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SUWECT: REPORT' OF THE AUDIT DIVISION ON CLI"TON/GQRE '96 
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Attached for your review is the subject audit report. Also atrached are five 
memoranda from the Office of General Counsel which together contain a legal analysis of 
the audit repon. The legal analysis was provided in separate memoranda so that needed 
revisions could be made mofe timely. The narrative portion of the Committee's response 
to the Exit Conference Memorandum is also anached. Imnrediately following this 
m e m o m d m  is a table of conten& 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 
been page nmbered consecutively at the bottom of the pages beginning with the first 
page ofthe audit repon. Those page numbers are the ones noted on the table of contents. 

The Office of General Counsel and the Audit Division a. 3 in agreement with the 
contents of the audit repon. . Certain FWI~OTIS of the Primary Committee's response lGvg 
been expunged pursuant 10 1 1  C.F.R. Plan 2. 

In addition to the documents referenced in the Audit Repom, h e  Audit Division 
reviewed the following information in reaching these conclusions: (1) documents 
obtained from the candidate committees, the national and State party committees. and 
media and polling vendors; (2) commillee responses to the ECMs; (3) documents made 
publicly-available by the Senate Governmental A f f k  Committee Report on the 
Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election 
Campaigns; and (4) disclosure reports and other documents available to the Commission. 



This repofl is king circulated for placement on the Age& for the Open Session 
Meeting of December 3,1998. 

A complete copy of the P h a r y  Committee’s response, including Exhibits, is 
available in the Commission Secretary’s Office. Should you have my questions, please 
contact Tom Nutthen (Audit Manager) or Leroy Clay (Lead Auditor) at 694-1200. 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINGTOh. 0 C 2Mb3 

This report is based on zu1 audit of the ClintodGore '96 Primary 
Committee, Inc. (the Primary Comaunitt~et). The audit is mandated by Section 9038(a) of 
TitIe 26 ofthe United States Code. That section states that "'Mer each matching 
payment period. the Codssion shall conduct a thorough e m h a t i o n  and audit of the 
qualified campaign expenses of every candidate and his authorized committees who 
received payments under s ~ t i o n  9037." Also, Section 9039(b) of Title 26 of the United 
States Cade and Section 9031.1(a)(2) clf the Commission's Regulations state that the 
Commission may conduct other examinations and audits from time to t h e  as it deems 
necessary. 

In addition to examining the receipt and use of Federal funds. the audit 
seeks 10 determine if the campaign has materially complied with the limitations. 
prohibitions. and disclosure requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
197 I(FECA), as amended. 

This RDOR is a staff document. The analvsis ofthe facts. internretation of 
amiicable law. and the conclusions retished have not been considered or amroved bv the 
Commission. 

B. AUDIT CQVERAGE 

The audit of the Primary Committee covered the period from its inception, 
Apnl 10. 1995 through December 3 1, 1997. The Primary Committee reported an 
opening cash balance of $-0-; total receipts of $44,753,599; total disbursements of 
$44,603,123; and a closing cash balance of 6150,476. 
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@. CAMPAIGN O R G A N I Z A T I O N  

The Primary Committee registered with the Federal Election Commission 
on April 14,1995. The Treasurer of the F'rimary Cornmince is MS. Joan Pollitt. The 
Primary Committee maintains its headqwrtexs in Washington, DC. 

During the period audited, the Primary Committee &*&ned depositories 
in the District of Columbia, Arkansas, Georgia, New York and Texas. To handle its 
financial activity, the Primary Committee utilized a total of 9 bank accounts. From these 
accounts the campaign made approximatc:ly 23,654 disbursements. Approximately 
293,043 contributions from 190,426 persons were received. These con~butions totaled 
$28,987,800. 

In addition to the above ccmntributions, the Prirnaiy Committee received 
513,412,198 in matching funds ffom the United States Tmuny. This mount  represents 
87% of the $1 5,455,000 maximum entitlement that any candidate could receive. The 
Candidate was determined eligible to reacive matching funds on October 31, 1995. The 
Primary Committee made a total of 9 matching fund requests totding $14,245229. The 
Commission certified 94.15% of the requested amount. For matching fund purposes, the 
Commission detexmined that President Clinton's candidacy ended on August 28, 1996. 
This determination was based on Section 9032(6) ofTitle 26 ofthe United States Code 
which states that the matching payment period ends "on the dine on which the national 
convention of the parry whose nomination a candi&!e seeks nominates its candidate for 
the office of President of the United Statts, ..." see also 11 CFR 89032.6. On August 2, 
1996 the Primary Comminee received ia; final matching fund payment to defray expenses 
incurred through August 28. 1996 and IO help defray the cost of winding down the 
cmpaign 

D. A U D I T  SCOPE A N D  P'POCEDURES 
- 

In addition to a review of the cornminee's expenditures to detenninc the 
qualified and non-qualified campaign expenses incurred by the campaign (see Finding 
111.8.). the audit covered the following gieneral categories: 

1. The receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory 
limitadons: 

1. the receipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those 
from corporations or labor organizations (see Finding LA.); 

3. proper disclosure of contribdons horn individuals, political 
comminees and other entities. to include the itemization of 
contributions when required. as well as the completeness and accuracy 
of the information disclosed: 

2 



3 

4. proper disclosure of diisbursements 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 
balances as comparedl to campaign bank records, 

7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign tmswtion~; 

8. accuracy of ihe Statement of Net Outstm%ng Campaign ObIigations 
filed by the ClintodGore '96 PAmapy Committee, Inc. to disclose its 
financial condition and to establish continuing matching fund 
entitlement (see Finding IILE.); 

9. the Primary Committee's compliance with spending limitations (see 
Finding 1II.D.); and 

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

As part of the Commissilm's standard audit process. an inventory of 
campaign records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. h i s  inventory is 
conducted to determine if the auditee's records are materially complete and in an 
auditable state. 

The inventory began on Pmuary 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 providedto the Primary Committee. These records, 
consisting of bank satements and enclosures for three campaign depositones; check 
registers for certain operating and pa-woll accounts; records relative to in-kind 
contribuiions, campaign travel. campaign materials, Primary Committee credit cards. 
media placcmrnts. public opinion polls. fundraising. event and allocation codes; 
workpapen detailing FEC KpOR preparation and components for the Statement ofNet 
Outstanding Campaign Obligations; copies of all Primary Committee 
conmctdagreemcnts; copies of IRS farms 940 and 94 1; a listing of key personnel, 
including positions and ~sponsibiliiie:~; and. Computerized Magnetic Media for 
disbursements were initially requested in writing during the period 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 Comiission would issue subpoenas for production of the 
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records not only to ary Committee. but also to vendon, banks 01 any other 
persons in possession of relevant matuials. In addition, the Audit MidenGfied  records 
&at, at a minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork could resume. 

In addition, on January 8. 1997. the Audit staffwas instructed that all 
requests for vendor files would be directed DO a designated staffperson and that such 
requests would be limited to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500 
checks (e.g., check n u m b  Io00 - 1499). The Audit staffmet with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15, 1997 in an attempt to reach a workable sohtion as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee counsel was notified that we 
were prepared to recommend subpoenas for all vendor files in ?he event that a reasonable 
solution could not be worked out. On FC~DIUIY 19, 1997, Audit Division representatives 
met with Primary Committee counsel to discuss resuming fieldwork and access eo vendor 
files. A workable solution as to access was reached. 

