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April 21, 2023

Assistant General Counsel
Complaints Examination & Legal Administration
Federal Election Commission

VIA E-MAIL: 

Re: MUR 8095, 8096, 8101, 8108, 8109, 8112, 8115: Consolidated Response for 
Congressman George Devolder Santos and Devolder-Santos for Congress

We write on behalf of Congressman George Devolder Santos (the Respondent ) and his 
campaign committee, Devolder-Santos for Congress (the Campaign ). This is a consolidated 
response to the allegations in multiple complaints (the Complaints ) against the Congressman 
and the Campaign.

The sensational nature of the Respondent, in conjunction with reporting errors made by 
the previous campaign treasurer, has sparked a frenzy of complaints filled with largely baseless 
allegations. Most allegations fail for various reasons, ranging from innocent mistake, 
incompetent (at best) treasurer work, and outlandish conspiracy theories with no factual basis.

Notably, the Respondent acknowledges that there were errors and omissions in the 
Campaign s reports filed with the Commission. Many of these errors and omissions are 
perplexing, and the Respondent has retained a new treasurer to rectify the Campaign s reporting 
failures. The Respondent had no personal knowledge of the errors and omissions and relied in 
good faith on the advice or representations of the Campaign s former treasurer.

The Complaints include: (1) allegations the Respondent s assets were not the true source 
of his loans to his Campaign; (2) allegations that the Respondent used campaign funds for 
personal use; (3) allegations regarding reporting issues; (4) allegations related to the 2020 
recount fund; (5) allegations that his statement of organization was filed late; (6) allegations the 
Campaign received excessive contributions; (7) allegations regarding a group named Red 
Strategies USA LLC; and (8) allegations related to a terminated fundraising consultant.

As a threshold matter, to merit further investigation, no matter who the respondent is 
even if they have been consistently parodied a complaint must proffer an articulable reason to 
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believe that a respondent has violated a statute or regulation over which the Commission has 
jurisdiction. 1 As the Commission has long made clear, [t]he Commission may find reason to 
believe  only if a complaint sets forth sufficient specific facts, which, if proven true, would 
constitute a violation of the FECA. 2 Additionally, complaints not based upon personal 
knowledge must identify a source of information that reasonably gives rise to a belief in the truth 
of the allegations presented. 3 Unwarranted legal conclusions from asserted facts or mere 
speculation will not be accepted as true.4 Moreover, the Commission will dismiss a complaint 
when the allegations are refuted with sufficiently compelling evidence.5 

The Commission has a longstanding precedent that anonymous sources and news articles 
are not a sufficient basis to find reason to believe.6 In part, because this approach has hewn to 
[the Commission s] statutory mandate and ensured that [the Commission] do[es] not deploy the 
coercive powers of the federal government on the basis of rumor. 7 Likewise, there are countless 
examples where the press has been wrong and has later had to retract accusations made by 
anonymous sources.8 
 
 These Complaints demonstrate why this longstanding precedent is so important. The 
sensational nature of the Respondent has led to endless intrigue from the press resulting in news 
articles hypnotizing a never-ending list of scenarios on how the Respondent could have violated 
the law. The salacious nature of the Respondent s non-election law related statements has created 
the perfect storm to write (at times) entertaining articles filled with speculation and 
hypotheticals. These articles should be afforded no weight  because they are not evidence of a 
violation of the law.9 Moreover, they are nothing more than rumors,  hypotheticals, unanswered 
questions, and a source of entertainment used to generate clicks. 
 

                                                 
1 11 C.F.C. 111.9; see also 52 U.S.C. 30109(a)(2) 
2 Statement of Reasons of Commissioners David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, Bradley A. Smith, and Scott E. 
Thomas at 1, MUR 4960 (Hillary Rodham Clinton For U.S. Senate Exploratory Committee, Inc.). 
3 Id.  
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 See, e.g., 

an anonymous suppositions, unsworn 

so
; 

Trainor at 3 4, MUR 7683 (Our Rev

7 Policy Statement of Chairman Allen J. Dickerson regarding The 
Reported In The Press.  
8 Id. 
9 Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 5845 (Citizens for Truth). 
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The Complaints set[] forth no facts and offer[] no specific information that would 
support [their] allegations,  instead they rely on anonymous sources  and bald assertions as 
evidence the Respondent violated the law.10 This is insufficient because, [w]ithout more, the 
links in the chain of anonymous suppositions and hearsay [are] too weak to sustain an RTB 
finding and subject Respondents to a Federal investigation. 11 The Federal Election Commission 
should promptly dismiss these complaints because they fail to provide the facts necessary to 
meet the threshold standard needed to warrant an investigation. 

