
November 19,1998 

TO: The Commissioners 

THROUGPI: James A. Pehrkon L 
Acting SufT Director 

FROM: Robert J. Costa 
Assistant Staff Director 
Audit Division 

SUBJECE REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION ON CLMTONlGORE '94 
PRIMARY COMMITTEE. INC. 

Anached for your review is the subject audit report. Also attached are five 
memoranda from the Office of General Counsel whish together contain a legal analysis of 
the audit report. The legal analysis was provided in separate memoranda so that needed 
revisions could be made more timely. The narrative portion of &e Cornittee's response 
to the Exit Conference Mernomdum is also attached. lmmediately following this 
memorandum is a table of consents for the entire package to aid in locating subject matter 
in all of the documents. In order to provide a convenient page reference, the package has 
becn page n u m b e d  consecutively at the bottom of the pages beginning with the first 
page of the audit repon. Those page numbers are the ones noted on the table of contents. 

TAc Ofice of General Counsel and the Audit Division a: in agreement With the 
contents of&e audit repon. . Cmain ponions ofthe Primary Commiqee's response have 
ken expunged pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Pan 2. 

In addition to the documents referenced in the Audit Reports, the Audit Division 
reviewed the following information in reaching these conclusions: ( I )  documents 
obtained fram the candidate committees, the national and state parry committees, and 
media and polling vendors; (2) committee responses to the ECMs; (3) documents made 
publicly-available by the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee Report on the 
Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election 
Campaigns; and (4) disclosure repolis and other documents available to the Commission. 



This npon is being circulated for placement on the Ag& for &e Qpen Session 
Meeting ofDecember 3,1998. 

A camplcte copy of the Primary Cornmime’s rewnse, including Exhibits, is 
available in the Commission Secretary’s Oftice. Should you have my questions, please 
contact Tom Nuriben (Audit Manager) or Leroy Clay (I..& Auditor) at 694-1200. 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINCTOh. DC 2MbJ 

This report is based on an audit of the ClitonlGore '96 Pairnary 
Committee, Inc. (the Primary Committee). The audit is tnadatd by Section 9038(a) of 
Title 25 ofthe United States Code. That section states that "'Ma each matching 
payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thor~~gh examination and audit ofthe 
qualified campaign expcnses of every candidate and his a u t h 0 M  c o d t l s e s  who 
received payments under section 9037." Also, Section 9039(b) ofTitle 26 of the United 
States Code and Section 9038.1(a)(2) of the Commission's Regulations state that the 
Commission m y  conduct other examinations and audits from time to time as it deems 
necessary. 

In addition to examining the receipt and use of Federal funds, the audit 
seeks to detcxmine if the campaign has materially complied with the limitations, 
prohibitions. and disclosure requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
197 1 (FECA), as amended. 

T h i s  rersort is a staff document. The analysis ofthe facts. internretation of 
auohcabk law. and the conclusions reached have not been considered or aoDroved by the 
-. 

B. AUDIT COVERAG& 

The audit of the Primary Committee covered the period from its inception, 
April 10,1995 through December 3 1.1997. The PR~nary Corninex reported an 
opening cash balance of S-0-; total receipts of$44,753.599; total disbursMnents of 
W.603.123; and a closing cash balance of 8150,476. 
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The Primary Co&tlee registered with the F d d  Election Commission 
on April 14,1995. fhr Tmur r r  ofthe Primary Conm.ittec is Ms. Jean Pollin. The 
Primary Committee maintains its Adquartm in Washirigton, DC. 

During the m o d  audited, the Primary Ccmmittee maintained depositories 
in the District of Columbia, Arkansas, Georgia, New Yo& and Texas. To h d l e  its 
financial activity, the Ppimary Committee utilized a total ~f 9 bank accounts. Faom these 
accounts the campa&n d e  approximately 23,654 disbursements. A p p m h t e l y  
293,043 contributions from 190,426 persons were received. These conmibutions totaled 
i528.987.800. 

in addition to the above contributions. the M a r y  Committee received 
S 13.4 12,198 in matching funds &om the United States kasu ry .  Tbis BmoUnt represents 
87% of the S15.455.000 maximum entitlement chat any adidate could receive. The 
Candidate was determined eligible to receive matching fmds on October 3 1. 1995. The 
Primary Committee made a total of 9 matching fund requests rotaling $14,245,229. The 
Commission cmified 94.1 5% of the requested amount. For matching h d  purposes. the 
Commission determined that President Clinton's candidacy ended on August 28. 1996. 
This determination was based on Section 9032(6) of Title 26 of the United States Code 
which States that the matching payment period ends "on the date on which the national 
convention of the p a p  whose nomination a candidate seck nominates its candidate for 
the office of Prcsidcnr of the United Slates. ...'" see alsq I 1  CFR $9032.6. On August 2. 
1996 the Primary Committee received its final matching fund payment PO defray expenses 
incurred through August 28.1996 and to help d c h y  the cost of winding down the 
campaign. 

D. ACfDfT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES - 
In addition to a review of the committee's expenditures to determine the 

qualified and non-qualified campaign expenses incurred by the campaign (see Finding 
1II.B.). the audit covered the follomng general categories: 

1. n e  receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the staNtory 
limitations: 

2. the receipt of contributions from prohibited souccs, such as those 
from corpora~ions or labor organizations (see Finding J1.A.); 

3. proper disclosure of contributions from individuals, political 
committees and other entities. to include the itemization of 
contributions when required. as well as the completeness and accuracy 
of the information disclosed; 
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4. proper disclosure of disbursements including the itemization of 
disbursements when requires as we11 as, the completeness and 
accuracy of the information disclose& 

5. proper disclosun of campaign debts and obligations; 

6. the accuracy of total rrporped receipts, disbursements and cash 
balances as compared to campaign bank rec~ffls, 

1. adequate recordkeeping for campaign Uamactions; 

8. accuracy of the Statement ofMet orntspanding Campaign ObIigatbm 
filed by the ClintodGore ‘96 Pfiznary Commie, Inc. to disclose its 
financial condition and to establish continuing matchbig fund 
entitlement (see Finding 1lI.E.); 

9. the Primary Committee’s compliance with spending limitations (see 
Finding IILD.); and 

10. other audit procedures that were deemed necessary in the situation (see 
Finding 1II.F.). 

As part of h e  Commissim’s sandard audit process, an inventory of 
campaign records is normally conducied prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is 
conducted to determine if the auditee‘s records are ma~neridly complete and in an 
auditable state. 

The inventory began on January 6,1997. Due to the unavailability of 
records. the Audit staffsuspended fieidwork on Janrnary 22, 1997. Prior to leaving, an 
itemized list of records needed was providccko the Primary Committee. These records, 
consisting of: bank Statements and enclosures for three campaign depositories; check 
registers for certain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind 
contributions. campaign travel. campaign materials. Primary Committee credit cards, 
media placcmmts. public opinion polls. fundmising. event and allocation codes; 
workpapers detailing FEC repon preparation and components far the Statement o f k t  
Outstanding Campaign Obligations; copies of all Pripnary Committee 
conuactdaprments; copies of IRS forms 940 and 941; a listing of key personnel. 
including positions and responsibilities; and, Computerized Magnetic Media for 
disbursements were initially requested in writing during !he period January 7,1997 
through January 22.1997. 

In a lener dated January 29.1997, the Primary Committee was notified 
that the records were to be made available on or before Fcbnrary 21,1997; with respect to 
records not made available. the Commission would issue subpoenas for production of the 
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records not only to ary Committee. but d~l,  to vmdo 
persons in possession of relevant materials. In addition. the Audit d i d e n t i f i e d  records 

or my other 

kat, at a &urn. had to be made available before fieldwork could resume. 

in addition. on January 8,1997, the Audir staff was insaucted that all 
requests for vendor files would be directed to a designated stnff person and that such 
requests would be Ihited to documentation associated with a block ofno more than 500 
checks (e.g.. check numbers loo0 - 1499). The Audit d m e t  with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15, 1997 h an attempt to reach a workable SQhtiQn as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee C Q U ~ S C ~  was notified that we 
wen  prepared to recommend subpoenas for all vendor files in the event that a teasonable 
solution could not be worked out. On FebPuaPlj 19, 1997, Audit Division representatives 
met with Pripnary Committee counsel to discuss, resuming fieldwork and access to vendor 
files. A workable solution as to access was reached. 

Audit fieldwork resumed on Febrwy 24. 1997. However, the Primary 
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit staffwas informed that 
attorneys had to review dl records prior to them being d e  available to h e  Audit staff. 
In certain instances, the Primary Committee refused to make p r c ~ ~ d s  available a d  in 
other instances, wen not initially accurate as to the exis~mce mUor availability of ccnnin 
records requested. For example. the Primary Commitace refused to d e  available bank 
records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and 
paid for media buys on beMf of the Primary Committee (six Finding 1II.A.). Further. 
the Primary Cornminee refused to make available, without conditions andlor  restriction^. 
copies ofafl polls conducted on its hehalf. With mpect to senah ele~tmnic spreadsheers 
for fundraising andor legal and accounting allocations, as well as other computerized 
records. Primary Comminee representatives stated OR numerc?Is occasiom ahat suck 
records could not or would not be made available in a computerized format. When 
continuing to inquire why these records could not be made available in a computerized 
format. the Audit staff was infomcd by the Prlrnary Committee's accountant that the 
P n m q  Comminee's Chief Counsel had said that computerized ~ ~ C O P ~ S  were not to be 
made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staff made repeated attempts to meet with 
Counsel. however, no such meeting was ever scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in 
I 998. cenain electronic spreadshcci records werc eventually provided. 

As a result. during the period May 28.1997 through February 3, 1998, the 
Audit staff requested the Ofice of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the 
production of Fecords. The Commission issued 12 subpoenas to either the Primary 
Committee or respective vendors in order to obtain records generally made available to 
the Audit staffat the beginning of fieldwork.' 

I Records concerning paymenu made by the Rmary Committee's media vendors on behalf of the 
Democratic Nataonal Committee are not m this category. 
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opinion of the Audit staff thap the del 
by the Primary Committee resulted in wasting numerous &hours which directly 

production of records 

delayed the &mpletion of the audit fieldworka mixhum of four IslOnths. 

Accordingly. the SCOW of work performed was limited due to delays 
encountered in obtaining rccords necessary to pepform the audit. Cmain findings in the 
Memorandum were supplemented with i n f o d o n  o b h e d  from sources other than the 
Primery cornmince. 

The Primary Committee as pm of its response to the Exit Conference 
Memorandum made various comments concerning the Audit staffs discussion of h e  
scope ofthe audit. The Primary committee asserted that this section of' the audit reporl 
provided a distorted and incomplete view of the process, and thm provides certain 
examples of"mischaracteritatiom" included therein. Further, the F h w y  Committee 
claimed that "[d]espite its full cooperatio~ with these R U I E ~ U S  and often conflicting 
requests, always maintained a cooperative posture during the audit process 'yofor all 
information requested that war reasonably within the scopz ofthe audit. " (Emphi s  not 
in original.) 

Various examples and explanations were cited, such as: logistical 
problems inherent with the Prizmry Committee's move to new ofIices; the auditors' 
demand for additional office space at that location; that "no existing record in the Primary 
Committee's possession was refused;" that the Audit Division refused all attempts at 
cooperative compromise pertaining to gaining access to the Primary Committee's media 
sendor's records; and that the auditors repeatedly insisted that particular records which 
the Primar\. Committee "did not have" in a computerized format k created. 

The Audit staff  stands by the scope limitation and related discussion as 
presented in the Exit Conference Memorandum and this report. The candidate a p e d  as 
a condition to obtaining matching funds to: h i s h  all documents related to 
disbursements and receipts. including compluerized irrformation; furnish all 
documenlaijon relating 10 disbursements made on the candidate's behalf by other 
organizations; pennit an audit and examination of all receipts and disbursements 
including rhose made by the candidate. authorized committee or any agent authorized to 
make expenditures on behalf of the can%datc or authorized committee. Further. the 
candidate agreed to facilitate the audit by making available in one central location office 
space, records and such personnel as are necessary to conduct the audit and examination. 
The candidate and cominee  agreements provided for at I 1  CFR 49Q33.1 were signed in 
October. 1995. 

As detailed above. certain records necsssq  to the conduct of the audit 
were not made available at the commencement of audit fieldwork in January. I997 and in 
some cases were not made available until subpoenas were issued by the Commission to 
compel production. The Primary Cornminee is entitled to expnss irs opinion and anernpt 
to explain why it feels "[ilt would be utterly inappropriate for such a distorted and one- 
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sided description o 
The P&nary Conamittee's response will be included in the 
Commission when the audit repon is considered in open session. 

process 10 be included in the props  Final Audit Report." 
mdrhle to the 

Unless specifically discussed klow. no material nontomplimce was 
detected. It should be noted that the Commission m y  pursue M m  my of the matters 
discussed in the audit repon in an enforcement action. 

II. 

A. 

, z L  
. .  .. . 
.. . .  . _~  
- .. . .  . .  .. . . . .. 
?; : 
i ; :  

Section 441 b(a) of Title 2 ofthe United Sates Code states, in pat, that it 
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for 
F e d d  ofice. 

Section 1 16,3(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend mdi t  to a candidate, a political 
comminee or another person on beMf of a candidate or political committee. h 
extension of credit will not be considered a contribution to the candidate or political 
comminee provided that the credit is emended in the o r d w  course of the commercial 
vendor's business and the terms are substantially similar to extensions of credit to 
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. Section 116.3(b) of 
Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations States that a copration in its capacity as 
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate. a poli t id committee or another penon on 
behalf of a candidate or political committee provided that the credit extended in the 
ordinary c o m e  af the corporation's business and the terms are substantidly similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors hat are of similar risk and size of obligation. 

Section 1 16.3(c) of Title 1 I ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states that 
in detemining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business. the 
Commission will consider: ( I  ) whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension ofctedit; (2) whether the 
commercial vendor received prompt payment in full if it previously extended cecdit to the 
same candidate or political comminee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed 
to the usual and n o d  practice in the commercial vendor's d e  or indumy. 

During ow review of selected Primary Cornminee disbursements. the 
Audit SW noted that on October 28. 1996. the Primary Committee made three payments 
SO the polling firm of Penn + Schoen Associates. lnc. (Penn + Schoen) which included 
reimbursements for navel expenses. totaling $74,970, incunrd by Mark Penn. Douglas 
Schoen and Jill Kaufman between May 4. 1995 and June 30.1996. The invoices were 
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dated October 28, 1 and were date stamped as received primary Committee 
also on October 28, 1996. 

The Primary Comrnince paid approximately S 1.8 million (1 6 payments) to 
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee's main polling firm, during the period covered by 
this audit. It appeared that other payments to this vendor were made in a timely manner. 
During audit fieldwork the Audit staffwas unable to determine if Penn + Schoen 
followed its established procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of 
credit nor were we able to dctmnine whether the emenasion of mdit confonncd to the 
usual and n o d  practice in the vendor's indusoy. The iximbursement policy in PCM + 
Sshocn's consulting agreement made no mention as to time frames far the billing and 
payment of travel expenses. According to a Dm + B-t Public Recod S m h .  
Pcnn, Schoen + Berland Associates. Ins. (former name: Penn + Schoen Associates, !nc.), 
was incorporated in the sate of New York on October 30,1984 and was s i l l  active as of 
January 17,1998. 

.> . . , :- . .  
I ;;~ . .. . .  

i s  

The Primary Committee provided documentation in the fom of an 
affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Controller at Pcnn + Schoen. Me is responsible for 
pnparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred. 
Mr. Joseph stated the Controller position was vacant for approximtely four months prior 
to his employment (September 3,1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this 
vacancy, PCM + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr. Joseph stated M e r  that soon after his 
employment. he discovered that invoices for tyavel expenses incurred between May. I995 
and June. 1996. on behalf of ClintodGorr '96 Primary Committee, Inc. had either not 
been invoiced to the Primary Committee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up 
documentation. The Conuoller continued by stating that while the position of Controller 
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices 10 the Primary Committee 
totaling S45.33 1. for crave1 dating back to May. 1995. however, Penn + Schoen was 
notified by the Primary Commjnte that these invoices did nor contah all the nccessauy 
back-up documentaIkm. During August - September, 1996, as requested by the Primary 
Comrninee. Penn + Schoen continued IO provide additional documentation to suppon its 
reimbursement requests. The Conaoller stated that he rebilled the Primary Committee on 
October 28. 1996 for 537.548 to comply with the Primary Committee's travel 
reimbursement policies. Perm + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on October 28. 
1996. Mr. Joseph sated that he sent an invoice on October 4. 1996 to the Primary 
Committee for the amounts off32037 and S16.605 with back-up receipts for Mark 
Perm's and Douglas Schoen's mvcl dating back to January 1. 1996. These invoices were 
revised on October 28. 1996 to comply with the Primary Committee's mvel 
reimbursement policies. The Primary Cornmince reimbursed Perm + Schoen for the 
maunts of f30.262 and 514.830 on October 28.1996. 

In the Exit Conference Memorandum (the Memorandum). the Audit staff 
recommended thar. the Primary Comminet provide additional documentation or any 
other comments io demonsuate that the credit extended (1574.970 in travel expenses 
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incunred) by the v was hi the normal come of its: bush cludiPle statements . -  
h m  the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution.7 The inf0;Anation 
provided should include examples of other customers or clients ofsirnilar size and risk 
for which similar services have been provided and similar billing anangcments have been 
used, Also, information concembg billing pMlicies for similar clients and work, advance 
payment policies, debt collection policies, and b i lhg  cgr~la should be included. 

In response to the Memorandum, the pfimary Committee stated thin0 the 
Commission regulations and advisory opinions do not provide a set t h e  in which 
payment must be made, but only require that the billings be handed in the vendor's 
normal course of business. It further stated that the d m e n t a t i o n  C Q X I ~ ~ S  that the 
vendor handled its respective billings in the n o d  and o m  course of its business in 
accordance with I I CFR I 16.3. 

The Primary Committee also submitted another affidavit h m  Mr. Joseph. 
the current Controller at Penn + Schocn. Mr. Joseph stated that the project manager 
generally OVCK~CS the billing with respect to his or her project. "Generally, our normal 
business practice is to bill on a current basis for our services, such as polling. However, it 
is also generally our normal billing practice. unless a W t  risk is perceived with respect 
to a particular client or other special circumstances exist., to us&& bill most of our 
reimbursable travel expenses at or about the conclusion of a project." (Emphasis noz in 
original.) 

Mr. Joseph stated M e r  that an effort was made to advance the billing 
process for travel expenses billed IO ClintodGore '96 rather than waiting until at or near 
the conclusion of a project. However. the cffon was not successfd for the following 
reasons: 

0 hlark PCM and Doug Schocn. the project managers, traveled at that time on a 
continual basis and were cxvcmely busy, it was very difficult for them to f i d  the 
time, given ttneir schedules. to gatherheir expense documentation or to review 
and sign off on expense repom. They were simply too busy performing sewices 
under the pressurt of a campaign to perform the project manager's tmvel expense 
billing function in advance of the completion ofthe project. 

e The accowting department. consisting of only a Controller and an assistant, was 
undersfled and thus not equipped to step in and perform the project manager's 
function. 

0 Given the s i x  ofthe client and the project, the billing process, the wdentanring 
and staff m o v e r  in the accounting department, the hectic travel schedules of the 
principals. the project managers involvement in the project as well as other 
projects. ClintodGore '96 was billed travel reimbursements at or about the 
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proiect. which, at the time was the illing method - -  
customarily applied to other clients similarly situated. 

.. 
Thus. according to Mr. Josqh, the billing for travel reimbursements to 

ClintodGore ’96 was in the ordinary course of business. 

In the Audit staffs opinion, the affidavit bin Mr. Joseph could be 
interpreted that with respect to the Primary Committee, Perm + Schoen’o n o d  billing 
practice for travel expenses would be to bill on a c m n t  basis as opposed to at the 
conclusion of the project. He stated “generally our normal billing practice, d e s s  a credit 
fisk is perceived with respect to a panicular client or other special circumstaprccs exist [is] 
to usually bill most of om reimbursable travel expenses at or about the concbaion of a 
project.’’ Mr. Joseph appears to be stating that Penn + Schoen was aware of the 
importance of billing the Primary Committee for travel expenses on a timely basis. 
However, due to understaffing and/or sraff turnover, timely billing was not possible. The 
Primary Committee did not submit, as recommended, documentation h m  Perm + 
Schoen such as examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which 
similar services have been provided and similar anangemens have been used. Such 
documentation is critical in determining if an cxtcnsion of credit was made in the 
ordinary course of business. 

In the opinion of the Audit staff, the Primary Committee did not 
dernonstxate that the extension of credit by Perm + Schoen conformed to the usual and 
normal practice in its business or in its industry as required by I I CFR 4 116.3. 

As a result. the amount ofthe cciniribution made by Penn + Schoen 
remains at $74.970. 

111. F?YDI!VGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - REPAYMENT MATTERS 

Section a l a  (a)(Z)(A) of Tide 2 of the Uiied States Code s~ates in part 
that no multicandidate political comminee shall make contributions to any candidate an+ 
his authonzed political comminees with respect io any election to Federal ofice which. - 

in rhe aggregate. exceed S5.000. Secrion 44la (a)(7)/B) states that expenditures made by 
any person in cooperation. consultation. or concen with. or at the request or suggestion 
of. a candidase. Us authorized political comminces, or their agents. shall be considered to 
be a contribution to such candidate. The scciion then states that the financing by any 
person of the dissemination. distribution. or republication. in whole or in part. of any 
broadcast or my wrinen, graphic. or other form of campaign materials prepared by the 
candidate. his campaign committees. or their aurhorized agents shall be considered to be 
an expenditure. The purpose. content and timing of my  speech-related expenditure 
distinguish coordinated acriviry that give5 rise 10 a contribution from other interaction. 
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Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States Code provides that the 
national committee of a political pany may make a limited amount of "coordinated parry 
expcndim" in connection with the general e l d o n  sampaign of its Presidential 
candidate that an not subject to, and do not count t o m  the contribution and 
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. §§44la(a) and @) including &e expenditure limitation 
for publicly-funded csmdidates. See dso 11 CFR 81 1O.l(a)(6). .4 mrdlinatcd party 
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the 
contribution limitations. 

In determining whether specific coCmmUnieations pdd  for by parties were 
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) limitations, the Comdssion 
has considered whether the communication refers to a "clcarly identified candidate" and 
contains an "electioneering message" in Advisory Opinions ("AO") 1984-15 and 1985- 
14. Section 43 I (  18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defines the terrn "clearly 
identified" to mean that the name of the person hvolved appeays, a photopph or 
drawing ofthe candidate appears; or the identity ofthe candidate is apparent by 
unambiguous reference. In A 0  198415. the Commission stated that the definition of 
"electioneering message" includes statements designed to urge the public PO elect a 
certain candidate or parry. or which would tend to dirninish public support for one 
candidate and garner support for another candidate. Citing A 0  1984-15. the Commission. 
also mied in A 0  1985-14 that 'expendims pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) may be made 
without consultation or coordination With any candidate and may be made before the 
p w ' s  general election candidates are nominated." 

Section 100.7(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states. in 
pan. that a contribution includes a gift. subscription. loan, advance, or deposit of money 
or anything of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything ofvalue 
includes all contributions in-kind. 

Section 100.8(aKI) of Title I I of the Code of Federal Regulations defines 
an expenditure to include any purchase. payment. distribution. loan, advance. deposit, gift 
of money or an?lhjng of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any 
election for federal OECC. Section 100.8(a)( I)(iv)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states "anything of value" includes in-kind conmbvions. Section 
Io$. 13(a)( 1) and (7) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in- 
kind conmbution be reponed as both a contribution and an expenditure. 

Section 44 la(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates 
or political comminees from knowingly accepting any contribution that violates the 
contribution limitations. 

Section 9032.9 of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a 
qualified campaign expense as a purchase. payment, distribution, laan. advance, deposit, 
or gifi of money or anyLhing of value that is: 



o incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or his or her authorized committee 
fiom the date the individual becomes a candidate phrouglh the last day of the 
candidate's eligibility; 

e made in connection with his or her campaign for I I O I n i r d Q r G  and. 

e neither the incumnce nor payment of which consticlltes a violation of any law 
of the United States or of any law of any Stale in which the expense is 
incuned or paid. 

An expendim is made on behalf of a candidate, including I Vice 
Presidential candidate. if it is made by: 

a an authorized committee or any other agent of the can&&& for the pruposc of 
making an expenditure; 

0 any person authorized or requested by the candidate, an authorized committee 
of the candidate. or an agent of the candidate to d e  the expermdim; or 

0 a committee which has k e n  requested by the candidate. by an authorized 
committee of the candidate. or by an agent ofthe candidate to snake the 
expendim. even though such conuninee is not authorized in writing. 

Section 9034.4(e) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations provides 
the folloHing rules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both the 
p n m q  and general election. Any expendim for goods or services that are ussd 
esclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee's 
expenditure limits: any expenditure for goods OP services that are used exclusively for tlre 
general election campaign are attributed to tht: gcncta! election limits. R e  costs of a 
campaign comunication char does not include a solicitation am attributed based on the 
dare on which the communication is broadcast. published or mailed. Media production 
costs for media communications that are broadcast or published both before and after the 
dare of the candidate's nomination arc amibuted 50% to the primary election limits and 
SO% IO the general election limits. Dismbution costs. including such costs as air time 
and advertising space in n e w s p p c ~ ,  shall be paid for 100% by the primary or general 
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed. 
The relevant date for delemining whether an expense is for the primary or general 
election is the fandidate's dare of nomination. 

Section 9035. I@)( 1 ) of Title I 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations. states. 
in pan. that no candidate or his authorized committees shall knowingly incur 
expenditures in connection with the candidate's campaign for nomination that in the 
aggrcgetc exceed S10,OOO.OOO as adjsted under 1 U.S.C. $441a(c). 

11 
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Section 441a(b) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure limitations. Section 9033(b)( 1) of Title 
26 of the United States Code requires that. to be eligible to receive public financing in the 
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that, inter 5li5. he or she 
and his or her authorized committees will not incur qualified campaign expmses in 
excess of &e expenditure limitation. Section 44 1 a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code 
prohibits candidates or political committees h m  howingly making expendinures in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §44la@). 

BACKGROUND 

During the audit fieldwork. the Audit staffrequested station docmentation for all 
media ads placed on bhalf of the Primary Committee by its media vendor. Further, the 
Audit d requested bank statements. including dl cnclosum, for dl bank accounts 
maintained by the media vendor and used to make payments for media ads placed ~n 
behalf of the Primary Committee.' The Primary Committee stateta initidly that bank 
statements for the media vendor's account used to handle the Primary Committee's 
activity. although requested would not be provided to the Audit staffbecausc the bank 
account used by the media vendor also contained activity related to other clients. 
Subsequently, the Primary Comminee pravided cenain canceled checks purported to 
represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committee media buys; station 
documentation for c d n  media flights was also provided.' 

Based on our review ofthe documentation made available, the Audit staff 
determined that the Primary Comminee's media vendors were Squier Knapp Bchs 
Communications (SKO) and Novembee 5 Group. lac. (Nov 5) .  Primary Committee 
media ads' that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO. Starting in 
May 1996 through August 11. 1996. all Primary C o m i n e e  media a& were placed by 
Nov 5.' Bob  SKO and Nov 5 maintained at least one bank account each at the National 
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts. funds were disbursed to television 
stations in payment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Committee. According to 8 

newspaper article (The Washington Post. Sunday. January 4. 1998, A Section) Woben D. 
Squicr. M U i a m  M. Icnapp. Mark Bern. Douglas Schoen and Dick Monis were each a 
panner in Nov 5 .  

-. 

t For Tirlc 26 audiu of pnmuy and geneml election candidates. lhese rccordsmay also be 
exmuled ai rhc off~ccr of the media fum 

Media nighs replnen: a penod of rune m which one or more media ads were placed. 

Throuphout this Mmonndum. '*Prunq Comminn ad" reten to an advertisement paid for by 
the Fnmacy Cornmince. It d w s  not include ads that may be related to lhc primary election but 
were paid for by the DNC e i l e r  directly or through vanous Democratic SUR pany cornminces. 

No Primacy Cornminet media ad5 were placed during the priod August 1999 through February 
1996. 

3 
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Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are partners at SKO, the Primary Committee’s 
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and NIP. Schoen arc pantnas at Perm + Schoen 
Associates, Inc. @SA) the Primary Cornmime’s polling fh.“ Mr. Morris was a media 
consultant. 

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances w h n  canceled chmb issued by 
SKOMov 5 contained motations such as “DNC“ or “DENIOCIUTIC NATIONAL 
C O W S T A E  PARTY.” Station documentation (also known as station affadavios) 
issued by the broadcast station contained infomation such as the date, time. name or 
other reference to an ad aired, amount charged for air time. and the television soation that 
aired an ad, as well as a section that contained the name ofthe dvcrtiser and product. In 
many instances, the advertisedproduct section contained references such BS “democratic 
national committee”, “dndclinton gore ‘96” or “dnc.” 

On July 2. 1997, the Commission issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee, 
SKO. and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations, station documentation not 
previously provided, all bank statements. all canceled checks and debit advices issued by 
the media vendor on behalf of the Primary Committee and all deposit tickctdslips and 
credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Committee funds into any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.’ 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary 
Committee. SKO and Mov 5. In response. media reconciliations, all missing station 
documentation for flights, and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made 
available for review. SKO and Nov 5’s bank statements and enclosures represented as 
specifically related to Prim- Committee vansactiom were also made available. 
However. the bank statements contained redactions. 

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission 
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3,1997, for 
all bvlk statements. enclosures. including canceled checks. deposit items and all debit 
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKO and No\, 5. 
The period covered was April 1995 through December 3 1.1996. The National Capital 
Bank of Washingion (the Bank) submitted bank statemenu. and all enclosmes which 
could be retrieved from the Bank‘s records systems for the accounts requested. 

6 It appears that the results of polls. advenlslng tests and mall tests w m  used IO develop media ads. 

Media reconciliations were prepared by !he media fum and conuwred mformation such as, client 
name. night date. ad name. broadcart sacions used. check number used Io gay a specific station. 
gross billmg. net paid to smtion. net due IO sattons. cornmssion c h q e b  mount due from client 
and amount received from client. 

13 
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On January d 30,1998, the Commission i-d onal subpoenas to - .  
SKO and Nov 5 in order to obtain additional media documentation including media 
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain banlc records. VHS tapes, and station 
documentation for all advertisements paid harm the SKO and Nov 5 ~~~omtl ts  by or on 
behalf of the DNC or any state or local parpy committee, or was associated in any way 
with the DNC or any state or local party committee. The prid covered was ApRl1, 
1995 through Augun 28,1996. 

The Audit staff' reviewed all docrPnaen&oa provided by &e P ~ ~ X W Y  Committee 
and all documentation received tis a result ofthe above subpoenas. Our ~ C V ~ W  fomd that 
during the period June 1995 through August 28.1996, media ads wcre lplrr~d by SKO 
andor Nov 5, the cost of which was funded directly or indirrcply by the Demo~rntk 
National Committee (the DNC).' ?he cost of the DNC media J& WBS M2,373.3%? 
During the same &od Primary Committee media ads axrm placed by SKO andor Nov 
5 ,  the cost of which ($1 1,731,101) was funded by the primary Coxminee. 

Our review also found that the DNC wired funds directly to SKQ andor Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC rqxuts disbursements of funds 
directly to state pany committets; once received the stxte party c o m m i t t ~ s  wired funds 
to either SKO's or Nov 5's bank accounts. In the case of one State party committee, the 
Penmsylvania Democraric Cornmince. it was noted that in excess of W,SOO,OOO w 
uired to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5 .  Credit advices included with 
SKO's and Nov 5's bank statements identified the h d s  as wire transfers originating 
from Corestates Bank. These credit advices contained the following notation 
"CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG=COMMERCIAL LOAN 
H.AFUUSBURG HARRISBURG FIS ORC #OlOl PA OO".'o 

The chan below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations 
relative IO the placement of Prirnaq Comiace ads and DNC adsii undertaken by §KO 

I Audir work performed io prcpare this Memorandum did mot include an examination of the DNC's 
or sute panics' bank or other inrcmal financial records. Disclosun repom (DNC/Suie party 
commmees) filed wilh the FEC were rcviewed. 

This  figure rcprescnu the amount due to broadcar! sutions relalive to ads placed and aired. 

On Februap 26. 1998. the Commission issued a subpoena io ConSuces Bank in order to obuin 
any and all docummmtion usociricd with the apparent commercial loan. To date a satisfactory 
mpmx has not k e n  received h l i m m a r y  responses received appear 10 indiearc that the source 
of funds wvgd to SKO mnd Nov 5 w u  noL M whole or pw. from the pmcgeh of a commercir! 
loan issued by CoreSurcs Bank Currently. an affidavit hac k e n  sent Io Corestales Bank seeking 
confumaiion of issuer addressed m the subpoena. 

Throughout chit Memorandum. "DNC O S '  refm to any o B v m i m e n i  p i d  for by the DNC either 
duccrly or through various Democratic s u e  papry cammimes. 

e 

I# 

#I 

15 



1s 

adlot  N O V  5. 
SKO andlor Nov S. 

mtion  was obtained fiom media ciliations prepared by 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

538.932 

05104196- I 1,185.882 

7,972,013 
07'09!96- 08.'2 1/96 I 

05/04/96 - 
050 1/96 

3,293.3s 1 

091 1 0196 - I 
08/21/96 

2,764,252 

08/2 1 I96 - 1,944,252 
08/28/96 

Initially, during the period dune 17.1995 through July 24,1995 only Primary 
COmRIiRet ads were aired. During the period August 16.1995 through March 5,1996 RO 
Primary Committee ads aired; however. nearly 515.7 million was spent by the DNC to 
broadcast DNC ads. The next period. March 7, I996 through March 27.1696. both 
Priman. Committee and DNC ads were ared. These panems continued through August 
2 1,1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22.1996 to August 28. 
1996 (the Candidate's L t e  of ineligibility). 

15 ATTA 
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To recap, 5 - 7/24/95), then 
only DNC ads W16195 - 3/5/96), followed by both Pnmary CoIPlmittec and DNC ads run 
(3/8/96 - 8a1/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed aPtn August 21, 
1996; however, during the perid August 21,1996 through August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC ads, totaled S 1,944252 (excluding commissions). It should be noted that 
the DNC reported tbe cost of DNC ads which aired August 15,1996 though AugW 28, 
1996 as expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d). 

As can be Easily identified, two distinct patterns exis%. They are: 1) periods of 
time when only Primary Committee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC 
ads were aired; and. 2) periods of time when both DNC and himary Cornmittce ads were 
aired. 

EVIDENCE OF COORD 1NATK9N 

The items discussed below indicate coordination and COS sharirmg bemeen the 
Primary Committee and the DNC. As of the close of audit fieldwork. documentation 
with respect to allocations of costs between the Primary Committee and the DNC had not 
been reviewed. 

Shared Production Exmnses 

On May 8. 1996. SKO invoiced the Primary Committee 810,605.96 for 
production expenses related to a shoot in Iowa (2/10196 - 2/11/96), dubbinglshipping 
costs and film shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice was a breakdown of 
expenses which totaled S21.211.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the 
Primary Comminee and the DNC. The Primary Committee paid SKO SI 0,605.96 tow& 
these expenses. Information was not available with which to verify the DNC’s payment. 
On the same dare. SIC0 invoiced the Primary Committee %10,605.68 for expenses 
associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White House for Video - ‘IowalPlew 
Hampsture’.” Supponing documentation focal1 related subcontract expenses was 
annotated with ?he DNC’s account code. The Primary Coinminee paid SKO S10.605.68 
on May 31, 1996 

In anothe. instance involving SKO. the Primary Committee was invoiced 
523.076.90 for expenses related to B-roll shoot (E9196 - 3ROl96). Attached to the 
invoice was a breakdown ofexpenses. which totaled S46.153.80. These expenses were 
allocated equally between the Primary Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee 
paid SKO $23.076.90. Information was not available with which to i ~ r i f j r  the DNC’s 
payment. 

Finally. on September 16. 1996. SKO invoiced h e  Primary Committee 
S15.81-9.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled “ N ~ b d y ” .  Supporting 
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbing/satellite charges totaling fl.215. Of the 5 detailed charges noted 01: this invoice, 
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three charges, to 984, were annorated CIG ami twa , mulling f23 I ,  were 
annotatedbNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primmy C o d a ' s  portion of the 
dubbing and satellite charges ($984). The job title line states 'Nobody' and 'Them' i 75 
VHS and 23 BCSPlhlike McMillePI." The words "Nobody" and "Thaw szge motilred 
C/G and DNC respectively. 

As discwed below under ?Be TV A 4  the M n q y  Connmitt~ d Nobody and 
the DNC ad 'Ibm were exactly the same in audio and video contenLu Both ads ran in 
August, 1996. 

Of the mnahhg 10 SKO invoices issued to the priunary Committee and 
associated with production expmses, all but two conkihd rpanatatiOn~ iadiCating I" 
related charges. 

PLACEMEm OF ADS 

Coordination between the Primary Cornmittee and the DMC as evidenced in the 
placement of certain ads by Nov 5 was noted during our mview. 

During the period May 25.1 996 to May 3 1.1 9%. Nov 5 on behalf d the Primary 
Committee placed ads aotaling S 1.1 0 1.062. Duing the sane perid, Nov 5 on behalf of 
the DNC placed ads totaling $563.253. The DNC ads and the Primary CsllnmiMe ads 
were placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respecp to ads placed with 109 
(of the 1 17,) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 to the Spapions on behalf of the DMC or 
the P r i m q  Committee wen in the same mount. For ample,  during this period, Nov 5 
placed ads at the broadcast station WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 2146 in the 
amount of 6 13,855 to the station on behalf of the DNC fo'r ads placed. This check was 
annotated "dndstatc pimy committee". In addition, Nov 5 issued check number 243 1 in 
the mount of S13.855 to the m e  station on behalf of the Mmary Committee for ads 
placed. However. it should be noted that the media reconmciliation for phis period 
indicated that only 573.049 in ads were placed on behalf ofthe DNC. In responx to our 
inquiry. a representative ofNov 5 stated. "(tlhe media buy was scaled back considerably 
after the checks were sent to the stations. The staiions kept the money and applied the 
surplus to the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual mounts are mfiected in the 
media reconciliations previously provlded to you." 

. 

Even though the DNC's media flight "was scaled back considerably" the initial 
placement ofrhe ads indicates coordination with ads placed on behalf ofthe Primary 
Committee. 

I1 Near the end of each ad a "PAID FOR BY ..." appears suprimpond on the video portion, for the 
DNC ad the payer is the DNC or a s u ~ e  lpany organization. for the Primary Comminec ad, the 
payer IS the Runary Commmn. 

17 
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r other DNC media fii@ rnad omminee media flights 
both covering the Sgme time period, Primary C o d t t e e  and DNC ads were placed at the 
same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations were not exactly the same 
with respect to DNC a& V ~ ~ S U S  Primary Cornminee ads 85; piaced 

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and IC DNC 
involves a standad form memorandum for authorization of production and air time 
purchased. One =tion ofthis memorandum s;tates "The cost will k allocated 
a 
"attorneys to determine." The following individuals wepe m e 8  ncipients of this 
memorandum: Peter Knight (primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter 
(Primary Committee - Chief Operating Officer/Deputy Campaign Manager). Harold Ickes 
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), BJ. Thornberry (DNC Chief of Staff). Bill 
h p p  (Media Consultant, SKOMov 5). Jeff King @NC F i c e  Division), Doug 
Sosnik White H o w  Political Affairs Director), Brad M d l  (DNC Chief Financial 
Officer). Lyn Umcht (Primary Committee 's General Counsel) md Joan Pollin 
(Treasurer - Primary Committee). 

% for the DNC and % for CIintonlGsa '96." The next line Sates 

One authorization memorandum. dated July 3,1996, from Harold Ickes and Doug 
Sosnik to Jennifer O'Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) authorized SKO to 
produce 1 spot. Within the section entitled "other" the memomdm states: 

Tobacco " 

2) DNC buy - fl .1 [million] - 7110- 7/16 
3) dubbing and shipping - c-g - f5.000 
4) production - f 14.000 - c-g 

1)C-G b~~-f617,000-7 /9-7116 

Kith respect to allocation. the memorandum stgte.s "attorneys to determine" 

Nov 5 placed Primary Committee ads totaling 5468,682 (First Time) and 
5915.627 (Hold) during the period July 9,1996 through July 16.1996 and July 11,1996 
through July 18. 1996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling M57.030 during the 
period July 10.1996 through July 16. 1996. The Primary Committee ad " F i ~ t  Time" 
addressed children frying srnolung for ?be first time. The DNC ad "Enough" included. 
among other topics. school anti-drug p rapms .  

In Fim The, President Clinton's sated position IO "stop ads that teach ow 
children to smoke" is contrasted to Dole's stated position of opposing an FDA limit on 
tobacco ads that appeal to children and his psition that "cigarettes mn' t  necessarily 
addictive'. and presents to the viewer a choice "Bob Dole or President Clinton who's 
really protecting our children?" The DNC ad. entitled Enough (the audio and video 
ponion is very similar to DNC ads "Another" and "Increased" which also ran in late June 

The Audit staff did not receive a copy of an ad(s) enritled "tobacco" in VHS fonnat. I8 
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and esrly July, 19 o n m  President Clinton’s stated ac lishments is h e  areas of 
immigration, crime. and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to 
republicans or DoldGingriclh such BS opposing the protection 0fU.S. workers fiom 
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of We Dole Gingich 
budget” such BS to rrpeal approved funding for 100,000 new police and to authorize less 
funding for school antidrug propm~.  The BNC ad concludes with “only President 
Clinton’s plan p m t W  our jobs ow vdues.” 

The Primary ad mentioned Bob Dole and his views which BIF contrasted to 
President Clinton’s - the DNC ad m ~ n t i ~ n c d  the Dole GingRich budget and Do16 Gingxich 
attempts to cut h 6 h g  to pr0gr;ams endorsed by President Clinton. Ihe former presents 
a stated choice Dole or Clinton. while the DNC ad presents the clear message that “only 
President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.” In the opinion ofthe Audit staff, 
both ads arc designed to gama public support for a certakr candidate, namely President 
Clinton and diminish public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion of the content 
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below. 

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization memorandum 
fmm Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peer Knight. B.J. 
Thornberry, Brad Marshall. Ted Caner. Joan Pollitt, Lyn Uaecht and Joe Sandier 
(General Counsel ofthe DNC), with a copy going to H m l d  kkes. This memorandm 
relates. in part. “Hatold has authorized payment of the following Squier/I(napp/Ochs/ 
invoices with comsponding authorization forms. Authorization is to pay only costs 
which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies. including advel policies.”” The 
memoranduni listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with respect 
IO the DNC and the Primary C o m i n n .  

Pollinr” 

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polls conducted on behalf 
of the DNC and the Primary Comminee. Ma& Penn, as president oPPSA, stated in an 
affidavit that 

“beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented 
polling results at meetings held at the White House residence. 
generally on a weekly basis. The results were presented 
simultaneously io the representatives of ClintodGore, the 

white House and Ihe DNC who were in anendance at these meetings.” 
~ ~~~ ~~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 

The Audit staff has not mvieuved any of Ihm -policy” documents at this h e .  

The Regulations, a8 1 1 CFR 1064 - Allourron of Polling Expenses - provides for Ihe sharing of 
poll results and allocation of CDN relared hereto. The coot of all h w y  Cornminee and DMC 
(primary) polls toraled 53,183216. The con sllorated to the R b w y  Cornminee was S1.732.752 
(54%) white fhe DNC shm cooled 51.450.464 (46%). The Audit staff viewed this allocation of 

I* 
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Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd and 
Donald Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC, at separate briefbgs. 

In response to OUT inq-, Joseph E. Sandlcr, G e n d  Counsel of the DNC, in a 
letter, dated April 8,1998, to Lym Umcht, G e n d  ComsI ofthe PriRlklpy Comrminee 
stated, in part: 

”this will respond PO your request for information about the 
distribution of information horn polls conducted by Pmn, Schoen B 
Bcrland (fonncrly known as Penn L Schoen) jointly for the Demomtic 
National Committee (“DNC”) and either C l i n t d G ~ p r  ‘96 Primary 
Committee or ClintodGore ‘96 General Comanittee. the costs of pollo 
have been shaped by tRe DNC and one of the ClintonlGore committees. 

The purpose of these polls. conducted during 1995 and 1996, w 
to determine the Democratic Party’s message and political strategy for 
purposes both of creating Party communications, including Party- 
sponsored media and Party-crsated campaign materials, and of developing 
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic 
Parties. with assistance and partial b h g  by the DNC, on behalf of the 
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 g e n d  election. 

I am advised that. to these ends: 

(1) All poll results were made available in full to the DNC’s media 
consultants (SquierlMnapplOchs. Message Advisors, Sheinkopf ck 
Associates and Marius Pencmer, and November 5 Group) who created 
P q  issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state par6y 
CQINnitKCeS. advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.” 

In the Audit staffs opinion. the above items discussed under Production. Ad 
Placement and Polling demonstrate that coordination between the White House, DNC. 
SKO. Nov 5 and the Primary Comminee existed with respect to the development and 
placement of both Primary Committee and DNC media ads. 

THE ’17’ AD$ 

The i d o m t i o n  discussed above was gleaned from OUT review of bank records. 
media flight reconciliations for time buys (prepared by §KO or Nov 5). affidavits and 
invoices issued by the broadcast stations. internal documents prepared by the Primary 
Comminee related to the planning and purchase of TV air time, production invoices and 
related documents. most of which were obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the 
Commission to §KO and NOV 5 and their bank. and the Primary Cornsnittee. Also 
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to contain all ads placed or run on 
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behalf of the prim &nee or the General Connminec; ups represented to 
contain all ads paid for or run on behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, 
or associated in my m y  with the DNC or any state or local cornmiffec and related 
to any transmiom in two bank accounts used by §KO and Nov 5 for the period April 1, 
1995 through November 5,1996. In response to these sub- the Audit Mrece ived  
a total of 13 video ~assencs containing 13 primapy Committes ads. 53 General 
Comxninee ads. and 8 12 DNC &.I6 

AS not& in the previous sections, there WBS apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Primary Cornmince concerning the production and placement of television 
ads during the period from April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election CampaiB;ns (the Senate 
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives from 
the White House, the DNC, and ClintodGore would meet at the White House 
approximately once a week to discuss media, polling, spcfch writing and policy and issue 
positioning." In July, 1995. it was first explained that DNC funds would be used to pay 
for ads during the primary m p a i g n  period." According to testimony provided by 
Richard Moms, the General Counsel of the DNC and the General Cowel of the Primary 
Committee "laid dawn the rules of whai advcnisements-of what the content of 
advertisements and !he timing of !he media buys could be in connection with the 
Democratic National Committee advertising and in connection with the Clinton-Gore 
advertising."" Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Repon - a memo for the Resident. Vice 
Presidenl, Panetta lckes. Liebeman. Lewis and Sosnik only. apparently dsted February 
22. 1996. sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and "'CG media 
buys from February 1996 through May 28. 1996. In s m a r i z i n g  the amounts for DNC 
and CG buys, this ianguage is included: 

"8. Tom1 Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil. 

