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Re: MURs Number 6391 and 6471 
Commission on Hope, Growth & Opportunity 

Dear Mr. Reynolds: 

i am the pro-bono counsel to the above named Respondent and have served in that capacity 
since November, 2010. This letter is provided in response to our teiephone conversation, your e-mail to 
me of September 28,2011, and your follow-up letter to me of October 4,2011. 

As you will recall, I telephone you upon receipt of yoor e-moii of September 28,2011 and 
expressed my interest in providing the Federai Eiection Commission (the "FEC) with any additional 
information that might supplement the formal response, dated June 1,2011, by the Commission on 
Hope, Growth & Opportunity (the "CHGO") in the above captioned MURs. As you will also recall, I also 
expressed some puzzlement at the eight (8) newspaper articles that were attached to your e-mail of 
September 28,2011 and explained to you that i questioned the probative and evidentiary value to your 
inquiry of newspaper articies that were (a) not authored by anyone representing the CHGO, (b) did not 
contain any quoted material attributed to anyone representing the CHGO, and (c) were replete with 
factuai errors. As i expiained'hi our teiephone conversation, the views expressetl in the newspaper 
articles you provided were, without any contradiction, the views ef the aotborsof the articies and thus 
wore not the views of the CHGO. in that context, I must egain question the prebotive and evidentiary 
value to the FEC of newspaper reporting that is not directly attributable to the Respondent in the above 
captioned MURs. A.S the newfspappr articlesyqu provided contain both edfeorlalcamment (as 
opposed to jsubstantlatfld facts! AMP.contain material misstatements of fact, utlllzatton of these 
articies bv the FEC In Its inoufrv adversely jmnliriates the due process riehts of the CHGO to a fair and 
unbiased administrative review of the above captioned MURs. 

In addition, during our telephone conversation, you will necaii that you also indicated that your 
e-imail of September 28,2011 may have deficient in explaining the context in which the newspaper 
articles were sent to me and you stated that you would shortly draft a foilow-up letter indicating the 
content in which those newspaper articles were sent. That follow-up letter, which was dated October 4, 
2011, asserts that the FEC is "considering" whether the conduct alleged by the DCCC (in the original 
complaint) and CREW (in its copy-cat complaint) in the above captioned MURs, represented the activity 



of a "political committee" in violation of sections 432,433, and 434 of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (the "FECA"). Your letter of October 4,2011 further details that the FEC is "considering" 
whether the CHGO engaged In statutory violations based upon "information provided to the Federal 
Election Commission ("the Commission") in the complaints and responses in these mattbrs, as well as 
publicly avallabfe litfarmatioti..." [empliasis supplied). Since my telephone cenversatioo with you and 
your follow-up letter of October 4,2011 were focused, exclasivehf. on the potential une of these articles 
by the FEC, it would appear that the FEC has decided to place thresh-hold credence upon the truth of 
these articles aod intends to grant thesa articles probative and evidentiary value in reaching a 
conclusion as to the validity of the assertions made in the complaints which resulted in the above 
captioned MURs. If that is the case, the due-process rights of the CHGO to a fair and unbiased 
administrative hearing by the FEC will have been abridged. 

I. 

Your letter of October 4,2011 asserts that the FEC is now "providing CHGO with an opportunity 
to respond to these additional considerations" [emphasis supplied). Because I am unaware of any new 
information, beyond the original DCCC complaint and CHGO's formal response, coming before the FEC 
in this matter, I must assume that the "additional considerations" referred to in your letter of October 4, 
2011, are, in fact, the newspaper articles attached to your e-mail of September 28,2011. For purposes 
of this letter, and without waiving anv procedural rights that CHGO has to further challenge the 
probative and evidentiary value of these newspaper articles. I will comment on these articles under the 
assumption that the PEC has granted or intends to grant these articles probative and evidentiary value in 
its search for the factual basis underlying the DCCC complaint. 

