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Mr. Dixon, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
‘submitted the following

REPORT

1. ProcEpuraL HisTORY

On October 15, 1986, the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct received a properly filed complaint against Representative
Charles G. Rose, III. Pursuant to Rule 9 of the Committee’s Rules
of Procedure, the complaint included letters from three Members of
the House of Representatives who refused, in wyiti-n , to transmit
the complaint to the Committee. The three signing Members were
Representative Gene Chappie of California, Representative Eldon
Rudd of Arizona, and Representative David 8. Monson of Utah.
After the receipt of the complaint, the Committee did not meet
again during the 9%th Congress, ‘ )

The new Committee formed for the 100th Congress held its first
meeting on February 25, 1987, The Committee addressed the issue
of whether a complaint filed in one Congress (99th), which included
letters of refusal signed by three Members of the House, was still
valid in a new Congress (100th), even though none of the signing
Members were currently seated in the new Congress. The Commit-
tee adopted the position that a properly filed complaint remains
valid from one Congress to a subsequent Congress. Thus, the new
Committee took up the complaint at its first meeting as required
by the Committee’s Rules of Procedure. '

The complaint alleged that Representative Rose violated House
rules by converting campaign funds to personal use and by expend-
ing campaign funds not attributable to bona fide campaign pur-
poses in eight separate transactions in 1978, 1982, 1983, 1984, and
1985. The complaint alleged that Representative Rose violated the
Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (EIGA) by failing to report liabil-
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jties to his campaign on his Financial Disclosure Statements in
1982, 1983, 1984,%:1{1 1985. Finally, the complaint alleged that Rep-
resentative Rose failed to report, as gifts, the value of interest for-
given on loans from his campaign committee. .

The Committee decided to seek information from Representative
Rose relevant to the allegations raised in the complaint. Answers
to specific questions would facilitate its making a decision on
whether to initiate a formal Preliminary Inquiry. To this end, the
Committee sent letters to Representative Rose on three occasions.
In response to these inquiries, Representative Rose submitted an-
swers with documentation. Discussion of relevant issues also took
place with the congressman’s counsel. Based upon these efforts, the
Committee concluded that there were matters which should be pur-
sued through a formal investigation. Thus, on June 17, 1987, the
Committee adopted a Resolution to conduct a Preliminary Inquiry
based on the allegations raised in the complaint. (Appendix A)

Following the Preliminary Inquiry, the Committee agreed to, and
issued, a Statement of Alleged Violations to Representative Rose
on October 28, 1987, The statement, included as Appendix B, con-.
gisted of four counts, Count one alleged that Representative Rose
borrowed from his campaign in eight transactions from 1978 to
1985 in violation of House Rule XLIII, clause 6. Count two alleged
that Representative Rose pledged a $75,000 certificate of deposit be-
longing to his campaign as collateral on a personal loan, in viola-
tion of House XLIII, clause 6. Count three alleged Representative
Rose violated House Rule XILIV, clause 2 (EIGA), by failing to
report on his Financial Disclosure Statements, as liabilities, out-
standing indebtedness to his campaign from 1982-1986. Count four
alleged that Representative Rose violated House Rule XLIV, clause
2 (EIGA), by failing to report on his PFinancial Disclosure State-
ments, as liabilities, outstanding indebtedness to seven financial in-
stitutions from 1979 to 1984,

On November 16, 1987, Representative Rose, through counsel,
filed an Answer of Respondent to Statement of Alleged Violations
and Accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorites. (Ap-
pendix C.) The response denied each and every allegation of count
one. With respect to-count two, the response admitted that, on the
date in question, Representative Rose signed a paper entitled “As-
signment of Southern National Bank Savings Accounts/Savings In-
strument.” Representative Rose denied each and every remaining
allegation of count two. Representative Rose denied each and every
allegation contained in count three. '

As to count four, Representative Rose admitted subsection (a),

March 26, 1979, Waccamaw Bank $5,000 and $10,000 liabilities. As

to count four, subsection (b), Representative Rose denied the allega-
tion asserting that the February 29, 1980, First Citizens Bank
$20,000 liability was inadvertently reported as a liability to First
Union Bank. As to subsection (c), June 2, 1980, National Bank of
Washington $10,496 liability, Representative Rose denied this alle-
zation, As to subsection (d), August 1, 1980, $20,000 liability to
outhern National Bank, Representative Rose admitted this allega-
tion. As to subsection (e), February 7, 1981, Wright Patman Con-
gressional Federal Credit Union $18,000 liability, Representative
Rose denied this allegation and asserted this information ‘“may
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have been erroneously, though inadvertently and unintentionally,”
submitted to the Committee. As to subsection (f), April 15, 1983,
Wachovia Bank $12,500 liability, Representative Rose admitted this
allegation. As to subsection (g}, September 7, 1984, and September
11, 1984, Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union li-
abilities, in the amounts of $500 and $10,000, respectively, respond-
ent admitted these allegations.

On December 7, 1987, Committee counsel filed Committee Coun-

sel's Reply Brief to Answer of Respondent to Statement of Alleged
Violations, wherein Committee counsel recommended that the
Committee move to sustain counts one, two, and three. (Appendix
D.) Further, Committee counsel moved to dismiss count four, sub-
section (b), based on respondent's explanation, and moved to sus-
tain the remaining subsections of count four. Subsequently, the
Committee sustained counts one, two, and three, and dismissed
count four, subsection (b). :
- On December 15, 1987, counsel for respondent filed an Amended
Answer of Respondent to Count Four fo the Statement of Alleged
Violations, admitting count four, subsection (¢). (Appendix E.) On
December 16, 1987, Committee counsel moved to amend the State-
ment of Alleged Violations to correct count four, subsection (e), to
read the National Bank of Washington, February 6, 1981,
$12,702.74. Respondent admitted this allegation. (Appendix F.)

The Committee and the respondent entered into a Post State-
ment of Alleged Violation Procedure agreement, in which Repre-
sentative Rose waived his right to phase one of a Rule 16 discipli-
nary hearing, should the Committee vote to go forward with such a
hearing. (See Appendix H.) The agreement provided that counsel
for the respondent and Committee counsel would enter into a stipu-
lation agreement identifying issues of fact both parties agreed on,
which would be submitted to the Committee. The agreement also
provided that both counsel would present oral argument to the
Committee on the issues in the Statement of Alleged Violations, in
lieu of testimony from witnesses at a hearing. Committee Chair-
man Julian C. Dixon and Ranking Minority Member Floyd D.
Spence approved and signed the Post Statement of Alleged Viola-
tion Procedure agreement on December 2, 1987. The respondent,
Representative Rose, approved and signed the agreement on De-
cember 8, 1987, and counsel for respondent, William C. Oldaker,
signed the agreement on December 10, 1987. The respondent and

his counsel also signed a Waiver of Phase One of Rule 16 Discipli-
" nary Hearing on the corresponding dates. (See Appendix H.)

The Stipulations agreement between counsel was signed on De-
cember 1b, 1987. (See Appendix G.) _ _

On December 16, 1987, the Committee heard oral arguments on
the allegations in the Statement of Alleged Violations from Com-
mittee counsel and respondent’s counsel. Following deliberations,
the Committee sustained all counts by unanimous vote. On Febru-
ary 18, 1988, the Committee formally notified Reé)resentatwe Rose
of its decision that all four counts had been proved.

By letter dated February 19, 1988, Repregentative Rose formally
notified the Committee that he waived his right to phase two of th’e
disciplinary hearing. (Appendix I) Rule 16(f) of the Committee’s
 Rules of Procedure explains that in phase two Committee counsel
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and counsel for the respondent may make a written and/or oral
submission to the Committee on the issue of sanction.

I1. CoNpUCT OF INVESTIGATION
A. METHODOLOGY

The Committee proceeded with a number of investigative tech.
niques during the Preliminary Inquiry phase. Among them were
written interrogatories; the use of subpoena power to obtain vari-
ous financial institution documents; requests for various public doc-
uments—Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) reports, EIGA fil-
ings, and North Carolina Corrupt Practices Act filings; depositions
from Alton Buck, Charles G. Rose, Jr., and Anthony Rand. The
Committee also coniracted for the services of the certified public
accounting firm of Laventhol & Horwath. The respondent voluntar-
ily testified, under oath, before the Cornmittee.

The depositions in this case were taken in executive session pur-
suant to the rules of the House of Representatives and this Com-
mittee. Consequently, they are not included in this report in their
entirety. Only the excerpts contained in the Committee Counsel's
Reply Brief to Answer of Respondent to Statement of Alleged Vio-
lations are included herein. The report gives certain factual infor-
mation that may be attributable to the deponents. The deposition
of the individual should be viewed as one of the sources of this in-
formation. o ' _

The information obtained from all sources was considered in
adopting this report. '

1, SCOPE

The Resolution adopted June 17, 1987, defined the scope of this
investigation. This definition included violations of clause 6 of
House Rule XLIII by failing to keep campaign funds separate from
personal funds, converting campaign funds to personal use, and ex-
pending campaign funds not attributable to bona fide campaign
purposes; violations of the EIGA by failing to report liabilities in
excess of $10,000; and EIGA violations by failing to report the for-
" bearance of interest on loans from his campaign. The Committee .

undertook to investigate alleged violations in these areas. '

The allegation in count two, while not specifically included as a
part of the complaint, fell within the parameters of violations of .
clause 6 of House Rule XLII during the relevant time period and
was discovered during the regular course of investigation in the
Preliminary Inquiry phase. The Cornmittee, therefore, included

this information as a basis for an allegation in its Statement of Al-
leged Violations. -

C. FINDINGS OF FACT

The Committee adopted the December 15, 1987, Stipulations (Ap;
pendix G) signed by Committee counsel and counsel for the re-
spondent as its findings of fact. o
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111, HiguLIcHTS
A. COUNT ONE

Count one alleged that on eight occasions Representative Rose
borrowed money from his campaign in violation of House Rule
XLII}, clause 6. This rule provides, in part, that a Member—

. . . shall keep his campaign funds separate from his per-

sonal funds. . . . and he shall expend no funds from’ his
campaign account not attributable to bona fide campaign
purposes.

The borrowings occurred from 1978 to 1985, and ranged in amount
from $395 to $18,000. ‘

- Representative Rose argued as a defense that the withdrawals
from his campaign were not borrowings, Rather, he argued that
they were repayments to him for money loaned to his campaign in
1972, Only $9,600, however, was actually loaned by the congress-
man himself, Mr. Charles G. Rose, Jr., the congressman’s father,
contributed $16,400 and also paid a bank note of $20,000, Repre-
sentative Rose explained that he reimbursed his father in 19756
with the proceeds of a $50,000 bank loan, in addition to property
transfers in 1978 and 1980. Thus, Representative Rose argued he
replaced his father as a creditor of the campaign and was entitled
to the withdrawals as repayments. |

The Committee concludes that the evidence did not support Rep-
resentative Rose’s theory., The lack of documentation made at the
time of the alleged loans to the campaign, the carrying of the dis-
bursements as loans to Representative Rose on FECA and Clerk of
the House of Representatives (Clerk) reports from 1978 until 1986,
the characterization as repayments of loan of deposits back to the
campaign on FECA reports, and the failure to establish a valid en-
titlement to funds the campaign may have owed his father, were
significant factors which caused the Committee to hold that the
withdrawals from his campaign were indeed borrowings by Repre-
sentative Rose, | . )

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the Committee adopts
two key positions: (1) a Member may not borrow money from his
campaign; and (2) a Member’s withdrawal of funds from his cam-
- paign as repayment to himself of prior unreported campaign loans
will be construed as borrowings, in violation of House Rule XLIII,
clause 6. It should be siressed, however, that these two positions
d}ild not govern either the Committee’s findings or disposition in
this case.

B, COUNT TWO

Count two alleged that Representative Rose used a certificate of
deposit belonging to his campaign. as collateral for a personal loan
during the years 1985 and 1986.

House Rule XLIII, clause 6, states that a Member of the House of
Representatives—

shall convert no campaign funds to personal use in
excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable cam-
paign expenditures. .
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Additionally, House Rule XLIII, clause 2, states:

A Member, officer, or employee of the House of Represent-
atives shall adhere to the spirit and the letter of the Rules
of the House of Representatives and to the rules of duly
constituted committees thereof. '

The argument and evidence presented established that Representa-
tive Rose did indeed use his campaign’s funds for personal benefit
by pledging the certificate of deposit on his own loan. o

Representative Rose did not dispute that he signed an assign-
ment of his campaign’s certificate of deposit. He argued, however,
that, since he had no legal authority to make this assignment, it
was not valid and, therefore, no House rule was violated. Repre-
sentative Rose testified before the Committee that the purpose of
executing the assignment was to receive a lower interest rate on
thf loan in question, and that he had indeed received a lower inter-
est rate.

The Committee rejected Representative Rose's position for sever-
al reasons. First, a strong argument could be made that the assign-
‘ment was enforceable because it had been validated by a letter sent
to Southern National Bank by the Assistant Campaign Treasurer,
Mr. Alton G. Buck, four days before the transaction was entered
into, which stated that Representative Rose's campaign funds were
his to do with as he pleased. Secondly, .the Committee concluded
that Representative Rose violated the spirit of Rule XLIII, clause 6,
by attempting to assign the certificate of deposit, regardless of
whether the assignment would have been legally enforceable had
the bank attempted to seize the collateral. And, Members are re-
quired by House Rule XLIII, clause 2, to adhere to the spirit and
the letter of the rules. Finally, the Commiftee noted that the bank
had accepted the certificate of deposit as collateral, in that no al-
ternative collateral was ever requested and, in fact, the bank low-
ered Representative Rose's interest rate on the loan because of it.
Using the campaign’s funds to obtain a lower loan interest rate on
a personal loan constituted personal use in violation of the rule.

___ For these reasons, the Committee concluded that Representative
Rose received a personal benefit from the use of the funds and,
therefore, violated Rule XLIII, clause 6, The attempt to accorplish
something which may not be legally enforceable is not recognized
as a valid defense to violations of House rules. A violation of the
spirit of the rule in this case constitutes a violation of the rule.

C. COUNT THREE

Count three alleged that Representative Rose failed to report, in
the liabilities section of his Financial Disclosure Statements, the in-
debt_edness incurred to his campaign for the years 1982 through
1986, resulting from the borrowings alleged in count one. EIGA re-
quires that Members report obligations over $10,000. A finding on
t}_ns count 1s inextricably tied to the finding in count one. Given
that Representative Rose denied borrowing from his campaign, his
concomitant argument was that he had no reportable liability to -
hlsc camg%;gn. | '

, Lommiitee counsel and counsel for the respondent stated in the
Stipulations that the Committee’s finding wit;lrri respect to count one
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would result in a like finding as to count three. The Committee
found that the evidence presented supported a finding that count
one had been proved—Representative Rose borrowed money from
his campaign on eight occasions from 1978 to 1985. The concomi- -
tant finding then, was that count three also had been proved in
that Representative Rose’s Financial Disclosure Statements for the
years in which his indebtedness exceeded $10,000, 1982 through
1986, did not disclose these liabilities to his campaign.

D. COUNT FOUR

Count four alleged that Representative Rose failed to report, as
linbilities on his Financial Disclosure Statements, obligations to
various financial institutions. The respondent admitted most of the
allegations, explaining that the omissions were unintentional. He
promptly filed amendments to his Financial Disclosure Statements.
The amendments were filed at the Member's own initiative with-
out the request of the Committee. The two-pronged test to establish
a presumption of good faith set out in the April 23, 1986, memoran-
dum to Members, officers, and employees of the House of Repre-
sentatives (Appendix N) does not apply to circumstances where the
amendments are filed after a Statement of Alleged Viclations has -
been issued. Here, the respondent is merely taking appropriate cor-
rective action,

Subsection (b) of count four was dismissed by the Committee. In
his Response to the Statement of Alleged Violations, Representa-
tive Rose informed the Committee that an effort was made to dis-
close this loan. Erroneocusly, the loan was reported as an obligation
to First Union Bank, not First Citizens Bank. The Committee ac-
cepted this explanation and dismissed this subsection of the count.

IV REsuLTs oF INVESTIGATION
A. COUNT ONE—REPRESENTATIVE ROSE BORROWED FROM HIS CAMPAIGN

Count one alleged that Representative Rose borrowed from his
campaign on eight occasions from 1978 to 1985, in violation of
House Rule XLIII, clause 6. The rule states: o

A Member of the House of Representatives shall keep his
campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall
convert no campaign funds to personal use in excess of re-
imbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign
expenditures and he shall expend no funds from his cam-
paign account not attributable to bona fide campaign pur-
poses.

The Committee began by trying to determine what‘.e.vidqnce ex-
isted that would bear on whether the eight campaign disburse-
ments to Representative Rose were actually loans to the congress-
man as alleged in the complaint, or whether the disbursements
were repayments of prior loans to the campaign attributable to
Representative Rose. The evidence considered included campaign
reports filed with the Clerk of the House of Representatives (Clerk)
in 1972; FECA reports filed with the Clerk from 1978 through 1987,
campaign reports filed with the Secretary of State of North Caroli-
na pursuant to the North Carolina Corrupt Practices Act; cam-
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paign checks written to Representative Rose; checks from Repre.
sentative Rose to the campaign; check stubs from the campaign
checkbook: a promissory note executed April 21, 1987; letters be-
tween Mr. Alton G. Buck, Assistant Campaign Treasurer, and the
Office of the Clerk; two loan transactions between Representative
Rose and North Carolina National Bank (NCNB); a loan transac-
tion between Mr. Charles G. Rose, Jr. and First Citizens Bank; and
two property transfers between Representative. Rose and his father,
All evidence was considered in light of what it appeared to show on
its face, the surrounding circumstances, and the explanation of -
events as put forward by Representative Rose. It is, therefore, nec-
essary to understand the explanation and defense put forward by
Representative Rose.

1. Representative Rose's Explanation

Representative Rose asserted that the disbursements to him were
not loans but, rather, payments to him of prier loans made to his
campaign. The explanation began in 1972 when, during his first
successful run for Congress, Representative Rose and his father
contributed $45,900 to the campaign. The contributions consisted of
six separate “seed money” loans (hereinafter referred to as seed
money loans) and are reflected in 1972 filings with the Secretary of
State of North Carolina under the North Carolina Corrupt Prac-
tices Act and the federal campaign report filed with the Clerk. In-
formation provided by Representative Rose from those documents
indicated contributions as follows: :

Date of ban Source of contabation ' c‘t“ﬂ'ﬂmg, Tetal contrbution
A 1,1972 . L .. . . . ......CG. Rose, Jr. - . $6,750 $8,750
Y271 I | T R 14 ()1 | RSO 7,500 16,250
May 5, 3972 e e v sremsvn ot o nee 0 RO, JE s ot verians s searesinn 5,150 21,400
May 23 1972.... .. + v First Citizens Banl.., 20,000 41,400
June 2, 4972, ... RN 1 11 || eetrorie St 2,000 43,400
e 21972 vt o e G OBOSE, I e o et 2500 45500

_As the chart shows, campaign reports indicated that Representa-
tive Rose contributed $9,500 of his personal funds, although he tes-
tified to the Committee 1ghat the original source of this money may
also have been from his father, Mr. Rose, Jr. In addition, the
records show the campaign borrowed $20,000 from First Citizens
Bank (the note was later discharged by Mr. Rose, Jr.), and the re-
maining $16,400 was contributed by Mr. Rose, Jr. (Campaign law at
that time did not limit the amount of contribution a family
member could make,) It was Representative Rose’s contention that
these monies were intended, at the time they were made, to be
loans to the campaign, : : ‘

The next element of the respondent's defense rested on the re-
payment arrangement for the so-called loans. Representative Rose
asserted that, at the time the loans/contributions were made to the
gamﬁalgn, he and his father entered into an oral agreement where-
- In the congressman. agreed to personally reimburse his father for

any money he (father) loaned to the campaign. Thus, by virtue of
this oral agreement, the congressman contended he made himself,
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not the campaign, liable to his father. As a result, the campaign’s
liability was to the congressman, not his father, for all the seed
money contributions. , ’

The defense explained that the Congressman’s father consolidat-
ed or made a benchmark of the seed money debt owed to him re-
suiting from his campaign contributions, by borrowing $50,000
. from First Citizens Bank in November 1973, g!though the six seed
money contributions from 1972 totaled only $45,900, the additional
~ $4,100 represented interest from 1972 to the time of the 1973 con-

solidation loan, at 6 percent, the le,gal rate of interest at that time.
Thus, under Representative Rose’s theory, a $50,000 obligation,
stemming from 1972 campaign contributions, accrued to the cam-
paign in favor of Representative Rose.

Representative Rose. asserted that he did, in fact, repay his
father the $60,000 and was, therefore, entitled to receive disburse-
ments of this amount from the campaign. The repayment occurred
in January 19756 when he borrowed $50,000 from NCNB. In add-
tion, the Congressman said he transferred property he owned in
tﬁe State of Alaska to his father in satisfaction of all debts between
them, _

The final part of his defense stated that his payments to the
campaign, which appeared to be repayments of his borrowings from
the campaign and which were reported as such on FECA iilings,
were, in fact, reloans made by him to the campaign. He stated,
under oath, to the Committee that he felt these loans were neces-
sary to keep his campaign balances high. The net effect of these
reloans was that the campaign currently still owes the respondent
$50,000, und a promissory note evidencing this was executed in
April 1987.

2. Committee Analysié of the Evidence

After considering Representative Rose’s explanation, the Com-
mittee then examined it in light of all available evidence.

a. Seed Money Loans

The evidence supports the fact that contributions totaling
$45,900 were put into the campaign in 1972 by Representative Rose
and his father. The campaign filings with the Clerk and with the
Secretary of State of North Carolina clearly indicate these transac-
tions occurred. (Bxhibit 1 of Appendix D.) These documents do not,
however, justify the conclusion that the entire amount was loened
to the campaign and repayment was expected. _

Examining first the North Carolina filings, Representative Rose
- correctly asserted that the North Carolina Corrupt Practices Act
filing procedure did not require that a distinction be made between
contributions intended as gifts/donations to the campaign and
those intended. as loans. Both categories of receipts were reported -
as contributions. The reports indicate Representative Rose contrib-
uted $9,500 and Mr. Rose, Jr. contributed $16,400. The $20,000 loan
from First Citizens Bank was not reported on these forms. Thus,
the face of these documents did not conclusively establish that
$45,900 in seed money contributions were loaned to the campaign.

The next set of reports examined on this issue was the campaign
reports filed in 1972 with the Office of the Clerk. (See Exhibits 3
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and 4 of Appendix D.) The Federal Election Campaign Act be?cam-e
effective April 7, 1972. As of that date, all congressional candidates -
were required to file campaign reports with the Clerk, which in-
cluded information on receipts and expenditures up to and includ-
ing April 7. These reports provided a separate schedule for the re.
porting of loans, Thus, unlike the North Carolina filings, there
should have been no ambiguity about which contributions were in-
tended as loans and which were intended as gifts/donations.