1. Unless Alexander is nominated and we Cannot use DNC money 
to anask him. 

1. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money media 
before May 18 since we can anack Dole with DNC money 

- .  - 

In the case of the DNC ads. there appeared io bc 59 ads which were then duplicated for use by 
vmous mte pury organm!ions The conicni of the ads IS identical except ~ Q P  the 2 U.S.C. 
Uld(aX3) statement (e.&. paid for by the Ohio Demamte Pq). 

Senaie Repon a8 page 116. ciimg Morris deposition. p. 124. 

Accordmg to media records. the DNC ads fnt ran bcnvccn 8/18/95-8/3 1 / 5 5  

Moms deposirion. pp. I 17- I8 as cited m the Senate Repon. 

I. 

I? 
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9. DNC money now through May 28, f 

The placement COR for DNC media buys for the period 213p96 through 513 1/96 
was about S 12 million; the placement cost for Primary Comrnittn media buys for the 
period 3/5/96 through 513 1/96 WBS $1 .72 million. 

Notwithstanding the excerpts Grom the Senate Repopt cited above. the evidence 
developed during audit fieldwork, in the Audit Staas opinion. demonstrates that 
coordination existed between the DNC and the Primary Commietee concerning the 
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads. 

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and d c h ,  caccordhg to snation 
invoices and the media fms' reconciliations of DNC buys, ran during the primaty 
campaign period indicates that President Clinton, the candidate, was clearly identified in 
these ads, and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages. 

A review of the audio and video prtiom of each of the 37 DMC ads found !hat 
the candidate in addition to being featured in ?he video portion of ads is referred to during 
the audio portion 81s "President Clinton", ''the 42nd president", 'the president" - in one 
ad, the candidate's voice is the entire audio portion. 

SAME AUDIO AND SAME VIDEO AS PRIMPLR 76 COMMTITEE ADS 

In the case of three separate DNC ads which ran drning the period 8-15-96 
through 8-28-96. the audio and video content of the DNC ads are exact facsimile?' of 
three separate Primary Comminn ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran during 
the penod 8-2-96 through 8-21-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit 

I .  The DNC paid nearly Q2.1 million to run these ads @Ius one additional - Risky. 
discussed below.) during the pcnod beginning two weeks prior to the candidate's 
nomination at the convention. In August. 1996. the Primary Cornittee using its ads 
wth the same conteni as the DNC's. paid 164.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads 

Two pairs of ads (P11" REAL TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLUGMGRICH 
DNC1918-30; PI2 NOBODY CG14-30 %I3796 THEM DNCl229-30) raise fhe questic? 
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences "'if it were Bob Dole 
sining here [in h e  Oval Office)." The 1st pair (PI3 BACK CGO9-30 k D394 SCHEME 
DNC 1917-30) conveys to the viewer -"president Clinton meeting our challenges bob dole 
gambling with our future." in  the Audit s s s  opinion. all of the above ads contain an 

n ticar the end of each d a "PAID FOR BY ...I* appears superunposed on the video ponion. for the 
DKC ads the payer i s  identified as the DNC or a a t e  pany organization. fer L e  h a r y  
Cornminee ads. the payer is ideniificd as the Runivy Cornmince. 

This identifier was w i p e d  by the Audit s W t o  denote I Primary Cornmince ad (e.& PI rhrcugh 
P13); sunilarly 80 denote a DNC ad. the Audit mff w i p e d  idenaifim D1 though D812. 

I1 
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- the content of each ad is designed e the public to elect a 
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instead of Bob Dole. 

The cost of these DNC ads was rcpoetcd by the BNC as an expendim made 
pmuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) on behalf of the Candidate’s general election campaign. 

CLrrSrOWS POSITIONS VS DOLE’S POSITIONS 

The Audit staff identified five DNC ad$ which aired during 1996 h which the 
candidate’s position on the budget, Mediwe, education. taxes, assault  weapon^. welfare. 
children, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (see 
Exhibit #2 for text of ads). Three of the five ads (No. Proof, and Fa&) nul between 
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving S5 million in placement costs to broad@ 
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans it’s 
time 10 say yes to the Clinton plans yes to heaim’s families.” 

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President’s position on jobs, 
unemployment benefits. women-owned companies, job aaining and interest rates and 
points out that under ‘?he Dole GOP bill” and “a Dole menelmerat“ these areas of the 
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasled with information on ‘Loday[’sJ” 
economy - record consauction jobs. lower mongage rates, new jobs - highlighting “the 
President’s plan for a better fume.” 

The fifth ad in this category. entitled Risky, contrasts the President’s tax cut or tax 
proposals which would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on 
taxes and the purponed effect of these taxes on Medicare. education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7R4/96 through 8/28/96 in flights 
where the  air t ime charges totaled nearly 54 million (Economy $2.0 million; Risky $1.94 
million in same flight uith Them mentioned above). 

Here again. as was the case in the prwious discussion, the viewer is presented 
uith a choice between tw’o candidates-the President and his stated accomplishments and 
proposals s h o w  as favorable versus Dole and his record as stated and possible 
consequences of his positions and proposals. 

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staPfinvoived 12 ads in which 
the President’s record and/or positions are compared to the record and/or positions or 
proposals represented as associated wth ‘?he Dole Gingrich budget plan.” “Dole 
Gingrich anack ad.” and “Dole and Gingrich” voling record or proposals. These ads. the 
text of which is at Exhibit #3. portray the President’s stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare. education. taxes. environment. budget, and Migrat ion compared to 
the anempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to 
Dole Gingrich. These ads ran in flights which aired during the period fiom 4/12/96 
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through 7-19-96 (0 Table also ran during 1/18/96-21/9 placement cost for 
fliahts totaled $1 8 million. Although Dole is “coupled” with Gingrich in these ads, 

1 

during this time period Dole was the “presumptive nomine.” The message conveyed to 
the viewer is a choice between the hs iden t  and his plicies and Dole. 

During the primary period mainly h m  $/16/95 to IK4/96,a 13 DNC ads were 
aircd that discussed F’rcsident Clinton’s position on topics such as Mc~carc, education. 
taxes, welfare reform, environment, family medical leave, and a balanced budget; the 
placement cost for flights during this period containing these ads was 513.35 million. 
Against these positions, the stated positions. goals, and c6l11sequmws of various 
proposals tied to “republicans in Congress”, the republican budget, or just ‘‘republicans” 
arc discussed (SM Exhibit #4). In 7 of these ads, although not mentioned in the a d i o  
portion by name, Dole is pictured at leas once during the video portion. 

The remahhg four DNC ads, entitled Dreams, victims, Chdlenge, Welfare. are 
thematic in natuec and present topics such as the President’s college tuition tax cut, the 
President’s balanced budget, the President’s plan for Welfare reform, and the President’s 
plan to address women victims of domestic a b w  (see M b i t  #5). ?hrre of the four 
DNC ads ran in flights during the period 2/13/96 through 3/27/96; the DNC ad, entitled 
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is featured at least twice in the 
video portion of each ad. and ‘?he President’s pian ” or proposals made by the President 
2ue mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad. 

I t  appeared. based on information analyzed as of the close of audit fieldwork, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement ofthe Primary Comminee 
ads. Furher. the DNC ad campaign was developcd. implemented. and coordinated with 
the P n m q  Committee. Finally. it is b e  opinion of the Audit staffthat the cost of the 
DSC ad campaign. calculated at $46.580.358 @lacement costs of $42,373,336. 
commissions of S4.173.339 and identified production corn of $33.683) using records 
currently available. should be viewed as an in-kind convibution to the Phmary 
Commince. 

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewer1 as in-kind connibutions to the 
P r i m q  Comminee was discussed bnefly at the conference held at the close of audit - 
fieldwork. The General C o w e l  of the Primary Camnittee stared h t  the Commission’s 
regulations and advisory opinions. and c o w  decisions pernit issue advenising by the 
DNC and mongly disagreed with the Audit staffs opinion that media ads placed and 
aired on behalf ofthe DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Commiftee 
and applicable to the overall expenditure limimtion. 

Two DNC ads. entitled Help and Sop. ran krwcm 3R9/96 and 5 0  1/96. U 
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demonstrate that the media program described above did not constitute an-in-kind 
contribution from the DNC to the Primary Committee. The demonstration should have 
included evidence that the DNC media pmgrm was not coordinakd with the Primary 
Committee and that the ads a i d  did not contain an dectionnriag message. 

In ~sponse to the Memorandum, the Rrimary Cb&m -Ed "[tJhe DCIIIOCRX~C 
National Committee and numerow D e m d c  state patty comiiiittecs broadcast a series 
of issue advocacy media advertisements in late 1995 and early 1996." 

It should be made clear that the ads, in question, were ads produced by SKO or 
Nov5 on behalfcf the DNC. Our review did not r e v 4  any prrymenps d e  by state perty 
committees relative to the cost of producing the ads b question. Even though ntiiierous 
sate party committcss wired funds to the primapy Committee's m d i a  firms, the cost of 
air time to broadcast the ads was. in fact, h d e d  by the DNC. The DNC wired funds 
from its fed& and non-federal acco.unts to state pany committees and provided the 
following wire -fer instructions: 

"The DNC has sent two wires to your accounts which arc noted above. In 
accordance with n o d  aliocations procedures for adrwinistrativJgweric expenses, you 
should transfer the amount of money sen1 10 your non-fedd  account to your fcded  
account. You should then send one wire from vow Federal account to the media fim 
listed below in the amount of the total funds sent to you. 

Please send 

Bank Name: 

wire to Squire Knapp Ochs per the hformatio~n listed below: 

National Capitol Bank. 316 Pennsylvania Ave., S.E. 
Wastungton, D.C. 20003 

Account Name: 

Bank Account Number: 

November 5 Group, Inc. . 
[ account number contained in original] 

ABA Routing Number: 054 000 056 

c*o This transfer needs to be dome A.S.A.P. Please cdi Maureen Ganle at 
202-479-5136 to confirm that this wire has been malde, coompktc the anached fom, 
and fax i t  to IMnumn at 202-479-5135. Thank you for your help.***" Emphasis in 
original] 

The appropriateness of this type of funding by the DNC through the V ~ ~ ~ O U S  Sfate 
parr?. committees is beyond the scope of this report. 

The response further stated that the Memorandum cited certain dleged 
occurrences as evidence of coordination between the DNC and the Primary Committee. 
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The PrLnary c o r n  did not disoute that the ads wex coo d. but objected to the 
"Audit Division's inaccurate and mi'sleading discussion ofthe facts &mining to &e ads, 
and, in some h c e s  (although irrelevant) disagrees that the fm cited show 
coordination.'' The primafy Committee deemed this evidence of ccoadinaaion as totally 
i m l e v m  and ridded with f a d  ~ O K .  

The PTimary Committee objected to the Audit staff's use of invoices that 
indicated production cost was shared bewem the DNC sllnd the Primary Commian. It 
stated "in only one ofthe thyte instances of shared production expenses cited in the 
Memoranda is the name of the ad provided, and in that one case, the Audit Division has 
the facts wong. According to [the] Audit staff9 a Sqtcmkr 16,1996 §KO invoice 
apparently relates to the ads 'Nobody' and 'Them.' The Au&t Division states that the 
Primary Committee and the DNC each paid for a portion of this invoice. The ad 
'Nobody' is a primary Committee ad that never aired and the ad 'Them' is a DNC ad 
which was amibuted to the 441a(d) limitation. There w; only one ad, a 44la(d) ad aired 
by the DNC , so the facts are not a c c i t e  as sated by the Audit Division." 

As another example of "inaccurate and misleading discussion", the Primary 
Committee objected to comparisons made with respect to DNC and primmy Committee 
media buys during the period May 25 through May 3 1 1996, as well as comparisons 
made with respect to other media buys that occurred during similar flights. Even though 
the Prima? Committee did not dispute the facts presented in the Memorandum. it 
concluded "the Audit staff has allegedly documented a 'similar pattern' in the placement 
of ads in a week when the Primary committee paid over 51.1 million to broadcast ads 
while the DNC paid only $73.049. The disparity in the amounts purchased by each entiry 
is so large that it is impossible IO make any comparisons about similar patterns in the 
placement of ads based on these facts." 

U'rth respect to all other media flights on all other dates, the Primary Committee 
sutcd. the Audit staff made the general conclusion that Primary Committee and DNC ads 
were placed at the same stations. but added that the amounts charged by the stations were 
not exactly the same. Despite the fact thar this statement related to millions of dollars in 
ads. no documentation or specific facts were provided to s ~ p p o n  the conclusion. 

The rema:.der of the Primary Committee's response with respect to "inaccurate 
and misleading discussion" covered ( 1 ) the standard form used by ClintonIGore '96 and 
the DNC for authorization of production and rime buys, (2) a July 3.1996 authorization 
memorandum from Harold lckes and Doug Sosnik referring to two alleged buys, (3) an 
authorization memorandum to Prim* committee and DNC staffindicating the Harold 
lckes had authorized payment of cenain SKO invoices. (4) statements made by a Primary 
Comminee a d  Democratic Parry polling consultant and the DNC's General Counsel, and 
(5) information gathered and conclusions reached by the U.S. Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs in its repon on the 1996 campaign. 
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Of the Audit stliff that Phe f a t s  p r e s  in the Memorandum 
were oresented fairly and demonstrated hat coordination occurred between the P r i m q  
Co&ttee, the Whke HOUSC, and the DNC. 

With nspcct to the Primary Committee’s ad entitled “Nobody”, this ad. according 
to documentation d e  available by the P r h ~  Committee and its media firm did in fact 
run. Station documentation, some of which was nomind andlor signed by a station 
represcntaive. contained language to the effect “we warrant that the actual broadcast 
infomtion on this invoice was taken h m  our records.” During the period August 15. 
1996 through August 21,1996, the ad “Nobody” aired. For example, documentation 
reviewed for television station KNSD 6 0 s  hgeles ,  CA). indicated that a ad coded 
CG1430 aired August 20” and Augun 21&. Code CG1430 was the product9film number 
assigned to the ad “Nobody.” The cost of this ad was $4,275. The cost of all ads aired on 
*&is station dlaring this period including “Nobody”, totaled $13.451.25. The invoice 
contained no reconciling items which if present, would have indicated that an ad(s) did 
not air. Primary Committee funds were apparently used to pay this station and the station 
was listed on the media reconciliation for Priinary Committee ads piaced during the 
period. 

The Audit staff did no1 copy all station invoices for this flight (August 15.1996 
through August 21. 1996), however. invoices copied indicated the ad “Nobody” also 
aired at television stations KOAA - CO (800 - 8/21), WCPX - FE (8Dl). KOMU - MO 
(8119 through S/al). WKRC - OH (8nO - 8/21). KDRV - OR @DO - sal). W V I  - PA 
( 8 ~ 0 ) , W v X p - M ( 8 / 2 0 - 8 0 1 ) . ~ ~ C - ~ ( 8 / 1 9 - 8 / 2 1 ) . ~ Q W - W I ( 8 / 2 Q - B / 2 1 ) .  
M Q  - WA (8119-8R2)”and WRAL-NC@/ZO- 8/21). 

The Primary Committee‘s assenion rliat the ad Nobody never aired is punling at 
bea. gisen the documentarion in the Pnmary Committee’s records. 

The discussion in the Memorandum concerning media ads placed by both the 
DNC and the P n m q  Committee during the period May 25.1996 through May 3 1, 1996 
was facruzlly correct. Even though approximately 6500.000 in ads placed by the DNC 
were not aired, as noted in the Memorandum. the fact that the DNC ads were originally 
placed at the same stations for the same amount during the same period as Primary 
Committee ads can be and should be used as a basis to conclud-xoordination existed 
between the DNC and the Primary Committee. 

As previously stated. during that period Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary 
Committee placed ads totaling SI. 101.062. During ?he same period, NOY 5 on behalf of 
the DNC placed ds totaling 4563.253. DNC ads and Primary Cominee ads were 
placed with the same 1 12 broadcast surions. With respect to ads placed with 109 (of the 
1 12) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf of the DNC or tht 

Even though the invoice indicated the ad was aired on 8R2F46. che nation is listed on the media 
reconcilialion made available for ads aired 8/15/96 through 8C!1/96 

I1 
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Prinnary Commi in the same amount. The Memo1 also noted that the 
media reconciliation prepared by Nov 5 for this period indicated that only 573,049 in ads 
were actually placed [actually aind] on behalf ofthe DNC. 

The import of this example. which was not refuted or even addressed by the 
Primaq Committee in its respsnse, was and still is -the DNC and Prhary Committee 
media flights as o~ginally planned, if aired would have resulted in Primary ads and DNC 
ads being aired by the same stations during the same time periods by design. The Audit 
Division is not in possession of any information, nor did the Primary Committee offer 
any explanation, as to why the DNC ad flight was "scaled back" nearly SSOO.000 or 87% 
of the planned amount. 

With nspect to other ads placed on behalf of both the DNC and the Primary 
Committee at the same stations during the same period but not always for the same 
amount. it should be noted that the Primary Committee had the same media 
reconciliations and station documentation as reviewed by 'the Audit M. FWhcr, during 
the response period provided in the Memorandum, the himiry Committee requested and 
received copies of ccnain workpapers in s u p p n  of statementidfacts contained in the 
Memorandum. At no time did the Primary Committee quest  workpap  concemhg 
DNC and Primary Committee ads aired during similar periods of time but not always for 
the same amounts. 

The Memorandum contained information noted in a Wepn of the United States 
Senate Committee on Governmental AfTairs. The Memorandum cited cmain statements 
by Richard Moms. The Primary Committee objected to the inclusion of information 
from a memorandum. apparently dated February 22.1996. which stated, in patt, if Dole is 
nominated. we need no additional CG money for media before May 28 since we can 
attack Dole ~ i t h  DNC money. The Primary Committee stated: 'the Audit Division 
misunderstood the point of Mr. Moms' szatement. which was that issue ads had 10 
discuss current Members of Congress in the context of legislative debate in Congress. In 
fact. as is reflected in his sworn testimony. Mr. Moms' memo d e m o m t e s  how 
forcefully and precisely the DNC and CiintodGore '96 communicated the rules on issue 
advertising to those preparing the ads. Indeed. it is astonishing that the Audit Division 
would reach an incorrect interprcattion of Mr. Morris' memo when his sworn testimony 
on the issue is available." 

The Primary Committee misinterpreted the point of Mr. Moms' statement. 
According to the testimony, Mr. Moms' saiemcnt refemd to his understanding ofthe so 
called issue ad cutoff date. Mr. Moms sxaied "if Dole is nominated. don't worry about it, 
because he's in the Senate. and the budget is the big fight, and it's continuing. and we can 
continue to compare the President's poSiKiOn with Dole's ,position straight through the 28* 
of May. which was the Memorial Day cut-off that Sandlea and Utxecht had decreed." 

Apparently. the so called May 28. 1996 cut-off date was set by Mr. Sandler and 
Ms. Uuecht. In response IO the question "[alrc you aware that timing is a key factor in 
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FEC determinatio xpress advocacy." Mr. MOAS yy]es. we were 
informed [of) that by Sandler and by Utrccht, and that is why they set the deadline of 
Memoriall)ay 
DNC ads." In this deposition, Mr. Moms related that the M C I I I Q ~ ~ ~  Day CutQff date was 
extended because the RNC continued to run its issue ads. 

being the last day on which we could run issuc-on which we could rur 

'The inclusion of this information was merely YO fuahn substantiate the level of 
coordination that existed between the DNC, Primary C~nlmitke and the White House. 

Moreover, language contained in a piece of correspondence obtained by the Audit 
staff subsequent to the issuance of the Memomdlurn seetlps to provide some insight to the 
DNC's "issue ad" activity. The language below is excerpted from a "MEMORANDUM 
FOR HAROLD ICKES" h m  Joe Sandier discussing the Colorado Republican case then 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. The memorandum was dated Feb- 8.1996, 
approximately two weeks prior to the apparent date (February 22,1996) of  the 
aforementioned Moms memorandum. 

"The FEC has adopted a vague and fuzzy test for determining 
when a party communication OP activity counts against these 
limits: it counts if it contains an 'elsctioneming' message 
about a clearly identified candidate. (This is the standard we 
are applying (albeit aggressively) in the cumnt DNC media 
campaign. to avoid having the ads count t,owads the limit 
on expenditures for ClintodGere)." 

I t  should be noted that the DNC ads continued to nm through August 7.1996. 
The cos1 of DNC ads aired during the period August 15, I996 through August 28. I996 
were reponed by the DNC as being made on behalf of President Clinton's general 
election campaign pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d). 

With respect to the remainder of the Primary Cornminee's assenions concerning 
the use of standard forms. memoranda authorizing media buys. statements made by 
DNCPrirnary Cornminee polling consultant and statements made by the DNC's general 
counsel. again. the Audit staff merely intraduced cenain documents made available 
during fieldwork as evidence of coordination between the DNC. the Primary Cominec  
and the White House as they related to the DNC ads and the Primary Conuninee ads. 

According to the Primary Cornminee "issue ads" were timed to avoid airing in 
proximity to the 1996 election; no DNC "issue ads" were nm after early August 1996; no 
"issue ads'' WCTT broadcast during the entire general election period; and, it was the. DNC 
stated policy to not broadcast any "issue ads" in a state within thirty days of that state's 
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prknary election in r to ensure that the ad could never be ed to have any 
connection whatsoever with an election." 

Finally. the Primary Committee stated the Memorandum presented a flawed 
analysis of the DNC "issue advocacy ads" and concluded they were either coordinated 
with the Primary Committee or "imbued" with an electioneering mesage. It WBS the 
prknary Committee's opinion &a! the position taken by the Audit Division b t  h e  DNC 
"issue ads" contained electioneering messages simply m o t  be supported either as a 
matter of fact or law. In support of its opinion. the P n m q  Committee questioned the 
Audit staffs analysis with respect to DNC ads that contained the ~ a m e  audio and m e  
video as Primary Cornminee ads; ads that compared Clinton's positions vs. Dole's 
positions and Clinton's positions vs. Dole Gmgxich positions; and, Clinton's positions vs. 
The Republicans positions. 

Same Audio and Same Video as Primaw Committee A& 

The Primary Committee stated the Audit d c o r r e c t l y  observed that in the w e  
of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period August 15,1996 through August 
28. 1996. the audio and video content of the DNC ads wen exact facsimiles of three 
separate Primary Committee ads and nearly identical to a fourth DNC ad which ran 
during the period August 2,1996 through August 21.19%. With respect to the 4 DNC 
ads. the Primary Committee stated "[w]hether an electioneering message is present, 
however, is irrelevant because the expendims for each of those ads was attributed to the 
DNC's 441a(d) expenditures. Thus. it was entirely appropriate for the ads to have 
included an electioneering message as well as to have expressly advocated the election of 
President Clinton the defeat of his opponent. There is absolutely no reason for barring 
the DNC from airing an advertisement which is identical to a Primary Committee ad 
when thar ad is charged to the 441a(d) limit." 

. 

Finally. the Primary C o m i n e e  stated rather ironically that "[wlhat is particularly 
sroubling aboiin the Audit Division's finding is that it demonstrates complete carelessness 
in reviewing materials provided by the Committees. The Audit staff was provided with a 
complete set of media reconciliations from the November 5 Group. 

These reconciliations provided the cost and dates of broac'casting of the DNC 
issue ads ... The= is no excue for the emor because connary evidence was for all intents 
and purposes staring the auditors in the face. On those very same reconciliations for the 
periods 8/15/96 through 8/28/96. the phrase '441 MONEY' appears on every sheet in the 
upper lefr-hand comer. It  is inexcusable that the appearance ofthat phrase on every 
single media reconciliation for the period in question did not trigger even a question in 
the auditors' minds that the broadcasts could have reflected 441 a(d) expenditures." 

In a foornoie. the h a r y  Comminee stared "while rhu 3O-day ple-primary rule was observed fc; 
virmally all of L e  ads. in a few inst.v)ccs ads were run within thiny days of B primary. generally 
when here starions failed ro pull them ac requesred." 

2. 

30 



31 

The Primary Committee appears to concede that the DNC ads aired during the 
period August 2,1996 through August 28,1996 con?ahed electioneering messages and 
mention of a clerrrly identified candidat+). It should be noted that Nov 5 media 
reconciliations for the DNC ads were not provided to the Audit staff until the days 
of the audit fieldwork and not all the reconciliations h question (8/15/96 through 
8/28/96) wrrc annorated with the phrase "441 Money." Rcpolv filed by the DNC did 
disclose e x p f n d i ~ s  to Nov 5 for media placed on behdf of President Clinton p u r ~ ~ a n t  
to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) in the amount of $2,394409. According to the media 
reconciliations, the funds were used to pay for ads placed and aired pior to the 
Candidate's date of nomination (8LW96) in the amount of $&234,812 (including 
commissions). 

Since the above expenditures paid for ads i d  prior to the Candidate's date of 
nomination, the Audit staff does not consider the expenditures d e  p m w t  to 2 U.S.C. 
$44 1 a(d). The fact that the DNC reported them as 441 u(d) expenditlarrs is not 
controlling. In the Audit d s  opinion the "bright line" ncgulations at 1 I Cm 
§9034.4(e) apply because in-kind conmbutiom arc also expenditures by the recipient 
candidate. The "bright line" rules apply consistently to all campaign expenditures. 
including in-kind connibutions paid for by a mtional pm c o m m i ~ .  The general 
"bright line" d e  is that goods and services used excltuively for the prhaty or general 
election campaign an allocable to that election. Othwwise. expenditures for media and 
other communications used for both the primary and g c m d  elections am attributed 
between the primary and general elections based upon whether the date of broadcasts or 
publication is before or a h  the date of nomination (1 1 CFR §9034.4(e)(6)). 
Funhermore, this approach voids the possibility of having expenditures for identical 
media ads on behalf of the Candidate. broadcast prior to the date of nomination, treated as 
pnrnap and general election expendims depending on whether the Primary Committee 
or DNC paid for hem. As noied at Exhibit I ,  DNC ads entitled DolelGingrich. Them. 
and Scheme were identical to Primary Committee ads entitled Real Ticket. Nobody and 
Back. The ads do not appear to be exclusively related to the general election. The DNC 
ads and Prim- Committee ads wen aired in Augm 1996 prior to the Candidate's date 
of nomination. 

~ Ginmich 
Postitions. and Clinton's Positions vs. The Remblicans Positions 

The Primary Committee identified cenain DNC ads in which President Clinton's 
position on the budget medicare. education. taxes was compared to Dole's positions OB 
Dole's legislative record as well as ads which contrasted President Clinton's position 
rsih that of Republicans as to various legislative proposals. According to the Primary 
Committee. ~s is exactly what "issue advocacy ads" were supposed to do. 

With respect to the Primary Committee assations that only in a few instances, 
which resulted only when stations failed to pull them as requested, ads were run within 
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30 days of a prim should be noted that DNC ads 'were 30 days of 12 
different state primariedcaucus. In one instance With respect to the Wsshg%n (State) 
primary held on March 26,1996, DNC ads, with a place&ent cost of $132,617, were 
aired during the period March 7,1996 through March 25.1996. The Primary Comanittee 
offmd no evidence that the DNC requested such ads be pulled. 

Irrespective of whethcr DNC ads ran within 30 days of a state's p h w y  election 
date, it rrmainS the opinion ofthe Audit staff that DNC ads in question. viewed 
sepmtely or in total, contained an eltctionming message and referenced a c lwly  
identified candidate. 

Our comments in response to arguments put forth by the P r h q  C o k t t ~  
concerning its view of what the appropriate legal smdard under which the DNC ads 
should be evaluated arc contained below. 

A. THE LEGAL STANDMID 

The Primary Commiaee argued that the Audit smE, in reaching its 
conclusion that DWC-funded media should bc treated as an in-kind contribution to the 
Primary Committee improperly abandoned the "expreri advoacy" rand "electioneering 
message" standards. and. contrary eo law, applied a "purpose, conxent and thing" test. 
Response at 2-4. 

The Audit Division agrees that. in case:; involving spending for speech- 
related activity, which is made in coopention with. oral the request of, a candidate 
(including the candidate's authorized political committees and/or their agents), the 
spending may be considered a conuibution to the candidate if the resuiting 
communication "clearly idmlifies" a candidate for federal office and contains an 
"electioneering message." See AQs 1985-1 4; 1984-1 5:' The Audit Division's reference 

The tern "clearly identified" means that the name of the penon involved appears, a photopph or 
drawing of the candidate appears; or the identify of the candidate is apparent by unambiguous 
reference. 2 U.S.C. 5 43 1( I S i  Section 100.17 of the Commission's regulations amplifies the 
SUNIC by defining "clearly identified s meaning the candidate's name. nickname. phorograph. 
or drawmg a p p m .  or the identic of the candidate is ophciwise apparml through an unambigur-is 
de fence  such u "the Resident." "your Congressman." or %e incumkenI,':' or through an 
unambiguous rcfmnce IO his or her SUNS as a candidate such as '?he Democratic presidential 
nommee" or "the Republican candidate for the Senate in the State of Georgia". 

The defmicion of"elcaionwmg message" mcludes sutemeno designed to urge the public IO elect 
a cenam candidate o r  m. or which wouid tend 10 diminish public suppon for one candidate and 
gamer ruppon for another candidate. FEC v. Colorado Republican Federal Campaign 
Commmee. 59 F.3d 1015. 1023 (:Gth Cu. 1995)(citingAO I9Wl5). pcv'donorhergri%ndr. 
5 18 U.S. 604 (1996) (The Coun did not address the content of Ihe adven i smmu at issue); see 
A 0  1985- 14 ("electioneenng messages mclude statements 'designed to urge h e  public to elect a 
ccnain candidate or pan)/"') (citing UnrredSraies v. United Aufo Workers. 352 U.S. 567.587 
(1957)). 

:* 
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to the purpose, 
clearly identified candidate/electioneering message saandard.’” 

and Content of the advcrtiscmeolto at is consistent with the 

Advisohy Opinion 1984-1 5 involved two televidon a d v d s m e n t s  which 
the RNC proposed to broadcast. These proposed advertiserrnents each began with an 
image of a then-cumnt candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination. The audio 
componen! of each advertisement then set forth the candi&tc’s statement or position on 
an issue, and was followed by a reply or retort to that statemmt. Both adveRisements 
ended with the statement “Vote Republican.” The Commission determined that these 
advertisements had “[tlhc clear import and purpose . . . to diminish support for m y  
Democratic Party presidential nominee and to gamer support for whoever may be the 
eventual Republican P q  nominee. . . .’’ The Commission iimhep determined that the 
advertisements “effectively advocate the defat  of a clearly identified candidate.” Based 
on these determinations. the Commission explained that “expcnditums for these 
advenisements benefit the evenrual Republican presidential candidate and arc made with 
respect to the presidential general ekction and in connection with the presidential general 
election campaign.” ’Ihe Commission concluded that expenditures for the &IdVertlSCItXnts 
therefore would bc reporiible either as contributions subject to the limbtion set forth at 
2 U.S.C. 5 Ula(a)(Z)(A). or as coordinated party expendipues subject to the limitation 
set forth at 2 U.S.C. Q 441a(d). 

A 0  1985-14 involved television. radio and print advertisements, and 
mailers. which the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee @CCC) proposed to 
publish. and which purported to describe Republican policies. A tendered script for a 
reJcvision/radio adveniscmenr encouraged the viewerflistener to ‘‘[IJet your Republican 
Congressman know hat  you don‘t think this is funny . . . ,” or in another version of the 
same advertisement. “[l]et the Republicans in Congress know what you think about their 
sense of humor.” Another script for a tclevisiodradio advertisement urged one 10 Let 
“your Republican Congressman” (or in a variant. ”the Republicans in Congress”) “know 
that their irresponsible management of the nation’s economy must end - before it’s too 
late.” The DCCC submitted alternative scripts, which added the closing statement “Vote 
Democratic” to both of these advertisements. A sample proposed mailer included the 
statement “(l]et Congressman X know how you feel.” A variant added the exhortation to 
“Vote Democratic.” 

Citing A 0  1984-1 5 .  the Conunission concluded ha t  rno~ntc; used to fund 
the communications would be expenditures subject to the limitation set forth at 2 U.S.C. 
3 44 la(d) if the advertisement funded by that amount “(1) depicted a clearly identified 
candidate and (2 )  conveyed an electioneering message.” Applying this standard, the 
Commission determined that advertisements which referred to “the Republicans in 
Congress” were not subject IO limitation under 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d). regardless whether the 

0 As discussed below. the Audit Division doel not agree with the Comminees’ argument thar the 
”express a8vocacy” standard must bc met before such spending constitutes a conuibuiion IO the 
candidate. 
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advertisement clo th the Statemmt "Vote Drmocmtic." Commission dso 
concluded that advertisements which referred to "your Republimn Congressman" were 
not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. 5 44ia(d). if the adventisenlent did not close with 
the statement "Vote Democratic." However, the Commission on a tie vote was unable to 
decide whether advertisements which referred to "youp Republican Congressman" and 
which closed with the statement "Vote Demomatic" were subjcct to limitation under 
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d). Finally. the Colrmmission concluded that the costs of production and 
distribution of the proposed mailer would be subject to l i t a t i o n  mdep section Mla(d). 

Significantly, the Commission's determination that the costs of the 
proposed mailer were subject to limitation under section 44la(d) was based on the 
Commission's assumptions that the reference to "Congressman X" indicated that the 
mailer would identify particular congressmen by name, and that the distribution of the 
mailer would include all or part of the district represented by the conpssman identified 
in that mailer. Likewise. the Commission in A 0  1985-14 made clear that its evaluation 
of whether or not &e televisionhzdio advertisements w m  subject to limitation under 
2 U.S.C. 4 441a(d) was made wih reference to proposed dates on which the 
advertisements were to be run, sating that: 

[Ihc] proposed program is for the purposes of influencing the 1986 
election process and [. . .] these activizies will be scheduled for 
approximately the next month [June 19851 and for September 1985. The 
Commission emphasizes that this opinion is limited to the timetable you 
have specified and does not address the implementatisn ofthe m e  or a 
similar program at some later date. 

The Commission's reference to the place and the timing of the 
communicaiivc activity makes clear that the determination whether spending fer a 
particular communication contains an electioneering message requires at least some 
reference to the context in which rhe comunication is published." Accordingly, h e  - 
.. 

The Commission in A 0  1985-14 assumed that the media campaign was developed without 
cooperation or consultation with any candidate. and based its analysis on the theory that the 
limitations under 2 U.S.C. 5 44latd) apply to pan). expenditures irrespective of coordination with 
a candidate. Likewise. A 0  1914- I5 involved an RNC media ca~npaign which. in the view of the 
Commission. was mended to benefi! "!he eventual Republican ?'any nominee [for President]." 
Thus. AOs 1985-14 and 1984- I5 both mvolved media campaigns which had a purpose of 
mfluencing the election ofcenain candidates. but which were implemented without coordination 
with the candidate. 

The subsequent Supreme Coun decision in Colorado Republrcan Federal Campaign CornmrrIee I* 

FEC. 518 U.S. 604 (1996). held that the First Amendment prevents enforcement of the 
Seaion 44 la(dK3) limiu on independent expendiNres by pmy cornminces in co~ection with 
congressional election campaigns Accordingly. L e  limilatiom undcr 2 U.S.C. 4 44 la(d)(3) now 
apply only to pmy expenditures which lye made UI coordination with a congressional candidate 
(an&or the candidate's authorized political committees and/or their agents). However. the Coun 
did not cxtmd this holding to the Section 44 la(dX2) limit applicable to Presidential campaigns, 
decltnmg 10 "address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Residential campaigns". 
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Audit Division p in reaching its 
conclusion that the advertisements in question in this audit should 
contributions. 

F.T~~PCCI as 

Likewise, the purpose of the advertisements was a necessary and proper 
consideration which had to be weighed hfore the Audit Division in this audit could reach 
its conclusion that the DNC sponsonhip of the media campaign constitutes an in-kind 
contribution to the PNnary Committee. In A 0  1985-14 the Commission explicitly relied 
on the qresentation in the Advisory Opinion Request that the media program had "the 
clear purpose of influencing voter perceptions of these candidates with a view toward 
weakening their positions as candidates for re-election . . ." Similarly, in A 0  1984-15. 
the conclusion that the proposed television d v e d s m m t s  were subject to regulation as 
contributions or coordinated parry expenditures was explicitly based, in part, on the 
opinion that ''the clear import and purpose of [the] proposed aclvemscemeirts [was] to 
diminish support for whoever may be the presidential nomince and to gamer support for 
whoever may be the eventual Republican Party nominee.'' Indeed. with one exception. a 
purpose of influencing a federal election is an indispensable element for concluding that 
any disbursement of funds (or other thing of value) is a conmbution or coordinated party 
expendim within the meaning of the Act.21 See 2 U.S.C. 58 431(8)(A)(i), (9)(A); 
441a(d). 

The Primary Committee also argued that, under all relevant precedents, the 
advertisements in question qualified for treatment as issue advocacy that is not subject to 
regularion as contributions or coordinared party expenditures. Response at 4-24. In 
particular. the Primary Commirpee argued that political parties were permitted to 
coordinate with parry candidates when making parry expenditures. and that the Audit 
Division's recitation of facts related IO such coordination is both irrelevant and 
inaccurate. Id. at 5-13, The Primary CommiNee further asserted that the advertisements 
did nor contain "express advocacy" or an "electioneering message" but only addressed 
pending legislation. Id at 13-24. 

1 .  Coordination 

The Primary Comminee suenuously argued that coordination 
between a party and its candidates is both pennissiblc and presumed under current law. 
Response at 5-7. Referring to the Supreme Court's decision in Co/orOdo Republican 
F C ~ C F ~  Compuign Commirree e F€C. 5 18 U.S. 604 ( 1996), the Committees quote a 

~~ 

5 18 U.S. at 612. Thus. the issue whether or nor the Section 441a(dK2) limit applies in rhe absence 
of actual coordmuion krwten a nuional cornminee and its Residential nominee is  unrenled. 

The payment by my penon of compcnsliiori for the pmonal services of another penon which are 
rendered 10 a political cornminee wilhoul charge IS a coaaibution. regardleu of purpose. 2 U.S.C. 
5 4jl(SXA)(ii). 

" 
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section ofthe C on's brief in that case, in -which the =ion explained its 
presumption thal party expendims are made in coordination with its candidates. Id. at 
5. 'The Cornminces urge that the Commission cannot, in the context of an audit. reverse 
this presumption, and suggest that such a rev& "can only occur h u g h  the rule- 
making process." Id 

In Colorado Republican Federal Campaign Committee the 
Supreme COW rejected the Commission's position that it may presume coordination 
between a parry and its congressional candidates. holding that the Fint Amendment 
prohibits enfomment of 2 U.S.C. 8 441a(d)(3) limits with respect to expenditures for 
media, if the expenditure, as a matter of fact, was d e  independent of any coordination 
or consultation with the candidate. 5 18 U.S. at 619-23. The COW did no! extend this 
holding to the Section 44la(d)(2) limit applicable to hesidential campigns, declining to 
"address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Pmidentid campa@W. 
5 18 U.S. at 612. Thus, the issue whether or not the Section 44ltl(d)(2) lilrnio applies in the 
absence of actual coordination between a national conunittee and its Presidential nominee 
is unsettled. In light of this uncertainty. the Audit Division in this audit properly 
scrutinized whether the media campaign funded by the DNC w implemented in 
cooperation with. or at the request of, the candidate and/or his campaign cominees.  

The P r i m q  Cornminee also argued that the Audit Division's 
examination of coordination between the candidate and the committees w a ~  improper 
because 1 U.S.C. 5 441a(a)(7)(B) does not apply to party expenditures for issue 
advocacy. Response at 7-8. The Primary Committee urged that the Commission "has 
never relied on the coordinated expenditure provision at 2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(7)(B) when 
applying the expendim limits because i t  has always presumed political pwies 
coordinate their expenditures with their candidates." Id. at 8. The Primary Committee 
concluded ihar "under the electioneering message standad. it is solely the content that is 
determinative uithout regard to coordination or any other factors external to the ad." Id. 
The Audit Division respectfully disagrees with the Primary Committee's characterization 
of the law. As discussed above. the electioneering message standard necessarily involves 
an examination of not only the content of a communication, but also the time, place and 
purpose of the communication. 

- ? Electioneennc Messape 

The Primary Cornminee next argued that rhe DNC funded 
advertisements did not conrain an electioneering message. Response at 13-18. The 
Priman. Committee first reiterated its position that the electioneering message standard 
refers solely 10 the content of a communication. citing Advisory Opinions 1985-14 and 
199525 in suppofl of this contention Response at 13-14. 

As set forth in detail above. the Audit Division believes that, 
contrary to the Primaq Committee's arguments. A 0  1985-14 suppons the proposition 
that the elccrioneering message standard requires an examination of the time, place and 
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purpose, in additio ontent, of a communication. n e  Committee’s reliance 
on A 0  1995-25 appears to the Audit Division to be based on an hcomct and misleading 
characterization ofthe views expressed in that opinion. After describing the proposed 
advertisements at issue in A 0  1995-25, the Primary Ca8nmittee’s response set forth that 
“the Commission did not aule than the advertisements contained rn electioneering 
message.” Response at 14. while this statement is true, it is misleading to ?he extent that 
it appears calculated to suggest that the Commission endorsed the described 
advertisements as not containing an electioneering message. 

In fact, the Commission in A 0  1995-25 explicitly declined to 
address the issue whethcr or not the proposed advertisements contained an electioneering 
message, stating that “[tlhe Commission relies on [the requesting party’s] statement that 
those advertisements that mention a F e d d  candidate or officeholder will not contain 
any electioneering message. In view of this representation, the Commission does no1 
express any opinion as KO what is or is not an electioneering message by a pofitical parry 
cornmifree.” A 0  1995-25 at n.1 (emphasis added). 

Similarly, the Primary Committee represented that the 
expenditures for advertisements in A 0  1995-25 “were not found by the FEC to be 
allocable as coordinated party expenditures subject to the 44la(d) limit, even though they 
were to air at a time when president Clinton] was a candidate for office.” Again. ‘3.e 
Primary Cornminee’s statement is technically true, but is mislcadiig to the extent that it 
suggested that the Commission found that the expenditures were not subject to 2 U.S.C. 
6 441a(d). In fact. the Commission explicitly left open the possibility that b e  
advertisements might k subject to Section 441a(d). stating its conclusion that “legislative 
advocacy media advertisements that focus on national legislative activity and promote the 
Republican Pan). should be considered as made in connection with both Federal and non- 
federal electicri. unless the ads would quahfv as coordinated expenditures on beha(fof 
an?’ general election candidates ojrhe party under 2 U.S.C. $44la(d)” (emphasis added). 

Advisory Opinion 1995-25 thus explicitly declined to address the 
propositions which the Primary Comminee contended it supported, and the Audit 
Division rejects the Primary Committee‘s notion that A 0  1995-25 rcpresents “[tlhe 
Commission rraPfirm(ing] its content-based electioneering message test . . . .” Response 
at 14.’‘ 

Having set out their views on the meaning and application of the 
electioneering message test. the Primary Committee then argued that the DNC-hded 
advertisements in question were indisttngutshable from advemsernents which the 

The Runary Comminee also porn1 out the Statements of R a o m  in Mancr Under Review 4246 
demonstrate a difference of opmion wihrn thc Commission over whether, eonsisicnt with the First 
Amendment. h e  Commission can rcquue that the COSIS associated with issue advocacy be 
allocared beween federal and non-federal funds. Response at IS. For the reasons previously 
stated. the view of the Audit Division i s  thar the advenisemenu in question in this audit arc not 
“issue rdvocacy” as was at issue in MUR 4246. 

m 
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Commission in A 
message. Remorse at 16-1 8. The Audit Division believes that its conclusion that DNC- 

85-14 and 1995-25 held did not 60 electioneering 

fundedmediah this audit should be treated as an in-kind contribution to the Pbimary 
Committee was consistent wiph the analysis expressed in A 8  1985-14. 

As discussed above, the Commission in A0 1985-14 concluded 
that the 2 U.S.C. 4 441a(d) limit did not apply to advertisemmtr which rcfemd to “the 
Republicans in Congress” (regardless whether the adverti~mcnt closed with the 
statement “Vote Democratic”). nor to dvertisementr which m f m d  to ‘bow Republican 
Congressman” (if the advertisement did not close with the statement “Vote Democratic”). 
Thus, the advertisements which the Commission in A 0  1985-14 concluded were not 
subject to Section 441a(d) did not depict a “clearly identified candidate.” 

In contrast, the adveniscments in question in this audit explicitly 
identify President Clinton and, in some cases, Senator Dole. Because these 
advenisements also address the policies of the President and his Republican opponents in 
a way which. on its face, appears calculated to encourage the viewer to vote for President 
Clinton. the Audit Division believes that the advertisements at issue meet both the 
“clearly identified candidate” and ”electioneering message” tern. Indeed, because the 
advenisements in this matter do identify specific Republicam and D m o m t i c  candidates 
for President. these advenisements are more akin to the proposed mailer, also at issue in 
A 0  1985-1 4. in which the DCCC intended IO identify specific congressmen by name. 
Based on its undemandings that the proposed mailers would identi& particular 
congressmen by name, and that the distribution of the mailer would include all or part of 
the district represented by the congressman identified in that mailer, the Commission 
concluded that the costs of production and disrribution would be subject to limitation 
under the Act. 

The Prim- Committee’s reliance OA A 0  1995-25 is equally 
misplaced. As discussed above. A 0  1995-95 explicitly declined to reach the issue 
whether or not h e  advcnisements under scminy in that case contained and electioneering 
message. and leh open the question whether or not the ads would qualify as coordinated 
expenditures on behalf of any general election candidates ofthe party under 2 U.S.C. 
$44 latd). Thus. even if the Primap Cornminee was correct in its contention that the 
advenisements in question in this audit wre ”indistinguishable” from the advenisements 
in A 0  1995-95. that similarity is meaningless with respect to the application of the 
elcciioneering message analysis in this audit. Whatever similarities may be drawn 
benveen the content of the adveniumenls in the two cases. in this audit it appears that the 
uming and the geogmphic placement of the media were in fact calculated PO serve the 
purpose of garnering suppon for President Clinton’s re-election campaign. 

3. Exurcss Advocacv 

The Prim- Cornminee further argued that the express advocacy 
smdard, rather that the clearly identified c~didate/e9cctioncering message standard, was 
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dete-g whether the Section 441 l i t  applies to a 
particularparty expenditure for media Response at 4 ("[a] communication which lacks 
any explicit exhortation to vote for a specific =&date can never peach the level of an 
express dvocacy communication and therefore, is coBstirutionally protected speech.'')), 
1 8-23. 

ln Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1 976), the Supreme Court of &e 
United States held only that expenditures €or commnUniCations phat are independent from a 
candidate (and his or her c o m m h c  and agenu) arc pYotected &om governmental 
regulation by the First Amendment if the communications do not ''in express terms 
advocate h e  election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office." 424 
US. at 44. The Court made equally clear that communications Ithat are authorized or 
requested by the candidate, an authorized committee ofthe candi&ite, or an agent of the 
candidate are to be treated as contributions by the person or group msking the 
expenditure. 424 U.S. at 46-47, n.53. The Court recognized &at Coordinated 
expendims are mated as in-kind contributions subject to the coneibution limitations in 
order to "prevent attempts to circumvent the Act through pnatrangd or coordinated 
expenditures amounting to disguised contributions." 424 U.S. at 46-47. 