Lake Wilev Piibt. Octtiber 14.2010. "Si Millian In Outside MonevTargofsS.C.'g Snratt." This 
article contains one (1) and only one (1) reference to the CHGO. In paragraph ten of the article, the 
author asserts that "the Commission on Hope, Growth, and Opportunity was founded by Scott Reed, a 
prominent GOP operative who ran then-Se. Bob Dole's 1996 presidential campaign. In South Carolina, 
the group has spent $236,715 on anti-Spratt ads." These assertions are materially false. First, whoever 
Mr. Reed might be in the world of politics, he was not a "founder" of the CHGO and was never a 
spokesman for or an official of the CHGO. The "founders" of the CHGO are three Individuals listed on 
the application for 5Blc4 status filed with the Internal Revenue Service In the Spring of 2010. None of 
these three CHGO "founders" is an "operative" or an official of any political parry or candidate 
committee. These three "founders" came together to create the CHGO out ef a common sense that the 
efforts of Congress to enact measores that would have some positive or negative impact on the nation's 
economy needed to be explored and elucidated for the American people. Second, thr> issue advertising 
sponsored In South Carolina by the CHGO did not contain any language that could reasonably be seen as 
comprising an "anti-Spratt" message in an electoral sense, if our issue advertising was viewed by the 
author of the article through his own partisan lens as being "anti-Spratt" it was simply and exclusively a 
comment on the indisputable fact that Congressman Spratt's voting record in Congress on economic 
policy issues was completely the obverse of his public rhetoric before his constituents. The sole 
purpose of the issue advertisements placed in South Carolina and other states was to infor m the public 
about the actual, not the mythical, voting record ef members of Congress on economic poiicy issues. 

Media Matters Network: Politicel Cerrectiop. October 13.2010. "Astroturfine The Airwavs: 
Rieht-Wina Groups Have Now Aired 60.0004 JV Ads Since Aug.l" This article, by a self-described 
leftwing or "progressive" media commentator, contains a single reference to the CHGO, in paragraph 5, 
to wit: The other big-bucks story is more complicated. The innocent-sounding Commission on Hope, 



Growth and Prosperity [sic] - a S01c4 founded by GOP operative Scott Reed - has posted a startling 
2,153 ads since September. We don't know how much money they spent doing it because Reed's group 
has yet te report a cent of spending to the FEC (a fact that led the DCCC to file a complaint last week; 
good Inck with that). Still, v/o know who's feeding Reed's tongue -twisting money machine. From the 
hoKse's mouth: 'Whiinc's the dough oorning from? The big three stepping into the batter's box are tbe 
finencial services industry, the energy iodustry, and the health insuraooe industry,' Reed said." This 
article is replete with editorial comme.nt and contains multiple factual inaccuracies. First, as stated 
above, the CHGO was not "founded by Mr. Reed nor did Mr. Reed have any official role with or serve as 
a press spokesman for the CHGO. In fact, the quote attributed to Mr. Reed by Media Matters Action 
Network was (a) apparently made in the context of the much broader issue of interest group funding of 
Congressional campaigns in 2010 and was thus taken out of all context by Media Matters and (b) the 
Reed quote was not made with reference to the specific activities of the CHGO. Second, Media Matters 
lists the exact number (2153) of issue advertisements placed by the CHGO end goes on assert that they 
cannot compute tiie money spent to place soch issue advertising since the "greop has yet to report a 
cent of spending to the FEC." As the FEC kr«ows from the formal CHGO response of June 1,2011, all 
advertising placements made by the CHGO were fully and contemporaneously disclosed, by source and 
amount, to the public, via the individual station manager's log books as is required by the Federal 
Communications Commission. Thus if Media Matters had accessed these station manager log books to 
ascertain that the CHGO had placed 2153 issue advertisements, the very same station manager's log 
books would have identified the exact amount that the CHGO paid to place each and every one of those 
issue advertisements. Contrary to the editorial commentary of Media matters that "{wl]e don't know 
how much money they spent doing it, because Reed's group has yet to report a cent to the FEC," the 
total amounts spent by the CHGO to purchase the time for the 2153 Issoe advertisements was fully 
disclosed to the public, as required by the Federal Communication tlonimission. Third, Media Matters 
seems to be bf the belief that a 601c4 organizatldo must disclose its activitios to tbe FEC. Qnito 
obviously, this is incorrect. A tax-exempt, social welfare organization operating under secb'on 501c4 of 
the Internal Revenue Code, such as the CHGO, annually reports Its donations received and expenditures 
made to the IRS on the Form 990. Lastly, Media Matters employs an out-of-context quote from Scott 
Reed to imply that funding for CHGO activities was derived from "the financial services industry, the 
energy industry, and the health insurance industry." As applied to donations received by the CHGO this 
assertion or implication is completely falSe. As the FEC knows from the formal response of the CHGO of 
June 1,2011, the sole source of funding for the CHGO came from individual United States citizens. 
CHGO received no funding frem corporations, labor organizations, political action committees, national 
party committees, candidata conimittoes, trado associations, other tax-exorapt entities oi from foreign 
nationals. In fact, CHGO sought dnnetrons from interestod individuals through wordi-of-mouth, oiodle 
attention and paid advertising. Attached, as Exhibit "A," are typical CHGO solicitations, as ploced in the 
Wall Street Journal and Investors Business Daily in September, 2010. While " the finanelal services 
industry, the energy industry and the health insurance industry" may have funded some overtly political 
groups, such as American Crossroads and Crossroads GPS, they did not donate one penny to CHGO. 