‘The separate loan schedule included in Representative Rose's
filing with the Clerk did not indicate loans of $45,900 to the cam-

aign, Only two loans were disclosed—-one on May 23, 1972, for -
520,000 from PFirst Citizens Bank, and one for $5,150 from Mr. Rose,
Jr. on May 5, 1972 :

Respondent’s counsel offered, in submissions to the Commiftee,
that the instructions for reporting to the Clerk did not require the
reporting of loans which were not evidenced in writing. Counsel
agued that, since no written loan agreements were executed con-
temporaneously between the campaign and Representative Rose,
nor were any executed between the campaign and the Congress-
man’'s father, no obligation existed to report any of the these loans
on the separate schedule.

The instructions on the face of the report read:

Every debt incurred, or a contract, agreement, or promise
to make a contribution or expenditure entered into on or
after April 7, 1972, which is in writing and exceeds the
amount of $100, shall be reported in separate schedules on
the reporting forms prescribed by the Clerk. . . (Empha-
sis supplied.) :

The respondent urged that the emphasized language supported his
position of not having included the entire $45,900 on the separate
schedule. None of the seed money loans to the campaign from the
respondent and his father were in writing, The oral nature of the
loans made them exempt from the reporting requirement under
the respondent’s theory.
.. The Committee did not take a position on the proper interpreta-
tion of instructions, FECA law and the instructions for completing
the reports promulgated by the Clerk's office are not within the ju-
risdiction of this Committee. Instead, the Committee chose to look
at the surrounding circumstances in determining what the face of
the reports, as filed, meant. The Committee noted that, notwith-
standing the arguments put forth by respondent’s counsel, the cam-
paign did report at least two of the seed money loans on the sepa-
rate schedule. The fact that these loans also were not evidenced in
vgmtm% strongly suggested that the filer was not under the impres-
sion that only loans in writing had to be reported on the loan
schedule. Rather, it suggested these two contributions were the
on%y ones considered as loans at that time,

urther, respondent’s counsel argued that the beginning cash-on-
hand balance of $14,428.12 shown on the 1972 Clerk filing included
the April 7, 1972, seed money loan/contribution of $8,750. However,
all loans made on or after April 7, 1979, were required to be report-
ed separately, not as part of the start up cash-on-hand balance.
Representative Rose’s North Carolina campaign filing clearly indi-
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cates April 7, 1972, as the date of the $8,750 contribution. Thus, ac-
cording to the instructions, the contributions should not have been
reported as part of the cash on hand. The contribution should have

been itemized separately, either as a regular contribution or as a
- loan. Again, the evidence, on its face, does not support the conclu-
gion that this contribution was a loan.

Representative Rose did put forth a promissory note in the
amount of $50,000 as evidence of the loan obligation to him. (Exhib-
it 1 of Appendix C.) The note was executed on behalf of the cam-
paign by Assistant Campaign Treasurer Buck and made payable to
Charles G. Rose, IIl. The respondent alleged that the note repre-
gents the campaign’s indebtedness to him resulting from the 1972
seed money loans and the agreement with his father. The note re-
cites an interest rate of zero and is due on April 20, 1988, The note
was not executed contemporaneously with the loans made to the
campaign in 1972. The date of the note was April 21, 1987,

A note executed fifteen years after the transactions giving rise to
the indebtedness was not sufficient as conclusive evidence of the
nature of the original transactions. The signatory, Mr. Buck, testi-
fied during his deposition (Exhibit 11 of Appendix D.) that he was
not an officer of the campaign in 1972 when the transactions took
place, and that he had no independent, personal knowledge of
whether or not the contributions were intended to be loans at the
time they were made. Mr. Buck stated he relied on three things in
executing the promissory note in 1987 (as well as amendm% the -
FECA reports to reflect repayments to the Congressman and loans
to the campaign): (1) a conversation with Mr, 1B, Julian, a former
official of the First Citizens Bank; (2) a bank ledger card evidencing
a $50,000 loan from the bank to Mr. Rose, Jr. in November 1973;
and (3) North Carolina Corrupt Practices Act filings with the Sec-
retary of State. | -

The Committee was not satisfied that these factors were conclu-
sive evidence that the contributions were loans. The statement of
Mr, Julian, a former official of First Citizens Bank, said that he re-
called Mr. Rose, Jr. coming to the bank in November 1973 to apply
for a $50,000 loan. (See Agpendix J.) He recalled that Mr. Rose, Jx.
said that the purpose of the loan was for his son’s campaign debts.

The bank was not able to preduce any loan records which showed
the purpose of the loan. Due to the passage of time, these records
are no longer available. The Committee does not question the best
intentions of Mr. Julian’s statement, However, the numerous busi-
ness transactions with the bank that Mr. Rose, Jr. had over the
last two decades required stronger evidence than recollection to es-
tablish that the purpose of this particular loan in November 1973
was related to campaign debts of Charles G. Rose, III, )

The ledger card relied on by Mr. Buck in creating the promlssorisé
note also was insufficient. (See Exhibit 5 of Appendix D.) A ban
ledger card did reveal that Mr. Rose, Jr. received a $50,000 loan
from First Citizens Bank in November 1973. The ledger card does
not prove, however, that the loan was related to the campaign
debts of the respondent. As explained, Mr, Rose, Jr. had numerous
transactions with First Citizens Bank. ‘

The final evidence relied on by Assistant Campaign Treasurer
Buck was the North Carolina campaign reports listing contribu-
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tions from the respondent and his father. As explained above, how- .
ever, these reports merely raise the possibility that the contribu-
tions may have been loans. The Committee recognizes that the re-
ports leave open the possibility that the contributions were dona-
tions. Flowever, they do not resolve the issue. | |

Although Assistant Campaign Treasurer Buck felt there was suf-
ficient evidence to support the execution of a $50,000 promissory
note, fifteen years after the fact, the Committee viewed the avail-
able evidence as too sparse o substantiate using the document to
verify the existence of prior loans. Thus, the promissory note was
not persuasive evidence on the issue of whether the respondent was
responsible for $50,000 in campaign loans in 1972, The Committee
1;;1 firmly convinced that the respondent is not entitled to collect on
the note.

b. The Benchmark or Consolidation Transaction

The respondent explained the purpose of the November 1978
$50,000 Ioan from First Citizens Bank to his father was to make a
benchmark in one place of the money owed to him as a result of
his seed money contributions. Recall that the $9,500 listed from the
respondent was also said to come from Mr. Rose, Jr., so that the
campaign’s indebtedness to him, with interest, was $50,000. The
money was also alleged te have been borrowed to consolidate and
retire the campaign’s debt from 1972, Examination of campaign
records, including FECA reports and bank records revealed that, in
fact, no true consolidation occurred. The $50,000 was not deposited
into the campaign account and paid out te creditors, nor was it
used to retire the $20,000 note at First Citizens Bank.! The con-
gressman testified that his father simply kept the money as repay-
ment. Mr. Rose, Jr. testified in deposition (Exhibit 7 of Appendix
D.) that he recalled giving the money to the campaign. The confus-
ing and contradictory testimony on this point did not aid in resolv-
ing the issue of whether the seed money was intended as loans,
The Committee concluded that the evidence established that Mr.
Rose, Jr. did receive a $50,000 loan in November 1973. But, the pur-
pose of the loan and ultimate use of the money was unclear. -

¢. Payment to Charles G. Rose, Jr,

In response to questions, Representative Rose explained that he
repaid his father the $50,000 seed money obligation. The Commit-
tee was interested in this as a key to the respondent’s theory of en-
titlement to campaign funds. ' '

The respondent argued that he repaid his father the $50,000 with
the proceeds of a loan from NCNB in January 1975. As evidence of -
the transaction, respondent produced a copy of the nonnegotiable
portion of a NCNB bank draft made payable to him. (See Exhibit 9
of Appendix D.) The Committee was unable to obtain any other evi-
dence of the transaction. Bank records for this time period are no
longer available. Neither the respondent nor his father recalls
whether the payment was made by endorging the bank draft over
to the elder Rose, by depositing it into the respondent’s account

1 a ww . : 4 .
unti?ll&]a?%?, tlr;ﬁéB‘ZO.UOU note was eventually retired by Charles G. Rose, Jr., that did not ocour
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and writing a check, or otherwise. As in the case of the November
1973 loan to Mr. Rose, Jr., the Committee again concluded that the -
evidence supported the fact that a loan of $50,000 was made. How-
ever, it is unclear what the purpose of the loan was and whether it
related to any campaign transactions. ' _

The Committee asked the certified public accounting firm of La-
venthol & Horwath to use all available bank records, and other
documentation submitted by the respondent, to determine how the
proceeds of the $50,000 may have been used. The firm’s final report
traces the transactions of the respondent through several years,
and concludes that there is strong evidence fo support that the
January 1975 §$50,000 loan from NCNB was used to satisfy a De-
cember 1974 obligation of $50,000 to People’s Bank. The transac-
tions leading up to this were illustrated in a flow chart included in -
the firm's report. A complete analysis required the firm of La-
venthol & Horwath to examine numerous personal transactions of
the respondent not directly related to the issues before this Com-
mittee In preparing its report. For this reason, only excerpts from
the final report are included. The report stated: '

It is our position, based on the documentation made
available to us, and after reviewing all relevant aspects of
these transactions, that Rep. Rose then obtained the sub-
ject $50,000 loan from NCNB in January 1975 to satisfy
the People’s loan. . . . We are unable to reconcile this
[Representative Rose's] assertion with contemporaneous
documentation, facts and circumstances surrounding these
gvents. . : '

Absent further documentation from the respondent, the Committee
finds the position of Laventhol & Horwath persuasive. .

However, in addition to this payment, Representative Rose ex-
plained that he transferred two parcels of Alaska land to his father
in May 1978 and April 1980 in satisfaction of the debt. The land
was purchased with the proceeds of a $100,000 loan from NCNB by
Charles Rose, IIl and guaranteed by Mr. Rose, Jr. in December
1975. Fifty thousand dollars of that loan were used to retire the
$50,000 January 1975 NCNB note. The remaining fifty thousand
dollars were used to purchase the Alaska property.

After unsuccessfully attezm;vtin%l to sell the Alaska property, Rep-
resentative Rose conveyed it to his father. The evidence obtained
by the Committee indicated that the respondent had invested ap-
proximately $91,535 of his personal funds into the land at the time
of the first conveyance. Tﬂe congressman’s father took over the
notes on the property at some time after the conveyance. Later,
Mr, Rose, Jr. sold the property at a substantial profit. Both father
and son acknowledged that the property transfer satisfied a]l debts
between them, including debts not related to the campaign. Howev-
er, ﬁeither could put a dollar figure on how much the respondent
owed. . , .
 Thus, the Committee concluded that it is impossible to determine
if the property transfer was adequate to repay all previous debts
between father and son, as well as the $50,000 c‘:ampalg‘n._obhgatmn.
Further, the Committee’s position that the evidence failed to sub-
stantiate that $45,900 was actually loaned to the campaign in 1972,
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necessarily means that any repayment by the respondent to his
father would not legitimize the withdrawals the congressman made

from his campaign. -
d. Use of Campaign Funds for Personal Purposes

The respondent began withdrawing funds from his campaign in
November 1978 and continued with seven other withdrawals
through 1985. House Rule XLIII, clause 6, requires that all cam-
paign expenditures must be for bona fide campaign purposes. Rep-
resentative Rose has not asserted that he used the money for cam-
paign purposes because he relies on the fact that he was entitled to
the funds as repayments of prior loans. Consequently, however, if
he were not entitled to the withdrawals, then the money would
have to have been used for campaign purposes in order to avoid a
- violation.

The Committee’s investigation revealed that at least two of the
withdrawals were used for personal purposes. In one instance, the
respondent used funds borrowed from his campaign to purchase
property in New Hanover County, North Carolina, and, in another
instance, an automobile was purchased. On September 15, 1983,
Representative Rose's joint account with his wife was credited with
$18,000 according to a Statement of Account from Wright Patman
Congressional Federal Credit Union for that time peried. Records
from Southern National Bank in Fayetteville indicate that on Sep-
tember 20, 1988, the respondent’s campaign account was debited
for $18,000, On September 23, 1983, a check for $15,000 cleared the
respondent’s account completing the transaction, (Exhibit 18 of Ap-
pendix D.}

A copy of the check indicated that it was written on July 27,
1988, to Gleason Allen, the trustee of the property, as a downpay-
ment. The back of the check revealed that it apparently was held
unj;ll September 21 when it was deposited into the realty compa-
ny's account. Thus, the sequence of events was as follows: Repre-
sentative Rose wrote a check for the property in July. In mid-Sep-
tember, the campaign loaned the Congressman $18,000. He deposit-
ed the money into his Credit Union account. The check which had
been held since July was deposited into the realty company’s ac-
count. The Committee is satisfied the money from the campaign
was used to purchase the property. '

Similarly, the Committee has traced the source of the funds for
the purghase of an automobile to the respondent’s campaign ac-
count; The campaign check to Representative Rose for $9,%‘60 18
dated August 19, 1985, (Exhibit 19 of Appendix D.) The notation on
the bottom left corner of the check says ‘“loan”, The check is en-
dorsed by the Congressman’s wife and deposited into the Credit
Union acecount. On_August 21, 1985, the Congressman wrote a
check on the Credit Union account for $9,600 to 16[richael Gavlak for
a 1984 Jeep Station Wagon. (Exhibit 20 of Appendix D.)

These two transactions evidence personal use of campaign funds
in violation of the rule. P campaign

e. Deposits into the Campaign

Six deposits went from Representative Rose into the campaign
account. Four of these deposits corresponded exactly to amounts



15

withdrawn from the campaign within a relatively short period of
time. The final deposit of $11,895 made in September 1987 was the
total of the three withdrawals made in 1978, 1982, and 1983, which
h??; not been matched with identical deposits within a short period
of time. .

FECA reports filed from 1978 to 1985 characterized these depos-
its from the Congressman as repayments of loan. (Exhibit 2 of Ap-
pendix D.) The respondent explained that FECA reports filed from
1978 to 1985 were in error. On January 6, 1987, all of these FECA
statements were amended, so that they currently reflect that the
disbursements to the respondent from the campaign from 1978 to
1986 were repayments to him of loans and the deposits from the
Congressman to the campaign were reloans to the campaign.

f. FECA Amendments

The Committee holds that the FECA amendments filed in 1987
are not supported by the evidence. Alton Buck prepared and signed
the original filings which characterized transactions between the
campaign and the respondent as loans and repayments of loans.
The communications from his office suggest he believed this was
the correct characterization at the time he prepared the reports. In

- an affidavit submitted to the Committee, however, he stated he was
unaware of how to obtain advice from the Federal Election Com-
mission in preparing the reports and, therefore, mistakenly charac-
terized the transactions, Later, in 1986, when confronted with what
he believed correct information, he amended his reports.

One communication between Mr. Buck and the Clerk of the
House dated May 18, 1982, read:

In response to your letter of May 18, 1982 to Mr. Rand
concerning the April 15 report of receipts and disburse-
ments, and more particularly, items that should be includ-

ed on Line 13a of the report, your letter indicates that you
are under the impression that the committee has borrowed
money during this reporting period. This is not the case.
The line-by-line instructions for FEC Form 3 directs that
loans made fo the committee during the reporting period
are to be reported on this line. There were no loans made
to the committee during this period. , )

The candidate did receive a loan from the commitiee
during this period and this has been reported in the dl:s-
bursement section, i.e., Line 17 “Operating Expenditures ’
We were instructed by FEC personnel to report this loan
expenditure on Line 17. (Bxhibit 12 of Appendix D; empha-
sis supplied.)

A second letter, in June of 1984, also confirmed that the dis-
bursements were loans to the Congressman;

Although all of the information relevant to Mr. Rose’s loan
was disclosed in our Pre-primary report, we failed to list
the information again on supporting Schedule C. Page 2 of
2, Schedule C has been amended and is enclosed for your
records. (Exhibit 13 of Appendix D; emphasis supplied.)
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Finally, a letter signed by an employee of Alton Buck on Janu-
ary 21, 1986, read:

Enclosed are amended pages to the July 31, 1985 Mid-
Year Report., After a telephone conversation today with
Mr. Stuart Herscheld, Reports Analyst, we were informed
that loans repaid by the Congressman should be reported
on Line 14—“Offset to Operating Expenditures’ rather
than Line 15—“Other Receipts’". :

‘“We have included all amended pages to the report appli-
cable to this amendment for your records. (Exhibit 14 of
Appendix D; emphasis supplied.)

The Committee took into consideration the FECA reports as
originally filed, the FECA reports as amended, the close proximity
in time of the withdrawals and deposits, checks written to the cam-
paign, letters from the office of Alton Buck to the Clerk of the
House, and 2ll evidence relating to the seed money contributions.
These factors cause the Committee to conclude that the transac-
~ tions between Representative Rose and his campaign were loang
from and repayments to the campaign, notwithstanding the amend-
ments, ' :

The Committee takes note of the fact that the respondent repaid
in full all monies borrowed from his campaign. There is no out-
standing indebtedness to the campaign at this time. Nevertheless,
the Committee iterates its position that Representative Rose is not
entitled to repayment of $50.000 from his campaign.

B. COUNT TWO—REPRESENTATIVE ROSE USED A CAMPAIGN CERTIFICATE
OF DEPOSIT AS COLLATERAL ON A PERSONAL LOAN

_Count two alleged that on or about March 26, 1985, Representa-
tive Rose viclated House Rule XLII], clause 6, in that he converted
campaign funds to personal use. The Statement of Alleged Viola-
tions charged that Representative Rose used a campaign certificate
of deposit as collateral on a personal loan. Specifically, the evi-
dence showed that Representative Rose had an existing loan of
$56,277.71 at Southern National Bank (SNB) in Fayetteville, North
Carolina. The respondent’s camgaig‘n committee also did its bank-
ing at this financial institution. The campaign had a $75,000 certifi-
cate of deposit with the bank which was used to secure the

$56,277.77 loan. The purpose of the collateral was to obtain a lower
rate of interest. ‘

1. The Nature of the Loan—Personal or Campaign |

The first 1ssue was whether the loan was actually a personal one
for Representative Rose or whether the loan actually was a cam-
paign loan. vamuslyr, if the loan were for campaign purposes,
there was no Impropriety in pledging the campaign’s certificate of
gggg?lt as collateral. A violation could only lie if the loan were per-

During the investigation, respondent’s counsel raised the point
that the loan may have been a campaign loan. A March 26, 1985,
credit memo in the bank’s loan file for the respondent, lists the cer-
tificate as collateral, and states that the purpose of the loan was to

Tegroup campalgn expenses and secure.” (See Exhibit 21 of Ap-
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pendix 1).) A review of all available bank records and FECA reports
led to the conclusion that, indeed, the loan was personal.

The Committee asked the private accounting firm of Laventhol &
Horwath to assist in this aspect of the investigation. In its final
report to the Committee, the conclusion of the firm, after tracing
the financial transactions giving rise to the $66,277.77 loan, was
that the loan to Representative Rose was “obtained to satisfy
precedent personal liabilities of Representative Rose and resulted
in a commingling of personal and campaign obligations.” Recall
that the collateral was pledged on an existing loan of $66,277.77
from SNB. This loan represented a consolidation and/or refinanc-
ing of two prior outstanding personal loans—a June 1982 loan for
$40,000 and a December 1983 loan for $16,000. The report of La-
venthol & Horwath concluded:

Based on a loan analysis provided by Representative Rose
and confirmed to the fullest extent possible through the
documentation made available to us, we constructed the
loan flow analysis . . . detailing the relationship of . . .
precedent loans to the March 1985 borrowing. In view of
this summary, it is clear from the relevant loan documen-
tation that at least [some] of the . . precedent loans were
for personal use. Assuming that if a given loan was for
personal use, any subsequent loan used to satisfy that debt
would carry that personal use “taint”, it is clear that each
path to the aforementioned $40,000 loan from SNB in June
- 1982 passed through a personal use juncture.

The report to the Committee included a loan flow analysis illus-
trating this point.

Under House Rule XLIII, clause 6, commingling of personal and
campaign money is also prohibited. Although some of the money
may have been borrowed to repay the campaign for prior with-
~drawals, this did not constitute a true campaign obligation. Since
- the original horrowing from the campaign was for personal pur-
pose, notwithstanding the source, the repayment loan was also a
personal obligation. In addition, the campaign’s FECA reports did
not reflect a $56,277.77 liability to the bank. This should have been
the case if the loan was a campaign obligation.
~ The Committee accepts the finding of Laventhol & Horwath that
the loan was a personal loan to the respondent and not a campaign
loan, in that it resulted from commingling of funds.

2. Evidence of a Violation of House Rule XLIII, Clause §

- After determining that the loan in question was a personal loan,
the Committee turned to the issue of whether a violation of House
Rule XLIII, clause 6, occurred by converting campaign funds to
personal use. | . L

The evidence presented included a document entitled *Assign-
ment of Southern National Bank Savings Accounts/Savings Instru-
ments” signed by the respondent. The assignment read:

The wundersigned warrant(s) and represent(s) that the
above described savings account(s) instrument(s) is (are)
owned solely by undersigned and is {are) free and clear of
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all liens and encumbrances and the undersigned has (have)
full power, right and authority to execute and deliver this
assignment. (See Exhibit 21 of Appendix D; emphasis sup-
plied.) : o _

The document, dated March 25, 1985, recites the identification
number of the collateral instrument used to secure a $56,2“?7.‘77
loan to Representative Rose, and the amount of the security is
listed as $75,000. | o

The March 26, 1985, credit memo notes the respondent's existing
$56,277.77 loan is secured by a $75,000 “SNB certificate.”” The iden-
tification number shown on the face of the certificate matches the
number listed on the assighment instrument. The name listed on
the certificate is “Committee for Congressman Charlie Rose.”

Respondent acknowledged that he signed what purported to be
an assignment for use of a certificate of deposit as collateral on a
loan. He also acknowledged that the certificate of deposit was prop-
erty of the campaign, His defense centered around the legal argu-
ment that, although he had endorsed the assignment for use of the
campaign’s certificate of deposit as collateral, the assignment was
legally ineffective because he did not have the authority to sign on
behalf of the campaign. The bank’s signature card for the cam-

aign’s certificate listed Alton G. Buck as the authorized signatory
or the account. Consequently, respondent argued the assignment
was invalid and no actual converting to personal use in violation of
House rules could have occurred.

