from the RNC Counsel’s Office, we look forward to receiving from you
shortly a check for $51,470 made out to the Eisenhower Building Fund.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 863-8587
or Charlie Spies at (202) 863-8638.

Sincerely,

P G

Duncan Campbell
- Executive Director
Enclosure

310 FIRST STREET, SOUTHEAST ® WasHINGTON. D.C. 20003 o (202) 863-8587 ¢ FAX (202) 863-8659
Paid for by the Republican Governors Association