Audit fieldwork resumed im February 24,1997. However, the Primw 
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit stapfwas informed that 
attorneys had to review all records prior to them k ing  d e  available to the Audit staff. 
In certain instances, the Primary Committee refused to wake records available and in 
other instances, were not initially accurate as to the existence and/or availability of certain 
records requested. For example, the Prinaary Committee r e h e d  to make available bank 
records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and 
paid for media buys on behalf of the Primary Committee (see Finding 1II.A.). Further. 
the Primw Committee refused to make available, without conditions andor restrictions, 
copies of all polls conducted on its behalf. With respect to certain electronic spreadsheets 
for fundraising and/or legal and accounting aliocarions, as well as other computerized 
records. Pnmary Committee represenmtives stated on numerous occasions that such 
records could not or would not be made available in a computerized format. When 
C O J N J J I U J ~ ~  to inquire why these records could not be made awailable in a computerized 
format. &e Audit staff was informed by ithe Primary Committee's accountant that the 
P n m w  Comminee'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 bough February 3.1998, the 
Audit siaff requested 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 ordler to obtain records genedly made available to 
the Audit sraffat the beginning of fieldwork.' 

I Records concerning payments made by the h a r y  Cornmirtn's media vendors on behalf efthe 
Dernocmrrc Narional Committee are not in phis category. 
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pinion of the Audit staff that the del production of records 
by the Primary Commikee resulted in wasing numerous stadfhours which directly 
delayed the completion of the audit fieldwork a miplimu of four month. 

Accordingly, the scope of work performed was limited due to delays 
encountered in obtaining records necessary to perform the audit. Certain findings in the 
Memorandum were supplemented with information obtained from sources other than the 
Primary Committee. 

The Primary Committee a5 part of its response to the Exit Conference 
Memorandum made various comments concerning the Audit staffs discussion of the 
scope of the audit. The Primary comminec asserted that ahis section of the audit report 
provided a distorted and incomplete view of the process, and then provides cenain 
examples of “mischaracterizations” included therein. Further, the Primary Committee 
claimed that “[dlespite its full cooperation with these numerous and often conflicting 
requests, always maintained a cooperative posture during the audit process ‘tfor all 
informorion requesred !hap was reosonably wirhin Ihe scope ofFhe audit. ” (bphasis not 
in original.) 

Various exaxnples and explanations were cited, such as: logistical 
problems inherent with the Primary Committee’s move to new offrses; the auditors’ 
demand for additional office space at that location; that “no existing record in the Primary 
Committee’s possession was refused;” thiat the Audit Division refused all attempts at 
cooperative compromise penaining IO gaining access IO the Primary Committee’s media 
vendor’s records: and that the audirors repeatedly insisted that particular records which 
the Primary Comminee “did not have” in a computerized f o n a t  be created. 

The Audit staff stand5 by the scope limitation and related discussion as 
presented in the Exit Conference Memorandum and this report. The candidate agreed as 
a condition to oblaking matching funds to: furnish all documents related to 
disbursements and receipts. including compujerized information; furnish all 
documentation relating to diskmements made OR the candidate’s behalf by other 
organizations; permit an audit and examination of all receipts and disbursements 
Including those made by the candidate, zuthorised committee or any agent authorized to 
make expenditures on behalf of the canaidate 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 necessw to conduct the audit and exmination. 
The candidate and committee agreements provided for at I 1 CFR 59033.1 were signed in 
October. 1995. 

As detailed above. ccnajn records necessary to the conduct of the audit 
were not made available at the commencement of audit fieldwork in Jaunuary, 1997 and in 
some cases were not made available until subpoenas were issued by the Commission to 
compel production. The Primary Committee is entitled to express its opinion and attempt 
to explain why it feels “[i]t would be utterly inappropriate for such a distorted and one- 
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sided description of 
The Priman Committee's response will be included in the documents available to the 

cess Po be included in the propose Final Audit Report." 

Commission when the audit report is considered in open session. 

Unless specifically discascd below, RO matend non-compliance was 
detected. It should k noted that the C o d s s i o n  may pursue further any of the matters 
discussed in the audit report in an enfoscement action. 

A. RECEIPT OF PROHIBITED (CONTBPIBUTTONS R~ssrern~c FROM 
EXTENSIONS OF CREDIT BY COMMERCIAL VENDORS 

Section 441 b(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 ofice. 

Section 1 16.3(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 
cornittee or another person on behalf ofa  candidate or political committee. An 
extension of credit will nor be considered a contribution to the candidate or politicd 
committee provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary c o m e  ofthe commercia$ 
vendor's business and the terms are subs'mtially 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 Regulaticins 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 committee provided that the credit extended in the 
ordinap course of the corporation's business and the terms arc substantially similar to 
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. 

Section 1 16.3(c) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that 
- 

in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business, the 
Commission will consider: (1 ) whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its ?ast practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the 
commercial vendor received prompt 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 eradr or industry. 

During our review of selccted Primary Committee disbursements, the 
Audit stafT noted that on October 28. 1996, the Primary Committee made three payments 
10 the polling firm of PCM 4 Schoen Associates. Inc. (Penn + Schoen) which included 
reimbursements for travel expenses, totaling 574,970. incurred by Mark Penn. Douglas 
Schoen and Jill Kaufman between May 4, 1995 and June 30,1996. The invoices were 



? 

dated October 28, 1996, and were date stamped as received by the h a r y  Committee 
also on October 28,1996. 

The Primary Committee paid approximately S1.8 million (1 6 payments) to 
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee's main polling h, during the period covered by 
this audit. It appeared that other payments to this vendor were made in a h e l y  m m e r .  
During audit fieldwork the Audit staffwas unable to detcnnine if Pem + Schoen 
followed its established procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of 
credit nor were we able to determine whcthcr the extension of credit conformed to the 
usual and normal practice in the vendor's indusary. The reimbursement policy in Penn + 
Schoen's consulting agreement made no mention as PO time h e s  for the billing and 
payment of travel expenses. According to a Dun + B-t Public Record Search, 
Perm, Schoen + Berland Associates, Inc. (former name: Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc.), 
was incorporated in the state of New York on October 30,1984 and was Still active 29s of 
January 17,1998. 

T h e  Primary Committee provided documentation in the form 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 stated the Controller position was vacant for approximately four months prior 
IO his employment (September 3,1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this 
vacancy, Perm + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr. Joseph stated further that soon after Ms 
employment, he discovered that invoices for travel expenses incured 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 
documenration. The Controller continued by stating that while the position of Controller 
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices to the Primary Committee 
totaling $35.33 1. for travel dating back to May, 1995. however, Penn + 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 
Comminee. Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its 
reimbursement requests. The Controller stated that he rebilled the Primary Committee on 
October 28. 1996 for $57.548 to comply with the Primary Committee's trave1 
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on October 28, 
1996. Mr. Joseph stated that he sent an invoice on October 4, 1996 to the Primary 
Cornminee for the amounts of M2,037 and $16,605 with back-up receipts for Mark 
Penn's and Douglas Schoen's mvel d i h g  back IO January 1. 1995. These invoices were 
revised on October 28, 1995 to comply with the Primary Committee's travel 
reimbursement policies. The Primary Combnine reimbursed Fenn + Schoen far the 
amounts of S30.262 and f14.830 on October 28.1996. 