Southern National Bank submitted to the Committee a letter
dated October 29, 1987, which included an opinion from the bank's
counsel. (Exhibit N of Appendix C.) Counsel’s opinion, after review-
ing the signature card and the assignment, was that the assign-
ment endorsed by Representative Rose was invalid.2

Regarding the agsertion that the assignment was invalid, the
Committee notes that a letter was sent from Assistant Campaign
Treasurer and Campaign Accountant Buck to Southern National
Bank on March 22, 1985, 4 days prior to the date of the assign-
ment. (See Exhibit 21 of Appendix D.) The letter appeared to have
been written in response to a previous bark inquiry regarding pro-

-priety of the respondent’s use of the campaign’s certificate of de-
posit. Mr. Buck responded: ' - '

In regard to the use of the Committee for Congressman
Charlie Rose’s Certificate of Deposit with Southern Nation-
‘al Bank as collateral for his loan, this would be permissa-
bl(_e [sic). Since Congressman Rose was elected to Congress
prior to 1980, he may use any campaign funds he has
raised in any manner in which he sees fit. He, of course, -
would have to pay income tax if he makes personal use of
the funds other than to carry out the objectives of the elec-
tion committee.

I hope this answers your question—if not, please do not
hesitate to call. |

% A second letter (rom the bank's counsel to the Committee dated December 12 1987, stat
that a March 22, 1985, Buck letter was also considered in their tegal opinion, £ » S
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The letter indicated that the individual, who did have authority
to sign for use of the certificate of deposit, was aware of the re-
spondent's intended use of the campaign’s savings instrument and
had no objection to it.
~ In the Committee’s view, by endorsing the assignment, the re-
gpondent showed an intent to obtain personal benefit from the use
of the campaign’s certificate. In addition, the respondent stated
under oath that he did, in fact, receive a lower interest rate on the
Joan as a result of pledging the certificate of deposit. (See Appendix
L, at p. 27; see, also, Appendix M, at p. 102.) Thus, not only did the
respondent have an intent to obtain a personal benefit, he actually
received such a benefit from the use of the campaign’s money.

In response to the argument that the assignment was invalid,
the Committee notes that this fact would be irrelevant, unless the
loan was in default and the bank decided to seize the collateral in
satisfaction of the loan. The bank’s attempt to seize the collateral
would fail in a court of law should the campaign contest the action.
This does not change the fact that the certificate was encumbered
while the loan was outstanding.

House Rule XLIII, clause 2, states:

A Member, officer, or employee of the House of Represent-
atives shall adhere to the spirit and the letter of the Rules
of the House of Representatives and to the rules of duly
- constituted committees thereof.

In its Advisory Opinion No, 4 dated April 6, 1977, the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics of the 95th Congress cited this provision to show
that a narrow technical reading of a House rule should not over-
come its “spirit” and the intent of the House in adopting the par-
ticular rule. Although the original purpose of the rule, as described
in the report of the Select Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct for the 90th Congress, was to deal with questions of decorum
and legislative practice, this application has been expanded to in-
clude other provisions of the Code of Official Conduct (House Rule
XLII) and House rules. Thus, as evidenced by his endorsement of
the assignment, the mere attempt by Representative Rose to use
the certificate as collateral was improper and tantamount to a vio-
lation, even though he may have failed to meet the legal require-
ments to accomplish this task. o _

Finally, the bank accepted the assignment as valid at the time
the transaction occurred. No additional or alternative collateral
was ever requested by the bank. The bank’s counsel did not render
an opinion rejecting the validity of the assignment until recently
reviewing the records, probably as a result of the Committee’s in-
vestigation. The campaign funds, therefore, remained enc';umbered
during a portion of the time that the loan was pending. The cam-
paign could not have used those funds during that time.

The Committee believes the evidence, viewed in its totality, best
supports a finding that a violation of House Rule XLIII, clause 6,
did occur. The assignment document endorsed by the respondent
clearly purports to pledge a $75,000 certificate of deposit on what
has been established as a personal loan. The certificate was the
property of the campaign. The bank accepted the collateral, and
the respondent received a personal benefit from the use of the
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funds. The Committee finds these factors satisfy the elements of a
violation. While it may not have been the respondent’s intention to
violate the rules of the House, it was his intention to use the cam-
paign’s funds to secure a lower interest rate for himself. The Com-
mittee charges every Member of the House with knowledge of
House rules.

C. COUNT THREE-~REPRESENTATIVE ROSE FAILED TO DISCLOSE ON HIS
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS LIABILITIES TO HIS CAMPAIGN

Count three alleged that Representative Rose failed to report in
the liabilities section of his Financial Disclosure Statements, the in-
debtedness incurred te his campaign resulting from the borrowings
alleged in count one. '

Members of the House of Representatives are required, under
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978, to disclose liabilities over
$10,000. (Public Law 95-521, as amended, at section 102(a)4).)
These provisions have been adopted by the House in the form of
House Rule XLIV, clause 2. The indebtedness referred to in this
count was the obligation incurred by the respondent to his cam-
paign resulting from his borrowings as alleged in count one. The
Committee found count one has been proved. ‘

An analysis of the borrowings and repayments in couni one re-
veals that for calendar years 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986, re-
spondent owed his campaign in excess of §10,000. '

Dale “’éﬁ'ﬁ'&iﬂﬁﬁéa“' g:r':?n?i}tég '“‘“«%‘5‘3*’ Y
Nov 17,3618 . i b ke e s R S 115§ e e A1 petn $4,000 Q $4,000
feh 25, 1982 e v reaen xe e s e 1,000 0 11,000
July 21, 1983, .. . e i 895 ) 11,895
Sepl. 12, 1983 b a e s b1 e s s sap———— 18,000 ........ et 29,895
O 15,0983 . L e e 18,000 {1,595
Aor 1, 1944 » e e e e e JLIKEt R 21,895
N TR0 et 10,000 11,895
Sopt 5, 1984 ... . . .. 5,000 oo iirecseremimimentens 16,895
SEL 28, 198 . . L il L e e e e —————_—— 1215 toitorntrerre 5,000 B Bl
Jan 31,1985 . M et 4w G et s ey seeererrnens pen srvens TenEsresE st L0111 | 21,395
Mar 20,1985 ... . . L. L. . 9,500 11,895
Aug 19,1985 .. . e e e : ' LT T 21,495
Dec. 31,1985 ., .. .. .. .. .o .. *q 500 11,895
Sept 26, 1985 11,885 0

*The congressman wiole 3 check to the campangn for $10,100 of witich $500 weas Jor an unraled Lransaction,

A look 'at the Financial Disclosure Statements for the relevant
. years show that these obligations were not reported. (See Appendix
K.) Neither the statute nor the House rule exempt from disclosure
indebtedness to the campaign of the filer. In the Stipulations
signed by respondent’s counsel and the Committee’s counsel, it was
agreed that a'finding against the respondent on count one would
result in a finding against the respondent on this count as well.
) In adopting the Stipulations as agreed to by both counsel, the
Committee accepted the view that the sufficiency of the evidence to
support a finding against the respondent on count one, coupled
with the omission of the liability information on the respondent’s
Financial Disclosure Statements, support a finding against the re-
spondent on count three. ‘
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D, COUNT FOUR—REPRESENTATIVE ROSE FAILED TC DISCLOSE ON HIS FI-
NANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS LIABILITIES TO FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS

- Count four alleged that Representative Rose failed to report, as
liabilities on his Financial Disclosure Statements, obligations to
various financial institutions. The count included subsections (a)
%hroug‘n {g). Representative Rose responded to each count as fol-
ows: :

1. Subsection (o)

Waccamaw Bank—March 26, 1979—§5,000, $10,000.

Admitted. - .

Respondent stated that these were two distinct loans owed to two
separate branches of Waccamaw Bank in two separate cities in
North Carolina, His staff was unaware these should have been re-
ported. The omission was inadvertent and unintentional.

Action Taken: Financial Disclosure Statements appropriately
amended. (See Exhibit 22 of Appendix D)) .

2, Subsection (b)

girsis '(dlitizens Bank—February 29, 1980—§20,000.
enied. '

Respondent stated that this loan was disclosed on the 1980 Fi-
nancial Disclosure Statements, but was erroneously and inadvert-
ently typed as a liability to First Union Bank. .

Action Taken: The Committee accepted this explanation and dis-
missed this subsection of the count.

4. Subsection (¢)

National Bank of Washington—~June 2, 1980—$10,496.

Admitted. ' _

The respondent explained that this was a 6-month salary ad-
vance from the Office of the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep-
resialngatives to which he believed no reporting requirement at-
tached, '

Action Taken: On December 15, 1987, Representative Rose filed
with this Committee his Amended Answer of Respondent to Count
Four of the Statement of Alleged Violations, wherein he admitted
obtaining a 6-month salary advance from the Office of the Sergeant
at Arms which was not contained in his Financial Disclosure State-
ments. (Appendix E.) The amended answer states that the omission
was inadvertent and unintentional, in that he, nor his staff, was
aware that such a salary advance was subject to disclosure.

4. Subsection (d)

Southern National Bank—August 1, 1980—%§20,000.

Admitted. . .

Action Taken: Financial Disclosure Statements appropriately
amended. (See Exhibit 22 of Appendix D.)

5. Subsection (e)

Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union--February
7, 1981—§13,000.
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Denied. '
Respondent stated that, even though his counsel may have pro-
vided this information to Committee staff in a previous submission,
his records show no evidence of this liability, Committee counsel, in
its Reply brief to the Answer of Respondent to Statement of Al-
leged Violations, stated it had no other evidence of this obligation
beyond the earlier submission of respondent’s counsel. (See Exhibit

25 of Appendix 1.) '

Action Taken: Subsequently, on December 16, 1987, the Commit-
tee filed an Amendment to Statement of Alleged Violations as to
count four, subsection (¢), to reflect Washington National Bank—
February 6, 1981—$12,702.74. (Appendix F.) The respondent admit-
ted this allegation.

#. Subsection (f)

Wachovia Bank—April 15, 1983—$§12,500,

Admitted. :

Reslpondent states any omission was inadvertent and uninten-
tional, : ,

Action Taken: Financial Disclosure Statements appropriately
amended. (See Exhibit 22 of Appendix D.)

7. Subsection (g)

- Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union—September
7,-1984—$500; September 11, 1984—5§10,000.
Admitted. : '
Action Taken: Financial Disclosure Statements appropriately
amerded. (See Exhibit 22 of Appendix D.) ,
With respect to count four, the Commitiee accepted the admis-
- sions of the respondent as to subsections (a), (¢), (d), (e), as amended,
and subsection (f), and dismissed subsection (b), The Committee also
- took note of the respondent’s self-initiated action to promptly
amend his Financial Disclosure Statements. The Committee recog-
nizes, however, that the amendments were not timely as described
in its Memorandum of April 28, 1986, to all Members, officers, and
employees of the House, and reprinted as Appendix F to the In-
structions for Completing Financial Disclosure Statement. (Appen-
dix N.) Thus, the respondent does not escape a finding of a viola-
tion. The Committee does not believe the amendments were an at-
tempt to “paper over' a violation, since the amendments were sub-
mitted in direct response to a Statement of Alleged Violations.
Rather, the Committee views the respondent’s filings, together
with his Answer to the Statement of Alleged Violations, as admis-
siong and appropriate corrective action. The two-pronged test to es-
tablish a presumption of good faith, as set out in the April 23, 1986,
memorandum, applies to amendments filed prior to the issuance of
a Statement of Alleged Violations, Such amendments are an at-
tempt to avoid a charge related to disclosure. The action taken in
this case, following an admission to a Statement of Alleged Viola-
tions, is viewed as a positive gesture toward correcting his Finan-
cial Disclosure Statements.
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V. LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. HOUSE RULE XLIII, CLAUSE 6, AND COUNT ONE

1. A Member of the House of Representatives May Not Borrow From
His Campaign :

The allegations in count one stem from the respondent’s with-
drawals from his campaign from 1978 through 1985, The Comunit-
tee found that these withdrawals constituted borrowings and there-
by violated House Rule XLIII, clause 6. The Committee has dealt
with the issue of Representatives borrowing from their campaign
committees most recently in two reports—Investigation of Finan-
cial Transactions of Representative James Weaver with his Cam-
poign Organization, House Report 99-933 (Weaver report) and In
the Matter of Representative Richard H. Stallings, House Report
100-382 (Stallings report). The rule states:

A Member of the House of Regresentatives shall keep his
campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall
convert no campaign funds to personal use in excess of re-
imbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign
“expenditures and he shall expend no funds from his cam-
paign account not attributable to bona fide campaign pur-
poses.

Borrowing from the campaign violates the rule's prohibition
against expending campaign funds not attributable to bona fide
campaign purposes. In the Weaver report, the Committee stated:

When a candidate borrows money from his own campaign,
a presumption is raised that a candidate is receiving a per-
sonal benefit—i.e., the use of the money. This presumption
can be overcome by demonstrating that, notwithstanding -
the appearance of personal benefit, the purpose for which
‘the funds are borrowed is a bona fide campaign purpose—
i.e,, a political objective,
Representative Rose made no assertion that the withdrawals were
for bona fide campaign purposes. Rather, his defense was that the
withdrawals were not borrowings at all, but repayments to him of
prior loans to the campaign. The Committee rejected this explana-
tion, due to a lack of sufficient evidence to substantiate that the
1972 seed money contributions were indeed loans. ]
The Committee, in the Weaver report and, again, in the Stallings
report, stated that “a bona fide campaign purpose is not estab- -
lished merely because the use of campaign money might result in a
campaign benefit as incident to benefits personally realized by the
recipient of such funds, . . .” The Committee feels that there is no
circumstance in which a Member could borrow from his campaigh
“and satisfy the requirement that the use of the funds would exclu-
sively and solely benefit the campaign. Therefore, the Committee
takes the firm position that a Member may not borrow funds from
his campaign. The act of borrowing shall be construed as a viola-
tion of the provision of House Rule XLIII, clause 6, which requires -
that all campaign expenditures must be for a bona fide campaign
expense.
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2. A Member of the House of Representatives May Not Collect for
Prior Unreported Loans to His Campaign

Representative Rose's defense rested on the proposition that he
was entitled to collect from his campaign committee r_epayment for
loans made to it in 1972. These seed money contributions were not
carried forward as obligations on FECA filings. No liability to the
congressman was shown. ]

The Committee takes the firm position that there is a presump-
tion that a Member has borrowed from his campaign in violation of
House Rule XLII, clause 6, when funds are withdrawn unQer the
guise of repayment of prior unreported loans to the campaign. In
the case of Representative Rose, the Committee found that the al-
leged seed money loans in 1972 had not been carried forward as
campaignh obligations on FECA reports. This raised a presumption
that the withdrawals were borrowings in violation of House Rule
XY, clause 6. The fact that no loan agreements were contempo-
raneously executed further reinforced the established presurnption.

The Committee does accept the premise that a Member may le-
gitimately loan money to his campaign, and does not want to dis-
courage such activity. The appropriate course of action, however,
must be complied with if the Member intends to be repaid. The ob-
ligation should be properly reported on FECA reports and should
continue to be carried forward as long as the obligation exists. -
Such action would avoid the presumption sgainst receiving repay-
ment. The Member should also execufe a written loan document
which recites all essential terms of the loan.

The intent of the Committee, in construing the withdrawals as
borrowings in violation of the rule, is to prohibit Members from
resurrecting a prior unreported loan to his campaign. The Commit-
tee feels strongly that the integrity of the institution is weakened
when guestions arise due to the withdrawal of funds from cam-

paign accounts when no tangible evidence of the underlying obliga-
tion supports such a withdrawal,

B. HOUSE RULE XLII, CLAUSE 6, AND COUNT TWO

Representative Rose endorsed an assignment document which
purported to use a $75,000 certificate of deposit belonging to the

campaign as collateral on a personal loan. The relevant portion of
the rule reads: ' |

"He shall cqnvert no campaign funds to personal use in
excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior
campaign expenditures. ., . : '

Pledging the certificate in this manner constituted converting to
personal use in violation of the rule. | :

The Committee finds that Representative Rose attempted to
commit an act 'whxcl}, if completed, would have been a clear viola-
tion of a rule of this body. Putting his signature on a document
which was intended to assign campaign funds as collateral on a
personal note constituted an attempt to violate the rule, The cor-

nerstone of the defense was the document’s invalidity, which re-

sulted from the respondent’s lack of authority to sign it.
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The defense failed, however, when viewed in the context of
House Rule XLIIl, clause 2, which compels Members to adhere to
the spirit of the rules. To hold otherwise would permit a Member
to circumvent the rule through fraud, This Committee has long
said Rule XLIII, clause 2, stands for the proposition that a Member
may not do indirectly what he cannot do directly. In this instance,
the attempt to use campaign funds must be recognized as a viola-
tion of the spirit of the rules, much the same way as an attempt in
the criminal code has been recognized as a criminal code violation,
e.g., burglary and attempted burglary. :

The Committee finds the argument even more powerful here, in
that the act accomplished its desired purpose through the bank's
acceptance of the document and actual lowering of the respond-
ent’s interest rate. The Committee holds that such a viclation of
Fbsel?‘pirit of the rule in this instance is also a viclation of the rule
itself.,

V1. ConcLusiON

The Committee concludes that—

(A) Representative Rose borrowed from his campaign on eight
separate occasions from 1978 to 1985 in violation of House Rule
XLIII, clause 6, as follows: '

- (1) $4,000 on November 17, 1978
(2) 37,000 on February 25, 1982
(8) $895 on July 21, 1983
(4) $18,000 on September 12, 1983
(5) $10,000 on April 1, 1984
(6) $5,000 on September 5, 1984
(7) $9,500 on January 31, 1985
(8) $9,600 on August 19, 1985 .

(B) Representative Rose pledged a $75,000 certificate of deposit
belonging to his campaign on a personal loan at Southern National
Bank in Fayetteville, North Carolina, on March 26, 19835, in viola-
tion of House Rule XLIIIL, clause 6. |

(C) Representative Rose failed to list as liabilities to his cam-
paign the borrowings referred to in subparagraph (A) above on his
Financial Disclosure Statements for 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and
1986, in violation of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 and
House Rule XLIV, clause 2. .

(ID) Representative Rose failed fo list liabilities to ¢ertain finan-
cial institutions on his Financial Disclosure Statements, in viola-
tion of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978, as follows:

Bank Dale -+ Amaunl
{1} Waceamaw Bank ... srer armvessesssmsmsssisenns oo e+ ssenssrennsee ML 28, 1979 convinnserssesanrenne $5,000.00
{2} Hational Bank of Washinglon . ... e mrrmrmresrrers cone ververcmmrmesseressireress e JINE 25 B98O Lo 10,496.00
{3} Seuthern National Bank ... oorcmsmnnr v smmmsmrssiessrnmmresssssnssesssoscss S8 1y 1980 corvnvirnssmvsersnes 20,000.00
{4} National Bank of Washinglon ..o o on e oe o coeonenreceerss KO0 8y F9BY oo - 12,0274
(5] Wachovia Bank...ccomererrs e revsmommmmsers sassserenresss . vonsirerissseareernre. B 15, 1983 12,500.00
{6} Wright Patman Congressiona! Federal Cradit Umon .......ocuearimns e S8 7, 1084 ciiiiiieiracs conaes 50096

Sept 10, 1984 s s 10,000.00
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VII. R.ECOMMENDA'I‘ION

The Commitiee recommends that Representative Charles G.
Rose, I1l, be issued a formal and public letter of reproval from this
Committee. (Appendix 0.) While we recognize that violations have
occurred, the Committee believes that there are mitigating circum-
stances which prevent these violations from rising to the level of a
recommendation of sanction to the full House of Representatives.

The letter serves as a public rebuke for the violations, while con-
" doning the positive action taken by Representative Rose which
served as mitigation. The Committee adopts and incorporates the
. letter as part of this report. _

This report was adopted on March 23, 1988, by a vote of ) yeas, 3
nays. .

SraremeNT UnpErR Runt XI, Crause 2(1X3)(A), oF THE RULES OF THE
House oF REPRESENTATIVES

The Committee’s oversight findings and recommendation are as
stated above. N
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June 17, 1987

RESOLUTION

) WHEREAS, & complaint has been properly £iled with the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct alleging that
Representative Charles Rose violated {l) clayse 6 of Rule XLYIII -
of the House of Representatives by faill.n? to keep campaign Eunds
separate from personal funds, converting campalgn funds to
personal use, and expending camgaign funds not attributable to
bona fide camgai.gn pu:;oses in elght transactions in 1978, 1982,
1983, 1984 and 1985; (2) the reguirements of Seckion 102(a)(4) of
the Ethigs in Government Aot {(EIGA)} in 1982, 1983, 1984 and 1985
by tailing to report cbligations to his campalgn committee and to
an unrelated individeal in excess of $10,000; and (3) the
requirements of Section 102{a}{2)(2B) ¢f the EIGA by falling to
report the forbearance of intereat on -loans from his campaign
committee in each of the years 197H-198%5,

NOW, THBEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Committee
determines, pursuant to Commlttee Rule 10{b), that violations
alleged - in the complaint are within the Jjurisdiction of .the
Committee and mecit further inguiry; and

BE IT FOUORTHER RESOLVED that this Committee <onduct a

Preliminazy Inquiry, pursuant to Committee Rule ll(a), to
determine whether such violations have securred; and

BE I7 FPURTHER RESOLVED, that the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member may authorize and issue subpoenas, either for the
taking of depositions or the production of records, and that all
testimony takep by deposition or things produced by deposition or
otherwise shall be deemed to have been taken, produced, or
furnished in Exeeutive Session; and :

BE I FURTHER RESOLVED, that Representative HRose be
immediately notlified of this action and informed of his rights
pursuant to the Rules of this Committee.