Consistent with Bvcfdey, COWIS have not applied the "expeess 
advocacy" (est to contributions or coordinated expenditures. FEC v. Massachwert~ 
Cifizenrfor Lge, inc.. 479 U.S. 238.259-60 (1986)("We have consistently held that 
restrictions on contributions require less compelling justification than remictions on 
independent spending" (citing FEC I-. Nafional Conservative Political Action Committee, 
470 US. 480 (1985); Calgornia Medical Association. v. FEC, 453 US. 182. 194, 196-97 
( 198 1 ): and Buckle): 424 U.S. at 20-22)); see QISO FE& v. Colorado Republican Federal 
Campaign Committee. 59 F.3d 10 I 5  ( 1  0" Cir. 1995) (reversing district court holding that 
express advocacy was necessary for communication to qualify as an expenditure under 
2 U.S.C. 6 44 1 a(d)), vacaied and remanded on orher grounds, 5 I8 US. 604 ( I  996) 
(pluralit? op.); Orloski v. FEC, 795 F.2d 156. 166-167 (D.C. Cir. 1986). ?he Audit 
Division believes ihat application of the express advocacy test to coordinated party 
expenditures is unwarranted. 

First. not all coordinated expenditures are communicative. For 
instance. suppose a candidate asks a supponer to pay the campaign committee's elecmc 
bill. and the supponer does so with a personal check. The conclusion that h e  supponer 
has thus made an in-kind contribution. in that he has made an expenditure of money to 
pay for a thing of value 10 the campaign and has done so at the request or suggestion of 
h e  candidate. is entirely consistent with the definition of'kxpenditure" at 2 U.S.C. 5 
43 1(9)(A) and with 2 U.S.C. 44la(a)(7)@)(i), which provides h t  coordinated 
expenditures arc contributions. Yet. there is surely no "express advocacy" in the eltcmc 
bill, the supponer's act of paying for it. or the check with which he pays for it. 

Second, the vagueness concems that animated the Supreme Court's 
application of the express advocacy test to independent expenditures in BucMey are not 
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present in the case Oordinated expmdi-s. In the con “independent 
expcndituns,” the Buckley Court limited the phrase ”for the purpose of . . . infauencing” 
to reach only “communications that expressly advocate the etec&on or defeat of a Cl&iy 
identified candidate.“ 424 W.S. at 80. It did so because it was concerned that the Act’s 
requirements for disclosure of independent expenditures above a certain dollar threshold 
“could be interpreted to reach groups engaged purely in issue discmion.” Id at 79. 
However, the Court stated that the phrase “for the purpose of. . . influencing” “presents 
fewer problems in connection with the definition of a contribution because of the b i t i n g  
connotstion created by the general understanding of what ~ ~ m t e s  a political 
contribution,” id. at 23-24 n.24. an understanding that the Court acknowledged included 
coordinated expenditures, id. at 46,78. In other words, because “the distinction between 
discussion of issues and candidates and advocacy of election or defeat of candidates may 
often dissolve in practical application,” id. at 42. it would be difficult to know in advance 
without the express advocacy standard whether a given indepdenr comutaicadon had 
a sufficient nexus to a F e d d  election to be subject to the Act; but in the case of a 
coordinared communication some, and perhaps all, of the required nexus to a Federal 
election may be found in rhe act of coordination itself: Id at 78 (“SO defined, 
‘contributions’ have a sufficiently close relationship to the goals of the Act, for they arc 
connected with a candidate or his campaign.”). See also Colu~ado Republican, 5 I8 US. 
at 61 7 (“mhe constitutionally significant fact. . . is the lack of coordination between the 
candidate and the source of h e  expenditure.”). 

Third. the application ofa  strict “express advocacy” test to 
coordinated expenditures undermines the statutory purpose of protecting the electoral 
process from real or apparcnt corruption in a way that application of the same test to 
independent expenditures does not. As the Court moted in BucMey, “[tlhe absence of 
prearrangement and coordination of an expendirure with the candidate or his agent . . . 
alleviates the danger that expenditures will be given as a quidpro quo for improper 
commitments from the candidate.” 424 U.S. at 47. By negative inference, one must 
conclude that the C o w  recognized that the presence of prearrangement and coordination 
of an expenditure with the candidate or ius OE her agent presents at least as much, if not 
greater. danger of corruption or its appearance as does a direct contribution to the 
candidate. This danger is a ”constitutionally sufficient justification” for the Act’s 
limitations and prohibitions on contributions. See id. at 26. However. strict application 
of an express advocacy lest KO coordinated expenditures would re-der the Act’s 
limitations and prohibitions on contributions (which were upheld in Buckky) ineffective. 
The Buckley Court explained: 

The exacting interpretation of the statutory language necessary to avoid 
unconstitutional vagueness [in the ceiling on independent expenditures] 
thus undermines the (expenditure limitation’s) effectiveness. . . by 
facilitating circumvention by those seeking to exert improper influence on 
a candidate or ofice-holder. I t  would naively underestimate the ingenuity 
and resourcefulness of persons and groups desiring to buy influence to 
believe that they would have much difficulty devising expenditures that 
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ction on emmss advocacy ofelecti cfat but 
nevertheless benefited the c-andidate's G p a i g n .  Yet no substantial 
societal interest would be served by a loophole-closhg pavision designed 
to check corruption that permined unsmpulslls lpcrsons and orga~k?tioris 
to expend unlimited sums of money in order to obtain bproper influence 
over candidates for elective office. 

Buckky, 424 U.S. at 45. In the very next p-ph, the Court went on to say that the 
prior Act's limitations on expenditures were i any event not necessiay to close a 
loophole in the Act's conrribution limitations. because &e Act treated coordinated 
expenditures as contributions, thus closing the loophole. Id at 45-46. It is iconceivable 
that the Court would have so held if it viewed caordinaotd cxpen&ms as subject to the 
same m o w i n g  consmction as independent expendituresm 

Having argued that exprtss advocacy is the appropriate stanchrd, 
the Primary Comminee argued that the DNC-funded advcftisements satisfied neiPRer the 
express advocacy nor the electioneering message standard. Response at 23-24. For the 
reasons set forth above, the Audit Division's position is that the express advocacy 
standard does not apply to the media expenditures in question. Audit Division does 
nol, however, dispute that the advenisements in question do not contain "express 
advocacy." For the reasons stated above, the Au&t Division believes that the 
advertisements do meet the clearly identified candidatdelectiontmhg message saiurdd. 

4. The Media Camuaien 

The Primary Cornminee next argued that, even under the Audit 
Division's "erroneous" analysis. the DNC-fimded media should not be treated as 
contributions. Response at 24-36. In support of its argument, the Primary Cornminee 
presented a lengthy and detailed explanation why the media campaign was related to 
pending legislation and targeted to "key" congressional districts. ld. at 25-33. 'Ke 
Priman. Comminee also contended that the advertisements in question were timed to 
avoid proximity to the general election. Id. at 33-34. h a l l y ,  the Primary Camminee 
argued that the Audit Division subjected the advcnisements to a "faulty" or "flawed" 
analysis when it concluded that the advertisements contained an electioneering message. 

I t  should k norrd that thew 'quid pro quos'' may constitute violaions of the Act if they are in 
excess of con~ibution Imitations (e.g.. rn excess of 51.OOO for individuals) or if the contribution 
is prohibited (c.g. corpcmxc or labor organization contributions). &e 2 U.S.C. $4 441a(aKZXA); 
441Wa). Moreover. the contributions arc considered c x p n d i m s  ofthe comminees receiving the 
contribution. The far3 that the subjccl coordinated expenditure is considered an expenditure of the 
recipient cornmince is pmicularly mlevant UI the contexI( of publicly-hmced politicai 
cornmines which must comply with expenditure limitations. Expenditwer made in exce~s  of a 
publicly-financed cornminee's cxpendiNre Imitation constitute non-qualified campaign cxpcnscs 
which mun be repaid to the US. Treasury. and the act of exceeding an expenditure limitatian 
results in a violation ofthe law. 2 U.S.C. 0 441s; 26 U.S.C. 5 903% lfthc coordinated 
expenditures made an behalf of publicly-fmnnccd commitms arc allowed to go on unfmercd. the 
expenditure limitations would be eviscerated. 

W 
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Id at 34-36. The C o d n e e ’ s  argument was s by the affidavit of 
William Knapp, a principal in Squier. Knapp & Ochs during the campaign, in which he 
stated that the Response “accurately summarizes the issues and targeting for the DMC 
issue ads.” 

The Audit Division does not dispute that the dvntisements in fact 
address pending political issues. However, the facts ascertained during the audit indicate 
that the primary purpose for addressing these issues was to assist President Clinton’s re- 
election. It further appears that ?hose facts which might othmvise dmonsoatc that the 
purpose and ‘’targeting*’ of the advertisements w w  related to an overdl party agenda 
(rather than the President’s re-election) arc true beeaw of a deliberate effort to conceal 
the actuiil purpose of the advertisements. 

For example, an agenda for a September 13,1995, meeting With 
President Clinton sets forth the matter of “CampaigdE” Advdshg Financial 
Strategy.” The agenda W e r  sets forth a recommendation offour flights of television 
advertisements. For the period January 15 to April IS, 1996. the agenda describes the 
media flight as follows: 

a.. asaswen to Republican primary attacks an us 
b. $ 15 million - run in prrmu9 states which 
C. Need IO work 10 make it state parties/DNC 

uko swing statesfor us 

1. creore relationship to current legislation 
2. defend more Dems than Clinton: attuck more Republicans than Dole 
3. run in non prrmun siutes as well 
4. run in some ureas well before primav 

d. Ultimately. likely about S3 mil out of campaign and $12 mil out ofparfy 

(emphasis added). Entries for other media flights contain similar references 10 targeting 
“suing states“ with media funded by the DNC and state parties. A similar memorandum, 
dated F c b m  11, 1996. estimates campaignspending through May 28. 1996 as follows: 

. . Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: 162.5 mil. 
1. Unless Alexander in nominated and we cannot u e  DNC money to 

amck him. 
2. lPDole is nominated. w r  need no additional CG money for media 

before May 28 since we can anack Dole with DNC money. 

With respect to 4.a. above (answers to Republican primary attacks 
on us). it should be noted that. during the period April 1996” through August 11996. the 
Republican National Committee (RNC) aired a series of ads apparently designed to 

To date. records have not been made available to determine if any RNC ads were placed and aired 
by the RNC prior to April 1996. 
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diminish support resident Clinton. These ads d k s s  anced budget (More 
Talk and Even More Talk), immigration more), w e l f a  (Case Study and Who) and taxes 
(The Pledge and Surprise). The Democratic National C o d a e e  during the same period 
in apparent response to these lzNC ads aired a number of ads. DNC ads entitled Same, 
Proof, Side, Defend, Risky and Vdues addressed the Csrrmdidate’s positions on taxes, 
welfare reform and budget, while DNC ads entitled I n m e 4  .bother and Enough 
discussed the Candidate’s positions and policies on immigration. The text of these DNC 
ads arc included at Exhibits 2 and 3. 

... 
~ .. ~ 
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For example. in June 1996 an RWC ad entitled “More” points out 
that President Clinton’s m d i g  which benefited illegal immigwnts has gone up while 
wages for the typical American worker h v e  gone down and that President Clinton 
opposed efforts to stop giving benefits to illegal immigrants (see Exhibit 6 for text of the 
ad “More”). Subsequent to the RNC ad k i n g  akd ,  the DMC, appmn?.!y in nspome, 
aired a& entitled ‘Inmased.“ “Another” and “‘Enough.” n e  m&o portiorm of the thm 
ads wcrc similar. Each begins with, “[alnother negative republican ad misleading 
(“wrong” was used in the ad Another], President Clinton increased border patrols 40 
percent to catch illegal immigrants, record number of depomtions, no welfare for illegal 
aliens . . . .” fhe  DNC ads ran on many of the same broadcast stations as well as on other 
stations within the targeted area that aired the RNC ad. 

It thus appears that media funded by the DNC either directly or 
indirectly through various democratic state p d e s  was used for campaign purposes such 
as answering Republican “primary anacks” arid influencing voter preferences in primary 
and suing stares. F ~ ~ ~ c ~ Q I - c  while it is me hat the advertisements in question were 
ran at times and in locations which suggest that the purpose of the advertisements was 
something other than gamering suppon for President Clinton, it appcars that this is true 
because of a deliberate effon to conceal the actual purpose and mategy behind the 
advenisemcnts. Finally. it appears clear that the amount of DNC funds to ’be committed 
to the advenisements varied depending on who received the Republican nomination. 
Under these facts. the Audit Division concluded h a t  the DNC-funded media should be 
treated an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee. 

RECOMMENDATION # I  

The Audir staff recommends that the Commission determine that the cost of 
producing and broadcasting the ads discussed above and attributed to the Primary 
Committee S446.580.358. represents an in-lund conmbution from the DNC to the Primary 
Committee. It is also recommended that it be determined that h i s  in-kind contribution is 
attributable to the Primary Cominee‘s spending limitation. 

Should the Commission’s analysis of the facts. inteqm’ation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different from that presented above, the amount to be added to 
Primary Cornminee’ spending limitation could be changed or eliminated. 
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Section 9032.9(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines, 
in part, a qualified campaign expense BS one incumd by or on behalf of the candidate 
fiom the date the individual besame a candidate through the lm day of the candidate's 
eligibility; made in connection with his or her mp.ign for nomination. 

Section 9633.1 l(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
in p a  that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that disbursements made by 
the candidate or his or her authorized comrraitcce(s) or persons authorid to make 
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or comminee(s) are quified ca~npaign expenses 
as defmed in I I CFR 9032.9. 

Section 9033.1 1(b)(l) of Title 11 of the Code o f  F e d d  Regulations, in 
pan. that for disbursements in excess of 9200 to a payee, the candidate shall present a 
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A meipted bill firom the payee that 
states the purpose ofthe disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one of the 
following documents generated by the payee: B bill, invoice, or voucher that states the 
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contempraneous memorandum from the 
candidate or the committee that States the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate 
or committee may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign 
expense . Such collateral evidence may include. but is not limited to: Evidence 
demonstrating that the expenditure if part of an identifiable program or project which is 
otheruise sufficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of 
documented disbursements relating 10 a campaign mailing or to the operation of a 
campaign office: or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a prc-established 
w-rinen campaign committee policy. If the purpose of &e disbursement is not stated in 
the accompanying documentation. it must be indicated on the canceled check. 

Section 9034.4(e)( 1 ) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that any expenditure for goads or services that are used exclusively for the primary 
election campaign shall be attributed to the expenditure limit for the primary. Any 
expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election 
campaign shall be attributed to the general election limit. 

Section 9634.4(~)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that overhead expenditurcs and payroll coss incurred in connection with state or national 
campaign offices. shall be amibured according to when the usage occurs or the work is 
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of the 
candidate's nomination shall be attributed to the primary election, except for periods 
when the office is used only by persons working exclusively on general election 
campaign preparations. 

Section 9034.4(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that all contributions received by an individual from the date he or she becomes a 
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candidate and all g payments received by the sandi I be used only to 
d e b y  qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or otherwise restore funds (other 
than contributions which were received and expended to b h y  qualified campaign 
expenses) which were used to d e h y  qualified sarslpign expenses. 

Section 9034.4(a)(S)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Fe 
states that gifts and m o n w  bonuses shall be mnsidclssi q&ed Caanpaign expraes, 
provided thzt all monetary bonuses for committee employees and c~rmsultmts in 
recognition for campaign-related activities or services arc provided for pursuant lo a 
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later than thiw 
days after the date of ineligibility. 

Section 9034.4@)(8) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nonqualified campai@~ 
expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this damnination shall 
include, but not be limited to, whether the committee demonmates that it made 
conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought 
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items 
that were lost. 

Section 9034.4@)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
that any expenses incurred aher a candidate's date of ineligibility are not qualified 
campaign expenses except to the extent permined under 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(3). In 
addition, any expenses incurred before the candidate's date of ineligibility for goods and 
services to be received afier the candidate's date of ineligibility, or for property, services. 
or facilities used to benefit the candidate's general election campaign, are not qualified 
campaign expenses. 

Section 9038(b)(?)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if 
the Commission determines chat any amount of any payment made to a candidate from 
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other than to defray the qualified 
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such 
candidate of the amount so used. and the candidate shall pay 80 the Secretary an amount 
equal to such amount. 

Section 9038.2(b)(l)(iii) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the rod amount determined to have been used for nonqdificd campaign 
expenses as h e  amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the 
candidate's t 0 ~ 1  depsiu.  as of 90 days afier the candidate's dare of ineligibility. 

Section 9038.2(a)(1) of Title 11 ofthe Code of Feded  Regulations states 
that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment deteminations made 
under this section as possible. but not later than three years after the close of the matching 
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payment period. ommission’s i s s ~ c e  ofthe audit ?he candidate under I 1 - .  

CFR §90j8.l(d) will constitute notification for purposes ofthis section. 

1. 

During out =view of vendor f i l s ,  expenses were noted that 
appearrd to fratber the Candidate’s general election campaign €or election but were paid 
by the Pnmary Committee. Each is discussed briefly below: 

a. @SCS 

Coinmince paid Bismarck Entnprises 
S.t2.984J’ for catering services provided on August 29.-1996 at the Democi~c National 
Convention (the Convention). These services were provided after the candidate’s date of 
ineligibility ( A u W  28.1996) and therefore considered a g a d  election expense. Ttte 
Primary Committee contended that the Candidate’s daw of ineligibility was not until 
August 29,1996, the last day of the Convention, because m d a  Democratic P q  d e s  
the nominee for the office of President does not become the candidlate of the Democratic 
Pany of the United States until he or she has completed his or her acceptance speech to 
the Convention.” 

The Primary Committee provided a letter h m  Sam 
Karatas. Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck Ent~rpri.jes, which stated that the 
Primary Comminee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention 
on the dares of August 26 through August 29. Mr. Karatas also related ehat food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period and hat on August 27, a 
luncheon buffet was prepared for Ma. Gore. Mr. Karatas added that a mall banquet was 
also set UP in the President’s waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on the main 
slage. 

Concerning the above information, neither Mr. kat ala^ nor 
the Primary Comminee provided documentation or evidence which demonstrated that the 
catering services provided on August 19. 1996. &e day afaer the President received h e  
nomination. wen goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary 
election campaip. 

In the Memorandum the Audit staffrecommended that the 
Prirp~zvy Committee provide evidence or documentation that the go& and services were 

The u t m g  charges tnclude equipment mu1 and grafuitier which were pro rated by the Audio 
suff b a d  on a perrenuge of Ihe catering charges for August 29th IO the loral catenng charges. 

The Runmy Cornminee rubmined a h e r  challenging the Commission’s delemination that the 
candidate‘s date of ineligibility IS Augur: 48. 1996. Is w e d  that the date should ke Augun 29. 
1996 The Commrssion dented the Rvnary Cornmince’s request. 

SI  
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used exclusively 
Genera! Committee has reimbursed the Primary Committee f22.984. Absent adequate 
documentation to d e m o m t r  the expenses were exclusive to the primary election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary C o d t t n  bas received reimbursement from the 
Genera! Committee. the Audit staff Will recornend that the Commission make at 
determination that the Primary Cornminee make a pro-rata -pent  to the United 
States Treamy. 

Candidate's primary election Campaign or evidence that the 

In response to the Mnno&um, the Primary Committee 
stated that in light of the Commission's previous ruling on the date of ineligibility, the 
General Committee a g m d  PO reimburse the Prhary Comminee for the full amounl of the 
Bismarck Enterprises services (522,984). 

7 -  

To date no evidence was provided which demonstrated the 
General Committee reimbursed 622.984 to the Primary Committee. Thmforr, the 
payment to Bismarck Enterprises is viewed as a nonqualificd campaign expense and a 
pro ram repayment of 53,462 is due the United States Treasury (522,984 x .150630). 

Recommendatiala #2 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the 
Primary Committee make a pro-rata repayment of $3.462 ($22.984 x .150630) to the 
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9036@)(2)." If the Primary Committee 
receives a reimbursement of 622.984 from the General Committee, no repayment is 
required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts. interpretation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different than that presented above. the mouAi due 10 the U.S. 
Treasw would be changed or eliminated. 

b. ATBT CapitalXorporation 

The Primary Committee entered into a lease agreement 
with AT&T Capital Corporation for equipment. The t e n  of the lease was for I I months 
commencing on June 1. 1995. It appeared. based on documenta;;on. that the 
ClintodGore '96 Gened Committee. Inc. was to have assumed the lease after the 
Candidate's date of ineligibiliw (Augur 28. 1996) through November, 1996. The total 
lease payments includhg sales tax were BQ22.826. The General Committee's allocable 

~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~ 

Thrr figure (.150630) rcpmmrr the Rmvy CoInInlRdS repayment ratio. ac calculated punuant 
to 1 1 CFR 590382(b)(ZMiii). The ntio cited in the Memorandum was (.3 16062). The formula 
for calculating the repayment ratio now includes all in-kind conwibutiom received by the Rmaq 
Cornminee which resulted UI a lower repayment ratio. 

I4 
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share was $94,133' ch the General Comvllinte paid o 8.397. The bdancc, 
$63,736, paid by the Primary Committee should have bcen paid by the General 
Committee. 'The Airnary Commitkct in its response achwledged that the General 
Committee should have paid 693,464, based on its Calculati~n.' Accordingly, the Audit 
strrffiocldcd 01) tbE PNnary Committee statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations an account receivable from the G e n d  Committee kr the mount of $63,736. 

In the Memomdim, the Audit staff recommended that the 
Primary Comrrnittet provide evidence that the balance, 663,736, paid by the Primary 
Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or evidence that the 
Primary Committee has received a reimbursement from the G e n d  Committee for 
563,736. Absent adequate documentation to demonmate the above mount  was 
exclusive to the general campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received 
reimbursement horn the General Committee ($63,736) the Audit staff Will recommend 
that the Commission make a detCdMtiOn that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata 
repayment to h e  United States Treasury. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Cornminee 
stated that the General Committee agreed to reimburse the Primary Comminee $63,736. 
However, the Primary Committee has not provided evidence that it received a 
reimbursement from the General Committee. Therefore, the amount is viewed as a non- 
qualified campaign expense. 

Recommendation #I! 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the 
Primary Cominee  make a pro-rata repayment of 169,601 ($63.736 x .150630) to the 
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2). If the Primary Committee 
receives a reimbursement of $63.736 from the Geneml Comminee, no repayment is 
required. - 

Should the Commission's analysis of h e  facts. interpretation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different than that presented above, the amount due to the U.S. 
Treasup would be changed or eliminated. 

. .. C. Salary and Overhead 

The Primary Comminee paid salary and ovsrhead 
expenses. totaling S340.579. that were incunrd subsequent to the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility. For example. the Primary Committee paid all costs associated with the 

This mount was derived by pm ramg f30.397 for thm days in Augur. 1996 plus 530,397 each 
for Seprember. October and Novmbn. 

The difference bemeen Audit and L e  h a y  Cornminee is 5669. 

13 
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Little Rock office e period A u m  29,1996 througb 5,1996. staffin 
this office, according to Primpry Committee records, wire w o r ~ g  on both primary 
contribution processing and GELAC conmbution processing. These expenses are 
amibutrtble to the general election and should have been paid by the General 
Committee/GUAC pursuant to I I CFR 9034.4(~)(3). The Audit staffdeterrnhed based 
on our rwievv of the Primary Conamittee's records pmaining to its allocation of salary 
and overhead that $192288 in expenses are attributable to the General Committee and 
3148,291 to the GELAC. With respect to that podon of salary and overhead expCmes 
amibutable to GELAC ($148,291), it should be noted that the GELAC as of January 31, 
1997 reimbursed the primary Committn 594.972. Therefore, expenses for salary and 
overhead, totaling $53,319 ($148.291 - 94.972). is due the Primary Committee from the 
GELAC and $192.288 is due the Primary Cornminn from the General Committee. 

Schedules w m  provided to the Phimapy Conunittee at a 
conference held on March 18,1998. The prinlary Committee did R O ~  respond other than 
to state it believed winding downing expenses, consisting ofdw and overhead, should 
be permissible subsequent to the Candidate's Gate of ineligibility. 

In the Memorandum. the Audit staff recommended that the 
Primary Committee provide documentation which demotastratss that the expcmes for 
salary and overhead paid by the Primary Committee subsequent to the Candidate's date 
of ineligibility represented the cost of goods and scrvices used exclusively for the pxhary 
election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements 
from the General Committee (S192.288) and the GELAC ($53,319). Absent adequate 
docurnenration IO demonstrare the expenses were exclwive to the primary election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the 
General Committee totaling 192.288. and 1553.319 from the GELAC the Audit staffwill 
recommend that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make 
a pro-rata repaymenK of 536,996 (5192,288 + 53.319 x .150630) to the United States 
Treasury. 

In response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee 
stated that pursuant to $9034.4(a)(3)(iii). 100% of salary, overhead and computer 
expenses incurred after the date of ineligibility may be treated as exempt legal and 
accounting beginning with the first full reponing period aftcr the date of ineligibility. 
The Primary Committee stated M e r  that nothing in the regulation limits the ability of a 
candidate in the general election to pay primar) winding down costs during the general 
election period. In addition, the P n m q  Committee stated that the Commission's bright 
line regulation at §9034.4(e) refers to campaign expenditures subject to the limit, not to 
winding down costs. Also. it is stated by the Primary Committee that the entire 
accomtin@matching funds naff located in Little rock provided no general election 
services other than the GELAC contribution scrvices. Finally, the Primary Committee 
stated that costs reiated to Primary Comminee winding down were i n c m d  in the DC 
accounting office by accounting personnel specifically assigned to accounting for the 
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Primary Committ those individuals spent no time re1 gcncral election 
activity. 

The Primary Colauaittee agreed that the General Cornminee 
would reimburse the Primary Committ~e for expenses toding $39,753 t h t  w e f ~  
allocable to the General Committee, but hat no additional rchbtmments arc due the 
Primary Commiftee b m  the Grrnewl Committee due to the inapplication of 1 'D CFR 
§9034.4(~)(3) to post DO1 winding down expenses. As of9n0/98, the $39.753 has not 
been paid to the Primary Comminee according to disslosurc reports filed. 

It is the opinion of the Audit Mbt 11 CFR 49034.4(~) 
applies to both operating costs and winding down costs. Expendims must be 
exclusively for the primary campaign or the gened election campaign to be slmibuted to 
that campaign. ?he Explanation and Justification for 11 CFR $9034.4(&)(3) addre~ses 
overhead and payroll costs i n c m d  in connection with state or mtiod campaign offices. 
These costs are attributed acrording to when wage of the office occurs. For usage on or 
before the date of the candidate's nomination, these expenses arc attributed to the primary 
election, except for periods when the office is used only by persons working exclusively 
on general election campaign prepantiom. 

Recommendation f f4 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a d e t d t i o n  that the 
P r i m q  Commince make a pro-rata repaymene of %36,996 ($192.288 -I- 53.3 19 x 
.150630) to the United Slates Treasur?: pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2). If the Primary 
Committee receives a reimbursement of S 192.288 from the General Comminee and 
S53.; 19 from the GELAC, no repayment would be required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law. 
and conclusions be different than that presented above, the mount due to the U.S. 
Treasw would be changed or eliminated. - 

2. Moms B Camck. Inc. 

A consulting agreement was entered into t-tween the Primary 
Comminee and Moms & Carrick. Inc. (MLC). The avement  covered the period 
February I. 1996 through August 30.1996. MBC billed the Primary Committee on a 
monthly basis. In accardance with the agreement. the Primary Committee paid M&C 
S 15.000 per month. 

In addition. M b C  billed the Prhary Comminee on August 30. 
1996 for an additional 530,000. w*hich the Primary Comminee paid on September 30. 
1996. The invoice to the P r i r n v  Comminee was annotated "Remaining Primary 
Invoice." Although the agreement stated it may he further extended. renewed or amended 

~ upon winen agreement of the panics. Ihere was no provision in the OIigid agreement or 
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any amendments 
September 30,1996. A Primary cO&ttee representative StatSei the vendor performed 

agreement which covncd this billing r the payment made on 

Subsequently. the P r h q  C o d t t e e  submitted a written response 
which stated that the $30,000 payment was actually owed by the G e n d  Co&ttw. not 
the Primary Committee. M&C was actually owed a total of f9S,000 mder the G e n d  
Commitlee co~tract. but was only paid $65,000 on October 10,1996 by &e G e n d  
Committee. Further, the himay Committee stated because MLC lRiaakenly billed the 
$30,000 to the Primary Committee. committee staff paid the invoice as directed. 
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy ofthe “ m i d i d  invoice” was included 
with its response. it was not. Finally. the Primapy Committee stated that the General 
Cornmince will reimburse the primary Cornmitt= $30,000, representing the mc’at paid 
and owed to M&C. 

In support of its cumnt position, the Pnmary C o d t t e e  provided 
a copy ofa  consulting agreement between MBC and the G e n d  Committee. ahis copy 
was not signed by either parry.” Subsequently, the Primary Committee d e  available a 
copy of the “misdirected invoice.” 

The unsigned agreemenf betwcefl the G e n d  Committee and 
MBC specified an effective date of August 30.1996 and a termination date of N o v e m k  
30.1996. It further states M&C was to be paid f95.000 within 30 days of execution of 
the agreement. 

In our opinion. based on the information provided as of the close of 
audit fieldwork. the General Committee’s agreement appeared to be effective as of 
August 30. 1996. it was unclear why MBLC would mistakenly issue an invoice on the 
same date and for only S30.000. when. in fact, the entire amout ($95.000) to be paid, 
pursuant to the agreement. was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30. 1996, 
when MBC did directly issue an invoice to h e  General Committee. it was for f65.000. 

In the Memorandum. the Audit staffrecommended that, the 
P n m w  Comminee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by d l  parties and 
dated) between the General Comminee and Moms 8: Carrick. In addition, a signed 
statement from M 8; C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary 
Comminee for f30.000 on August 30. 1996, when the Primary Committee obligations 
under its conmct were fulfilled. Absent adequate documentation to demonspate the 
expenses at issue were. in fact qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staffwill 
recommend that the Commission make a deremination that the Primary Committee make 
a pro-rata repayment of $4.519 (530.000 x .150630) to the United States Treasury 
pursuant to 11 CFR §9038.2(%)(2). 

” The Rvnary consultmg a.grcemcni wm signed by the Rim- Committee and MBC. 
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that an executed contract bemeen the General Committee and MOAS & Ctvrick did not 
exist. However, the Primary C o d t t e e  provided an afiidavit h m  William A. CaKick. 
Jr., the President of Morris & Carrick, hc .  

Mr. Carrick stated that M & C agrecd to provide political 
consulting services to both the Primary Committee and G e n d  Committee. M & C 
agreed in writing to provide services to the Prir~ary Committee in return for 6 105,000 - 
$15,000 per month for 7 months and M & C was paid in full for all services provided to 
the Primary Committee. 

Mr. Carrick continued that rhe General Committee orally a p e d  
that services would be provided in retun for $95.000. to be paid within 30 days from the 
anticipated date of execution of the contract (August 30, 1996). The agmmcnt was 
reflected in a proposed written conmct. however, unintentionally. the parties never 
signed that contnct. A4r. C h c k  stated further. that both parties treated the proposed 
contract as though it had b n n  fully executed and abided by all of its tnms. 

According to Mr. Canick, M & C mistakenly billed the Primary 
Committee. instead of the General Committee for S30.000 and that the Primary 
Committee paid the bill without questioning it. He stated thnt M & C was unaware of the 
m i d e  on this bill and was also unaware that the 630.000 was paid fram the Primary 
Committee. Further. M 8; C received payments topaling $200,000 in full satisfaction of 
all obligations owed and duties performed under the Primary and General Committee 
agreements and that M 8: C did not receive any funds above and beyond those called for 
in the agreements with the Primary and General Committees. Finally. Mr. Carrick stated 
that M 8; C never received a bonus payment from either the Primary or the General 
Committee and that all payments were in accordance with its written agreements with 
both the P r i m v  and General Committees. 

Although the PrirnaryCommiaee did not provide a copy of an 
executed contraci between the General Committee and M 8; C. as recommended, it did 
provide information in the form of an affidavit from William Carrick, Jr. which explained 
that the Primary Comminee was apparently billed in error. 

In view of this apparent billing ezror and resulting payment by the 
Primary Committee of a General Commtnee expense, the Genera) Committee should 
reimburse the Primary Committee $30.000.” Absent such a reimbursement, the amo*yrt 
paid (S30.000’’) by the Primary Cornminee represents a non-qualified campaign expense. 

This amount IS shown IS due to the Primary Cornminee on the Statement of Net Ourskandmg 
Qualified Campaign Expenses prepared by the Audit staff and mcluded m ?he General 
Cornminn’s Audit Repon 

T h i s  amount IS not mcluded on h e  Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign ObllgaKlQnS as due 
horn ?he General Cornmince because the payment to M&C occurred after the candidate’s dare 
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The Audit staff recommends that the C o e s s i o n  detewine that the P h a r y  
Committee make a pro rata repayment of 184.5 19 ($30,000 x .I 50630) to the United 
States Trras~ry pursuant to 1 I CFR 4 9038.2@)(2). Should the PRmary C o d t t e e  
provide evidence that it has been reimbursed by the General CommioPn, the repayment 
would not be required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be differrat than that presented above, the mount due to the U.S. 
Treasury would be changed or eliminated. 

C. SHEMTON NEW YORK HOTEL & TOWEM 

Section 441a(a)(Z)(A) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code states that no 
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and his 
authorized political committees with respect to any election for Fed& QECC which, in 
the aggregate. exceed S5.000. 

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code states that 
expenditures made by any person in cooperation. constdtation, or concert., With, or at the 
request or suggestion of. a candidate. his authorized pol i t id  committees. or their agents, 
shall be considered to be conmbution to such candidate. 

Section 110.8(e)(l)(i)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states that a political pany m a y  make reimbursement for the expenses of a candidate who 
is engaging in party-building activities, without the payment being considered a 
contribution io the candidate. and without the unrcimbursed cxg~nse being consideredan 
expendirure counting against the limitation as long as the event is a bona fide party event 
or appearance; and no aspect of the solicitation for the event. the setting ofthe event. and 
the remarks or activities of the candidate in connection with the event were for the 
purpose of influencing the candidate's nomination for election. 

Section 110.8(c)(Z)(ii) of Title 1 1  ofthe Code of Federal Regulations 
states that an event or appearance occurring on or after January I of the year of the 
election for which the individual is a candidate is presmptive9y for the purpsse Qf 
influencing the candidate's election. and any contributions or expendims m govemtd 
by the contribution and cxpenditw limitation. 

Section 100.7(a)( I ) of Title 1 I of the Code of Federal Reguiations states. 
in pan. that the term conmbution includes the following payments. services or other 

of melipibiliry. 
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things of value: a 
value made by any person for the p'vpose of influencing any election for Federal ofice. 

ubscriptioh loan advance or d q s i t  or an@% of 

Section 100.7(a)( l)(iii)(A) of Tittle I 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that for 
purposes of 1 1 CFR 100.7(a)( 1). the term anythmg of value includes all in-kind 
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 CFR 100.7(b). the provision of any 
goods or services is a contribdon. 

The Primary Committee d e  payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel 
& Towcrs (the Sheraton) totaling 5252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on 
Januarg, 4, 1996 in mount of 16134,739, which appeared to represent a deposit. In 
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for m event in the 
amountofSl17,816. 

In response to the Audit staffs inquiq, the Primary Cornittee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments d e  'to the Sheraton. The payment of 
51 34,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. This event was 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Cornminee a refbid of 
56103.260;" a cancellation fee of S3 1.479 was charged. This event was then rescheduled 
toFebruary 15. 1996. On February 8,1996,a$117.816paymentwasmade~othe 
Sheraton for the February 15, 1996 event. Finally, the Primary Committee stated the 
DNC invited some of its donors to the event and based on the number of DNC attendees 
and the expenses incurred by DNC SUE. the DNC paid 519,832. The Baimary Committee 
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary C o d n e e .  dated 
March 8, 1996. in the amount of 5142.322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton io the DNC for S19.832. 

Costs itemized on the DNC's estimated bill were: dimer (S13.200). floral 
(SU6). linen (S 185).  sranchions. ropes. pipe and drape, ($220). Clinton-GoreDNC ofice 
rental 1561 O ) ,  Clinton-Gore/DNC office phonclfdprinter (S671). and sleeping rooms 
(54,500). Comparison of the charges listed on phe Primary CommitPee's invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill,reveaied that except for dinnen ($13.200) 
floral ( 5 4 6 )  and linen (S185). the remaining categories of itemized charges on the 
DNC's estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Cominee 's  invoice - the Primary 
Cornminee's invoice apparently represents all the categories or typcs of charges billed by 
the Sheraton directly related to the event. The expenses representing the difference, 
56,001 (619.832 - 13.831) appear to be related to the event, even though not included on 
the Sheraton's March 8. 1996 invoice. Consequently, absent additional documentation, 
the Audit &could not determine how. or if. expenses totaling %10,675,0' as reflected on 
the ShePaton's invoice issued to the Primary Committee were paid. 

A copy of the refund check was provided 

Apparcnr coral eon of event. $141.322 less SI 17.816 paid by the Primary Committee. less 513,831 
paid by the DNC. 

.) 

.I 
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B n the information available as of the of audit fieldwork, the 
cost of the event appeared to be a qdif ied campaign expaw; the Shmton invoice 
referenced a “ClintodGore ‘96 Reccption/Dimer.” Further, this event did not appear to 
repsent a joint f u a ~ s i n g  effort in which the DNC was a participant. Absent 
documentation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC were expenses NOT in 
connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, the Audit m v i e w e d  the 
amount paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution. F a a ,  the value ofthe appaimt 
in-kind conaibdon ($19,832) was added to the amom! ofexpenditurrs subject to the 
overall limitation. 

It was ncolnmended in the Memorandum, that the PrimapY Committee provide: 

a) 

b) 

The final invoice issued by the Shmton to the DNC; 

an explanation as to the method used to “dlocats” the costs of the C V m t  
between the Primary Committee and the DNC. along with documentation 
to support that “allocation” ratio used; 

documcntation in the form of canceled check(@ that demomates the 
$1 0,675 in event expenses were paid; 

documentation to show how the expmses paid by the DNC are expenses 
not ha connection with the candidate’s campaign for nombdon. and thus 
not an in-kind contribution 10 the Primary Committee. 

c) 

d) 

In response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee provided 
invoices and documentation which demonstrated that all expenses relating to the event 
were peld. Although the estirnated bill for the DNC was $19,832. the actual amowit paid 
by the DNC was 524.926 (caierinp and room chap&). In addition, the Prima-y 
Cornminee provided documentation which explained the method used to “allocate” the 
cost between the Primary Committee and theDNC. The DNC paid 11% of the cost 
which it considmd as its share for the 165 guests invited by the DNC. 

According to the Primary Committee, the primary purpose of this event 
~ i u  to gamer support for the ClintodCare ‘96 presidential ticket and :o brimg attention to 
the candidates and their agenda in the state of New York. This was not a fundraking 
event for the Primary Committee. The DNC, however, was conducting fundraising in 
New York at the rime of the event and when it learned lhai the President and Vice 
President would be appearing, asked the Primary Comminee to allow the DNC to invite a 
small number of potential contributors to the event (emphasis added). 

The Primary Committee also submitted an &klavit from Joseph Sandler, 
who at the time of the evcnr was General Counsel at the DNC. Mr. Sandla sra:ed the 
DNC was raising money in New York during the same time period as the event, and 
when the DNC hcard that the President and Vics President were anending this dinner the 
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DNC invited its ests. It should be noted that Mr. s makes no reference in 
his affidavit that the DNC pes ts  were potential contributors. No documentation has 
been made available that demonstrated the DNC guests received any solicitation as a 
result of attending this event. 

Based on our review of all the information available, it appears that the 
DNC was conducting fundraising in New York and did invite cenain individuals to attend 
the Primary Committee event. These individuals wcre among the 1,544 guests attending 
this event, an event that by the Primary Co&ttce's own admission, "was to garner 
support for the ClintodGore '96 presidential ticket." The cost of this p r i m w  campaign 
event may not be apportioned to the DNC or any other political c o d t t e e  without an in- 
kind contribution resulting." 

Accordingly, the DNC made and the Primary Committee received an 
excessive in-kind contribution fiom the DNC. Further, the value of the in-kind 
contribution ($24,926) i s  included in the amount of expenditures subject to the overall 
limitation. 

D. EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 

Sections 44 I a(b)( I )(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United S?ates Code sate. 
in pan. that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible 
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Trrasury may make 
expendims in excess of $10.000.Q00 in the campaign for mornination for election to 
such ofice as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics ofthe Depanmenf of Labor. 

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states. in p;nrt, 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the 
expendinuc limitation applicable under section 441a (b)(l)(A) of Title 2. - 

Section 9031.9(a) of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
pm. that a qualified campaign expense IS one incurred by or on behalf of h e  candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate's 
eligibility; mad- in connection with his campaign for nomination; and neither the 
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the United 
States or the State in which the expense IS incurred or paid. 

Sections 9033.1 1(a) and (b)(l)(A) of Title I 1 ofthe Code of Federal 
Regulations state. in part that each candidale shall have the burden of proving that 

': A political party may reimburse the expenses of a candidate who u engaging in party building 
aaivifies wirhouc the payment being considered a contribution IO &e candidate, and withour 
L e  unreunbursed expense k m g  considered an expenditure counring against the limitation as 
long as the event is a bono fide p a n y  event or appearance and no aspea of L e  solicitation for 
L e  even! were for chc pufpose of influencing be candidate's nomination or election. 
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disbursements m the candidate or his audiotized co ax qualified campaign 
expenses as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. For disbmments in excess ofS2OO to a payee, 
the candidate sball present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an 
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose of the disbursement. 

Sections 9034.4(~)(5) of Title 26 ofthe Code o f F e d d  Regulations 
states. in relevant part, that the production costs for media commllllicatiom that arc 
broadcast both before and after the date of the candidate's nomination shall be attributed 
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the g c n d  election limitation. 

Sections 9038.2&)(2)(i)(A) and (ii)(A) of Tiale 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission m y  deternnine that mount@) of any 
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for the 
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Fmher, an example of B 
Commission repayment determination under pmgraph @)(a) includes determinations 
that a candidate, a candidate's authorized comnuttn(s) or agents have made expenditures 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 9Q38.2&)(2)(iii) of Title 11 Qf the Code of Federal Regulations 
states. in pan, that the amount of any repayment under this S C C ~ ~ O R  shall bar the m e  
ratio to the total amount determined to have k n  used for non qualified campaign 
expenses as the mount of matching funds certified to phe candidate bears to the 
candidate's t o d  deposits, as of 90 days afier h e  candidate's date ofineligibility. 

'Ihe expenditure limitation for the 1996 Primary election for nomination 
for the office of President of the United States was S30.910.000. 

From its inception through December 31,1997 the Primary Committee 
reponed net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) ofS30.727.701. 

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated. based on 
information made available during fieldwork. that the limitation had been exceeded by 
S46.348.005. 

Certain -djustments made by the Audit staff to reponed expenditures 
subject to the limitation arc detailed below. 

1. Additional ExDendirures Considered ExernDt Lcrral rend 
Accounting 

Based on our review of the Primary Committee's expense printouts 
and work sheets. it was determined that there were additional expenses, not claimed by 
the Primary Committee, that wen entitled to the compliance exemption. The amount 
calculated by the Audit staff was 5363.668. T h i s  amount is a reduction IO expenditures 
subject to the limit pending amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee. 
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In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee filed the 
necessary amendments. 

’ Fund De artmcnts Not 2. 
Considered 100% Exemut Comu liance 

The Primary Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all 
expenses i n c m d  in the legal and in the matching fund cost group. The PPimary 
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expenditwe limitation. Legal and 
accounting expenses incurred solely foe the purpose of ensuring compliance with the 
Federal Election C m p ~ g n  Act do not count against the overall expenditure limita~on. 
In addition, costs associated with the preparation ofmatching fund submissions arc 
considered exempt legal and accounting expenses. However, “costs associated with the 
preparation of matching fund submissions” do not include data entry of batching 
contributions for deposit. Likewise. the cost of legal services involving the review and 
enforcement of committee contracts is not viewed as 100% exempt compliance. 

The Primary Committee’s cnnmbutions w m  processed in its Linle 
Rock. Arkansas headquanen. Contribution processing included QOP only those activities 
that related directly to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included 
data enmy and batching of conmbutions for deposit; these functions would have been 
necessary even if no matching fund submissions were prepared The Primary 
Comminee‘s legal department performed duties such as negotiating contracts as well as 
the collection of rent due from a tenant. both of which are not related solely to ensuring 
compliance with the Act. 

In response to OUT inquiry concerning the expense allocation for 
these two cos1 groups. the Primary Committee stated “[tlhe [Primary] Committee has 
allocated 100% of staff attorney ken Stern’s time to accounting since he primasi!j. 
provided services not directly related to compliance.” In addition, the response stated 
that ”other staff attorneys were assigned so eompliance activities with minimal time 
committed to other services.“ 

With respect 10 the matching fund cost group. e‘ e Primary 
Commlnee sutcd that “dl of the costs allocated by the Committee to Depanment 145 
[Marching Fund Depanment] were related IO processing conmbutions.” The Primary 
Committee submined a calculation for naff who prfonncd data enmy. b t ch  processing 
and other duties unrclated to matching funds. The Primary Committee identified 17.33% 
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Department staff as related to its accounting 
functions. I t  should be noted that: expenses properly charged to accounting arc allocated 
8SOlo exempt compliance and 15% operating expenses chargeable to the overall limitation. 
whereas expenses peoperly charged to the matching funds department are allocated 100% 
compliance and as such are not chargeable to the oveiall limiution. 
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Given the above re.qmIIse, the nunittee appeared to 
agree with the Audit staff'that some portion of the expenses initially allocated to the legal 
department and the matching fund department did not qualiQ as 100% exempt 
compliance. The Commission's Financial Conwol and Compliance mud provides that 
each allocable COR group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The 
primary Committee m y  not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods, 
such as dlocating the payroll of some individuals by the stinndad 10 percent method, and 
other individuals by a comminee-develaped percentage supported by records indicating 
the functions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost p u p s  m y  be 
allocated by different methods. The method used by the Primary Committee in aPriving 
a1 the 17.33% figure was not consinent with the guidance provided in the Manual. 

In the Audit sta f fs  view, an allocation of 85% exempt compliance 
and 15% operaung with respect to expenses charged to the legal department and the 
matching fund depamnent is a reasonable and consistent method of allocating the 
activities in these cost groups. If the expenses at issue were allocated in this manner, an 
increase of $395,187 to the overall expenditure limitation would result. 

In response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee stated. 
that it was its intention to allocate dl compliance legal cost to the Legal-compliance cost 
center and the other expenses to Legal-other. The Primary Committee continued that ?he 
Committee's General Counsel and Chief Counsel would provide the compliance services 
since that was their primary a n a  of expenise and p i d  outside counsel would primdly 
handle non-compliance mattees. The Primary Committee stated further that the auditors 
questioned whether Ken Stem, who was Deputy General Counsel and on the 
Comminee's payroll. would be treated as 100% compliance since he performed other 
tasks that may not have been compliance related. The Primary Committee suggested that 
hlr .  Stem's payoll and overhead be treated as subject to the limit. except fop ihe 5% 
narional compliance exemption. It is the position of the Primary Committee that all other 
expenses inmall: charged to the Legal-compiiance cost center should be treated as 100% 
exempt " 

The Audit staff did nos single out Mr. Stem for performing tasks 
that were not compliance rcked. The Audit s d d i d  note that the Primary Comminee's 
General Counsel was involved in contract neg-tiations and an Associate Counsel 
collected rent. and that such he t ions  were not considered exempt compliance activities. 
However. in addition to the above, it IS obvious that Mr. Stem's salary and associated 
overhead could not be considered 1 OOo/6 exempt compliance. Funher. according to the 
P n m q  Cornmince other staff anorncys allocated minimal time to other than compliance 
s e ~ i c e s .  

