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October 8,2009

Jeff Jordan, Esq. : ,
Supervisory Attorney " :
Complaints Examination Legal Administration
Federal Elections Commission :

Washington, DC 20463 "

Subject Mitten MUR 6212 (Respondent Ronald S. Bass) |

i j

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 RonaldS. Bass,
Treasurer, Orange County Republican Executive Committee ("OCREC").

I submh and î iiest trial ix> action shodd be taken by me re^ j
Recine's allegations. The content of mis response demonstrates clearly that there is no reason to
believe any violations have occurred. j

Please allow me to underscore that: i

1. The FEC-related claims are very few and very simple. i
2. The claims can be quickly dismissed based on the review of just a few documents, one j

of which Mr. Recine conveniently omitted from his complaint i
3. Moat of the matters have already been reviewed and dismissed by Florida agencies. *~
4. llieamoimtsofmoneymvolvedarcar^Mre^ ;
5.1 am not a public official or candidate; I am just a volunteer. !
6. This«>mplaiMwasfiledaspartofk>ng-stand^polM [

(Chainnan of OCREC) to retaliate for unrelated ;
gven haadeM and unfamtded alJgptiona am damaging tn Mi ggmtation M long *& :
they are pending. ;

I would therefore respectfully request that, m the interest of justice, the FEC expedite its re view !
01 ttiis matter.



Jeff Jordan, Esq.
October 8,2009
Page 2 of 8

I. SUMMARY & BACKGROUND

1. The coiBB^fat contain! only a few, ifamlc FEC-rclated matters.

The complaint is disorganized, «nJ 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 (or interest) of the FEC. This complaint is
essentially identical to one filed by Mr. Rccinewith the Florida Elections Commission and the
State's Attorney of Florida's 9* Judicial Circuit The CMmplaint to State's Attorney was
subsequently referred to the Orange County Sheriffs DqNUtmem and then to the Florida
Department of Law Enforcement for final disposition. (See Eihiblt "A" for complaint to State's :
Attorney.) ;

i
2. Only a short review is ruwlrad to dismiss the complainti :

i
Thii feui rap-related matters referenced fry Mr Peeing ran he earily diamiMed baaed nn a j

review of just a few simple documents (2 FEC federal reports, 2 non-federal REG 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 rither directly :
contradict his claims, do not support the substance of the claims, or relate solely to state 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 fiom ;
his complaint (again, either negligently or ddiberatdy). Mr. Recine simply asserts the absence of I
receipts for reimbursements to Mr. Oliver, offering nothing to support this assertion. The receipts j
do exist they are for legitinuue federal expe^ [-
nor anyone else ever requested to see these receipts prior to alleging that they did not exist. i

The matten that do IM/ appear to involve FEC hmsdlction have afaaoV been addressed and j
dianiifffed hy fhe FJftijHa RiaetinM rnmtniarinn mnA thg WftrMa TVpmtmant of T^ui RnfiMcgment |

(FDLE), and should therefore not need to be re-addressed by the FEC. (See letters from Florida i
nmmJMJAn anH PlnriHa TVpattment nf T Jiw Knfftrr*m*nt nHaehatl •«

4. AllftMtiftM* *WQJVe de Bjtniml*jn»iM- L-

i
By FEC Standards, the alleged violations indudedm the <x>mplamtmvolve, both indlvidijally [
and collectively, relatively small amounts of money: (a) a $10,000 transfer between 2 REC's, j
and; (b) a specific $3,000 reimbursement to Mr. OU ver for yaid signs. The other allegations |
involve unspecified (and non-existent) alleged payments to Mr. (^verfirom the federal account
These payments are not identified, described, or supported by any type evidence.
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5. Neither Mr* Oliver nor myself MM public offlrifilt or mtdMates far anv

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 Committee for almost a
full decade, and has never been investigated, (Aarge^fined^ etc. for any crime of any kind,
politically-related or otherwise. Additionally, in nearly 25 years as a member of me 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. I have been Treasurer of OCREC for almost 3 yeara, and I have never been the
subject of any previous complaint for any matter, politically-related, financially-related, or
otherwise.

6. The Copfp^l^t If part of si lonsj-itflTMifat' poBfipal vfjjtiett*! fntopided purely to harmi
Mr. Oliver.

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 Mir.
Oliver's for nearly 2 decades. Recently, and prior to the complaint, Mr. Oliver filed a grievance
against Mr. Ouetzloe requesting that Mr. Guetzloe be removed ftom OCREC for activities
damaging to the Republican Party. Immediately after Mr. Oliver's grievance against Mr.
Guetzloe was referred to the RPOF Grievance tommittee for action, this complaint, and its
Florida counterparts, were filed and then widely publicized by both Mr. Recine and Mr.
Ouetzloe. This false complaint has been the subject of numerous news reports, including a
network TV affiliate interview by Mr. Recine.

n. 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 U.
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1. Unlawful truptfer or ul bctwffn d non-

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 met,
and contrary to Mr. Recine's claim, the transfers between the two committees were entirely
lawful, folly and properly documented "federal-to-federaT and "non-federal'to-non-federaT
transfers, respectively. Explanation/detail follows:

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

"310,000from the Orange County Republican Executive Committee (nonjederal 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 v/o/arnv of many campaign laws both
federally and locally''

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

The transfer from the Orange County Republican Executive Committee (OCREC), was correctly
identified by Mr. Recine as coming from a nom-falaral account, and was correctly reported as
mi* nn thg attached f^fKfr *q» filed hv nTRRT uiMi tlig Pump* Poimfv Supetviam- «f

Elections, as required by Florida Statutes.