(27}
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- APPEADIK ) -

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES G. ROSE, III, RESPONDENT
STATEMENT OF ALLEGED YIOLATIONS

COUNT ONE
from 1978 to 1985 Representative Rose borrowed Erom his
campaign in violation of paragraph & of the Code of Official
conduct of the House of Represenhétives. Ryle XLIII, the Rules of
the House of Representatives., Specifically, Representative Rose
borroweds

54,000 on November 17, 1978
$7,000 on February 25, 1382
£895 on July 21, 1983

518,000 on September 12, 19813
510,000 on April 1, 19384
$5,000 on September %, 1984
39,500 on January 31, 1985
59,600 on August 19, 1985

e — o e, P o, s
o m® Ly O
e o e R Mot g gt N

Representative Rose thereby violated the prohibition agalnst
converting campzign funds to pergonal use énd the requirement
that all campaign expenditures shall be for a bona fide campaign
purpose, '

COUNT THO )

- On ot about Mﬁrch 26, 1986, Representative Rose pledged
$75,000 in certificates of deposit from his campalgn as
¢ollateral on a personal loan at' Southern National Bank in
violation of the Code of Official Conduct of thé House of
Representatives, Rule XLITI, clause 6, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, Representative Roze thereby wviolated the

prohibition against convertlng campaign funds to personal use.
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COUNT THREE
From 1983 to 1987 Representatlve Roese violated House Ruyle
¥LIVY, clause 2, of the Rules of the House of Representatives
{Ethles in Government Act of 1978) by failing to report on his
Financial Disclosure Statements, as liabilitles, outstanding
indebtedness to his campaign exceeding the reporting requirement
threshold on disclosure'statemepts Eof the following years:
{a) 1982
(b} -1983
{c) 1984
{d) 1985
{e) 1986
COUNT FOUR
From 1980 to 1985 Representative Rose violated House Rule
A1V, clause 2, of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
(Ethics in Government Act of 1978), by failing to report on his
Pinancial Disclosure Statements, as 1liabilities, outstanding

indebtedness to financial institutions as follows:

Bank ) Date Amount
{a} Waccamaw Bank March 26, 1979 $ 5,000
' 1G,000
(b} First Citizens Bank February 2%, 1980 $ 20,000
(¢) National Bank of ~ June 2, 1980 $ 10,496
Washington , _
(4) Southern National August 1, 1980 $ 20,000
Bank
(e) Wright Patman Federal February 7, 1981 $ 13,000
"Congressional

Credit Unjon
(£) Wachovia Bank "~ April 15, 1983 $ 12,500
{g) Wright Patman Federal September 7, 1984 $ 500

Congressional September 11, 1984 10,000
Credit Union '
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- APPENDIX C -

UNITED §TATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITFEE ON STANDARDS OF OPPICIAL CONDUCT

IR YHE MATTER OF

THE HONORABLE CHARLES G. ROSE 11X

anawer of Regpondent to
Statement of Alleged Violations
and Agcompaoying Memorandum
of Points and Authorities

Respondent, the Honorable Charles G. hose 131 {hereinafter
"Congressman Rose") hereby submits the following Answer to the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct {hereinafter the
"CommitLee") bursuant to Rule 12{al{l) of-the CQmmittee's Rules
of Procedure (hereinafter "Committee Rules™). Congressman Roge has
incorporated herein the relevant Points and Ruthorities, pursuant
to Committee Rule 12(a}).

Statement of the Case

This matter arose from charges made by the Republican Party
of North Carolina during the 15868 election for the United States
House of Representativeslftum the seventh district of North
Carolina., These charges were contained in a complaint £iled by
the Republican Party with the Committee, |

On O¢tober 28, 1987, Congressman Rose received a Statement
of Alleged Violations from the Committee, Congressman Rope states
that he never intended to violate any Rulé of the House of

Representatives, nor 4id he believe that any of his actions
violated those Rules.
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COUNT ONE

Congressman Rose denies each and every allegation of Count
One of the Committee's Statement of Alleged Vioclations.
Congressman Rose denies that any violation of the House Rules

ocourred.

A. Congressman Rose Never Borrowed Money From His Cawpaign:

Mt. Rose Lent Money To His Campaign For Which He Received

Partial Repaywment.

s the evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates, Congressman
Roge never borrowed any funds from his campaign committee, In
fact, just the opposite occurred, In 1972, Congressman Rose and
his father, Charles ¢. Rose, Jr. lent a total of $45,900 to the
Conéressman's campaign as necessary seed money for a race against
an incumbent Representative. This money was a combination of

personal funds and loans obtained from banks in the seventh

district.

1. Contempovaneous reports filed by the campaign verify
the existence of all loans.

All loans were reported @ither on federal reports submitted
to the Clerk of the House, pursuant to the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. §43) et seq. (hereinafter the
“FECA") or on state reports submitted to the North Carolina
Secretary of State, as reguired by the North Carolina Corrupt

Practices Act, N.C. Gen. Stat. 162,259 163.268 {repealed in
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1975).3/ Thus, Congreseman Rose's federal reports show a direct
bank loan of szo.cou'from first Cltizens Bank of Fayettevilie,
Motrth Carolina {Exhibit Ay, and a $5,150 contribution by Charles
G. Rose, Jr. (Bxhibit BY, The latter, as the uncontroverted sworn
testimony in this matter indicates, was a loan made pursuant to
an oral agreement by Charles G. Rose, Jr. to his son's campaign, &/
{Exhibit ). As with 511 loans ma¢e by or obtained through the
assistance of his father, Congressman Rose became obligated to
his father For the repayment thereof.

| The effective date of the PECA of 1971 was April 7, 1972,
Until that date, even though candidates were raising funds for
the 1972 primaries, they incurred no federal reporting |
requirements., BAs of Apri} 7, 3972, candidates were required to
complete federalﬂrﬂports including « start-up balance of casﬁ—en—
hand comprising previously raised congributions. Congreasman
Rose's initial FECA filing reflects a beginning cash-on-hand of
$14,428.12, (Exhibit D). 'This amount includes an oral loan from
" the Congressmén'sAEather of $8,750. This loan was reported

separately on the Congressman's North Carolina £iling. if
{Exhibit £),

1/For the probative value of federal and state filings, see In
the Matter of James Weaver, H.R. Rep. No, 99-933, 99th Cong., 2nd
Sess. at 63; In the Matter of Charlea H, Wilson, H.R. Rep. No.
96-930, 96th Cong., 2nd Sess, at B {pPart 2).

2/Under the FECA of 1971, oral loans were permissible.

3/Loans were reported as contributions under North Carolina

cappaign law; the North Carolina forms contained no gseparate
schedule for the reporting of loans,
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Thua, standing alone, Congreasman Rose's fedetal filinge
acoount for §33,900 in 1oén9 to his campaign. In addition, loanas
of §7,500 and $2,000 by the Congressman and a loan of $2,500 by
Charles G. Rdse, Jr, are separately disclosed on filings madae to
the North Carolina Secretary of State, for a total campaign

indebtedness of $45,900, %/ (Exhibit F).

2. From 1979-1985, Congressman Roge received partial
repayment for loans made to his campaign,

4/Congressman Rose charged his campalgn interest on this debt
untll November 21, 1973, when the indebtedness had reached $50,000.
On that date, Charles G, Rose, Jr. obtained a $50,000 bapk loan
from Plrst Cltizens Bank for the purpose of satisfylng the
Congressman’s prior debts which included monies lent to the
campaign. (Exhibit G}, Thus, while the campaign owed the
Congressman $50,000 for the loans made to it in connection with
the 1972 election, Congreasman Rose owed his father the same
amount for his assistance in obtaining and satisfying a portion
of the original loans. PThe Congressman and his father assert
that the extent of the son's debt to his father for this and
other intra-family Financial assistance exceeded the £50,000 sum.

In 1975, the Cangressman extinguished the 1972 campaign portion
of this indebtedness by obtaining a $50,000 bank loan and -
transferring the proceeds immediately and directly to his father.
In 1378 and 1980, this intra-family debt was extinguished for all
time upon the conveyance, in satisfaction of all debts, of two

parcels of real property located in Alaska from the {ongressman
to his father.

It should be noted that the Committee staff's Ffocus on tha chain

of repayments between the Congressman and his father is misguided.
Even though Congressman Rose fully repaid his father, both the
Rules of the House and the Federal Election Campaign Act would have
permitted M:. Rose's Father to make an unlimited gift to the
Congresaman by forgiving the obligation, and such a gift by a
relative would not have been reportable ynder the Ethics In
Government Act. Only under the circumstances where these loans

had been made by a non-relative would a legitimate inquiry exist
into their repayment. Since the loans here were made by a

relative, such an inquiry does not pertain to whether the House
Rules were violated.
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L

Beginaing In 1978, Congremgman Rose sought repayment from
the campalgn's accountant on the debt owed to him by the campaign,
As the campaign’s accountant has stated under oath to the
Committee, he was aware of the original loans and repaymeéntg, buk
mistakénly reported the repayments as loans to Congressman Rose,
since he had not reviewed the campaign's earlier FECA f£ilinga.
{Exhibit H}. _

© The repayments are set forth in the chart below:. |

TOTAL OUTSTANDING INDEBTEDNESS OF COMMITTEE .
AT ANY GIVEN DATE

- RELOAN TOTAL AMOUNT

DATE OF AMOUNT OF 70 REPAID 8Y
REPAYMENT REPAYMENT COMMITTER COMMITTER
11/15/78 § 4,000 $ 4,000
12/25/82 7,000 o 11,000
7/21/83 Y ‘ 11,895
9/12/83 18,000 ‘ 29,895
12/31/83 § 18,000 11,895
4701784 10,000 ' 21,895
4/30/84 10,000 il.ess
9/05/84 5,000 - 16,895
9/30/84 5,000 11,895
1/30/85 9,500 21,395
3fa/88 9,500 - 11,895
8/19/85 9,600 : 21,495
12/31/85 8,600 11,895
9/26/86 . 11,895 -
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As thia chart illustrates, Congreseman Roge never received, on

any one date, more than $29,895 in repayments, far below the

$50,000 owed to him by the campaign, E/ All amounts repaid by

the campaign were, of political necessity, reloaned by the

Congressman to his committes in order to ensure a sufficient war

cheat for subsequent re-election'campalgna.

B. Because Congressman Rose's Campaign Was Obligated To Pay Its
Debts, All Repayments To Mr. Rose Were Bona Fide Campaign
Bxpenditures Permitted Under MHouse Rules.

Paragraph 6 of Rule XLIII of the Code of Qfficial Conduct of
the Rules of the House of Representatives states ln part:
A& Member ... shall convert no campaign funds
to personal use in excess of reimbursement
for le?itimate and verifiable prior campaign
expenditures and he shall expend no funds
from his campaign account not attributable to
bona fide campaign purpose.
wPlainly, Congressman Rose.did ggg violate this Rule. HNo
conversion occurred. Loans were made to the campaign as permitted
by the FECA. These were actual verifiable campaign obligations;

a note has since been executed by the Campaign for this debt,.

(Exhibit I). The campalgn, in part, repaid its obligation to

Congressman Rose. Rather than a conversion of funds from campaign

to personal, the campaign was attempting to satisfy its obligation

and extinguish its debt,
Moreover, the existence of the debt establishes the repayment
as bona fide campaign expenditures. Obvlously, a campaign

committee must pay all of its debts and obligations, as any other

5/This figure is also well below the $33,900 in loans which are
reflected on the Congressman‘s 1972 FECA filings, without even

considering the additional $12,000 in loans evidenced by his
North Carclina reports,
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gebtor.5/ The actual repayment of campaign debt establishes the
bona Fide campaign purpose, notwlthstanding the use to which the
funds may have been ulkimately put by ﬂr. Roge, Given the
obligation to repay loans rather tbhan to default, the repayment
thereof is clearly a bona fide campalgn purpose. Because the
repayments to Congressman Rose were bona fide campaign.

expenditures, no violation of Rule XBIIX, paragraph 6 oceurred,
COUNT_TWO

Congressman Rose admits that on or about March 26, 1985, he
slgned a papet entitled “Assignment of Southern National Bank
Savings Accounts/Savings Instrhmsnt." Congressman Rose denies
gach and every remalning allegation contained in Count Two of the
COmmittee'n'Statemant of Alleged Violations. Congressman Rose
denies that any violation of the House Rules occurred,

A. Congressman Rose's Campaign Never Effectively Pledged A
-Campaign Certificate OF Deposit For A Loan Made To Congressman
Rose; Therefore No House Rules Were Violated,
1. In complying with his bank's request to sign an

assignment, Congressman Rose never intended to violate
House Rules.

In March 1985, Congressman Rose had an outstanding unsecured

campaign loan at Southern Mational Bank in the amount of

6/Under the FPECA as amended to date, a candidate's principal
campalgn committée is not permitted to terminate until all debts
are satisfied, However, such a committee may continue to raise

funds for a previcus election, as long as thé committee has net
debts outstanding from that election.

7
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$56,277.77.7/ (Exhibit J). During that month, bank officials
requested that this loan be secured with a Certificate of Deposlt
owned by Mr. Rose's campalgn. (Exhibit K}. Congresaman Roga
signed an assignment of "savings instruments" at the regueat of
bank officials. However, Conqkesamah Roge states that he never
intended to violate any Rule of the House by signing this paper,
nor did he believe that his action so violated the Rules,

2. A valid assignment did not occur.

Moreover, even though Congresaman Rose signed a plece of
paper at the request of bank officials, no valid or effective
pledge of a CErtiEiﬁate of Deposit oceurred. Records maintained
by Southern National Bank reflect clearly that the only lawful

signétory for the campaign's Certificate was the campaign’'s

accountant, Alton S. Buck. (Exhibit L). The purported assignment

does mot contain Mr. Buck's signature; without it, no assignment
occurred, (Exhibit M).

- An effective assignment requires the party with ownership
rights over property to.makera Eransfer of those rights, Here,
the Certificate ofrbeposit was property of the Committee for
Congressman Charlie Rose; only ﬁhe Committee could effect an
assignment. Southern Kational Bank has since reco§nlzed that no
assignment occurred and has so stated to the Committee.

(Exhibit N). Moreover, counsel to the bank has stated that the

7/Congressman Rose was fully aware that this was a campaign loan
of the full amount, $16,000 was loan to the Committee for
Congressman Charlie Rose and $40,000 was used to repay banks for
prior campaign loans.
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aesignmaﬁt was invalld {Exhibit O}. in_fuot, the balance of this

loan remains unsecured ko date.

3. ¥o Rules of the House were violated.

Paragraph 6 of Rule XLIXI of the Code of OFfficial Conduct
gtates in part:

A Member ... shall convert no campaign funds to personal
use in excess of relmbursement and verifiable prior
campaign expenditures ...

The plain languagé of this rule réquites-hoth {1} conversion
and (2) personal use. Because Southern National Bank, ag a matter
of law, did not have a legally effective assignment of the
Certificate of Deposit, no conversion of campéign funds to persconal
use occurted.f{ Simply put, Congressman Rose's signature was not
sufficient to effect a conversion. The loan at Southern National
Bank was initially unsecured and remained without collateral, In
view of these clroumstances, no violation of the House Rules

occurred.
COUNT THREE

Congregsman Rose denies each and every allegation gontalned
in Count Three of the Committee's Statement of Alleged Violﬁiiona.
Congressman Rose denies any violation of the House Rules occurred.

A. Bécauge COngregsman-Rose Did Not Borrow Funds Prom ﬁis
Campaign, No Liabilities Existed For Him To Disclose.

8/Had a legally effective assignment been executed, no violation

of Rule XLIII, paragraph 6 would have occurred, since the loan
was for campaign purposes.



39

Congressman Rose incorporates hie anawer to Count One of the
committee's siatement of Alleged Violations herein, For the
reasons previously stated, Congressaman Rose had no indebtedness
to bls campaign for the years 31982-1986. Because he had no such
liability, Congressman Rose incurred no reporting requirement for
such on his Pinancial Disclosure Statements. Acocordingly, no
violation of House Rule XLIV, clause 2, (Ethics in Government Act
of 1978) occurred.

COUNT FOUR

With respect to Count Four of the Committee's Statement of
Alleged Violations, Congressman Rose states that he did not intend |
to viclate any provision of the House Rules nor did he believe
his actions were in violations of such Rules, Congressman Rose
responds as follows with specificity to each of the subﬁaragraphs
contained in Count Four,

Subparagraph (a)

Congreasman Rose admits making two loans from Waccamaw Bank
in 1979 of $5,000 and $10,000 which were not contained on his
Financial Disclosﬁre Statement and further states that any omiéslon
was inadvertent and unintentional. Congressman Rose states that
the liabilities listed in subparagraph (a) were two distinet
loans owed to two separate branches of Waccamaw Bank, located in
separate qities in North Carclina. As a result, the Ccngreésman's
ataff in 1979 believed that these were two separate loans for
reporting purposes and was unaware that disclosure was required,

If these loans should have been included on the Financial

10
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pisclosure Statement, their omission was inadvertent and

unintentional.

Subparagraph (b)

Congressman Rose denies the allegations contained in Count
Four subparagraph (b). Mr, Rose states that this $20,000 loan
was in Fact disclosed on his Ethics in Government Acﬁ Eiling for
1980, but was erroneously and inadvertently typed as a liability
to First "Union" Bank, rather than First "Citizens" Bank,
{Exhibit P)., For 1980, Congressman Roae had a'ioan to First
Union in the amount ¢f $10,000 balowjthe'required‘reporting
threshold; therefore there was 1o corresponding liability te
First Union Bank which reguired disclosure.

Subparagraph {c)

congresgman Rose denles the allegations contained in Count
Four subparagraph {c}. Mr. Roge states that this gubparagraph
tefers cé a six month salary advance from the Sergeant-at-Arms of
the House of Representatives to which there attaches no reporting'
requirement under House Rule XLIV, clause 2. |

Subparagraph (4} -

Congressman Roge admits that a loan was made from Southern
Nakional Bank in 1980 in the amount of $20,000 which was not

contained on his Financial Disclosure Statement and further states

. that any omission was inadvertent and unintentional. Moreover,

this lean was disclosed the following year on Congressman Rose's
1981 Financial Disclosure Statement (Exhibit Q); thus, thisg

information was on £he public record,

1l
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Subpar#graph {e)

Congressman Rose denies the allegations contained in Count
Four subparagtraph (e} and further states that while this liability
may have been erroneously though inadvertently and unintentionally
submitted to the Committee, his records show no such liability.

Subparagraph (£)

Congressman Rose admits that a loan was made in 1983 from
Wachovia Bank in the amount of $12,500 which was not confained on
his Financial Disclosure Statement and Ffurther states that any
omission was inadvertent and unintentional. Although this loan
was entered on the worksheets preparéd by his staff, it was
inadvertently dropped from the filed version,

Subparagraph (g)

Congressman Rose‘admits that in 1981 he obtained a line of
credit for $10,000 and a loan for $500 from Wright Patmén Federal
Cbngreésional Credit Union which was not contained on his Pinancial
Disclosure Statement and further states that any omission was
inadvertent and unintentional. WNeither he nor his staff was
aware that a line of credit cffered by the Credit Union was subject
to disclosure.

With respect to any inadvertent and unintentional viclations
of House Rule XLIV, clause 2, Congressman Rose will undertake to

have the necessary amendments made to his Financial Disclosure

Statements.

12
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Conclusion

With reaspect to CQuﬁta One, Two and Three, the evidence
élearly and convincingly Gemonstrates that no violations of the
House Rules ocourred, nor were any intended. The allegations of
the complaint are without merit, With respect to Count Four,
Congressman Rose is willing to rectify'any inadvertent errors
which may have resulted. Accordingly, Congressman Rose
regpectfully requests the Committee make a determination regarding
the allegations against him based on the record currently available
and further urges the Committee to digsmiss Counts One, Two and
Three and Count 4{(b), (¢) and [e¢) of the Statement of Alieged
Violatibns.

Respectfully submitted,

Hanatt, Phelps, Rothenberg

1am C, Oldaker
Eric F, R einfeld_

1200 New'Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
© Washington, D.C. 20836

823 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Counsel for the
Honorable Charles @. Rose XII1

13
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T concur with and swear, under penalty; to the accuracy

of the foregoing Answer.

14
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EXHIBIT C
iggegioualy sibmitted April 27,

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLES G. ROSE, JR.

charles G. Rose, Jr., first being duly sworn, deposes
and says: ‘

_ 1. 1 reside in Fayetteville, North Carclina and am
the father of Charles G. Rosé, 111, a Member of the House of
Representatives. I am a partner in the law firm of Rose, Rand,
Ray, Winfrey & Gregory of Fayetteville, North Carelina.

2.  In 1972, 1 entered into an oral agreement with
my son, Charles G. Rese, III, to make three¢ loans to his
campaign: One on April 7, 197§ in the amount of $8,750; one on
May 5, 1972, in the amount of $5130; and on; on June 2, 1972 in
the'amount of $2500. Under this agreement, my son was to repay
me for the sums lent to the campaign. '

3. In November 1973, I assisted my son by obtainmg
a loan in the amount of $50,000 from First Citizens Bank and
~ Trust Company of Fayetteville, North Carolina, for the purpose
of consolidating outstanding campaign loans. In my opinjon, it
was necessary to obtain this financing because the campaign was
without sufficient funds to repay the loans, and my sonh was
still unable to repay primary debtse from 1970,

q, Further, ¥ had an oral agreement with my son
that he was to make all payments and be financially'xesponsible

for this §50,000 loan to'consolidate campaign debts,
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5.  Further, Affiant sayeth naught,

Charles G, Roge, Jr. v
)‘.
Subscribeg and sworn to before me this @‘é day of
(Igmi ¢ 19B7, _

s 2 -
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GURLCLE o1 LODIRIBUODS  and Lxpenditares

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Statements, of Contrebutions gnd Expenditures must be filed with the Sw&?ap ery" eandis
d&te fn any orimory for federal, Stolr or district ofhice or for the Stale Senfite in o'oi c{%‘ompou of muie

b ane tounty exeept where there is o rotation agreement in effect, Such “““Wﬂ,{” should bidignid by the
candidals and yerrfied before an officer authorized to adnunirier auiha, 2 ey

X Compaign commiltces ¢overing more than ont county i any pri UTH‘ vol or apécial elesfion are re-
owired Ty file Like statemanis with the Seerclary of State. Such ptatemen s“@{é‘?
treasurer of the commtiee and venfied before an officer authorized to

&, The first stotenreut O required 10 days before the elrelion. The second siatenis
dayt after the election. :

{Dutabled vequiremente of Iao-sbe printed so beck of U Torm.)

