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MUR 4473 Clinton/Gore '96 General Committee, Inc., and Joan C.
Pollitt, as Treasurer

Commission on Presidential Debates
DNC Services CorporationlDemocratic National

Committee and Carol Pensky, as Treasurer
Dole/Kemp '96, Inc., and Robert E. Lighthizer, as

Treasurer
Republican National Committee and Alec Poitevint, as

Treasurer

RELEVANT
STA11JTES/REGULATIONS

2 U.S.C. § 431(4), (8) and (9)
2 U.S.C. § 433
2 U.S.C. § 434
2 U.S.C. § 44la(b)
2 U.S.C. § 44 I b{a) and (b)(2)
II C.F.R. § 100.5
II C.F.R. § 100.7(aXI), (aXI)(iiiXA), (bX2) and (bX21)
II C.F.R. § 100.8(a)(I), (a)(I)(iv)(A), (b)(2) and (b)(23)
II C.F.R. § 102.I(d)
II C.F.R.§ 104.I(a)
11 C.F.R. § 110.8(g)
II C.F.R. § 110.13
II C.F .R. § 114.I(a)(I) and (a)(2)(x)
II C.F.R. § I 14.2(b)
II C.F.R. § 114.4(f)
11 C.F.R. § 114.10
II C.F.R. § 114.12(a)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Disclosure Reports

FEDERAL AGENCIESCHECKED: None

I. GEN~RA"ON OF ...1..\rrF:~~

These matters ~ from two compl;Jints filt:d with the Federal Election Commission

(the "Commission-). The first compl."lint. ~IUR ~51. W:lS submined by the Natural Law Party

and Drs. John Hagelin and Mikc Tompkins. lhc ~atur-.l1 Law Party's candidates in the 1996

election for President and Vice Presid~nt of the United States. respectively (collectively "NLP").
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The second complaint, MUR 4473, was submitted by PEROT '96. INC. ("Perot"), which is the

authorized general election campaigp committee of Mr. Ross Perot. who was the Reform Part)°'S

candidate for President in the 1996 election.1

Both the NLP and Perot complaints challenge the criteria used by the Commission on

Presidential Debates ("CPD") to select the candidates for President and Vice President to be

invited to participate in debates sponsored by CPO. alleging that CPD's criteria do not comply

\ltith the standards for such criteria in C.F.R. § llO.l3(c). On this basis, the Perot complaint

alleges that the debates constitute a corporate contribution to the participants' campaigns in

violation of2 V.S.C. § 44lb and II C.F.R. § 114.2(b)! The Perot complaint further alleges that

CPO is a political comminee that has failed to register pursuant to 2 V.S.C. § 433(a) and 11

C.F.R. § IO2.I(d). The NLP also challenges election-related television programming proposed

by three television networks. alleging that the proposed programs would not qualify as news

coverage or debate sponsorship and would therefore constitute prohibited corporate

contributions.

In addition to CPO, the NLP names as respondents three television networks: ABC, Inc.

("ABC"'). Fox Broadcasting Company ('"Fox) and the Public Broadcasting Service ("'PBS'),

I The c:omplainmts w~ also among th(' p;l.n1C'S 10 3 13~$ull ~I;lled 10 these debates, in which plaintiffs

sought injuncti\'C ~ ~w.ay ~ltcf. The US DI$lrlct COUr1 for the istrict of Columbia denied the requested
injuncti'Ve ~Iief ~ ckrcrrin& 10 tbc C~mwKX1' $ adm InISI~I\'e enforcement proc~u~, gr:1nted summary
judgment to the C~tssm Seot' Halrflft ,. FEC. I ~ "'l 566761 (D.O.C, Oct. I, 1996), affd sub nom. Pe-rot v.
FEC, 97 F,3d 553 CD.Co Cir. 1996)-. C'C'P'1. ~nl(,~ 117 S.Ct. 16Q~ (1997). In the candidates' appeal, the court of
appe:a1s held that the proper P"OC~ was to dlsmls.S the xtlons on jurisdiction;ll grounds without p~judice 10 the
tiling ofa new suit th31 d\allcnges the C~lulon's ~Uthorlt> to promulgate I I C.F.R. § 110.13. See Perot. at 557
and 56 I. In doing so, the court of appeals e.x~I~ noced tho1t it did not ilddress '"the merits of appellants other
cl3ims ...th31 they w~ wrongfully excludcd from the dcb31es." See id. at SSS.
2 Unlike the Perot complaint. the NlP compl.1tnl docs not allege thilt the failures of CPO's debate panicipant

~~ion cril~ ~nder the debates c~e tn-kInd contributions 10 the participants' campaigns. This analysis
) infers that NLP, like Perot. alleges th&1 CPO's noncompli3nce renders the debates prohibited contributions to the

campaigns. The respondents made simiw assumptIOns.
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alleging that the television programming each of the netWorks proposed would constitute

corporate contributions to participating candidates.