I. Respondent s Loans to the Campaign

The Complaints question the true  source of funds for the Respondent s loans to his
Campaign by alleging a conspiracy where the funds came from somewhere other than the 
Respondent s personal assets. The Complaints speculates that the Respondent s success is 
wildly implausible and impossible. The only so-called support for these allegations is the 

Complainants vivid imagination. To be clear, the source of the Respondent s loans to his 
Campaign was his personal funds.12 

The Respondent was permitted to make unlimited personal loans and/or contributions to 
his Campaign from personal funds. 11 C.F.R. § 110.10. Personal funds are defined as all assets 
to which the candidate has legal title or an equitable interest, as well as salary and other earned 
income that the candidate earns from bona fide employment. 11 C.F.R § 100.33. 

Respondent s loans to his Campaign were made from his personal funds. In 2022, the 
Respondent provided consulting services for multiple clients, resulting in more than $1 million in 
revenue. Ex. A (Respondent s Bank Statements). These documented personal funds far exceed 
the Respondent s loans to his Campaign. The Respondent did make multiple loans to his 
Campaign, and these loans were made from his personal bank account and the Devolder 
Organization bank account (accounted for as membership draw by a sole proprietor of the 
entity). Ex. B (Respondent s Loans Checks). 

The Complaints further speculate that the Respondent s business was a shell to 
disguise the true source of the loans to the Campaign. To support these speculations, the 
Complaints cite no evidence and rely solely on their intuition. Not only are these allegations 
false, but they are easily refuted. The Respondent provided bona fide services to clients. For 
example, in 2022, the Respondent provided consulting services, including providing capital 
introductory services to multiple clients. The Respondent s clients included , 

10 Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 5845 
11  6056 (Protect Colo. Jobs, 
et al.). 
12

m the 
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, and . Ex. C (  Contract); Ex. D ( Contract); Ex. E 
(Emails demonstrating the Respondent s role negotiating deal on behalf of client).

Under FECA, [n]o person shall make a contribution in the name of another person or 
knowingly permit his name to be used to effect such a contribution and no person shall 
knowingly accept a contribution made by one person in the name of another person. 52 U.S.C. 
30122. As such, in order for the Commission to find reason-to-believe against the Respondent, 
the Complaint must provide evidence that the Respondent knew that the loans to his Campaign 
was in fact from another donor. 

Obviously, the Complaints fail to meet this standard and should be dismissed because 
they provide zero evidentiary support or personal knowledge to substantiate the allegation that 
the Respondent knowingly accepted contributions in the name of another. Additionally, the 
Complaints should be dismissed because the allegations are refuted with compelling evidence 
demonstrating the Respondent did not violate the law. This evidence shows: (1) the Respondent 
had the personal funds necessary to make the loans; (2) the funding source of the loans; and (3) 
that the Respondent provided bona fide services to earn the funds used to make the loans. 

II. The Respondent did not use Campaign Funds for Personal Use

The Complaints allege that the Respondent used campaign funds for personal use.
Specifically, the Complaints allege that Respondent improperly used campaign funds to pay for 
his personal residence and trips to Melbourne, Florida. 

Candidates are prohibited from using campaign funds for personal use. 52 U.S.C. § 
30114(b). Typically, the Commission will apply the irrespective test  to differentiate legitimate 
campaign and officeholder expenses from personal expenses. 11 CFR 113.1(g). Here, however, 
the test is unnecessary because the underlying personal expenses do not exist. These allegations 
fail to meet the threshold standard to warrant further investigation because they are based solely 
on speculation and are easily refuted with compelling evidence. 

A. Rent Payments

From May 2022 to September 2022, the Campaign paid to rent rooms at  
, for Campaign staff. The rental property had individual rooms for rent, 

and over this period, the Campaign rented multiple rooms for Campaign staff. The Complaints 
allege the true purpose  of these payments was to pay for the personal residence of the 
Respondent. As evidence  to substantiate this allegation, the Complaints cite news articles that 
include anonymous quotes from neighbors stating Congressman Santos lived there and they had 
seen Mr. Santos and his husband coming and going  from the residence. 
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These allegations are easily refuted. From July 2020 to September 2022, the Respondent 
lived at . Ex. F (Respondent s Lease for  The 
Respondent extended his lease at this address and lived there until September 2022. The 
Respondent paid for this rent using his personal funds. Ex. G (Rent checks for 13

 
Potential confusion from nosy neighbors is understandable. The Respondent visited the 

 location numerous times to meet with his staff. Additionally, for a short period 
of time, the Respondent lived at . In August 2022, the Respondent moved into 

. The Respondent paid for his rent entirely with personal funds. Ex. H (Rent 
checks for ). 
 

