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Jeff Jordan, Esq. '
Supervisory Attorney
Complaints Examination Legal Administration
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Subject Matter: MUR 6212 (Respondent Ronald S. Bass)

Dear Mr. Jordan:

Please accept the following response to the complaint by Mr. Keith Recine, assigned the above-
referenced identification MUR code 6212. This response was prepared by Ronald S. Bass,

Treasurer, Orange County Republican Executive Committee (“OCREC™).

I submit and request that no action should be taken by the FEC on this matter with respect to Mr.
Recine's allegations. The content of this response demonstrates clearly that there is no reason to
belicve any violations have occurred.

Please allow me to underscore that:

1. The FEC-related claims are very few and very simple.

2. The claims can be quickly dismissed based on the review of just a few documents, one
of which Mr. Recine conveniently omitted from his complaint.

3. Most of the matters have already been reviewed and dismissed by Florida agencies.

4. The amounts of money involved are apparently de minimis by FEC standards.

S. 1 am not a public official or candidate; I am just a volunteer.

6. This complaint was filed as part of long-standing political vendetta against Lew Oliver
(Chairman of OCREC) to retaliate for unrelated matters, with the knowledge that
wmhﬂwmm&dampnmmwummmumu
they are pending.

[ would therefore respectfully request that, in the interest of justice, the FEC expedite its review
and dismissal of this matter.
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L. SUMMARY & BACKGROUND

1. The complajnt contains only s few, simple FEC-related matters.

The complaint is disorganized, and contains mostly allegations unrelated to federal statutes,
federal regulations, federal elections, or federal campaign accounts. Therefore, respectfully, most

of the allegations appear beyond the jurisdiction (ot interest) of the FEC. This complaint is
essentially identical to one filed by Mr. Recine with the Florida Elections Commission and the
State's Attorney of Florida's 9* Judicial Circuit. The complaint to State's Attorney was
subsequently referred to the Orange County Sheriff’s Department and then to the Florida
Department of Law Enforcement for final disposition. (See Exhibit “A” for complaint to State’s
Attomney.)

2. Oply a short review js requirsed to dismiss the compiaint,

The few FEC-related matters referenced by Mr. Recine can be easily dismissed based on a
review of just a few simple documents (2 FEC federal reports, 2 non-federal REC reports,
copies of 3 checks and 1 copy of an invoice). None of the documents submitted by Mr. Recine
actually support his complaint in any way. The few documents he submitted either directly
contradict his claims, do not support the substance of the claims, or relate solely to stste and
local matters. Mr. Recine must have misread the FEC reports (either negligently or deliberately)
with respect to of the transfer of funds, and he omits the Hillsborough County FEC report from
his complaint (again, either negligently or deliberately). Mr. Recine simply asserts the absence of
receipts for reimbursements to Mr. Oliver, oﬂ'em;mﬂnngtomppmtthumuhon.'l‘hempu
do exist, they are for legitimate federal expenditures, and copies are attached. Neither Mr. Recine
mrmmebmmumdmmﬁuemmmmbdmwquﬂmmﬂ

The matters that do pof appesr to involve FEC jurisdiction have already been addressed and
dismissed by the Florida Elections Commission and the Florida Department of Law Enforcement
(FDLE), and should therefore not need to be re-addressed by the FEC. (See letters from Florida
Elections Commission and Florida Department of Law Enforcement attached as Exhibit “B”).

4. Allegations involve de minimis sams.

By FEC Standards, the alleged violations included in the complaint involve, both individually
and collectively, relatively small amounts of money: (2) a $10,000 transfer between 2 REC’s,
and; (b) a specific $3,000 reimbursement to Mr. Oliver for yard signs. The other allegations
involve unspecified (and non-existent) alleged payments to Mr. Oliver from the federal account.
These payments are not identified, described, or supported by any type evidence.
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S. Neither Mr. 0 r candidates for affice.

Mr. Oliver was singled out in this complaint for retaliatory political and personal reasons. Mr.