_ TPrevioualy submivted april 27,
TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. G, 9

The following itemized statement of covtributions and expendiures [s made in comphange with Article 22,

Chopler 163, Genernl Statutes of North Carolina by _ Chavies 6. Bose, 11X
. (Name af eandsdata o1 caMpRED commitife)

(continued on attached sheet)

{Over)

in the Prayary . election for fangresraan
(Prirwry, Geoers) or Speeisl) : LOffvee}
GCONTRIBUTIONS
Natng of Canirshutsr . Addrues Diake Agosunt
Vaghe Collier Bt. 1, Linden, N.C. 1-25-72 Y oz2m
Dr. 8.1, Eifoon 117 Stedman 8t., Fay,,N.C. 22072 25,00
Floyd Amwons First Citizens Mdg Fay, W.C. A-1-72 100,00
Ed Dawvid 1942 Forest Wall Dry, Fay.N.¢. Aela2 260,00
W3, Bullivan Rt.1, YWinnahaue, N.Q, B BYTE 50,00
Sam Noble 211 Py-Pasg, Iumberton, N.C. 1.77-72 560,00
Earl'e Jovelorp 413 Eln 5., Lunberton,N.C. Be2TuTE 60,05
Bruce Cameron £219 Blythe Rd,, Wilmington,N.C, 2-+31-72 100,00
Horman Suttles Union 8t., Fay., N.G. 2u15-72 100,03
Bruge Riley Fayettaville, N.C, 2-2172 100.00
Mzl Thompson Box 1540, Fnyetteville, M.C. 315472 50.00
John P, Hanos - Fayetteville, N., 1572 78,00
Ira &, Meloelmari. Fayetteville, N.O. [OS S P e 104, 00
Ivan Popkin Jackeonville, N.C. T2 500.00
B.G. Btdles 126 Northview, Payettewille ,N,C, L3 T2 1500.00
John €. Pate Box 1540, Fayettevalle, N.C. Ger 3?2 200,00
Horwan Bellary Shallotte, N.C, 4e5-72 500,04
.4 Tripp Fayettoville, H.C. A GnF2 25,00
Hemay Rankin Jr. Foyetteville, N.C. A= 24T2 200,00
B Lacy Godwin Fayetieville, N.C. C A PieTE 100.00
Billy Eunt Feyetieville, N.C. 4-19-72 100.00
Rareld Amette Fayetteville, N.Q. 4-19-7% 5,00
¥r.&¥rs. George
Yoealer Payetteville, N.C. - 4=17-72 £0,00
Joba Wyatt Sumpertime Pr., Fay,, N.C. §-5-72 250,00
Purney Rivenbark 541 Leansy Dr., Fay., d.0C. 4=20-72 106,00
Arthur Wilkins Feyetteville, N.C. 4672 25‘0*-“
Mitthell Nauce Fayetteville, N.0. A-L5wTE ?5.0;
E.T. Bellamy Shalletts, N.C. k=72 40.0%
Ropell Bowett Rt,2,5hallotie, N.C. 4372 50.00
Barry X. Benpett Little Biver, 5.Q. A4 TR 10.02
Jegale Simmonn Shallotte, ¥.C. A buT2 1910:
Falmer Bellecy Shatistte, N.C. At T2 100,07
Mr. John Helden Supply, H.0. 4-5-72 1010:
Mr. Butert Bellamy Shallstte, N.C. A=4=1R 25.07
Mz, Robert Bellamy Shallotte, M.C. 4=4-72 20,00
Fred Duckworth Horfolk, Ya. 4-15-72 200,03
Riddick Rovelle  Peyettevills, N.C. 420272 20,08
Willism Zimmer Wilmlngten, N.C. =10-12 50.9‘:
" Georgm Caplan Vilmington, K.C, 4-13-72 50,20
San Mendlesohs Payatienlle, N.C, fu) B 25,00
‘Frances Rankic Payettenlle, H.2. 4=17-52 50-2:
Billy Horme Fayettevalle, R.C. 430472 153,82
John Koester Fayettovilie, H.C. 41772 103,92
Gerald Beard Vonder, ¥.C, B} B2 175,00
Leon Bome Fayetteville, N.C. =202 200.0:
Johnny Wood Spring Lale, H.C. 4+15-72 200,02
Victor Tally, Jr. Fayetteville, N.C. 4-14-72 189&3:
Alex Bethune Linden, N.C, 4-10-72 65.35
David Blalock Linden, N.C. 4=Ba72 135,20

Patal Coptributiony $.52854.90
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Continuation of Campaign Contributions Tor Charles Hose IIT -

RRE ATDRESS DATE AMQUNT
Lewig Wilgon - Fuyetteville, H.C. 4~4-72 200,00
Bmest Froanan Btedman, N.0. 4372 - 15,00
Henxy Clark Et, 5, Fayetteville, N.C. © 4-18-72 : ) 150,00
Earl Falrcloth Rt. 1, Roseboro, N.C. . 4-24-72 200,00
Ourtis Dowd Kt. 5§, Fayetteville, N.C. . 4-18-72 160,00
Clifton Meleil Rt. %, Bope Malle, N.C. ' $ 372 ) 150,00
Gordeon Newlon Kt. 3, Fayetteville, N.C. 4-4-72 ) 80,00
Johnny Evans Rt. 5, Fayetteville, H.C, 4-3=72 . 110,00
W.L. Mebonald k4. 5, Payetteville, ¥.C. 4-5-72 125.00
R.C. Pugh fit, 5, Fayetteville, W.C. 42172 75.00
fuke Hales Rt. 1, Bosebore, H.0. 4372 98,00
&.G,, Cooper,Jr. Faleon, MN.4. A=t B T2 117,00
Charles, Roae III .. Payoitavillo, N.C. 4-20-72 7500,00
Chavlee Rose, Jr. Fayetteville, N.C. SN2 750,00
HMise unidentified . .

gontributions . - T 14,00

T
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SlmecaL Ul LUDiroulions atid bxpcudalurcs

daw after the election.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
1. Statemenls,of Contribitions ond Ezpmdﬂum musl be filed wndh the s.a&’fog Svﬁd
%_ ¢ in any primary for federel, State or distrief office or for the Stale 82
W one eounty excepl where fhere fa 3 rofation ogreement in affact. Sueh
eandidate ond venfied before on officer culhorired o adminiater cdtha,
2. Campgign eommilleds eovering more than one county in ony pri
quited 3o il Tike Stolements wnth the Seeretary of State, Such Hotemenfs 85
frecsurer of the commitlee and werified dbefore an officer onthorited to

& The first siafement i required 10 doys before the election, The u:ond staten

{Doinlied reguleemenis af Tam wrd privted oy back of m. frrm.)

TO THE SECRETARY OF STA‘I‘E. EALEIGH, N. C.

rery vend
e sorppesedl & Theti

.munmé: ahwhi'tHLg d by dhe
#ﬂ or nm:u;,t elecpion ore re-

Hlm;&bv the 4 hairman er

OFG‘."

'uqmr;d withiv "0

{provioualy submltted April 27,
1987)

The following temized slatemeanl of ¢ontributions and expenditures §s made in compliance with Article 22,

Cha:)l.u‘ 163, General Stetutes of North Carolina by —.Lhaxlen, G Bone. 111
{Nutne of enddidate of eampalin rommittee}

tn the Pramary election for . Gongressmnan ;
(Prmary, Cenarsl or Specal) {B¢dee)
CONTRIBUTIONS

Naint of Contelbuior Aditreas Dake Asmpunt
Vayne Collior  Rt. 1, Linden, K.C. 1-25-72 Y 2600
Ir, 8.1, Elfmon 117 Stedsan Bt., Fay.,N.C, 22992 25.00
Floyd Ammonc First Cltizene Bldg Fay, R.C, 4-1-72 100.02
Ed David 1942 Forest BA)Y Dr., Fay,N.C. 4172 250,00
WG, Bulliyan Bt.1, Winmahane, N.C. k-3 £0.00
Snm ¥obie 211 By~Pasc, Lumberion, N,O. N27-T2 50.0%
Ear) e Jewelern 413 Elm §t., lunbarton,N.C, BuRTTR 50.00
Bruse Cameron 2219 Blythe Rd., Wilmingion,N.C. 231472 100,09
Rowoan Suttles Vaion Bt., Fay., N.C. E=15-72 100,00
Bruce Biley Foyetioville, R.C. BeRloT2 100,00
Mol Thompaon Box 31540, Fayetteville, N.C. Ba1sa2 80,00
Joun P, Mance Fayetteville, W.C. B=15=72 75,00
Ira 5. Heinelmep  Fayeitevills, N.C. BJe1i-T2 100,00
Iven Fopkin Jacksonville, N.C, &2-T2 546,00
H.6. Stilen 126 Forthviow, Fayettevitle,N.0. 4-3-72 1550,00
John €, Pate Box 1540, Fayetteville, N.C. 4 i 72 200,00
Rewsan Bellamy Shallstte, N.C. 4oFa?d 500.00
W.C, Teipp Fayoettoville, N.C. 4572 25,00
Benry Rankin Jx.  Fayetteville, N.C. AuBgu2 200.00
B Lacy Godwin Fayetteville, N.C. BT 100,00
Billy Hunt Fayetteville, N.C. 4=19=72 100,00
Haxold Arnette Fayettevilla, N.C. 4~19.72 18.00
Mr,&Mra. George

Yoasloer Fayetteville, N,C, BT W R 50,00
John Wyatt Susmertime Dr., Fay., N.C. 4=5=12 250,00
Rurngy Rivenbark - 541 Leanox Dr., Foy., N.C. 4-R0T2 10,00
Asthur Wilkine Fayettaville, H.0. b2 25.00
Mitehell Fanoe Payetiaville, N.C, 4-15-72 75,00
E.7. Bellamy Bhallotte, ¥.C. 4-4-72 40,00
Robell Hewptt #t.2,5had104te, N.C, §-3-T2 50.00
Barry X, Bennett Little River, B.C. §=ig=T2 10,06
Jegale Simmons Ehaliotte, N.0. 4-5-72 16.00
Palner Bellemy Ehatlotta, K.C. a2 100,00
Me. Jokn Helden  Supply, B0 45272 10,00
Mr. Huberi Bellamy Shallotte, H.C. 4-4-72 25,00
Hes Bebert Belleay Bhalloite, ¥.C. 4412 20,00
Pred Inclvorth Forfolk, Va. 4-15-72 200.00
Riddiek Revelle  Fayatteville, H.C. 42072 20.00
Yilliam Pimmer Vilmingion, ¥.C. &10-7% 50.00
George Caplan Wilningion, ¥.0. 4-10-72 50.00
San Mendlesohn Fayetleville, N.C. 41572 25,00
Franoes Rankin Payetteville, H.0, 41772 50,00
Billy Horne Fayettoville, H.C. 4-10.72 150.00
John Eoester Payettaville, R.C. 4-17-72 100,00
Gerald Beard Yander, ¥.C. 41872 175,00
lwon Hoxne Fayetteville, N.C. §o20-72 200,00
Johnny Wood Spring Lake, N.C. 41572 200,00
Vistor Tally, Jr. Fayelteville, 4.C. 4-14-72 180,00
Algx Bethune Linden, N.C. 4-1072 65,00
David Blelock A4-BT2 135,00

Linden, H.C.

(coctinued on attached sheet)

L Grver)

Tota} Conteibytions 3.84.534.00

-
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Bale oy gty fun foabonl, Stafc aecode Lot wffare we foe the Stite Xongre an g e Ennd prares IF e ieerrd
Tan s ety ¢ et muntbe Hias ax wowesdubuve tigec e al o effeel, Fuch e 1in{:mmu sheyld Lo wisned 1,1.- the
‘mllfnh!lr amd rerafodd b frave we nffieen auliinateed Ao doaneder valhe,

f‘ll m]l-uuar ﬂmlm:”ﬂ O P e thwn wur rurm(" (DT T NSt it T qr.wlr;l f(‘ Ulf'l.-llf rlcthim urg ré-
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£, Lhe poisd atalbomenl i Fegared S0 dawa before the plzehun, The aseond stalumendt ps reyuired within an
Tyt aflyr Wi electore,

(Petaled eequearmrnns of ine are pred oo bneh of thas {orm)

tPrevicusly subnlitted April 27,
POCTILE SECKETARY OF STATH, RALLEIGH, N. €. 17_937)

The Sollowmy flemized nlalement of contrbylions and eaperdiluray i wodo an complibhen with Attt 22,
“naptee 163, General Stalutay of Noeth Curchna by ..,.ﬂﬂ&m_ﬂ-..ﬁ@iﬁn.,L [

N of tandainle @ ug-nwn RO LR

{Cvor}

3 the . Seeond Primary elecuon for . CongTesspan - Yih. Plstrict
{ ey, Geaarsl af Sprelal} [
CONTRIBUTIGNS
sama of Ganteiated Addraps Date At
: 1
Yalance previously reported ) - 42,859, 00
Bugh Cannon Raleighy N €. G.08.72 800,00
Hanley Pubank Ralodghy N. €, Ea23.72 500,07
J, A Bouknight - Payetteviile, N. €. BuFAnTR 25,00
J, 0, Tally "o, Su23a72 100,00
L. Stein Jackoonville, W. €. B-2d.72 2.0
L. Tadnsevich Fayetteville, H, € BaldaT2 390,00
Jegse Tharpion - "o 5.20.72 . ) 15.07
Mres. B, £, Rankan " " 50,40
Hro, Clawdé Rapiain, Sr, - " " 25,00
Jobn €. Pale " " 100.0%
£, Buzk u f " 00, 0%
D, White Pinehurgt, M. C. n 200,00
& Metauley Fayettoville, N, © £a26=72 200.05
Wi, Fitrgerald " n 325,0]
F. lansns " " 103,02
Gene Merritt Wilmlogton, H. €. " 100,00
H. Oreene " " 1,000.00
John Wyait Fayettewille, ¥, 0, B.26+72 350,00
Georga Pyrvis, Jx, " " 00, 0%
b, Rivepberk u » 150,00
W, Coleman 1t n 10,02
H. Coleman " " 40,03
¥, H#, ¥hite Finehurst, . C. Ba)a2 1,000,083
. 6. §t1des Fayetieville, ¥. C, Fmdn2 1,000,020
- Chaxleo Hems, III " . EeReT2 2,055.02
Charles Raee, Jr, " n 2,530,008
Miseallaresus [ B 16340
Tolul Conlribulions $osdpfs
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Continuation of Campaign Contributions for Charles Roge II1

NAME ADDRESS DATE AMOTNT
Lewis Wilpon Foyetteville, N.C, L BY P 200.00
tenest Froenan $tedman, NH.C. ’ ' Ana2 175.00
" Benry Cloxk Rt. 5, Fayetteville, M.C, 4-16-12 160,00
Earl Faircloth Rt. 1, Ropeboru, H.C. 4-24-72 200,00
Curtis Dowd Rt. 5, Foyetteville, N.C. 4-10-72 100,00
Clifton MeRedd Rt. 1, Mope Mills, N.C. A-3=72 150,00
Cordon Newion Rt. 3, Fayetteville, N.C, 4472 080,00
Johany Evons Rt. 5, Fayetteville, N.C. 4372 110.00
V.. MeDenald Ht. 5, Payetieville, N.C. 4-6-7T2 125.00
RC. Pugh R, &, Fayetteville, N.C. 41172 75.00
Juke Eales Et. 1, Roesboro, N.C. 4~9-72 93,00
1.G, Cooper,Jr. Falcon, N0, 4+16-72 117,00
Obarles Bose IIT  Fayetteville, N.C. 420-72 500,00
Charles Rome, Jr. Fayettevilie, N, 4<7.72 8750.00
Mige unidentified

contributions 112,00

$24,89¢,00

s ——————
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7637

ERERARED I TNIFLICATE
FIRSY - CTHLZENS DANK & TRUST QOMPANY

~ Fayettsyille, H.C. BEFICE pATR.— November 21, 3973
. . 154 WORTE
APPLICANT. su!l"ﬂi 6. Rose, Jr, . | » AMOUNT I—MM_
enponsen. Po G Box 1239 1 i * TIME 90 days
gnponsEn. Fayetteviiie, M., M *
ENDORIER $ *

A% 17 PUHTART RETEM ENT AEE b SERN 5O RAME SETIe0, ITICEIE DY [8) Gub By SUre & LORF REE EEA WOT S8 I HYRhee)
YALUE

AECURITY

o b b S

MEYHOD OX FLAM OF PAYMENT ... B Haturlty

QCCUPATION OR BUSINESS OF MAKER
' PRESENT LINE

Graect INGIRREY
LOARS PAEVIOUL VEAR MIaR b Tend vean wion s 1086 _wmsecunen s "
LOW ® e * LOW b SEGURRD A »
DATE PREON LOANS PALD OUT INFULL : Hed.

AVERAGE BALANCE LAST YEAR $ s THIE VE AR $ o micmmmemencssssinn b AST MONTH 3.

APPLIATED ACCOUNTS . BALANCED ‘ BORROWING
HAME THIE YEAR  LART MONTH HOW
3+ » $
'Y 3 4
5 ] [ ’

ARMARKY AND RECOMNENDATIONS OF BRANCH HANAGER
T Purpose of Loan- Business

(OvEnR
14 #a04 # R



REMARKS AND IECOHHEN!M'I'IDN‘! (EONTINUED)

APPROVED:
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BRANCH

FIMANCE

COMMITTER

PO YOV ($RAMCH MANAOER] RECOMMEND THAT THIS LOAN BE MADE AS SET OUT ABOVE! (1f HGT GIvE AEASON) e

o B4

PALE RELDW FOR HOME OGP FIEE USL)

PATE //.:-2( 7J-

J/. o —
WIS VXLV

/~ BRAMGEH MANAGEN

| ~AENERAL FINANCE COMMITTEE
Y \\YL:J G 7] /- I L‘\"?‘r‘ﬂj. ? '
K4 #REGOLNT - vIOE FRESIDENT
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REPORE FHE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

AFFIDAVIT OF ALTON G. BUCK

Alton ¢, Buck, first being duly sworn, deposes and
says!

1. 1 sn corredrly a Certified Public Accountsnt in
Fayetteville, N.C., practicing as & sole practitioner. 1 was the
Assistant Treasurer of the Committee for Congressman Charlie
Rose from July, 1986 to the present. To the best of my recollection,

"1 was the sccountant for the committee from about 1974 to the present,
2. Yrior to the time T became accountant for the
‘ Rose Cémpaign. the campaign books and records were not kept in‘
an ordevly or complecs faghion. As a result, I was unable Lo see
all prior filings. Further, 1 4id notr retain any of thé prior
filings except for the Iast filing made prior to my sesunption of
the accountant position. .

3. I did not see any of the 1970 or 1872 filings
made under the Worth Carolina {orrupt Practices Act.

L, As the campaipgn’s accountant I wap aware of a
debt the campaign owed the Congressman, hﬁwever. T bad no actual
know}edge of the ¢ransaction which gave rine o the debt. I
gained this knowledge through discussions uith'cémpaign‘rrensurgia.
Antheny R, Rand and Herbert G, Stiles, os well as Céngressman Rose,

5. 1 was aware that Charles G. Rose, Jr., had leat

money to the campaign; that Congressman Rose had assumed
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financial responsibility for those loans; and that the campaign
wvould have to yepay Congressman Rose for the leans when it was
financially apd poliriecally able o do o0,

6. The issue of repayment arose in 1978, Because
1 waz unable to find any records of the loan transﬁctiOns I was
concerned about reporcting a past loan fo; which no records were
evailable. As the Assistant Treasurer, 1 consulted the Federal
Election Campaign Act but was unfamiliar with the avenve of
seeking an advisory opinion and I was also unfamiliar with sny
othar services offered by the Federal Election Committes to
address the issuve, Therefore, I thought that the best way to
handle the repayment of loans to Congressman Rose was to
characteri:e them as ioans. I reported all repayments of loans
to Congressman Rose as loans o him.

1. Thereafrer, 1 learned that records were avail;
able which would help me correctly characterize the transaction
in queastions, I 1eafned what the early filings contained
with respect to loans made by the Congressman and his father.
Fuether, I saw the bank ledger cavrd of the November, 1973 consolidated
loan.

8. The documentation I have reviewed, in my opinion,
esra@iishes # valid loan of $50,000 froﬁ Congressmen Rose
to his principal campaign committee.

9. Purther, Alliant sayeth naught.




Alton G, Buck

Subscribed and swprn to before me this é { day of

G o Y, MM@JW

Notnry Publ ic

" My Commission expireq: 9"” (757
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Oc¢tobar 29,1987

Committee an Stendards of Offtclel Conduct
U.5, House of Repreysntalives

.Suite HI-2 Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Attention: Elaslta Hutrlfng-Tavloer

Thim is to advise that on this date we irac diacovered In a collaceral fiix
8 purported Assignment ¢f & Certificate of Deposit by the Committer for
Congressman Charlie Rose to Southern Mational Bank of “locth Carolina o
secure a losn of Congressman Rosa's. In reviewing our algnature cards in
connaction with this Certificsce of Deposit, we discovered that the anly
authorizad wignacory on that ¢lgnature card {s Mr. alton G, Buck whe did
‘not sign tha Assigament of the Certifleate of Deposit to the bank. Coanse-
quently, in the opltuion of our counsael, for lack of ap authorized committiee
pignature, wa did not have a valid Assignment pf the Certificate of Deposit
in cthe paue of the Commlttee for Cungressman Charlie Rﬂsr to secure the
Congremaman'e peracnal debt.

Neverthelesn, in response to youtr subnoena, wo are forwarding you a cop
the purported Aesignmént, 8 copy of the Cerclficare of Deposit and a copv of
the signature card for thia certificare {n explanati~n of thie transactlon.

Very truly yours,

8 5l A

Jo B, Hendrickeon
Asailptant Vice President

SOUTHEAN NATIONAL BANK OF NORTH CAROLINA 7 P (), BOX $6% / FAYETTEVILLE, N €, 28207
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November 11, 1987

Mr, Vince Nalson

vice Prosldent

southern Natiooal Penk of N. €.

. 0. Box 969 _
¥Yayertaville, Horth Caroline 28302

besr Wr. NMalaoni

on -Detober 29, 3987, you showed mo an sassignment of
s certificate of Asposit which was forrerly assigned to
fouthern ¥ational Rank of North Carolina to securs a loan asde
by the bank to Charles G. Rose, III. MEter ceviawlng the
assignment doqument, m copy of the certificata of depopit and
the signaturs card held by the bank for this certifciate, I
gavea you my oral opinion that the_furported saaignnent of the
cartificate of deposit was not valld because it &id not have
&b authorized eignature on tha assignnent,

You have now tequestead that my opinion be put in
writing. Hence, this lstter,

The purported asalgnment of Southern National'a
certificata.of Qopoalt & 9504828 for account & 045-007887,
dated March 26, 1905, was algned only by Charles G. Rose, 111,
an assignor, The bank's cortificate of deposit § 904328 was
fiepued on February 27, 198%, to Comnittea for Congresaman
Charllis 0, Rosa, as depositor. The signature card shown to me
for this sccount in the name of Committes for Congrasaman
Charlle G, Ross, for account # D45-G07467, showed only one
suthorised signatory, the slgnatura of Altop G. Buck,

: Bince the dapositor of the cortificate of deposit
was the Comxmittas for Congresaman Charlie G, Rose and the
slgnature card {(contract between the bank and the depositor)




74

. for thls account had only one authorized signatory, Alton 4,
Buek, In wmy opinian the slgnature of Alton G, Buck waw
nacessary to Assign the cercificate, &lnce Hr. Buck's
signature was Aok on tha assignuent of the certificate of
depowit, in my opinion, the asalignment wse not a valid
sesignment of the cortl!lonto.

Vary truly yours,

HF', N, ACY, HEMRY & KoLEAN

,E‘ . + .‘A*
H. E. Stacy, Jr.