The Office of General Counsel noti fled additional entities fairly implicated in the

allegations in the complaints. To the NLP complaint. this Office also sought a response from

Clinton/Gore '96 General Committee. Inc.. and Joan C. Pollino as its treasurer (collectively

"Clintor1/Gore"), and Dole/Kernp '96 ~d Robert E. Lighthizer, as its treasurer (collectively

"DolelKemp"). To the Perot complaint. this Office also sought a response from the general

election committees and their treasurers named above and from the DNC Services

Corporation/Democratic National Committee and Carol Pensky, as its treasurer (collectively the

..DNC"), and from the Republican N3tional Committee and Alec Poitevint. as its treasurer

(collectively the "RNC").)

All afthe responses to the complaints that were sought have been received.

Attachments 1-10.

J Several of the additional ~ts no«C'd ubJ~tlons to this Office's provision ofan opportunity to

~pond ~'hcn the)I 'W~ nO( n.amcd as ~~ts b:- the compl.Jln3nts. &e Anachmcnt 5. at I; Anachmcnt 7. at I:
and Att.1Chment &.. 1-2. The complamanu. ~11~~tlons Impllc3te the addition31 respondents in the allegefJly illegal
conduct. This OfrlC"e ~vided t1)C ~dcnu ~ Ith an upportunity to mpond in ordCf' to pcnnit the ~spondcnts to
be heard ~ the e:1rlicst feasible point and to~, IJC' the CommIssion with Cull inConnation ~ing the alle~tions.
Sc.-e II C.F.R.§ 111.5(a).

Clinton/Go~ r-espondcd to ~ compl3lnt In MUR ~73 on October II. 1996. Clinton/Gore r-espondefJ to
the complaint in MUR 445 I on M~h 4. I qq7 In Its ~ponsc in MUR 445 I. Clinton/G~ states th3t it is ~Iying
upon the ~ponsc it subminefJ in connection ~Ith ~'UR ~73. DoIc/Kemp responded to the complaint in MUR
~73 on Novembcr 27.1996. DoIc.'Kemp r-espondC'~ to the complaint in MUR 4451 on February 18, 1997. With
the cxception oCnoting that the compl3lnts ~erc fil~ by differ-ent complainants and have different MUR numbers.
both ~nscs are otherwise identic.al.
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lEBA TE SELECTION CRITERIACPD'S nII.

A. Legal Standard

Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("FECA "). corporations

are prohibited from making contributions~ or expenditures5 in connection Mth federal elections.

2 U .S.C. § 441 b(j~); see also 11 C.F .R. § 1 14.2(b ).6 The Commission has promulgated a

regulation that defines the term "contribution" to include: ..A gift. subscription, loan. ..,

advance or deposit of money or anything of value made. ..for the purpose of influencing any

1 C.F .R. § 100. 7(a)( 1). See a/so 11 C.F.R. § 114.1 (a). ..Anythingelection for Feder'al office."

ofyalue" is defined to include all in-kind contributions. I I C.F.R. § lOO.7(aXI)(iii)(A). The

regulatory definition of contribution also provides: '"[u]n1ess specifically exempted under

C.F.R. § l00.7(b)" the provision of any goods or services without charge. ..is a contribution."

Id

Section 100.7(b) of the Commission's regulations specifically exempts expenditures

made for the purpose of staging debates from the definition of contribution. 11 C.F .R.

§ lOO.7(bX21). This exemption requires that such debates meet the requirements of II C.F.R.