In the Exit Conference Memorandum (the Memorandum), the Audit sW 
recommended that, the Primary Comrnittee provide additional documentation or any 
other comments to demonstrate that the credit extended ($74,970 in travel expenses 
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incurred) by the vendor was in the nornial course of its business, including statements 
from the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The i d o m t i o n  
provided should include examples o f  other customers or clients of similar size and risk 
for which similar services have been provided and similar billing arrangements have been 
used. Also, infomation concerning billing policies for similar clients and work, advance 
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing cycles should be included. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Prbrmy Committee stated that the 
Commission regulations and advisory opinions do not pmide  a set h e  in which 
payment must be made, but only require that the billings be handled in the vendor's 
normal course of business. It further stated that the documentation confunas that the 
vendor handled its respective billings in the normal and ordinary come of its business in 
accordance with 11 CFR 5 116.3. 

The Primary Committee also submitted another Sidavit  fram Mr. Joseph, 
the current Controller at Penn + Schoen. Mr. Joseph stated that the project manager 
generally oversees 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 credit risk is perceived With respect 
to a panicular client or other special circumstances ex& to w a l ~  bill most nf our 
reimbursable travel expenses at or about the conclusion of a project." (Emphasis not in 
original.) 

Mr. Joseph sated further that an effort was made to advance the billing 
process for travel expenses billed to ClintodGore '96 rather than waiting until at or near 
the conclusion of a project. However, the effon was not successful for the following 
reasons: 

B hlark Penn and Doug Schoen. the projec: managen, traveled at fhat time on B 
continual basis and were extremely busy, it was very difficult for them tr, find €he 
time. given their schedules. to gathertheir expense documentation or to review 
and sign off on expense repom. They were simply too busy performing services 
under the pressure of a campaign IO perform the project manager's travel expense 
billing function in advance of the completion ofthe project. 

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

0 Given the size of the clien: and the project, the billing process. the unders?af-fing 
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. ClintordGore '96 was billed travel reimbursements at or about the 
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conclusion of the project. which, at the time was the same billing method 
customarily applied to other clients similarly situated. 

Thus, according to Mr. Joseph, the billing for travel reimbursements to 
CliitodGore ‘96 was in the ordinary c o m e  of business. 

In the Audit staffs opinion, the affidavit from Mr. Joseph could be 
interpreted that with respect to the Primary Committee, Pcnn + Schoen’s normal billing 
practice for navel expenses would be to bill on a current basis as opposed to at the 
conclusion of the project. He stated “generally OUT normal billing practice, unless a credit 
risk is perceived with respect to a panicular client or other special circumstances exist [is] 
to usually bill most of our reimbursable mvel expenses at or about the conclusion 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 staffturnover, timely billing was not possible. The 
Primary Committee did not submit, as recommended, documentation from Penn -t 
Schoen such as examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which 
similar services have been provided and similar m g e m e n f s  have been used. Such 
documentation is critical in determining if an extension of credit was made in the 
ordinary c o m e  of business. 

In the opinion of the Audit staff. the Primary Committee did not 
demonstrate that the extension of credit by Penn + Schoen conformed to the usual and 
normal practice in its business or in its industry as required by 1 1  CFR 6 116.3. 

As a result. the amount of the contribution made by Penn + Schoen 
remains at S74.970. 

111. FlYDINCS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - REPAYMENT MATTERS 

A. RECEIPT OF Ah’ APPAREhT EXCEWVE CONTRIUIBUTIQN - MEDIA ADS 
P A I D  FOR BY T H E  DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMlTTEE 

Section 44 la (a)(2)(A) of Title 3 of the United States Code states in part 
that no motticandidate political cornminet shall make conmbutions to any candidate an+ 
his authonzed political comminees s i t h  :espect IO any election to Federal office which,. - 
in  the aggregate. exceed 55.000. Section 44la (a)(7)(B) states that expenditures made by 
any person in cooperation. consultation. or concert with. or at the request or suggestion 
of. a candidate. his authorized political comminees. or their agents. shall be considered to 
be a contribution IO 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 winen, graphic. or other form of campaign materials prepared by the 
candidate. his campaign comminees. 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 from other interaction. 

9 
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Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States Code provides that the 
national committee of a political party may make a l d e d  amount of “coordinated pmy 
expenditures“ in connection with the gencral eIection campaign of its Presidential 
candidate tbat an not subject to, and do not count toward the contribution and 
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. $ w l a ( a )  and (b) including the expd i tu rc  limitation 
for publicly-funded candidates. See O h 0  11 CFR 51 10.7(a)(6). A coordinated paxty 
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. §MIa(d)(2) limitations would be subject t~ the 
contribution limitations. 

In determining whether specific communicatiom paid for by partjes were 
coordinated expendims subject to the 2 U.S.C. 8441a(d) liSmitatiom, tole Commission 
has considered whether the communication refers to a “clearly identified can&&!e” and 
contains an “electioneering message’’ in Advisory Opinions (“MI”) 1984-15 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 appesus, a photograph or 
drawing of the candidate ap-; 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 a 
certain candidate or parry. or which would tend to diminish public support for one 
candidate and gamer support for another candidate. Citing AQ 1984-15, the Commission 
also stated in A 0  1985-14 that ”expendims pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 944Wd) may be made 
uithout consultation or coordination with any candidate and may be made before the 
party’s general election candidates are nominated.” 

Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federa! Regulations states. in 
pan. that a contribution includes a giR subscription. loan, advance, or deposit of money 
or an>.thing of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. h w n g  of vdue 
includes all contributions in-kind. 

Section 100.8(a)(l) of Title 1 I 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 purpose of influencing any 
election for federal office. Section 100.8(a)( I)(iv)(A) of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal 
Regulations stales “anything of value“ includes in-kind contribpions. Section 
l03.13(a)( 1 ) and (2 )  of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in- 
kind connibution be reponed 21s both a conaribution and an expenditure. 

Section 44 Sa(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates 
or political committees from knowingly accepting any contribution that violates the 
convibution lirniiations. 

Section 9032.9 of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a 
qualified campaign expense as a purchase, payment, distribution. loan, advance. deposit, 
or gift of money or an-ything of value that is: 
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i e incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or lais or her authorized committee 
from the date the inilividual becomes a candidate through the last day of the 
candidate's eligibility; 

0 made in connection with his or ha campaign for nomination; and, 

0 neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law 
of the United States or of any law of any Sttints in which the expense is 
h e w e d  or paid. 