As demonstrated above, the individuals whose expenses were 
charged to the legal depanment were performing duties which are not considered 100% 
exempt compliance. Therefore. the proposed reclassification of only Mr. Stem's salary 
and associated overhead from the amount originally charged to the Legal-compliance cost 
center. as suggested by the Primary Committee. does not alter the Audit s t a f f s  opinion 
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that all legal exp 
compliance 15% operating. 

as originally classified should be dl 

With respect to the Maeching Fund Department, the Primavy 
Committee stated that it followed the auditors' guidance in the Manual by establishing 
separate accounting and matching fund cod centers which rrasonably and accurately 
reflect the division of duties. The Prinmy CrPmminec continued that because bere were 
some functions in the contribution processing office that the FEC does not mat as 100% 
compliance. the Primary Cornmine+ did not allocate that portion ofthose activities to the 
matching fund cost center. b e a d  those costs were allocated to the accounting cost 
center and the numbers on the FEC rrpm originally filed included this allocation. 
Finally, the Primary Committee stated that it provided calculations showing the 
reasonable accounting between cost centers. 

The Primary Committee provided workpaaers with detailed 
monthlylquarterly amomts of payroll and overhead costs associated with contribution 
processing that it allocated to the matching fund and to the accounting cost centers." For 
example, for the period of April through June, 1995 the Risniuy Cornittee identified 
82.67% of the cost of contribution processing 85 allocable to the watching fund cost 
center and 17.33% as allocable to the accounting cost center. 

In addition to applying this percentage to costs associated with 
contribution processing. the Primary Committee applied this same percentage ( I  7.33%) 
to payroll and overhead expenses associated with two other employees, computers, cost 
of sofiware and computer services. and. to the cost of overhead associated with the 
matching fund offices and charged that amout to the accounting cost center with the 
remainder (81.67%) charged to thc matching fund cost center. It is not clear from the 
workpapers provided how this allocation is related to these costs. The Audit stafp 
contacted the Primary Committee chief accountant in an attempt to obtain an explanation 
with respect to the Primary Committee's methodology used to calculate its allocation 
percentages and to obtain documentation to suppon such calculations On at least 3 
occasions thc chief accountant stated she had requested copies of work papen (from the 
Washington DC ofice) containing the calculations and once in her possession she would 
contact the Audit Division. No such contact was made. 

As previously stated. the cost associated with the preparation of 
matching fimd submissions shall not include costs of general conwibution processing 
such as data enny and batching conuibutions for deposit. (Compliance Manual at page 
30). The Primary Committee's proposal did not include (1) any detailed information 
concerning the duties performed by individuals assigned to the matching funds 
depanmcnr, or ( 2 )  any justification for the percentages identified for otha categories of 
expenses which the Primary Comnainee now considers not exclusively related to the 

The percentage of payroll related IO contribution processing allocated to the accounting cost 
center varied wirh each rcponmg period. 

*I 
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preparation of 
exempt, 15% operating allocation for the matching h d  cost center remains a consistent 

g fund submissiom. It is the Audit opinion that an 85% 

and &onablemethod to allocate such costs. Accordingly, an adjustment off39S.187 to 
expenditures subject to the overall limit has been included, rather thsn the proposed 
adjustment of 51 17.81 7 suggested by the Brimduy C ~ m m i t t ~ e  in its pespon~e. 

E 7  . .  . 3. 

The Committee allocated costs associated with its headqumer 
departments either 100%. 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder 
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy ofthc 
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset or service when purchased or 
provided was allocated 85% to exempt legal arad accounting and 15% to operating, the 
proceeds from the d e  of that asset or a refund related to that smice should be credited 
85% exempt legal and accounting and the rcmainhg 15% to operating. During our 
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primany Co&w, it was determined that 
cenain amounts were offset incorrectly at 100K(instead of 85% or 5%) against the 
overall expenditure limitation. The correct allocation ofnbds  and rebates will add 
5170.857 to the overall expendim limitation. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee indicated 
that the c o m t  amount of refunds and rebates that should be added to the overall 
expenditure limitation is 5168.445. The Primary Committee stated that m o n g  the 
refunds reallocated by the auditors was 5379.705 for the sale of assets, of which S60.601 
was added to the overall expenditure limit by calculating 85% of the legal and 
accounting assets' value and 5% of the other assets' value involved in the sale. 
According to the Primary Committee the asses sold were valued at 5370.816. Of that 
amount. the Primary Comit tee  states that assets sold from the accounting depanment 
should decrease the limit by IS%. those assets sold from the legal and from the matching 
fund cost cen~er should not decrease the oveall expendim limit. while the assets sold 
from the other cost centers should decrease the expenditure limit 5%. An upward 
adjustment of $58.1 86 to the overall expenditure limit relative to this sale of assets is 
warranted rather than the $60.60 I calculated by the auditors. She figure proposed by the 
Primary Committee is incomct since it was calculated by using ceraai, offset amounts 
related to the sale of assets which the Primary Committee incorrectly classified as 100% 
compliance father than the proper allocation of 85% compliance used by the Audit staff  
for the legal and the matching fund cost centers. 

Mothwithstanding the above. an addidod calculation is necessary 
to arrive at the correct amouni of the adjusmcnt to the overall expenditure limit. The 
General Committee purchased assets from the Primary Cominee for 5370.816 and the 
GELAC purchased assets h m  the DC office for 68.889. in addition. assets from the 
matching fund department were sold PO the GELAC for 555.180. The Primary 
Commiace did not include in its adjusment (Sl68.445) IO the o v e d l  expenditure 
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limitation m d department assets purchased by th 
Audit staffs position that expenses charged lo the matching fimd department should be 
considered 85% exempt compliance, and 15% opemtkg ( c b g a b l e  to the overall 
expenditwe limit), thus an additional d o w n w d  adjustment of $8,277 (955.180 x .15) to 
the expendim l i t a t i o n  is necessary. 

15162,850 ($170,857 - $8.277) in our analysis of the o v d l  expenditure limitation (see 
footnote D). 

LAC. However. it is the 

Based on the above, the Audit staffiplcluded an adjusment of 

4. Amounts Due the General Committee and th e 
GELAC 

a. SalaryandOverfread 

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $15 1.757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staff who worked OR GELAC activities prior 
to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. Our review revealed h t  only certain persons paid 
by the Primary Committee worked 100% on GELAC activities for their entiff period of 
employment prior to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. For those persons who did not 
work exclusively on GELAC activities for their e~ t i t t  prc-DO1 period otemployment no 
reimbursement from GELAC i s  wasranted according to the regulations at 1 1 CFR 
$9034.4(e). Expenses for salary and overhead that were allocated between the Primary 
Committee and the GELAC but were not exclusively general election in nature arc 
considered primary expenses. Based on our review of GELAC documentation. we 
determined that S62.879 in salary and overhead expenses were associated with staff  
working exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire pre-DO1 period of employment. 
Accordingly. rhc Primary Committee should Rave returned to the GELAC S88.878 
(SI 51.757 - 562.879). Of this amount (S88.878) only $23,033 was applied by the 
P r i m 9  Committee as an offset to expendims subject to the limitation. Therefore. the 
Audit staff has added S13.033 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

In its response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee 
disagreed that the bright line test was intended to apply to GELAC fundraising. 
According to the Primary Comminec. h e  regulations under 1 1  CFR $9003.3(a)(l)(i) 
specifidly authorize the establishment of a GELAC committee prior to the candidate's 
nomination and specifically require the payment of GELAC fundraising expenses for 
GELAC funds r a i d .  Finally. the Pnrnary Committee stated that if the bright line lest 
were applied to GELAC operations. i t  could result in the Primary Committee paying all 
of the CON for raising GELAC funds. It is the Primary Committee's position that it does 
not owe the GELAC a reimbursement and no addition to the oveeall expenditure 
limitation is warranted 

It remains our opinion that only salary and overhead 
expenses for campaign staff who worked exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire 
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period of mpl imbmed by GELAC. 
Further. the redations at 11 CFR 69034.4 (e) encompassed all expenditures, including 

prior to the date of nomination cod 

operating, fun&aising and winddoin. Therefore, theP- ca&ttee should re& 
PO the G U C  S88.878. of that amount $23,033 has been d d e d  to expenditures subject to 
the overall limitation. 

b. Sublease Payments 

The Primary Commiptee paid mt to 1 100 21% Assosiation 
Ltd. Parmership for the months of Jdy and August. The b e d  Committee paid rent for 
oEce  space for the remaining months of September througpl N o v m k .  During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its office s p a  to the firm 
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & O s b k y  ELP @S). The sublease mt p~a@, totding 
$76.7 16, were deposited into the Primary Commietee's account a d  subsequently offset 
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staffdculated that the Primary 
Committee owes the General Committee S39,45 1 ." The Primary Committee in its 
response calculated that the Ppimaby Comitpce owed the General Committee $43,005. 
However, the Primary Committee did not consider in its calculation pcnt that the General 
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 3 1. This will add $39.45 1 to the overall 
expenditure limitation. 

In response to the Memorandm. the k m r y  Committee 
stated that it does not dispute this calculation and a p e s  to pay the G e n d  Committee 
S39.45 1. In addition, the Primary Committee does not dispute h t  this will add $39.45 1 
to the overall expenditure limitation. However. to date the Primary Copllnnitiee has not 
provided evidence that the payment has been made to the General Committee. 

Shown below is the calculation of the expenditures subject 
to h e  limit:. 

This amount was denved by pro racing 514.033 for three days in A u g w  19% plus S14.033 each 
for Sepmbcr. October. and November less the amount of rent (S4.007) paid by the Runary 
Comminec which should have been paid by the Cenml Cornminee for the pmod 8/29/96- 
8'31196. 

Y 
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CLINTONGOWE '96 PRIMARY C O W  INC. 
ANALYSIS OF EXPEXDITLJRES S W C T  TO LIMITATION 

Ah40l.INT REPORTED BY THE PRItaARY COMMlfpEE 
ATDECEMBER31.1897 

LESS: 

ADDITIONAL IEADQIJARlER DEBARl?dENl3 AND UBENDlTUUS 
CONSIDERED M h P T  LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING 

SUBTOTAL 

ADD: 

DEBTS OWED BY THE PRIMARY COMMlTEE AT DECEMBER 31.1J197 

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FUM) DEPARTMENT 
NOT CONSIDERED 1W% EXEMPT COMPLIANCE 

REFUNDS. REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS 
WCORRECTLY OFFSET AGAINST THE LIMIT 

PAYABLE TO CLWTONGORE 9 6  GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE 
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE DO1 

DUE TO CLrnTONIGORE '96 GENER4L COMMWT'EE 
CONVEKTIOIS TRAVEL 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS 

W-KIND CONTFUBUTIUN FOR EVENT COSTS 

SUBTOTAL 

12.417 
39.451 

S30.721.70 I 

363.668 

30,364,033 

104.759 w 

395,187 u 

162.150 D1 

23.033 u 

51.878 FI 

24.926 GI 

S31.126.666 



LESS 

! :  , :'j 

DEBTS o m  TO l?E COMMlTIEE AT DECEMBER 3 1,1997 461.860 

AMOUNT DUE FROM CLIKTONlGORE '96 GENERAL CGMMT7E.E a 7 . m  v 
BlSM4RK E"IUSES 229U 
AT &T PHONE LEASE 63.736 
G l E  439 

SUBTOTAL 30.677.647 

ADD: DNC MEDU EXPENSES 46,580,358 

EXPENDITURE§ SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPEMDlNG LIMITATION 77955,005 

LESS: PRIMARY E X P ~ i T u R E  LlMlTATlON 30.910.000 , 

EXPENDI'IIIRES M EXCESS OF PRJMARY SPENDING LlMlTAnON 46,345,OOS 

LESS OUTSTANDING PAYABLES 100.795 Jt 

EXPENDITURES Tlr; EXCESS OF Tw SPENDING LIMITATION SFJBJECTTO 
REPAYMENT 

46247.210 
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'Ibis amount represents costs that considtred gxmpt legd and aolpnthg 
expenses. see Fbciiog "3.1.  

Debts owed by the primary Committee is rrporoed in its December 31,1997 
Disclosun Reports Schedule D. 

This mount represents 15% of the legal d e p m m t  md the mtching fund 
dcpment  expenses that, based on a review of &apy and overhead, were 
misclassified. See Finding III.D.2. 

This mount is for refundls, rebates and the sale of assets that were o&et 100% 
against the limit by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion of the refund (15% or 95%) should have been offset 
agaiinst the expendim limit. See Finding IU.D.3. 

This amount represents the amount ofa GELAC reimbursement for pre date of 
eligibility salary and overhead expenses incomedy offset against the limis the 
balance of the reimbursement was offset against exempt legal and accounting 
expenses. See Finding III.D.4.a. 

This represents travel from the Democratic National Convention paid by the 
General Cornminee (see Audit Report on the General Committee, Finding 
1II.B. 1 . I  and sublease payments (see Finding III.D.4.b). 

This represents an apparent in-kind conmbution by the DNC far event expenses. 
See Finding 11l.C. 

A refund from the November 5 Group is due the Primary Committee. According 
to the Primary Comminee's I"  and 2' quanea 1998 disclosure report. it has 
received 15201 366 of the refund due from the November 5 Goup. 

a 

The amount due from the General Committee for Bismarck Enterprises and 
ATBT arc amouns paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by 
the G e n d  Camminee. See Finding 111.B.l.a. and b. The G E  mount  of 4439 
is a Rirarar). rcfund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Camminee's 
bank account. 

Debts owed by the Primw Committee as reported in its December 3 I ,  1997 
Disclosure Repons Schedule D less $3.964 paid during 1998. 
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As depicted in the CM above, the Audit sraff identified 
S77,25$.005 in expc~ditwes shargeable to the overall expendinrn l i t a t i on .  The 
Primary Committee h its response contended that it wds !§43S,188 undw the overall 
expenditure limit. Chu review of the himay Committee's b s d o w  rrports as amended 
through June 30,1998 reflected e ~ ~ ~ ~ d i n u r e s  chgrablc  IO &e o v d l  limit of 
S30.330.410 - an amount equal to SS79.590 under &e overall spedhg limit. Tie Audit 
staffs inclusion of media e m s  paid by the DNC as a~ in-kind contribution as 
discwed in Finding I1I.A. and the R C C ~ S S ~ ~ ~  adjustmenWdditions discussed at Findings 
1II.B and C. caused the limit to be exceeded by 546,348,005. After adjustments to 
calculate the amount 
repaymenr to the United States Treasury. 

Recommendation WB 

in excess of the limit, 546,247210 is subject to a pro rata 

The Audit staffrecommends the Conlmission determine that 56.96621 7'' 
(M6.247.2 10 x .150630) is repayable to the United States Trasury pursuant to I I CFR 
$9038.2@)(2)(ii)(A). 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be different from that presented above, the amount to be added to 
Primar): Committee's spending hitation and the amount to be repaid to the U.S. 
Treasury could be changed or eliminated. 

E. DETERMINATION OF NET QUTTSTANDIWG CAMBAICW OBLICAT10NS 

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 1 I of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
that within I5 calendar days after the candidate's date of ineligibility. the candidate shall 
submit a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all 
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses plus estimated necessary 
winding down costs. - 

In addition. Section 9034. I (b) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations slates. in pan. that ifon the dare of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campxpn obligations as defined under 1 1  CFR $9034.5, that candidate may 
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there are 
remaining net outstanding campaign obligations. 

President Clinton's date of ineligibility was August 28. 1996. The Audit 
sraff reviewed the Committee's financial activity through December 3 1, 1997. analyzed 
winding down costs. and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations. 

~ ~~- 

This amounc may rcqum a downward adjusfment pendug fud resolution ofthe repayment 
msnerr noted at Fudmg 111.8 

.) 
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It shodd be noted that the aUnary C o d t t e e  submitted with its response 
to the Memorandum its version ofthe Statement 0fN6 
Obligations. There were several differences between the Audit 
the one prep& by the Primary Cornminee. According to the 
deficit as of August 29,1998 was $1,071.056, wherras, the &fisit calculated by the Audit 
staffas of August 28,1998 WBS $895,546 a diffarnce of approximetely S175,OQO. 

.However, the Primary Cornminee did not pmvkIe worlcrhcets, schedules or other 
documentation to suppon the derivation of its numbers. 

The Audit staffs prepared Sta~emcnt of Net htstmdm . g campaign 
Obligations appears below. Based on our analysis. the primary Comglinn did not 
receive matching fun& in e x e s  of its entitlement. 
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CLINTQNGORE '95 PRIMARY COMMi'iTE, 1NC. 
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPNGN OBLIIGATIQNS 

as of August 2 8 , d Q I  
as detennined mmugh l?eceWr 31,1997 

ASSETS 

Capital Assets 

Total ~saats 

OBLIGATIONS 

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Con(n8uhons 

Fedenl Income Tax 

Amount Due CELAC 
Amount Due General Commitlee 
Amount Due U.S. T E U q  - §t~4~-dated C k E b  - 
AcNal Wmdmg Down Expmres 
December 6.1996 - December 31.1997 

Estunated Wtndtng Down Expmses 
J X I ~ U ~ ~ )  1.1998 - & ~ c ~ k r 3 1 . 1 9 9 9  

foul Oblrgarions 

Net Ouutandtng Campaign Oblipions (Deficit) 
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5 3.389.406 (1 ) 
292 

2,146,940 

9.171 (2) 
54,833 (3) 

151,757 (4) 
87.159 (5) 

385,568 (6) 

497.427 (7) 

1.170.900 (14) 

6.722.653 

4.338.553 (8) 
7.275 (9) 

l6S.480 (10) 

88.178 ( i l l  
12.427 (12) 
i U 3 8  (13) 

1.822.556 

1.611.299 
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Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8R8/% which mcludcs Jtale-datcd checks dated on or before date 
of ineligibility added back to 4 in bank. 
Accrued interest income 7Rs195 - 8 R W .  
This amount ~ p m c n t s  vendor deposits ouapnndmg as of 8/28/96. 
This mmt mflects GELAC r e i m b m e n e c  10 L e  h m q  Committee for GELAC salaries and 
overhead expenses initially paid by the Primary Commiaee on or befolp M8196. An offset 
(588,818) wa% calculated by the Audit nrRto reflea the expmser o f i n d i v i d d  not working 
exclusively OR GELAC manem ( s n  Note I I). 
This amount represents: (a) primary Committee payment (e22.9844) to Birmank Enterprises for 
carering wwices provided to the G c n d  Commitice; (a) m amount ($63.736) paid by the 
Rimary Commitlee for an ATkT phone leare which should Rave been paid by the General 
Cornminee: (E) a GTE refund (5439) addressed 10 the Risnary Committee but m n e o u s l y  
deposited by the General Cornminee. 
Amountc deposited post date of ineligibiiity for mnsactiom made on or before date of ineligibility 
plus the reponed amount owed to the Primary Committee by one of iU media vendors. 
Recognition of gmss capital assets including software and l i s m m g  fees less depreciation of 4WA. 
Reflects ml accounts payable through 12/31/97 absent a reduction IO ~ ~ ~ o u n r c  payable for post 
dare of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding down costs. 
Repremu conmburions dared 8R8196 or before and refunded to conlributors. 
This  amount reflects the ax liability for mvemnenr income and interest e m e d  on deposits for the 
penod 1/1/96-8/28/96. 
T h i s  offsets the GELAC reimbunernent to the Primap Cornminee I Note 4; the difference of 
562.879 repmenu the allowable reunbumcnr by GELAC for staff working lOO% on GELAC 
rnancn pnor to dale of mcligibili~ 
This amount repnmts: (a) DNC Convention related w v e l  on TWA paid (57.291) by the Grnenl 
Cornmince; (b) a leg of DNC Convenlion orvcl from Chicago to Cape Girardcau, MO relative to 
thc Primary Cornminee that was paid ($5.136) by the General Commince (see Audit Report ofthe 
General Cornminee. Fmdmg 111.8. I .) 
Run- Committee's ourcwdmg checks IO vkndon or conmbutors that have not h e n  cashed. 
T h i s  mount  i s  based on the Run* Cornmmee'r amul 1997 year-end winding down expenses. 

YO 
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Section 9038.6 of Title I1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if 
the committee bas checks outstanding to ~reditors or contributions that have not been 
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The cormainee shall inforin the 
Commission of its effons to locate the payees. if such efforts have bmn necessary, and its 
efforts to enmme the payees to cash the outsamling checks. The committee shall also 
submit a check for the total mount of such outstanding cheeks, payable to h e  United 
states Treasury. 

During our review of the F'rimry Comanittee's disbursement activity, the 
Audit staff identified 97 stale-dated checks soaaling $38,164 dated between Aplril27, 
1995 and December 16,1997. The Audit staffprovided a schedule of the stale-heed 
check to the Primary Committee on Thursday, March 19,1998. 

In the Exit C o n f m c e  Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that 
the Primary Committee present evidence that the shecks were not o u m d h g  (Le., copies 
of the h n t  and back of the negotiated checks), or that the outamding checks were 
voided and/or that no Primary Cornminee obligation exists. 

In response to the Memorandum, the primary Committee provided 
evidence that checks. totaling S25.934. had bcvn voided, reissued and clearcd the bank 
(520.044); had cleared the bank subsequent to h e  end of fieldwork (%2,890); had been 
originally issued in error (S1,OOO); and. had k e n  voided and a check reissued to the U.S. 
Tnasur). (S2.000). 

Documentation was d S 0  made available with respect to action taken OR 

the remaining stale-dated checks. totaling S lX30. however, evidence of final disposition 
has not been made avaiiable. 

Based on the above. the Audit staff reduced the amount of unresolved 
stale-dated checks to S12.730. 

Rcrommeadatioia 17 

The Audit staff recommends that h e  Commission make a determination that the 
Primary Committee is required to make a payment of S12.230 to the United States 
Treasury. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts. intapretation of applicable law, 
and conclusions be different than tha~ presented above. the amount due to the U.S. 
Treasur). would be changed or eliminated. 



G. 

Stnown below is a recap of amounts due &e U.S. Treasury as discussed in 
thisnqMxt. 

s 54,578 

Stale Dated Checks (Finding 1U.F.) 

Total 

Should the Commission's malpis of the fasts. inrePpmation of applicable law, and cmcluriono 
k differmi h n  that presented above. the amount due to L e  U.S. Twpvy would k changed or 
elunmucd. 

u 
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Audit Repon on EXHIBIT # I  

A 

Ciintod6on '96 Pripaary Committee. IRC. Page 1 of 1 

DNC AND PRIMARY COlMMIaTEE A D S  IiAWNG S A M E  AUDIO AND VIDEO 
C 0 " T  
POaE: NQN-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

PI 1 REAE TICKET CG13-30 
D795 DQLWGIPIGRICH DNCl228-30 

THE OVAL OFFiCE IF IT WERE 508 WLE S m G  HERE HE WOULD HAVE: ALREADY 
CUT MEDICARE 270.000.000,~ DOLLARS TCPXfC POLLUIERS OFF 7H€ HOOK NO 
TO THE E W Y  BILL 60,000 CRIMINALS ALLOWED TO 11W HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLMTON STOOD FlRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BVT 
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GINGlUCH CONTROLS CONGRESS IWD HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE 
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

Plf  NOBODY CG14-30 
D796 THEM DNC1229-30 
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE AND GMGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION 
SCHOOL DRUG PROGUMS CUT AND A RISKY ~ ~ o . o o o , o ~ , o ~  DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT 
CLIhTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CWT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE WfTION 
STAKDS UP TO DOLE A N D  CMGRlCH 9LT IF DOLE WINS AND GMGRICEI RWNS 
CONGRESS THERE WiLL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOPlliEM 

Pl; BACK' CG09-30 - 
D79J SCHEME DNC1127-30 

AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS COMING BACK 10.000.OQO NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
ALTOS THAK JAPAN HIGHER MMIMWM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON THE DEFICIT HIGHER 
ISl?3tESl RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESIDEhT CLlhTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMlLlES COLLEGE WITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE 
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROU'TH PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETING OUR 
CHALLENGES BO8 DOLE GAMBLING WITH O W  FWTWRE 

I A Mary Committee ad moitled GAMBLE is nearly identical to BACK and SCHEME. the 
differences are: rake i a t e m  rates mstead of higher iaterar rata; h a m  the ~ ~ O Q O E I Y  instud 
of burl InmiOia. 
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Clinton/Go~ '96 Primary Cornminee, Inc. Page 1 of2 

DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS DOLE'S POSmONS 
W O E :  DOLE S P W G  M ITALICS, NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D303 NO DNC550-30 
WE S W  HIM THE FIRSTBALOVCED BUDGD IN A GENERITlOh' AND HE lZT0E.D IT 
WE'RE GOING f0 VETO BILL CUNTON "E F A m S  "E PREslIYEwT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROT€C"G MEDICARE EDUCATION THE IENVIRONMEKT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUT'S TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR -FAR€ 
W l L E  PROTECI7NG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO YWIE CLINTON PLANS If's 'hlh4E TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLlNTON PLANS M S  TO AMEIUCA'S FAMILIES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
WE SBT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A G.EhZRITlCIc,h: AND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CUhTOh' THE FACTS SHE P E S I D M  FROPOSES A 
BALANCED ELIDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE E N V I R 0 " T  BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS T A E S  FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
W l L E  P R O T E r n G  KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLlKTON PLANS YES TO AhQlUCA'S FAMILIES 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
U E SL\T HI.\{ THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET Ih' A GENERA TION AND HE VnO&D IT 
Ii'E'RE C01.G TO I'ETO BILL CUh7O.V THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECITNG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40.000,001B AMERICANS DOLE 
L'OTES NO THE PRESIDEhT DEWNDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHlLE PROTECTMG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLbTON PLAN IT'S TlME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLh'TON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30 
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST M E  DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1 .o~o.ooo FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HIGHER I?JTER€ST RATES 
10.000.000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
h i O E  JOB TftAMMG TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 1 o,oo~.o~o NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OU'h'ED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAINING 
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BElTER FUTURE 
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D797 RISKY DNCl230-30 
BOB DOLE ATTACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXIS FOR 
~5,000,000 WORKIFJG FAMnLlES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 

INCREASE 900,000,000,000 IN HIGHER TAX€§ HIS RISKY TAX SCHENlE TO HELP 
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GMGRlCH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 
EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE RAlSMG TAXES TWYWG TO CUT MEDICARE 
R W ” C  FROM HIS RECORD 

VOTED TO RAJSE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECUWTY TAXES YME 90 MCOME rAx 
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Audit R w r f  on EXHIBIT #3 

12 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS "DOLE GINGRICH" POSITIONS 
W O E :  NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D212 TABLE DNC420-30 
THE GINGRICH DOLE BUDGm PLAN DOCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE 
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTl DRUG HELP SLASHED CiffLDREN DENIED 
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC W L L W  LET OFF THE HOOK BLW PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE P R O T E m G  
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT Curs TAXES AND 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH NST WAEKED AWAY THAT'S 
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTING AMERICA'S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30 
THTS DOLE GINGRICH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG P R E S I D N C L M O N  
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WWB DOLE AND 
GMGRISH INSlSlED ON RAISMG TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS M 
MEDICAIZE EDUCATION CUTS IN TOXIC CLEAN" C L N O N  VETOED IT THE 
PRESIDENT'S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEOE NITION SAVE ANT 
DRUG PROGUMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES THE 
PRESIDEhT'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTKNG OUR VALUES 

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60.000 FELONS AND FUGlTlVES TRIED TO B W  HANDGUNS BUT COULDN? BECAUSE 
PRESIDEST CLIh"0N PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BLT DOLE AND GMGRICH VOTED NO ~ ~ 0 . ~ 0 0  NEW POLICE BECAUSE 
PRESIDEST CLlh70N DELIVERED DOLE AND GMGRICH VOTED NO WANT TO REPEAL 
IT STREKCTHEN SCHOOL A M I  DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDEhiT CLINTON DID IT DOLE 
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
PLAKS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

D404 BACKGROUND DNC680-30 
60.~00 FELONS AND FUGITIVES RUED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESIDEhT CLRvrON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DQLE AND 
GRSGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WAh7 TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
100,000 NEW POLICE: PRESIDENT CLIh7ON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL A M I  DRUG PROGRAMS PRES1DE.m CLMTON DID IT 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON? W O K  PRESIDENT 
CLb'TON'S PLANS THE NEW WAY ME€TWG OUR CHALLENGES PROTECNNC OUR 
VALUES 
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D433 FMISH BNC710-30 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CL&ANUp EXlRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 
DOLE GMGRICH W A N E D  THEM CUT NOW THEY'RE SAFE PROTEC7ED M THE 96 
BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK 
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENT% PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE TTE 
BUDGET REFORM V E L F A E  CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLMTON 
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D458 S A M E  DNC740-30 
AMERICA'S VALVES HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP 
PROTECIFD M THE BUDGET A G W M E N T  THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM WLE 
GMGRICH'S LATEST PLAN INCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMILIES UP TO 
~8,000,000 CHILDREN FACE HEALTHCARE CLlTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
167.000.000.000 THEN DOLE RESIGNS LMVMG BEHIND GRIDLOCK ME AND 
GRJGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDDJT'S PLAN POLITICS MUST WAIT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFAE PROTECT OUR VALUES 

POLICE 

D183 SIDE DNC770-30 
AMERICA'S VALVES THE PRESIDENT BANS DEADLY ASSAULT' WEAPONS W L E  
GINGRICH VOTE NO THE PRESIDENT PASSES FAMILY LEAVE DOLE GWGRICH VOTE 
NO THE PRESIDEhT STANDS FIRM A BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE 
DISABLED CHILDREN NO AGAIN NOW' DOLE RESIGNS LEAVES GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GINGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENT% PLAN BALANCE THE BUDGET PROTECT 
MEDICARE REFORM WELFARE 00 OUR DUlY TO OUR PARENTS OUR CHILDREN 
AMERICA'S VALUES 

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 - 
PROTECTlh'C FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON 
CLT TAXES THE DOLE GlNGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000 
THE DOLE GlNGRlCH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270.000,000,Q00 
CLT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS TtiE PRESIDEhT DEFENDED OUR VALUES F ?Ol'ECTED 
MEDICARE A N D  NOW A TAX C U  OF 1 .so0 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FIRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL THE PRESIDENT% PLAN F'ROTEECTS OUR VALUES 
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D627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT C L M O N  MCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENI’TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTEClTNG US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMEKT BY FOREIGN WORKERS N DOL€ 
GNGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLlCE ,DOLE GMGRJCH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESiDEMCLINTON’S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUE§ 

D592 VALUES DNC 1040-30 
AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLINTON PRO’ECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GMGRlCH BUDGET TRlED TO CUT MEDICARE 
270.000.000.000 PROTECT FAMlLIES PRESIDENT CLlNTON CUTTAXES FOR 
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GlwCRlCK B U D G ~ T i U E D  TO RAISE 
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNlrY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GMGRICH BUDG!3 TRIED TO SLASH COLLEGE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLhTON’S PLAN MEETS OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 INCREASED DNCl120-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLMTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGPANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIOKS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALPENS REPUBLJCANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTISG US WOMERS FROM REPLACEMEM BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GlSGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL ~00.000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRlCH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL A h 7 1  DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLMTON’S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D732 ENOUGH DNCl160-30 
ANOTHER MGATIVE REPUBLKAN AD LIISLEADMG PRESIDENT CLMTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGMKTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE W L E  
GMGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL ~00.000 NEW P0LIC.E DOLE GMGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL Ah71 DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLl?dlOO”S PLAN 
PROTECrS OUR JOBS OUR VALUS 
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13 DNC ADS - CLNON'S  POSInONS VS " THE REPUBLICANS' " POSITIONS 
VOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER BOLD TYPE IS GMGIPICH SPEAKPJG] 

D1 PROTECT DNClO-30 
MEDICARE LIFELME FOR OUR ELDERLY THElpE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE 
BENEFrrS AND BALANCE TWE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLMTclN WHO CUT GO\nRNMENT 
W A m  REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED bEDICAL INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOUAWS CHARGING 
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE 
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT THEM A DEClSIOlrR TPIATTOUCWES US ALL 

DIO MORAL DNCl1-30 
AS AiWERlCAMS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLUY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING OUR ELDERLY WlTH DIGNITY IS O M  
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE IT WAS CHEAP OR EASY 
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE REBllBLlCANS ARE WRONG TO 
W A h T  TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFITS AND PRFSIDENT CLINTON IS NGHT TO 
PROKC3 MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO DO WHAT'S 
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY 

D19 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT 
UHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO 
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIAT-SEVEN 270 BILLION IN CUTS BUT LESS THAN 
HALF THE h4ONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN 
SECURE MEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE 
PRESIDES'T'S PLAN CUT WASTE COhTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE 
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES 

D38 SAND DNC120-30 
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER lN WASHINGTON 
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MA7TERS WORK 
KOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION IS RIGHT MEDICARE IS WGHT A TAX 
CUT FOR WORXING FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHMD THE 
PR€SlDEhT% BALANCED BUDGET PLAK VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS 
SHOULD JON THE PRESlDElJT A M )  BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTEAD OF A TUG OF 
WAR WE COME TOGETHER A N D  Do WHA'T'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES 
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DS8 FAMILIES DNC170-30 
OUR FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LMRN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET 
RID OF ET IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE Wk DON'T =INK THAT TIHAT'S POUTICALLY 
SMART WE DON'T THINK +BAT% THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRnirNSIFION 
BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO WTIXER OM "AE VlNE AND NOW THE 
REPUBLICANS M CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDLNT TO CVT A DEAL AND JUST LkT 
MEDICARE WTTHER ON THE VINE NO D W  THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO ANY BILL 
THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATlON OR HARMS TEE ENVIRONMENT THE 
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR P A R m  AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY 

i? i, 1 

i : 
.. . .  . .. 

. .  ... ... .. .~ 

-. .. . .  . .  .. . 

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30 
THE TRUTH ON MEDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF lT 1N ROUND ONE BECAUSE 
WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY SMART WE WN'T THINK THAT'S THE 
RIGHT WAY TO GO YHROUCR A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE 1+'5 GOING TO 
WITHER ON THE VINE MEDICARE Wlf#ER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDtW CLINTON 
WlLL VETO ANY BILL THAT C v r S  MEDICARE BENTFITS EDUCATION OR THE 
ENVlRONMEhT NOW REPUBLlCANS THREAfRJ TO CLOSE TWE GOVER"r DOWN 1F 
THE PRESIDENT WONT CUT MEDICARE AND EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESlDENT 
WILL Do RIGHT BY OUR ELDERJ-.Y AND OUR CHILDREN MREAT OR NO THREAT 

Dl40 PRESIDEhTS DNC261-30 
THE C04'STlfVTION PRESIDEK15 HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S W Y  THE 42ND PRESlDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALASCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENF'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CQNGRFSS CUT MEDICARE 240 BILLION DOLLARS M E  
PRESIDESTS BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORlVNlYY FOR OUR CHlLDREN 
REPUBLICANS C W  EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAa'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOlh'C THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

D99 FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONSllTUllON P W l D E K l S  HAW USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S W THE 4 t N D  P W I D E N T  IS STANDMG FlRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BIDGET PLAN TME PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDEhTS BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPWRTLMITY FOR OUR CHILDEN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BlLLlON M A T ' S  WHY THE PRESIDEKT 1s 
VETOMG SHE REPUBLICAN BUW;m STANDING Up FOR WE THE PEOPLE 
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D 14 I PEOPLE DNC300-30 
BELLE IS DOING F M E  BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT WlCHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE B m  HIS SCWOLARSHJP COULD BE GONE THE mAKES IN THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOMG WELL BUT HELP FOR HI§ D l S M l L I N  COULD BE CUT 
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE M A N E W  BOUGm A 

HOUSE BUT WILL THF. WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT M W  ' P A S S  
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS 
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTEm OUR FAMILIES 

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000,000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WORKMG FAMILIES 4,000,000 CHILDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT ~o,ooo.ooo,o~~ DOLLARS ENVIRONMENTAL PROKCnON G U n r D  
THAT'S THE §AD TRUTH BEHIND THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S 
SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECI'S MEDICARE EDUCATION AND GIVES 
WORKING FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK IT'S OlJR DUTY TO ANIERJCA'S 
CHILDREN AND THE PRESIDENT% PLAN WILL MEET IT 

- .. , . .  ,-: 
.. . . . .  ~. . ... . .. 

D18S §LASH DNC390-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN RILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A 

hflLLIOS GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION CUT ~o,oo~,~oo.ooo 
BILLIOS ENVIRONhfERTAL PROTECTlOS GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN B u D c E t  CUTS 
BCT THE PRESIDER?S PLAN PROTECTS hiEDlCARE MEDICAID EDUCATION 
E\YIROXMEST AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IS SEVER' YEARS COMRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DLTY TO OUR CHILDREN 

D429 HELP DNC705-30 
FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLbTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES TEACHING READING AND MATH PRESIDEhT C L N O N  GOT If PASSED 
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREX AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDEhT CLINTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS 
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL W AKYMMG ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT 
CLbTOS'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLINTOS'S PLAN MEETMG OVR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTlh'C OUR VALUES 
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D299 STOP DNC540-30 
ACCESS TO HEALTH MSURANCE FOR ALL P R E S U E "  CUWTON'S PLAN CHILD 
SUPPORT COUEcnON FOR MO7H[ERS A M  IHEIR CHlLDREN DUCATION JOB 
TRAMMG MORE POLICE WHAT PaESlDPrr CLMTON AND TIE DEMOCXAS WANT FOR 
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL S?OP AT NOTHING Po STOP PiRESlDElrpr CLlprroN 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART C W  CHILD HUJLTHURG: 
REPUBLICANS WlLL STOP AT NOTHMG TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTOX S T A m  FIRM 
CHILDREN ARE COUNTMG ON YOU 
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4 DNC ADS - DR.EAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, U'ELFARE 
NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTON SPEAWNG] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEONTOLOGlST M E  
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EMRY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WR?l A TAX M 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST COMMuNIp( COLLEGE5 
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE I WANT TO BE AN OCEANOGRAPHER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO LEARN FMD A BETTER JOB 
THE PRESIDE3&S N m O N  TAX CUT PLAN I'M GONG TO FIND A CURE FOR 
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LMRN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM 

D276 VICTIMS DNC500-30 
EVERY YEAR IN AMERICA 1 ,000,000 WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF W M E S n C  ABUSE IT 
IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION'S VALUES I f S  PAINFUL TO SEE ITS TIME TO 
CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT% PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT EMORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOLlRAGE STRONGER FAMILES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS ~,ooo,ooo WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL 
CHARACIER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET 

D24 I CHALLENGE DNC450-30 
AMERICA UAS BUILTON CHALLENGES NOT PROMISES AND WHEN WE WORK TOGETHER 
TO hfEET THEM WE NEVER FAIL Ih' THIS PLACE OUR RESPONSIBILITY BEGINS 
UITH BALANCWG THE BUDGET I" A W A Y  THHnT IS FAIR T 0  ALL AMERICANSTO 
PRESER\'E THE BASIC PROTECTIONS OF LEDICARE AND CIEDlCAlD 1 AM READY TO 
1 

CL'T LOUER INTEREST RATES AND A BRIGHTER FUNRE WE SHOULD DO TH AT NOW 
-A<D hfrS;E PERMANENT DEFICITS YESTERDAY'S LEGACY 

D953 WELFARE DNC470-3Q 
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN'S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PMSENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESlDENfS PLAN MCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMEhTS FOR WELFARE BECIPIENTS STRICT 
TIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES h' OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO 
U'ELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE S Y S E M  WE CAN 
MAKE REAL WELFARE REFORM A REALITY IN THE LIVES OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
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Page 1 of 1 

rudC AD IDS060 "MORE" 

DID YOU KNOW lHEXE O M R  5 MnLION ILLEGAL IMNIIGRANTS IM THE U.S. AND 
THAT YOU SPEM) 5 '/L BILLION DOLLARS A YEAR TO SUPPORT THEM WITH WELFARE 
FOOD STAMPS AND OTHER SERVICES UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON SPEmMG ON 
ILLEGALS HAS GONE UP WHILE WAGES FOR THa TYPICAL AMERICAN WORKER HAVE 
GONE DOWN AND WHEN EFFORTS WERE MADE TO STOP GNING BIENERTS TO ILLEGAL 
IMMIGRANTS BILL CLINTON OPPOSED THEM TELL PRESIDENT CiMTON TO STOP GIVING 
B W F I T S  TO LLEGALS AND END WASTEFUL WASHINGTON SPENDING 
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I. 

In addition to a review ofthe committee's expendims to determine the qualified 
and non-qualified campaign expenses incurred by the campaign, the audit covered the 
following general categories: 

1. The receipt of contribufions or loans in excess ofthe statutory 
limitations (see Finding ILA,); 

2. the receipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those 
ham corporations or labor organizations; 

3. proper disclosure of contributions from individuals, political 
committees and other entities, to include the itemization of 
contributions when required, as well as the completeness and accuracy 
of the information disclose8; 

4. proper disclosure ofdisbursements including the itemization of 
disbursements when required, as well as, the completeness and 
accuracy of the information disclosed; 

5. proper disclosure of campaign debts and obligations; 

6. the accuracy of total reported receipts. disbursements and cash 
bidaces as compared to campaign bank records, 

7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign transactions; 

8. accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations 
filed by the CtintodGore '96 Primary Committee, Inc. (the Primary 
Committee) to disclose its financial condition and to establish 
continuing matching fund entitlement (see Finding IILE.); 
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9. the primary Committee’s compliance with spending l i t a t i o n s  (see 
Finding III.D.); and 

10. other audit procedures that were deemed necessary in tbe situation. 

As part of the Commission’s standard aidit process, an inventory of campaign 
records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is conducted 
to determine if the audie’s  records are materially complete and in an auditable state. 

The inventory began on January 6,1997. Due to the unavailability of records, the 
Audit staff suspended fieldwork on January 22,1997. Prior to leaving, an itemized list of 
records needed was provided to the Primary Conunittee. These records, consisting of: 
bank statements and enclosures for three campaign depositories; check registers for 
certain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind contributions, 
campaign travel, campaign materials, Primary Committee credit cards, media placements, 
public opinion polls, fundraising, event and allocation codes; workpapers detailing FEC 
report preparation and components for the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations; copies of all primary Committee contractdagreements; copies of IRS forms 
940 and 941; a listing of key personnel, including positions and responsibilities; and, 
Computerized Magnetic Media for disbursements were initially requested in writing 
during the M o d  January 7,1997 through January 22,1997. 

In a letter dated January 29,1997, the Primary Committee was notified that the 
records were to be made available on or before February 21, 1997; with respect to records 
not made available, the Commission would issue subpoenas for production ofthe records 
not only to the Primary Committee, but also to vendors, banks or any other persons in 
possession of relevant materials. In addition, the Audit staff identified records that, at a 
minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork could resume. 

In addition, on January 8, 1997, b e  Audit staffwas instructed that all requests for 
vendor files would be directed to a designated staf€person and that such requests would 
be limited to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500 checks (e.g., 
check numkrs 1000 - 1499). The Audit staffmet with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15, 1997 in an attempt to teach a workable solution as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee counsel was notified that we 
were p r e p d  to recommend subpoenas for all vendor files in the event that a reasonable 
solution could not be worked out. On February 19, 1997, Audit Division representatives 
met with Primary Committee cowisel to discuss resuming fieldwork and access to vendor 
files. A workable solution as to access was reached. 

Audit fieldwork resumed on February 24,1997. However, the Primary 
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit staff was informed that 
attorneys had to review all records prior to them being made available to the Audit staff. 
In certain insaances, the Primary Committee refused to make records available and in 
other instances, were not initially accurate as to the existence and/or availability of certain 
records requested. For example, the Primary Committee refused to make available bank 
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records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and 
paid for media buys on behalf of the Primacy Committee (see Finding IILA.). With 
respect to certain electronic spreadsheets for fundraising and/or legal and accounting 
allocations, as well as other computerized records, Primary Committee representatives 
stated on numerous occasions that such records could not or would not be made available 
in a computerized format. When continuing to inquire why these records could not be 
made available in a computerized format, the Audit staff was informed by the Primary 
Committee’s accountant that the Primary Committee’s Chief Counsel, had said that 
computerized records were not to be made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staff 
made repeated attempts to meet with Counsel, however, no such meeting was ever 
scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in 1998, certain electronic spreadsheet records 
were eventually provided. 

As a result, during the period May 28,1997 through February 3,1998, the Audit 
staffrequested the Office of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the production of 
records. The Commission issued 22 subpoenas to either the Primary Committee or 
respective vendors in order to obtain records generally made available to the Audit staff  
at the beginning of fieldwork.’ 

It is the opinion of the Audit staffthat the delays in production of records by the 
Primary Committee resulted in wasting numerous staffhours which directly delayed the 
completion of the audit fieldwork a minimum of four months. 

Accordingly, the scope of work performed was limited due bo delays encountered 
in obtaining records necessary to perfom the audit. Certain findings in the Memorandum 
will be supplemented with information obtained by sources other than the Primary 
Committee, and be presented in the audit report considered by the Commission at a later 
date. 

Unless specifically discussed below, no material non-compliance was detected. It 
should be noted that the Commission may pursue M e r  any of the matters discussed in 
this memorandum in an enforcement action. 

Records concerning payments made by the Primary Committee’s media venders on behalf of the 
Democratic National Comittce an not in this category. 

I 
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A. 

Section 441b(a) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part, that it 
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for 
Federal office. 

Section 116.3(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend credit to a candidate, a political 
committee or another person on behalf of a candidate or political committee. An 
extension of credit will not be considered a contribution to the candidate or political 
committee provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary c o m e  of the commercial 
vendor’s business and the t e rn  are substantially similar to extensions of credit to 
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. Section 1 16.3@) of 
Title 11 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states that a corporation in its capacity as 
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate, a political committee or another person on 
behalf of a candidate or political committe provided that the credit extended in the 
ordinary course of the corporation’s business and the terms are substantially similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. 

Section 116.3(c) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
in determining whether credit was extended in the o r d i  course of business, the 
Commission will consider: (1) whether the comercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the 
commercial vendor received prodpt payment in full if it previously extended credit to the 
same candidate or political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed 
to the usual and normal practice in the commercial vendor’s trade or industry. 

During OUT review of selected Primary Committee disbursements, the 
Audit staff noted that on October 28,1996, the Primary Committee made three payments 
to the polling firm of Pem + Schoen Associates, Inc. (Penn f Schoen) which included 
reimbursements €or travel expenses, totaling $74,970. i n c m d  by Mark P a ,  Douglas 
Schoen and Jill Kaufinan W e e n  May 4.1995 and June 30,1996. The invoices were 
dated October 28,1996, and were also stamped by the Primary Committee as being 
received on October 28,1996. 

The Primary Committee paid approximately $1.8 million (1 6 payments) to 
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee’s main polling firm, during the period covered by 
this audit. It appears that other payments to this vendor were made in a timely manner. 
The Audit staffwas unable to detemine if Penn +- Schoen followed its established 
procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of credit nor were we able to 
determine whether the extension of credit conformed to the usual and normal practice in 
the vendor’s industry. The reimbursement policy in Penn + Schoen’s consulting 
agreement makes no mention as to time h e s  for the billing and payment of travel 
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The Audit staffrecommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide additional documentation or any other 
comments to demonstrate that the credit extended ($74,970 in travel expenses incurred) 
by the above vendor was in the normal c o m e  of its business, including statememts from 
the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The information provided 
should include examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which 
similar services have been provided and similar billing arrangements have been used. 

expenses. According to a Dun + Bradstreet Public Record Search, Penn, Schoen + 
Berland Associates, Iac. (former name: Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc.), was 
incorporated in the state of New York on October 30,1984 and was still active as of 
January 17,1998. 