§ 10.13," which establishes parameters "ithin which suging organizations must conduct such

.FECA dcr~ contn~tioa to includc "~;. gIrt. subscrlptlon.IO;J11. advance. or deposit of money or
anything orvaJue m..:Ie by l:Qy pencxt for the PIJ~ uf Influenl:.ng wy election for Federal offil:e," .:. U,S.C.
1431(SXAXi);.ffttN.J:D2 U.S.C. § 4-41~bX1) ,

FECA de{'~ ~~ ~ incl~ -an) P"J~ha.se. pa)ment. distribution. loan. advanl:e. deposit. or gift
of money ~ m,ymin&.or~ ~ by any ~ fOC' the P'Jr'pose ofinfluenl:ing any election for Federal office:'
2 U.S.C. § 43 I (9XAXi); s«alsc 2 U.S.C. § 4.a1~bX1).
.The presidcntiaJ ~~ or thc ~J« pat'l1CS who accept public funds cannot accept contributions from
any ~. excepc in limited circum.stanc~ ~ ~ not ~ h~in. 26 U.S.C. § 9003(bX2); see also II C.F .R.

f 9O12.1(a).
The exemption also requires thai such dcb.Jtes m~ the requirements of II C.F.R. § 114.4. which pemits

certain nonprofit corpor'a1ions to ~C' candidate deb.Jtes and oth~ corporations and labor organizations to donate
funds to OC'pniz:a1ioas that ~ Staging such dcb.JtC'S II C.F.R. §§ 114.4(f)(I) and (3), This ~tion also requires the
debales to be ~ed in accordance with the sund3rds In II C.F.R. § 110.13. Jd
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the structure of debates, and (3) the criteria that debate staging organizations may use to select

debate participaIlts. With respect to participant selection criteria. II C.F.R. § 110.13(c) provides,

in relevant part:

C'riteria for candidate selection. For all debates, staging organization(s)
must use pre-established objective criteria to determine which candidates may
participate in a debate. For general election debates, staging organization(s) shall
not use nomination by a particular political party as the sole objective criterion to
determine whether to include a candidate in a debate.

11 C.F.R. § 110.13(c). When promulgating this regulation, the Commission explained its

purpose and Opel-ation as follows:

Given that the rules permit corporate funding of candidate debates, it is

appropriate trult staging organizations use pre-establlshed objective criteria to

avoid the real or appO1rent potential.for a quid pro quo, and to ensure the integrity

and fairness of the process. The choice of which objective criteria to use is

largely left to the discretion of the staging organization. .." Staging organi~tions must be able to show that their objective

criteria were used to pick the participants. and that the criteria were not designed

to result in the selection of ceruin pre-choscn participants. The objective criteria

may be s~t to control the number of c.mdidates participating in a debate if the

staging organization believes there are too mOlnY tandidates to conduct a

meaningful debc1te.

Under the ne~' rule. nomi~tion by a particular political party, such as a

major party. may not be the sole criterion used to bar a candidate from

participating in a general election debate. But... nomination by a major party

may be one of the criteria.

60 Fed. Reg. 64.262 (~. 14. 1995).
"

Thus" ifin awopria1C corpor:ltion suged 3 debate among candidates for federal o'ffice

and that debate ~ras staged in oXcord."lncc ~'ith ~l of the requirements of 11 C.F .R. § 110.13. then

the costs incurred by the sponsoring corpor;ltion \\"Ould be exempt from the definition of

contribution pursuant to the opcrJtion of C.F.R. § lOO.7(bX21). See also C.F.R.
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§§ 14. 1 (a)(2)(:x) and 114.4(f)(1). Similarly, other corporations could legally provide funds to

the sponsoring ,corporation to defray expenses incurred in staging the debate pursuant to the

operation of 1 C.F.R. §§ 1 14. 1 (a)(2)(x) and 114.4(f)(3). Conversely. if a corporation staged a

debate that was nQ.t in accordance with 11 C.F .R. § 10.13, then staging the debate would not be

an activity "specifically pennined" by 11 C.F .R. § 100. 7(b). but would constitute a contribution

t6 any participating candidate under the Commission's regulations. See 11 C.F .R.

§ 100. 7(a)( 1 )(iii)(A) (noting ""unless specifically exempted" anything of value provided to the

candidate constitutes a contribution). The ~icipating candidates would be required to report

receipt of the in-kind contribution as both a contribution and an expenditure pursuant to 11

C.F.R. § 104.1:I(a){1) and (2). See 2 U.S.C-:'"§ 434(bX2XC) and (4).