However, and more importantly, the check transfer tromOOlEC to the Hilbborough REC was
not sent to or deposited in the Hillsborough REC £gfi£&^account as Mr. Recine rabery
claims. Instead, h was made out to. and deposited in. me HHLAaTooAREC NON-FEDERAL
account as clearly and unambiguously shown in the Hillsborough REC report to its local
gup^tnonr Af PiftrfmtM fatt*A»A iiaMtn M ttwMMt «p»^ This was an entirely permissible
transfer between affiliated committees involving only non-federal accounts. Inexplicably, Mr.
Recine attached to his complaint the HUlsborough report mat clearly and unambiguously
contradicts and disproves his own false claim.

The cancelled check from OCREC, dated 10/30/08, for this non-federal to non-federal transfer is
attached herrto as Exhibit uEn as additional backup.

This non-federal-to-noo-fcderal (or "state to state11) tiansferispemuttedby State Law in Florida,
and would not appear to involve or be of interest totheFEC. The Florida Elections Commistion
has already reviewed this portion of the complaint and found no violations of Florida kw (see

(Florida regulatory and statutory references are available upon request).



Jeff Jordan, Esq.
October 8, 2009
Page 5 of 8

Next, the FEC report by Hillsborough County (attached as Eihibtt "F") very clearly documents
a S10.00Q transfer from the Hillsborouefa REG federal account to the OCREC fedmd account.
IT IS EXTREME* V I THAT MR. RKCINE
OMITS THIS VTTAL.WHOLLY EXCULPATORY. AND PUBLICLY AVAHjiRrK
REPORT FROM HIS COMPLAINT. i

Nl !
«7 This report clearly «nd sinainhipimudy contradicts and disproves Mr. Recine's claim and is the '
LA missing ̂ leg" of documentation of the 2- way transaction (the other 3 legs being Ac OCREC j
OT 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. !

'j
OCREC correctly and accurately reported this tnnsfiw torn the Hillsborough REC federal j-
account to the OCREC federal account in the FBC report attached hereto as fishlfeit^fi^. [
Inexplicably, this report was included hi Mr. Recine's complaint even though ft actually ;
contradicts his claim.

The actual check associated with this fcderal-to-federal transfer, dated 10/30/08, is attached
hereto as ExfejfeUJlHC.as further backup proof oftixfederal-to-federal transfer.

giirh tranrfgrg are very rl^arlv permitted hv FRT relation* (*** aHaelmd ̂ ^fri* ttfi\
j

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

Notwithstanding the feet that Mr. Recine was not a member of OCREC at the time of these j
transfers (October 2008) and could therefore Ktt have any direct lox>^ >
made, he was nevertheless present as a member in good standing at an April 2009 OCREC
meeting when a question was raised about this same transfer by another OCREC member, Mr. i
Recine's fhcod and associate Doug Guetzloe. At this tmie, I (OCREC Treasurer Ron Bass) and
OngRT rhmirmmn I Jiw Qlhier hntfi acemaiely and enme^y «fpl«im»H thia tran«fcr to flm !

committee (inchiding Mr. Recine and Mr. OeutzLoe)m some detail, including the information set !
forth above. There were many witnesses to this explanation Notwithstanding this careful and i
correct explanation, Mr. Recine nonetheless proceeded with this ftlseclsjin. At no tmie did he :
or anyone else request from Mr. Ok* ver,mys^
within the OCREC office copies of the relevant reports (all of which are public records anyway) j
or any additional information or explanation of me transfers. Therefore, Mr. Recine cither knew |
or should have known that this claim was false. j



fidsely claimed. Further, Mr. Ohver did not sign the check and 1herefbred1dnot>\yiitehimseUn

the check. The check was signed by OCREC Treasurer Ron Bass and OCREC Vi<je-Chairman
Gary Pfister (refer to £ijybb!2O* not by Mir. OUver. ft is miportam to wte thai the correct
dates of the transactions are clearly shown in the reports that Mr. Retire attached to his own
complaint Mr. Recine has once again orftred evidence mat dearly disproves his own allegation.
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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 eviface whatever of fa c\^m& \nMr.RMJM. On the contrary, the evidence
suggests gross and malicious bad faith, extreme negligence and/or wiling perjuiy by Mr. Recine. !

2. £3.000 check to Mr. Oliver for Yard Sims. !