New York Times. October 13.2010. "Big Spending bv Reoublican-Friendlv Groups." This article 
contains a reference to the CHGO, in paragraph two. In it, the author asserts that "[o]n Wednesday, 
four Republican-friendly groups - American Crossroads, and its related advocacy group, Crossroads GPS, 
the American Action Network, and the Commission on Hope, Growth and Opportunity-began a 'Hoese 
surge strategy,' pouring $50 million into several dozen House races." As to the CHGO, this assertion is 
false and cannot be substantiated. The author and her editors clearly imply that four groaps, including 
the CHGO coordinated and agreed upon a common strategy, to wit: the so-called "house surge strategy" 
cited in the article, to "pour $50 million into several dozen House races." As to the CHGO, this assertion 



is false and has no basis in fact. At no time, did anyone associated with the CHGO taik to, meet with, 
discuss, coordinate, or strategize on any topic with anyone from American Crossroads, Crossroads GPS, 
or the American Action Network. The efforts of CHGO in airing issue advertisements were those of 
CHGO aione and no other group, committee, association, or entity coordinated atiy activities with 
CHGO. in airing its issue advertisements, the CHGO did not taik to, meet with, ditcuss, coordinate, or 
strategize with anyone associated, formaiiy or informally, with any political party committee, candidate 
committee, or political action committee. Any inference to the contrary is false and cannot be 
substantiated. 

I Watch News: "Campaign Cash: The independent Fundraisine Gold Rush since Citizens United." 
This article does not refer to the CHGO and thus the CHGO is unable to comment upon any of the 
assertions contained in this article. 

WBAL-TV: Groue Airine Ad Doesn't Have To Disclose Donors." This news report contains a 
concluding paragraph in which the CHGO is identified as a 501c4 tax-exempt organization. That 
assertion is correct. As the FEC knows, donations received and expenditures made by a tax-exempt 
S01c4 are reported annually to the IRS on Form 990. That report to the IRS also includes the name and 
address of all donors to the CHGO. As to the issue advertisements placed by the CHGO on station 
WBAL-TV, ail the WBAL-TV reporter assigned to this story had to do was access the WBAL-TV station 
manager's daily log book to identify the sponsor of these issue advertisements and how much the airing 
of each such issue advertisement cost the CHGO. CHGO's airing of issue advertising on WBAL-TV was a 
matter of pubKc record and fully disclosed, on a daily basis, as is required by the Federal Communication 
Commission. 

I Watcb News: "Republican Allies PounB/lonev Into Ads Targeting 50-60;House Races." This 
article is simply and quite literally a re-write of the New York Times article of October 13,2010 and, as 
such, the comments of the CHGO regarding the New York Times article of October 13,2010, above, are 
equally applicable to this article and need not be reiterated. This article does contain, however, at least 
one material misstatement of fact. In paragraph eight, this article asserts that the CHGO "is well on its 
way to raising $25 million for its operations since it was created this summer by GOP strategist and 
lobbyist Scott Reed." As stated above, Scott Reed did hot "create" the CHGO and neither was he a 
founder ef or spokesperson for the CHGO. The CHGO was "created' in March, 2010 and not during the 
summer of that year. As the IRS Form 090 for the fiscatyear 2010 filed by the CHGO will show, our total 
donations were less than $4 million and tho anioant of donations quoted in this article, $25 million, is so 
far off the mark as to appear to have boen the figment of the author's imaginotion. The author does not 
attribute the $25 million figure to any source and it simply is an invented number, used by the author to 
misinform his readers. 

