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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ETHICS,
Washington, DC, November 15, 2013.
Hon. KAREN L. Haas,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR Ms. HaAS: Pursuant to clauses 3(a)(2) and 3(b) of rule XI
of the Rules of the House of Representatives, we herewith transmit
the attached report, “In the Matters of Allegations Relating to
Travel to Taiwan by Representatives William Owens and Peter
Roskam In 2011.”

Sincerely,
K. MICHAEL CONAWAY,
Chairman.
LiNDA T. SANCHEZ,
Ranking Member.
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REPORT

113TH CONGRESS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 113-266

1st Session

IN THE MATTERS OF ALLEGATIONS RELATING TO TRAV-
EL TO TAIWAN BY REPRESENTATIVES WILLIAM OWENS
AND PETER ROSKAM IN 2011

NOVEMBER 15, 2013—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. CONAWAY, from the Committee on Ethics,
submitted the following

REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

In 2011, the Taipei Economic and Cultural Representative Office
(TECRO), the representative of the Government of Taiwan in the
United States, extended invitations to Representatives Bill Owens
and Peter Roskam to travel to Taiwan as part of approved pro-
grams under the Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act
(MECEA). After TECRO extended the initial invitations, it was de-
cided that the trips should be conducted under the House’s pri-
vately-sponsored travel rules and not MECEA. Shortly thereafter,
the Chinese Culture University (CCU), a private university, agreed
to sponsor separate trips for both Members and their wives. In this
way, each Member’s trip was changed from a MECEA program to
travel subject to the House’s officially-connected, privately-spon-
sored travel rules. Despite the change in the nature of the trips,
TECRO—now apparently assisting CCU in TECRO’s capacity as
the representative of the Government of Taiwan—remained in-
volved in the planning and conduct of the trip.

It is not improper for a private entity in a foreign country to rely
on their government’s representative in Washington to assist them
in communicating with the House of Representatives and this Com-
mittee, particularly where significant time differences and lan-
guage barriers may exist. Therefore, the simple request for the
Committee to work with TECRO did not, at that time, raise any
particular red flags.

Following the change in the nature of the trip, both Members
sought and received approval from the Committee on Ethics (Com-
mittee) for themselves and their wives to participate in these pri-
vately-sponsored trips to Taiwan sponsored by CCU. However, it
was not clear to the Committee at that time that the trips had ini-
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tially been planned and organized under the MECEA programs. It
was only after the conclusion of the trip that the Committee be-
came aware of this fact.

The change from a MECEA program to a privately-sponsored trip
was potentially problematic. The late change in the nature of the
trips, without a significant change in the itinerary or involvement
of the original sponsor, suggested that CCU may not have been a
proper sponsor as defined under the privately-sponsored travel
rules. Under the rules, sponsors must be involved in the planning
and organizing of a trip. So called “money-only” sponsors are not
permitted.

Additionally, in the case of Representative Owens, Park Strate-
gies, LLC was involved at various stages of the trip. At the time,
Park Strategies was a registered foreign agent of TECRO. Lobby-
ists and foreign agents may assist with organizing MECEA trips.
However, under the House’s privately-sponsored travel rules, lobby-
ists and foreign agents may only have de minimis involvement in
the planning, organization, request, or arrangement of a one-day
privately-sponsored travel and may have no involvement in multi-
day trips. After the trip was changed to privately-sponsored travel,
Park Strategies reduced its involvement in the trip, but not suffi-
ciently to comply with the privately-sponsored travel rules. In any
event, the trip that they helped to plan, organize, request, and ar-
range as a MECEA trip was in fact the same trip that CCU was
brought on to sponsor, with only minor variations. Shortly after
these allegations became public, and before the Committee or the
Office of Congressional Ethics initiated its review of the matter,
Representative Owens personally paid back the costs of the trip.

Beginning in the last Congress, the Committee undertook re-
views of these two trips. The Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE)
also reviewed the trips. On August 30, 2012, the OCE referred a
report and findings to the Committee regarding Representative
Owens’ trip. In its referral, the OCE recommended further review
of the allegation that Representative Owens accepted travel ex-
penses from an impermissible source. On February 6, 2013, the
Committee published the OCE’s report and findings regarding Rep-
resentative Owens as required by House Rule and continued its re-
view of the allegations. On June 13, 2013, the OCE referred a re-
port and findings to the Committee regarding Representative
Roskam’s trip. In its referral, the OCE recommended further re-
view of the allegation that Representative Roskam accepted travel
expenses from an impermissible source. On September 11, 2013,
the Committee published the OCE’s report and findings regarding
Representative Roskam as required by House Rule and continued
its review of the allegations.