The Primary Committee provided documentation in the fom of an 
affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Controller at Penn + Schoen. He is responsible for 
preparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred. 
Mr. Joseph states the Controller position was vacant for approximately four months prior 
to his employment (September 3,1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this 
vacancy, Penn + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr Joseph states further that soon after his 
employment, he discovered that invoices for travel expenses incurred between May, 1995 
and June, 1996, on behalf of ClintodGore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. had either not 
been invoiced to the Primary Committee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up 
documentation. The Controller continues by stating that while the position of Controller 
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten isvoices to the kiiary Committee 
totaling $45,33 1, for travel dating back to May, 1995, however, Perm + Schoen was 
notified by the Primary Committee that these invoices did not contain all the necessary 
back-up documentation. During August - September, 1996, as requested by the Primary 
Committee, Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its 
reimbursement requests. The Controller states that he rebilled the Primary Committee on 
October 28,1996 for $37,548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbuesed for this amount on October 28, 
1996. Mr. Joseph states that he sent an invoice on October 4,1996 to the Primary 
Committee for the amounts of $32,037 and $16,605 with back-up receipts for Mark 
Penn’s and Douglas Schoen’s -vel dating back to January 1, 1996. These invoices were 
revised on October 28,1996 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. The Primary Committee reimbursed Penn + Schoen for the 
amounts of $30,262 and $14,830 on October 28,1996. 

Neither Mr. Joseph nor Penn + Schoen provided an explanation as to why 
the Primary Committee was not billed for travel expenses incurred May, 1995 through 
April, 1996. The period of time preceded the four month period that the Controller 
position was vacant. Further, Penn + Schoen did not include documentation of other 
clients who were not billed on a regular basis. 
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Also, idiomtion concerning billing policies for similar clients and work, advance 
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing cycles should be included. 

A. 

Section 441a (a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states in part 
that no multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and 
his authorized political Committees with respect to any election to Federal office which, 
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000. Section 441a (a)(7)@) states that expendims made by 
any person in cooperation, consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion 
of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents, shall be considered to 
be a contribution to such candidate. The section then states that the financing by any 
person of the dissemination, distribution, or republication, in whole or in part, of any 
broadcast or any written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared by the 
candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized agents shall be considered to be 
an expenditure. The purpose, content and timing of any speech-related expenditure 
distinguish coordinated activity that gives rise to a contribution h m  other interaction. 
Express advocacy or an electioneering message is not required for expenditures 
coordmted with candidates and their campaigns to be considered contribctitions. 

Section 441a(d) of Title 2 ofthe United Stales Code provides that the 
national committee of a political party may make a limited amount of “coordinated party 
expenditures” in connection with the general election campaign of its Presidential 
candidate that are not subject to, and do not count toward, the contribution and 
expenditure limitntions at 2 U.S.C. &Mla(a) and (b) including the expenditure limitation 
for publicly-funded candidates. See also 1 1 CFR $1  10.7(a)(6). A coordinated party 
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. 4441a(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the 
contribution limitations. 

In determining whether specific communications paid for by parties were 
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) limitations, the Commission 
has considered whether the communication refers to a “clearly identified candidate” and 
contains an “electioneering message’’ in Advisory Opinions (“AO) 1984-1 5 and 1985- 
14. Section 431(18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defines the term “clearly 
identified” to mean that the name of the person involved appears, a photograph or 
drawing of the candidate appears; or the identity of the candidate is apparent by 
unambiguous reference. In A 0  1984-15, the Commission stated that the definition of 
“electioneering message” includes statements designed to urge the public to elect B 

certain candidate or party, or which would tend to diminish public support for one 
candidate and gamer support for another candidate. Citing A0 1984-1 5, the Commission 
also stated in A 0  1985-14 that “expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) may be made 
without consultation or coordination with any candidate and may be made before the 
party’s general election candidates are nominated.” 
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Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part, that a contribution includes a gift subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money 
or anything of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything of value 
includes all contributions in-kind. 

Section l00.8(a)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines 
an expenditure to include any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, gift 
of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpsse of influencing any 
election for federal office. Section 100.8(a)( I)(iv)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states “anything of value” includes in-kind contributions. Section 
104.13(a)( 1) and (2) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in- 
kind contibution be reported as both a contibution and an expenditure. 

Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates 
or political committees fhm knowingly accepting any contributior, that violates the 
contribution linaitatiom. 

Section 9032.9 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a 
qualified campaign expense as a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money or anything of value that is: 

0 incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or his or her authorized committee 
from the date the individual becomes a candidate through the last day of the 
candidate’s eligibility; 

a made in connection with his or her campaign for nomination; and, 

e neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law 
of the United States or of any law of any State in which the expense is 
incurred or paid. 

An expenditure is made on behalf of a candidate, includmg a Vice 
Presidential candidate, if it is made by: 

e an authorized committee or any other agent of the candidate for the purpose of 
making an expenditure; 

0 any person authorized or requested by the candidate, an authorized committee 
of the candida*, or an agent of the candidate to make the expenditure; or 

0 a committee which has been requested by the candidate, by an authorized 
committee of the candidate, or by an agent ofthe candidate to make the 
expenditure, even though such committee is not authorized in writing. 

Section 9034.4(e) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations provides 
the following rules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both tbe 
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For Title 26 audits of primary and general election candidates, these records may also be 
examined at the of€ices of the media fm. 

Media flights represent a period of time in which one or more media ads were placed. 

2 

3 

primary and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used 
exclusively for the primary election campaign ape attributed to the primary committee’s 
expenditure limits; any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for tk 
general election campaign are attributed to the general election limits. The costs of a 
campaign communication that does not include a solicitation are attributed based on the 
date on which the communication is broadcast, published or mailed. Media production 
costs for media communications that are broadcast or published both before and after the 
date of the candidate’s nomination are attributed 50% to the primary election limits and 
50% to the general election limits. Distribution costs, including such costs as air time 
and advertising space in newspapers, shall be paid for 100% by the primary or general 
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed. 
The relevant date for determining whether an expense is for the p r i m q  or general 
election is the candidate’s date of nomination. 

Section 9035.1 (a)( 1) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states, 
in part, that no candidate or his authorized committees shall knowingly incur 
expenditures in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination that in the 
aggregate exceed t10,000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §44la(c). 

Section #la@) and (6) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure l i ta t ions.  Section 9033(b)(1) of Title 
26 of the United States Code requires that, to be eligible to receive public financing in the 
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that, infer alia, he or she 
and his or her authorkd committees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in 
excess ofthe expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code 
prohibits candidates or political committees from knowingly making expenditures in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §441a(b). 

During the audit fieldwork, the Audit staffrequested station documentation and 
VHS formatted tapes for all media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its 
media vendor. Further, the Audit staff requested bank statements, including all 
enclosures, for all bank accounts maintained by the media vendor and used to m d e  
payments for media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee? The Primary 
Committee stated initially that bank statements for the media vendor’s account used to 
handle the Primary Committee’s activity, although requested would not be provided to 
the Audit staff because the bank account used by the media vendor also contained activity 
related to other clients. Subsequently, the Primary Committee provided certain canceled 
checks purported to represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committee 
media buys; station documentation for certain media flights was also provided? 
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Based on our review of the documentation made available, the Audit staff 
determined that the Primary Committee’s media vendors were Squier Knzlpp Och 
Communications (SKO) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). hirnary Committee 
media ads4 that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO, starting in 
May 1 996 through August 2 1,1996, all Primary Committee media ads were placed by 
Nov 5: Both SKO and Nov 5 maintained at least one bamk account each at the National 
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts, fimds were disbursed to television 
stations in payment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Committee. According to a 
newspaper article (The Washington Post, Sunday, January 4,1998, A Section) Robert D. 
Squier, William N. Knapp, Mark Penn, Douglas Schoen and Dick Morris were each a 
partner in Nov 5. 

Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are partners at SKO, the Priinary Committee’s 
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and Mr. Schoen are partners at Perm + Schoen 
Associates, Inc. (PSA) the Primary Committee’s polling h.6 Mr. Momis was a media 
consultant. 

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances where canceled checks issued by 
SKOMov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
C O W S T A T E  PARTY.” Station documentation (also known as station affidavits) 
issued by the broadcast station contained information such as the date, time, m e  or 
other reference to ad aired, amount charged for air t h e ,  and the television station that 
aired an ad, as well as a Section that contained the name of the advertiser and product. In 
many instances, the advertiser/product section contained references such as “democratic 
national committee”, “dnclclinton gore ‘96” or “dnc.” 

On July 2,1997, the Commission issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee, 
SKO, and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations, station documentation not 
previously provided, all bank statements, all canceled checks and debit advices issued by 
the media vendor on behalf of the Primary Committee and all deposit ticketdslips and 

Throughout this Memorandum. “Primary Committee ad” refers to an advertisement paid for by 
the Primary Committee. It does not include ads that may be related to the primary election but 
were paid for by the DNC or Democratic state party committees. 

4 

No Primary Committee media ads wen placed during the period August 1995 &QU& February 
19%. 

d 

It appem that the mults of polls, advertising tests and mall tests were used to develop media 
ads. 

6 
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credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Committee funds into any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.‘ 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Pbirtlauy 
Committee, SKO and Nov 5. In response, media reconciliations, all missing station 
documentation for flights, and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made 
available for review. SKO and Nov 5’s bank statements and enclosures represented as 
specifically related to Primary Committee transactions were also made available. 
However, the bank statements contained redactions. 

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission 
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3,1997, for 
all bank statements, enclosures, including canceled checks, deposit items and all debit 
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKQ and Nov 5. 
The period covered was April 1995 through December 3 1.1996. The National Capital 
Bank of Washington (the Bank) submitted bank statements, and all enclosures which 
could be retrieved from the Bank’s records systems for the accounts requested. 

On January 16, and 30, 1998, the Commission issued additional subpoenas to 
SKO and Nov 5 in order to obtain additional media documentation including media 
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain bank records, VHS tapes, and station 
documentation for all advertisements paid from the SKO and Nov 5 accounts by or on 
behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, or was associated in any way 
with the DNC or any state or local party committee. The period covered was April 1. 
1995 through August 28,1996. 

The Audit staff reviewed all documentation provided by the Primary Committee 
and all documentation received as a result ofthe above subpoenas. Our review found that 
during the period June 1995 th~ough August 28,1996, media ads were placed by SKO 
andor Nov 5, the cost of which was h d e d  directly or indirectly by the Democratic 
National Committee (the DNC)! The cost of the DNC media ads was $42,373,336: 
During the same period Primary Committee media ads were placed by SKO andor Nov 
5, the cost of which ($1 1,731,101) was funded by the Primary Committee. 

Ow review also found h t  the DNC wired funds directly to SKO andor Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC reports disbursements of funds 
directly to state party committees; once received the state party committees wired funds 

Media monciliations wen prepared by the media fm and contained information such as, client 
name, flight date, ad name, broadcast stations used, check number used to pay a specific station, 
gross billing, net paid to station, net due IO stations, commission charged, amount due fiom client 
and amount received from client. 

Audit work performed to prepare this Memorandum did not include an examination of the DNC’s 
or state parties’ bank or other internal fmancial records. Disclosure reports @NC/State party 
committees) filed with the FEC were reviewed. 

This figure represents the amount due to broadcast stations relative to ads placed and aired 

1 
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to either SKO's or Nov 5's bank accounts. In the case of one state party committee, the 
Pennsylvania Democratic Conunittee, it was noted that in excess o f  $4,OOO,OOO was 
wired to identSed accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with 
SKO's and Nov 5's bank statements identified the funds as wire transfers originating 
fiom Corestates Bank. These credit advices contained the fol!owing notation 
"CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG--cObfMERCIAL LOAN 
HARRISBURG HARRISBURG FIS ORG #0101 FA OW.'' 

The chart below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations 
relative to the placement of Primary Committee ads and DNC ads" undertaken by SKO 
and/or Nov 5. This information was obtained from media reconciliations prepared by 
SKO and/or Nov 5. 

lo On February 28,1998, the Commission issued a subpoena to ConStates Bank in order to obtain 
any and all documentation associated with the apparent commercial loan. To date a satisfactory 
response has not bcen received. 

Throughout this Memorandum, "DNC ad" refers to any advertisement paid for by the DNC or by 
any Democnitic state party committee. These ads may have been related to the candidate's 
primary or general eiection campaign. 

11 
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prirplery Co&rtee Ads DNC Ads 
RmDates Amounts RunDates Amounts 

due to stations due to stations 

06/27/95 - $2,034,274 
07/24/95 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

05/04/96 - 
0513 1/96 

07/09/96 - 
0812 1/96 

Total 

0811 6/95 - 
03/05/96 

538.932 03/07/96 - 
03/27/96 

03/30/96 - 
05/03/96 

1,185,882 05/04/96 - 
0513 1/96 

06101196 - 
Om9f  96 

7,972,013 07/10196 - 
0812 1 196 

08/21/96 - 
08/29/96 

$1 1,73 1,101 

$15,692,881 

2,489,795 

5,02 1,284 

3,293,351 

11,169,521 

2,764,251 

1,944,252 

$42,373,336 

Initially, during the period June 27,1995 through July 24,1995 only Primary 
Committee ads were aired. During the period August 16,1995 through March 5,1996 no 
Primary Coma&ee ads aired, however, nearly $15.7 million was spent by the DNC to 
broadcast DNC ads. The next period, March 7,1996 tlhrough March 29,1996, both 
himmy Committee and DNC ads were aired. This pattern continued through August 2 1, 
1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22,1996 to August 28,1996 
(the Candidate's date of ineligibility). 

To recap, first only Primary Committee ads were rim (6127195 - 7/24/95), then 
only DNC ads (81'16195 - 3/5/96), followed by both PrimaTy Committee and DNC ads rn 
(3116196 - 8/21/96). Finally, no Primary Commit!! ads were placed after Auguso 21, 
1996; however, during the period August 21,1996 though August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC ads, totaled $1,944,252. 

As can be easily identified, two distinct patterns exist. They we: 1) periods of 
time when ody Primary Committee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC 



13 

ads were aired; and, 2) periods of time when both DNC and Primary Committee ads were 
aired. 

The items discussed below indicate coordination and cost sharing between the 
Primary Committee and the DNC. Documentation with respect to allocations of cost 
between the Primary Committee and the DNC has not been reviewed. Therefore, t!~e 
Audit staff offers no opinion on the reasonableness of such alloc-” dons. 

On May 8,1996, SKO invoiced the Primmy Committee $10,605.96 for 
production expenses related to shoot in Iowa (2/10/96 - 2/11/96), dubbinghhipping costs 
and fib shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice was a breakdown of expenses 
which totaled $21,211.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the Primary 
Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee paid SKO $10,60596 toward these 
expenses. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the DNC’s 
payment. On the same date, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.68 for 
expenses associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White H o w  for Video - 
‘IowaNew Hampsh.ire’.” Supporting documentation for all related subcontract expenses 
was annotated with the DNC’s account code. The Primary Committee paid SKQ 
$10,605.68 on May 31,1996 

In another instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced 
523,076.90 for expenses related to B-roll shoot (2/29/96 - 3/20/96). Attached to the 
invoice was a breakdown ofexpenses, which totaled $46,153.80. These expenses were 
allocated equally between the Primary Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee 
paid SKO $23,076.90. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the 
DNC’s payment. 

Finally, on September 16,1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee 
$15,829.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled “Nobody’Q. Supporting 
documentation i~ciudes an invoice fiom Interfkce Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbinglsatellite charges totaling %1,2 15. Ofthe 5 detailed charges noted on this invoice, 
three charges, totaling $984, were annotated C/G and two charges, totaling $23 1, were 
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primary Committee’s portion of the 
dubbing and satellite charges ($984). The job title line states ‘‘ ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them’ / 75 
VHS and 23 BCSPMike McMillen.” The words “Nobody” and “Them” were annotated 
C/C and DNC respectively. 
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’* Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appears superimposed on tlae video portion, for the 
DNC ad the payer is the DNC or a state party organitation, for the mary Committee ad, the 
payer is the Primary Committee. 

L 

As discussed &low under The TV Ads, the Primary Committee ad 
Nobody and the DNC ad Them were exactly the same in audio and video content.*’ Both 
ads ran in August, 1996. 

Ofthe remaining 10 SMO invoices issued to the Primary Committee and 
associated with production expenses, all but two contained annotations indicating DNC 
related charges. 

Coordination between the Primary Committee and the DNC as evidenced 
in the placement of certain ads by Nov 5 was noted during our review. 

Duhg the period May 25,1996 to May 31,1996, Nov 5 on behalf of the 
Primary Committee placed ads totaling $1,10 1,062. During the same period, Nov 5 on 
behalf of the DNC placed ads totaling $563,253. The DNC a$s and the Primary 
Committee ads were placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect to ads 
place with 109 (of the 1 12) stations, the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf 
of the DNC or the Primary Committee were in the same amount. For example, during 
this period, Nov 5 place ads at the broadcast station WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 
2146 in the amount of $13,855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This 
check was annotated “dnclstate party committee”. In addition, Nov 5 issued check 
number 2431 in the mouat  of $13,855 to the Same station OR behalf of the Primary 
Committee for ads placed. However, it should be noted that the media reconciliation for 
this period indicated that only $73,049 in ads were placed on behalf of the DNC. In 
response to our inquiry, a representative of Nov 5 stated, “[tjhe media buy was scaled 
back considerably after the checks were sent to the stations. The stations kept the money 
and applied the surplus to the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual amounts 
are reflected in the media reconciliations previously provided to you.” 

Even though the DNC’s media flight “was scaled back considerably” the 
initial placement of the ads indicates coordmtion with ads placed on behalf of the 
Primary committee. 

Furthermore, for other DNC media flights and Primary Committee media 
flights both covering the m e  time period, Primary Committee and DNC ads were 
placed at the same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations were not 
exactly the same with respect to DNC ads versus Primary Committee ads as placed. 

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and the 
DNC involves a standard form memorandum for authorization of production and time 
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purchased. One section of this memorandum states “The cost will be allocated 
a 
“attorneys to determine.” The following individuals were named recipients of th is  
memorandum: Peter Knight (prinaary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter 
(Primary Commietee - Chief Operating OfficerDeputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes 
(then White House Deputy Chief of Stafl), B.J. Thomberry @NC Chief of Stan), Bill 
Knapp (Media Consultant, SKOMov S), Jeff King @NC Finance Division), Doug 
Sosnik (White House Political Affairs Director), Brad Marshall @NC Chief Financial 
Officer), Lyn Utrecht (Primary Committee ‘s General Counsel) and Joan Pollitt 
(Treasurer - Primxy Committee). 

% for the DNC and % for ClintodGore ‘96.” The next line states 

One authorization memorandum, dated July 3,1996, from Harold I c h s  
and Doug Sosnik to Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) 
authorized SKO to produce 1 spot. Within the section entitled “other” the memorandum 
states: 

Tobacco l3 

2) DNC buy - $1.1 [million] - 7/10 - 7/16 
3) dubbing and shipping - c-g - $5,000 
4) production - $14,000 - c-g 

1) C-G buy - $61 7,000 - 7/9 - 7/16 

With respect to allocation, the memorandum states “attorneys to 
determine”. 

Nov 5 placed Primary Committee ads totaling $468,682 (First Time) and 
$91 5,627 (Hold) during the period July 9,1996 through July 16,1996 and July 1 1,1996 
through July 18, 1996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling $457,030 during the 
period July 10,1996 through July 16, 1996. The Primary Committee ad “First Time” 
addresses children trying smoking for the first time. The DNC ad ‘‘Enough’’ includes, 
among other topics, school anti-drug programs. 

In First Time, President Clinton’s stated position to ‘‘stop ads that teach 
our children to smoke” is contrasted to Dole‘s stated position of opposing an FDA limit 
on tobacco ads that appeal to children and his position that “cigarettes aren’t necessarily 
addictive” and presents to the viewer a choice “Bob Dole or President Clinton who’s 
really protecting our childreny The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video 
portion is very similar to QNC ads “Another” and “Increased” which also ran in late June 
and early Jdy, 1996) contrasts President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the meas of 
immigration, crime, and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to 
republicans or DoldGingrich such as opposing the protection of U.S. workers h m  
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of“the Dole Gingrich 
budget” such as to repeal 100,000 new police and less fulading for school anti-drug 
programs. The DNC ad concludes with “only President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs 
our values.” 

” The Audit staff is not in possession of an ad(s) entitled “tobacco” in VHS format. 
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The Primary d mentions Bob Dole and his views which are contrasted to 
President Clinton’s - the DNC ad mentions the Dole Gingrich budget and Dole Gingrich 
attempts to cut funding to programs endorsed by President Clinton. The former presents 
a stated choice Dole or Clinton, while the DNC ad presents the clear message that “only 
President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.’’ In the opinion of the Audit staff, 
both ads are designed to garner public support for a certain candidate, namely President 
Clinton and diminish public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion of the content 
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below. 

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization 
memorandum b m  Jennifer Q’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter 
Knight, B.J. Thorn-, Brad Marshall, Ted Career, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Utrecht and Joe 
Sandler (General Come1 of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes. This 
memorandum relates, in part, “Harold has authorized payment of the following 
SquieriKnapplQcW invoices with corresponding authorization forms. Authorization is 
to pay only costs which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel poIicies.”“ 
The memorandurn listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with 
respect to the DNC and the Primary Committee. 

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polls conducted 
on behalf of the DNC and the Primary Committee, Mark PCM, as president of $SA, 
stated in an affidavit that 

‘‘beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented poilling 
results at meetings held at the White House residence, generally on 
a weekly basis. The results were presented simultaneously to the 
representatives of ClintodGore, the White House and the DNC 
who were in attendance at these meetings.” 

Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd 
and Donald Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC, at separate briefings. 

In response to OUT inquiry, Joseph E. SandIer, General Counsel of the 
DNC, in a letter, dated April 8,1998, to Lyn Utrecht, General Counsel of the Primary 
Committee stated, in part: 

“this will respond to your request for information about the 
distribution of information from polls conducted by Penn, Schoen 
& Berland (formerly known as Penn & Schoen) jointly for the Democratic 

The Audit staR has not reviewed any of these “policy” documents at this time. 

The Regulatians, at 1 1  CFR 106.4 - Allocation of Polling Expenses - provides for the sharing of 
poll results and allocation of costs related thereto. 

14 
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National Committee (“DNC”) and either ClintodGore ‘96 Primary 
Committee or ClintodGore ‘96 General Committee, the costs of 
polls Rave been shared by the DNC and om of the ClintodGore 
committees. 

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was 
to determine the Democratic ?arty’s message and political strategy for 
purposes both of creating Party communications, including Party- 
sponsored media and Party-created campaign materials, and of developing 
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic 
Parties, with assistance and partial funding by the DNC, on behalf of the 
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 general election. 

I am advised that, to these ends: 

(1) All poll results were made available in full to the DNC’s media 
consultants (SquierlKnapplOchs, Message Advisors, Sheinkopf & 
Associates and Marius Penczner, and November 5 Group) who created 
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party 
committees, advertising which was M in 1995 and 1996.’’ 

In the Audit s t a f f s  opinion, the above items discussed under Production, 
Ad Placement and Polling demonstrate that coordination between the White House, 
DNC, SKO, Nov 5 and the Primary Committee existed with respect to the development 
and placement of both Primary Committee and DNC media ads. 

The information discussed above was gleaned from our review of bank records, 
media flight reconciliations for time buys (prepared by SKO or Nov 5), affidavits and 
invoices issued by the broadcast stations, internal documents prepared by the Primary 
Committee related to the planning and purchase of TV air time, production invoices and 
related documents, most of which were obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the 
Commission to SKO and NOV 5 and their bank, and the Primary Committee. Also 
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to contain all ads placed or run on 
behalf of the Primary Committee or the General Committee; video tapes represented to 
contain all ads paid for or m on behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, 
or associated in any way with the DNC or any spate or local party committee and related 
to any transactions in two bank accounts used by SKO and Nov 5 for the period April 1, 
1995 through November 5,1996. In response to these subpoenas the Audit staff received 
a total of 13 video cassettes containing 13 Primary Committee ads, 53 General 
Committee ads, and 812 DNC ads.’‘ 

In the case of the DNC ads, there appears to be 59 ads which w e n  then duplicated for use by 
various state party organizations. The content ofthe ads used by the various sate parties a 
identical except for the 2 U.S.C. 441d(a)(3) statement (e.g., paid for by the Ohio Democratic 

16 
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As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Prhary Committee concerning the production md placement of television 
ads during the period f h m  April1995 to August 1996. The Final Report ofthe 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 1994 Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate 
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives from 
the White House, the DNC, and ClintodGore would meet at the White House 
approximate1 once a week to discuss media, polling, speech writing and policy and issue 
positioning.“ In July, 1995, it was first explained that DNC funds would be use to pay 
for ads during the primary campaign period.” According to testimony provided by 
Richard Morris, the General Counsel ofthe DNC and the General Counsel ofthe Primary 
Committee “laid down the rules of what advertisements-of what the content of 
advertisements and the timing of the media buys could be in connection with the 
Democratic National Committee advertising and in connection with the Clinton-Gore 
ad~erfising.”’~ Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of ?he Senate Report - a memo for the President, Vice 
President, Panetta, Ickes, Lieberman, Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February 
22, 1996, sets forth the amount of finds relative Po DNC media buys and “ C G  media 
buys from Februruy 1996 through May 28,1996. In sunnmaridng the amounts for DNC 
and CG buys, this language is included 

“8. Total Clinton Gore Money thrOUgh May 28: $2.5 mil. 

1. Unless Alexander is nominated and we cannot use DNC money 
to attack him. 

2. If Dole is nominated, we need no additional CG money for 
media before May 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC 
money 

I’ Senate. Report at page 116, citing Morris deposition, p. 124. 

According to media record$ the DNC ads fmt ran between 8/18/9543 1/95. 

Morris deposition, pp. 117-18 as cited in the Senate Report. 
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9. Total DNC money now through May 28, $15,733,000” 

The placement cost for DNC media buys for the period 2/13/96 through 513 1/96 
was about $12 million; the placement cost for Primary Committee media buys for the 
period 3/8/96 through 5/31/96 was $1.72 million. 

. .. . .. . .. . .. _. .. 
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Notwithstanding the excerpts h m  the Senate Report cited above, the evidence 
developed during Audit fieldwork, in the Audit staff‘s opinion, demonstrates that 
coordiition existed between the DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the 
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads. 

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and which, according to station 
invoices and the media firms’ reconciliations of DNC buys, ran during the primary 
campaign period indicates that President Clinton, the candidate, was clearly identified in 
these ads, and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages. 

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 BNC ads found that 
the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is referred to during 
the audio portion as “President Clinton”, “the 42nd president”, “the president” - in one 
ad, the candidate’s voice is the entire audio portion. 

In the case of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period 8-15-96 
through 8-28-96, the audio and video content ofthe DNC ads are exact facsimilesZo of 
three separate Primary Committee ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran during 
the period 8-2-96 through 8-21-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit 
#I.  The DNC paid ncarly $2.1 million to run these ads @Ius one additional - Risky, 
discussed below) during the period beginning two weeks prior to the candidate’s 
nomination at the convention. In August, 1996, the Primary Committee using its ads 
with the same content as the DNC’s, paid $4.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads. 

Two pairs of ads (P1 12’ REAL TICKET CG13-30 .& D795 DOLEIGINGRICH 
DNC1228-30; P12 NOBODY CG14-30 6tD796 THEM DNC1229-30) mise the question 
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences “if it were Bob Dole 
sitting here [in the Qval Office].” The last pair (PI3 BACK CG09-30 Bk D794 SCHEME 
DNC1227-30) conveys to the view= -“president clinton meeting OUT challenges bob dole 
gambling with our future.’’ In the Audit staff‘s opinion, all ofthe above ads contain an 

*’ Near &e end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appears superimposed on the video portion, for the 
DNC ads the payer is the DNC or a sate party organization, for the Primary Committee ads, the 
payer is the Primary Committee. 

This identifier was assigned by the Audit staff IO denote a Primary Committee ad (e.g.. PI through 
P13); similarly to denote a DNC ad, the Audit staff  assigned identifiers DI through DX12. 

21 
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electioneering message - the content of each ad is designed to urge the public to elect a 
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instead of Bob Dole. 

S VS D- 

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads which i r e d  during 1996 in which the 
candidate’s position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfare, 
children, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (see 
Exhibit #2 fot text of ads). Three of the five ads (No, Proof, and Facts) ran between 
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving $5 million in placement costs to broadcast 
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans ir’s 
time to say yes to the Clinton plans yes to America’s families.” 

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President’s position on jobs, 
unemployment benefits, women-owned companies, job training and interest rates and 
points out that under “the Dole GOP bill” and “a Dole amendment” these areas of the 
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasted with infomation on “todayrs]” 
economy - record construction jobs, lower mortgage rates, new jobs - highlighting “the 
President’s plan for a better future.” 

The fifth ad in this category, entitled Risky, contrasts the President’s tax cut or tax 
proposals which would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on 
taxes and the pupr ted  effect of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/94 through 8/28/96 in flights 
where the air time charges totaled nearly $4 million (Economy $2.0 million; Riskj $1.94 
million in same flight with Them mentioned above). 

Here again, as was the case in the previous discussion, the viewer is presented 
with a choice between two candidates-the President and his stated accomplishments and 
proposals shown as favorable versus Dole md his record as stated and possible 
consequences of his positions and proposals. 

The third category ofads classified by the Audit stalffinvolved 12 ads in which 
the President’s record and/or positions are compared to the record and/or positions or 
proposals represented as associated with “the Dole Gingrich budget plan,” “Dole 
Gingrich attack ad,” and “Dole and Gingrich” voting record or proposais. These ads, the 
text of which is at Exhibit 13, portrays the President’s stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare, education, taxes, environment, budget, and h n i g a t i o n  compared to 
the attempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to 
Dole Gingrich. These ads ran in flights which aired during the period from 4/12/94 
through 7-1 9-96 (one ad Table also ran during 1/18/96-2/1/94); the placement cost for 
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flights totaled $1 8 million. Although Dole is “coupled” with Gingrich in these ads, 
during this time period Dole was the “presumptive nominee.” The message conveyed to 
the viewer is a choice between the President and his policies and Dole. 

svs “ m*BEpuF1I*LcANs- . ,9 

During the primary period mainly from 8/16/95 to 1/24/96?’ 13 DNC ads were 
aired that discussed President Clinton’s position on topics such as Medicare, education, 
taxes, welfare reform, environment, family medical leave, and a balanced budget; the 
placement cost for flights during this period containing these ds was $13.35 million. 
Against these positions, the stated positions, goals, and consequences of various 
proposals tied to “republicans in Congress”, the republican budget, or just “republicans” 
are discussed (see Exhibit #4). In 7 of these ads, although not mentioned in the audio 
portion by name, Dole is pictured at least once during the video portion. 

The remaining four DNC ads, entitled D~eams, Victims, Challenge, Welfare, are 
thematic in nature and present topics such as the President’s college tuition tax cut, the 
President’s balanced budget, the President’s plan for welfare reform, and the President’s 
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (see Exhibit #SI. Three of the four 
DNC ads ran in flights during the period a13196 through 3/27/96; the DNC ad, entitled 
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is feahued at least twice in the 
video portion of each ad, and “the President’s plan “ or proposals made by the President 
are mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad. 

It is the opinion ofthe Audit staffthat, based on information analyzed to date, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Primary Committee 
ads. Further, the DNG ad campaign was developed, implemented, and coordinated with 
the Primary Committee. Finally, it is the opinion ofthe Audit staffthat the cost of the 
DNC ad campaign, calculated at $46,546,476 (placement costs of $42,373,336 plus 
commissions of $4,173,339) using records currently available, should be viewed as an in- 
kind contribution to the Primary Committee or the Genepal Committee. 

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind contributions to the 
Primary Committee was discussed briefly at the conference held at the close of audit 
fieldwork. The General Counsel of the Primary Committee stated that the Commission’s 
regulations and advisory opinions, and court decisions permit issue advertising by the 
DNC and strongly disagreed with the Audit staffs opinion that media ads placed and 
aired on behalf of the DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee 
and applicable to the overall expenditure limitation. 

~ -~ ~ 

Two DNC ads, entitled Help and Stop. ran between 389/96 and 5/31/96. 21 
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The Audit staff reco alendar days of service of this 
that the media p r o m  described 
m the DNC to either the Primary 

memorandum, the Primary Committee 
above does not constitute an in-kind co 
Committee or the General Co 
the DNC media program 
General Committee and that the 
Absent such a demonstration, 
determine that an in-kind contribution in the amount of $46,546,476 has been received by 
the Primary Committee or the General Committee. If it is determined that the 
contribution was received by the Primary Committee, the amount will be attributed to the 
Primary Committee's spending limitation. 

Section 9032.9@) of Title 11 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations defines, 
in part, a qualified campaign expense as one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate's 
eligibility; made in connection with his or her campaign for nomination. 

Section 9033.1.1(a) of Title 1 I of the Code Of Federal Regulations states, 
in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that disbursements made by 
the candidate or his or her authorized committee(s) or peasons authorized to make 
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or eommittee(s) are qualified campaign expenses 
as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. 

Section 9033.1 l(b)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, in 
part, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, the candidate shall present a 
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A receipted bil! &om the payee that 
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one of the 
following documents generated by the payee: a bill, invoice, or voucher that states the 
purpose ofthe disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the 
candidate or the committee that states the purpose ofthe disbursement; or the candibte 
or committee may present collateral evidence to document h e  qualified campaign 
expense . Such collateral evidence may include, but is not limited to: Evidence 
demonstrating that the expenditure if part of an identifiable program or project which is 
otherwise sufficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of 
documented disbursements relating to a campaign mailing or to the operation of a 
campaign office; or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a pre-established 
written campaign committee policy. If the purpose of the disbursement is not stated in 
the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on the canceled check. 

Section 9034.4(e)(l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary 
election campaign shall be attributed to the expenditure limit for the primary. Any 

&- 
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expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election 
campaign shall be attributed to the general election limit. 

Section 9034.4(e)(3) of Title I 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in comedon with state or national 
campaign offices, shall be attributed according to when the usage occurs or the work is 
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of the 
candidate’s nomination shall be attributed to the ppimary election, except for periods 
when the office is used only by persons working exclusively on general election 
campaign preparations. 

Section 9034.4(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that all contributions received by an individual fiom the date he or she becomes a 
candidate and all matching payments received. hy the candidate shall be used only to 
d e h y  qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or othenvise restore funds (other 
than contributions which were received and expended to defray qualified campaign 
expenses) which were used to defray qualified campaign expenses. 

Section 9034.4(a)(5)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
states that gifts and monetary bonuses shall be considered qualified campaign expenses, 
provided that all monetary bonuses for comminsee employees a d  consultants in 
recognition for campaign-related activities or services are provided for pursuant to a 
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later than thirty 
days after the date of ineligibility. 

Section 9034.4@)(8) of Title 1 1 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nonqualified campaign 
expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this determination shall 
include, but not be limited to, whether the committee demonstrates that it made 
conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought 
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items 
that were lost. 

Section 9034.4(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
that any expenses i n c d  after a candiue’s date of ineligibility are not qualified 
campaign expenses except to the extent permitted under 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(3). In 
addition, any expenses incurred before the candidate’s date of ineligibility for goods and 
services to be received after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, or for property, services. 
or facilities used to benefit the candidate’s general election campaign, are not qualified 
campaign expenses. 

Section 9038@)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if 
the Commission determines that any amount of any payment made to a candidate from 
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other than to defiay the qudified 
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such 
candidate of the amount so used, and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount 
equal to such amount. 
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Section 9038.2@)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non-qualified campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the 
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility. 

Section 9038.2(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment determinations made 
under this section as possible, but not later than three years after the close of the matching 
payment period. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate under 1 1 
CFR $9038.1 (d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section. 

1. 

During our review of vendor files, expenses were noted that 
appeared to fixher the Candidate’s general election campaign for election but were paid 
by the Primary Committee. Each is discussed briefly below: 

a. Bismarck Enterprises 

The Primary Committee paid Bismarck Enterprises 
%22,984* for catering services provided on August 29, 1996 at the Democratic National 
Convention (the Convention). These services were provided &er the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) and therefore are considered a general election expense. It 
appears that the Primary Committee is contending that the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility was not until August 29, 1996, the last day of the Convention, because under 
Democratic Party rules the nominee for the office of President does not become the 
candidate of the Democratic Party of the United States until he or she has completed his 
or her acceptance speech to the Convention.u 

The Primary Cornmittee provided a letter from Sam 
Karatas, Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck Enterprises, which states that the 
Primary Committee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention 
on the dates of August 26 through August 29. Mr. Karatas states M e r  that food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this perid  He also states that on 
August 27, a luncheon buffet was prepared for Mrs. Gore. Mr. Karatas adds that a small 
banquet was also set up in the President’s waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on 
the main stage. 

The catering charges include equipment rental md gratuities which were pro rated by the Audit 
staff based on a percentage of the catering charges for August 29th to the total catering charges. 

The Primary Conunince submitted a letter chailenging the Commission’s determination that the 
candidate’s date of ineligibility is August 23, 1996. The c6nUnhC argued that the date should be 
August 29, 1996. The Commission denied the Primary Committee’s request. 

IJ 
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It is the opinion of the Audit sM, that neither Mr. Kmm 
nor the Primmy Committee has provided docmentation or evidence which demonstrates 
that the catering services provided on August 29,1996, the day after the President 
received &e nomination, were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s 
primary election campaign. 

b. AT&T Capital Corporation 

The Primary Coinmittee entered into a lease agreement 
with AT&T Capid CorpOratio~ for equipment. The tam of the lease was for 18 months 
commencing on June 1,1995. It appears, based on documentation, that the CliintodGore 
‘96 General Committee, Knc. was to have assumed the I , w e  after the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility (August 28,1996) through November, 19%. The dotal l e s e  payments 
includin sales tax were $422,826. The G m d  Cornlittee’s allocable share was 
$94,133 of which the General Committee paid only $30,397. The Mmnce, $63,736, 
paid by the Primary Committee should have been paid by the General Committee. The 
Primary Committee in its response acknowledged that the General Committee should 
have paid $93,464, based on its calculation.26 Accordingly, the Audit staff included on 
the Primary Committee stateanent ofNet Outstanding Campaign Obligations an account 
receivable from the General Committee in the amount of $63,736. 

c. Salary and Overhead 

The P m  Cornnittee paid J a y  and overhead 
expenses, totaling $340,579, that were incurred subsequent to the Cmdidate’s date of 
ineligibility. For e m p k ,  the primary Committee paid all costs associated with the 
Little Rock office for the period August 29,1996 through December 5,1996. Staff in 
this office, according to Commifttee records, were working on both primary contribution 
processing and GELAC contribution processing. These expenses are attributable to the 
general election and should have been paid by the Gem& CommittedGEEAC pursuant 
to 1 1 CFR 9034.4(e)(3). The Audit MdetenniPlekl based on our review of the Primary 
Committee’s records pertahg to its allocation of salary and overhead that $192,288 in 
expews  are attributable to the General Committee md $148,291 to the GELAC. With 
respect to that portion of salary and overhead expenses attributable to GELAC 
($141,291), it should be noted that the GELAC as of January 31,1997 reimbursed the 
Primary Cornmince $94,972. Therefore, expenses for salary and overhead, totaliin$ 
$53,319 ($148391 - 94,972), is due the Primary Commit& 60m the GELAC and 
$192288 is due the Primary Committee h m  the General Committee. 

Schedules were provided to the himmy Committee at a 
conference held on March 18,1991. The Primary CorruniMee has not responded other 

L( lhis amount was derived by pro rating $30,397 for three days in August, 1996 plus $30,397 each 
for Septnnbcr, October and Novembrr. 

The d i f f m c e  between Audit and the Primary Committee is $669. i6 
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than to state it believes winding downing expenses, consisting of salary and overhead, 
should be permissible subsequent to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. 

The Audit staff recommends that, wiehin 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the himary Committee provide: 

(a) With respect to item l(a) evidence or documentation that the p o d s  and 
services were used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary election 
campaign or evidence that the General Committee has reimbursed the 
Primary Committee $22,984. 

(b) With respect to item I@) evidence that the balance, $63,736, paid by the 
h a r y  Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign of 
evidence that the Primary Committee has received a reimbmement from 
the General Committee for $63,736. 

(c) With respect to item I(c) documentation which demonstrates that the 
expenses for day and overhead paid by the Primary Committee 
subsequent to the Candidates date of ineligiblity represented the cost of 
goods and services used exclusively for the Primary election campaign or 
evidence that the Pkmary Committee has received reimbursements from 
the General Cammittee ($ 192,288) and the GELAC ($53,3 19). 

Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the expenses at issue were, in fact, 
exclusive to the primary election campaign or evidence that the Primaby Committee has 
received reimbursement from the General Committee, totaling $279,008 ($192,288 + 
$63,736 + $22,9841, and $53,319 from the GELAC, the Audit staffwill recommend that 
the Commission make a d e t e h t i o n  that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata 
repayment of $105,036 ($332,327 x .316062) to the United States Treasury pursuant to 
26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2).” 

This figure (.3 16062) represents the Primary Committee’s repayment ratio, as calculated pursuant 
to 11 CFR 69038.2(b)(Z)(iii). 

a7 
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2. 

A consulting agreement was entered into between the Primary 
Committee and Moms & Carrick, Inc. (MtC). The effective date of the agreement was 
February 1,1996 through August 30,1996. M&C billed the Pihnary Committee on a 
monthly basis. In accordance with the agreement, the Primary Committee paid M&C 
315,000 per month. 
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In addition, M&C billed the Primary Committee on August 30, 
1996 for an additional $30,000, which the Primary Committee paid on September 30, 
1996. The invoice to the Primary Committee was annotated “Remaining Primary 
Invoice.” Although the agrement stated it may be Mer extended, renewed or amended 
upon written agreement of the parties, there was no provision in the original agreement or 
any amendments to the agreement which covered this billing andor paymsnt made on 
September 30, 1996. A Primary Committee representative stated the vendor performed 
extra work than was originally anticipated and, therefore, was paid an additional $30,000. 

Subsequently, the Primary Committee submitted a written response 
which stated that the $30,000 payment was actually owed by the General Committee, not 
the Primary Corrmmittee. M&C was actually owed a total of$95,000 under the General 
Committee contract, but was only paid $65,000 on October 10,1996 by the General 
Committee. Further, the Primary Committee states because M&C mistakenly billed the 
$30,000 to the Primary Committee, committee staffpaid the invoice as directed. 
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy of the “misdirected invoice” was included 
with its response, it was not. Finally, the Primary Committee states that the General 
Committee will reimburse the Primary Committee $30,000, representing the amount paid 
and owed to MLC. 

In support of its current position, the Primary Committee provided 
a copy of a consulting agreement between M&C and the General Committee. This copy 
was not signed by either party.= Subsequently, the Primary Committee made available a 
copy of the “misdirected invoice.” 

The unsigned agreement between the General Committee and 
MCC specified an effective date of August 30,1996 and a termination date of November 
30,1996. It further states M&C was to be paid $95,000 within 30 days of execution of 
the agreement. 

Since the General Committee’s agreement appears to be effective 
as of August 30,1996, it is unclear why M&C would mistakenly issue an invoice on the 
same date and foe only $30,000, when, in fact, the entire amount ($95,000) to be paid, 

The primary consulting a m e n t  is signed by the F?hary Committee and M&C. IS 
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pursuant to the agreement, was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30,1996, 
when MBtC did directly issue an invoice to the General Committee, it was for only 
$65,000. 

It is the opinion of the Audit staffthat, baed on the infomtion 
provided to date, that the $30,000 invoice was not intended for the Gene& Committee. 
Further, the payment appears to represent a bonus that was not provided for h its 
agreement with the Primary Committee and was not paid within the time period provided 
at 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(5)(ii). 

The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primahy Committee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by 
all parties and dated) between the General Committee and Morris t Carrick. In addition, 
a signed statement from M k C which explains in detail why M k C billed the Primary 
CommiOtee for $30,000 on August 30,1996, when the Primary Committee obligations 
under its contract were fulfilled. 

Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the expenses at issue were, in fact 
qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staff will recornend that the Commission make 
a determination that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata repayment of $9,482 
($30,000 x .316062) to the United States Treasury pursuaut to 11 CFR 59038.2@)(2). 

C. 

Section eQla(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no 
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and his 
authorized political committees with respect to any election for Federal office which, in 
the aggregate, exceed $5,000. 

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that 
expenditures d e  by any person in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the 
request or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents, 
shall be considered to be contribution to such candidate. 

Sedan 100.7(@( I )  of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
in part, that the term contribution includes the following payments, services or other 
things of vdue: a gift subscription, loan advance or deposit of money or anything of 
value d e  by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office. 
Section 100.7(a)(l)(iii)(A) of Tittle 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that for 
purposes of 11 CFR 100.7(a)(1), the term anything of value includes all in-kind 
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 CFR 100.7(b), the provision of any 
goods or services is a contribution. 

The Primary Committee made payments to the Shmton New York Hotel 
& Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on L 
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January 4,1996 in amount of $134,739, which appeared to represent a deposit. In 
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for an event in the 
amount of$11%816. 

In response to the Audit staffs inquiry, the Primary Committee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of 
$134,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur ina January, 1996. Thk event was 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a refund of 
$103,260;29 a cancellation fee of $31,479 was charged. This event was then rescheduled 
to February 15,1996. On February 8,1996, a $1 17,816 payment was made to the 
Sheraton for the February 15,1996 event. Finally, the Primary Committee stated the 
DNC invited some of its donors to the event, and based on the number of DNC attendees 
and the expenses incurred by DNC staff, the DNC paid $19,832. The Primary Committee 
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Committee, dated 
March 8,1996, in the mount of$142,322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton to the DNC for $19,832. 

Costs itemized on the DNC’s estimated bill were: d i m  ($13,200), floral 
($4461, linen ($185), stanchions, ropes, pipe and drape, ($220), Clinton-GoreDNC office 
rental ($610), Clinton-Gore/DNC office phone/fax/printer ($671), and sleeping rooms 
($4,500). Comparison of the charges iisted on the Primary Committee’s invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill, revedd that except for dinners ($$13,200) 
floral ($446) and linen (%185), the remaining categories of itemized charges on the 
DNC’s estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Committee’s invoice - the Primary 
Committee’s invoice apparently represents all charges billed by the Sheraton for the 
event. The expenses representing the difference, $6,001 ($19,832 - 13,83 1) appear to be 
related to the event, even though not included on the Sheraton’s March 8,1996 invoice. 
Consequently, absent additional documentation, the Audit staff cannot determine how, or 
if. expenses totaling $10,675,30 as reflected on the Sheraton’s invoice issued to the 
Primary Committee were paid. 

The cost of the event appears to be a qualified campaign expense; the 
Sheraton invoice references a “ClintodGore ‘96 ReceptiodDinner.” Further, this cvent 
does not appear to represent a joint hdraising effort in which the DNC could have been 
a participant. Absent documentation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC 
are expenses NOT in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, the Audit 

A copy of the refund check was provided. 