Daiiv Herald. Mav 23. 2011: "Secret Donors Muitiolv with Finances.Dwarfing Watergate." This 
article-was'written by four Bloomberg News Service reportersendwas disiributed by the Bloomberg 
Wire Service. The article contains a number of references to the activities of the CHGO. In one such 
reference, the authors assert that the CHGO and "four other Republican-leaning groups spent at least 
$4.05 million attacking candidates in the run-up to the November voting, according to campaign media 
estimates and TV stotion records obtained by Bloomberg News. None of that spending can be found 
seaiching the public database of the Federal Election Commission, and the FEC spokeswoman Mary 
Brandenberger said the Commission has no record of it." I am confused as to thh specific assertion. 
First, the report cites a specific figure {"$4,05 million") for the amount spending done by the named 
organizations and informs the reader that this specific figure was obtained from "Campaign Media 



estimates and TV station records obtained by Bioomberg News." in the next sentence the reporters 
assert that this specific number cannot be found in the database of the FEC, leaving the dear impiication 
that the spending was done in secret and hidden from the FEC. Assuming, arguendo, that this latter 
assertion is true, how then did tiie Campaign Media organization (which, as the FEC knows, is in the 
busioess of researching poiiticai advertising expenditures) and Bioomberg News come te ascertain tho 
$4.05 figure cited by the authors? Where else but from the publically disciosed records of the station 
managers who wiiiingly soid air time to the CH60 for its issue advertising. Either spending on such 
activities was disclosed to the public or it wasn't, though Bioomberg appears to feel that both assertions 
are simultaneously true. The article asserts that i am the CHGO's General Counsel and that i did not 
comment to them on this report. That is correct, i am the only media contact for the CHGO and I have 
made it a practice, with respect to the activities of the CHGO, not to speak with the press about my 
client's activities. 

ii. 

The CHGO is a tax-exempt social welfare organization whose sole and stated purpose is to 
educate the public on matters of economic policy formulation at all levels of government. The efforts of 
CHGO in educating the public are funded by individual United States citizens and are not coordinated 
with any third party. When prospective donors are approached by the CHGO, such donors are 
completely and thoroughly informed of the CHGO mission and are specifically informed that the CHGO 
will make ail decisions, in its sole discretion, as to how those donations are expended in advancing the 
entit/s stated mission. As the FEC knows from the formal response of the CHGO on June 1,2011, 
donors to the CHGO were and are given no direction or contnil over the purposes for which their 
donations are expended by the CHGO and all dooations are deposited into the CHGO one and only bank 
account and are net segregated as to aoy specific perpese. in fact, tho CHGO oxpends such donations 
for a wide variety of purposes ail of which advance the entity's stated mission of informing the public on 
pending or proposed ecnnomic initiatives by governmental decision makers. Attached, as Exhibit "B," 
are "screen-shots" of each page of the CHGO publically available website. The CHGO website has been 
in place since the summer of 2010 and is up-dated on a weekly basis. The web-pages of interest would 
be those under the headings "MEDIA, "NEWS," and "POLLING." Oh these three web-pages, the CHGO 
provides interested citizens with an updated link to a number of news articles, opinion pieces, and 
public opinion polling, ail of which address pending or proposed economic policy matter: now before 
Congress and/or the Administration. In addition, some donations are used by the CHGO to odvertise for 
additional funding in newspapers of wide circulation in tbe business community (sne Exhibit "A" 
referenced above). Also, some of the donations made to the CHGO are used to finance independent 
macro-economic analysis by noted US academics and scholars, in that context, please see Exhibit "C," a 
study entitled "An Agenda to Restore American Prosperity" whose author, Daniel J. Mitchell was 
formerly the chief economist at the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance and is now the senior economist 
at the CATO institute in Washington, D.C. Mr. Mitchell's macro-economic analysis was copyrighted by 
the CHGO in early 2011 and was widely distributed on Capitol Hill in January, 2011 by the CHGO to 
newly elected Members or Congress. The Mitchell study was also posted on the CHGO website. 

III. 
V. 

Your letter of October 4,2011 offers the CHGO an opportunity to commont, not only on tbe 
newspaper articles that were attaehed to your .earlier e-maii to me, but also upon the FECs 
"consideration" of potential statutory violations. As cited in your letter, those statutory provisions 
include sections 432,433,434 of the FECA as regards the definition of a federal 'political Committee." I 



understood from our telephone conversation that while such "consideration" was being made by the 
Office of the General Counsel, no formal recommendation has been made on that matter to the FEC by 
the Office of the General Counsel. I would specifically ask to be notified if rny understanding of the 
curront preoedural position of these MURs is not correct. As noted above,- \ believe that t have made a 
compelling case that the articles yeu attached to your e-mail of September 28,2011 were so replete 
with factual inaccuraelos, devoid of factual analysis, and given to editorial comment and presumption 
that they cannot given any probative or evidentiary weight by the FEC in a determination as whether 
there have been any statutory violations. Notwithstanding that fact, should the FEC give these articles 
any probative or evidentiary weight in determining that there is reason to believe that a statutory 
violation has occurred, the CHGO reserves each and every due-process right it has with respect any such 
determination. 