The Committee has completed its review of the allegations and
unanimously concluded the following:

1. The presently-available evidence is inconclusive as to whether
CCU was a proper sponsor for the trips. Both Representatives
Owens and Roskam, as well as Park Strategies, fully cooperated
with the Committee’s investigation. Unfortunately, neither TECRO
nor CCU agreed to cooperate with the Committee. Both entities
possess information that is material to the Committee’s investiga-
tion. However, both entities are also outside of the Committee’s
power to compel testimony.
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2. Representative Owens or his staff repeatedly sought guidance
from the Committee regarding the trip to Taiwan. The presently-
available evidence shows that Park Strategies was involved in a
more than de minimis manner in the planning, organizing, request-
ing, and arranging of his trip, and that they remained involved in
the trip, even after it changed from a MECEA program to pri-
vately-sponsored travel. Representative Owens should have known
that the trip was not a proper privately-sponsored trip because of
the lobbying firm’s continued involvement, which the Committee
was unaware of. For this reason, the payments by CCU for Rep-
resentative Owens’ travel expenses were improper. When a Mem-
ber or employee receives an impermissible gift, one appropriate
remedy is repaying the market value of the gift. As noted pre-
viously, Representative Owens has already refunded the costs of
his trip.

3. As always, the Committee can only approve privately spon-
sored travel when the sponsors cooperate with the Committee’s
oversight responsibilities. If a sponsor or its agent refuses to co-
operate, the Committee will have no choice but to deny approval
of a trip. However, the Committee has no jurisdiction over the
MECEA programs and, therefore, any determinations regarding
MECEA travel is a matter for the State Department to decide.
Members are simply urged to exercise extreme caution when the
nature or sponsor of a trip changes or is uncertain in any way. In-
deed, the Committee notes that there are several different types of
permissible official and officially-connected travel, each governed by
a different set of rules and requirements. The differences between
these types of travel can be confusing, and which set of rules apply
to any particular trip may not be clear, particularly when outside
groups are involved. Members and staff are encouraged to not nec-
essarily rely on sponsors’ claims regarding compliance with the eth-
ics rules, but instead to contact the Committee with all questions
about such travel.

The Committee’s review was incomplete because the information
necessary to conduct a complete review was outside of the Commit-
tee’s reach. Therefore, because Representative Owens has volun-
tarily remedied the impermissible gift and there is insufficient evi-
dence to show that Representative Roskam’s travel was improper,
and after careful consideration, the Committee has unanimously
voted to close the matter referred by the OCE; and agreed to end
its review of this matter with the publication of this Report.

II. HOUSE RULES, LAWS, REGULATIONS, OR OTHER
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT

A. HOUSE RULE XXV, CLAUSE 5

House Rule XXV, clause 5 (the Gift Rule), permits Members and
staff to accept unsolicited travel expenses paid for by a private
source under certain circumstances and only after pre-approval by
the Committee.! In 2007, the House Rules were amended to re-
quire House Members and employees to seek prior written ap-

1House Rule XXV, clause 5(d)(2); see also, House Ethics Manual (2008) at 89. N.B., the guid-
ance in the House Ethics Manual applied to the trips under review in this report. However, that
guidance was superseded when the Committee adopted new travel regulations at the end of the
112th Congress.
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proval of the Committee before accepting travel paid for by a pri-
vate source, and the Committee adopted regulations to implement
this new requirement. Pursuant to those rules and regulations, the
Committee has conducted a thorough review of each proposed pri-
vately-sponsored trip. Committee staff recommends changes where
necessary to bring trips into compliance with relevant laws, rules,
or regulations and, on occasion, informs House Members and em-
ployees that a proposed trip is not permissible.

A private sponsor is required to complete a Private Sponsor
Travel Certification Form (Sponsor Form) and must certify that the
information on the form is true, complete, and correct to the best
of their knowledge. The Committee relies on the representations
made on the travel forms as certified by the trip sponsor. The Com-
mittee recognizes both the significant benefit the public receives
when their Representatives and their Representatives’ staff receive
hands-on education and experience, as well as the mandate that
outside groups be appropriately limited in what gifts and support
they are allowed to provide to Members of Congress and congres-
sional staff.