B.

~CPD'5 Debate Particip.ant Selection Criteria

CPO WCIS incorporated in the District of Columbia on February 19, 1987, as a private.

not-far-profit corporation to '.organiu. mJ.nage. produce~ publicize and support debates for the

candidates for President of the United S~tes. ..S"e Attachment 4, at 45. Prior to the 1996

campaign. Cpr:, sponsored six debates. five between candidates for President, and one between

candidates for 'lice PresidcnL In the 1996 C:lrnpaign. CPO sponsored two Presidential debates

and one Vice PlresidentiaJ deb.-Ite. Only thc candid~tcs of the Democratic and Republican parties

wcre invited to panicipate in thc derotr:s. CPO producr:d Minen candidate selection criteria for

.~ ..
the t 996 g~i election debate p.'lnici~tion. Thr: introduction to these criteria explains as

follows:

In light of the large nurnbcr of declared c~didates in any given presidential
election, [CPO] has dett:rmined th."lt its voter education goal is best achieved by
limiting debate p."lrticip.:1tion to tht: nt:~t President and his or her principal rival(s).

.~ Democrntic or Republic~ nominee has been elected to the Presidency
for mor~ than a centUT)'. Such historical prominence and sustained voter interest
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warrants the extension of an invitation to the respective nominees of the two
major parties to participate in [CPD's] 1996 debates.

In order to further the educational purposes of its debates, [CPD] has
developed nonpartisan criteria upon which it \!till base its decisions regarding
selection of nonmajor party candidates to participate in its 1996 debates. The
purpose of the criteria is to identif)' norirnajor party candidates, if any, who have a
realistic (i.e., more than theoretical) chance of being elected the next President of
the United States and who properly are considered to be among the principal
rivals for the Presidency.

The criteria contemplate no ,quantitative threshold that triggers automatic
inclusion in a [CPD]-sponsored debate. Rather, [CPD] \!till employ a multifaceted
analysis of potential electoral success, including a review of (1) evidence of
national organization. (2) signs of national newsworthiness and competitiveness,
and (3) indicators of national enthusiasm or concern, to determine whether a
candidate has a sufficient chance of election to warrant inclusion in one or more
of its debates.

Attachment 4. at 57-58. Thus. CPO identified itS objective of determining which candidates

have a realistic chance of being elected the next President, and it specified three primary criteria

for deternlining which "nonrnajor" pany candi~tes to invite to participate in its debates. CPD

further enumerat~ specific factors under c:1ch of the three primary criteria that it would consider

in re3ching its conclusion.

For ""evidence of national organiZ.1tion:" CPO introduces the factors by explaining that

the criterion -enc:ompasses objective conside~tions pertaining to the eligibility requirements .

(OlIld] also encompasses more subj~tj\'e indiC:ltors ora ~tional campaign with a more than

theoreuC:lI prospect of elet~ succ:ess.- IJ Thl." f~ctors to be considered include:
.~" '-

~ .." .~:: '- or
:.~:". ~.: '","..~ufacuon of thr: Coligibility requirementS of Article II. Section 1

oft1w: ~. oftt. Unitc.1.J St.:ltCoS.

..~ ~n~l on thr: b.'lJlot in enough st.1tes to have a mathematical
chmce o5faining an elettor;1j cullCogc m.1jority.

c. Organi~tion in ~ m.;Ijority of congressional districts in those states.
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d. Eligibility for matching funds from the Federal Election
Conunission or other demonstration of the ability to fund a national campaign,
and endorsement by federal and state officeholders.

Id

CPD's selection criteria note that the second criterion. "signs of national ne\\'sworthiness

and competitiveIJless" focuses "both on the news coverage afforded the candidacy over time and

the opinions of electoral experts, media and non-media, regarding the newsworthiness and

competitiveness of the candidacy at the time [CPO] makes its invitation decisions. ..ld. Five

factors are listed as examples of "signs of national newsworthiness and competitiveness";

a. The professional opinions of the Washington bureau chiefs of
major ne\vspapers, nev.-s magazines, and broadcast networks.

b. The opinions of a comparable group of professional campaign
managers and pollsters not then employed by the candidates under consideration.

c. The opinions of representative political scientists specializing in
electoral J>olitics at major uni\'ersities and research centers.

d. Colwnn inches on nev.-spaper front pages and exposure on network
telecasts in comparison v.ith the major party candidates.

e. Published views of prominent political commentators.