Apparent total cost of event, $142,322 less $1 17,816 paid by the Primary Committee, less 513.831 
paid by the DNC which can be associated with charges reflected on the invoice for the event. 
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s& considers the amount paid by the DNC to be an in-kind contribution. Further, the 
value of the apparent in-kind contribution ($19,832) Atls been added to the amount of 
expenditures subjeet to the overall limitation. 

The Audit staffrecommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide: 

The final invoice issued by the Shexaton to the DNC; 

an explanation as to the method used to “allocate” the costs ofthe event 
between the P h m y  Committee and the DNC, along with documentation 
to support that “allocation” ratio used; 

documentation, in the form of canceled check($) that demoonstrates the 
$10,675 in event expenses were paid; 

documentation to show how the expenses paid by the DNC are expenses 
not in COMection with the caudidate’s campaign for nomination, and thus 
not an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee. 

Sections 441a(b)(l)(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code state, 
in part, that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible 
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury may make 
expenditures in excess of $10,000,000 in the campaign for nomination for election to 
such ofice as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states, in part, 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qdif ied campaign expenses in excess d t h e  
expenditure limitation applicable under section 441a (b)(I)(A) of Title 2. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part, that a qualitid campaign expense is one iIicurred by or on behalf ofthe candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate’s 
eligibility; made in comeetion with his campaign for nomination; and neither the 
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the United 
States or the State in which the expense is incurred or paid. 

Sections 9033.1 I(a) and @)@)(A) of Title 11. ofthe Code ofFederal 
Regulations state, in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that 
disbursements made by the candidate or his authorizedl committee are qualified campaign 
expenses as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of $200 to a payes, 

L 
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the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an 
invoice or voucher fiom the payee stating the purpose of the disbursement. 

Sections 9034.4(e)(5) of Title 26 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states, in relevant part, that the production costs for media communications that are 
broadcast both before and after the date of the candidate’s nomination shall be attributed 
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the general election limitation. 

Sections 90382@)(2)(i)(A) and (ii)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that a~mount(s) of any 
payments made to 8 candidate fiom the matching payment account were used for the 
purposes other than to d e h y  qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a 
Commission repayment determination under paragraph @)(2) includes determinations 
that a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee(s) or agents have macle expenditures 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 903$.2@)(2)(iii) of Title 1 1 of the Code ofFederal Regulaiions 
states, in part, that the mount of any repayment under this section shall bear the same 
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non qualified campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate b a r s  to the 
candidate’s total deposits, as of 98 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility. 

The expenditure limitation for the 1996 Primary election for nomination 
for the office of President of the United States was $30,910,000. 

From its inception through December 3 1,1997 the Primary Committee 
reported net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) of $30,727,701. 

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated, based on 
information made available during fieldwork, that the limitation had been exceeded by 
$46,067,914. 

Certain adjustments made by the Audit staff to reported expenditures 
subject to the l i i tat ion are detailed below. 

1. 
A=QmFiu 

Based on a review of the Primary Committee’s expense printouts 
and work sheets, it was determined that there were additional expenses as well as other 
headquarter departments that were entitled to the compliance exemption. The total 
amount ofexpenditures that were considered exempt legal and accounting is $363,668. 
This amount will be subtracted fiom expenditures subject to the limit pending 
amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee. 

2. 
.. 
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The Primary Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all 
expenses incurred in the legal and matching fund cost group. Legal and accounting 
expenses hcurred solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the Federal 
Election Campaign Act do not count against the overall expdituae limitation. In 
addition, costs associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions are 
considered exempt legal and accounting. However, “costs associated with the preparation 
of matching fund submissions” does not include data entry or batching contributions fsr 
deposit. Likewise, the cost of legal services, including the review and enforcement of 
committee contracts, is not viewed as 100% exempt compliance. The Primary 
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expenditure Iimitation. 

The Primary Committee’s contributions were processed in its Little 
Rock, Arkansas Headquarters. The contribution process included not only those 
activities that relate to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included 
data entry and batching of contributions for deposit. Its legal department performed 
duties such as negotiating contracts as well as the collection ofrent due from a tenant, 
both of which are not related solely bo ensuring compliance with the Act. 

In response, the Primary committee states “[,]he Committee has 
allocated 100% of staffattorney Ken Stern’s time to accounting since he primarily 
provided services not directly related to compliance.” In addition, the response states that 
“other staff attorneys were assigned to compliance activities with minimal time 
committed to other services.” 

With respect to the Matching Fund Submission Department, the 
Primary Committee stated that “all of the costs allocated by the Committee to Department 
145 watching Fund Department] were related to processing contributions.” The Primary 
Committee submitted a calculation for staff who performed data entry, batch processing 
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Committee calculated 17.33% 
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Submission statTrelated to accounting. 

The Primary Committee appears to concur with the Audit staff that 
the legal department and the matching fund department were not performing 100Y0 
exempt activities. However, the Financial Control and Compliance manual provides that 
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The 
Primary Cormninee may not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods, 
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard 10 percent method, and 
other individuals by a committee-developed percentage supported by records indicating 
the functions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be 
allocated by different methods. 

Therefore, it is the opinion ofthe Audit staff, that an 85% exempt 
legal and accounting allocation for the legal department and the matching fund 
department is a reasonable and consistent method o f  allocating the activities in these cost 
groups. This allocation will add $395,187 to the overall expenditure limitation. 
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3. 

The Committee dlocated costs associated with its headquarter 
departments either loo%, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder, 
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy of the 
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset or service when purchased or 
provided was allocated 85% to exempt !egal and accounting and 15% to operating, the 
proceeds h m  the sale of that asset or a refund related io that service should be credited 
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. During our 
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primary Committee, it was determined that 
certain amounts were offset 100% against the overall expenditure limitation. The correct 
allocation of refunds and rebates will add $170,857 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

4. 

a. Salary and Overhead 

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $1 5 1,757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staffwho worked on GELAC activities prior 
to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. However, except for the periods when the office 
is staffed only by persons working exclusively on generai election campaign preparations 
are such expenses considered a general election expense. Expenses for Saiary and 
overhead that were allocated between the Primary Committee and the GELAC were not 
exclusively general election in nature, and therefore were primary expenses. Based on 
our review of GELAC documentation, we determined that $62,879 in salary and 
overhead expenses were associated with sta f f  working exclusively on GELAC. 
Accordingly, the Primary should reimburse the GELAC $88,878 ($151,757 - $62,879). 
Ofthis amount ($88,878) only $23,033 was applied by the Primary Committee as an 
offset to expenditures subject to the limitation. Therefore, the Audit &has added 
$23,033 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

b. Sublease Payments 

The Primary Committee paid rent to 1100 21st Association 
Ltd. Partnership for the months of July and August. The General Committee paid rent for 
office space for the remaining months of September through November. During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a poreion of its ofice space to the firm 
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin L Oshinsky LLP (DS). The sublease rent payments, totaling 
$76,716, were deposited into the Primary Committee’s account and subsequently offset 
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staff calculated that the Primary 
Committee owes the General Committee $39,45 1 

’* 
The Primary Committee in its 

This amount was derived by pro rating $14,033 for three days in August, 1996 plus $14,033 each 
for September, October. and November less the amount of rent ($4,007) paid by the Pi-imaty 
Committee which should have been paid by the General Committee for the period 8/29/96 
8/31/96. 

r 
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nspoase calculated that the Primary Committee owed the General Committee $43,005. 
However, the Primary Committee did not consider in its calculation rent that the Gamd 
cornmi- shodd have paid for A U ~ U S ~  29 - 3 1.  hi^ will addl s39 ,m to the ovenzpli 
t3xpendim limiaon. 

Shown below is the calculation ofthe expenditures subject 
to the limit:. 
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CLMTONIGORE '96 PRIMARY COMhlllTTEE, INC. 
ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO LIMITATION 

AMOUNT REPORTED BY THE COMMlTEE AT DECEMBER 3 1,1997 $30,727,701 

LESS: 

ADDITlONAL HEXDQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND EXPENDITURES 3363,668 A/ 

CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND A C C 0 U " G  
FOR AMENDMENTS TO BE FILED 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT' TO THE LIMIT PENDING 
AMEEIDIvENTS TO BE FILED 

930,364,033 

ADD: 

DEBTS OWED BY THE COMMIl7ZE AT DECEMBER 31.1997 $104.759 B/ 

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FVND DEPARTME"  
NOT CONSIDERED 1Wh EXEMF'T COMPLIANCE 

$395.187 CI 

REFUNDS, REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS 
INCORRECTLY OFFSET AGAWST THE LIMIT 

9170,857 DI 

PAYABLE TO CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE $23,033 W 
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE Dol 

DUE M CLINTONlGORE '96 GENERAL COMMITTEE $85.487 w 
C O " T I 0 N  TRAVEL $46,036 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS $3945 I 

IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS $19,832 GI 
~~ 

SUBTOTAL $31,163,188 
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LESS 

DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31,1997 $361,860 W 

AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTON/GORE '96 G E N E W  COMMITTEE $87,159 Y 
BISMARX ENTERPRISES $22.984 
AT &T PHONE LEASE $63,736 
GTE $439 

EXPENDMWRES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION AT 
DECEMBER 3 1,1997 

$3O,714,169 

PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LlMlTATION 80~910.000 

A M O W  OVEW(UNDER) (SI 95,83 8 )  

Iftbc DNC Media expcnse~ (see Finding 1II.A.) are demmined to be a 
contribution in-kind to the Primary CommineC, the following will result: 

DNC MEDM EXPENSES $46,263,745 

EXPENDITILTRES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION $76.977.9 14 

PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LIMITATION t30,9 IO,OOO 

EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 46957.914 



37 

FOOTNOTES 

A. 

B. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

This amount represents additional headquarter departglcnts as well as expenses 
that are considered exempt legal and accounting subject to amendments to be 
filed. See Finding III.D.l. 

Debts owed by the Primary Committee as reported in its December 3 1,1997 
Disclosure Reports Schedule D. 

This amount represents 15% of the legal department and the matching fund 
department expenses that, based on a review of salary and overhead, are not 
exclusively matching funds or legal costs. See Findiig III.D.2. 

This amount is for refunds, rebates and the sale of assets Fhat were offset 100% 
against the limit by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion of the r e h d  (15% to 95%) should have been offset 
against the expenditure limit. See Finding III.D.3. 

This amount represents the amount, pre date of eligibility, of salary and overhead 
expenses that were offset against the limit, the balance was an offset to exempt 
legal and accounting expenses. See Finding IILD.4.a. 

This represents travel from the Democratic National Convention paid by the 
General Committee (see General Committee’s ECM, Finding IILC. 1 .) and 
sublease payments (see Finding III.D.4.b). 

This represents an apparent in-kind contribution by the DNC for event expenses. 
See Finding 1II.C. 

A refund from the November 5 Group is due the Primary Committee according to 
its Year End 1997 disclosure report. 

The amount due h m  the Gened Committee for Bismarck Enterprises and 
AT&T are amounts paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by 
the General Conamittee. See Finding 1II.B. 1 .a. and b. The GTE amount of !PI489 
is a Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Committee’s 
bank account. 
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The Audit staff recommends that, Within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee demonstrate that it has not exceeded the spending 
Litation at 2 U.S.C. 441a (b)(l)(A). Absent such a d e t t ~ t ~ t d ~ n ,  the Audit staiiwill 
recommend that the Commission determine that %13,412,19832 is repayable to the U.S. 
Treasury?’ If it is determined that the in-kind contribution is on behalf of the General 
Committee there would be no repayment by the Primary Committee, since the limitation 
at 2 U.S.C. 441a(b)(l)(A) would not have been exceeded. 

E. 

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
that within 15 calendar days &r the candidate’s date of ineligibility, the candidate shall 
submit a statement of net outstandimg campaign obligations whi6h reflects the total of all 
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses plus estimated necessary 
winding down costs. 

In addition, Section 9034.1 (b) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 11 CFR 49034.5, that candidate may 
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there are 
remaining net outstanding campaign obligations. 

President Clinton’s date of ineligibility was August 28, 1996. The Audit 
staff  reviewed the Committee’s financial activity through December 31,1997, analyzed 
winding down costs, and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations which appears below. 

... 

This amom may require a downward adjustment pending fmal resolution of the repayment 
matters noted at Finding IILB. 

It should be notcd thae the pro-rata repayment based on the mount in excess of the liniitation 
would be S14,560,317 ($46,067,914 x .316062), however, the repayment mount can not excced 
the amount of matching funds received by the Primary Committee. The Primary Committee 
received $13,412,198 in matching funds. 

12 
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CLINTON/GORE '96 PRIMARY COMMI'ITEE, INC. 
STATEMENT OF NET QUTSTANDlMG CAMPAIGN OBLlGATlONS 

as of August 28,19$6 
as detefmined through December 31,1997 

ASSETS 

Cash in Bank 
Cash on Hand 
lnvajstmenta in U.S. Treasuries 

Accounts Receivable: 

Accrued Interest 
Vendor Qeposits 
Due Ram GELAC 
ClintonlGore '96 General Committee 
Vendor Refunds 

capital &sets 

Total Asset$ 

OBLOGATIONS 

Accounts Payable for Qualied Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Contributions 

Federal Income Tax 

Amount Due GELAC 
Amount Due General Committee 
Amount hre U.S. T m  - Stale-dated Checks 

Aceual Winding Down Expenses 
De~mber6.1996-December31.1997 

Estimated WMmg Dowa Expsases 
Jan- 1 , 1 9 9 8 - h ~ ~ ~ 1 k 3 1 , 1 9 9 9  

Total Obligations 

Net Outstanding Campaign Obli@ons (Deficit) 

t 3,390,408 (1) 
292 

2,146,940 

9,171 (2) 
54,933 (3) 

151,757 (4) 
87,159 (5) 

385,568 (6) 

497,427 (7) 

6,723.653 

4,316,509 (8) 
7.275 (9) 

165,480 (IO) 

88,879 (11) 
46,036 (12) 
38,164 (13) 

1,822,556 

1,170.900 
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FOOTNOTES TO NOCO STATEMENT 

.~ . .. . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8/28/96 which includes staledated checks dated on or before date 
of ineligibility added back to cash in bank balance. 
Accrued interest income is recognized 6om 7/25/96 - 8R8/96. 
nis amount represents an analysis of Committee’s work sheet dated 4/25/97 relative to 
outstandmg deposits; however, it appears that the Committee failed to recognize the receipt and 
deposit of certain predate of ineligibility deposits. 
This amount reflects GELAC reimbursements to the Rimary Committee for GELAC salaries a d  
overhead expenses initially paid by the Primary Committee on or &fore 8/28/96. An offset 
($88,879) was calculated by the Audit staff to reflect the expenses of individuals not working 
exclusively on GELAC matters (see Note 11). 
'Ibis mount  represents: (a) Primary Committee payment ($22,984) to Bismarck Enterprises fop 
catering services provided to the General Committee; (b) an amount ($63,736) paid by the 
Primary Committee bough July 1996 for an AT&T phone lease in excess of the amount as 
calculated per Primary Committee workpapers; (e) a G?T. refund ($439) addressed to the Primary 
Committee but erroneously deposited by the General Committee. 
Amounts deposited post date of ineligibility for uansactions made on or before date of 
ineligibility; also includes a reported outstanding amount ($361,860) at year-end ‘97 from Squier 
Knapp Ochs (SKO). 
Recognition of gross capital assets including software and licensing fees less depreziation of 40%. 
Reflects actual acwunts payable through l2/3 1/97 absent a reduction to accounts payable for post 
date of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding down corn. 
Represents contributions dated 8/28/96 or before and refunded to contributors. 
This amount reflects the tax liability for investment income and interest from deposits realized and 
recognized for the period 1/1/96-8/28/96. 
This offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the himary Committee at Note 4; the difference of 
S62,878 represents the allowable reimbursement by GELAC for sMworking  100% on GELAC 
matters prior to date of ineligibility. 
‘Ilk amount represents; (a) DNC Convention related travel on TWA paid ($40,900) by the 
General Committee; (b) a leg of DNC Convention travel fmm Chicago to Cape G3rerdeau. MO 
relative to the Primary Committee that was paid ($5,136) by the General Committee. 
Primary Committee’s outstanding checks to vendors or contributors that have not been cashed. 
This amount is b e d  on the Rimary Commimc’s actual I997 yearend winding down expenses. 
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Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if 
the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or contributions that have not been 
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall idom the 
Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts have been necessary, and its 
efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outslanding checks. The conunittee shall also 
submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable to the United 
States Treasury. 

During our review ofthe Primary Committee's disbursement activity, the 
Audit staff identified 97 stale-dated checks totaling $38,164 dated between April 27, 
1995 and December 16,1997. The Audit @provided a schedule ofthe stale-dated 
check to the Primary Committee on Thursday, March 19,1998. 

The Audit staffrecommends that within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Commi~ee present evidence that the checks were not 
outstanding (i.e., copies of the fiont and back of the negotiated checks), or that the 
outstanding checks were voided and/or that no Primary Committee obligation exists. 

Absent such documentation, the Audit staEwill recommend that the Commission 
determine that $38,164 is payable to the United States Treasury. 



EXHIBIT #1 
Page 1 of 1 

DNC AND PRIMARY CQNIMITFEE ADS WAVING S A M E  AUDIQ AND VIDEO 
CONTENT 
WOW. NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

P11 REAL TICKET CG13-30 
D795 DQLWGINGRICH DNC 1228-30 

THE OVAL OFFICE IF IT WERE BOB DOLE SI"NG HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY 
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO 
TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRIMMALS ALLOWED TO BUY HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT 
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GMGRICH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND HIS PARTNER BO5 DOLE 
ENTERS RIE OVAL, OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEF4 

P12 NOBODY CG14-30 
D796 THEM DNC1229-38 
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS H E E  AM) GMGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN M E E I I C e  SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EIDUCATION 
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY ~ ~ o , ~ o o , o o o , o ~  DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT WAISES INTEREST MTES HURTS THE ECONQMY PRESIDENT 
CLtNTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT T M S  FOR FAMLIES COLLEGE TUlTION 
STANDS UP TO DOLE AND GMGRICH BUT IF DOLE W N S  AND GMGR?CH RUNS 
CONGRESS THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

P 13 BACK' CGO9-38 
D794 SCHEME DNC1227-30 
AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS COMING BACK 1o,ooo,(MM) MEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
AUTOS THAN JAPAN HlOWeR hllNIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WFTPl A RISKY LAST MlpRlTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON THE DEFICIT HIGHER 
INTEREST RATES HURT FAMUES PRESIDENT CLJWON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMILIES COLLEQE TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOW DON'T LGSE 
CHANOMO JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROWTH PRESIDENT CLMTON MEETING QUR 
CHALLENGES BOB DOLE GAMBLMG WlTH OUR FIJ'lVRl? 

A Primary Committee ad entitled GAMBLE is meorly identical. to BACK and SCHEME, the 
diffnrnces fire: raise tatcmt ratw insaead of higher interest rater; ham the woamy instead 
ofburt famMh. 

I 
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Exit Clmfgmnce Mmomndum on 
ClintodG~re '96 Isrimaty Conunittee, hc. 

EXHIBIT #2 
Page t of2 

DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS DOLE'S POSITIONS 
DOLE SPEAKING IN ITALICS, NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D303 NO DNC550-30 
WE SEN7 HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BULGETIN A GENERA TION AND HE VETOED lT 
WE'RE GOING TO F'.EW B!U CUNSON THE FACTS 1wE PRESlDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PRO+ECTIMG MEDICARE EDIJCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO "HE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMJWCANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT% TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRSTBALANCED BUDGETINA GENERATIONRND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 

IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR ~o,~oo,ooo AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORM FOR WXLPARE 
W I L E  PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS d S  TYh4E TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE MvRommrr BUT DOLE 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
WESENTHIM THEFIRSTBALANCED BUDGETINA GENERATIONAND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINZON "HE FACTS XWE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDOET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE E N W R 0 " T  BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 48,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KlDS BOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLAN IT% TIME TO 
SAY -YES TO THE CLINTON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AMI OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30 
REMEMBER ECESSIQN JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILE TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1,000,~o FAMILES UNE~LOYMEPFT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES 
1 0 , 0 0 0 , ~  UNEMPLOYED WlTH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
MORE JOB TRAMWG TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 10,0~,800 NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OWNED COMPANIES W N  EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION 105 TRAMNO 
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BETIER FUTURE 



Exit Conference Memorandum on 
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EXHIBIT #2 
Page 2 of 2 

D797 RISKY DNC1230-30 
BOB DOLE A'ITACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
15,000,000 WORKING FAMILIES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAWS SOClAL SECURITY TAXES THE 90 INCOME TAX 
INCREASE 900,000,000,000 IN HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP 

EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE RAISMG TAXES TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE 
R L " G  FROM HIS RECORD 

PAY FOR Ir EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GRJGRICH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 



Exit Conference Memorandum on 
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EXHIBIT #3 
Page 1 of 3 

12 DNC ADS - CLINTQN'S POSITIONS VS "DOLE GINGRICH" POSITIONS 
WOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

D212 TABLE DNC420-30 
THE GINGRICH DOLE BUDGET PLAN DOCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE 
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTI DRUG HELP SLASHED CHILDREN DENIED 
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC POLLUTERS LET OFF THE HOOK BUT PRESIDENT 
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECTMG 
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES AND 
PROTECX OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH JUST WALKED AWAY THAT% 
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTING AMERICA'S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30 
THIS DOLE GINGRICH A'ITACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND 
GINGRZCH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKING FAMILES HUGE CUTS IN 
MEDICARE EDUCATiON CUTS IN TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT THE 
PWIDENT% PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUITION SAVE ANTI 
DRUG PROGRAMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERYCA'S FAMILIES THE 
PRESIDENT'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING ,OUR VALUES 

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BUT DOLE AND GINGIUCH VOTED NO 10~,000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE 

IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL AM? DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT DOLE 
AND GINGRICH NQ AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 

PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH voTEr) NO WANT TO REPEAL 

PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTLVG OUR VALUE§ 

D404 BACKGROUND DNC680-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED 'TO BUY HANDGUNS BkJT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND 

~ 0 0 , o ~  NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHBOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS 0LD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT 
CLINTON'S PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR 
VALUES 

GMGIUCH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT 'ro REPEAL THE ASSAVLT WEAPQNS BAN 
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EXHIBIT #3 
Page 2 of 3 

D433 FMISH DNC710-30 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 
DOLE GINGRICH WANTED THEM CUT NOW THEY'RE SAFE PROTECTED IN THE 96 
BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRlCH DEADLOCK 
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN F N S H  THE JOB BALANCE THE 
BUDGET W O R M  WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D458 S A M E  DNC740-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEATWP EXTRA POLICE 
PROTECTED I" THE BUDGET AGREEMENT THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM W L E  
GINGRICH'S LATEST PLAN INCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMILIES UP TO 
18,000,000 CHILDREN FACE HEALTHCARE CUTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
167,000,000,000 T" DOLE RESIGNS LEAVING BWIND GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GMGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENT% PLAN POLII'ICS MUST W'4IT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET R E F O W  WELFARE PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D483 SIDE DNC770-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES THE PRESIDENT BANS DEADLY ASSAULT VWAPONS DOLE 
GiNGRICH VOTE NO THE PRESIDENT PASSES FAMILY LEAVE DOLE GIiVCRICH VOTE 
NO THE PRESIDENT STANDS FIRM A BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE 
DISABLED CHILDREN NO AGAIN NOW DOLE RESlGNS LEAVES GiZlDLOCK HE AND 
GMGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN BALANCE THE BUDGET PROTECT 
MEDICARE REFORM WELFARE DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS OUR CHLDREN 
AMERICA'S VALUES 

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 
PROTECI'MG FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PX€SIDENT CLINTON 
CUT TAXES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000 
THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270,000.000,000 
CUT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESIDENT DEFENDED OUR VALUES PRbTECTED 
MEDlCAIpE AND NOW A TAX CUT OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FlRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEOE MOST COMMUNlTY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL THE PRESIDENT% PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

c 
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EXHIBIT #3 
Page 3 of 3 

D627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT CLfiflON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL I W G R A N T S  RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTMG US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMEM BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH WED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D592 VALUES DNC1040-30 
AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLINTON PROTECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GINGRlCH BUDGET TRlED TO CUT MEDICARE 
270,000,000,000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDOET TRIED TO M I S E  
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO SLASH COLLEQE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETS OUDL CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 MCREASED DNC1120-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 P E R C E "  TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLKANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GMGRICH BUWET TRlED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLICE DOLE SINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALlJES 

D732 ENOUGH DNCl160-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLRJTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM EPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE W L E  
GIWGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 106,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH W E D  
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUJ2S 
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13 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS '' THE REPU1E)LIGANS' " POSITIONS 
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, BOLD TYPE IS GNGRICH SPEAKING] 

D1 PROTECT DNC10-30 
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE 
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLINTON WiO CUT GOVERNMENT 
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICAL INFLATION TEE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS CHARGING 
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE 
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT THEM A DECISION THAT TOUCHES US ALL 

DIO MORAL DNCIl-30 
AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING OUIk ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY IS QXE 
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE IT WAS CHEAP OR EASY 
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE REPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO 
WANT TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFITS AND PRESIDENT CLINTON IS RIGHT TO 
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO DO WHAT'S 
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY 

Dl9 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATYON THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT 

COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIXTY-SEVEN 270 BILLION IN CUTS BUT LESS THAN 
HALF THE MONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN 
SECURE MEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE 

WHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO 

P R E S I D M S  PLAN CUT WASTE CONTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE 
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES 

D38 S A N D  DMC120-30 
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOOEI'HER IN WASHINGTON 
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MATERS WORK 
NOT WEUARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION IS RIGHT MEDICARE IS RIGHT A TAX 
CUT FOR WORKING FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS 
SHOULD JOIN THE PRESIDENT AM3 BACK THESE VALUES SO lhYSTEAD OF A TUG OF 
WAR WE COME TOGETHER AND DO WHAT'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES 
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D58 FAMILIES DNC170-30 
OUR F W I E S  NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH MOW WE DON'T GET 
RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S F0)LFFICALLY 
§MART WON'T THINK TPIAT'S THE RIGHT WAY TO GO TAIROUGB A TRANSITION 
BUT WE BELLEVE lT'S GOING TO WITHER ON THE VINE AM, NOW THE 
REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDENT TO CUT A DEAL AND JUST LET 
MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO ANY BILL 
THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR HARMS THE E N V I R 0 " T  Tl4E 
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST Do OUR DUTY BY OUR PAREMS AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY 

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30 
THE TRUTH ON h4EDICARE MOW WE DON'T GET IplD OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE 
WE DON'T THINK TBAT TEAT'S POElTlCALLY S I "  WE QQM'T THINK THAT'S THE 
RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO 
WITHERON TAE VINE MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON 
WILL VETO ANY BILL THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR THE 
E N V I R 0 " T  NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE THE GOVERNMENT DOWN IF 
THE PRESIDENT WON'T CUT MEDICARE AND EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESlDENT 
WILL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY AND OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO THREAT 

D120 PRESIDENTS DNC261-30 
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TQ 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCSD BIJDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDE"% BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT% WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

D99 FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONSmvI lON PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT% WHY THE 42ND PIESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDMT'S BALANCED B W E T  PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT% WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE TI4€ PEOPLE 
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D141 PEOPLE DNC300-30 
BELLE IS DQINO FNE BUT h4EDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GQNE THE STAKES IN THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S WING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABlLITY COULD BE CUT 
PRJ2SIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT' PEOPLE MATTHEW BOUGHT A 
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUTNEW TAXES 
IN THE WUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS 
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES 

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000,000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY EIY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WOIUUNG FAMILIES 4,000,000 CHILDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 DOLLARS ENV1RQ"TAL PILOTECTION OUTED 
THAT'S THE S A D  TRUTH B E " D  THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S 

WORKING FAMILIES WIH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK IT'S OUR D l m  TO AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN AND THE PRESJDENT% PLAN WILL MEET' IT 

SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS m i c a  EDUCATION AND GIVES 

D185 SLASH DNC390-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN MILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A 
MILLION GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 
BILLION E N V I R 0 " T A L  PROTECTION GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS 
BUT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION 
E N V l R 0 " T  AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IN SEVEN YEAIPS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN 

D429 HELP DNC705-30 
F M L Y  MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THElR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLJNTON OOT I" PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES TEACHING READING AND MATH PRESIDkW CLINTON OOT IT PASSED 
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDENT CLlNTQN PASSED IT REPUBLICANS 
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO ANYTHING ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT 
CLINTON'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTING OUR VALUES 



EXHIBIT lf4 
Page 4 of4 

D299 STOP DNC540-30 
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN CHlLD 
SUPPORT COLLECIION FOR MOTHERS AND THEIR CHILDREN EDUCAnON JOB 
TRAIIWO MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIIlENT CLINTON AND THE DFMOCRATS WANT FOR 
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART CUT CHlLD HEALWCARE 
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHJNO TO STOP PRESIDENT CLPJTON STAND FIRM 
CHSLDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU 



Exit Conference Memorandum on 
ClmtonlGope '86 I%nuny c o e m ,  Inc. 

4 DNC ADS - DREAMS. VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WIZFARR 
W O E :  NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTOW SPEAKING] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEO~OLOGIST THE 
PRESIDENT SAYS ONE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MawNG MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGE3 
FRI?E ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE 1 WANT TO BE AN OCWWWPIER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO LEARN FWD A BETTER JOB 
THE PRESILXNTk TUITION TAX CUT PLAN I'M GOING TO FIND A CURE FOR 
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LEARN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM 

D276 VICTIMS DNC500-30 
EVERY YEAR M AMERICA 1 , 0 0 0 , ~  WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF i D o M M C  ABUSE IT 
!4S A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION'S VALUES IT'S PAINFUL TO SEE rr'S TIME TO 
CONFRONT ST THE PWSE3ENT?3 PLAN INCREASE CHILD SuppoRT ENFORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFOXCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1 , 0 ~ , 0 ~  WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL 
CHARACIER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET 

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30 

L- 

1,253 WELFARE DNC470-30 
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN'S DaEAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDE"% PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUlREMENTs FOR WELFARE RECIPWS STRlCT 
'IIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES M OUR SEHWLS NO WORK NO 
'WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE SYSTEM 
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October 3 ,  199s 

Wonorable Bynwa Glbeon, Chair 
Arkansas Democratic Party 

L i t t l e  Rock, AR 71101 

Doar munr 
pKOpOSfn9 

that the mkanmacs DuaocratLc Party eponeor a te lovis ion 
advefiisemsnt, to Ira r U n  in tho L i t t l e  PI& Mrket ,  attackimp -0 
Republicans and promoting tho Daweratlc Partyas p o . i t i O n  on 
medicare. A t a p  of the preporwl advert ieucmt 1s enclosed, aroyl 
w i t b  a copy of thc script. Tho DNC would pZOVidfB you w i t h  a l l  of 
tho S&s nscoeoary to run t h  advertirementa. It is up t o  you 
WheehEr t o  have the c ta to  party R ~ I U S O K  Mess r d v u t i s a ~ e n t o .  

If this aoots with your approval, the adveztimcmsnts voulld a n  
this us&, pooceibly beginning as ear ly  4s Wsdnmay. 

As c9iscuoa.b. the DIC campaign dlvisbon w l l l  b. i n  touch with 
your staff t o  answer quss t iow and provide any additional 
infomation nead@Q, en6 o m  Chief Pincncial Officer Brad Marshall 
will b. i n  touch with your otaff  to dieeuos the EOChaniC8 00 
papant .  

If  you havo any questions CP concerno about th is  propone8 
advertising saaplqn. pleaar do n o t  homitate t o  call  ao direct ly .  

1300 W. Capitol 

An dlmwssod on today's conferencm call, the DWC 

w i t h  b e t  ragarado, 

Sincerely your., a- 
Danold L. Cowlez 
National Chairman 



HonoraBSe B i l l  Proem, Chair 
California ~ o c r a t i s  Party 
8440 s o n u  8bnic.m BlW. 
Loo Angelos, CA 90069 

m a ?  Blu: 
~a discusasd on today’s coafsrenco call, the DtrC i s  gropoeinq 

that tho calirornia Dmwratic Party sponmor a telmvision 
advert feeseat, to be run in t&m Chico-Rodding, Secrammto-Stockton, 
and santa .$azbata &.Zk&8, attacking the Republican. a d  promoting 
tho Democratic Partyo@ positloca on Wedieam. A tap. of tho 
proposed advertisamant is enclomeB, along w i t h  a copy of the 
ecript. TBm DWC would provide you with 011 oi tha Zunde nmceosary 
to run the advclrrtisementa. It is up ts you wlhothar to h.wo tho 
State P m Y  @QOnSOr -8- RC$VeL%iS*lo~kO. 

X f  this moets w i t h  your approval, the advertis 
+ h i m  week, pomlbly bqiming (LE marly a61 Wednesday. 

A i  disruoard, M e  Dwc canpalgn division vial bo in touch w i t h  
your B u f f  to UIIEWPQT question8 anO provide any additional 
information needsd, PnQ our Chiof ?inoncia1 officer Brad Rarnheil 
will bm in touch w i t h  your utaff t o  discu8n tho uchaniem o f  
payment. 

If you haws any qumationc or conemrm about ai8 proweed 
advertising saopaign, pleas@ do not hositsto to call me directly. 

U i t h  k a t  rsgarde, 

Donald L. Fowlor 
Mational ChaiPeon 

DNC980-02596 



OCtobsr 3 ,  1395 

Honorable Hike Baatty, mait 
coleredo guoc~6tic P a r t y  
710 Grant stzaet, s ~ e .  200 
D D n V W ,  CO 80203 

D P U  U k 8 :  

As diSCuE6aQ on to8ay'm confezst%- -11, the DWC 9. DTOpoSiW 
that tbs Color.de Dameerotic Party sponear e talavision 
r8vartisorrwit. to bo nm i n  the Donwer markat, attacking the  
R6publfC&wim and promtinq tho Dsaeomeic papty's position on 
Redieate. A tap. of tbe proporlrd advertiemmont im enclosed, along 
w i t h  m copy of the ecrig. Tbe lMse would provide you w i k h  ell of 
the funds m C ~ O O & X y  t o  run tho a8vcrtisasmnte. It is UQ to you 
whether eo haw the etete porty sponsor thsse advartie-ts. 

If this meets w i t b  your approval, the advortis@3nentm would run 
t h i s  weak, poesibly bagiMing a6 eaxly fm WOdnesdPy. 

, the DMC coapaip division wkll be in touch with 
anamoh PJue@tionm and provida ony addifciOM1 

inforuatdon needed, and our drier Pifaarseial Q f t l w  Brad Umrshsll 
w i l l  Ea i n  touch w i t h  your mtaff to discuea the mochanica of 
parnone. 

If you any questions or conearm a b u t  this proposed 
advartising ign, glcaaso do not hesitate to call m directly. 

With bost regards, 



Honorable T o r r i m  Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic P4rty 
517 1. Calhoan Streel: 
Tallahassae, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

As Qiseuesecl on today's confamnce c c n U ,  the DNC is proposing 
that the Florida Democratic Party aponmor a talavZ8ion 
Rdvertiosmnt, to bu run in tht W6-i-?t. kudrrdale and T ~ p a - S t .  
Pot. fnarkait8, aetacking the Re ubiicmm and prometing the 

advertiaaumnt is anelosad, along with a copy of UIe 8cript. Tha 

adv@rthBDants. It is up to you vhaehsr to have M e  state party 
sponoor thosa adverttoemants. 

thio we&, pcsmibly winning as early as Uadneaday, 

your staff to answer questions and providp, any additions: 
inionmation neatdad, and o w  Chiei Financial Officer Bred Warohall 
will txi in toueh w i t h  your staef to dimcues the amciranics of 
payment. 

If you have mny qpreotSons or concern8 -ut thin proposed 
sdvertiming campaign, glemsa do not hasitate to call ~b. direetly. 

Deaocratic P4fEy'S pOSitiQn on W0dt-e. B tap. Of the pSQp0s.d 

W C  Would provida YOU W i t h  011 Of the funds neC8SERy to W +ha 

If SOeti3 W i t h  I y O W  approval, adVmrtiSeE8ntB Would N n  

ki diSCU8MCd, the  DMS CPmpPign diivimion Will k in  touch With 

W i t h  k a t  ropRrd8, 

Sinemrely YOUPS. ;> v- 

In DN@ 3374115 

DNC180-02598 

. : -.. 



ocztobar 3, 1695 

w 
Honorable Gary KaPaille, Chair 
Democratic PEF~Y of Xllinoie 
489 Merchandiem Wart 
Chicago, IL 60654 

b a r  Gary: 

AD diacuosad on teday'm coniorance call, M e  DNE ie propoPinq 
t h a t  the 111inois Dmaocratic Pnrty spemor 8 tmlevision 
advartiseaant, te bo run i n  the Peoria. Roc*iord, and Springfio18- 

DeEaOCratfC Party's position on Modicum. A tape of the prop8ed 
advmrttmmmant irr onclosed, along vim a copy of ths script. The 
DNE would provida you w i t h  all of t h o  fundo nocoemary to run the 
advmrtissamnto. It io up to you whether to Rave tho ata te  party 
sponsor theso edvortieenenta. 

If this aoets with your appreval, Uao advonieonsnto would run 

DaCEtbV sarkot., att&clcw t h  Republicane and prOaOtina tho 

this week, p0CWibly bspiMl8tg .¶e a4rly .E WWdnamay. 

AD diDCUoSod, -8 VUNE CUiSSmign division WdlS bc in tOUSh W i t h  
YCU ataf f  l o  answer quaetions and provide any additional 
intormation nsmdaa, and our C h i d  Financial 02iicsrr Brad nsrahall 
will be in touch w i t h  your otaff to  diocusm the mechanics 02 
paymont. 

I2 ou have any qulastione or concerns awut thia prOPEad 
edvartis?p caapaign, plaaeo do not beoitato t o  call urn direely. 

With h o t  regards, 

Sincaraly youre, 

Donnld 3- L. Kowler 
N8&tiQnEl m a i m a n  



October 3, 1995 

nonorabla Victoria Murphy, Chair 
Maine DolPocratic Party 
12 Spruca Street 
Augusta, WE 01332-5218 

mar victoria: 

Is discuseed en today's ccnfusnca CAU, t h o  DNC LO proQBsing 
that tho Maine Boaocratic Party spenoor a telovimion cpdvartisomont, 
to be run in the Portlsnd #z markme, attadring tha R@puQlicana and 
promoting the Dmocratic Party's porrition on Mecticara. I tap.  02 
the proposed advertlaamant is amcloeed, along v b t h  a Copy of tke 
script. Tho DNiC would provide you w i t h  all 00 fhe funds nacesrsary 
to run the advortisemants. It is up t o  you -ether 06 havo the 
state, party sponsor these advartimorants. 

xf  this aesta w i t h  your approval, tho advartinomento WOUM run 
this vook, possibly beginning as oaply aa WedncrsQmy. 

150 dimcuosad, the DNC eaapaign division will be din Couch w i t h  
your staf f  to ansmer quoations and provide any additional 
infomation naade4, and our C h i r f  Firurnciisl O i i i c u  br8d Marshall 
will b. in touch with your r t a P i  ea disclass the secbanics of 
papone. 

If you have m y  quoetions or cencerm about this preposed 
advertising ccupeipn, ploasa do not hesieata t0 c a l l  mo directly. 

With h a t  rcg.bde, 



O c t o b r  3, 1995 

Honorable Hark Brewer, chair 
Michipan D.nocretic Party 
6Q6 Tok+?10Md 
Lansing, HZ 48933 

Dear Mark: 

hm dimcumsad on today'. conference all, tho DNC i e  proposing 
t h a t  the Michigan Daaocreeic rarty spanoor a ta leviaion 
odvortiseeant, ts be t w ~  i n  the DBtroit, Flint-Seginaw, Green BEY- 

and prcaoting the D.rbocrat$r Rerty*s pooition on modlecrre. A taw 
of the proposed edveteiseaent be enclomed, along with a con of the 
script. The DNC would provide you w i a  a l l  of kba Sundm necassaPy 
t o  run tho ndvertimonento. E(: f m  up eo you wbethar t o  have th8 
ota ta  party aponaos theso advmrtlsusntm. 

If thio ramets with your approval, t he  a b v e r t i a r n n t s  wauld run 
this week, pomeibly k r g h i n g  am auky am Uedna0d.y. 

A5 dimcuaoeil, the DWC campaign 8ivimim w i l l  b. in touch W i t h  
your a t s f f  eo answer quocltioru and provide any addltlonal 
infomation needed, and a= Chief Finenele1 OIfieer Bred Warabell 
w i l l  be i n  touch with your m t m t f  t o  diocuaa Me mchanice of 
papent .  

If you have any gueetlornm or concerne about +hie proposed 
advartiminp campaign, plmaea Bo nat hes i ta te  to c a l l  mi drract ly .  

W i t h  b e t  regards, 

Appleton, W I A  Raverme-CPdilloc mrket8, 8ttMcklm -0 R@Qub]LiCSM 

Sincarsly your#, 

Donald L. Fowler 
Watinnal Chairman 

l b l l  DNC 3374**8 



mtobar 3, 1.999 

Honorable Mnrk Andrew. Chair 
~innomota Doaeocr%tic Pasty 
352 Nacouto Street 
St. Paul, KN 15101 

Dear Uask: 

AS discussod on todayas confosenco call, the O W  is proposing 
thot thc ninnssota maecrctia party taponnor a talevision 
advertisant, to Bs run in t0 Im Dulutb-Llslpuior and Minneapolim-St. 
~ a u l  markats, attacking the nepublicane and promoting the 
Deraocrotic Partyae peeition on Mediclva. R tape of tho propcard 
adwertPseaont is snclooad, along with e copy OS the meript. Tho 

advortissaonfs. It is up to you vhmther to have t h o  state party 
sponsor these aBvertiaauontm. 

If this meets w i t h  your approvnl, the odvortisments would run 
this week, possibly baginning as early ao Wednmnday. 

As diaeumsad, the BNC cmpaign divinion will Bp. i n  touch w i t h  
your otaff to anmar questlono and provfdcs any oddittonal 
intowation needed, and our Chief Financial ofticor Bra& Uarrhall 
will bc in touch witb your stare to discuss the ass8anico of 
pawont. 

If you have any gueotiena or concarna about this proposed 
advertising caupaipn, please do not hesitate to call m e  dire&&. 

W i t h  &st regard., 

DNC Would provido you W i u l  a11 OS thc fund. neoesrary tO Nn fh@ 

Sincerely YOUPS, 

DNC18042602 

e- +. .-. 



Honosable With How, 
Wsw York Democratic Party 
60 East 42 Street, Suite la19 
~ e u  York, w l~oa6s 
D8ar Judith2 

AS discussed an t d a y ' a  confareno  call, tha DMC &m planning 
te run ts lavieion adVestiWQ88nt8 i n  wow York. in the Burllngton, 
E l m i l a ,  Syracuse, Utica and Watsrtom mnrkota, attacking ehe 
Republieam A n d  pronoting a m  Demoexotic Party's poeition on 
Msdicrre. A tape of the p~opoaad advertiaa8ant is enclomd, don9 
wish. a copy or the acr ipt .  Tho DWC will be paying for theno 
advertioements an& tho ads will PUR undar our dImQILaimor (.Paid fob 
by the Dsoocratic National C o p ~ l t t a e ~ ) .  

If -1s neats w i t h  y o u  approval, tho adwartlsements would run 
t h i s  uoaL, pOmSibly baginning am ear ly  os Wednesday. 

AB diPcumeed, tho DNC campaign dbviaion d l 1  ba i n  touch wi th  
your staOt to answer questions And providpr any additional 
information needed. 

Xf you havo any questions QP concerns about t h i n  proposed 
adwettising earpaign, please do not hemitate t o  call sm direct ly .  

with b a t  Pe9AP80, 

Dona18 L. Fowlar 
matiom]. G h a l w m  

ONCl80-02603 

- 1  . , 



Dctokr 3 ,  l99S 

Honorable John Sullivan 
34 E. Bridge Stroet 
O6Wmg0, 1016s 

Dear John: 

AI, discussed on today'c conferancc call, ehs OWE is planninp 
to run tmlevbeion advertisanante in H5w YorR, in tho 0urlinsgton, 
Elaira, Syromru, tniu and Watartwn mapkata, ottaeking tho 
Rapublicans and pronating a0 Damwotic Perty@s poOitlOR on 
MOdbCar5. A taw of the groposod advertismant i o  enclosed, along 
w i t h  a copy of thr script. Tho DNG mill b. poyinp for theam 
advertitmaanto and the ads mill ram unglor w l ~ c  diaclaimar ("Paid tor 
by tho Democratic NationaB Committoe.). 

If this mats v i a  your approval, the advertisenants would run 
thi8 WmSk. pO5Sibly boginning a0 oarly os WoBnasdoy. 

A. discusoed, the DNC campaign division will b in touch with 
your .teff to answor quratiemo and provido ony additional 
information ned58. 

If you hava any queetionc or con~ern8 about thim proposed 
advertising campaign, pleaso do not heaiCate to call me diractby. 

w i t h  bast regazds, 

sincerely YOWPI, 

3p 
Donald L. Powlsr 
National chairman 



Octobor 3, I995 - 
Honorable Bavid S. haland, Chair 
Ohio Dea-OtiC Party 
37 West Broad Streot, Suite 430 
Colunrbus, OR 43215 

Dear David: 

As discussed on today's confersnce Call, the DHC 68 propomimp 
that the Ohio Damocrotic Party aponuor A tt316VhiOR advertisement, 
to bs run in the CleVelAnd @nd Toledo aarksts. attmckimg the 
Republicans and promoting th8 Democratic Porty'a position on 
Medicare. A +.pa of tha progoaed edvwti8emont io onclosed, along 
w i t h  8 copy of the script. The DMC would provide you w i t l a  all of 
the funds mecersary to run tha advertiseammtm. X t  f6 up to you 
whether to have the atate party sponsor tRetae advertisemento. 

If +hie msetn with your approval, the odvertia8monts would run 
this womk, poaoibly beginning as early as Wadmeoday. 

As discussed, the DHC campaign division will be in touch w i t h  
yous stati eo anmwor guestiunm and provide any additional 
information needed, and our Chief Pinaacial Officer Bred KlaPshall 
will be in touch w i t h  your Itsff to ditacumo tha aechanice of 
payment. 

If you have any questions or conmrmm about Chi6 proposed 
advertising campaign, plesne 00 mot hmsftate t o  call me diractly. 

With best W A $ A E C ~ ~ ,  

Sincerely youha, 
\ 

Donald L. P O W A ~ ~  
National Cheirsran 



- 
Honorable Joo Camiduml, Chair. 

419 East High Strmet 
Jefferson city, I(Q 65101 

Dear Joe: 

A. discusesd on today's conferonce call, the D#C im propominq 
that the #issouhi Dmnocratic p a r t y  spensor e tmlrvirrion 
advestismmotit, to ba blllr in t h o  Coluabia-Joffwmon City and St. 
Louis markets, attacking tbo ~cpubllcu~s and pr-tinp thr 
Dewcratic Partpa poaition on Madicuo. A Cap. 00 the propocod 
advertireaent io enclosed, along with a copy of tba mcript. me 

advertisements. It io up to you vhethar to havm M o  state party 
sponsor these edvortiscuon+o. 