The House Rules provide that if the traveler receives advance au-
thorization from the Committee, the necessary travel costs “shall
be considered a reimbursement to the House and not a gift prohib-
ited by” the Gift Rule.2 One of the restrictions to the acceptance of
such travel is that federally-registered lobbyists or registered for-
eign agents are banned from being involved in the planning, orga-
nizing, requesting, or arranging of most trips.3 Additionally, travel
paid for by private sponsors who retain or employ lobbyists or for-
eign agents is limited to one day of officially-connected activity.4

A further factor the Committee considers when reviewing re-
quests from Members and staff to accept privately sponsored travel
is the source of funding for the trip. The House Ethics Manual
states that

Expenses may only be accepted from an entity or enti-
ties that have a significant role in organizing and con-
ducting a trip, and that also have a clear and defined orga-
nizational interest in the purpose of the trip or location
being visited. Expenses may not be accepted from a source
that has merely donated monetary or in-kind support to
the trip but does not have a significant role in organizing
and conducting the trip.>

When a Member or employee receives a gift that is unacceptable
under the Gift Rule, and for which a gift waiver is not available,
the recipient generally must either return the gift or pay the mar-
ket value of the gift.® With regard to travel, when the Committee
approves Members and staff to take privately-sponsored travel that
is later determined to be impermissible, a variety of remedies may
be appropriate. When neither the Committee nor the traveler had
any reason to know of the factors that made the trip impermissible,
and the violation was only of House rules, then reimbursement

2House Rule XXV, clause 5(b)(1)(A) and (C).

3 House Rule XXV, clause 5(c)(2); see also, House Ethics Manual (2008) at 89.
4House Rule XXV, clause 5(b)(1)(C)(ii). See also, House Ethics Manual (2008) at 89.
5See Ethics Manual at 97.

6 House Ethics Manual (2008) at 73.
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may not be necessary.” However when either the violation is of a
statute or constitutional provision beyond the jurisdiction of the
Committee, or when the Member or staff had reason to know of the
impermissible factors and did not bring them to the attention of
the Committee, then reimbursement or disgorgement of the cost of
the trip or the specific impermissible reimbursements may be nec-
essary to remedy the violation.8

B. GIFTS FROM FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS

Article 1, Section 9, Clause 8 of the United States Constitution,
commonly referred to as the Emoluments Clause, prohibits federal
government officials, including House Members and employees,
from accepting “any present . . . of any kind whatever, from any
. . . foreign State,” without the consent of Congress. Congress has
consented through the vehicles of the Foreign Gifts and Decora-
tions Act (FGDA)® and Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange
Act (MECEA).10 A Member, officer, or employee may accept travel
expenses from a unit of foreign government only under one of these
two statutory grants of authority. Any gift permitted by these stat-
utes is also permitted by the House gift rule.11

With respect to travel, the FGDA allows House Members and
employees to accept travel paid for by a foreign government only
if the travel takes place entirely outside the United States. Such
travel must also be consistent with the interests of the United
States and must be permitted under FGDA regulations issued by
the Ethics Committee.12

MECEA, on the other hand, authorizes the Secretary of State to
approve cultural exchange programs that finance “visits and inter-
changes between the United States and other countries of leaders,
experts in fields of specialized knowledge or skill, and other influ-
ential or distinguished persons . . . .”13 However, the statute ex-
pressly states that:

[TThe Congress does not consent to the acceptance by
any Federal employee of any portion of any such grant or
other form of assistance which provides assistance with re-
spect to any expenses incurred by or for any member of
the family or household of such Federal employee.14

Travel subject to an approved MECEA program is not subject to
Committee pre-approval. However, all expenses must be paid by
the foreign government host of the MECEA trip and none may be
paid by any private source.l5

It is the responsibility of a House Member or employee who ac-
cepts an invitation to travel to a foreign country to confirm that the
expenses for travel to and from the United States are not paid by

7See Report of the Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to Staff Travel
Provided by the Turkish Coalition of America in August 2008, available at www.ethics.house.gov.

8 See Report of the Committee on Ethics, In the Matter of the Investigation into Officially Con-
nected Travel of House Members to Attend the Carib News Foundation Multinational Business
Conferences in 2007 and 2008, available at www.ethics.house.gov (Carib News).