Oliver has been chairman of the Orange County Republican Executive Commiittee for almost a

full decade, and has never been investigated, charged, fined, etc. for any crime of any kind, )
politically-related or otherwise. Additionally, in nearly 25 years as a member of the Florida and |
Georgia Bar Associations, Mr. Oliver has never been the subject of a complaint for any matter of

any kind, much less the subject of any type of disciplinary action. The complaint does not make

direct accusations against me (Ron Bass, OCREC Treasurer), I become involved by my role as :
Treasurer. 1 have been Treasurer of OCREC for almost 3 years, and I have never been the ;
subject.of any previous complaint for any matter, politically-related, financially-related, or !

Complainant Keith Recine has been a political adversary of Mr. Oliver’s for nearly 2 decades.
He is a known close associate of Mr. Doug Guetzloe, who has also been an adversary of Mr.
Oliver’s for nearly 2 decades. Recently, and prior to the complaint, Mr. Oliver filed a grievance
against Mr. Guetzloe requesting that Mr. Guetzloe be removed from OCREC for activities
damaging to the Republican Party. Immediately after Mr. Oliver’s grievance against Mr.
Guetzioe was referred to the RPOF Grievance Committee for action, this complaint, and its
Florida counterparts, were filed and then widely publicized by both Mr. Recine and Mr.
Guetzloe. This false complaint has been the subject of numerous news reports, including a
network TV affiliate interview by Mr. Recine.

II. ALLEGED FEDERAL MATTERS

‘The complaint arguably alleges or raises up to 6 potential areas of FEC jurisdiction, each of _
which are addressed in detail in this Section I1. —

e e ome = o . aba—— - o
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This claim is perhaps the most serious of the false claims made by Mr. Recine, but it is patently
false, outrageously defamatory and conclusively contradicted by all available evidence. In fact,
and contrary to Mr. Recine’s claim, the transfers between the two committees were entirely
lawful, fully and properly documented “federal-to-federal™ and “non-federal-to-non-federal”
transfers, respectively. Explanation/detail follows:

Mr. Recine claims in paragraph 4 of his complaint that:

"$10,000 from the Orange County Republican Executive Committee (non-federal account) was
sent to the Hillsborugh County (federal account). The next day a check came from the
Hillsborough Executive Committee and was deposited into the Orange County REC Federal
Account. This is clearly “laundering” money and violative of many campaign laws both
federally and locally.”

Each of these 3 sentences is clearly, unambiguously and provably false in every material respect.
Mr. Recine either misread and omitted the relevant reports in a fit of grass negligence, or he
deliberately misstated and omitted relevant portions them in an intentional effort to create an
illusion of impropriety.

The transfer from the Orange County Republican Executive Committee (QCREC), was correctly
identified by Mr. Recine as coming from a and was correctly reported as
such on the attached Exhibit “C®, filed by OCREC with the Orange County Supervisor of
Elections, as required by Florida Statutes.

However, and more importantly, the check transfer from OCREC to the Hillsborough REC was
not sent to or deposited in the Hillsborough REC FEDERAL sccount as Mr. Recine falsely
claims. Instead, it was made out to, and deposited in, the Hillsborough REC NON-FEDERAL
account as clearly and unambiguously shown in the Hillsborough REC report to its local
Supervisor of Elections (attached hereto as Exhibit “D™). This was an entirely permissible
transfer between affiliated committees involving only non-federal accounts. Inexplicably, Mr.
Recine attached to his complaint the Hillsborough report that clearly and unambiguously
contradicts and disproves his own false claim.

The cancelled check from OCREC, dated 10/30/08, for this non-federal 1o non-federal transfer is
attached hereto as Exhibit “E” as additional backup.