BEEir/e
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TO B ADDED TO AND BFCOME A P
FINANCIAL DISCLOSUR

FOR CA
I, INCOME:
Fab., 7 Bonorarium
Apr, 9 "
May 19 .
June 16 .
Aug 12 ..
Sept 9 .
Qot M -
Pec & -
Dec 1l . -

11. GIFIE AND REIMBURBEMENTS :

7

J 0

ART OF;

E OF CONARESSMAN CHARLES G, ROSE, 111
LENDAR YEAR OF 1980

Mationa) Independent

Meat Packera Asa'n 1,600,00
Scientific Time Sharing 1750.00
Nat'l Cable TV Ams'n 1,000.00
Contrel Data Corp 1,000,090
R g
Bouth Media

Distilled Spirits Council 1,009.00
ﬁarylund-n¢lavaru Cab;e ™ 600,00
Farnisnd Indistries 1,000,00

California Communlty TV Asen 1,000,050

C.. Rajmburesments aggregating §250 or more:

Sourcs

Calitornia Community W
Parmland Industries '
Blatililad Spirica Councl}
Control Datm Corp
National Cable TV

YMCA Southeant Feglon
Maticnal Indepundent
Mational Symposium on

Blsctxonle Marketing of
Agricpliural Commodities

Brief Descyiption

Ay fare = lodoing « meali
Alr fare » lodging

Alyp fare- lodaing maaly
My fare - lodging wmeals
Alr Fafe lodging

Alr fare leodging

Alr fare lodaimy

Alr fare- lodging meale
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FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE MIF UONGRESSMAMN CHARLES f. ROSE,II1
for Calendare year 1980

IV, LIADILITIES:

Idontify Category
Unitd Carolina Bark ¢

First Union
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829 011991

TO BI° ADDED TN AND BPCOMIT A BART OF YINANCIAL DIECLOSURE OF
CONARFSSMAN CHARLRS R, WOSF, 111 POR CALENDAD YEAR 1%81

I, INCHME
A
% Pobroary  Tesas Csble TV #1,000.00
1 Mitre Corp 750,00
3 Apri) Bational Peanut Cruncll 7 1,000,090
17 Socloty for Private and Comcroial |
. Earth Stations %00.00
2% July ¥, €. Aspociation of Lducators 250,00
14 Runust  Gulf ol 1,000, 00
% Noveaber  University of N, C, ‘_ 500,00
4 November  Internstional Systems 600,00
600,
1X. RETMBUREEZMENTS
% Pebruary Taxas Cable TV Ar Pare - hotel
25 April Unlversity of Callfornia Abr Pare «lodging - Eeal
14 Auguast © aalf ol AMr fare
2 Movember N. C. Medical Sociaty Adr Far - hotel
v, LIABILITIER
Identify Category
Southern Hational Bank and Truat ¢

Planturx ank & Frusl ¢
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- APPERDIE D -

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
. IR THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES G. ROSE, III, RESPONDENT

COMMITTEE COUNSEL'S REPLY BRIEF 10 ANSWER OF RESPONDENT
TO STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

i ) : I
N L]
t=

-

wl

I. COUNT ONE i

Ve
“d e P

- =
Count One charges Representative Rose with batrcwlng‘?réﬁ

N 3

P

© hig campaign on eight #eparate occasions in vlolatlon~cf Housg
Rule XLIII, clause &, which states: T T

4y

J

1

A Member of the Houss of Representatives
"shall keep his campaign funds separate from
his personal CEunds. He shall eonvert no
campaign funds to personal use in excess of
reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable
prior campalgn expeaditures and he shall
expend no funds from his campaign account not
attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.

The respondent denies that he borrowed from his campaign on
these eight occaslons, asserting that he was merely being repaid
for loans to his campaign in 1972. Committee staff refutes his
explanation and asserts that there is clear and convincing
evidence of thé allegations in Count One.

A. 1972 Sead Méney.

The respondent relies on 1972 filings with the Secretary of
State of North Carolina under the North <Careolina Corrupt
Practices Act as proof that he and his Ffather actually loaned
money to the campaign in 1972, (Exhibit 1.) These £ilings do
reflect "conktributlions™ made by the respondent and his Eather
which shall be referred to hereinafter as the "seed money". The
respondent stated that his father actually was responsible for

the entire $45,900 in contributions during his i972 campaign even
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though the North Carolina campalgn reports indlcate that
Representative Rose himself contributed $9,500 of this amount and
the campalgn itself borrowed $20,000.}

The'aase:tion that 1972 £ilings with the Secretary of State
of Ndrth Carolina, showing "contributions®” by the congressman and
his father, evidence that money was indeed "loaned" to ths
campaign is not entirely accurate., The respondent is correct, in
that, according to the statute, "loans" were to be reported as
*contributions.”" However, gifts or donations were aléo reported
as contributions, The state reports filed by Repregentative
Rose’'s campaign ln no way distinguish which contributions were
intended as gifts or donations and which were. intended as
loans. Thus, the reporting of the mongy as a "contribution”
serves only to raise the possibility that they may have been
loanz. Llikewise, the reports equally ralse the possibility that
the money may have been donated Lo the campalgn.

The view thaf the contr;butlons £rom Representative Rose and
his father we;e intended to be donations at the time they were
made, is -~ supported by Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA)
reports from 1978-1986, (Bxhibit 2.} These reports characterize
the disbursements to the respondent from his campaign as loans,
Thete 1s no docuﬁentation that the respondent intended to receive
repayment -for any campalgn contributions made by him or his

father, such as a written loan agreement with the campalgn.

Ycampaign law at that time did not limit the amount of
contribution a family member could make.

-
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The FECA reports filed by the respondent with the Clerk of
the House also fall to substantlate $45,900 in loans to the
campaign by the congressman, Unlike the state (filings, the
federal forms specifically provided that loans to the campaign
" ghould be reported on a ‘aeparate schedule. This was the
respondent's opportunity to clearly identify all contributions
which were imtended to be loans. These reports also do not
evidence that' the congressman loaned $45,900 to his campaign in
1972. The loan schedules for tﬁe 1972 vECA Eilings ‘indicate Lwo
loans--one on May 23, 1972, in the amount of 520,000 from First
Citizens Bank, and another on May 5, 1972, [or $5,150 from
Chatrles . Hose, Jr., the congressman's fa_ther.' {Exhibit 3.}
Again, these reports, on their face, do not substantiate the
respondent's claim of $45,900 in loans to his campaign, nor do
they entitle Lthe respondent to withdraw money from his campalgn
as repayments. ‘Thege £ilings show §20,000 owed to a bank and
$5,150 to the respondent's father.

Respondent argues that one additional loan of $8,750 by the
congressman's father is reflecked in the FECA filings. The
-amount is said to have been included in tﬁe cash~on-hand balance
Of $14,428.12.  (Exhibit 4.) An $8,750 contribution on April 7,
1972, was reported in the MNorth Carolina state Eiling, Ag
explained, instructicns for the E‘Ecé filing require the reporting .
on separate schedules of every contribution made on or after
Apeil 7, 1972. If the $8,750 was a loan received on April 7,
1972, it sh_ould have been reported on the separate loan

schedule.  Thus, the document does not support the conclusion

-3
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that $8,750 recelved en Agril 7+ 1972, was included in cash-on~
hand, Respondent has submitted no working papers or other
documentary evidence to aupport the conclusion that the $8,7590
was included in that balance, only his own assertion, Since the
amount does not appear on any loan schedule as required by the
instructions, the only inference to be drawn from the FECA
reports is that the $8,750 was not intended to oe a loan.

B. Contract Privity,

The tespondent asserts that a private .agreement between him
and his Eéthet created his entitlement to the $50,000 repayment
from the campalgn, Esséntially, the agreement wag that for every
dollar put into the campaign by his father, he, the congressman,
would personally reimburse his father. fThus, the campalign would
then reimburse the respondent $45,900 instead of his father,
Interest from 1972 to 1973 brought the total to $50,000. Only
sworn testimony of the congressman and his father attest to
this.? Mo written document exists between Ffather and son of any
agreement regarding repayment of loans.

This approach totally ;qnores any concept of privity of
contract. Ewen if the respondent entered inte an oral contract
with his father te repay him the money he contributed to the
campaign, this would not bind Lthe campalgn to reimburge the

tespondent ., It would simply represent a private égreement

*buring a deposition, Mr. Rose, Jr., the congressman's father,
acknowledged that his affidavits, as well as his responses to
written questions, were prepared by his son and he merely signed
them. Further, he acknowledged contributions of only $36,000 in
1972, .

-
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between father and son., There is no evidence of any contract ot
agréement with the campalgn to reimburse the respondent for money
he agreed to pay his father.

While Committee counsel realizes that loans between parent
and child are often based on mutual understandings and may not
tequire a writing, this does 'ndt explain the failure of the
campalgn. Lo have written documentation of an agreement petween it
and its ¢réditors. There is no written agreement between the
campaign and the father attesting to the fact that all
contributions from him were lgans and should be repaid to his
son, nor is there any written agreement between the respondent
and the campaign in which the campaign agreed to reimburse the
congressman for the money he repald his Father.

C. November 1973 Conseolidation/Marker.

Representative Rose hag presented this Committee with a
complicated explanation of transacktions between himself and hls
father., They begin wlith a November 19?5 loan obtained by Charles
G. Rose, Jr., the congressman’s father, whic¢h "consolidated® or
gerved as a marker for the. 1972 seed money loans. {Exhibit 5.)
in fact, however, the $20,000 First Citizen'srﬂank note was not
consolidated or retired by this loan. Bank records indicate that
the note was not retired until 1976, (Exhibit 5.)

Committee counsel rejeckts the congressman's assertions that
a November 1973, loan obkained by Mr. Rose._Jr. was loaned to the
campalgn for consolidation of campaigh debt sfemming from the

1972 race, By affidavit of April 23, 1987, Representative Rose

asserts:
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Because of the dlfficulty In making payments
on the loans from the 1872 race as they were
due, I scught help from my father, Charles G.
Rose, Jr., in consolidating these lpans. In
my recollection I caused top be executed a
$50,000 note on November 21, 1973 to
consolidate all outstanding 1972 campaign
debts. 1 assumed financial responsibility
for the repayment of this debt yntil such
time as the Committee was financially and
politically able to repay me when I would
cause it to do so. (Exhibit 6.)

In fact, this money was never deposited into the campaign account
and checks weritten Gto campalgn crediters. Committee counsel
agsserts that while there is evidence that Mr. Rose, Jr. borrowed
$50,000 in November 1973, there is little tangible proof this
loan had anything to 40 with the congressman's 1972 campalign,

Respondent asserts that Mr. Rose, Jr., his father, kept the

$50,000 he borrowed from First Citizen's Bank .in 1973, to pay.

himself back for money he loaned go the campaign in 1972. In
other words, he borrowed money to retire the campalgn's debt to
him., The testimony of the congressman's own father was that he
did not believe the November 1973 $50,000 was used to pay him,
In the words of the respondent's father--

a. .+ + 1 don't believe apny of that
550,000 {[November, 1973] was paid to me
to repay me for the $16,400 or the .
36,400 debt of the '72 campaign. Now,
I'm honest about thait, That wouldn't
make sense.

€. I understand, because you would-have had
ko go out and borrow money to  pay
yourself.

A. That doesn't make sensea, {Exhibit 7,
Deposition of Charles G, Rose, Jr., pp.
52, 53.)
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Mr. Rose, Jr. testified that he gave the §$50,000 to hls son for
the campaign. (Exhibit 7, Depositlon of Charles G. Rose, Jr.,
pp. 19-20.) '

FECA reports 4o not refléct a deposit of 550,000 into the
campaign at this time. Since Mr. Rose, Jr. does not believe he
kept any of the proceeds of the November 1973 loan to pay
hiﬁself. then, the money must nave édded to zaz amount his son
owed him for campaign related loans. He testified during -his
deposition that, iﬁ fact, this sso;qoo added to the $16,400 he
had loaned the campaign in 1972, for a new total of $86,400.
(Exhibit 7, Deposition of Charles G. Rose, Jr., pp. 24-25,) This
testimony was at variance with previous affidavits submitted by
¥r, Rose, Jr. The respondent's father was confronted wlth the
following statement from his affidavit dated Septemﬁe: 14, 19487

3. To the best of my recollection, by 1473

my son owed a total of $50,600¢ in principal
.and  interest to me and various financial
institutions from his 1972 congressional
‘race., Because of difficulties in record
keeping and variances in payment schedules,
in November 1973, ny son's debt from the 1972
campalQn loans was moved to one place by my
obtaining a $50,000 loan from First Cizizens
Bank and Trust Company.

4. A $50,;000 loan from FPirst Citlzens was
not turned over to the campaign but, rather,
te the best of my recollection was used to
pay the warious financial institutiong that
were in November 1973 carrying the 1$72
campalgn loans made by my son and me to his
campaign, I am unable to recall with
precision the payees who may have recelved

proceeds or the dates and amounts thereof,
(Exhibit 8.)

The congressman’'s father acknowledged that this statement
was incorrect and that he had not prepared the affidavit; his son

had. {Bxhibil: 7, DapOSition of 'Charlés G RDBE, Jf;, pp. 23"'29.}

=
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D, January 1975 Repayment . ‘

The next step ln Representative Rose's explanation is that
he repald hls father for the 1973 consolidation in January
1975. At that time he obtained a loan for $50,000 from North
Carolina National Bank (NCNB) in Fayetteville, North Carolina.
{Exhibit 9). The proceeds of this loan were used to pay off his
father. As evidence of this payment, BRepresentative Rose
produced a copy of the front of the nonneqotiabie pottion of a
NCNB bank draft to him. There is no proof this loan was ﬁsed for.
the purpese described. Respondent does not recall whether he
deposited the check in his personal account and wrote his father
a personal check, or whether he endorsed the check directly to
hie father; nor does Mr. Rose, Jr, recall the disposition of the
funds, Neither man recal;s how the repayment took place, only
that it did. Again, based on nonspecific representation without
proof, the -respondent asks the Committee to believe he is
entitled ko withdfaW‘$50.000 from his campaign,

The certified public accounting firm of Lavenﬁﬁol and
Vquwath, has been able to trace earlier bank loans of the
congressman., Thelr analysis strongly su@gasts that the January
‘1975 850,000 could have been used Lo pay other bark notes owed by
the congressman. (Exhibit 10,) To dateFthe congressman is still
paylng off that Janﬁary 1875 $50,000 debt. He has refinanced
this noﬁe many, many times with nis father, the fecipient of the
proceeds of the original note, serving as the guarantor on some
of these subsequent notes. (See, Laventhol and Horwath report,

Bxhibit 10.) In fack, Mr, Rose, Jr. was the guarantor opn the

o
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orlginal January 1975 $50,000 note which Congressman aopa says
was to repay his father,

In the alternative, respondent asserts that, even if he did
not repay his father for the money he allegedly loaned to tha
campaigh in 1972, he (responderit)_{aould £till be enkitled to
vithdraw $50,000 from his campaign.  As support £or this
conclusion, the respondent ¢ites that nis fatner could make an
uniimihed gift te¢ tim under the rules of the House and the
FECA. The gift would be forgiveness of the debt owed from the
1972 campaign.. |

Committee counsel reFutes this argument on the basis that it
is illogical. The only basls the réspandent has for asserting
that he is entltled to withéraw funds from his campaign lg that
he repaid his father the money owed to him by the campaign. 1In
other words, the campalgn would reimburse him for reimbursing his
father. 1f the respondent never repaid Hhis father, then the
campaign Ls not obligated to reimburse the respondent, Any other
interpretation flies in the face of fairness and equity and, at
the very least, is unjust.enrichmeﬁt. Under these circumstances,
the expenditure cléarly woﬁl& not have "been for a bona fide

campaign purpose and, therefore, viclates House Rule XLIII,

¢lause 6.
E. Amendments.

Respondent has not adequately add:essed the FECA £ilings
-that for elght years reported the disbucrsements to him as "loans®
and his deposits back to the campaign as *repayment of loans".

'Committee counsel asserks there ig insufficient evidence to

-l
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substantiate the validity of the transactions as changed., Mr,
Alton Buck, certifled publiic accountant and campalgn treasyrer,
says that, when recently presented with the 1972 North Carolina
Secretary of State teports evidencing contributions of $45,900,
the ledger card at First Citizens indicating a $50,000 loan to
Mr. Rose, Jtr. in November 1973, and the statement of Mr. I. B.
Julian that the loan was Ior campaign debts, he was convinced

there was sufficlent evidence. to amend the FECA reports,
Bowever, as explained above, none of these Ffactors are sound
evidence. The 1972 reports do not positively establish the money
was loaned to the campaign, aﬁd the November 1973 ledger card
does not prove the money was used to consolidate campaign debt,
During deposition, Mr. Buck acknowledged he had no independent
knowledge that the 1973 loan actually went to the campaign.
Neither did he.know beyond'general talk in "bull sessions" in
North Carolina whether the 1972 seed money was loaned or donated
to the campalgn.r (Exhibit 11, Deposition.of Alton Buck, pp. 26,
28, 30.)

Mr. Buck, the preparer and.slgnatory on the reports, hasl
submitted an affidavit stating he was unaware of the avenue of
getting advice from the Federal Election Commission and,
therefore, mistakenly characterized the disbursements to, and
repayments from Representative Rose on FECA reports. However, on
two separake occasionsz, he did communicate, in writing, to the
‘Clerk of the House regarding proper filing procedures, Each time

he characterized the disbursements as loans to the congressman,

-10..
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In & letter to the Clerk of the House of Representativaé
dated May 18, 1982, Hr. Buck wrote:

In response to your letter of May 13,
1982 té& Mr, Rand concerning the April 185
report of receipts and disbursements, and
more particularly, items that should be
included on Line 13a of the report, yout
letter indicates that you are under the
impression that the committee has borrowed
money during this reporting perind. This is
not the case, . The iine-oy-iine 1os5tructions
for FEC Porm 3 directs that loans made to the
committee durlng the reporting period are to
he repocted on this line, There were no
loans made to the comnittee during this
pertod. ' :

The candidate did receive a loan from
the committee during this period and this has
been reported in the disbursement section,
i.e., Line 17 "“Operating Expenditures". We
were instructed by FEC personnel to report
this loan expenditure on Line 17, (Exhibit
12; emphasis supplied.) : '

Again, in June of 1984, by letter to the Clerk of the House,
Mz, Buck confirmed that the disbursements Erom the campaign were
loans ko the congressman:

Although all of the inFformation relevant to
Mr. Rose's loan was disclosed in our pre-
primary report, we failed to 1list the
information again on supporting Schedule C,
Page 2 of 2, Schedule € has been amended and
is enclosed for your vecords. (Exhibit 13;
emphasis supplied.)

The Schedule € attachment has the word "loans" at the top of
the page, - Identifled on Schedule C as the loan recipient is
Representative Rose. The dates shown correspond to the dates the
respondent received disbuvsements from his campaign.

One additional letter to the Clerk of the House dated as

recently as January 21, 1986, and signed by Cindy Bennett, a

“] -
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bookkeeper for Mr. Buck, again does not support the respondent's
position. It reads:

Bnclosed are amended pages to the July
31, 198% Mid-Year Report. After a telephone
conversation today with Mr, Stuart Herscheld,
Reports Analyst, we were informed that loans
repaid by the Congressman should be reported

on Line 14 . "Offgset to Operating
Expenditures" rather than Line 15 -~ "Other
Receiptsa".

We have included all amended pages to
the report applicable to this amendment for
your records. (Exhibit  14; emphasis
suppllied.) .

‘on at least three occasions between 1978 and 1986, Mr. Buck
could have corrected the record to reflect that the disbursements
were not loans. Instead, he reiterated.the fact that they were
indeed loans to thercongressman and repayments to the campaign,
These letters do not attempt to explain that.he did not know how
else to characterize these disbursements, or that he was
unfamiliar with getting advice. -

Finally, Committee counsel has copies of actual disbursement
checks to Representative Rose signed on behalf of the campaign by
Mr. Buck. (Exhibit 15.) The checks bear the notation "loan" in
the left hand -corner, Respondent's checks to the campaign,
signed by his wife, for 55,000 on September 29, 1984, and $11,89%
in September 1986, say "repayment of loan.™ In addition,'the
ledger portlon of - the campaign check stubs characterize the
payments by the respondent to the campaign as repayment of
loans. (Exbibit 16.) | |

The promissory note executed in BApril 1987, after mﬁch media

attention and controversy surrounding the issue arose, is not

-] Je
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pufficient evidence of a transaction alleged to have taken plaoce

fifteen years earller. Again, no documents exiet, which were

created eonéemporaneously— with the transactions, that evidence

loans to the tespondent's campaign of $45,900.

r.  Rpespondent converted campaign Eunds to personal use and.

- expended campaign Eunds éor Sther than bona tlde campaign
pUEpOSes. ' -

There 1is no evidence tnac any Funds witndrawn by the

respondent were put to bona fide campaign purposes. In fact, in
two specific inséances, Committee counsel can estéblish that the
fﬁnds were usad for personal purposes.

Committee counsel 1s satisfied that Representatlive Rose used
funds from his campaign to purchase propecty in New Hanover
County, North Carolina, and to purchase an automobile.
| On September 15, 1883, Represéntativa Rose's joint acéount
with his wife was credited with 318,000 according to a Statement
of pccount Ffrom Wfiqﬁt Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union
for that time pericd, {Exhibit 17.) Records from Scuthern
National Bank in Payetteville indlcate that on September 20,
1983, the Member's campaign account was debited for $18,000.
[Exhibit 17.) Finally, on September 23, 1983, check number 1441
for $15,000 cleared . the Rose -account  completing - the
transaction. (Exhibit 18,) Check number #1441 indicates bthat it
was written on July 27, 1983, to Gieason Allen, the trustee of
the property, as a down payment. The back of the check reveals
that it apparently was held until September 21 when it was
deposited into the rtealty company's account. Thus, the sequence

of events was as follows: Representative Rose wrote a ¢heck for

~13-
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the property in July. 1In mid-September, the campaign loaned the
congressman $18,000, He deposited the money into his Credit
Union account, The check which had been held since July wag

deposited into the realty company's account, It is clear the

money from the campalgn was used to purchase the property,

The respondent has stated that the money came from his

-w1fe's Credit Union account. Tnis scatement 15 accurate opuyt

misleading. The original source of the funds was the campalgn
account.

Similarly, Committee counsel has traced the sou?ce of the
Eunds Ffor the purchase of an automcbile to the Member's
campalign. The campaign check to Representative Rose is dated
August 19, 1985. (Exhibit 19.) The notation on the bottom left
corner of the check says "loan". The check is endorsed by the
congressman's wife and deposited into the Credit Union account.
On August 21, 1985, the congressman wrote check number 2080 For
$9,600 to Michael Gavlak for a 1984 Jeep Station Wagon. ({Exhibit
. 204) |

G. Summary of Count One.

Representative Rose has relied on three key transactions to
establish that he is entitled to payments from his campaign. To
Summarize; Committee counsel lists these three transactions and
the weaknasses in eachs

1972 Seed Mongy

9 North Carolina filings do not prove these
were loans.

o No loan agreements, promissory notes or I0U's
execuked at the time, exist to substantiate
that the respondent expected repayment,

=] -
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@ FECA reports do not prove $45,500 in loana by
the congressman.