As to the Office of General Counsel's "consideration" of the issue of whether any statutory 
violations occurred as a result of any of CHGCs myriad public policy activities, it is the position of the 
CHGO that it was not tiien, is not now, and does not intend to be a "political comroittee" as that term is 
defined: in the FECA. At the direction of the CHGO, I have reviewed the FEC's organic authorities with 
respect to the definition of a federal "political Committee." My analysis is as follows: 

The FECA (at 2 USC 431(4)(A) and 431(9)(A) and the Regulations promulgated by the FEC (11CFR 
100.5 and following) define a "political committee" as any committee, club, association, or other group 
of persons which receives contributions aggregating in excess of $1000 or which makes expenditures 
aggregating In excess of $1000 during a calendar year. The terms "coritribution" and "expenditure" are 
defined terms as well. 11 CFR 109.52 defines a "centribution" as a gift, sabscription...or deposit of 
money ...made by any person for tho purpose of influancing any election for federal office. 11 CFR 
100.111 defines an "expenditure" end tracks the larigoage of 11 CFR 100.52 in that the term 
"expenditure" requires an individual or group to make an expenditure for the purpose of influencing any 
election for federal office. As you weli know, federal courts have interpreted the phrase "for the 
purpose of influencing any election for federal office" so as to require something more than the drawing 
of an inference from facts or circumstances. These courts have held that to influence a federal election 
a person or entity must either employ language that expressly advocates the election or defeat of an 
Identified federal candidate or employs language which in context can have no other reasonable 
moaning than to urge the election or defeat of an identified federal candidate. The former standard 
(the use of the so-cailcd magic words) is objective (where one uses the wordS 'votefer* or 'vote against' 
or 'supporf or 'defeaf in • public communicatierr), while the latter standard is sobjective (as in "it 
appears to us" that there is no other reasonable interpretatton of the bogiiage used, thus it must be the 
equivalent of the so-called magic words.) In attempting to narrow the latter, subjective, standard and 
to give it some context in a real world setting, the courts have held that express advocacy might occur if, 
when taken as a whole and with limited reference to external events, such a proximity to the election, 
the language under review could only be interpreted by a reasonable person as containing advocacy of 
the election or defeat of one or more clearly identified candidates because the electoral portion of the 
communication is unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning and reasonable 
minds could not differ as to whether it encourages actions to elect or defeat one or more clearly 
identified candidates or encourages some cither kind of action. 

The issue advocacy advertising airod by the CHGO did not contain any words or express 
advocacy. As a consequence, the FEC must apply the less rigorous end mere subjective standard to 
determine whether the language used by the CHGO in this specific context can have no other 
"reasonable meaning" other than to encourage the election or defeat of an identified federal candidate. 



In employing the subjective standard, the FEC must take the issue advertisements as "a whole" and, in 
doing so, may make no more than limited reference to external events, such as proximity to an election. 
In addition, in examining the language complained of and in applying the less rigorous standard to that 
language, the FEC most view the language as a ""reesoRable person" (an ordinary citizen rather>than a 
government negulatorjmight and view die "electoral portidn" of the comoianication as being 
"unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning " and further, that "reaaonabie minds 
cannot differ" as to whether the language under review does, in fact, encourage action to elect or 
defeat a clearly identified candidate, or weather, the language encourages "some other kind of action" 

As with all its efforts, the CHGO's issue advocacy advertising had one and only one purpose...to 
educate the public on specific macro-economic issues such as tax policy, income redistribution 
proposals, federal government spending, budget issues and deficit reduction proposals being offered, 
deboted and voted upon in Washington. To prepare the text of these issue advertisements, the CH60 
(a) conducted resoamh into snch macro-economic Issues then pending before the committees of 
jurisdictien in the House and Senate and votes cast on those proposals within those committees; (b) 
conducted research into those macro-economic proposals that had been reported to the House and 
Senate by the committees of jurisdiction and the resultant floor votes on those proposals; (3) conducted 
research into the percentage of votes cast by Members of Congress that were aligned with or opposed 
to the previously-announced positions on those same legislative matters by the respective Democratic 
and Republican leadership organizations in the House and Senate; and (d) reviewed the public 
statements made by Members of Congress characterizing the floor votes they had cast on these macro-
economic proposals. Our purpose in conducting this research was to (1) determine how often a ' 
Member of Congress' public statements regarding his/her position on macro-economic issues was, in 
reality, at odds with that Member's actual voting record, and (2) to bring such obvious hypocrisy to the 
attention of the public. The review by the CH60 of public polling data over the last several decades 
Indicates that the public, more than any other fault, scorns Members of Congress who say ene thing at 
home and vote Just the opposite in Washington. Thus, our purpose was to expose such hypocrisy 
where it can be demonstrated from the public record. 