B.  Hotels 
 
 The Complaints also allege that two trips to Florida were for personal use. As evidence,
the Complaints cite the proximity of the hotel to the address where the Devolder Groups is 
located.  The mere proximity of two addresses is insufficient evidence to substantiate an 
allegation of personal use or to infer nefarious activity. More importantly, the Devolder Group 
did not have a physical office. The address that was apparently too close (in Complainants eyes) 
to the hotels was actually a virtual address  used solely to receive mail. 
 
 The Respondent made multiple trips all over the country to fundraise, including the trips 
referenced in the Complaints. Specifically, the Respondent and Campaign staff visited the state 
of Florida numerous times. These fundraising trips were successful and resulted in over 
$222,000 in contributions from Florida residents. 
 

III.  Errors and Omissions with FEC Reports 
 

The Complaints allege numerous issues with the Respondent s FEC reports. For once, the 
Complainants are correct. The Campaign s FEC reports appear to be riddled with errors and 
omissions. The Respondent had no knowledge of the errors and omissions at the time the reports 
were filed. The Respondent put his trust in his former treasurer  who has filed FEC reports for 
multiple members of Congress  to accurately keep records and file reports.14 This was clearly a 
mistake. When Respondent learned of these issues, he promptly took steps to rectify these 
problems. 
 

                                                 
13 The Respondent s deposit was used in exchange for August 2022 rent. See Ex. F (The  deposit 
checks for .). 
14 Grace Ashford and Nicholas Fandos, The obscure G.O.P. bookkeeper at the center of the George Santos Mess,
The New York Times (Apr. 21, 2023), https://www.nytimes.com/2023/04/21/nyregion/nancy-marks-santos-
treasurer.html (last visited Apr. 21, 2023). 
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After firing Nancy Marks (the former treasurer), and hiring a new treasurer, the systemic 
nature of the problems was uncovered. To start, after reviewing the Campaign s bank accounts, 
there is no evidence the $199.99 disbursements ever existed. It is unclear why Ms. Marks 
included these items in the report. Equally baffling is the way the Respondent s loans to the 
Campaign were reported. The Respondent made five loans to his Campaign equaling $715,000.
Ex. B (Respondent s loan to Campaign). For some reason, Ms. Marks reported the wrong 
amounts, totals, and dates, and in at least one instance, she did not check the box indicating the 
loan was from personal funds. These loans are now correctly reported on Schedule C of the 
Campaign s most recent FEC report.15 
 

Unfortunately, Schedule C loan reporting isn t where former Treasurer Ms. Marks
reporting failures end. As the new Treasurer began to untangle Ms. Marks  failures, it became 
clear that the only way to ensure that the Campaign s finances were properly reported was to 
start from scratch and rebuild the reports. This effort to promptly assess and correct errors has be 
hampered and delayed by poor record-keeping by and lack of cooperation from Ms. Marks, as 
well as lack of access to the Campaign s prior bank accounts, which were unilaterally terminated 
by the banks before the new Treasurer gained access to deposit records. To be clear, much of 
reporting issues referenced in the press and that have now come to light in the campaign s 
ongoing internal review is the responsibility of the Campaign s former Treasurer Ms. Marks. 
While Respondent has now become aware of major reporting problems Ms. Marks caused for 
other federal campaigns, he was not contemporaneously aware of such issues and instead relied 
upon her expertise. There is no evidence that Respondent had knowledge of Ms. Mark s 
compliance and reporting errors on his campaign reports and he and his campaign are both 
currently taking the necessary steps to rectify these mistakes and also evaluating legal options 
regarding Ms. Marks  performance (or lack thereof). 
 

IV.   There were No Violations of the Law Regarding the Recount Fund 
 

The Complaints allege the Respondents violated the law because disbursements [were 
made] in connection with a recount  when there was no recount held in the 2020 election 
cycle.  These allegations demonstrate nothing more than the Complainant s misunderstanding of 
the Commission s guidance and campaign finance law. A committee may use recount funds to 
prepare for a recount including to retain attorneys and staff for possible recounts and election 
contests, to pay for legal and other research in preparation for a recount or election contest. 16 
 
 The fact is that Respondent was in a historically close campaign in 2020 and in the weeks 
following the election there was a very real possibility that a recount would be necessary. In light 

                                                 
15 Devolder-Santos for Congress, April Quarterly 2023, https://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-
bin/forms/C00721365/1700001/. 
16 Advisory Opinion 2010-14 (Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee).  
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of the situation, the Campaign hired new counsel experienced in recounts and began the 
logistical and political efforts necessary to monitor the canvass of votes and prepare for a 
potential recount. The fact that Respondent didn t end up actually challenging the election results 
doesn t make the Campaign s prudent recount preparation efforts any less legitimate. 