1973 Debt Consolidation

o No proof -the loan is related to the 1972

campaign.
o Seed money notes were not retiged,
e Mr. Rose, Jr. testified that this transaction

was not ralated to 1972 campaign,

1975 Repayment to Father

° Mo peoof the January, 1975 $350,000 bank loan
of the Member was pald to his father.

In addition, the respondent relies heavily on documents
recently created to reconstruct events of fifteen years ago in
the cése of the promissory note, and up to ten years ago in the
case of the FECA amendments. The weaknesses in these areas, plus
other controverkting evidence, including the letters of Mr. Buck
to the Clerk of the House confirming the campaign payments to the
congressman as loans, the 1978-1986 FECA reports as orlginally
filed, the campaign checks to the respondent with the notation
"loan”, the respondent's checks paid to the campaign.with the
notation “repayment of lcan", and the Member's own Einancial
position versus that of his campaign, create clear and convincing
evidenve that the eight disbursements to Representative Rose from
his gampaign between 1978 and 198% constituted borrowings. Even
if this Committee balieveé that Representative Rose is owed
$50,000 by his campaigh, the most raasnnaﬁle interpretation of

the evidence ls that his state of mind at the time he received

the disbursements was that they were loans. It follows then,

that the most reasonable interpretation of the deposits back to

_15-.
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the campaign- is that they were intended at the time they were
made t0 be repayments of the lcans. The amendments appear to be
a reconstructlon after the fact.

11, COUNT TwWO

Count Two charges-the respondent with violating House Rule
XLIIT, clause 6. The allegation Ls that o Mareh 26, 1985, he
converted a c&mpa;qn certificare of deposit tc personal use by
pledging it as collateral on a personal loan. The respondent
denies this allegation, asserting that the assignment was
invalid., Committee counsel refutes this and assetrts it has clear
and convincing evidence of the allegation in Count Two.

The respondent's defense is that a valid assignment never
occurred because the only lawful signatory for the campaign was
Mr. Alton Buck, the campalgn treasurer. Contrary to this
position, hawever, the assignment was accepted by the bank as
collateral, {¥o  subsequent alternative collateral was
required.) Further, on March 22, 1985, four days prior to the
date of the assignment by the respondent, Mr. Buck signed a
letter to Southern MWational Bank which stated:

In regard to the use of the Commitktee
Eor Congressman Charlie Rose's Certificate of
Deposit with Southern National Bank as
collateral for his loan, this would be
permissable ([sic). Since Congressman Rose
was elected Lo Congress prior to 1980, he may
use any campalgn Funds he has raised in any
manner in which he sees fit. He, of course,
would have to pay income tax if he makes
personal use of the funds other than to carry
out the objectives of the election committee.

I hope this answers your gquestion ~~ If

not, please do not, hesitate to eall,
(Exhibit 21.}

-1 6...
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Clearly, this letter to the bank indicated knowledge of and
consent to the use of Lthe certificate of deposlt In this
manner. After recelving the letter from the treasurer, the bank
then had the respondent endorse the asaignment.

The document signed by the respondent read:

The undersigned warrant(s) and represent(s)
that the above described saviags account(s)
instrumentys) 18 {ate) owned solely by
undersigned and is (are} free and clear of
all liens and encumbrances and the
undersigned has (have) Full power, right and
authority to execute and deliver this
asgignment. {Exhibit 21; emphasis supplied.)

1f Mr. Buck's letter did not confer on the respohdent the
authority to executa this document,. then the congressman
willfully and knowingly pecrpetrated a fraud on the bank by
representing that he had authority to assign this account.

Bven though counsel to the bank now represents that it
believes the assignment was invalid, the bapk obviously accepted
it at the tlime. Again, no additional collateral was ever
requested.

Respondent asserts that an effective assignment raquites the
party with ownership rights over property to make a transfer of
these rights, that the certificate of deposit was property of the

committee for Representative Rose, and that'only'the committee

"could make wvalid assignment.  Committee counsel  as5erts Mr.

Buck's letter constituted a transfer of those rights, This
tranasfer was effected by the treasurer, the individual with the

authority to do it,

=1 1=-
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The respondent's alternative argument {8 that the
asslgnment, even if valid, - was for a campalgn loan, not a

personal loan and, therefore, no violation occﬁrred, The report
from Laventhol and Horwath, however, refutes this assertion.
(Exhibit 10.) The loan was traced back to previous loans which
are clearly personai. Thus, since the loan was used to pay off
soe noncampalgn depts, tne t:ansacELan beéame‘personal.

In addition, this loan was never reported on any FECA
reports as an obligation of the campaign. IE the respondent's
asgertion is correct--that it was a campaign loan--then his FECA
reports should reflect the loan obligation and any payménts made
on the loan., They 4o not.

I1T. COUNT THREER

This count is predicated on the Committee's adoption of
count one. The respondent's loans from hls campaign created
indebtedness which should have been reported as liabilities on
his Financial Disclosure Statements. The respondent denles this
allegation based on his denial of the allegations in Count One.

Committee counsel asserts_that the evidence presented on Count

One; the February 2%, 1882, disbursement to Representative Rose

of $7,000 which put him over the threshold reporting limit: and

the absence of these liablilities on the respondent's Financial
Digclosure Statements, are clear and convincing evidence of the
allegations 1n Count Three. Thus, his Financial Disclosure
Statements for 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986 contain the
omissions, Representative Rose violated House Rule XLIV, clause
2, the Ethics in Government Act, which requires the listing of

liabillties over $10,000 on the Financial Disclosure Statement.
i -18-
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V. COUNT FOUR
A. Haccamaw Bank) March 26, 1979, $5,000, 530.900.

Respondent has admitted this allegatlon and amended his
Financial Disclosure Statements to reflect this Liability,

{Exhibit 22.)

8. First Citizens Bank; February 29, 1980, 320,009.

Commikbee counzel noes not dispﬁte ;espondent'n axpianation
that the liability was erroneously disclosed as First "Unjion®
" Bank. Committee counsel reqommendé this allegation be dismissed.

€. HNational Bank of Washington; June 2, 1980, $10,496.

Committee counse)l submits a copy of a cashier's check from

_ Wational Bank of Washington in the amount of $10.495‘66 dated

" June 2, 1980, (Exhibit 23,) Respondent's explanation is that
this represents a six-month salary advance from the Sergeant-ag-
Arms, VCOmﬁittee counsel refutes this by submitting statements
from the tespondent's Sergeant-at-Arms account which, for the
Eollowing six months July through December, evidenced monthly
salary deposits by the respondent, (Eihibit-zd.) In addition,
310;496,66 does not represent six times the Member's monthly
salary. Thus, the $10,496.66 could not have been an "advance" on
salary. This constitutes clear and convincinq evidence of this

allegation.

D. Jouthern National Bank; August 1, 1980, $20,000.

Respondent has admitted this allegation and amended his

Financial Disclosure Statements to reflect this ilability.
(Exhibit 22.)

=19~
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B. wr1§ht19atman Congressional Federal Credit Unlon; February
[} ’ r

+

Respondent denigs this allegation, even though Respondent‘s
counsel provided this loan information to the Committee as part
of a submxésiqn on July 21, 1987, {(Exhibit 2%.) Commitbtes
counsel has no other evidence of this liability.

F. Wachovia Bark: April 15, 1983, $.2,500.

Respondent nas admitted this allegation and amended his
Pinancial Disclosure Statements to reflect this liability.

{Exhibit 22.)

G. Wrignt Patman Congtessional Federal Credit Union; September
7, 1984, $500; September 11, 1984, $10,000.

Respondent denies this allegation and asserts that these
amounts represent & line of credit and that he was unaware that
these should be reported as a liability. Committee counsel
submits a Statement of.gcccunt for the period July 1, 1984, to
September 30, 1984, which reflects these amounts as "loans".
{Ekhibit 26,) The available loan limit (credit line) is shown as
"0.00*. Thus, evidence reflects the resporndent, in fact, had
loan liabilities im these amounts, not an unused line of
credit. This constitutes clear and convincing evidence of this
allegation.

V. CONCLUSION

The evidence presented in Counts One, Two, and Three meets
the clear and convincing standard required to sustain each
allegation, Committee counsel respectfully requests that this

Committee vote that these counts have been proved.

-2
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Regarding Count Four, the respondent has admitted
subparagraphs {a), {d), and {£). Committee counsel requests the
Comnittee vote that these counts be sustained,

Committee counsel aceepts respondent's explanation Eegardin@
the allegation in Count Four, subparagraph (b). and recommends
thlis allegation be dismissed. |

Purtner, on Count Four, Commitcee &ounse. n4as presented
clear and convineing evidence on subparagraphs (c) and (g), and
requésts the Committee to vote that these allegations haverbeen
proved, The information on the liabllity in subparagraph (e) was
supplied by the respondent, and Committee counsel has no
independent proof; however, Dbased on the respondent’'s own

submission, Committee counsel recommends this allegation be

Respe tﬁully submitta?,

‘Blheita Hutchins-Taylor
Committees Counsel

sustained.

December 7, 1987
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EXEIBITS

1972 filings of Charles G. Rose, IIT, with cat
State of North Carolina. A ! Secretary of

FECA reports for years 1978-1986.

 FECA reports documenting $20,000 loan of May 23, 1972, and

$5,150 loan of May 5, 1972,

Summaty Report of FECA filing covering period April 7, 1972
thru April 14, 1972, ¢ Prs '

Records of First Citizens Bank & Trust Company documentin
$50,000 loan of November 21, 1973, pany ¢ 9

Affidavit of Charles G. Rose, I1II, dated april 23, 1987,

Excerpts from October 9, 1987, deposition of Charles G,
Rose, Jr, :

Affidavit. of Charles G. Rose, Jf.. dated September 14, 1587,

Records of North Carolina National Bank documenting $50,000
loan of Jannpary 30, 1978,

%gport of Laventhol and Horwath, certified public accounting
rm.

Excerpts from October 9, 1987, deposition of Alton Buck,

Letter £rom Alton G. Buck to Clerk of U.8. House of
Representatives dated May 18, 1982,

Letter From Alton G, Buck ko Clerk of U,.%. House of
Representatives dated June 22, 1984.

Letter from Cindy Benpett to <Clerk of U.8. House of
Representatives dated January 21, 1986,

pDisbursements checks to Congressman Charles Rose Erom
campaign committee,

Checks £from Representative Rose to campaign committee for
repayment of loans.

Records from Wright Patman Congressional Pederal <{redit

Union and Southern National Bank documenting $18,000 loan of
September 15, 1983,
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Copy .of check number 1441 for 515,000 dated July 27, 1983 to
Gleason Allen,

Copy of campaign check numbar 946 lseued to Representative
Rose for $9,600.

Copy of c¢heck number 2080 from Representative Rose to
Michael W, Gavlak for $9,600 for 1984 Jeep Station Wagon.

Documentation of March 26, 1985, pledge of campaign
certificate of deposik as collateral on a personal loan.

amendments to Flpancial Disclosure Statements Cfor JRALS
1879, 1980, 1983, and 1984.

Records of National Bank of Washington documentmag 510,495
loan of June 2, 15890, .

Statements from Office of Sergeant at Arms for period July-
Pecember, 1980,

Statement received from respondent's counsel regarding
$13,000 loan of PFebruary 7, 1981, from Wright Patman
Congresslional Federal Credit Union.

_Statement from Wright Fatman Congressional FPederal Credit

Union documenting $500 loan of September 7, 1984, and
$10,000 loan of September 11; 1984,
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APPENDICES
Statement of Representative Charles Rose, III, before
Committee on July 22, 1937.

October 9, 1987, Deposition of Charles G, Rose, Jr.
October 9, 1987, Deposition of Alton Buck.

. Statement of Representative Charles Rose, 1III,

belfore
Committee on Hovemper %, 1987,
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EXHIRIT 1

WILORLAGTAME W LD AL SA BB ﬁxpﬁnmlul'ﬂl

OENERAL INETRUCTIONS .
1. Stotements,of Contributions and Expendituras must be fited with thy u&?og STt-byor condl
date in any primary for federal, Stals or diateict sffice or Jor the Siate Smhie b o R RoPPOMI
™ one counly excapt whors thers (s a yotalion spreethant in #ffeel. Such alnlw}l ahoull
eondidaty and vorifiad dafore on of ficer suthorised te ndmintiter vaths, - 2; .}
£ Campaign commilieen covering mare than ons county {a sny primg
quirsd To e Wk alaments with (ka Sscratary of State. Such atuteenanfs 38
trasasrer of-the commitiie wnid weeifiod before an officer authorired to admtiv
2, Fhe Firt dintemn! & vaquired 10 daye befors the slration, Tho treond tla!m
&nw afizr the slaetion,

(Dl _n_qufu_mnll of Ww afe pristed on b_ﬂt o Wl form.)

itad slacflon ary 14,

wumd within _!'g

TO THE SECRETARY OF 3TATE, RALEIGH, N. C.
The followlng {termised statement of contributions and expenditures Is eade in complisnce with Artich 22,

] Ik - Blnriam G, Boms, JTX
Chapter 183, General Statutes of North Cazoling by P Y PP EPPv g e TP

in the ximnry o ! e ST TR ARAN
(PhtinFy, Gansrel 02 Speclal) dectlon tor (Ofllew)
CONTRIBUTIONS
Mua of Contribulor Aditryss Date . L
Vayme Colller Rt. 1, Jinden, ¥.C. 1-25-72 20,00
Pr+ §.1, Blfwon 117 Btedsan St., Pay. M., 22972 %5.00
Floyd Amsome Firot fdiizens Bldg Pay, H.C. a-1-92 100,00
Ed bavid 1942 Forest FA1) Dr., FoyN.C. 4178 250,00
V.G, Sullivan 2.1, Vinnahawe, N,¢, 32172 BOWOO
Ban Noble 211 By-Pasa, laoherton, H,0, Bubu &0.00
Barl's Jewslore  413.Xls $t., Lumberton,N.0. -y L - 501,00
drace {aperon = 2219 Blythe BEd., Wilmington,N.G. BuMleT72 100,00
Roroan Sutiles Undon. &k., Fay., K0, By BT 100.00
Pruce Hiley Foyoettoville, N.0, 2e21e72 104,00
Me) Thompson Box 1540, Fayetteville, N.O. Bpuva 50,00
Joha P, Manos Fayettoville, W0, 2al5a7R 76,00
Ien 8, Melaelman Payatteville, W.C. [ S L] 100,00
Tvan Popkin Jackponville, WG, P ] 500,00
1.6, Stiley 126 Nortbwiéw, Fopottevitle N,C. oo ] 1560.00
Jobn ¢, Pate Box 1540, Fuyetteville, N.0. 4-4-72 200,00
Horsan Belleoy Sheliotte, N0, 4=-5-72 £00, 00
W.C. Tripp Payetteville, K.0. 4-5-12 25,00
Henry Backin Jr. Faystieville, H.C. 428072 200,00
H, tasy Codwin Fayettoville, ¥, 0. A=24=72 100,00
Billy Run% Payettoville, B.0. 41572 100,00
Hazold Amebin Fayottovilie, ¥.0. 419472 75,00
Mr.d&Mre. George
Vonadax Payettevilla, ¥.0. - 4=47-72 50,60
Jobn Wyeit Summertioe Be., Faye, 9.0, 4572 350.00
Burney Rivenbark 541 Lesnox Pr., Fay., N.C. Fo20uP2 10.00
Arthur Wilking Fayottovills, 3.0, 4812 25.00
Mltchall Nance Fayettoville, H.C, 4-19-72 76.00
K.Ts Bellany Shallette, M.0. 4 g7 40.00
Rasel) Rewest Bt,2,5na)10tte, KO, A BT R 50,00
Barry K. Benpott  Little River, 8.0. ded=2; 10,00
Josals Bimmons Shallotie, H.0. 572 10,00
Palmar Bellamy Shallotte, NH.C. =412 100.00
Mr. John Holden  Supply, N.C, 4-5-72 10.00
Mr, Hubert Bellaxy Shaliptts, H.C. 4-de?2 25,60
Mr. Bovert Ballamy Shallotie, R.Q, Aniut1 20,00
Prad Duckvorth Horfolk, Ya, 41572 200.00
iddick fevells  Payetteville, F.C. 2072 20,00
Willlan Zizosp I-IHNMW. N.0, 410a72 50.00
George Caplan Wilnington, ¥.0, L 50,00
$an Mepdleeohs Payettevilie, ¥.C. 4-15-72 25.00
Frances Raokin Fagettevilia, A.C, Lo 5000
Billy Rorne Fayotteviila, X,0. A=10472 150,00
John Eoenter Payattaville, X.0. Ry X 190,00
Geraldd Paard Yaadez, K0, 4+18-72 175,00
Laou Horne Faysttevilla, N.C. 42072 200,00
Jobany Waod Spricg lake, %.0, 4-18.7% 200,00
Viotor Tally, Jr. Fayetteville, N.0, 41472 166,00
Alez Bathune Linden, #.0, +-10.12 €5.00
Pavid Balock Linden, W.C. dee a2 138,00

(eontioued an attached shaet)

(Ove}

Tota) Contributions $.5805394.00
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Continuation of Cazpaign Contributions for Charles Ross IX3

RAME : ADIRESS BaYE AMOTRD
Javie Wilson Fayettavills, N.8, d=g-T2 200,00
froset Fresman Stednan, N.C. 4312 175,
Banxy Clavk Rt. 5, Faysttoville, W0, 4-36.72 150,00
Barl Falreloth He, 1, m..hml .0, - 0 ] 200,00
Curtis Dowvd Rt 8, FPayettoville, N.C, 4e18aT2 100,00
Clifton HcRedl Bt. 1, Hope Mille, N.C. 4372 150,00
Goxrdon Newton Rt 3; Payatteville, N.C. AadT2 4g,00
Johnay Evans At, 8, Paystioville, H.C. 4=372 ' . 110,00
¥l MoDonald Bt. &, Fayettoville, N.C, ABa 2 125.00
R.C. Pugh At. 5, Payetteville, N.0. S : 78.00
foke Eades - A% 1, Rosshoro, H.0. 4972 95.00
- 86, 2yl Faleon, H.0. 41812 117.00
. Chavlen Eowe IXI  Fayettevilla, ¥.C, 4-20-72 7500, 00
Chaxles Rosa, Jr. Fayetteville, N.C. 1-7-12 8760.00
Mise wnddentifiad ‘
contributions : 2

24
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IR IM TTR  } t.mm'nmlmuh mu: j'.xp('.mlllul‘t:n

CGENKIAL IRSTIRUHCPINNS
1, Staleneenty, remdSturan sund bea fiigd with the ‘uoﬂelum nf Stode hyp ayer ‘
dare inany primm -!alz’rg 'ﬂ; dif rict office ar Jor tha Stala Sencle vn o Yisteisl dompone C
thnn aire eounty exeerpPutBea®hnds s‘n n Foikiion apenewienl iy sfiech, Such sfatemenie shold: bo ai:mcd by the
soudifnte and veriicd b%yt ﬁ “tf?r autpurirad tn adiminfalar waths,
O

2, Caupaign frun i winrd than one cwiwlir fn any peimaey, gonarad or apacil alostion are re
quired Ta file Wkn e &etury of Stnte, Such alatimants sheuld e Riynad dy tha chairmon or
freaenrer of Lhe to b Jigfbrs wn offiver anthorined to administer vathy,

& Phe Hrnt uhfﬁqi ia.before the election. The sstond stofomant ds ragwired within g
daya oficr the election, \

(Deinited wequiverenin of Lys wre wmd L1 hch c! thle furm.)

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RAI-EIGH. N.C.
The follewing ilemized slatement of tontributiona and oxpendilures fs mado n complisnce with Articls 22,

8} Statutoy of Morth Corsling by - -
Chapter 163, Benaral Statutes by CHatme of wandidata &r sampalgn seomitiest
an .

i 59 semandingond Brioaty atection for ... eNSTEoeEN .
{Poimary, Crnnral 31 Spteiel) : Qi)
CONTRIBUTIONS
Mams of Contribuiae Addma " Dats Atouny
BALARCE PREVIOUSLY REFORTER ' ‘ $24,594.00
i, G, Stiles 126 Forthview Dr. bn2u¥2 1,500.00

Fayoiteville, H.C.

W.E, ¥hite Box 1407 Buall 1,500,00
Pinefnorat, N.G.

Arthenews Dev © 1602 Bdgecamh dve, 4=R0~T2 16.00
Fayatteville, N.0.

Bruce MeFadyen 170 Wintoriochen Rd.' f=2672 £0.00
Fayetteville, M.C,

Tola] Contribulions $Z1.689.00
o) '



113

atvment of Conleibntions sl Expenditores

' . BENERAL INSTRUGTIONS .
estatevienin nf Couteibutivon and Krpeodibures wiset bn [iled with the Neerelary of Stade by evory tondis
, ,iny aritiary fur foleenl, Stata ar dixtrict offica or Jur the Sfutn Nonate in o 4{.'.-3’;&: mmgnm‘z‘rm
ﬁaﬂ: oty execpt wihern thara in & walnbioe agrement in of fogl, Sueh walemonts aheuld ba aigned by the
parilate aiid vevified befars an offienr authovized to odusinivtar [CR Y
2. Campaln ¢onsisitioen goneriing muva than ang cxuntis én o
euived T Jils KRG aralrbenia with the Scerciury of Stnte. Sueh
teoanirer of the corimitfer and varifind bofora on of ficer anthory
4, The first stoteviont is requived 10 doys bafors the dlseti
dayd afice the elartion, *

CDeinlled renuirementn of baw are prinled wa bath of Ahin forn)

i privanvy, gguersl or apgeinl elosilin ory e
diementa ahinuld-bé Siyneg by tha shalrman or
‘sideninialer oqihs.