All research conducted by the CHGO was fact-based, unbiased, and non-partisan. The CHGO 
conducted research into the voting records and public statements of members of Congress from both 
political parties. While many of the newspaper articles referred to above asserted that the CHGO was 
little more than a shill for the Republican Party, where the research conducted by the CHGO suggested 
that a Democratic Member of Congress should be praised for the consistency of his/hur voting record 
and public statements, the CFiGO reacted accordingly. For example, the CHGO aired Jost such a positive 
advocacy advertisement in Idaho, specifically praising the fiscally-sound voting record .of Congressmen 
Walt Minnick (D - ID.). In the end, where a Member of Congress asserted that he/she was an 
"Independent voice" and not beholden to his/her part/s leadership on macro-economic votes, the 
CHGO deemed it appropriate to inform the public that such was not the case. 

These issue advocacy advertisements did use photographs of Members of Congress these were 
stock, publicaily-availabie photographs and were used only as a visual means (accompanied by text) of 
further identifying a particular Mem'ber of Congress. These issue advocacy advertisements contained 
the standard "call to action" in that the concemod viewer was esked make such concern felt by a 
Member of Congress by catling an identified telephone number in Washington, directly. All of these 
issue advertisements contained a citatien to a publicaily-availabie reference that nupported the voting 
analysis highlighted by the CHGO's research. These Issue advertisements contained a coniplete 
disclaimer (a) identifying the CHGO as the sponsor of the advertising, (b) describing the CHGO as a social 



welfare organization operating under section 501c4 of the internal Revenue Code, and (c) speciflcaiiy 
indicating that the CHGO was not a "political committee." It may be of interest to the FEC that no one in 
the broadcast chain of these advertisements (from the broadcaster to the viewer) expressed any 
coocern tc die CHGO that these advoctisoraents were not factual, misieading, untfue, or unfair, except 
that is for the DCCC and CREW. No stitlon manager refused to einthese messages aod no citizen 
accessed the CHGO website'er called the CHGO contact telephone number to express any concern 
about these issue advertisements, it appears that they only citizens troubled by the intent or content of 
these advertisements were the DCCC and CREW. 

Conciuson 

. The CHGO's varied and well-documented public policy activities did not and do not meet the 
definitional test of a "political committee." All activities undertaken by the CHGO were undertaken 
openly and the CHGO made no sh'oct to hide its enisionce. None of the activities of the CHGO were 
directed or controlled by its dnnnrs. None of the activities of the CHGO was coordinated with any tbird 
party. The decisions made by the CHGO as to the content or placement of its issue advertising were 
based upon a non-partisan, fact-based examination of the public record, uncoordinated with any third 
party. As a tax-exempt 501c4 organization, is required to file, with the Internal Revenue Service, an 
annual Form 990 return. That annual return discloses to the IRS all donations received and expenditure 
made, and lists, by name and address, the source of all donations received. The CHGO paid for and 
produced an informational website, a macro-economic analysis that was made available to the public 
and to Members of Congress, newspaper advertisements seeking support from the public, and 
broadcast issue advertising. All of these initiatives were fact-based and non-pertisan. All these ' 
initiatives were fully disclaimed to the public as to thnir sponsersbip anil the tax status of the CHGO. 
The issue advertisements aired by the CHGO did not indurle any words of "express advocac/ and the 
text of each advertisement was carefully drafted to insure that the viewer had a clear call to action 
based upon the explicit voting record and public statements of a specified Member of Congress. The 
intent of the CHGO in airing these issue advertisements was limited to one objective: to show citizens 
that the voting records and public statements of Members of Congress must not be taken at face value 
and that when Members of Congress make false assertions about their voting records or the absence of 
blind party loyalty, such misinformation can be ascertained and calied-out by citizens doing their own 
research. 

Should you have any additional questions, I would be happy to respond. Lastly, I ask that the 
FEC dismiss these two MUR's and take no further action against the Commission on Hope, Growth and 
Opportunity. 

Sincerely, 

William B. Canfield 
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America's economic future and the well-being 
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