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

an authorized cormnittee OT any other agent of the candidate ~ O T  the purpose of 
making an expenditure; 

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

e a committee which has k e n  requested by the candidate, by an authorized 
c o d n e e  of the candidate. or by an agent of the 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 Fedenill Regulations provides 
the following rules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both the 
primru?; and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used 
exclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee's 
expenditure limits: any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the 
general election campaign are attributed to the general election limits. ' K e  costs of a 
campaign communication that docs not include a solicitation are atoibuted 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 are attributed 50% to the primary election limits and 
SOSO to the general election limits. Dismbution 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 primary or general 
election is the candidate's date of nomination. 

Section 9035. I@)( 1 ) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations. smes. 
in part, that no candidate or his authorized conuniaees shall knowingly incur 
expenditures in connection with the candidate's campaign for nomination that in the 
aggregate exceed 610,000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §441a(c). 

11 



12 

Section 44la(b) and (6 )  of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject tu expenditure limitations. Section 9033(b)(l) 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 alia, he or she 
and his or her authorized c o m m i t t t ~ ~  will not incur qualified campaign expenses in 
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code 
prohibits candidates or polit id mmmittees &om knowingly making expenditures in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 W.S.C. §@la@). 

BACKGROUND 

During the audit fieldwork. the Audit staPfrequested station documentation for all 
media ads placed on behalf ofthe Primary Committee by its media vendor. Further, the 
Audit staffrequested bank statements. including all enclosures, for all bank accounts 
maintained by the media vendor and used to make 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 h d l e  the Primary Committee's 
activity. although requested would not be provided to the Audit &because the bank 
account used by the media vendor al so 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 C o m i n e e  media buys; s~tion 
documentation for certain media flights was also provided.' 

Based on OUT review of the documentation made available, the Audit staff 
determined that the Priman, Conminee's media vendors were Squier Knapp Ochs 
Communications (SKO) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). Primary Corniffee 
media ads' that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO. Starting in 
May I996 through August 21. 1996. all Primary Committee media ads were placed by 
Nov 5.' Both SRO and Nov 5 maintained zit 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 Primay Committee. According to a 
newspaper article (The Washington Post. Sunday. January 4. 1998. A Section) Robert D. 
Squier, William N. L a p p .  Mark Penn. Doiuglas Schoen and Dick Moms were each a 
p m e r  in Mov 5 .  

-- 
For Title 26 audits of primary and .general election candidates. these records may also be 
cxamlncd at the o f k c s  of the media fm. 

I 

J Media flighrp represen! a penod of tune m which one or more media ads were placed. 

Throughout this Memorandum. "IRunary Cornmitree sd" refers IO an advertisement paid for by 
the Runafy Comminee. If does no1 include ads that may be related IO the primary election but 
were paid for by the DNC either directly or through VMOUS Democratic state pany comminces. 

. 
9 No Runw Comminee media ads were placed dunng the period August 1995 through February 

I996 

12 



13 

Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are partners at §KO, the Primary Committee’s 
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn anti h4r. Schoen arc p a m a  at Penn + Sehoen 
Associates, Inc. (PSA) the Primary Ctrmmittee’s polling fum! Mr. Morris was a media 
c o d t a n t .  

In addition, the Audit staffnoted instances where canceled checks issued by 
SKOMov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
C O W S T A T E  PAR’IY.” Station documentation (also known as station affidavits) 
issued by the broadcast station contained information such as the date, time, name or 
other reference to an ad aired, amount charged for air time, and the television station that 
aired an ad, as well as a section that contained the m e  of the advertiser and product. In 
many instances, the adverhdproduct section contained references such as “democratic 
national committee”, “dncklinton 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 Prirnary Committee and all deposit ticketdslips and 
credit advises associated with the deposit of Primary Cornittee funds into any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.’ 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary 
Comminee. 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 P r i m w  Committee transactions were also d e  available. 
However. the bank statements contairked redactions. 

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission 
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of \hiashington 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 §KO and Nov 5 .  
The period covered was April 1995 through December 3 I ,  1996. The National Capital 
Bank of Washmgmn (the Bad) submined bank statemenu, and all enclosures which 
could be retrieved from the Bank’s records systems for the accounts requested. 

. It appears &at &e resulrs of polls. advenismg tests and mall tcsu were used to develop media a&, 

Media reconciliations were prepared by the media firm 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. ne: due to stations, commission charged, amount due from client 
and amount received from client. 

13 
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On January 16, and 301,1998, The Commission issued additional subpoenas to 
SKO and Nov 5 in order to ohtain additional media documentation including media 
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain bank records, W S  tapes, and station 
documentation for all advcrtimnents paid h m  the §KO and NQV 5 accorants by or on 
behalf of the DNC or any state or local parry committee, or was associated in any way 
with the DNC or any sate  or local patty committee. The period covered was April 1 
1995 through August 28.1996. 

The Audit staffreviewred all documentation provided by the PrimsVy Cornmince 
and all documentation received as a result of the above subpoenas. Ow =View found that 
during the period June 1995 through August 28,1996, media ads were placed by SKO 
andlor Nov 5, the cost of which was funded directly or indirrctly by the Democratic 
National Committee (the DNC).' The cost of the DNC media a& was $42,373,336.9 
During the Same period Primary Cornminee media ads were placed by SKQ and/or NOV 
5, the cost of which ($1 1.731.101) was funded by the P m  Committee. 

Our review also found that the DNC wired funds directly to §KO and/or Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC reports disbursements of funds 
directly to state parry committees; once received the state party committees wired fwds 
to either SKO's or Nov 5's bank accounts. In h e  case of one state party cornminee. the 
Ptnnsylvama Democratic Committee, it was noted that in excess of $4,000,000 was 
wired to identified accounts maintaincd by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with 
SKO's and Nov 5's bank statements identified the fmds as wire transfers originating 
from CoreStates Bank These credit irdvlces contained the following notation 
"CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORGeCOMMERCIAL LOAN 
HARRISBURG HARRlSBURG FlS ORG #0101 PA OO".'' 

BLACEWEYT OF PRIMARY C c w m w ~  AND DMC ADS BY SKO AND Nov5 

T h c  chart below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations 
relative IO the placement of Prim- Commiaee ads and DNC ads" undertaken by SKO 

I Audit work performed IO prepare bis Memorandum did no1 include an examination of the D?-dC's 
or s u i c  panics' ban). or other menial  financial records Disclosure reports (DNCISBte p w  
commmeer) filed with the FEC w a r  reviewed. 

This figure represents the amount due io broadcast rations relative to F& placed m d  aired. 

On February 28. 1998. the Commirsion issued a subpoena to CopcStates Bank in order to obtain 
any and all documenlation associated with h e  apparent commerciai ioan. To date a satisfactory 
response has not been received Relimmary rcsponses received appear to indicate that the source 
of hrnds wved to SXO and Nov 5 was not, in whole or par& from Fhe proceeds o f a  commercial 
loan issued by CorcStates Ban), Cunenilp. an affidavit has been sent to Corestates Bank seeking 
confirmation of issues addressed WI the subpoena. 

Throughout tha Memorandum. "D'NC ad" refers KO any advertisement paid for by h e  DNC either 
directly or through various Lkmoc:miic state pany comminees. 