This non-federal-to-non-federal (or “state to state™) transfer is permitted by State Law in Florida,
and would not appear to involve or be of interest to the FEC. The Florida Elections Commission
has already revicwed this portion of the complaint and found no violations of Florida law (see

Exhibit”B"). (Florida regulatory and statutory references are available upon request).
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Next, the FEC report by Hilisborough County (attached as Exhibit “F”) very clearly documents
a SIO 000 tmnsfer from the Hxllsborough RECMMLmo the OCRECMM

This report clearly and unambiguously contradicts and disproves Mr. Recine’s claim and is the
missing “4® leg” of documentation of the 2-way transaction (the other 3 legs being the OCREC
federal report and the two state reports). His failure to include this most vital public record is
clear evidence of bad faith and/or gross negligence, and may well constitute perjury.

OCREC correctly and accurately reported this transfer from the Hillsborough REC federal
account to the OCREC federal account in the FEC report attached hereto as Exhibit “G”.
Inexplicably, this report was included in Mr. Recine’s complaint even though it actually
contradicts his claim.

The actual check associated with this federal-to-federal transfer, dated 10/30/08, is attached
hereto as Exhibjt “H” as further backup proof of the federal-to-federal transfer.

Such transfers are very clearly permitted by FEC regulations (see attached Exhibit “I”).

Prior to writing the checks, as evidence of good faith, the transfers were vetted by OCREC’s
federal account consultant. As Treasurer of OCREC's federal account, I also reviewed,
downloaded and retained copies of the relevant FEC regulations (see attached Exhibit “I”).

Notwithstanding the fact that Mr. Recine was not a member of OCREC at the time of these
transfers (October 2008) and could therefore not have any direct knowledge of the claims he has
made, he was nevertheless prosent as a member in good standing at an April 2009 OCREC
meeting where & question was raised about this same transfer by another OCREC member, Mr.
Recine's friend and associate Doug Guetzioe. At this time, I (OCREC Treasurer Ron Bass) and
OCREC Chairman Lew Oliver both accurately and correctly explained this transfer to the
committee (including Mr. Recine and Mr. Geutzloe) in some detail, including the information set
forth above. There were many witnesses to this explanation. Notwithstanding this careful and
correct explanation, Mr. Recine nonetheless proceeded with this false claim. At no time did he
or anyone else request from Mt. Oliver, myself (OCREC Treasurer Ron Bass), or anyone else
within the OCREC office copies of the relevant reports (all of which are public records anyway)
or any additional information or explanation of the transfers. Therefore, Mr. Recine either knew
or should have known that this claim was false.
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In conclusion, the claim of illegal transfer or “laundering” of monies between federal and non-
federal accounts is demonstrably false based conclusively on all of the relevant evidence. There
is no gvidence whetever of the claim made by Mr. Recine. On the contrary, the evidence
suggests gross and malicious bad faith, extreme negligence and/or willful perjury by Mr. Recine.

2. 33,000 check to Mr, Oliver for Yard Sigps.

Mr. Recine alleges that Mr. Oliver received a check for $3,000 from the OCREC federal account
(check # 1002), not as an actual payment/reimbursement for the purchase of yard signs (which
yard signs Mr. Recine suggests were never ordered or received), but rather presumably as some
sort of improper payment.

(a) Mr. Recine has made this charge without a shred of evidence of any kind. Itisa
baseless assertion.

(b) At the time of the complaint, neither Mr. Recine, nor anyone else, had ever requested
copies of invoices or receipts related to this transaction. They could not possibly know whether
any such receipts existed or not. Accordingly, they would have no reasonable basis for any type
of assertion either way.

(c) In fact, a detailed and clear set of backup for this reimbursement exists and has been
part of the OCREC treasurer’s files since the date of the check. The backup includes the invoice
from the billing agency dated October 13, 2008 (Exhibit “J™) kept in OCREC records dating to
October 2008, together with the transmitting e-mails confirming that the charge was for yard
signs (Exhibit “K™). In addition, OCREC bas copies of Mr. Oliver’s own personal credit card
statemnents (Exhibit “L"”) showing the charge.