95 U.S.C. §7342.

1022 U.S.C. §§2451 et seq.

11 House Rule XXV, clause 5(a)(3)(N).

12 House Ethics Manual at 109.

1322 U.S.C. §2452(a)(2)().

1422 U.S.C. §2458a(1).

15 House Ethics Manual at 110-111.
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a foreign government unless the trip is consistent with an approved
MECEA program. To that end, the House Ethics Manual advises
House Members and employees traveling on MECEA programs to
ask for a copy of the letter from the State Department approving
the program.16

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
A. TRAVEL BY REPRESENTATIVE OWENS

1. Invitation to travel to Taiwan from TECRO

During August 2011, Sean King, Vice President of Park Strate-
gies, LLC, a lobbying firm, contacted Jon Boughtin, Senior Legisla-
tive Assistant to Representative Owens, to discuss the possibility
of Representative Owens traveling to Taiwan. Park Strategies rep-
resented TECRO as a registered foreign agent. TECRO had an in-
terest in Members of Congress visiting Taiwan. Representative
Owens’ office began considering the travel proposal but did not
commit at the time. Mr. King continued to contact Mr. Boughtin
about the travel invitation into the fall.

According to the OCE Report and Findings, Representative
Owens told the OCE that the first time his traveling to Taiwan
was mentioned was in July 2011 during “an introductory meeting
with representatives from the Taiwan government.”l7 Representa-
tive Owens told the OCE that he had no further discussions about
traveling to Taiwan until the fall of 2011 when he had a conversa-
tion with another Member about the possibility of traveling to Tai-
wan together.l® He recalled his having conversations with Park
Strategies about traveling to Taiwan.1® Representative Owens told
the OCE that it was explained that the trip was related to the
“Marcy Project” near his congressional district.29 Representative
Owens explained to the OCE that the Marcy Project was, at the
time, attempting to recruit the Taiwan Semiconductor Manufac-
turing Company (TSMC) to open a facility in Madison County, New
York, near Representative Owens’ congressional district.2!

Representative Owens also told the OCE that he believed he had
a telephone conversation with former Senator Alphonse D’Amato,
the Founder and Managing Director of Park Strategies, LLC, on
October 6, 2011, during which Senator D’Amato inquired if he had
any interest in going to Taiwan to meet with TSMC.22 Representa-
tive Owens told the OCE that after reviewing his calendar about
the telephone call he believed Senator D’Amato’s firm represented
Madison County in New York.23 Representative Owens was inter-
ested in the travel because Madison County would benefit from
TSMC opening a facility there and would create jobs for Represent-
ative Owens’ constituents.24

According to Mr. Boughtin, Representative Owens became very
interested in the prospect of TSMC opening such a facility and this

16]d. at 111.
17 See Appendix A, OCE Findings, Review No: 12-8236, Exhibit 2, page 1.
181d.

191d.
20]1d.
21]d.
22]d.
23]d.
24]d.
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resulted in his accepting the invitation from Park Strategies on be-
half of TECRO to travel to Taiwan.

At some point Mr. Boughtin contacted the Committee to ascer-
tain if such a trip was permissible and was advised by Committee
staff of the different ways in which a Member or employee may be
permitted to travel. It was during this communication that Mr.
Boughtin first learned of the MECEA program. On October 20,
2011, Mr. King sent Mr. Boughtin an email describing a trip re-
cently completed by another Congressman as an example of a trip
that could be taken by Representative Owens.25 On October 26,
2011, Mr. Boughtin emailed Mr. King and asked him if the trip
would be covered under the MECEA program. Mr. King replied
“yes.” Mr. Boughtin told the Committee that because of the TSMC
issue, Representative Owens decided to accept the invitation and
was planning on traveling to Taiwan later in the year. Mr.
Boughtin told the Committee that the TSMC issue was the driving
force in Representative Owens deciding to travel to Taiwan.

2. Invitation to travel to Taiwan from CCU

Mr. King told the Committee that sometime between November
15 and 21, 2011, the idea of Mrs. Owens traveling with Representa-
tive Owens was brought up. Mr. King told the Committee that he
knew the travel would have to be handled through a different proc-
ess if Mrs. Owens traveled as well. At some point Mr. Boughtin in-
quired of the Committee if a personal friend of Representative
Owens could pay for Mrs. Owens to travel along with her husband.
He recalled that either Representative Owens or his Chief of Staff,
Bradley Katz, asked him to research the question. Since Represent-
ative Owens was traveling under MECEA, Mr. Boughtin was in-
structed to discuss Mrs. Owens’ travel with the State Department.