Id

Finally, CPO's selection criteria State that the factors to be considered as "indicators of

national public enthusiasm" are inte1:lded to OlSSCSS public support for a candidate. which bears

directly on the candidate's prospects for electorOlJ success. Thc: listed fnctors include:

~:.,.;": The. findings of significant public opinion polls conducted by
natio~~ing and news organiutlons.

~~:.. Reponed .1ttcnd.1ncr:. at mr:.r:tlng$ and rallies across the country
(locatioM.3s well" as nurn~) in cump.'lrison "ith the two major party candid.1tes.

ld.
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c. C:omplainants' Allegations

Both complainants allege that CPO's criteria violate 11 C.F .R. § 11O.13(c) in two ways:

first, both allege that CPO's selection criteria are not objective as r~quired by 11 C.F .R.

§ lO.13( c); and second, both allege that CPO' s selection criteria provide an invitation to the

Democratic and Republican nominees solely on the basis of their parties' nominations in

violation of 11 C:.F .R. § 11 O.I3( c). On this basis, the Perot complaint alleges that the debates

constitute a corporate contribution to the participants' campaigns in violation of2 V.S.C. § 44lb

..~
and 1 C.F .R. § 14.2(b ).1

The Perot complaint alleges that CPO's criteria are not objective as required by 1 C.F.R.

§ 1 O.13(c). Thc~ Perot complaint contends that three of the factors listed under signs of national

newsworthiness are examples of the "predominantly subjective" CPD criteria. 9 The Perot

complaint identifies another factor th4it calls for examination of the findings of significant public

opinion polls as .'leaving much room for subjectivity.

..Finally. 

the Perot complaint cites

Association of the Bar of the ('it), of,"I."'" }'urk ". ('ummi~'sioner, 858 F .2d 876 (2d Cir. 1988).

cerl. denied. 490 U.S. 1030 (1989). :lnd argues thc1t the Commission should adopt the Second

Circuit's analysi:s in that case of whether d.1u are objective or subjective. In the context of

exJ.mining the Bar Association's tax excmpt SUtus, the Sccond Circuit evaluated what is

objective by de'fiiling "objective do1t.1."I~ Th~ Sccond Circuit st.1ted:

~.~- --
I S<e~f~.:

.The three f'actcx-s idcntified as -~oml~ll~ subjC'Ctlve- in the Perot complaint are: "[t]he pror~ional
opinions of the Washington bureau chiefs of m~jor n~~ news magazines. and broadcast netWorks; [t]he
opinions of a comp"Lrable group of prof~l~l c.amp3lgn man.agers and pollsters not then employed by the
C;l.ndidate1 undcr consideration; {and] (t)he publl~w \"I~.S of prominent political commentators." Although the
Peroi compl3int concedes that foor elements of CPO.s cnten;1 ~ objective. it does not identify which four are
objectIve In its vi~.
10 The Second Circuit suted that the B.Jr ASSOCI;1tion.s ratings and endorsements of judicial candidales as
..approved. " '.nol approved.~ or -approved as hlghl~ qu;1lilied- were not objective. disagreeing with the bar
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Objecti ve data are data that are independent of what is personal or private in our
apprehension and feelings. that use facts without distortion by personal feelings or
prejudices and that are publicly or: intersubjecti\'ely obser\'able or verifiable.
especially by scientific methods- J~.ebsrer 's Thirdlnrernarional Dicrionao-, 1556
(1971). Objective representations have been described judicially as
"representations of previous and present conditions and past events, which are
suscepti'ble of exact knowledge and correct statement." United Ben, life Ins. Co.
v. Kna~~- 175 Okla. 25. 26, 51-P.2d 963. 964 (1935).

ld.. at 880-81.11

Similarly, the NLP complaint discusses each of CPO's three criteria and the factors

related to each., arguing that CPO's criteria are "inherently vague and subjective.

,. 