If thie mots w i t h  your approvnl, the odvmrtimaamntr would run 
t h i s  week, poosibly baginning aa sarly 5s UadneSday. 

Au diocusoed, the OWC campaign division will be in tOUCI) w i t h  
your staff to ~nmuot qumotions and pzovidm any adbitional 
infewat ion needab, and our CRi.1 PinancleI OfLica~ Brad Marahal1 
will be in teu& with your utmff to diacusm tho mechanics of 
papant. 

If you have any quemtfona o r  6oncasns abut this propolrod 
adlvortising srmpafgn, ploese do not heaitate ts call 10 dirocfly. 

With boat regar-, 

mi8SOUri Deriaocraeic P.heY 

DNC would provide YopI With e11 00 the fund8 necamsary to Iw $he 

Donald E. Fowler 
National chairman 

BNCq80-02606 

' I  & . <. , 
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octobor 3, 1995 

Honorable Riaherd Y a m s s  Chair 
Rhodo Island Donocratic ParSy 

Pswtuckot, Rhado Island 028CO 

Doer RichrrpB:  

Am diseunsed on today's conference all, ths BWC is pllurpriny 
t o  run tolevimlon sdvertiouuurta in Rh8do Pslpnudl, dnr the Providence 
sarke'c, atSac)Ling the Rsp\aQlicmne me Bpoeoeing the Bamocrotlc 
Party'o p s i t i e n  on Medicape. A tape 02 ebe propeed advmrtisumnt 
i r  oncloeed, along with a cow a0 She ocript. TBa DMC will bo 
paying f o r   the(^(^ adwerticuento and $Be ado will und8r our 
dimclalmer (Veld Cor by the Democratic Hational Committee*). 

If this moatm w i t h  jour 0pprova1, M a  edverelecmeeto would run 
t h h  we&, ponnibly w i n n i n g  am ear ly  as Wedraoday. 

An di6cusned. tho DUC campaign divirion w P l 1  ba in touch w i t h  
your staff So answer purrtione and provide any additional 
informtion n88dad. 

I2 ou have any qusotiarro o r  concarnm about a i r  gropoeed 

W i t h  M a t  regard., 

100 COtt .98  street 

sdvertin r np campaign, pleama do not he8i ta to  to c a l l  me direct ly .  

Sincerely your., 

Donald L. F o w h s  
Mationti1 Chairman 



Honorable nark Soetarich, ePlaix= 
Wisconsin Democratic Party 
221  s t a t e  stremt, see. 400 
madison, n 53703 

Dear nark: 

he discusses3 an today*o conforencs call, the DWS as pr61psfng 
t h a t  the Wisconsin mmcraric Party spomkne a t e lev is ion  
advert ismsnt ,  t o  ba run t n  the liladileon and rilwnarakae markets, 
at tacking the Republiunm and promoting the Kkmacratic Party#@ 
posit ion on Pfedicaro. A tapm of the  p ~ o p e s ~ d  tadV@=tisOrmRt is 
anclesod, along with a copy of ehr sc r ip t .  The DNC waul& provide 
you wLtb a l l  of tho funds necrasary t o  run t h s r  adveimeaclnts.  I t  
is up t e  you whather Eo have tho state party sgonoer theso 
adv~rtioomemte. 

If M i s  IB36tB w i t h  your approval, the cndvmrtiseemto would M 
this voek, poseibly beginning a5 ear ly  ae Wobneeday. 

As diacusseb, tho DNC campaign divis ion vi11 brs Bn toucb w i t b  
your staPS ta answer quostions and provide any additional 
intomation naedsd, and our ehief ?1imnoirl O?ficur Brad Harshall 
V i l l ,  b. i n  touch w i t h  y o u  s t a f f  t o  diDCUEe the aechaniw Ol! 
pawant.  

If you ham fany quostione o r  concerns about this proposed 
advertieing canpabgn, please do not hemitats t o  c a l l  me Biroctly. 

W i t h  beet rsqardm, 

Sincsroly yours, 

h e  
./ 

Donald 2. Pewler 
National Chairma 



Via O v m  DeLiv%yy 

Honorable Terrfe Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 43201 

Dear Tarrie: 

The DNe is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party SpOnsot 
a new television advertisement to ber run in the Orlando, 
Tallahassee, Banema City, Jacksonville, Ff. Xyers and Tampa-St. 
Pete markets, in place of the tvo spots currently running for thio 
waek*s buy. The advertisement, antftled "NoA, highlights the 
efforts of Majority Leader Bob Dale t o  opposra tha President's 
proposals for a balanced budget, welfare reform and tax relied For 
working families, and the assault w@apone ban. A taps of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously 
been taxed to you. 

This advertisement would be run with  the funds you have 
already sent to the media firm POP this week's buy. 

If this me@ts with your approval, the adverthment would Pun 
starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, March 30. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
ansxer questions. 

If you have any questions or concerns about this proposed 
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call mc directly. 

With best regards, 

sincerely ycirse ;>.- 
Donald L. Powla- 
National Chairman 

Enc losuree 

GLMO16-00029 



c 
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April 12, 1996 

U a  OveqlILiaPt DeUxE%!L 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Tarrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Ploride Democratic PaPty sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be run in the Tallahassee and 
Tampa-St. Pets markets, in place of the spot currently running. 
The advertisement. entitled 1sSupports8@, responds to the FWc, s 
current ad attacking the President end Democrats for opposing the 
Republican tax plan, and points out that it is the President and 
the Denocrats who are propoeinq t a x  credits for families with 
children and tax cuts for working families as part of a budget plan 
that preserves Msdicara, protects the environment, helps with 
college tuition and saves anti-drug programs. A tape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A cspy of the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

The ad currently running, "NO'* , will continue to run in the 
Panama c i t y ,  Orlando, Jacksonville, and Ft. Myers markets. 

These advertisements would be run with the funds you have been 
asked to wire t o  the media firm. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Oicoursr,ifyou 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us Birectly. 

Christopher J. Dodd 
General- Chair 

Sincerely yours, . 
1 Donald L. Fowler 

National Chair 

Encloscrres 



M.fm mi 

! 

CLMOq640014 



April l a ,  agwi 

. , Heno 

Lon Angalw, CA 90069 

Dear A r t :  

Tho Dtic i n  proposing ehat the Cali!Pozmia Democratic Party 
sponsor a n w  tolavir ion advmrtimmont to rba run in tho 8an D f % g o ,  
Chico-Rsdding, Sacsarra~to-Sto&ton, and 8mta Barbara ~ r k o t e ,  i n  
place of tba spot eurrrmtly m i n g l .  Tho advertisamant, en t i t l ed  
"suppartam, r e sponb  t o  the FPNE'n currant ad attacking the 
ereaidant and Draocrata for opposing tho ElepublLcen tax plan, and 
points aut that it is the Prenidmnt am% the Desecrats who arc  
proposing t ax  cradits for C a m i l i u D  with childsen an8 t ax  cuts for 
working f m i l i e s  an part  of a budget plan 'that pres-- Medicare, 
protects the enviromont, halpu w i t b  college t u i t i o n  SLRd savos 
anti-drug program%. A tape of t h r  advoW.C.irmont is onctosod. A 
copy of the script has pravioulrly boon faxas8 t o  you. 

ankod to  wire  to tho media :im* 
Thesm advertismtents would be With the fadm YOU haVQ bQU) 

If t b i m  meatm w i t h  your approvalo thei  new advapti~em.ent would 
' run starting BB early as toporrow, Saturday A p r i l  1 3 .  

The canpoign and comunica+ion dlvisbonm are available t o  
answer any p o s t i o n s  you o r  your staff nay have. Of CWTmo, i f  you 
have any queseiohs OP concern. about a i m  proposed advortisinq 
casspaign, plamo do not hesitate eo -11 us directly. 

SincereXy yourn, 

-7-w- 
Do Zd E. Fovlarr 

General Chair National Chair 

Encloalvls 

. 
l S l l  DNc 3079717 



April 12, 1996 

.. 
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.. . ' ' . .  
'. . .  

. .  . .  . . '  
' . - .  . 
' -  , : &?nn:adle 'Tsrrie Qrady, Chair' .. 

P$OPida DemQsrrtic party 
SI1 1. calhom *set 
Tallaheeoee, FL 232Ql 

Dear Texr ier  

mtie Pmty  sponsor 
a new tolevinion advertis0Zmnt e0 be rum in t h o  TaLl&hanae@a and 
~mpa-sf. Pata markets, i n  place of t h m  spot current ly  running. 
The advartbsoraont, en t i t l ed  HEupportmH, respondti t o  t h e  ~ C ' S  
current ad attacking the Fretsidant and Vauroorots for ofpcrsiw t h e  
Republican t ax  plan, and points out that it io t he  Ptuident  and 
t h o  Democrats who are proposing tax Credits feC familfan w i t h  
children and tax cuts for wocklnq fasiliem as g a t  of a budgat plan 
that preoerven Mmdicars, peotocts tiaa envlxonmant, hmlga wlth 
collegm t u i t i o n  and saves anti-drug program. A tap8 of t h e  
advertismment io anelosad. A copy oP tho mcrlpt has previously 
been faxed t o  you. 

"3 ad currently running,. nNoH, will continua t c  run i n  the 
Panam City, Orlando, Jacksonville, and Et. Myers markets. 

These a&vestis~mantr, would br sun w i t h  the fundfa YQU havm b m R  
asked t o  wire t o  thm media firm. 

If this %eats with your approval, tho new a d v ~ i a m n n t  would 
run s t a r t i ng  &a early as conozrow, 8afuPBay lipril 13. 

Trim DNC campaiqn and communication dlivioions a r m  available to 
answer any quantions you or  your stagf m y  havm. OfeoufW, if you 
have any qummations or CO~CCOIZIS about *hi. proptlneQ a d v e i n i n g  
calapaign, pleaem do not h e s i a t e  t o  ea11 us dirast ly .  

'Ka WE is propning t h a t  the rleriarn 

Sinurrely your@, 

Plationel chair 

DNC068-01670 



- .. - -  -. 

Honorable Michael Peterson, chair 
Iowa Demegatic Party. . 43% q s t  -cue . 
BOQ, M O h o 6 ,  M 50509 

c 
Dear Xitea: 

The DEIC is propoaing t h a t  the Iava Daobaatic Party sponsor a 
nmv to l rv is ion  abvert isemnt  t o  km run in tho 0a Pkaines aaskat i n  
place ofthe spot currenely running. Thr advartifnmmne, an t i t l ad  
"SupportfP, responds t o  the FW'e NzTent: ad attacking the 
Prosidant and Dmocrats for opposing t63e Republic~pr tax plan, end 
points out that it is tha Praiidant urd thrp Damocrat6 who are 
proposinp t a x  credits for familien with chiltarsn nnd tax cu ts  for 
workinq fari l ior as part 02 e budgot plan that prannarv~s Xmdiearca, 
proeacta tho onvimnment, halpw w i t h  colla96 cuption and saves 
anti-drug p r o g r y .  A tape of the advQxfiecmer~t i o  encKosed. A 
copy of +ha 8crapt.haa previously Wen f a s d  to yau. 

Tho ad currently running, Vdom, will continuo t o  run i n  t h e  
Codar Ftapids, Davenport, siomc City ursi Rochcseor-Hason C i t y  
market.. 

Them advrrtiaennnts would bo run w i t h  t h  fund6 you have bean 
askad t o  wire t o  the nadia rim. 

If this mecltlr  w i t h  your approval, tho now advcPrtisruPlmt would 
run starting as3 early as eoaorruw, Saturday April 13. 

The DNC Wpaign m d  cOm%mit!&tiOil  diVhhOnt3 Ope available to 
ansuor any question6 you or your: s t a f f  m y  have. O i c a t a r s a ,  i f  you 
hevo any qweeicas or c o n c e l ~ .  about thio p r a p m d  advutioing 
cenpaign, pleaso do not heoitaetr eo call  UQ Qirwklyll. 

I 
I 

DNCQ68-0169 1 



.. April lZ., 1996 
. .. 

. ,. 
.. 

8onorabfe 80h Rabhge,, Chair' 
, Kentucky D.nocratk Pafiy . 
P.O..' BOX 694 
Frurkeort, XY &Si2 . 

Doar Bob: 

Tho DNC is proposing . that the Ksntusky DeaPocratfs Party 
spomor a new te levis ion a d v e r t l n m n t  t o  b81 run Pn the Bvansvilla 
and Paducah aarkets,  i n  place o t  the spot ccrrrurtly running. The 
advmrtisoment, en t i t l ed  "Supportn", roeponQo to t b  RWC's currant 
ad attacking the e e s i d e n t  and BsmcraU for opposing the  
Republican t ax  plan, and pointa out that it is eba Prsl iaant  and 
tho Dcaoaato who arm proposing tax  credits Lor f'a~~iliern with 
childron and t ax  cu ts  for working familie0 as pmrt of  a budget plan 
t h a t  prenervos McaBicarcr, protact. a s  envlronaour+, holpo with 
colleqs t u i t i o n  and save8 anti-drug progsamo. A tape of tho 
advortissmsnt is anclosiad. A copy of tha scci&tt h e  previously 
b o a  faxod to you. 

The ad currently mnninrp, Wen, w i l l  continua to run i n  the 
Louisvil le and Lexingeon markebe. 

Theme advortisamenrs would ii% run w i t h  me funds you have been 
asked t o  w i r e  t o  M e  media firm. 

If t h i n  pLoIm+B w i t h  your approval, tho new a$mz-tim.sontuould 

The D l E  cmpaiqm and coamruriaation division# arm available t o  
ansirer any questions you o r  your staES timy bvo. Of course, it you 
have any quuoetiom or concemm about tkb prr~~?os& advertising 
campaign, pl~WaS4 &I not hasitate t o  enll UB bbrrBeEEy. 

. .  1 .  

* run starting as early ea tomorrm, Saturday Apr.il 13- 

regards, 

DNCQ6881672 



April I t ,  1996 

.. 
Honorable Victoria Murphy, chair  
Kaine Dsatoaatie Party 
1 2  Spruee Street . 
Auguot., w o a 3 2 - s z a  

Dear Victoria: 

D . 1 P o a & t k  PtW%:Y apmS0r 
a new ts levioion advccrtisemont t o  bo ~n in the PatXanB mrkat, i n  
place of the spot currently running. Tha advaztiamont, antitled 
Y S u p p o r t ~ ~ ,  reopcnds t o  the WC*e currat  ad attncAimg the 
President and DOQOCratS for opposing the R m p u b l k f ~ !  t ax  plan, and 
poin ts  out t h a t  it is the  Praoidmnf amd tho Dimacrats who are  
propoping tax  credits tor familisa with chilo'ol~ andl tar euto tor 
working P a m i l i c l s  a5 par t  of a budgat plan that p n ' e s ~ ~ m s  Medicore, 
protects tha  anvironment, helps w i t h  collego Wit ion  and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advertisamant b 0rIcl05ed. A 
copy OS the script hac previously barn farad t o  you. 

The ad currently running, "NO', will continue to run i n  the 
Bangor and Presquo Isla markete. 

These advlartisc~mnct~a would ba run vith t h e  fundla you have been 
asked tQ wire to  the media firm. 

If this meats w i t h  your approval, M b  new advertissmenk would 
run s t a r t i ng  am ear ly  as tomorrow, Saturday April. 13. 

The DNC campaign and comauiication diviaionr am evallabla t o  
answar any question. yau or your staff amy have. Of CU(LISO, if yo0 
have any g\aareions or C O ~ C ~ Y N I  about this prsponad advertising 
campaign, plea- do not hcel ta ta  t o  c a l l  us directly. 

Tho DNC $81 propooing that  ChS 

sincerely yours# 

National Chair 

I 

ONC068-01573 



April l a ,  1996 

Dear Mark: 

The DNE i n  proposing that the t4iohip.m Uanaocratic Party 
sponsor 'a now televis ion advsPfi~remont to b. run in the Detroit and 
Lansing marbts, i n  placer ofthe spot cusrently rUIUIiRg. The 
advertisamant, en t i t l ed  aSupportom, responds +o the IPHC'n c u r r e n t  
ad attacking th@ Pramidant amd Dru~oc~ots for opposing tho  
Republican tax plan, and point@ out that it is ths President and 
tho Desacrats vho a r e  proposing t ax  crditr for familie5 
children and tax cuts fo r  working families as pnxt of a budget plan 
that  preserver Xcadicaro, protacta t h o  onvirormont, helps w i t h  
collage t u i t i o n  and savas amti-dmg program. A taps OB the 
advertitamant io snclceed. A copy of tho s c r i p t  has previously 
haen f a a d  t o  you. 

The ad current ly  running, "No", w i l l  wnt inue  to  run in the  
F l in t ,  haverse City and Grand Rapids lauketim. 

Th.oe adVE&iM~ant,S would k run with the PuncsO you have bean 

If this meets vi# yoes approval, the now advwtiesmant vould 
run rtmrting a@ ear ly as tomorrow, Saturday A p r i P  13. 

The D#C campaign and ccnraPurication divisions are available t o  
answer any question. you or  your staff may have. OP -0, i f  you 
have any questions,' or concarns about a i m  proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate t o  c a l l  a5 dfreff2y. 

asked t o  V h 8  tQ the  MdiP fim. 

Donard t. BawPar 
6aneraL- Chair National chair 

ONCO6B41674 



April 12, 1996 

. .  
. .. nonoraiale ;ran keacins, chair 0.. 

Nevada lksaocEetic Party . 
.1785 Ea& Saka Avenere, Suite 4-36 
Las Vegae. WP 89104 . .  
Dear Jan: 

The DNC i a  proposing that t8a NeMda DsmorvPtio Pa*y oponsor 
a new televiaian advertisement to bo lllpp h the bas Veqas market, 
in placa of th4 spot curantly running. The a~art inoarmt,  
entitlad uSupportsu, responds to the RNWs curen& ad attacking tha 
Prealdant and Danocrats for opposing tho Republhan tax plan, and 
points out that it i 5  the Procridmt md tho Dmocrato who are 
proposing tax crwlits for families with childran and tax Cute far 
workinp families am part of a budg*l: plan thetpteservas Hedieare, 
protect. the environmmnt, hslpa w i t h  college tuition and raves 
antidrug programs. A tap. of 'she rdvedisment im enclosed. A 
copy at the script has previously been Iaxed to you. 

The ad currently running, *NO", will continue to run in the 
Reno markut. 

Them advorthecnentr would b. rusa w i t h  the fundm have bean 
asked to w i r e  to the mcdia firm. 

Sf +is meats vim your approval, me naw ~ . Q ~ % r f i t % a ~ t  would 
run starting as early ar tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

TRe DNC campaign and corunuiication divisiorus ara availLabLo, to 
answef any questions you OP your staff may bvo. OPcoursne, i f y o u  
have any quootianm or concuno about this proxpoo0d. advertising 
campi E9 do not heritate to call UQ dirmstly. 

Sincerely ycwrm, 3- 
Donald L. Fwler 
National a i r  

enclosure. _. .. 

DNC068-01675 



A p r i l  32, 1995 

. .  . . d '  . . .  . . .  
I .  

. .  Ronorabla David J. Leland, Chah 
ohio Dmoaatie Party 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Dear David: 

nav television advertieantent t o  b. run in the t!lirvslMB amkef, i n  
place 02 the spot currantry running. The admrtis~mm% ant i t led  
*tSupportou, ra0ponds to the RNC's current ad attacking t h e  
Preddtmt and Deaoerots rot op@aoing the hpublicm t ax  plan, and 
poLrtts out that it is the Pra6ident a d  the Dmocratr Who are 
propodnp tax  credit. for CamiZles with cWldrur an& tu cuts  for 
working famil ies  a s  pa r t  of a budget plan that preserves Uedicarcr, 
protects tha environment, h e l p  v i a  oollege t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-druq proqramn. A t a p  of the advertisonon+ i s  enclosed. A 

Tho ad currently running, "No*, w i l l  continue to run i n  the 
Toledo, Cincinnati, Dayton and Younqsfovn amrkets. 

These advertie.r~ener woulc3 be M w i t h  the tun& you have been 
asked t o  wire t o  the aedia tirsa. 

If thio ometa w i t h  yoar upprowal. tha nev advertisement would 
rum s t a r t i ng  as S W l Y  a s  tozmrrow, Saturday A p r i l  13. 

The DNC cmpaipn and correnwnication divfefons ate availablm i o  
answcrr any qusstions you or yaw s t a f f  m y  have. ofcawze, if you 
have any p a t i o n s  o r  concmm abcue this progoed adwortirring 

do not haoitnte to call uo Qiraotly.  

.37 U o t l t  Breag-Straeb, Suite  430 

The DHC is progoaing th& the Ohio Damoeratie Par+Y SpOlkSOP C 

COPY Of t h e  SCZiat has PSoViOUUly b o a  Pax& tO YOU. 

Sincerely yaurs, 

Donald -9- L. Pwler 
Genua1 Chair Nationel Chair 



- _. 
7 . :  . .  

DNC8684d677 

Honorable Wargarat Cart@r, chai r  
Ormgon Dmmocratic Party , 

t l l  S.W. &ldor b306 
Portland, Qn 97205 

. : 

D e a r  J ~ M :  

The DNC is proposing that the Wagon mclcatic Party sponnor 
a RW televinion advae i sumnt  t o  bm run in t h m  Portland nukmt, i n  
place of the spot currently manning. Tho advertisament, en t i t l ed  
"SupportsH, respondr to the  RNC's cu~ont ad attacking the 
Pres ident  and DL1ptoCZats for opyoeing the Rspublicul tax plan, and 
points out t h a t  it is the President snb the De1DOrriats who are 
propodng t ax  credits for  families w i t h  childremi and tax cuts for 
working families as par t  of a budgat plan that yreeorves Uedisare, 
protects the environmant, helps with college tu i t i on  and naves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advefti-mnt is enclosed. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  has prmviouuly ban  Zaxmd to, you. 

The ad currently running, "No", w i l l  continue t o  run in the  
Modford and Eugene aarkebs. 

These advartfsementm would kqi M with the iunclnr you have been 
asked +o vir% t o  We n&ir rises. 

If thin maat. w i t h  your approval, t&a nev a&ei-tisemmnt would 
run stssting an marly as tomerrow, Saturby Apzil 2'9. 

Thm DNC caxqaaign and cospnunication divimiana are a v a i l a b h  l o  
answer any q-gastiona you or your otaff say bsvm. Ofcourse,  i fyou 
have any questions or concerns about this p ~ . ~ p ~ s a d  abvartising 

e do not hes i ta te  t o  call urn directly. 

SiRCCt?Oly Y O U r 5 .  

TJP- 
Don 13 L. IPowlar 

General Chair National C h i I  

ai$ DNC 3049725 



EE 
April l a e  Z996 

. .  

tionorable BLLI n i i a ,  mair 
Taxas Daslocratic Party 
815 Qrasoe 
Rustin, TX 78701 . 

Dear Bill: 

The DNc is m i n q  a new t e l o v i ~ i a n  advert iaemnt  the Beaumont 
m4tket, UnBor our own dirpclaimu. Tha a d v ~ i s m e n t ,  on t i t l ad  
"supports", responds t o  t h e  RBC'm current a0 attacking the 
Prastdant and Democrats f o r  opposing fhe Republican t a x  planr and 
points out that  it is the  President and tho DarPocrats who a t e  
proposing tax  credits for failioa w i t h  children andl tax cuts  for 
working families se part of a budget plam that proserves Medicare, 
protecta the environment. hialps with college t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-drug programs. A t a p  of the adVert~Eamtmt is enclosed. A 
copy oC the script has previously boon faxed to you. 

The DWC campiriqn and communication diviaiwm are available to 
answar any quastions you or your staff may hava. of couzr)(~, i f  you 

eobiono or c o n c m s  about this propoaod sdvartising 
do not hesitato t o  c a l l u s  d i rec t ly .  

s i  W e l y  youxs,. 3- 
Donald L. Fowler 

General Uuir Nsticnal Chair 

IN DNC 3079726 



-. .. .. 
.. .. . - .. 
: _  

~ .. .. . 

Apri l  12, h996 

Honorable Paul Barandt, chair 
PO& ofrice BOX roa? . 
S%attlo,  WA 98104 

Dear ~ i u l :  

The DNC: is proposinq t h a t  the wasungtm D e k r a t i C  Party 
sponeor a new telovioion advertie%ment t o  bs run i n  tha  Seattle 
markmt, i n  place of the  bgot currently running. The advertissnent,  
en t i t l ed  'lSupparts", respomds t o  the RNS*s currant ad attacking t h e  
President and Dmmxrats fo r  oppoaing tpo Repus32ican tax  plan, and 
points out that it i s  tha Praaidant and thc Dmcerats who a m  
proposing tax credits for faail ims with children and t ax  c u t s  for 
vorking families as par t  oP a butiget plan that preeorves Madicare, 
protects  ths environment, helps vith college t u i t i o n  and savffs 
anti-drug programs. A tapa oP t he  advortisemmt in enclosed. A 
copy of t h e  s c r i p t  has previously heon faxed t o  you. 

The ad current ly  running, "NO*, w i l l  continue to run in  tho 
Spokane and Yakim siarketcs. 

Throe advertiomments would bol M with t h o  funds you have bean 
asked t o  wire t o  war madia f i r m .  

If th is  meets W i t h  your appPova1, the new advetrtisaaantwould 
run s t a r t i n g  as ear ly an t a m r r o w ,  S ~ t u r d a y  Aptril 13. 

The DNS campaign and comunlcation divis ions ark available t o .  
answer any querationa you or  your m b f t  nay have. ~ i c o ~ r r s 0 , i P y o u  
have any questions or concerns a u t  this proposed advertising 

oe de not h%nitate t o  call un directly. 

Sincarmly yours, 

7-y- 
Don d L. Fowler 

General Chair National chair 

Enclosures 

DNC068-01619 
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Honorable XarX Soatarioh; Chair . .  
MiBoonain Deaeoratic Partx 
222 State S e h a t ,  ata.. 400 . ' .. 
Madison, WX 53703 

.. 
r 

DBBF mzw. 
Tho DNC io propooing that: the Wisconsin ganaccrntic Pare]( 

sponsor B new tolevis ion advertisezamnt tc k run i n  thc  Wadison 
IUaKkat, i n  place of t h e  spot Currently running. The advutiaemant, 
en t i t l ed  %upportmu, responds t o  the RNC'm currant ad attackinq the  
President and Q~m8crate io]: Oppoiihp the RapYbliean tax plan, and 
point. out t h a t  it i 5  the  President and tho Domocrllts who are  
progoaing tax  credits for  f a m i l i a  w i t h  children and tax  cuts for 
working families am part of a budget plan t h a t  prs8arv.s Medisatr, 
protects t he  snviroment, hlslpo with eollmge tu i t i on  and save5 
anti-dhuq program. A rap. of thc advcrtiaomen+ i5 enclosed. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  has pravioumly bamn fared to  yau. 

The ad current ly  running, Wow, will ccntfnue to. run 1~ eha 

T h m 3  advertisemants W 8 U l d  ba rum with the ~Fmdo you have been 

IF this meats vith your approval, the new advertisommt would 

and comunlcation divimfonm are availablm t o  
you or  your start my have. O f  caurw, if you 

have any quesziono or concorm a b u t  thio propomad advertising 

QKOIW~ Bay, XilWZNXae, LsCrormo U d  W&saMIoBU mSiPkmtB. 

asked t o  wire t o  ehe nodie e6m. 

run s t a r t i ng  as ear ly as t o m o m ,  Srtumlay ~ p r i l  13: 

se do not hasi ta to  eo call us direct ly .  

raqprds , 
S carely yours, % 

DNC068-01680 



April 19, 1996 

Via Overniuht D @livery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Streat 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be run in the Orlando, Panama 
City, Jacksonville and Fort Myers markets. The advertisement, 
entitled Vhoto8*, highlights the opposition of Speaker Gingrich and 
Majority Leader Dole to the Brady bill that the President got 
passed, and calls for resisting the current efforts of Gingrich and 
Dole to repeal the provisions of the Presibent's crime plan for 
100,000 new police and for strengthaning school anti-drug programs. 
A tape of tho advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has 
previously been faxed to you. 

The ads currently running, "NO" and NSupportsot, will continue 
to run in the Tampa-St. Pete and Tallahassee markets. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early  as tomorrow, Saturday April 20. 

The DNC campaign and communisation divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your stafi may have. O f  course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
canpaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly. 

W i t h .  best regards, 

Enclosures 

D o n a i  L. Fowler 
National Chair 

013739 
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April 26, 1996 

Via overn)aht D e l i v a  

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahasace, Ft 23201 

Dear Terria: 

Tha DNC i s  proposing that the Florida DeaPoCratic Party 
substztute, for the advertisement currently running entitled 
"Photo, as a new advertisement entitladl %adsground." The new 
advertisement includes certain lenguage changes reflecting th@ 
impact of the Fiscal 1996 budget agraenant, and cQntinues to Call 
for support for the President's proposals for righting crime and 
helping schools in the face of opposition by the Republican 
leadership in the Congress. A tape of the advertisement is 
enclosed. A copy of the script has proviously been faxed to you. 

The new advertisement would run in the same markets in which 
"Photo" is currently running. 

I f  this meets with your approval, the neu adv@rtisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 2 7 .  

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. OP COUISO, if you 
have any questions or concerns about t h i s  proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

# 3- 
Christopher J. Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 



May 3, 1996 

Via Overnight Delivery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Finish." The advertisement 
highlights the fact that the President's budget priorities were 
protected in the 1996 budget because the President stood firm, 
despite opposition from the Republican leadersnip, and calls for 
support for the President's 7-year balanced budget plan. The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassec, Panama City, Tampa-St. Pete, 
Jacksonville and Ft. Myers markets. A tape of the advertisement is 
enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed tu you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday May 4. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if 
you have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 

. Dodd 
General- Chair 

Sincerely yours. 
1 p1"- 
Donald L. Fowler 
National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLN016-00023 



i 

May 21, 1996 

Honorable Terrae Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, PL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled i8Sama.w The advertisement highlights 
the fact that the President's budget priorities were protected in 
the 1996 budget because the President stood firm, despite 
opposition ~ P O Q  tha Republican leadership, critidzaa tha latest 
Republican budget plan and calls for Congressional. action an Cne 
PresibentOs plan. The spot wQuYd rum in the Jacksonville, Ft. 
Myers, Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City and Tampa-St. Pate 
markets. A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. W copy Qf the 
script has previously been faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new adVeEtiSemC3nt Would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday Hay 22. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions YQU or your staff may have. Ob COIUS~, if YOU 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
cammian, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 

General Chair 

Sincerely yours, 
\ 

Donald 9U-v L. FQW~SP 
National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLN016-00087 



Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, PL 23201 

Dear Tsrrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Side." The advertisement calls 
attention to the opposition of Reprabbican leaders to the 
President's legislative accomplishments reflecting our national 
values; highlights the fact that the President's priorities were 
protected in the 1996 budget despite Republican opposition; and 
calls for Congressional action on the President's plan. The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville, 
Ft. Myers and Tampa-s-.. Pete markets. A tape of the advertisement 
is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to 
you. 

t f  this me@ts with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, June 1. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available t o  
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Ofcourse, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
CZt please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 

P er 3. BodQ 
General- Chair 

S i n c y l y  yours, 

v----- 
Donald L. Fowler 
National Chair 

Enclosurao 



June 11, 1996 

Via o verniclht Deli Very 

Honorable Tcrrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun §tree= 
Tallahassee, FE 2320: 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Dreams. 'I The advertisement promotes 
the President's proposal to provide tax credits of $1,500 a year 
€or two years of college cuition. covering the cost of attending an 
average community college and making all colleges more affordable. 
The spot would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, 
Jacksonville, Ft. Myers, and Taapa-St. Pete markets. Atape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy o€ the script has previously 
been €axed to YOU. 

IF this meets with your approval, the new advortlssmenr would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday June 12. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

C 

gards, 
Sincerely yours, 

Gem 
ier J. Dodd DoGald L. Fowler 

eral' Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 



Junm 14, 1996 

Honorable Terria Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Daar Terria: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party spon80r 
a new advertisement, antitled *Dei end. I* The advertisemant critizes 
the Republican budget proposal and promotes the Proeidentvs 
proposal to provide t a x  credits of $1,5OQ a year for two years of 
college tuition, covering the cost of attending an average 
cornunity collsga and helping adults go back to 8 C h O o l .  The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassea, Panam City, Jackaonvillr, 
Ft. Myers, and Tampa-St. Pete markets together with the 
advertisement currently running, entitled fvDraamsw. A tape O f  
*vDefend* is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously bean 
faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, *Defend" would run Starting 
as early as tomorrow, Saturday June IS. 

The DNC campaign and comunication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your s taf f  may have. Ofcou~se, if you 
have any quostions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 

€3 

Christopher J. Dodd 
General Chair 

Sincerely youxs, 

Donild L. Fowler 
National Chair 

Enclosures 



Juna 26, 1996 

Honorable Tarria Brady. Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear 'Serrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
an advertisement, entitled Valu0s.2.~ The advertisemant calls for 
support of the President*s budget plan and contrasts it with the 
Republican leadership's budget proposal. The spot W O U M  run in the 
markets where "Defend* is currently running. A tape of MVa1~eb.2m 
is enclosed. A copy ole the script has previously h e n  faxed t o  
you. 

If th i s  meets with your approval, W a l ~ e 0 . 2 ~  would run 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
Q ~ C O W S ~ I ,  iiyou 

estions or concerns about this psoposad advertising 

starting as early as tomorrow, Thursday, June 27. 

answer any questions you or your staff may have. 

not hesitate to call us ciiractly. 

best regards, 
SinCeKQly YOUrS, 

30- 
Donald L. Fowler 

General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 

- . .. . _  
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21 November 1395 

CC JOE SANDLER 
BOBBY WATSON 
BILL KNAPP 

FROM -OLD I C K E S O  

RB Monies owed by various DemoCZatic stare 
parcios eo Squier, Knapp aa of 1% Novembor 
1995 

Bill Kmpp inforrtsd TC t c d r y  (Tuesday1 cndt var:c;Ic 
3omoeraclc stare garciea OWBJ nro Pizm appro%-macely 5 2 . 4  niL1-m 
for television rima buys p.aced chrough che scaca parties for :he 
period 11 October thra;gk 3s NovamSer. I doc't know wnac ch69 
lagal ramificaclonm arc. but !-.is firm 18 ROC a bani for the 3XC 
I trU8t that you. w i l l  rake ;:v:tiedzace seeps cc zsctify this 
sicuarzon. 

we hove B ma~eing with RL . .'.:-.5pp :a d;pcu!:s ! ~ d  chis ~ : . ~ c s J u r . e  
cia: be made moxe eEficirnc e i w  :;meiy. 

'I suggest that the wcci Ic-adiatelp f*;l:.,*iag 'rntr.aagLv&:81, 
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22 June 1995 



e ravel ana personal expenses incurred in connection with the 
Committee, including expenses fer both prcsduction and consulting, 
will be billed to the Committee at coat. Ne rlngle axpanse in 
QXCBSP of $5,000 shall ba incurred on behalf of the Committee 
without the prior arrdtten consent of t h m  Committars .  . 

.. .. . .. . ~. s i  
.. _. * :- 

si 

. .  - .. . . ~  . .  

. .. . ,. .. -~ . ~. .. 
j .  . .  .. . . . .. . 

It i5 agreed that +ha maximum mount for preduction, r~emax-eh, 
consulting and other expanmas and costs, in tha aqgrogeta, for ths 
TV ado produceti by the Media Team in connsction w i t h  TV ads aired 
by the Cornittee during late June amQ July 1999 (ineluding such 
costs ana expenrsrns in relationship to 'rv ads initfatad or produced 
but not airad) shall not exceed $36,000. Any c0ats OE sxgcnres in 
QYCeaa of $36,000 for production, research, conaultimg QP 
otherwise, in connection with such TI? ads for that period of time 
(whether or not aired) shall be paid for ky the Mslodia Team fron the 
standard commission refarred to above. 

This  agreement does not give the Media Team axcluarive riqhm w i t h  
respect to any EI@E!'ViCesP to br provided tQ thm CoaPrmitterm, endl 
nothing in this zagraomnt shall prmvant the Comaittee from ulsfPLg 
other consultantsfsntities to prafopm any or all of the3 eram~css or 
activities described in thim agreement at the diacration of 
ma comittsa. 

The Media Team ahaal maintain end provido to tho Comnmittee in a 
timely fashion all naceoeary information for reapporting ea tho 
Federal Election Conmission ('OFEC" 1 , including allocations to stato 
spanding limits. Thio information will be provided to the 
Committea's Controller as soon as practicable after eslchredia buy, 
but in no event later than eha~  laet day sf the pertinent PEC 
reporting period. During 1995, the dates ars June 3 0 ,  1995, 
Septoab.r 3 0 ,  1995 4nd Dacmber 31, 1095. During 1996, the 
information must Bg ewnittad to tha Cemitteo by tha end of cach 
calendar month. In addition, the Media Tearia will maintain and 
provide to the camnittee in a timmly fashion all information 
regarding media refunds as nscaesary far rsportlng to the  FEC. 

In order to obtain rekfdaursament of approved exp@nscs, any d a i m  
for reimburmament of expensas ahall be supported by appropriate 
receipts and othar docuraentation as required by the FISC. 



The Media Team agrees t h a t  it w i l l  not a t  any t h e ,  i n  any fashion, 
form or mamner, either d i rec t ly  or indiresotly, diacloee or 
comunicata  to any person, fim or corporation, any non-public ~r 
proprietary information concernkg the c o r n i t t e a  or amy 0 t h ~ ~  
information deemed cenf idaa t ia l  by the CQmSlletaPS. Only aut tnorizd 
Committee personn w i l l  Bs pmwittea t o  communicate with the prcse 
an any Coaunittae tears. If a m&tm of the prwls contoetn tha 
Media T a m ,  t he  or 0th- cOaarauslhx&hPI ahall be refarred t o  
the CQmmitte?a represantat iva deraignated by itre l ~ a r d  of Directors. 
The Media Taarm agrkwm t h a t  it W i l l  s@tpira my %aaployet~ or 
consul tant  in n aanageunmt sagacity under this agreormnt to execute 
a similar agreament regarding confident ia l iey.  

The Media Team agrees t h a t  a l l  work pE‘dlraCe, fiha, li6tE3, 
documents, a r t  work, computer racordm, ana natariale 
(co l lec t ive ly  “metetials*) produced OP obtain& in futthmsancs ob 
this agremmmt bcome and remain Me! exclusive property of thc 
Committre and s h a l l  be deemed works Cor hire crmted f o r  tho  
Committee for tho  purpose OF the Copyright Law sf 19%; and all 
copyright and any other rights i n  and to such matariala sha l l  
belong t o  t h e  Commi t t ee .  The Media Team ie auehorized by the 
committee t o  usa data so le ly  f o r  the purporse of f u l f i l l i n g  the 
terms ai this agrement .  The Media Teals &all prsmptPy t u rn  over 
all such materials t o  t h e  Committee at the  t a m i n a t i o n  of t h b  
agreement, and t h e  Media Team s h a l l  no t  heva amy rQht to r e t a i n  or 
u s e  euch materials without t h e  mcpresa Writtan conrrent of a% 
committs.3. 

The re lat ionship between t h e  Media Team end the Comit tea  shall ka 
t h a t  of independent contractor ,  and nothing contained in the 
agreement s h a l l  h construed t o  constitute the Hadlia Team 88 an 
employee, partnmr, j o i n t  Venturs o r  agent o f  the C O m B i t t @ B p  QthPaK 
than as spec i f ica l ly  set forth i n  w r i t i n g  executad by the part ie@. 

. .  , - _  
I 

A l l  notices and consents requireel or pmmit tad hermundamr ohall Be 
e u f F k i o n t  if g i v m  in Vritimg and s i t h o r  hand-dslivsrad or mailed 
by cartif led m a i l ,  postage prepaid, re turn  receipt reqwstad, t o  
tho other party st the address eet  forth balow or to auch o thsr  
addressed an either party may derrignata by like notice. 

A. If t o  Media Team, then send not lce ls )  to: 

’ 

Squier,  Knapp, Ochs communications 
511 2nd Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20002 

CLNOlT4O135 
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8 .  If to Committee, then send notica(e) to: 

Llyn Utrasht, Esquire 
OU;DAKER, RYAN L LEONARD 
suite L100 
818 Conneotimt Avenum, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20806 

mis agreement map be terminated a t  will by elthe party upon Pive 
(I) daye m i t t o n  notice,  which t i m e r  begins running with the date ~f 
actual receipt of the notice By thho party t o  whew notiem is being 
given, i f  hand delivarad, or with  the poof mark if the notice is 
mailed. In tha event either party  elect.^ to terninate this 
aqrblement, it is agree& that  all siXpenat3s incurr4xl by M e  MQdira 
Team on behalf of the? Comaittern prior to  bemination W i l l  be 
roimburrad to the %Ais Team. 

This agraemnt &all  be governed by t h m  lawe ot! Washfmqton, DC. 
my lawsuit or other lags1 action takon to enforcer any part of this 
agreement aha11 be brought only in  the caues located i n  the 
District of Columbia. 

' 



14 AugusC 1995 

MEMORANDUM *To 

cc 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

THE PRESIDENT 

THE VICE PRESIDm 
LEON PA"PTA 
BRSKINE EiOWUZl 
W G l W E T  WIUIAMS 
JACK QDINN 

=OLD IC 
DOUG SOSN 

Certain ismso regarding the 1996 re-elect 
effort 

There are a number of isauea relating. either directly or 
indirectly, to the 1996 Re-elect campafgn which n m d  to be 
focused on shortly after Labor Day. 
memorandum is to describe some of the  mora fmgarrant of those 
isskuerr a 0  as to give you the opportunfty t0 consider them over 
the Labor Day break and to repuest additional iafsrmation, iE you 
wish. 

The issues are not listad in any particular order of 
importance, and some of the pointm blow are ineonnational only. 

Tab A deseribee key &tes/evenCs 

The puspore of this 

: 
e t w m  now and Tuesday 5 November 

1996. 
through November 1996. 

a meeting shorcly after Labor Day t5 focus on the electoral ma@ 
and the implications for strategic, tactical and budgetary 
purposes. 

It also contains a block calqibx for September 1995 

2 .  :  ab B contains elactoral maps. We need 

3 .  
W: As % % % % l o w , w o f  d.cisi%%%? 

bet 96 Re- 
___ 
-need to bs nude i n  September and early Oetcibar which, CO same 
extant, will depend upon decisioaa about the ralationship between 
th4 White Houoc, the '96 Re-alect and the DHC regarding the re- 
elwtion campaign. The facts thac whiter Kouoe nconrrols" the 
schedule, and that the, President and the Vise President, eo a 

.. greae extent, "control" ths s'mesmage", by definition gives the 
Whits House a crieical role in the Re-elect campaign. 

Staffing of the '96 Re-elect and the Political Department Of 
the White Hauee will, in no small measure, be influenced by ch@ 
decision as to whether the re-election cam@aign will primarily be 
run by the White House or by the '96 Re-elect. In addieion. zf 

TEC-4433 
5ub. 6/23/97 
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Menorandurn t a  the President 14 August 1995 

there is no primary challenge, the DNC probably should play a 
significant role. If it is to do so effectively, however, 
certain staff changes at the DNC will be necessary. 

regarding the White nowe, the '96 Re-elect, and ehe DNC many of 
which need to be made shortly after M o r  Day. 

Tab C describes a number of key personnel dacisions 

4 .  

a. -: Washington, D.C., Chicago, Litele Rock, 
elsewhere? (There i8 eufficient apace at  2100 M 
Street, Washingtonr D.C. to run boeh a primary 
campaign and a general ePaetiem campaign.) 

b. 

(i) Campaign co-chair or co-chairs. (Oiven the 
probablc imporeance of ehra woman's vote, 
prominent women ahould bs include&.) 

(if) campaign mamg~dcampaign director. 

(iii) Political Director. 

(iv) Communications Director (ARn Lewis). 

(v) Pres8 Secretary. 

(vi) Field Director. 

(vii) Director of Adminiatration (function 
perfnmed by David Watkins in 1992). 

(viii) ISSUCB Director 

(ix) Delegate Selection Coordinaeor 

(XI scheduler 

.- 
c .  Whom to begin staffing the early primary/caucus 

states. 

(i) m: n hired by  he 
'96 Re- E&, aK 
$6. ooo/ has aeked to be 
pennite at 
$S,OQO/month, but this decision has been held 

2 
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in aboyancc. In addition, the Re-elect 
should have a prase person on tho ground in 
Iowa by mid September. 

.- 

(ii) is overseeing 
New Homprhise. Out. he b e  mtronalv 
recomrpetkded that be piit'on tha 
'96 Re-elect payroll at $3,00O/raonth to work 
New Hampshire on a gull tima basis. 
addition, the Re-elect will need a press 
secretary oa tha ground in New Wampahira by 
mid Sepeemb@r. 

In 

( i i f l  has agreed to be 
or California, but 
N10c8Ced tQ 

e if he is to 
California day to day. 

d. 

ti) Accept federal matching fun* or not? (The 
federal governmnt wil 
in  contribution8 Prom 
for $1 basis.) Legal1 
until early January 1996 to dacitb whether 
Cederal.matching funds am? to be accepted, 
but, as explainad haleor, that decision needs 
to be m a d  within the naxt f e w  weeks. If 
federal matching funds are accepted, tho Re- 
sleet can spend anly ahaue $32 millian pre 
Convention, plua $6.4 million for 
fundmising, plus legal. aceounting and 
compnaliance costs (far an estimated tot& of 
about $43.4 million). 

la) Uthough , the decieion 
whether to accept federal matching 
fmde doas not have to be made 
until early January 1996, it should 
be mdc by early Septmber. Terw 
srldulifta and Laupa mrtigam should 
be involved in that dociaion. 

(b) If federe1 matching fuods ate LQL 
accepted, c h e n t b  $1,000 limit per 
contributor remeins In affect and 
no federab matching funds may be 

3 FEC-443f 
Sub. 6/=/9? 

DNC011-01540 



Memorandum to the President 14 August 1995 

.- 

accepted by the campaign, but there 
will be no pre Convention spending 
limits imposed on the campaign. 

The currant fundraising plan of 
appnoxirnately S43.4 million 
includes an esrfimeted $14.7 million 
in tederal matcbirg funds. It is 
expected that the $43.4 million 

million for  campaign related 
activitian; $6.5 million (205 of 
$32 million) lor fundraising costs 
(if fupiraising cost5 exceed $6.5 
million, the additional costs arm 
taken out of the $32 million 
thereby reducing the amount 
available for campaign related 
eqmnditur@e) ; and 94.9 million for 
legal, accounting and compliance 
expenditures (if these expenses are 
higher, more can be raised tQ cover 
them). 

(d) ~ h u s ,  it? the Re-elect decides not 
to accept federal matching funds. 
additional time and costa will be 
involved in raising the 53.4.7 
million, at $2,000 per 
contribution. If them costs are 
factored in, the $14.1 million is 
really worth more like 516 or S I 7  
million. And this does noe take 
into account the dfveroion of the 
time of the President, Vice 
~residanr, HRC and Mrs. Ccre which 
will Be needed to raise the 514 .7  
million plus !at $2.000 per 
contributor maximurm), which could 
ottierwisia be used for non 
fundmising campaigning or 
tundtaiaing for eha DCCC, DSCC or 
the DNC, ot raising eoordinathd 
campaign fun& for the  general 
election, or funds for individual 
candidates. 