. 
I 0  

I I  
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andlor Nov 5. This information ws obtained 
SKO andlor Nov 5. 

media reconciliations pzpared by 

06/27/95 - 
07Q4195 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

05104196 - 
0 9 3  1/96 

07109!96 - 
08.2 1196 

Toral 

03/07/96 - 
03/27/96 

2,487,795 

05/04/96 - 
05BV96 

3,293,351 

T 42.373.336 

Initially. during the period June 17,1995 through July 24.1995 only Primary 
Committee ads were aired. During 'he  period August 16,1995 through March 5.1996 no 
Primary Committee ads aired; however. nearly SIS.7 million was spent by the DNC :a 
broadcast DNC ads. The next period. March 7. I996 thmugh March 27,1996, both 
Priman. Cornminee and DNC ad5 were aired. These panerns continued through August 
21.1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22,1996 to August 28, 
1996 (the Candidate's date of ineligibility). 

19 ATTA 
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To recap, fvst only Primary Committee ads were run (6l27195 - 7/24/95). then 
only DNC ads (8116195 - 3/5/96), followed by both Primary dommitttx and DNC ads run 
(318196 - 8/21/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed after August 21, 
1996; however, during the period August 21.1996 through August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC &, totaled S1,944,25i! (excluding co&sions). It should be noted that 
the DNC reported the cost o f  DNC acds which aired August 15,1996 through Augrnst 28, 
1996 as expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d). 

As can be easily identified, two distinct patterns exist. They are: 1) vriods 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 Primary Committee ads were 
aired. 

EVIDENCE OF CQORD1NATlCE 

The items discussed below indicate coordination and cost sharing between the 
Primary Commjaee and the DNC. As of the close of audit fieldwork, documentation 
with respect to allocations of costs between the Primary Committee and the QNC had not 
been reviewed. 

Shared Production Exwnses 

On May 8, 1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10.605.96 for 
production expenses related to a shoot in Iowa (2/10/96 - 211 1/96), dubbingkhipphg 
costs and film shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice was B breakdown of 
expenses which totaled 421.21 1.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the 
Primary Committee and the DNC. ’ h e  Primary Committee paid §KO 610,605.96 toward 
these expenses. Information was not available with which to verify the DNC’s payment. 
On the same date. SKO invoiced the Prirnaq Committee $10.605.68 for expenses 
associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White House for Video - ‘ lowmew 
Hampshire’.” Supporting documentation focal1 related subcontract expenses was 
annotated with the DNC’s accoum code. The Primary Committee paid SKO 510,605.68 
on May 31. 1996 

In anothe. instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced 
S3.076.90 for expenses related to W-roll shoot (V-9196 - 3120196). Attached to the 
invoice was a breakdown of expenses. which totaled 446,153.80. These expenses were 
allocated equally between h e  Prim,q Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee 
paid SKO $23,076.90. Infonnation was not available with which to verify the DNC’s 
payment. 

Finally. on September 16. 1996. SKO invoiced the Primary Committee 
SI 5.829.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled “Nobody”. Supporhg 
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbindsatellite charges totaling $1.215. Of the 5 detailed c h g e s  noted on this invoice. 

16 
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three charges, totalkg $984, were ainotated C/G and two char&, totaling 623 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 sates *‘ ‘Nobody’ and ’Them’ / 75 
VHS and 23 BCSPRMike McMiIlen.” The words ‘Wobdy” and “lhem” w m  annotated 
C/G and DNC respectively. 

As discussed k l o w  under Tk W 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. 

Of the remaining la SKO invoices issued to the Brimrsry Committee and 
associated with production expense:$, all but two contained annotations indicating DNC 
related charges. 

PLACEMENT OF ADS 

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

During t he  period May 25. B 996 to May 3 1,1996, Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary 
Committee placed ads totaling $1.101.062. During the m e  period. Nov 5 on behalf of 
the DNC placed ads totaling $563.353. The DNC ads and the Primary Committee a& 
were placed with the same 1 12 broadcast statiom. With respect to ads placed With I09 
(of the 1 1-3) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf of the DNC or 
the P r i m q  Committee were in the same amount. For example, during this period, Nov 5 
placed ads at the broadcast station ‘WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 2146 in the 
amount of S 15.855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This check was 
annotated “dnc/state party comince”. In addition. Mov 5 issued check number 2431 in 
the amoun~ of 513.855 to the m e  station on behalfofthe Primary Committee for ads 
placed. However. it should be noted that the media reconciliation for this period 
indicated that only 573.049 in ads ‘were placed on behalfof the DNC. In response to QUF 
inquiry. a representative of Nov 5 :stated, “[tJhe media buy was scaled back considerably 
afier the checks were sent to the sutions. The stations kept the money and applied the 
surplus to the next media buy placicd by the DNC. The actual amounts are reflected in the 
media reconciliations previously provided IO you.” 

Even though the DNC’s media flight “wi~s scaled back considerably” the initial 
placement of the ads indicates coordination with ads placed on behalf of the Primary 
Committee. 

Near tke end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appears supcrisnposed on the video portion, for the 
DNC ad he payer IS *e DNC or a SMIC pan). organuaeron. for Ihc Rimsry Cornminee ad. Ihc 
payer IS the Runary Commtncc. 

I 2  
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Furthermore. for other DNC media flights and olsunittee media flights 
both covering the same tlme period, Primary Cornittee and DNC ads were placed at the 
same stations, however, the amounls charged by the stations w m  not exactly the same 
with respect to BNC ads versus Primary Cornminee ads as placed. 

involves a standard form memorandum for authorization of production and air time 
purchased. One section of this mernomdum states "The COS will be allocated 
a 
"attorneys to determine." The following individuals were named recipients of this 
memorandum: Peter Knight (Primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter 
(Primary Committee - Chief Operating OficerlDeputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes 
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), B.J. Thornberry (DNC Chief offstaff). Bill 
h p p  (Media Comultant, SKQ/Nov 5) ,  Jeff King @NC Finance Division), Doug 
Sosnik (White House Political Affairs Director). Brad MmhaII (DNC ChiefFinancial 
Oficer), L p  Utrecht (Primary Coimittee 's General Counsel) and loan Pollin 
(Treasurer - Primary Committee). 

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and the QNC 

YO for the DNC and % for ClintodGore '96." The nexl line states 

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

Tobacco " 

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 - 5617,000 - 719 - 7/16 

With respect to allocation, the memorandum states "attorneys to detennine". 

Kov 5 placed Primary Conunittee ads totaling $468.682 (First Time) and 
5915.627 (Hold) during the period July 9,1996 through July 16, 1996 and July 11,1996 
through July 18. 1996 respec~ively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling $457.030 during the 
period July 10.1996 through July 16. 1996. The Primary Committee ad "First Time" 
addressed children trying smohnp for !he fim time. The DNC ad "Enough" included, 
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 PO children and his position that "cigarettes aren't necessarily 
addictive" and presents 10 the viewer a choice "Bob Dole or President Clinton who's 
really protecting our children?' The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video 
portion is very similar to DNC ads "Another" and "~ncreased" which also ran in late June 

~ 

The Audit staff did not recelve a ropy of an sd(s) entitled "tobacco" in VHS format. I J  
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and early July, 1996) contrasts President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the areas of 
immigratio&-crime. and school anti-drug programs to stated poshions attributed to 
republicans or DoldGingrich such as opposing the protection 0fU.S. workers firom 
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of‘We Dale Gingrich 
budget” such as to repeal approved fimding for 100,000 new police and to authorize less 
funding for school anti-drug programs. The DNC ad concludes with “only President 
Ch~Fon’s pjan protects ourjobs our values.” 