An email from Mr. Boughtin to Representative Owens dated No-
vember 14, 2011, noted that he had been working with a Com-
mittee attorney on the trip and contained a draft request for an ad-
visory opinion 26 from the Committee regarding whether Represent-
ative Owens may accept an unsolicited offer from a personal friend
to cover the cost of Mrs. Owens’ travel while Representative Owens
is on a MECEA trip.

On November 29, 2011, CCU sent an invitation to Representa-
tive Owens and his wife to travel to Taiwan from December 27 to
31, 2011, as guests of CCU. There was no evidence presented to the
Committee that CCU had contacted Representative Owens or any
member of his staff before this invitation was sent.

Representative Owens told the OCE that he understood the role
of TECRO was “working to establish the agenda” for the trip and
he assumed the government of Taiwan was paying for the trip.27
He realized that the payment arrangements for the trip had
changed once he received the invitation letter from CCU.28 He did
not have any communications with CCU regarding the trip but did
recall participating in a lunch during the trip in which four CCU
officials attended and that one of the CCU deans attended a dinner

25 Based on public disclosures, this trip appears to have been conducted pursuant to MECEA.

26 Owens Production 04-000002. There is no record that the request for the advisory opinion
was ever received by the Committee.

27]d.

28]d.
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the following night hosted by the Taiwan Foreign Minister.29 Rep-
resentative Owens was escorted throughout his visit by an official
of the Taiwan Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA).

In a written submission to the Committee, Park Strategies told
the Committee that, once the decision was made to change the trip
to privately sponsored travel, they were no longer involved in the
travel planning, even though they maintained contact with Mr.
Boughtin to see how the planning was going. Contrarily, in an
interview with the Committee, Mr. King said that he reported to
Benson Wang from TECRO that he met with Representative
Owens on December 5, 2011, specifically to discuss the trip. Mr.
Boughtin remembered Mr. King’s visit on December 5, 2011, and
stated it was a limited discussion about the trip and the TSMC
?ei?ting but that Representative Owens just stopped by to say

ello.

3. Itinerary and TSMC

Mr. Boughtin told the Committee that he met frequently with
Frank Lee and Mr. Wang to plan the itinerary for the trip. He indi-
cated that early on in the process Representative Owens made it
clear that he wanted to visit with TSMC officials while he was in
Taiwan.30 TECRO officials, through MOFA, were attempting to ar-
range the meeting between TSMC and Representative Owens, but
explained that due to the holidays it may not be possible. According
to Mr. Boughtin, Representative Owens made it very clear that the
TSMC meeting was the most important part of the trip and that
either Representative Owens or Bradley Katz instructed Mr.
Boughtin to contact Mr. King and Park Strategies to assist in ar-
ranging the meeting. Mr. Boughtin stated that it was known by
Representative Owens that Park Strategies had a relationship with
TSMC. A review of emails between Mr. Boughtin and Mr. King and
Mr. Boughtin and Representative Owens indicated that the TSMC
meeting was still in question on December 26, 2011, the day before
Representative Owens was to travel to Taiwan. On December 20,
2011, Mr. Boughtin forwarded an email from TECRO official Li-
Chih Cheng indicating that her colleague in Taipei was unable to
set up the meeting with TSMC. Mr. King responded that he would
“see what our Taipei staff can work out, stay tuned.” 31

Mr. Boughtin told the Committee that the meeting with TSMC
was very important, as indicated in Representative Owens’ email
to Mr. Boughtin on December 25, 2011, in which he asks why the
meeting with TSMC (“the chip comp”) is not on the schedule. After
Mr. Boughtin responds that Mr. King is waiting to hear back from
TSMC, Representative Owens responds, “T'SMC is really impor-
tant.” 32 When asked if Representative Owens would have cancelled
the trip if the TSMC meeting could not be arranged Mr. Boughtin
replied that he would not have cancelled it the day before the trip.
When asked if Representative Owens would have cancelled the trip
if it was known a couple of weeks before the trip that the meeting

29]d.