(c) 

Will b i9Qent Z8S eOllOWi3: $32 

F<C-4.13& 
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.- 

(a) Sources of. funding substantial 
media purchase beginning Seprembsr 
1995 in the $5 - $10 million range, 
include+: 

(i) the  DNC, 
(ii) coalition o€ outside 

groupe~. including unions, 
DCCC, DSCC, s., or 

(iii) the Re-elect 

- m: '€ha DNC w i l l  pay for the . 
marly $960,000 for the August 
1995 mdfcarrd spot time buy. 
Legally the funds pais by the 
DNC must be 605 uhinrdw or 
af&raPg and 40% usoft*. The 
Augwt 1995 timm buy will 
deplete the DtJC'e qhardm 
aoiiar account. T ~ Q  DNC io 
still paying off the debt 

MarshalJ, thab DEJC's 
coi%ptro~ler, estimates that 
the DNC eevia BOXTOW se 
million, t tY marly 
sepgtamber en a 60110 hard/soft 
splie - 
Although the ON6 dimct mail 
has exceeded srnectationa. 
competition by the €le-elect 
dirert mil pro am, coupled 

fundgaitiiag events scheduled 
tor the President, the Vice 
erasfdeac, WRC and -5.  Gore. 
cluing the last 5 months of 
1995, compazcsd to tht? f i r s t  6 
menth of the year, probably 
w i l l ,  result in a substantial 
reductisn of DMC income during 
the last 6 months compared CO 
the nearly sa3 million for the 
first 6 mntho. 

h C u S r € t d  last plr. Brad 

with substantia !r ly fewer DNC 

- : M t i O U P  
unions and other entities plan 

5 
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to spend approximately $5 
million or BO on medicare 
related TV spots in seleced 
markets during September 1995. 
The problem will be to get: 
agreemmt on ehe mehleage andl 
markees. alehaugh 
agreement amng the 
unions, DCCC, DSCC, s. is 
unlikely, it may be worth a 
try. - : The Re-dect Will - $10 million 
available eo spend auring 
sapembar through Novamber 

Thie, however, is a 
decision. If that: 

am~unr is eo Ba spent, the 
total spent by the end of 
November for 111 opote will ba 
ap@roximcely $13.3 dllloa 
($2.4 mellion %or Junw'July, 
5.9 million for aUgust. $10 
mill ion September through 
November). A decision to have 
the Re-elect spand w e n  $5 
million auring Saptember - 
November 1935, not ea speak of 
$10 million, will effectively 
mean the Re-elect will noc Be 
able to accept federal 
mtchiag funds, the accegeermee 
of which limits pre Convention 
spending, for other than 
fundraising and 
legal/accourntfng/ccmplianc~, 
eo $31 million. 

P f  the Re-elect spenda 512 .5  
or so ($2.5 million June/July 
and $10 million September - 
November 1 9 9 5 ) .  and if. as 
some expact, the pucaeive 
Republican nominee is 
effectively selected by early 
April, w e  will, in effect. 
face a 5 month general 

6 
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election period of April - 
Augwt for which the Re-elect 
w i l l  either have f e w  funds, or 
w i l l  have eo raise riubrrtaneial 
additional fundn, i n  order Eor 
t h s  President to hold his  e m  
during the April - August  
perioa. If t he  Republicans 
have spent F98t of t he i r  money 
during. a bruisriag primary t a d  
that w i l l  not nacaaaarily be 
the cam, i t  o m  o f  the 
e&i&tea take@ BL strong asld 
early lead in tho 
p r i i u a q / e a u e ~ 9 ,  the Re- 
elect -la p ~ a u m s b ~ y  &IS 
co "get by" during tha A p r i l  - 
A U ~ S C  p a r i d  with fewer 
dollars,. "hat i s ,  howver, a 
tima during which the 
President should be i n  a 
strong financial posiefon t o  
be able to  raally hamar tha 
RepuBlficam gnoing into their 
ear ly AugUat conmntsion. 

( f )  While in thaehy. it  raaksa aepIse to 
try t o  move yew n-rs up during 
septembar tbwgh 19evemlaer 2995, it 
only makes mmse i f  ehere is 
~SSUPILD~QB t ha t  tha Re-elect w i l l  
be able t o  rarfoe the mnies t o  run 
the approprimee 16ivels of  media 
during the priumzy/caucusee as well 
as the April - August period. 
is critical to  take into aceaurnf. 
t ha t  even i f  t he  %rontruMing 
Republican candidate ha61 spent 
v i r tua l ly  a l l  of him pre Convention 
monies by agrff, the Republicahs 
have a bmad range of a l l i e s  that 
can mnka minaegendQnt* cxpendtturesl 
during tha April through A u w e  

the spending l i m i t : .  imposed on she 
Republieerr putat ive nominee 
taesuning b e lec to  t o  accept 
federal matching fund.) a d  which 

It 

p s i o d  that W i l l  tlQt be S u b j 0 C t  CO 

7 FEC-4438 
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.- 

could be wry harmful to ths 
Breloident, most especially if the 
Re-elect does nor hove SUffiCielnt 
funds f o  respond effectively. xn 
addition. the IBEJC appears to be 
well financed m d  could undoubtedly 
design "g@nericw ads that could 
damage the Democxats i n  general sad 
wash o v m  against the President 
duplnq the April - hugust period. 
(If the President zlnd others are 
raining the $14.7 million that 
ofhewise would have come from 
federal fundo, chey will not be 
available to raiser C u n d s  for eke 
oNC to run similar ngenericw ads.) 

The plain fact is that unlike the 
Rapublicaae' allies, the D@mocrats 
simply do not have allias that 
would or could conduct aimilar 
"inldependent sxgenciiturc9s in 
support of the Rretaident. Thus! 
the decision &QUC opending during 
the, September - November 1995 
period becomes a11 the more 
critical. 

If the Re-elect dacidem not to 
accept federal matching funds, and 
exceeds the $32 million pra 
Convention spandfng Ifatlit, Lt will 
undoubtedly be subject to a fire 
storm of criticism from the good 
governmcrnt campaign finance refom 
groups and editorialist. It wall 
aloo substantially undrcut the 
Prasident' (s argument to Perot and 
other voters that he i5 serious 
about campaign fiaanco and lobbying 
reform. 

course, that the putative 
Republican nominea may decide nat 
to accept federal matching funda. 
Were that t h e  case, it MY change 
t h e  dynamics substantially. 

(g) 

(h) Them is ,%le possibility. Of 

FEC-4440 
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(ii) As oE 31 July, about 511,310,000 k v a  
been raised by the Re-elect (not 
including the ib~pPOX~~'cS1y 55 million 
iu eligible federal mtc& for t b t  
amount). 

As at 31 July, Re-elect expenditures 
total $5,980,000, inclufiing $2.4 million 
for the June/;hrly media production and 
time buy. Caah on hand was $5,719,000. 

A propomd budgat baaed on $32 million 
spending will be mady by early next 
weak fm, Thb D) which Vill show the 
growtied %lloeatfQne fQr IWdh,  polling, 
fundmidsing, field, state operations. 
staff, central headqu-ars, and 
aecowti~g/lsgal/eli~ca wcpemses. 
There should be a budget and funkaPeingl 
meeting within 2 we& after Laher Day 
to reviaw tlm priorities draft budget. 

5 .  : Desiatonia nead to ba made about the 

(Al%aehad aaa Tab E 

(iii) 

prs Convention staffing aazd crpo~ding tor all key mtatem, 
especially the early primary/caueus atatea. 
is the current schedule of primfdea urd caucus &&em.) These 
decisions cannot be made until overall budget decisions, some of 
which are discussed above, have been mda. 

Proposed pre Convention budgets are being developed for the 
key early statea, which will be ready fox dtscussiw after Labor 
Day. 

6. Beginaing after 
ogsanizing in the Labor Da I .  - 

individual states. 
of people in these various states to orgmfzs urfl Oget going. on 
behalf af the Re-elect effort, and holding expamem dorun until 
next year - -  especially if the general election w i l l  affectiveby 
begin in April and if the C/O Re-elect campaim aeeaptm federal 
matching- funds. 

for 34 key states which are attached as Tab F. 

M i s a i s a i m e n c u c k y )  and the stace legislative racaa in 

A balance muwk ba at=& batkan ehii desire 

Doug 5osnik and Craig smith have prepared pre1iminar)r memos 

9. ' : There are 3 gubernatorial racon iLouisiana. 

9 
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Virginia where the Democrats narrowly control both houses. 
races will be closely watched as an indication of the appeal of 
the Democratic party generally and that of the President in 
particular. There have been several meetings with the DNC 
regarding these races. The DNC has budgeted $250 .000  for 
contributions to each gubernatorial race and $250,000 for the 
state legislative campaign in Virginia. (There, are state 
legislative races in New Jersey as well, but given the margins by 
which the Republicans hold both housea, the DNC has decided QQ& 
to put substantial money into those races.) 

Rather than spreading DNC contributions, directed 
contributions and other resourcen wanly among the 3 
gubernatoriab racea. it may be mere politically effective, to 
focus on only 2 of the 3 races. If the Democrats can win 2 of 
the 3 gubernatorial seats and hold the majorities in the Virginia 
legislative housea, we will at least have held our own. Were 
Democrats to lose 2 of the 3 gubernatorial faces, that would be 
interpreted as a "loss". 

8. VoCor re- : Hugh Westbrook and Gary Baron are 
concinuing their non partisan voter registration activity through 
a fOl(c1  organization. In the view of many. they are much more 
effective and cost efficient than the DNC with regard to voter 
registration. Therefore, whatever reaources that ordinarily 
would be plowed into DNC voter registration efforts, should be 
directed to the Weetbrook/Earon non partisan operation. 
should engage in only a minimal voter registration effort. 

9. -re balagtina/earlv votinq : The DNC is preparing a 
memo for each staee regarding absentee balloting and early voting 
in 1996, after which it will prepare plans for  key general 
election states in that rsgard. 

the DGA and, to d lesser extent, the DNC are focusing on 
candidate recruitment for  next year. 

11. E: Depending on its role. and, to some extent. 
whether the President will face a "primary" challenge, decisions 
regarding both budget and staffing of the DNC need to be made. 

a. m: Chairman Fowler originally submitted a 
$41.7 million expense budget for calendar ' 9 5 .  AS 
of 28  June, he submitted a revised calendar '95 
expense budget of $36.7 million. 

~hsse 

The DNC 

10. : The DCCC, the DSCC and 

. -  
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b. 

.- 
C .  

The calendar '95 DNC payroll (a@ of 7 Auqast 2 9 9 5 )  
is approximately $6.2 million for approximetehy 
143 people of which 7 ($251,QOO/ysar) "volmteerm 
their time to wlaita Uousa oparatione; 4 
(S168,000/year) are for &ha Arkamaa office; and 3 
($155,aoa/yearJ are for Vice Presidential 1iaXSOA. 

Th@ DNC had receipts for the last 6 months of 
apprexiroately $23 million, of which, some $8 
million wQre from dimct mil, Subatantially 
fewer PreaidcntirP, Vice Presidential and URC 
fundraising eventsr have been aehadubad tor the 
Augumt - Dwxmber 1995 period compi~~@.d  to the 
first 7 monthu of &hie year. 
although direct ami1 receipt@ ham axeeaded 
expactatisns, competition fmm the '96 Re-elect 
will probably reduce direct mail income to the DIC 
f o r  the balance of 1935. Thw, it im expected 
that the DMC will raiee subtantialfy less i n  t b  
eecond half than the $23 million received during 
the first 6 month of 1395. 

If the political activity of the PNC is sithar to 
continue at the awns leva1 or incmwe, 
fundraising sfforts w i l l  have to be suhtantially 
stepped up. 

Derision8 need to be made about the DNC calendar 
1996 operating b u d p t ,  which ,  if 1992 f a  any 
gauge, will run $40-42 million. In addition, 
there will be the coordinated eafa@%ign budget, 
which has been estimated at approxfwately an 
additional $25 million far 1996. 

-: 
strong. 
improvament in  the operation and functioning of 
the DNC lsince chairman Fowler and Chainman Dodd 
took ower, if the DNC i s  to play as effective a 
role as possiblai in 1996, tho tog etirff needs to 
be strengthened. 
C. 

: Tmmn Arnold ham resigned as the %%%f%t chair. effective aa of the data P 
new perron accepts the position. 
made et T& C. 

a addition, 

The DNC's tog staff is not particuLarly 
Although there haaa hen substantial 

Recomendationt~ zre made at Tab 

suggestions axe 

11 mc-4443 
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Memorandum to th0 President 

rsnv- : The operations and 
staffinu for the Osmocratic National Convention. as well as khe . - - - - _ _  
ralatio&hip between Debra DeLee and Mayor Dalcy, Bill Daley and 
ehe Chicago Hoist Committee, appea:c to be in relatively good 
shape. 

a. : The federml govamraent pays the total 
to gut on the nation%l CQnVwatlOn. The 

slightly over $12 million in federal payments have 
already been paid to tha DQlaocsatie National 
Convention Committee ("Convention Committe+*) 
which is prohibited %rum spending mora than &he 
amout piaid by the federal government. 

In addition, the Chisago Hotit Conunittee, a 
citizen6 gmup of leading Chicagoane, is pannitcod 
to raise additional monies to 5,pend in connection 
with the Convention. 

B a e d  on converaatioaa among Debra BeLee, Don 
Fowler, Mayor Dalay and Bill Daley, it is 
estimated that, in addition to the si2 million 
from tha federal govsrnmnt, the following will be 
raised in fund# or in-kin& 

$7 million - chhcagta Host Cormnittee 
6 million - State of Illinois 
3 million - in kind trom Chicago 
10 million - City of Chicago (but only if 

this approximate amount cannot 
be rairmed othmrwlslca) 

This approximately 538 million (facluding the $12 
million in federal fun&), i a  leas than the 
approximealy $84 million called for by the 
contract between the Convention Committee and the 
city of Chicago. Both Ms. hLee aad Chairman 
Fowler are confident, howava~, that the Convention 
can be successfully nm with agpt.oxiNt8lY 535 
million in caah and an additbnral $3 million LZI 
kind. 

n : Attached as Tab G, i a  a schedule with 's seatf positions and, proeoeed staff for 
erne ot the top Convention positions. 
staEf who have been hired 
and her irmediatcP staff, 
the 3 Deputy CEOs, who will be in charge Cf 

.- 
b. 
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logistics arid arrangements, and her assistant 
Betsy Eberling. 

Mu. DeLee wants to hi 
resume is attachad as 
Production, Communication, =. A director of 
cMmrmnications and, in additiaa, a press 
secretary would be hired eo work under that Dsguty 
CEO. 

She is also interested in his& 
(Secretary Ron Bsovn'a son) as t 

CEO of the Canvmtion. 

These and marby of the other staffing decisions 
outlined at Tab % need to be diflcu88ed a88 settled 
as soon as posasibla after Lahr Day. 

C. 
has 

been used by the DNC, DCCC, DSCC and the DGA to 
raise funds for thome resparctive colslasitteeo. 
Attachea ao Tab I fa an a Augrasc, 1995 memorandum 
to Harold Yckea from R. Scott PasErik, urging that 
this practice be cantinuad Lor the 1996 
Convencion. 

In addition, the Chicago Wont Committea wants to . 
use the Conventiom as a fundraieing mackanism by 
permitting corporations or other entities 
nsponaorn certain elemants o f  tha Convenefon. 
Ateached at Tab J io t h e i r  gralirainaqr proposal 
(which is being reviaad). For example, Ameritach 
wmta eo "aponwre. the media pavilion (the 
building next to the Convention building that will 
houeo the media) fag which it would pay e am Qf 
money to the Host CQmmieeem and, in rceurn, would 
have its nama on thQ media pavilion and would h w e  
other benefits at the Convention. 

In addition, Pls. DsLae proposes to pennit the Host 
.- Committee to have some LO o f  the 150 available sky 

boxes which the Ifoet Comictee would. in turn. 
iirell" to its corrtributozs. Likewise with the 
DCCC, DSCC, the u6A and the U X  w i t h  respcce to 
vky boxes. 

13 
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Memorandum to the President 

Given the eufient situation regarding soma of the 
fundraising technique8 o f  the DNC, which the 
President has ordered t o  be &iscontinued, we need 
to decida on how the ConvPaneion ie to be handled 
in this regard. 

d. : It in my understanding that 
ill Be very involved in working on t&e 
f the Convention. Baaed on very 

recent converootfens With it is 
also my undlsnemding that h wants m, who w a a  the overall producer for the 
last Convention, EO graduclr ehe, technical aspects 
of tha ‘ 9 6  C 
meeting with may well bc 
iucerested in regarding the 
overall production of the Convention. 

If there is any disagreement reg8rdtag t k i s  aspect 
of the Convention, we need to discus8 immediately 
after -or Day. 

a my recent 

e. : A model for the propo8d podium for the 
tion ha8 been conserucced. 

would l i k e  to show it to the Premldsnt, the V i s a  
President, HKC .ad Ms. Gore by the and o f  
September 80 that COMtrUCtiOn plana can be gotten 
underway. 

Debbie DeLee 

13. 

a. In addition to deciding who will run California on 
a dey to day basin, and if it is to be John 
Emereon, when M 3s to move to California ( B i l l .  
W a d l a w  racommsndn late this year z% the latest), 
focus naaa to be directed to t h  potential 
petition to recall Governor Hiloon, which Jesse 
Jackson ha@ bean diacus#ing publicly. This eould 
be very degrimental to Che PresidenC:’r re-electian 
efforts in California were it to go forward. 
Accordingly to J o b  Saerson, there is little. if 

Democratic politicak leadera for thia to go 
forward. 

Focus also nrasds to bQ placed on the anti 
affirmative action pYOQOS3ftiQn which will 
undoubtedly be placed on the 1996 general election 

.- any, enthusiasm amng leading California 

b. 

14 
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ballot in California as we12 aa fn other states. 
The DNC is preparing a marnorandurn regarding 
similar propositionm in other states. According 
t o  John Emerson, nearly 700,OQQ vPlid mignaturea 
are needed to qualify aucb a petition, which in 
reality, means at least 1 million. He says eha 
group promoting this proposition ia broke. but ha 
point5 out that Gwernor Wilson can't afford not 
to have the proposition on the Novambar 1996 
ballot. 

14. : Attach& at Tab K &a a copy of my 
14 August 199§ memoraPndum to the President and Vice 
Pteaident regarding tuadraieing for the various other 
entities and committees for 1995 d 1996. 

15. : We need 
to begin focusing on the key argumaats for the 1996 
general election: 

a. fer Clinton/Gore 

b. againat Clinton/~rs 

c. Clinton/Gors proposals for 2nd tern, u., f ~ t  tha 
flltme 

d. fer the Republican cmdidato 

e. against the Republican candidate 

16. - Terry urd Laura expect 
eo effectively wrap up the fw&aishi~ for '96 Re-elect 
by the end of this y e a r  ($38 million including 
agplicabde federal match). d e r 0  the Re-elect decides 
not to accept fedesal matcNng funds. 
the wioaey, approximately $55.4 million will be raised by 
way of 6 direct m i l  eolbcitations next yeor. 

There will remain, howaver, a great daal ob fw*aiszing 
of approximately $?S milbion for 8996: $40 million DMC 
1996, $55 million 1996 coordinatad cPmp.ip8, $10 
million general election Lagal/accounting conrplianee 
account. (This doas not includa Cundraising for the 
DSCC. DCCG, DGA, individual candiateo and ee1ected 
state parties.) It'% not clear w h a t  eriehsr T a w  olg 
Laura want to do, alltar: the completion of the 
fundraising for eha Re-elect, but I do not chink that 

Tha balance OB 

.- 
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Terry,  at least, wants to carry on only as a 
fundraiser. Given the substantial demands for 
fundraising in addition t o  the ne@& of the Re-elect, 
we need to discuss what role you want to aak Temy and 
Laura to continue in that regard. 

17. 
Beginning weekly 
political meeting with aoma of the Uhite House political staff 
(in addition to the regular Wadnaodoy night me6ttingo bli the 
residence) which perhapa ahould include Senator Dcdd and Chairman 
Fowler. Additionally, we upgs you to coneider setting aside 15 . 
to 30 minutes each day during ymx daily phone/office time for 
political updates on aceivitiee. 

18. : Need to determine how much of the 
time of th Preeident, ?iRC and ma. Gore, should 
be allocated to the ‘96 re-election campaign during the next 4 to 
5 months. 

19. - Serious 
coneiderat iocation of mite 
House staff m, for example, Domastic Policy Council, National 
Economic Council and administration, &, Political Department, 
Public Liaison and Connrmnicatione. 

20. for the Re-el-: Serioua consideration 
should be w t a i n i n g  a t i m e  buying firm other than The 
Media Team of Squier. g&, a. 
separate time buying group are set forth in my mmorandum t o  the 
President and the Vice President, dated 24 Paly 1995, attached as 
Tab L. 

The argwnenta for retaining a 

21. : The decision of who to replace 
Erskine as 

22. . The decision of who to replace Ab Mikva when 
he reeigne, as ie apparently expecced, is also not far off. S%!?i 

Tab C for suggeetions. 

: 

.Tab C for 8Um95tiOn8. 

Pleaee lee either of UB ~ Q W  if you want additional 
infnmtion. 

16 
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27 Novolpbop 1995 

Attached is a self explanatory 21 HJOVmbar 1995 to me from Terry 
Mauliffa,  Laura Hartipan and Rick Lsrner stating that they have 
raised over $1.8 million for the DNC media fmd &nd expace to ba 
able to raise anothe $430,000 by ths class of the year, Bringing 
the totai to nearly $2.3 million. 

I would appreciate a response isom the DNC a8 to whethar they 
agree with these figures and whethar the moaiea have actually 
come in. 

Several wsaks ago, I was told that Only $180,000 had bean raised 
for the DNC media fund. Based on the attached mmorandm, I 
trust that them has been a substantial influx of funds. 

f 0 0 3 7 1 9 5  
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Manh 18. 1996 

MEMORAPblDUM FOR THE PRESIIUW 
THE WCE PRESIDENT 

C C  LEON P A " T A  
DOUG SOSMah 

FROM: Harold Icka @ 
S l J W E r n :  O n m a  W . e g n  rhe C/G '96 Re-ekz and 'Re Media Team 

(Squicr k &lapp/ MorziJ P a n  & S W  &&) 

On 14 March 1996, DMlg Sosnik and I met with Muk Pcnn md Bill h p p ,  the desigatlul 
nprrscntativcs of The Media Tcan ('Team') (Squitr & Kna@ M O M  Penn B S C R W  
a&), to discws the terms and urndidoas for the w n m  k:mm &e at3 '96 Rc-e la t  
Cornminu: ('Rc-clecr') and h e  Team. (The lact miteting for itme purposes had OcCuRtd 
vcry late SeQttmber 1995.) 

1. 

. 

To date some S22.23 million has been spent by the D e d c  National Commiacc '' 
("DNC') and the Reelect on TV &me (not inelding @ling or production), OF 
which some S2.94 million bas becn spent by the Rwtkct.  

From that amount. the Team liar ban paid about S2,433.41 in commissions at an 
average me of 10.9%. 

Perm arnd b q p  pmpsc the Team be paid 9% uramwion on the n u t  $60 million 
of air time purchased and 4% on all air time p u ~ h m f .  th&. Assuming fhat. 
beginning 18 March, the Re&V and DNC spend an ndditianal S60 million on air 
rime, under their most ret~nt pmpmd. lfie Team vlau!d be paid some 57.833 million 
toel in c o a t ~ o  far !he period 6195 - 11/96 for an a m g e  of 9.686 (57.833 
million divided by $82.0 million). 

If the Re+@ and DNC spend Sl2Q million on air tinih. as has been discussed, and 
as -rib& in s t i m  1 of xhchadule A (dated 3llOr9G) attached, rather than only $82 
Man. under the T m ' r  pnrrposal. it woutd be paid a KKal of $9.4 million in 
commissions for the pc&d 6/95 11\96 for an avewie rate of 7.8%. 



i a k a Y E a  
F i  22.23 million 2,433,401 10.9% 

60.0 million 5.400.000 9% 
-l.au?a rn 

Next 
The*- 

5120.23 million 69,353,401 7.8% 
. .  

Prior to last week's prOpaSa, the T m ' s  last mesal was made on 29 Sepamba 
(attached aa schedule E). Under that prior prqmsal, the Tepm would have b m  paid 
$5.6 million in commissions on the first 382 million and S9.4 million in commissions 
on $120 million of time buy. - 

382 million time 5,600,000 6.8%- 7,833,401 9.6% 

SI20 million time 8,260,000 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8% 

And under the Team's 9/95 pmposal. total retainer feu rlarough the general electdon 
would have b a a  %605.OOO compwsd to the S364,OW unrler the 3/14/96 pmposal. 

The T m ' s  3/14/96 g r n m  only deals wilh elsctmnic niedin. polling amd g m d ~ t i ~  
of W spou. It d o u  not include peasuasion/ G O n  d h a  mais: dnnlopmult and 
placement of newspapew ads. production of radio spots. 

Given Ihk complexity of rhe regulations of the Fbdenl Election Commission ("FEC') 
and the mictneu of the applicanons of thoro regulations 10 campigas in general. and 
to ?he media productiod placemnt in parhAar. it is  critical that the Tcam have the 
expefimce and expertis or acquitre the experience and ecpertiK. to ensure that it and 
the Re-elect comply fully and tiniely with all FEC regulations and guidelines. Failure 
in chis re@ will resuY6 in time connuming and costly post November 1996 FEC 
audits and possible fines which are a lhbilily of the presidential and vice 
presidential candidate% In addition, the Team must ba &le to track the ads and dme 
buys of the otha @dentid aididam and provide the Rcclsct with timely ( o h  
overnight) rqmts. This had beem discuslad among ou&ves at some Ienpth. and it 
has beeR decided to rely on the Team in this regard and not to include the Gmr.  

; 

MargOlir *. .- 
2. 
. 

: Dick Morris is the only member of the Tram *:*ho receives a monthly 
rctaisltr fee. in addition to his share of the dme buy cotnmiuim. Based on the 
cumnt agr%ments. he will be paid $364.000 in retainer f a  for the period 12/94 

-. .- ATTA c 
7 .,' 



h I 1/96. ,% section 2 of schedule A atta Under the Team’s 311CI 
propod, other members of rhe Team would not be paid monthly retainer fees. 

w: It is e s d W  that Penn 8e Schcen will be paid nearly S4.Q miliion fop 
poiling and voter rewarch for the period 12/94 - iU96. 
a w e d .  m u m a b l y  a profit h includd. 

Stan Greenberg is also under &nPr by the DNC and conducts polling on a regular 
basis. 

uction exgensu for S U O  milliasl of TV media an estimated 
.58 million. 

Travel. hotel and related npenws fm the c o h o  must also be 

3. 
~~cr ion  3 of scheduk A 

4. 
d m  4 of rliedule A attached. 

5. 
paid. niey a~ not included ir the retainer fa or in the time buy commission. 

have ailed& genedy  W Cargetal direct m a .  No specifics have ken fo~coming 10 
date. In the event such a progrim is carried cut, it wiU undwbredly involve additional 
profit margins to whomever gm Ihc contmct for the pmgmn. 

I point out that Hal Mdchow. who hand&% the fundraiPing direct mail progmm fop 
both the DNC and Ihe CIG ‘96 Re-elest. has dcvdoped targeted prJuarionl GOTIT 
d h t  mail program and is very intexested in being considmd in this nspm for thw . 
U G  ‘96 R c d W .  

conresrtipn: We need to decide whether Fank Om% or S q u i d  Knapp, or both. arc 
to be involved in the convention and. if IO, the comptasadon/ fee to be paid. 

6. At several of the weekly h g  mcctinp, Penn. Sekoen aid Morris 

7. 

8. w m * s = F -  cc a Substantial amowaD can be incurred by me Reelect in 
connection with past November FEC audits. and any m.$ cons incurred by the Rc- 
elect and any fines imposed by the EEC on the R e z k t  bo the nsult of the Mure to 
strictly comply with FEC regulations. including the Tam’s f a h e  to fully comply 

gcnual election legal and accounting compliance hmd (“GELAC‘), for which the Re- 
elat ex- to raise about $12 million, is for thc purpose of paying for cost.? and 
fines i n d  in wnnarion with FEC audits. I strongly suggest, however. that any 
a g m c n t  becwetn the Team and the Re-elect srmoripl a hold harmleu clause in favor 
of the Rec;Lpet o v a  a @lied amount incuned in connection with costs and fims 
mupining fmrn FEC audits of media prcductiod plzument. In order to ensum 
enfmment of the hold harmless clause (aswmirg, it io  included in the Contract WiKh 
me Team). the Re-elect should hold in cscmw $ million in commissions to 
be paid 10 the Team until all WC audits have been crrmplcted. shis will give the 

ns in connection with the pmeuGtion and placement of media, 
liability of the PrrzidmDial and Vice Pnsidenthl candidates. The 

3 
PEC-40? 1 
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ditional incentive to eflnsun it esrabliahes t bility 10 ensure the Re- 
elect's media production and placement i s  in compliance with all FEC requirements. 

Before the next meting with Mwn. P a n  and h a p p  regarding the financial arrangemmt 
between the Re-elect and the Team. I would like! to dirnsu &e fewgoing with you in order 
to derem* what iou think is an equitable arrangement. 

Let's discusl. 

3 

e3 
ft! 

4 

DNCO11-01186 

;; '_ : 



March 25, 1996 

To dare. neither the CLinW Gore '96 Redsct ("Re-elect") nor the Drnecmjc 
National C o m m i e  ("DNC.1 have cmtPICU with the so d e d  Media Tmm (Tan"), 
which is composed of Squid Knappl Disk Momid P m  B S c k d  WanL S c k i n l q f  and 
MariuP Pemer.  (I have seen little evidence of reoent partiupation of Schchbpf or 
PUICmer.) 

1. 
relationshq bepwetn the Team and the DNC and the R e z l e a  Sin= *e mmt to be paid 
by thc DNC and Redst. rrrpcetively, to the Taua for rhc production of a spaCirie 
television spos time buying, polling. mall testing. a , depends upon a legal detemPinntion 
by the DNC and R d a x  lawyers on a case by cas basis. 'the folkwing plDposal ia for a 
"camprrhensive agreement" for borh the Re-elect and DNC. (Then? would be a scpmte 
contract between the Team snd the DNC and berwm the T m  and the Reelect.)' 

On 14 March. Doug Sosnilr and I met with Mark Penn and Bu1 Knapp. who qnSen0 
Ihe Team. They made a pmparal. hrm- M o w  (which is summarizsd in my 
memonndum to the PRJident and 
sshedule A at t9b 1). that would mult in S7.B million in cornmissions m! the fint 82 million 
of time buy, for an e M v e  mtc of 9.6%. compand to thcu offer made in late September 

. 
' . 
' 

I pmpoa the follolwlng h c i a l  terms for the 

'Vice President. dated 18 March 1996, attached as 

'F~ankeraer ha# OM (D do &e time buy for the R e e l a x  at 4.25% commipdon. It has 
been decided not to have Fnnk mcipus urilh the Team. By her S January 1996 lettcr Lo 
me, Jean Bmb, 'Vice Resident of Inurnatiocul Communica!xmt Group, hc. of bos 
Angela has of fad  a 2% commission fez on a l l  time buys. 

L 

- 
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.6 million in commissions OD the first $82 time buy for an elfestive rate: of 
6.846. 

$82 million time 5,6083,000 6.8% 7,833,401 9.6% 

$190 million time 8.260,OW 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8% 

Although it is impossibls to accprrately predict ~ Q W  much aktime the DNC and Rc- 
elm will Jpna bchusen July 1995 (the fint time tv sipag ivm aired) md November 1996, 
given that &e RE-+lrct and the DNC hiwe plnady ppesl~ sane S23 Rlillionon air time 
beginniing late June 1995 (most of which has been spvrt SiDWc early oacber). it is safe to say 
that at least $80 million will be .peat by 5 November. and probably do= 10 $100 W o n  or 
mom. 

I propose that the Team bc offwed the following &mr with nsp&c\ t8 time buy 

i w n E  

Fim $80 million 6.25% u,ooo,ooo 

commissions. 

D 

Next S20 million 4.95% 950.W 

-Average on SI00 million 5.95% 5,950,000 

Above $100 million 4.0% TED 

-110 million (S4M.W) 5.47% 
-120 million (S800,OOO~ 5.63% 
-130 million (91,200,000) 5.5% 

6.350.MB 
6,750.W 
7,150.000 

Under rhe plopocral. if $80 million is spent an air time. the Teyn would be paid 55.0 

If. as is likely, $100 million is ?ipene. commissions would k $5.95 million. 

~f s i lo  million is spent, oxinusions wouu be 36.35 million. 

lCSI20 million in spent, commissions W d  be 96.75 million. 

million in commissionr. 

2 
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In addition to time buy commissions, as shown on schedule B at tab 2, anached. it is 
&mated that additional payments will be made: 

3 



In order to insun that Lhe campaign is adequately protected. 1 strongly urge that an 
indemnifidon and hold harmlus agreement be included in any conuact(s) bcween the 
Team, or any individual members thereof. and the Re-elect. and bcnueur the Team and the 
DNC, by which the Team will indemnify and hold harmlea the Reslect and DNC for any 
costs, damages, fines. a, and losses md court costg suffered by or claimbd against the 
campaign. or DNC, directly or hdinctly, including. but mt limitad to, any civil penaltier by 
the FEC against the campaign, its smp~oyee3 or agents. “W the aunt based on or arising 
wholly or substantially out of my negQmt acts, bra- d &e cplnmct. or failure by llse 
Team to m p n d  to any q u u t s  of the campaign far documents or 0th- assistance with 
nspsc to any FEC audit, inquiry b m  the FIX or my bmch of fedenl. ofate, or local 
govanment. 

In o r b  to insure compliance with hold harmless aamment, the Team should be 
requiral to place in escrow the next M(XI,OBO of media ammi~ms paid by the Rc-elat. 

I agm with L e  hold harmleu proposal 

M’s discuss 

I a g w  with the hold harumlm proposal 

Ler’s dscus, 

n e  Vice Pres- 

4 
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17 &psi1 1996 

CC: Che-R Oedd 
B.J. Thornbemy 
USULN~D Rooen 
Brad lamlp.11 
Doug Soanllt 
~5rur HUISOX 

h o a r  Harold tekos 

m e a  19 aeril 1996 sooting 
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cc: TadcZnn Hsvold kku B.J. Thornbury Lyn U m h t  
Jeff King Doug stmik Bnd MvrhaJl Y o u !  Pollill 
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Wamld lcku B.J. Thornbuhy Lyll Utftcht 
Doug Sosnik Bnd Marshall ' J o y l  Polli~: 
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cc: PetcPlKRight TedconCr Haroldlcluu 8.1. 'Ihornturry L y n U w h t  
Muk Pam JcRKing Doug Somik Bnd Marshall Joan Pollitt 
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To: O'CQNNOR 

FROM: EHAIRO"S) XCI<Es 
DOUG S O S M K  

me cost will not aceat S I 3 ,  Y 0 J 

( )The cost will be allocated af % for the DNC a d  
46 for Clinton/ Gore '96 

Attorneys to detennin- 

signature 

CC: Peter Knight Ted Caner Harold Icket B.J. ThomLUerry Lyn Utrecht 
Mark PCQA Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan h l l i t t  
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me cost will not exceed s /O t i  C)LJ 

( )The cost will be allocate4 at 

. 
R for the DNC and 

% foe Ciintonl Gore '996 

cc: P w  Knight Tad Caner Harold IcLCs B.I. Thornberry Lyn Utrecht 
Mark P m  Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Manhall Yom Pallist 
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To: O'CONNOR 

RE N TO PENPI AND S c "  FOR POLUNG 

cc: Peter Knight Ted Cartu Harold Icka  B.J. Thombrry Lyn Uwecht 
loan Poliitt Mark Penn Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall 
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cc: 

FROM: Hmld IC& 

SUBJE€X: P ic id  terms with The Novemk 5 Ciraup . .  

As the RJult of a#d recent meetings which included Mark W, ;Elill Kqp,  me, ' 

Doug SosniL, Peter Knight, 
agreemerat OR assumptions* 

HancOx and J W e r  
ology and calculatie 

November 5 Gmup ('Gmup"). NO qrcwment, howevers 
tern tRernAv@. There i% a substantial gap benvccn my 
Group's most racent o i k  of 16 June - a differcnca of $1.7 million in commisions on $108 
million gross time buy. 

We are now at the point for you IO make a €id docision on the trnru you ae 
P=m to agre& to. 

su!xlmx 
offer by the G m u p  on a $100 millien gmrs time buy wouid m u l t  in 
million. T%tir September offer on SI00 d m  g m  time buy would 

result in $6.825 million in commissions. My last offer on $104 million g10xt time buy would 
result in 95.698 in commissions. 

The Group's argument that they should now be paid same %6oo,[wo more in 
commissions on S100 million gmu time buy mmpand to their September offer 



I 
i .  

! , , . .  
~ i:i 

. ~. .. ... ,. , 
2.: . .  

2 
(notwithsmding 
costs of providing services) is that hey have woeksd these past months without the wcuriry 
of a contrace 

thepe have been no material changes umstan~e~ or in the unit 

Six options ut %CB forth for your co114idvltiofl at the a d  of titis anemorandurn, dong 
w i t 3 a m  

L making your decision, mind: 1) &e Omup's offer of septunber, 
which is $600,008 lowa in com 
most ncent offer of 14 June, and which is ptto b w e ~  thss Lh 

on $UXJ miI6icm $wss lime buy) than theif 

it is imprmnt to s~plcture a finmcial 
arrangement that punaiU the pun& of as much air time as p&ble, whish implies an 
agreement with a bonus incentive that provides for lower commission paymenu to the Group 
betwetn now and 5 November with fRe 'bal;nnee' to be paid a p1 'bonw' aftex the dation; . 
if you arc re-elect&. 

Beginning June 1995, to date (June 2S,1996), $43.2 million in grou media time has , 
been spent on paid IT spou, of which qpmximatety S 4 . l d o n  has Qeena paid in 
commissions and $37.6 million has ban u d  to purchape air time." 

Based on FIX repmaa, it appears that Dick Monir k ewxiving al least 29% of 
commissions paid on time buy, in addition to his monthly retainer of $14,000. He alsa is 
reimbutsed for a l l  travel nlaled expenses. Thus foe the periOa July 1995-Z June 1996, hc 
has received an approximate total of $1.34 million (29% of %*I W o n  total commissions 
plus 51154,000 for 11 months ntainer) oe an avuage of b122,WU month. 

The fact that the $37.6 million plus the $4.1 million don't add $43.2 Irdibn, is because of 
the calculation method ussd by the Group for its early buys. 

=* Prior to the 
required to'mzt to the Federal Elections Commission ('FEC') the amount of time buy 
commissions that Squier/ Knapp paid to Dick Moms, 
formed the Gmup @ally to preclude having to disclo%c how the commiuions are split UP 
among them. Thus sin= the Group was formed, on or about 14 Februq 1996, there I S  no 
way of determining from FEC repom how time buy commissions are divided. 

on of The November 5 Group, the Reelect and the DNC were 

Squiep, && reportedly 



li 
1 .  , i 
. .  .. . 

, .: 

C u m t l y  mwia time buy is some $3 m gmss on which a 
commission of 7% net is being paid. That, combined with Dick Momis’ 
retainer, amounu to commission mat? to the: Gmup of 
(WU&g 4.3 W w  Wh) QP 

(millions) 

1. 
ntb114 100 7.434 8.16% 

120 8.016 ’4.26% 

~ $ 5 1 . 3  pmnvention; balance in general 
W . 4  in commission (10.4% gross or 12.5% net OR first $32.9 million in 

86.35% on next $67.1 -on time buy 
83.0% m on ?dl over $100 million time buy 
aAverage 8.641 net commission on fisse S80 M o n  iime buy 
eAvemge 8.16% net commission on fun $100 million time buy 
@Average 7.26% net commission on fun $120 million time buy 

gross time buy) 

(millions) 

2. $80 u.791 
m 108 5.698 6.1456 

120 6.467 5.77% 

6 5 8 . 7  pecanvention; balance post convention net 

3 - 
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85374 in commission (10.4% gross or 12.25% net on fust $32.9 million in 

g2.58W commision on next 547.1 million gross time buy 
e4.7596 & commi.$sion on next $20 W o n  
e4.096 commission OR al6 time over $100 m i W  
@Avenge 6.5% net commission OR fixat $80 Won time buy 
@Average 6.14% net commiuion on fint $100 million time buy 
@Average 5.77% n e  CommiPdQn aa fipst $120 million time buy 

gK0S time buy) 

3. Gmuv's Sat.  $80 8.33% 
off& 100 6.825 7.30% 

120 7.425 6.58% 

.When they made this offer, the Group assumed: 
6 5 0  million in pst conwention 

e746 gross commission on next $28 million 
03% gross on remainder of prr-esnvmtion spending 
e 7 1  gross on $50 million in g e n d  
@monthly retainers of 910,ooO for P m  $r Schoen and $15,000 for 

10% gross commission on fitst $10 million gross time big 

. 
Squier/ b a p p  for 13 months October 1995-October 1996 

e1 point out that when they made their S q t u n k p  1995 offer, they 
undoubtedly expected any final agrement would be 
offer. 

then their 

The important fact is that in making their high September proposal itan lb  of 
schedule E), the Group cxpocted that total media spending would be approximately 
mdhumss ($30 million pmnvention and a &mum of $50 million postanvention). 
Thus when they made their September '95 offer, they andciptd m i n g  some $6.175 
million in time buy commissions and retainer fees foe Squier and Penn plus $182,069 in fees 
for Moms, for a t o d  of $6.357 million, through 5 November 1986. 

. .  

Under the& September offer, they anticipated earning about $7.6 million (including 

On 14'J;ne &g item 6 of schedule B), the Group 

. .  f182.000 for the Moms retainer). on time buy. - 
their offer by 864,OOO to 

$6,239 million in commissions on 
million on time buy. 

million pccps4 time buy and by $600,000 to 57.433 

Thus, their latest proposal of 6/14 (item 6 on schedule B) on SlOO million gross time 



buy is $600,000 over thek Septembu pmpoa on $100 million 
and $1.7 million over my last proposal (SBE item 5 on schedule B). 

item Ib on schedule B) 

6 Bn SchedIale B) 
4 &I&& A) 

08tipnr: 

Accept their September 199s offer witbut M&g my commkions back 
u n a  after rhe Novemtwr election. TRis would give them c~mrrnissio~s of $6.825 million OR 
$ 1 0  million gmu for an average of 7.4% net 

nly if you win. This would giw them c o r n d o n s  of $7.433 
for an average of 8.1% net, if you win the clscdomr. 
$6.433 millioii in cornmiuiolu. 

ce of $1.127 million betwegn my Past offer and heir 
ive them I commission of $6.26 million on $100 million 

Split the difference of tW9,00g benvegsr thek Ssgtunber offer and their 
most reant offer of 6114 so they would ke piid more tJm their S e p m k  '95 
offer, but the $305,000 wodd not be paid until v e m b  and only if you win. This 
would give &ern a commission sf $7.13 million on $100 m i U h  gms, for am avenge of 
7.8% net. 

Accept thdr laa offer of 6/14/96. This would give them 9.433 million on 
$100 million gross for an a v q e  commission of 8.1 % net. 

_p 

.- 



Commissions 

opt $1 S6.WS $.7SO 66.825 7.4% net 

spt Jb. $4- $6.825 7.4% na 

wa 36.433 $1.0 $7.433 8.1% ne! 

Opt 114 $6.261 $4 56.261 

opt If5 $6. S.305 $7.13 7.8% net 

Opt 16 $7.433 SCI- $7.433 8.2% net 

Net 00 

92.4 

91.7 

92. I 

92.2 

91.7 

9i.l 

I think aaM the options fisted above ate too high in uI& fawpm My last offa of 
$5.698 mjllion in commissions (which doer no ude the Sf82,m ndditionrl money to be. 
paid to Dic as a separate ntaLter fee) im #5 on schedtule S) is mom thsn 
genepow. I twxmrnmd aQbn XI, which wil l  give 
the Gmup a r l y  what they off& during September. (It will, h my opinion. give them 
more than they, in fac~, expect& to ga in a final negotiated d d . )  Holdding back S7SQ.OOQ in 
COmlTliS&OnS &I be @d Q d Y  if YOU Wbl,  gi additional inmtive to them. Thi option 
also psemirs the most money to be actually on time buy (na to stations) than any of the 
other optiorur. 

on ail the cireumsma, h 

As a f&bask position, X reammend option R, which is exactty their Septcmkr 
offer. 

Perm Knight recommends accepting option #3 which is their last offer of 6/14, but 
which holds back $1 million to be ped  after the election only if you win. 

Finally, with time buy raging between $2 to $3 million/ week, it is imperative to 
come to 
roam. 

, or they will have what they want leaving us with little negotiating 

6 



Schduk! A 1% 

: $35.1 (6l95-5i3li!X) 
3.6 (6/95-S/31 
1 .B (WS-Snl 
2.1 (12(96%nlB@ 

.114 (12J*$a1196)~ 

qw fOU@ d m s t &  Md dtXSl'8 hdM& fipm 
h m  bey pn mixad in with pm&scaior 

uy C i .  cmmigsions): 
a d  on 6.35% net) 

386 million (e.) 
.626 million (1 June - 29 August) 
.lo2 million (rough es.2 

@gross (im. commissions): S.816 miwn 
~coInsnriuiosu S.049 million 

. egroso tim buy: (isac. oornmissions): $43.7 million 
2.51 million - *commissions: 
2.4 million 
2.5 million [est.) 
.120 million (mupol) 

on the menomdurn of 20 June 3996 
from Squietl Kmpp to Harold IC&, a, and the polling budget dated 20 June 1996 from 
Penn k Schm. 



la. Omup9 $74.1 m 7.96% rn $5.9 m 

$ 1 m m  $93.5 I 6.95% net $6.5 m 

(WIO m4fS 
Mtdort) 

lb. Group 9 Sept $80 in $74.1 m 8.33% net 86.175 m 

S 1OOm $93.5 m Y.3% ne9 $6.823 110 

ci. rn.P/s 
N&bP) 

2. CIG-DNC $80 m $75.29 m $4.71 m 

$100 me $94.39 in 5,9586 net $5.61 m 
11 April 

3. Group 18 $ 80m $71.5 m 9.8% net $7.02 m 

8.8% ne9 $7.97 m 

4. UG21 $ 80 m $73.70 m 6.545 net $4.79 m 

$ l W m *  S192.79m $4.70 m 
May 

5. Group29 880m $91.99 m 9.04% net $6.51 m 

$100 in' 591.07 m 8.14% net $7.42 m 

.ol 

6. Gmp'Tb $ 8 0 ~ 1  972.2 m 8.64% net $6.24 m 

$100 m $911.1 m 8.16% net S7.43 m 
3URe 

FEC-WSOJ 
Sub. 6 /25 /97  
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 20463 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Lawrence M. Noble 
General Counsel 

Mary W. Dowe/Lisa R. Dav 
Acting Cornmission Secret 

FROM 

DATE: January 19,2000 

SUBJECT: Audit Referral #99-15/MUR 4713 - First General Counsel's Report 
dated January 11,2000. 

The above-captioned document was circulated to the Commission 

on Thursday. Januaw 13.2000. 

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s) as 

indicated by the name(s) checked below: 

Commissioner Elliott 

Commissioner Mason zz?i 
Commissioner McDonald - 
Commissioner Sandstrom - 
Commissioner Thomas _I xw( 

XXX FOR THE RECORD 

Commissioner Wold - 
This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda for 

Tuesdav. Januaw 25.2000. 

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the Commission on this 
matter. 