The Prirmy ad mentioned Bob Dole and his views which arc contrasted to 
President Clinton‘s - the DNC ad mentioned the Dole Gingrich budget and Dole Gingrich 
attempts to cut funding to programs endorsed by President CIinton. 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 OUT 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 coordina.tion is contained in an authorization memorandum 
from Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter Knight, B.J. 
Thornberry, Brad Marshall, Ted Caner, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Uwcht and Joe Sandier 
(General Counsel of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ichs.  This memorandum 
relates, in pan, “Harold has authorizd payment of the following SquierKnapplOchd 
invoices with ccmsponding authorization fomis. Authorization is to pay only casts 
which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel policies.”” The 
memorandum listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with respect 
IO the DNC and the Primary Committee. 

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polls conducted on behalf 
of the DNC and the Prim? Commiirtee, Ma& Penn, as president of PSA, stated in an 
affidavi! hat 

“beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented 
polling resulu 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 anendance at these meetings.” 

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

The Regulations. at 11 CFR 106.4 - Allocation of Polling Expnser - provides for the sharing of 
poll results and allocation of corn related thereto. The cost of all Primary Committee and DNC 
(prmary) polls totaled 53,183216. The cost allocated to the himary Committee was $1,732,752 
(54%) while the DNC share totalerf X I  ,450,464 (46%). The Audit staff viewed this allocation of 
costs as reasonable. 
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Mr. Penn also States he presented polling pesults to Senator Chris Dodd and 
Donald Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC, at separate briefings. 

In response to our inquiry, Joseph E. Smdlct, C iend  Counsel of the DNC, in a 
letter, dated April8,1998, to Lgr~l Utrrcht, General Counsel of the Primary C o m d t c e  
stated, in part: 

“this will respond to your rcque~a for i d o m t i o n  a b u t  the 
distribution of infomation horn polls conducted by Penn, Schoen L 
Berland (formerly known as Pem & Schoen)jointly for the Democratic 
National Committee (“DNC‘’) and either ClintodGore ‘96 Primary 
Committee or ClintodGore ‘96 G e n d  Committee, the costs of polls 
have been shared by the DNC and one of the ClintodGore committees. 

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was 
to determine the Democratic Party’s message and political strategy for 
purposes both of creating Party communications. including Parpy- 
sponsored media and Party-created campaign materials, and of developing 
message and suategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic 

Parties, with assismce and partial funding by the DNC, on behalf of the 
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 general election. 

1 am advised that.. to these ends: 

(1  ) A11 poll results were made available in full to the DNC’s media 
consultants (Squier/IO>app/Ochs, Message Advisors, SheinkopP& 
Associates and Mariw Pencmer. and November 5 Group) who created 
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party 
comminees, advertisirig 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. KO!. 5 and the Primary Committee existed with respect to the development and 
placement of both Primary Cornminee and DNC media ads. 

THE TV ADS 

The information discussed atmve was gleaned from our review of bank records, 
media night reconciliations for time buys (prepared by SKO or Nov 5). affidavits and 
invoices issued by the broadcast stations. internal documents prepared by the Primary 
Comminee related to the planning arid purchase of TV air time. production invoices and 
related documents. most of which wcre obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the 
Commission to SKO and NOV 5 a n d  their bank, and the Primary Committee. Also 
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to contain all ads placed ~t run on 
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behalf of the Primary Committee or the General Committee; video sipes represented to 
contain all ads paid for or sun on behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee. 
or associated in any way with the DNC or any state or locdpm committee and related 
to any transactions in two bank accounts used by SKO and NOV 5 for the M o d  April 1, 
1995 through November 5,1996. In rc:tponsc to these subpoenas the Audit staff received 
a total of 13 video cassettes containing 13 Primary Cormnittee ads, 53 General 
Committee ads, and 812 DNC ads." 

As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Primary Committee concrming the production and placement of television 
ads during the period from April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report ofthe 
Committee on Govenunental AABirs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate 
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives from 
the White House. the DNC, and ClintordGore would meet at the W e e  House 
approximately 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 used to pay 
for ads during the primary campaign period." According to testimony provided by 
Richard Moms, the General Counsel ofthe DNC and the Geneml Counsel of the Primary 
Comminee "laid down the rules of whai advenisements-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 
advenis~ng."'~ Finally. Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Report - a memo for the President, Vice 
President. Panem Ickes. Liebennan. Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February 
22 .  1996. sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and " C G  media 
buys from February 1996 through May 28. 1996. In summarizing the amounts for DNC 
and CG buys, this language is included 

"8. Tou1 Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil. 

1. Unless Alexander i s  nominated and we cannot use DNC money 
to amck him. 

1. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money media 
before May :!8 since we can attack Dole with DNC money 

-. -. 

In the case of the DNC ads. there appeared to be 59 ads which were lhen duplicated for use by 
various state parry organizations The content of the ads is identical except for the 2 U.S.C. 
44ld(a)(3) statement (e.g, paid for b:b the Ohio Democratic Party). 

Senate Rcpon at page 116. citing Morris deposition. p. 124. 

Accordlng to media records. the DNC ads fmt ran Lxwccn 8/18/95-8131/95. 

Morris deposition. pp. I 17- I8 as cited ln the Senate Repon. 
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9. Total DNC money now through May 28,315,733,000" 
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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 though 513 1/96 was SI .72 million. 

Notwithstanding the excerpts fram the Senate Report cited above, the evidence 
developed during audit fieldwork, in the Audit s-taffs opiniob demonstrates that 
coordination 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 fums' 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 a& appeared to convey electioneering messages. 

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 DNC ads found that 
the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is refemd 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. 

SAME AUDIO AND SAME VlDEO AS PRIMARY COlMMIlTEE A D S  

In the case of three separate DNC ads which ran during the penod 8-15-96 
through 8-28-96. the audio and video content of the DNC ads are exact facsimiles2' of 
three separate Primar). Committee 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 
e 1. The DNC paid nearly S2. I million to run these ads (plus one additional - Risky. 
discussed below) during h e  period begrnning two weeks prior to the candidate's 
nominalion at the conveniion. In August, 1996. the Primary Committee using its ads 
wth the same content as the DNC's. paid S4.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads 

Two pairs of ads (PI 1" REAL TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLE/GRVGNCH 
DNC 128-30; PI 2 NQBODY CG 14-30 %D796 THEM DNCl229-30) raise the questics 
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences "if it were Bob Dole 
sitting here [in the Oval Office]." The last pair (PI3 BACK CG09-30 & 0794 SCHEME 
DNCi227-30) conveys to the viewer -"president Clinton meeiing our challenges bob dole 
gambling with our future." In the Audit sra f fs  opinion. all of the above ads contain an 

hear the end of each ad a "PAID FOR BY .._" appears superimposed on the video portion. for the 
DNC ads the payer is identified z the DNC or a sate party organization. for the Pairnary 
Cornmince ads. the payer is identified as the &unary C O ~ I R ~ .  