V. Statement of Organization 
 
The Complaints also allege that the Respondent failed to timely file its Statement of 

Organization. This demonstrably is false. On April 17, 2021, the Respondent filed his Statement 
of Candidacy. Included in the Statement of Candidacy was the designation of the principal 
campaign committee.17 Because the Respondent already had a campaign committee set up, he 
was not required to file an additional Statement of Organization within 10 days of filing his 
statement of candidacy. 11 C.F.R. § 102.1(a). 

 
VI.  Excessive Contributions 
 
 The Complaints make allegations that the Campaign accepted excessive contributions.
 

Under FECA and Commission guidance, an individual donor was allowed to give a 
campaign committee up to $2,900 per election during the 2021-2022 election cycle. Therefore, 
an individual could give up to $5,800 total ($2,900 for the primary election and $2,900 for the 
general election). However, on June 23, 2022, the Commission released an Advisory Opinion 
that allowed candidates in the state of New York to accept an additional $2,900 due to primary 
election date changing from June 28, 2022 to August 23, 2022.2.18 Pursuant to AO 2022-08, 
donors who had given a maximum contribution for the primary election prior to May 20, 2022 
were allowed to give an additional $2,900 to cover the period between May 20 and August 23.

 
The Complaints list a number of excessive contributions.  The allegations in the 

Complaints are false and contributions were within in the limits. If any contributions were 
outside of the limits, these were mistakes made by Nancy Marks and they will be refunded by the 
Campaign when funds become available. 

VII.  Red Strategies USA, LCC 
 

The Complaints make a series of allegations related to an organization called Red 
Strategies USA, LLC.  As evidence  of a violation of the law, the Complaints cite an article 
filled with anonymous sources alleging wrongdoing. Particularly puzzling about this allegation is 

                                                 
17 Devolder-Santos for Congress, Statement of Candidacy (April 17, 2021), https://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-
bin/forms/H0NY03083/1512930/. 
18 Advisory Opinion 2022-08 (National Republican Congressional Committee).   
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that the news article cited never references Red Strategies USA, LLC. As far as we can tell, there 
is no evidence of wrongdoing by the Respondent related to Red Strategies USA, LLC. 

VIII. Terminated Fundraising Consultant

The Complaints make a series of allegations that the Respondents violated the law
because of statements made by a disgruntled fundraising consultant. None of the alleged 
violations of the law are attributable to the Respondent because the actions of  were 
unauthorized by the Respondent and beyond the scope of services provided to the campaign. 

 was one of multiple fundraising consultants that provided services to the 
Campaign. Sometime between late November and early December, Respondent received a phone 
call informing him that one of his fundraising consultants was impersonating now-Speaker Kevin 
McCarthy s chief of staff. Respondent consulted counsel and took immediate action to address 
the situation.  was promptly terminated, but only after the Campaign determined the 
identities of the potential donors that he contacted representing himself as part of Team 
McCarthy. The Campaign then reached out to those donors, apologized and clarified that 

 were unauthorized. The bottom line here is that  
misrepresentations were the actions of a rogue unauthorized individual and when the Campaign 
became aware of  actions it took appropriate measures to remedy the situation. 

IX. Conclusion

The complaints here may be separated into substantive allegations, and process/reporting
issues. First, the Commission should promptly dismiss these Complaints as they relate to 
substantive allegations because they are demonstrably false and/or fail to provide the facts
necessary to warrant an investigation. Reason to believe is no rubber stamp   complaints 
based on mere speculation or conclusory statements have not, and should not, be the basis for an 
investigation.19 Therefore, we respectfully ask the Commission to find no reason to believe and 
close the file on the substantive allegations. 

Next, however, are the serious process/reporting issues that have come to light. The 
Campaign s new Treasurer is currently working to gather information necessary to amend all 
necessary reports to ensure they are correct. To the extent that the Campaign discovers 
substantive issues, it intends to report them to Commission as a sua sponte submission. This is a 
unique situation where a professional Treasurer (Ms. Marks) appears to have been at best 
incompetent and at worst malicious in performance of her professional duties. If the Commission 

19

7427, 7497, 7524, 7553, 7560, 7621, 7654, 7660 and 7558 (NRA, et. al). 
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deems it appropriate at this point for this response to be treated as a sua sponte submission 
regarding the errors on previous reports caused by Ms. Marks, then we respectfully request that 
this response be treated as such and Respondent is committed to working with the Commission 
on any necessary remedies.

Respectfully submitted,

Counsel to Congressman Santos












































































