30While Representative Owens did request from the sponsor that they add this meeting to
the itinerary, there is no indication that the meeting, which occurred in Taipei on a day that
he was already there, added any cost to the trip. Therefore, there is no apparent solicitation
issue with this request.

31 Owens Production at 03—000061.

32 Owens Production at 02-001128.
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with TSMC could not be arranged, he responded that it was pos-
sible. Mr. Boughtin emphasized that the meeting with TSMC was
the reason for Representative Owens taking the trip.

4. Committee review

On December 7, 2011, Representative Owens’ office submitted
the travel forms necessary for the Committee to review his travel
to Taiwan. On the final version of the Privately Sponsored Travel:
Traveler Form (Traveler Form) dated December 16, 2011, Rep-
resentative Owens’ explanation for why the travel was related to
his official duties was that he was “interested in engaging a com-
pany that has expressed interest in hiring employees in my dis-
trict. This Taiwanese company stands to benefit my constituents by
relocating to a site near my district and I would like to engage
them to help promote this opportunity.” On the initial version of
the Traveler Form dated December 6, 2011, Representative Owens’
explanation as to why the travel is related to his official duties was
“Opportunity to explore economic development opportunities for up-
state New York, as well as defense and security related issues.”

The package also included a Sponsor Form which indicates the
sponsor for the Taiwan trip from December 27, 2011, through Jan-
uary 1, 2012, was CCU. CCU’s organizational interest in spon-
soring the trip, entered in question 13 of the Sponsor Form, was
“The Chinese Culture University aims to promote international,
cultural exchanges in order for it to thrive in a world increasingly
engineered by an irresistible thrust towards globalization.”

Neither of these forms asks if lobbyists or foreign agents were
ever involved in the trip, or if lobbyists or registered foreign agents
employed and retained by another party were involved in the trip.
Therefore, there were no false representations in the forms that
concealed the involvement of Park Strategies. Given the additional
information the Committee now has, it is questionable whether
CCU fits within the definition of a permissible sponsor under the
Committee’s travel regulations, but there are no clear or unambig-
uous false statements on these forms.

Representative Owens or his staff repeatedly sought guidance
from the Committee regarding the trip to Taiwan. However, Com-
mittee Counsel assigned to the trip who had spoken with Rep-
resentative Owens’ staff about the MECEA trip and whether a per-
sonal friend could pay for Mrs. Owens’ travel, did not realize when
he happened to be assigned the privately sponsored trip approxi-
mately one month later, that this was in essence the same trip
with little or no attenuation.33 All the representations the Com-
mittee received from CCU and on the sponsor forms, including that
CCU did not retain or employ a registered lobbyist or foreign
agent, indicated this was a permissible privately sponsored trip.
The Committee was not aware at the time of the role Park Strate-
gies played in the proposed MECEA trip or of the lobbying firm’s
continued involvement after it became a privately sponsored trip,

33 At any one time, it is not unusual for the Committee to be reviewing separate, unrelated
requests for travel to the same country offered by different sponsors. The Committee’s staff of
advice and education attorneys reviewed over 2,000 requests for privately sponsored travel in
2011, and handled over 20,000 phone calls and emails seeking informal guidance for a wide vari-
ety of situations, including the many ways Members and staff can accept travel.
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nor did it have any reason in December 2011 to question whether
CCU was a “money only” sponsor.

5. Representative Owens’ travel to Taiwan

Representative Owens went on the trip to Taiwan, which fol-
lowed the itinerary submitted to the Committee for pre-travel ap-
proval. The events listed on the trip itinerary provided to the Com-
mittee by Representative Owens for the pre-travel review are not
dissimilar to events on other itineraries for privately sponsored
travel to Taiwan that have been approved by the Committee. How-
ever, it was determined only during this investigation that TECRO,
with the assistance of Park Strategies, developed the initial
itinerary for the trip and that itinerary, except for the visit to
CCU, remained essentially the same when submitted to the Com-
mittee.

6. Questions regarding funding of the trip

The OCE reported interviewing one or more witnesses who
claimed that the Taiwan Ministry of Foreign Affairs actually paid
for the airfare and hotel of Representative Owens.3¢ Notwith-
standing this testimony, on numerous prior, similar trips to Tai-
wan sponsored by private entities, the Committee has inquired and
been assured that the private sponsor was paying all