(d) Mr. Recine misstates the date of the writing of the check in an effort to link this
reimbursement to the above-discussed transfers of funds. He states that Mr. Oliver “wrote
himself” this check “the day qfter” OCREC got federal funds from the Hillsborough REC. This
is clearly false. In fact, the date of the $3,000 federal account check to Mr. Oliver is October 23,
2008 (see check attached as Exhibi¢ “M™). The Federal account transfer from the Hillsboro
REC actually took place g week later on October 30, 2008, pot g day earlier s Mr. Recine has
falsely claimed. Further, Mr. Oliver did not sign the check and therefore did not “write himself”
the check. The check was signed by OCREC Treasurer Ron Bass and OCREC Vice-Cheirman
Gary Pfister (refer to Exhibit “M™), not by Mr. Oliver. It is important to note that the correct
dates of the transactions are clearly shown in the reports that Mr, Recine attached to his own
complaint. Mr. Recine has once again offered evidence that clearly disproves his own allegation.

v e .
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(c) The payment was in fact for yard signs, and those signs were actually received.
There are, in addition to the invoice, ¢-mail backup and personal credit card statement referenced
above, literally dozens of volunteers and campaign staff who witnessed the delivery of the signs
just a few days later. The signs support clearly identified Federal candidates, and were therefore
paid for entirely with federally permissible funds.

3. ZSecret” Federal Account.

Mr. Recine asserts that the OCREC federal account was some sort of “secret” that was “never
reported to the membership™ and was only “discovered™ after “further examination and
questioning™. It is not clear how an account could be “secret” when reports and disclosure forms
have been filed with the FEC and are readily available on the worldwide web, however, putting
that aside:

(=) The OCREC federal account has been carefully reported to the FEC from its inception

(b) The OCREC federal account is discussed and reflected in numerous OCREC meeting
minutes and OCREC treasurer reports (samples attached as Exhibit “N”).

(c) The OCREC federal account was a source of pride for OCREC and was therefore
frequently touted at meetings and in the media.

(d) There are literally hundreds of eyewitnesses to the above, many of whom will sign
affidavits confirming same.

(c) The OCREC account was well known to State Party and other County REC
committees. The Hillsborough County REC could not have proposed the transfer (discussed
above) of funds from their federal account to the OCREC federal account if the account were
“secret”.

This statement is completely false. Mr. Recine.has offered no proof for the simple reason that
none exists. If Mr. Recine is accusing Mr. Oliver of getting additional checks from the federal
account over and above the $3,000 check for yard signs already addressed above then he is again
incorrect. There are no other payments to M. Oliver from the federal account shown on any
FEC report, and no such payments have been made. Reimbursements to Mr. Oliver from the
non-federal account were reviewed by the Florida Department of Law Enforcement and found to
be proper expenditures (soe Exhibit B). It is difficult to further respond to this unsupported, non-
specific allegation other than to suggest that the FEC dismiss it due to the absence of any
supporting evidence whatsoever.

B i araT—
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There is no explanation of what this means. Mayor Crotty has never been a federal candidate,
nor was he on the ballot in 2008. I therefore respectfully submit that this allegation should be
dismissed for lack of explanation, lack or of supporting evidence, and/or both.

This claim is factually false. All expenditures by OCREC in the 2008 election cycle were part of
an approved campaign budget adopted by the full OCREC committee. It is also respectfully
submitted that, provided that expenditures are for appropriate purposes and are properly reported,
the internal procedures of how OCREC makes its spending decisions with respect to federal (or
other) accounts would appear beyond the jurisdiction of the FEC.

This concludes my detailed response to the false Complaint filed by Mr. Recine.

Mr. Recine has offered no evidence of any violation of any matter within the jurisdiction of the
FEC. On the contrary, there is clear, convincing and uncontroverted exculpatory evidence in
every instance.

Further, this matter has been brought by the complainant frivolously, and possibly in bed faith, in
an effort to punish and/or intimidate the Chairman of OCREC for matters wholly unrelated to the
FEC.