This identifier was assigned by the Audit staRto denote a Primary Comminee ad (c.g.. PI bough 
P13); sunilarly to denote a DNC ad. hi: Audit staff assigned identifiers DI through DBI2. 

n 
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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. 

.. .. 
ii . ... . -. . .  
L-1 

The cost of these DNC ads was reponed by the DNC as an expendim made 
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) on behalf of the Candidate’s gened  election campaign. 

CLlNTON’S POSITIONS VS DOLE‘S POSITIONS 

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads which aired during 1996 in which the 
candidate’s position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfare, 
children, the economy is j m p o s e d  to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (sn 
Exhibit #2 for 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 it’s 
time IO 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, womenswned companies, job training and interest rates and 
points out that under “the Dole GOP bill” and “a Dole mendment” these areas of the 
economy would suffer. This scenario is then con-ed with infomation on “’today[’s]” 
economy - record construction jobs. lower morxgage 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 wbch would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on 
taxes and the purported effeci of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/96 through 8/28/96 in flights 
where the air time charges totaled nearly 54 million (Economy $2.0 million; &sky $1.94 
million in same flight sith Them mentioned above). 

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

CLT?CTON’S POSlTlONS VS “DOLE GMGRICH” POSITIONS 

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff invo!ved 12 ads in which 
the President’s record and/or positions are compared to the record andor positions or 
proposals represented as associated wth “the Dole Gingrich budget plan.” “Dole 
Gingrich atlack ad.” and “Dole and Cinprich” voting record or proposals. These ads, the 
text of which is at Exhibit #3, poruay the President’s stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare. education, wxes, environment, budget. and ~mmigration compared to 
the anempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to 
Dole Gingrich. These ads m in flights which aired during the period bom 4/12/96 
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through 7-19-96 (0 Table also ran during 1/18/9&20/9 placement cost for 
flights totaled $1 8 million. Although Dole is “coupled” with GhgricA h these ads, 
during this time period Dole was the ‘presumpu’ve nominee.” The message conveyed to 
the viewer is a choice between the President and his policies and Dole. 

Lj’ , .- . .. 
i 7.. . .. 
I ? ’  
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CLINTON’S POSITIONS VS “ THE REPUBLICANS’ ” POSITIONS 

During the primary period mainly h m  811 6/95 to 1R4/96,U 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 ads was $13.35 million. 
Against these positions. the stated positions, gods, and conseqilences of various 
proposals tied to “republicans in Congress”, the republican budget, or just “republicans” 
an 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 Dream. 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 refom. and the President’s 
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (see Exhibit #5). ’Ihree of the four 
DNC ads ran in flights during the period 2/13/96 through 3/27/96; &e DNC ad, entitled 
Dreams rn 611 2/96 through 611 91/96. President Clinton is featured at least h c e  in the 
video ponion 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. 

I t  appeared. based on information analyzed as of the close of audit fieldwork, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Primary Comminee 
ads. Furrher. the DNC ad campaign was developed. implemented. and coordinated With 
the Primary Comminee. Finally. ir is the opinion of the Audit staffthat the cost ofthe 
DNC ad campaign. calculared at 246.580.358 (placement costs of $42,373,336, 
commissions of S4.173.339 and identified production costs of $33,683) using records 
currently available. should be viewed as an in-kind contribution to the Primary 
Comminee. 

The topic of the cos1 of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind contributions to the 
Primary Comminee was discussed briefly at the conference held at the close of audit . - 
fieldwork. The General Counsel ofthe Primary Committee stated that the Commission’s 
regulations and advisory opinions. and COW 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 limi~adon. 

U Two DNC ads. entitled Help and Stop. IM bcrwcen 329196 and 5 0  1196. 
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In the Mern~mdum,  the Audit staffmommended &at the Primary Committee 
demonstrate that the media pro- described above did not constitute an in-kind 
contribution fkom the DNC to the Primary Committee. The demonmation should have 
included evidence that the DNC media program was not coordinated with the Primary 
Committee and that the ads aired did not contain an electioneering message. 

In response to the Memomndum, the Primary Committee stated “[tlhe Democratic 
National Committee and numerous Democratic staw party committees 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 OP 
NovS on behalf of the DNC. Our review did not reveal any p a p e ~ t ~  made by state party 
committees relative to the cost of producing the ads in question. Even though numerous 
state party committees wired funds to the Primary Committee’s media firms, the cost of 
air time to broadcast the ads was, in dacs funded by the DNC. The DNC wired funds 
from its federal and non-federal accounts to state party c o d t t e e s  and provided the 
following wire transfer instructions: 

“The DNC has sent two wires to your accounts which ape noted above. In 
accordance with normal allocations procedures for adminisuativdgeneric expenses, you 
should transfer the amount of money sent to you non-federal account to your federal 
account. You should then send one wire from vow Federal account to the media firm 
listed below in the amount of the total funds sent to you. 

Please send one wire to Squire Kaaapp Ochs per the information listed below: 

Bank Name: National. Capitol Bank, 316 Pennsylvania Ave., S.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20003 

Account Kame: 

Bank Account Number: 

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

ABA Routing Number: 054 000 056 

*** This transfer needs to be done A.S.A.P. Please call Maureen Carde at 
202-479-5135 PO confirm that this wire has been made,  complete tbe attached Porn, 
and fax it to Maureen at 202-479-5135. Thank you for your help.***” Fmphasis in 
original] 

The appropriateness of this type of funding by the DNC though the various state 
party committees is beyond the scope of this report. 

The response further stated that the Memorandum cited certain alleged 
occurrences as evidence of coordination between the DNC and the Primary Committee. 

25 
ATTA 
Page 



26 

The Primaqr Committee did not +Ute that the ads were coordinated, but objected to b e  
“Audit Division’s inaccurate and misleading discussion ofthe facts pertaining to the ads, 
and, in some instances (although &levant) disagrees that the facts cited show 
coordination.” The Primary Committee deemed this evidence of coordination as totally 
irrelevant and riddled with factual emors. 

The Primary Committee objected to the Audit staffs use of invoices that 
indicated production cost was shared between the DNC and the P h a r y  Committee. It 
stated “in only one of the three 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 wrong. According to [the] Audit staff, a September 16,1996 SKO invoice 
apparently relates to the ads ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them.’ The Audit Division states that the 
Primary Committee and the DNC each paid for a portion ofthis 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 was only one ad, a 441a(d) ad aired 
by the DNC , so the facts are not accurate as seated by the Audit Division.” 