Mr. Recine alleges that Mr. OUver received a dicck for S3,000fix)m the OC11EC federal account i
(check # 1002), not as an actual payment/reunbunement for the purchase of yard signs (which \
yard signs Mr. Recine suggests were never ordered or received), but nrtber presumably as some j
sort of improper payment j

:

(a) Mr. Recine has made this charge without a shred of evidence of any kind. It is a j
baseless assertion. !i

(b) At the time of the complamt, neither Mr. R<ec^ i
copies of invoices or receipts related to this transaction. They o>iild not possibly kiK>w whether i
any such receipts existed or not Accordingly, they would have no reasonable basis far any type j
of assertion either way. '

i
(c) In feet, a detailed and dear set of baclo^ for o^steimbtineinentexUU and has been ;

partofmeOCRECtrcasui^sfflessmcethedateofthedieck. The backup includes the invoice i
fmm the hilKnp apsnev Hated Octnhftr H. 30M fRT^fldt *f^ kept in QPRKC leemnrfa dating to ;
October 2008, together with the transmitting e-maib(X>nnim^ that the charge was for yard
signs Qj£hJfelL!2£). In addition, OCREC has copies of Mr. Oliver's own personal credit card =
statements (gdyfejljl^ showing the charge. r

i
(d) Mr. Recine misstates the date of the writing of fhe check man effort to tink mis j

leimbuisememtotheaboveK^ {
himself this check "thtdayaftu* OCREC gotfedermlrundsnTimuMHillsboniughREC. This '
is clearly fidse. Infect, the date of the $3,000 federal account check to Mr. Oliver is October 23, •
OnM fm~ thmA attonh^ ** F.^hthft «p|»\. The P^Wnl nrcnimt tmnafJM- fitmi tfie Hffl Anm '.
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(e) The payment was in fact for yard signs, and those signs were actually received
There are, in addition to the invoice, e-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. Hie signs support clearly identified Federal candidates, and were therefore
paid for entirely with federally permissible funds.

3. "Stocret* Federal Afcomit
•̂ ••••••̂ ••••••̂ ••••••̂ ^̂ K

Mr. Recine asserts that the OCREC federal accoum was some sort of Msecref* that was "never
reported to the memheMhipT and WM only "discovered" «Hg>r "finit^r g

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
mat aside:

(a) The OCREC federal account has been careMy reported to the FEC from its inception
through every relevant FEC reporting period.

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

(c) The OCREC federal aoxnmt was a sourecfrmfcfw j
frequently touted at meetings and hi the media.

ii
(d) There are literally hundreds of eyewitnesses to the above, many of whom will sign !

affidavits confirming same. j
j

(e) The OCREC account was well known to State Party and omer County REC i
wrnmittees. The Hfllsborough County REC could nrt !
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 iiccniringMr. Oliver of getting additional checks from the federal
account over and above the $3,000 check for yard sigrisabeady addressed above then he is again
incorrect. There are no omer payments to Mr. Oliver from the federal account shown on any
FEC report, and no such payments have been iriade. Reimbursements to Mr. Oliver from the
non-federal account were reviewed by the Florida DerMUtment of Law Enforcement and found to
be proper expenditures (see Exhibit B). It b difficult to further respond to this unsupported, non-
specific allegation other than to suggest mat the FEC dismiss it due to the absence of any
supporting evidence whatsoever.
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5. Mr. Oliver has been, coordinating Federal OT^JCT contribntions with
County Mavor Rich Crottv. !

There is no explanation of what this means. Mayor Grotty 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. j

f *m—o. ntr. fa Aktafai fell nTTHZT1 rVtmM

This claim is factually false. All expenditures by OCREC in the 2008 election cycle were part of
an approved campaign budget adopted by the fUl OCREC committee. It is also respectfully
submitted that, provided that expenditimB are fbr appropriate purpose
the internal procedures of how OCREC makes its spending decisions with respect to federal (or
other) accounts would appear beyond die 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 uiux)ntroverted excusatory evidence in
every

•, this matter has been brought by the Mmpiaimmr frivolously, and
an effort to punish and/or intimidate the Chainnan of OQIEC for inatters wholly umelated to the :

FEC. i
i

I therefore respectfully request an expeditious dismissal of this matter. T

Thank you. j
j

Sincerely*

RonaldS. Bass
Treasurer
Orange County Republican Executive Committee
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Exhibit •

SCHEDULE A (FEC Form 3X)
ITEMIZED RECEIPTS
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b tubjoK to a rapp I OAttyd).

cradfc Mt MB|KI 09 dtt rah* on bonk bum.

6. Interest and DMdends

Apmjr
oTpvm

Transfers rf CandWttc Cmipaijpi Finds

fundp invojoio intwjr oowNpWi
imrkBt lund or csnMcm of deposit. fc«er-

I I l q« dipt

tu-«id dMdtnih art noc unnributioiH.

Wsdwwe of Bw* on Statement̂
Orgubilion

• Airy bank Mrtiure 4w coramiOM dcpociu funds
mun be Him.1 en *« Srtumrc of O îrtW
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