With respect

to the "evidence of national organization" criterion, the NLP complaint admits that the first two

factors are objective. as is the portion of the third factor that examines eligibility for federal

matching funds. NLP cites CPO's description of the remaining factors under this criterion, in

which CPO admits: "This criterion also encompasses more subjective indicators of a national

campaign with a more than theoretical prospect of electoral success." Organization in a majority

of congressional districts in those states in which OJ. candidate is on the ballot is too indefinite to

be deemed objective, ~ording to NLP. NLP added that this factor is also irrelevant and

association's defense ~ it merely C1>11ecttd and di~inated objective data. The Second Circuit overturned the
Tax Court's grant ofa tax exem~ under:6 V.S.C. § SOI(cX3) to the local bar association based on
Section SO I (cX3)'s bar on particiF*in& or intme-nlng in political c:1m~igns. See A.s.soc. ofthl: Bar of the CiO' of
,.,'~ YOi'k v. Commwi~. asa Fold at 110-11
II The Pa'ot.c:.Qa2Pbint &l'p8eSthat ~ ~ocid CircUit's r;ulon.)!e in Association of the Bar of the City of New

York. with ~ tI~~~:iiw aoner'ia was appllcd to 3 cJ.ndlliltc dcb:1tc sponsor in Fulani v. Bra~'. 809 F. Supp.
1112 (S.D.N.Y, l~4".doa C¥J8e7orrowlWb. 35 r jd.$q (~d Clr. 199.$).

In the F~.~ ~ ~m Dlstnct of N"" y~ found thc League of Women Voters' debOlte
participant se~.ia to be ~~-!~c and lherefo~ Inconsistent with the League's tax exempt status. Fuluni,
809 F. SuJ'l'. .112.S-26 (St.q m. ~ following crltena;1tc subjective: ~significant candidate," ~~cognition by
the n.31iCX\a1 media as .candidat: mcritin& med~ ancntlon,- -3Ctive campaigning in a nurnbeT' of states for the ...
nomina1i<X\. ..and -such o<her fKtm thai in lhc Ln~uc.s good faith judgment may provide substantive evidence of
nationwide v~ in~. The district cOUrt ~lso hcld. ho".cvtT. that it did not have the authoriry to g~t the
requested ~Iief. Id 11 1127-21. The ~ond CircUIt ~mrm~d the result. but on thc grounds that the plaintifThad no
sunding to challe-nge the t3.X aem~ swus of the L~Olgue. 3S F..3d 49 (2d Cir. 1994). This case is part ofa series of
c~llenges brought by the pla.intifT~ the L~Ol~UC and CPo. Set! Fulani v. League of Women Votcrs Educ.
Fund. 6&4 F. Supp. IllS (S.D.N.Y. 1911). affJ. 8S~ r.2d 621 (2d Cir. 1989) and Fulaniv. Brady. 729 F. Supp.
IS8 (D.D..C. 1990). affd. 93S F.2d 1324 (D.C. Clr. 1991). Ct'rt. denied. S02 U.S. 1048 (1992).
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objective criteria shou}d be invoked to in'..alidate CPO's criteria as subjective.l)

criteria to comply with 11 C.F .R. § II O.13(c). arguing that CPD's criteria provide an invitation

to the Democratic and Republican nominees based solely on their nominations by their

CPO did not reac~h the conclusion that either of the major party's candidates had a "realistic

chance of being c~lected. ...

D. Responses

1. CPO's Response

CPO explains that both to dev~lop and subsequently to apply the debate participant

selection criteria. it convened advisory comrninees. which submined recommendations to CPO.

The Advisory Commin~ trot ~~ con"ened to apply the criteria to the 1996 candidates reached

the unanimous conclusion lh.1t only thc Democ~tic Jnd Republican candidates met all of CPO's

criteria and ~J!. ~istic chance of bcing elcctc:d. Thr: CPO Board of Directors unanimously
".';':~"

.~

approved the.A~".sory Committee's recommc:n~tion th41t only the Democratic and Republic'ln
.'~'~~-

candid41t~ met CP~s debate ~ici~t sc:1~tion crit~ri~

I: The NLP complaint also 3Jleges th;l,1 CPO's cfltefQ C~ilto provide any other indication as to exactly how

the criteria will be applied to a given candi~e.
I) NLP ~fen to a Memorandum from thiS Office to the Commis.sion dated February 8. 1994 regarding M[F£C

v .\.{assachwetLS CitZ:e/U lor Life. 479 U.S. 238 (I q86») Rulema.k.ing: Summary of Comments and Draft Rules."