I therefore respectfully request an expeditious dismissal of this matter.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Rk Sge—

Ronald S. Bass
Treasurer

Orange County Republican Executive Committee

S R
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Coneributions and Ochar Sources of Funds

Overdrafts

i 2 bank honors 3 chack writien by 3 committae
with insufficiens funds in ks account, no contribu-
dan from the bank resuks 83 long a3 the overdrafe
* ls mads on an account subject to automatic
overdreft protectiorg
* s subject o the usual and customary interest
rave; ond
* b subject to a repayreent schedule. 100.62(d).
* An owerdrak dwx does not mest the shove
conditions is a prohibicad consribution.
Overdraf protection sacured dirough a e of
crediz Is subject to the rulss on bank ldans.

199622 pnd 1965-28.

contributions. Rebaces, hawever, must be offered in
the ondinary course of business and on the same
terms and cohdions as those offered t nonpolit-
cal entities. Otherwiss, the-rebate may ba conald-
wred 3 gontribution--a prohibited contribution ¥
the vendor ks » corporation. Sea. for mample, AOs

Transfers from Other Party Committees
A pacty commitcss sy receive unlimited tranbfers
of permissiblie fnds from other party commit-
teas and piirty ciganimidns.A party orpaniation
making such transhirs, howaver: may trigger faderal
regluratioin, 1GLSGRX N, (v) and (a)(2).

6. Interest and Dividends

A commiktse mey aarn interes and dividends on
funds invasced in_for ample.a savings accoun,
money mariust kand or cerdificacs of daposit. ke
estand divideads are not contributiom.

Disdosure of Bank on Statement of
Organization

* Any bonic where the committae doposits funds
muat e fite! on e Sctament of Dpwnie:
ton (Form 1) or an smendment.

* Other Institustions holding corniitten fvest-
nients (such as szocks, bonds, mutvel funds, sic)
srenot disclosad on Form |, Bafore disbars-
ing such fends, howaver, the committes must
cransfer them 0 2 checking account rosintalined
= onve of the commitue’s carmpaign depoditd-
sies. 10210 and 103.3(s). Sea af50 AOs (9988,
19974, 19806-18 and 1990-32.

Taxes

A tommitese must generally pay taites on intes
estand dividend incoma. Sea Appendix Ffor IRS
Inforvraion.

7. Other Sources of Funds

Offsets to Operating Expenditures

Offssts to cperatng axpendituras, such as retunie
of deposits, refimds md rebata; are nck considered

Transfers of Candidete Campaign Funds

A candidezs’s sthorixsd committes may oransfer
uniiteboed chmpeign funds 10 & perty cainnitzee
or ergebizasion. 133.3{c). Any nehfedernl law that
wauld prohitit such 2 transhié to » perty organim-
ton ks presmpred by federal law. See AD 1993-8.

Loan Repayments

I o party committes malus 1 logn o another party
Committas or orgsnintion, the loan regayments re-
20ived UG 1Ot SONRrdULioNs but musk be camnposea
Al naspiceiyle Snde.

Any.inmerest charged on the losn must also be
paid with parcnibbible funds. interast peyments ave
not tonsidered contributions uniess they eiceed
the prevaliing Incarset rates. 100.52(b)(5).

Baliet Accass Paymnents

Feus pald % a party commines as a-condigen of
bafloc accass are not contrlbydions, This aemption
covers baliot accass feas puld by fedaral candidetes
83 a requirestant of stte low and thase.pald
#asn 90¢ sybordinate party commbtues by del-
agwae and delegace commiisess. Such fees st be
Aaid with permisaible funds, acoept that individual
delagates may use Amds that are not subjact to the
Bemics. $00.20 and 1 10.04(){1)® and (2). Sea Ap-
gendix D for information on delegane acthity:

Building Fond Denations
Seave, district a0d local perty corkmikoens mey ac-
cope unlimivad funds donaced speciically to defrey
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