; vint fir repuired within J0

0 THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. C.

The follewing ilamized statement of conlributions and expenditurss J» made in compliance with Article 22, -

Chaptar 163, Goneral Statutes of North Oarslina by ..Charles G. Ross, III .
{Hame of candidata or campaign camizitse}
I the Primacy. lecti :

] for
{Mimary, Genotal o Bpoelai) (DLlieay
CONTRIDUTIONS

Nams o Contrialar Mddany Pats Amsudh
Ealance previowaly reported $27,659,00
¢Charies Rose, I1l Fayetteville,N.C. 4=26-72 900,00
Charles Rose, Jr, Fayetteville,N.C, 55,72 5, 15000
A, Rand Faystieville, N.C. 5.12-72 1,350.00
d. thorpe Payetteville, N.C. 51272 1,250,00
8, G, Btiles ?n,ﬂttﬂvillﬂ¢”oco 5-12-72 . 150.00
9. bBailey Payetteville N.C. 5.16=-72 1,000.00
3ary Smith Fayettaville,R.C. 5=-16-72 : 450,00
Albert MeCauley Fayetteville N.C, 5-16~72 300.00
ire. Peter McKaey Cromartie Payetteville N,C. 516,72 200,00
1. Coleman Fayetteville, N.C, 516472 140.00

§. Williams Fayetteoville N.C. 5-14-72 00,

ton Buck ra{auwum,n.c. $-13-72 §00,00
lugh Cannon Raleidh, N.C. 5-10-72 1,000,00
fanly Eubank Charlascon, 8.0, 5=10-72 1,000,00
i, Popkin Jacksonville, H.C. 5~15-72 450,00
+ Stein Jacksonville,N.C. §=15-72 200,00
l. B. 5tiles Faysttaville N.C. 5-16=72 1.000.00
« 8. Radosevich Fayatteville,N.C. £-16.72 £0,00

(Ovar)

Poral Contributions $.48.889.00 .
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LN ERA L INSTRUCT NS

1. Stolen s, uf Contrsubinny ol Bep ndilures wenst g f3nd with e Seeretury of, Stats by gvary sondic
Waie Qi any preiwary for fedsval, Siete wetedviel uffiee or fae the Niote Senpls tn w didris) sampridd 4] Mors
TFaae tne ety precl awkers Heece 1o vdiabom iyeormend s effest, Sunl sliloments ghould bo- avgmod by 144
eandidnie aud verifh d bofora ne wfficer anthar fied th udinbuster vatha,

2. Caseratinn nnnlla:nflh:f-: can Hug wepe e vue poenlye o any primbry; gronral 52 apaeint elacdizn ars ve-
guired Ta (IRC1KS ™ CTot my wts with Ur Seecetueg uf Sttt Snch stofements aheabl b, Liyned by thi*ehuivmun or
treanurer of e gommetiee ond secificd before an of fienr ontherized to ddmialfifun.gumn.

£, The fiest atatement fn vemived i days before the cleckion. The andvnd solemaitols riguirad within 3
daga aftcr the cleetion, a T
e

(Paisiled yeuuiremeots ot buw are prinied oo Sach af this form}

TOTIHE SECRETANY OF STATE, RALBIGIL, N, €.

Tho followingr ierized wislement of eonlributions and sxpendilures is mudo in complionce with Article 22,

Chapter 160, Generd) Slatutes of Nerth Corohinn by ...

N of eandidate O TRIMDRIKS Lommiled
) !'.»En n‘ Nﬁ‘ia%_ﬁq‘t ! )

in the ..Becond Frimary alaction for LEONETISEDAD = Tih.
Famary, Goveral st Speclsl) {Difieo)
CONTRIBUTIONS
Rame of Qenuiiular Addraus Date Awmavot
)
Balance previously reported 42,0855,00
Hogh Capsmon Raladgh, H, O. Beg3-72 : . BOO.DO
Harley Euobank Raleigh, N. 0. Buiba 504,00
J. A, Bowkmight Faystiavitia, N, €. Eod-T2 25,00
3 0. Tally L Sel4-T2 106,00
L, Btwin Jackoonville, N, C. 5aRd=T2 15,00
i Radopevioh Payettevitia, M. Or Ea24-792 490,00
Jot: s Champlon " Be2ln?2 15,00
Wra, 5, 0. Bankin : n " - 60,00
{ra, Clawde Hankin, Sr. " " 25,00
*+up O, Pate " : n 100,00
Buck n H - 500,00
Wnite ‘ Pinohurot, N. C. " 200,00
HaCanley Payatteville, N, C E-PE=72 ' 200.00
4. Hlizgersld " LI 223.00
. Ammons L " 100,00
ione Merritt Wilmington, W. ¢. » 100,00
I, dreens - " . " £,000,00
Jobn Wyatt Faysttevilles, N. C. Eulfe¥2 380, 00
GeoTge Purvis, Jr. " : u : 500, 00
B, Rivenbark # " 150,00
V. Coleman *® * 16,00
#. Coleman n " 40.00
¥, H, Vhite Pinehurat, ¥. 0O, Enie2 1, 000,00
A ¢ Stiloo Payottaville, W, 0. - 6172 1,000.00
Chaxles Rose, IX11 " 8-2-92 2,000, 00
Charlap Rove, Jr, " " 2,500,080

Hiscellansonn Gebnat2 160,00

Toto) Contributions  $ 2330480

{Cwary
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otatement ol Loniribwlions and Expendilures

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1, Statemants,of Contributlons ond Erpenditures winet bo filod with the Secratary of State by svsry condi-
dola tn any primary for faderal, Siate or district offica or for the. State Sensle v & Gistrict mwiﬁ%‘ﬁ
k3% one county seeepl where thers dr a volotion agreement In affist, Sueh stalements thould be sgnad by the -
vondidats and verified defora sa officer outhorited Lo sdminkiler caths. .

8. Campoton commiliees covering wore 1hon ono county in any primary, ganaral or speeial election ore re.
wtnd'ﬁ'fgﬁt"?m with (he Seovatary of Stote, Such stotements thould be signed by 4he ehalrmin or
treoturer of the sommitiee and verified befors an officer quihorized fo administer calhs.

8. The firet stotement is voquired 10 daya befors the slection. The secohd atatement 00 required within #0
d_t__lﬂ after bha election.

(Delalld requirements of bis vy prinied 4o ek of this form)

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. O,
The following Remired atatement of contributions and sxpenditures in made In complisnce with Anidle 22,

Chagtar 169, Genural Sintutes of North Carollns by Charles G, Rose, 11
General {Nams of eandidate H-r’dﬁ-'“.“mi :
o the e P el alectlon for CONEreseman ;'0;!, 5:) sirict .
Primiry, Gan P ’
CONTRIBUTIONS
Nurta of Conbributar Addriis Dits Amoun,
Balance previously reported %4,974. 00
“ferbert Thorp, Fayetloville, N.C, 6-5-92 1,250, 00
Tany Rand " 6-6-72 1,250, 00
Williarn Bailey " 6-6-12 1,500. 00
L, Stein Jacksonville, N. C, G-8-72 250,00
Albert McCauley Fayetteviile, N, C, G~4-72 500, 00
John Wyatt Fayetiaville, N. £, G472 500, 00
Art Cobb Dunn, N, C, B8-4-T72 500, 00
Bill Jackson Fayetteville, N, C, 8-4-72 log. gg
George Breece Foayetleville, N, €, G-4+72 400,
Effective Government Association  New York, New York 1-27-92 500, 00
" Mr. & Mrs, Durwood Roberts Linville, N, C, 9-22-72 100, 60
N, €, Democratic Club Waghington, D, €. 92072 100, 0O
Democratio Study Group US House of Representatives
Washingten, D. €, P=25-12 1, 000, 00
Democratic National Congressional
Committes U, 8, House of Representalives
Waghington, D, €. 6-18-T2 1, 004, 00
Tildon Walker Fayetteville N. C, B-1-72 200, 00
McCoy, Weaver, Wiggins Fayetteville, N, C, 9572 200, 00
Manley Eubank Charleston, 8, €, 8-8-72 100, 00
B VanStory Fayoiteville, N, C 9-8-92 100, 60
C, Franllin Jones E‘ayﬂtevil] e, N, C. ?’-5-72 :gg- gg
§ + .
Rogers & Broece Funerat Home " . " :gg gg
Beanna V. MacMillan ‘I:"a,?ette‘nllh N, C. 5e11-12 20('; 00
Allen Smith mlle 4
H, H. Williamson - 7 " 123* gg
Jordan Skenteris . B-12-72 . 006 00
Mx.B& Mra, J, Melvin . . et
Joe Barr , .
Mr, & Mrs. Denis Leshy Hope Mills, N, C. . fgg gg
Mes. Mamie Horne E‘ayeuevﬁle. N C " 100' 00
Ed David .
Hugh Cannon Box 389, Raleigh, N.C. g-12*72 lgg. gg
Willie's Auto Parts 1905 Gillegpie 5t., Fay. lob. 00
Mitchell A, Nance Fayetteville, N. C. b-13-72 i 00,00
A & H Clasners : .
" » 50, 00
R : : o5
Tohre Wood " " , 250, 0¢
'; Ayli;l.;’wd " " 104. Of

Total Contritutions  Fum—smmmrmne

ed)
(v (continy
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Stalement of Centributions und Expendilures

CENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Statemints,of Contributions and Ezpendiiures must ba [iled with the Seevoiary of Stats by cwiry comli-
dale in any primary for federol, Stods or disirict office or Jor tha State Senale in & Huricd eompored 057 wora
Thaws ome county sxeept sohare thers ia & volodion agrasmont in effect. Sueh slatemsanis should bs sigued by the
eandidale and verifiad befors an officer suthorised lo pdminiekor caths.

4, Campaign commitiees soveving inord than vas goundy o any primory, genral or apoctal slealion are ve
quirad To JU0 Tk 1TaIEments with the Sucrelary of Stole, Such elotemonts should Yo xignad by the ohiiraen or

treamirar of thy commities ond vetifiad bafere an officer ovthorised to adwinistar coths.
3. The firet slotement ix voquirad 10 dovs befors the slrction, The second stalement i vequired wilkin 20
days after the slociion, ' =
{Oatailed pequiremunis of Luw are pridied 4n bk of &i_. fao)

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. C,
The follawing itomlzed staternent of conlributions and wxpenditurés &5 made in complisnce with Aviicla 22,

Chapler 163, Generul Statutes of North Corolioa by ... ehorles G, Roep 111
(Nazge of eandldste or csmpalgn commition)

Genparal
In the ONEregeman ~ Tth Pistrist
(FTimaATy, GInursl & Sprciah) .ﬂoclion for . ~RALEERIAD {Oriice) P
CONTRIBLUTIONS -
'ﬂw of Contrivatar Mddrass Davs Frri
tinuation -~--« Page twol ’
. g 'y
1 :?:l?ﬂasty E‘ayét!ewue, N, C, ﬁ-}s-‘}z 300: 00
¢ 00,
am Wellons, Jr, w " :ou gg
Wellons " " 150. 00
; Yales . o 100, 00
exey . ! 100,00
». Bright : " " .
3. Floyd Comirucnion Co, " " 400, oo
by Thorp N " 200, 00
ui8 Radesovich " " lgo.m
& 1 Chevrolet " " 100, 0(
e : : £
sthce Qriff H O
—. nle Mussﬂf“‘]’r_ " 3‘12"72 $00.0
Dr, Jack V. Hil} " " 100, 0
H, B. Fapretl " " 100,90
R, W, Stankwyich " " 100, 0
John W. Costin " " 100. ¢
Thormas A. Clark " " d0b, {
Willism F, Clark n “ 100. ¢
Speros Nasekos " " 10D, ¢
Lewis B, Wilson © " 100,
Clyde Sullivan " " 160,
R. J, Whaley " - 180,
J. W. Pridgen " b-18-92 100,
C, L. Williams " . 100,
Chaa Backer " . 100,
John Stiles 1 . 100,
Lern Williford n " &0,
James B, Lawrence 1 “ 100,
Dick Ir'ving n o 100,
Irvin Adkins " " :gg.
Jarry McCauley 1 )
g acksonville, N, ¢, i 100
Aii’ffi’ Nﬁ?iﬁu” Jacksonville, N C, u 130
Ken McDonala ~ Fayetteville, N, C, " 100
Adolph Diat “ 10¢
Howard & Brends Brook, pembroke, N, C, " 0t
Joe Sttt ® Pembrok‘g N C. " W
Mauriee Flsishman f.::;’;:{m};;' ﬂ Cé N 1o
Harold Mazzap " e T ;9'-1-!-72 10
Alton ¢ Buek n o :g

Tokal Contributlues  fomeneee

(continued)
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Statement of Corntribulions and Expendilures

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. Gtatoments, of Condriluliony and Bzpendituren mutl bo [ied with Uie Secralory o] Stets by ovory can,

%“”’ primary for fodaral, Btats or divirlct offleh or for 1ha Slote Senate in a diatriot oamynﬁ:grﬁ;

. oo mmlv axeapt whars theve o yolalion agriceent in affact. Sueh muwm ahould da signed by 1
mmcd bafore an officer enihoriced 10 adminiztor cathe,

'3 cu- mmuua _vovering mors than ens eouniy in any primary, gonsral o spooial aloctloc ary v
guired with the Seeratury of Stabe. Such etatements :quu by aigned by the shalrzen «
treanriy of tha eonmim- and verified bafors wn of fleer avthorizad o cdminister oaths.

& Tha fivet stotewant de voquired 10 daps bafore the alection, The second stodemend U voquired witkin ,

_Lolmlhahelmn.

(Dwtalled raquiramentn of Juw v prinled wa Wael of ihiy farm,)

TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. C.
Thae following Stamized stabiemant of contribubions and sxpenditures s made ko complianca with Artide {

Coaplet 163, Gonersl Statuios of North Carolina by Charles G, ﬂ}m m
s the General dealion fo (o of 0
(Frimiry, Generad o Spocial) P <en Ol Uo, vt o
CONTRIBUTIONS '
Hume of Conteiimior Asddrey Date ’ s
(continuabion «~ page three)
George Purvie, Jr. Fuyettevills, N. C. 9-~14-72 T 300,0
Dpany Dell " " 200, 0
Murchison & Bailay " " 300, 0
Luther Packer M " 50,0
W, B, Applewhits " " §0, ¢
Bon & Cecile Allen " " 100, C
3. M. Person " » 100, ¢
James Hancock " 8-19~72 25.(
John C. Pate :: 9-22-12 _ :gg.:
Upton Tyaon g
J.p l:l. gﬂlﬂr " " 25.1
Mrs. Rowena Hooke Fayetteville, N, C. B-28-72 5.1
Jerry Glen Heath Coral Gabies, Florida " 25,4
Joseph W, Baggett, M, D, Fayettoville, N, C, " 7 1001
Robert T, & Huth €. Stepleton * . 10-2-72 25,
A, G, Cooper, Ir., Godwin, N. C. " 50,
John C. Cook Fayetteville, N, C. © o 10-2-72 ) 50,
Cleo Kataoudas " 14-3-4% 29,
John Henlay " :: 60,
Tom MoLean " . 100,
Leon Sugar " 100,
Haigh & vonRopenburg " :: 100,
Thomas H, Williams " 100,
Fleishman's Tiny Town " : 100,
Mr. & Mrs. . W, Vossler " N 50,
Adam3s Raal Estate " 100,
74, 538,

Potal Contributions bo——
{Qvr)
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. QEHERAL INSTRUCTIONS
1. Statementy, of Contriduitons and Beponditures munt by flud with tha Sacvetary of Stals by m
in any pﬁmry.;w Joderad, Stale ar dlafeisk effion or for the Slats Senals dn w dbsivict mpu% of i
ﬁ&’% one m:y axeept whers thave {r & votation sgrasment In affest. Such wintemmnis should bs signed ly ﬁ‘
and veriflad bofore im pfficer wuikoriesd to adminiatar cathe,

F 3 cmpufpn mmﬂuu sovaring more than ond oounty in any primary, genirsd ev apscial ehietlen ey o
quirad with (ks Sacvatirg of Stats, Suck statemants ehoudd b righad Dy ke chalrman or
troanirir af the mmmn and eerifisd Buafora an ofHeer Buthorined ip adwminioler sathe,

#. Tha firsl stolemant s raquived 30 daya dajors the slection, i'lu wicond atatewent {s raquired within 10
days wfier e dlaction.

(wiaBel piguireaenty of o ars piiniod wp Soak of this forn)

0 TEE SECRETARY OF STATE, RALEIGH, N. C.
The following jlamized statement of wwtidbytions and axponditures fo wads (o sompliance with Al"l.ﬁ:lt -3

Chapter 389, General Statites of North Carclins by Churlos G, Rooe, 11 _ .
Geperal mm&fﬂ"‘”e‘?s " i Dist 1 t
I ke - ahetlon for LR ASNG
{Prizaury, Grnard o Speclal) {0£tlee}
CONTRIBUTIONS
Homs of Contributor Addrwsn Dats . Azamrs
Balance forwarded 74,530.0
Mrs, Loren Fo Marceroft Wiimington, N. €, 13-6-72 10,0
Mr. Bryan Grimes Southpery, N, C, " 10. 1
Mr, & Mra, Lawrence Cook *  Wilmington, N. C, " 100.
Committee for Thorough . )
Agricuttural Political P. O, Box 32287 '
Education San Antonio, Toxas M 1,000,
P, ¢, Lennon Wilmingion, N. C. 11-8=72 ©led
T. L. Cotses 2018 Market 5t,
Wilmingion, N, €, 11-9412 100,

John MeArthur Walkulla, N, C, 11-9-72 1,000. ¢

Tobad Cottributions t__.?.a._';"i.,?“
tormy
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EXPENDITURES MADE BY OTHERS ON REHALF OF CANDIDATE

Ny Wism Mudi

Public Works Commission
Norvin H. Colling

Mary Faith Memory
Mary Faith Memery
U, S, Postmaster

Murchison & Balley

Southern Bel)l Tel & Te) Co,

Norvin H. Colling
Mary Faith Memory
Norvin H, Collins
The Fledgling

Heke County Jaycees
Norvin H, Collins
Norvin H: Collins
Mary Faith Memory
Piedmont Alrlines
Catharin Knight
Norvin H, Collins
Patrick Ford
American Express
Corder-Voasler
Jordan Floriat
Timme Plaza
Rite-Way Safe & Lock Co.

Williams Office Equipment

U, 8. Postmaster
Norvin H, Colling

Mary Falth Memory

Mary Faith Memo
Lawgnr Mclver ?‘naﬁanne

Addriss Pain

HBalanca brought forwasd

Fayettevilia, N, C,
Wilmington, N, €,

wgmnmm. N, C,
Fayetteville, N, C,

Fayeiteville, N, C, .

Wiltnglon, N, €,
Wiloingion, N, C.
Whiteville, N, C,
Wilmington, N. C,
Douglas Byrd High
School, Fayetteville
Raeford, N,C,
h"‘ilmlngton. N, C.

Whiteville, N. C.

Fayettevile, N, C,
Wilmington, N, C,
Wilmington, N, C,

Foyetteville, N.C.
Phoenlx, Arizona

Fayelteville, N, C,
Fayetteville, N, C,
Wilmington, N. C.
Fayatteville, N, C.
Fayatteville, N, C.
Fayetteville, N, C,
Wiimington, N, C,
Whiteville, N, C.

Whiteville, N, C,
Wilmingion, N, C,

OR CAMPAIGN COMMITTER

Purpore . Ansany
40, 8989,13
10-25 Utdlitien 1.9%
10-27  Salary
campaign worker 250,00
16-21  Salary - Sea, 175,00
10-30 Travel Expenses 108,08
10-31  postage 24.00
10-30 newspaper & .
radio adp, 2, 000, 00
11-2+ telephons 17.66
11+3  salary 250, 00
11+3- salary 175.00
11-3 trave) 15.00
11-8 Advertisement 6.00
11-8 Ponation 100, 0C
11D travel expenae 80, 22
13-40  palary 250, ¢
11-10  salary 175.{
11-13  travel 4. (
11-16  books 1.1
11«17 salary Vs
11-17  auto expense 217,
$1-17  travel expense 13,
11417  auto expense 160,
E1-17  office axpenve 28,
11=17- travel expense 41.
11-17 office expense o R0
11-17 office supplics 117
11+21 postage 8
11-24 salary 25t
11~24~ salary 1;:
Wi e M

Total B

Total Expenditures 315108178

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF.

This it 10 certity thet on thiz S8 20, day of

personally mppesred befove me

Vo ln 22
) ,III" wh

being duly swoin, declared that be signed the foregolng Statement of Contributions and Expenditurer and th.

the faste contained theyein ave trus,

My Conuiarloh axpites _.\;Zu,bi__
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EXPENRITURES
Addresn Dats ' urbaes

B lance previcusly réported
office & Worker Salaries
Horker (s Expensss
Myvertining

]
23,401,088
141,50
168,51
498,00

Totat $.24,289.89



iy Addrasa

Balance previously seporied

Workezs sxpsnaei
Offiow expannes
Advartining
Telsphons
Sontritutions

121

bPaa

Amcuny

24,209,089

3.5

98,77

19,4

24,8

Talal § 53,146

£7.80
80,87

20.00
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v e d Wb bt et WY R ALE W (—AND*DA’g
OR CAMPAIGN COMMITTER

By Whom Made Aldras Daty Pursis FrTren
L}

Totsd Summns

"Patal Expondjtores $A5148.0Y ..

=

SI:MWX Candiusts #7 Parjon Filing for Lamgaigh Coramhi

STATE OF KORTIL CARDLINA H. G\$tites, Finance Chairman - Rose
i ’ for
COUNTY uw@uﬂ&hﬂ_ :

ngreass Commitled
“Thes i to certily that on this A 3 aa; o{ wlume 1 M A
persenally eppesred befors me Ti : "
being duly sworn, deckieed thot be atzncd m foregoing Btatemant 0t Conteibutions and Bxpanditures and th

tha facte contained therein nre brun.
2’? ng?'m Awarised 'u%aﬁ;&m Catd

3y Cotemaston Exphrey At B, 1976

My Cormimisvion explros
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- XPENDITURES MADE BY OF IERS ON BEHALF OF CANDIDATE
. DR CAMPA GN COMMITTEE :

Br Waem Made - Addresy Dabs Parpses Almamcy

“Total §

Total Exponditures §._5% 888,18

Bl Y i
Pt

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA’
COUNTY OF_.QIMMJ

Thia is to eartlty that oo this Jﬁ.th__ day of nctnm:- 1w
personally sppeared before mo _.......Q.hﬁt&i.ﬂ.ﬂﬂ& . wha
belng duly sworn, declared that be migned the forégoing Stslement of Cunu-ibutiou and Expenditures and that

t!fe!mmnmmdﬂmeiamm
et A
%%“L‘Mmmm “"'Z“'_'

Notary Publlc
My Commission Expires: $/20/76.

My Commission expire
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«ADITURES MADE DY OTHERS ON BEHALF OF CANDIDATE
OR CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

o Made Addeegs Dais © Pumens .

Total SNONE .

Total Expenditures §24, 289,89

(L0 Yl

Shertlry of Canditaty or Pymson Fibng for.SampargrmErmmitee

STATE OF NORTII CAROLINA.
COUNTY ol.Cumbarland

This [s to cerfy that on this . 2BtN_ day of  MBY USRI | I - S
pereonally appeared bafore me : who
being duly sworn, dectared that be signed the foregoing Statement of Contributions snd Expendiiures and 1hat
1hs fucts contained therein are brus.

" 1
4]

Ottizor Avtharived yrhdnlininsor Oath

My Comatsaion Exgyey 4, _
¥y Commision expires 01 Explies et 9 1975
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