As another example of “inaccurate and misleading discussion”, the Primary 
Committee objected to comparisons made with respect to DNC and Primary Committee 
media buys during the period May 25 through May 3 I ,  1996, as well BS comparisons 
made with respect to other media buys that occurred during similar flights. Even though 
the Primary 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 P r i m q  comminee paid over S 1.1 million to broadcast ads 
while the DNC paid only $73.049. The disparity in the amounts purchased by each entity 
is so large that i t  is impossible to make any comparisons about similar pattern in the 
placement of ads based on these facts.“ 

Ki th  respect to all other media flights on all other dates, the Primary Committee 
stated. 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 smions were 
nor exactly the same. Despite the fact that this statement related to millions of dollars in 
ads. no documentation or specific facts were p r i d e d  to support the conclusion. 

The rema:Tder of the Primary Cornminee’s response with respect 10 “iXMCCuPate 
and misleading discussion” coveted ( 1 ) the standard form used by ClhonlGore ’96 m d  
the DNC for authorization of production and time buys, ( 2 )  a July 3. 1996 authoization 
memorandum from Harold lckcs and Doug SosNk refemng to two alleged buys, (3) an 
authorization memorandum to Pnmary comminee and DNC smindicating the Harold 
lckcs had authorized payment of cenain SKO invoices, (4) statements made by a Primary 
Comminee and Democratic Pany 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 I996 campaign. 
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Even thouph the invoice urdicared the ad was aired on 8/22/96. the sration is listed on the media 
reconciliation made available for ads ared 8/15/96 through 8/21/96 

1) 

of the Audit staff that the facts urese in the Memorandum 
were presented f h y  and demonstrated that coordination occurred between the Primary 
Committee, the White House, and the DNC. 

With respect to the Primary Committee’s ad entitled “Nobody”, phis ad, according 
to docmentation made available by the Primary Committee apld its medh dim did in fact 
run. Station documentation, some of which was notarized and/or signed by a s t a ~ o n  
representative, contained language to the effect “we wamnt that the actual broadcast 
information on this invoice was taken from our records.” During the period August 15, 
1996 through August 21,1996, the ad “Nobody” aired. For example, documentation 
reviewed for television station KNSD @os Angeles, CA), indicated ,that an ad coded 
CG1430 aired August 20“ and August 21&. Code CG1430 was the product/film number 
assigned to the ad “Nobody.” The: cost of this ad was $4575. The cost of all ads aired on 
this station during this period, including “Nobody”, totaled $13,451.25. The invoice 
contained no reconciling items which, if present, would have indicated hat an ad(s) did 
not air. Primary Committee funds were apparently used to pay this station and tbe station 
was lined on the media reconciliation for Primary Committee ads placed during the 
period. 

The Audit staff did not copy all station invoices for this flight (August 15, 1896 
through August 21, 1996), however, invoices copied indicated the ad ‘Nobody” also 
aired at television stations KOAA - CO (8120 - 8/21), WCPX - FL (8/21), KOMU - MO 
(8/19thro~gh8Rl). W C - O H  (8~0-8/21).KDRV-OR(8RQ-8/21).WPVI-PA 
(8120). WUXP - TN (8DO - 8121). NTVC - RJ (8119 - 8/21), WKOW - W (8120 - 8/21), 
W Q  - WA (8119 - 8/22)” and WRAL - NC (8/20 - 8/21). 

The Prim- Comminee‘s assertion that the ad Nobody never aired is puzzling at 
best. given the documentation an the Primary Comminee’s records. 

The discussion in the Memorandum concerning media ads placed by both the 
DNC and the Primaq Committee during the period May 25.1996 through May 31,1996 
was factually correct. Even though approximately $500.000 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 amouni during the same period as Primary 
Committee ads can be and should be used as a basis to conclud?-coordination existed 
berween the DNC and the Prim- Cornminee. 

As previously stated. during that period Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary 
Committee placed ads totaling 11.101.062. During the same period, Nov 5 on behalf of 
the DNC placed ads totaling SS63.253. DNC ads and Primary Committee ads were 
placed with the same 112 broadcaqt stations. With respect to ads placed with 109 (of the 
I I) stations, the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf ofthe DNC or the 
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Primary Committet were in the same amolmt. The Memorandum also noted that the 
media reconciliation prepared by Nov 5 for this period indicated that o d y  373.049 in ads 
were actually placed [actually aimdl on behalf of the DNC. 

The import of this example, which was not refuted or even addressed by the 
Primary Committee in its response, was arid still is -the DNC and P h a r y  Committee 
media flights as originally planned, if aired would Rave resulted in primary ads and DNC 
ads being aired by the same stations during the same time pcriods 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 fl i:ght was "'scaled back" nearly $500,000 or 87% 
of the planned amount. 

With respect 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 sation documentation as reviewed by the Audit M. Further. during 
the response period provided in the Memarandum, the Primary Committee requested and 
received copies of certain workpapers in suppoit of statementslfacts contained in the 
Memorandum. At no time did the Primary Committee request workpapers concerning 
DNC and Primary Committee ads aired dllring similar periods of time but not always for 
the same amounts. 

The Memorandum contained information noted in a Report ofthe United States 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. The Memorandum cited certain stgtements 
by Richard Moms. The Primary Committee objected to the inclusion of infomation 
from a memorandum, apparently dated February 22. 1996, which stated, in paps if Dole is 
nominated. we need no additional CG momney for media before May 211 since we can 
attack Dole with DNC money. The Primary Committee stated: 'the Audit Division 
misunderstood the point of Mr. Moms' statement. which was that issue ads had to 
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 demonstrates how 
forcefully and precisely the DNC and ClintodGore '96 communicated the rules on issue 
advenising to those preparing the ads. Indeed. it is astonishing that the Audit Division 
would reach an incorrect interpretation of Mr. Moms' memo when his sworn testimony 
on the issue is available." 

The Primary Committee misinterpreted the point of Mr. Morris' statement. 
According 10 Ihe testimony. Mr. Moms' statement referred to his understanding of the so 
called issue ad cutoff date. Mr. Morris sated "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 position with Dole's position straight through the 28"' 
of May. which was the Memorial Day cut-off that Sandler and Utrecht had decreed." 

Apparently. the so called May 28'. 1996 cut-off date was set by Mr. Sandler and 
Ms. Uuecht. in response to the question "[alre you aware that timing is a key factor in 
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FEC determination of express advocac!r." Mr. Morris answered, "[yles. We were 
informed (of) that by §idler  and by Utrecht. and that is why they 
Memorial Day as being the last day on which we could m issuc--on which we could run 
DNC ads." In this deposition, Mr. Mol+is related that the Memorial Day cutoff date was 
extended because the RNC continued to run its issue ads. 

the deadline of 

The inclusion of this informaticon was mexly to huther substantiate the level of 
coordination that existed between the DNC. Primary Cornittee and the white House. 

Moreover, language contained !UI a piece of correspondence obtained by the Audit 
staff subsequent to the issuance of the iMemorandum seems to provide some insight to the 
DNC's "issue ad" activity. The language below is excerpted horn a "AEMORAATDUM 
FOR HAROLD ICKES" from Joe Sandler discussing the Colorado Republican case then 
before the U.S. Supreme Court. The niemorandum was dated February 8, 1996, 
approximately two weeks prior to the ripparent date (Febtuary 22, 1996) of the 
aforementioned Morris memorandum. 

"The FEC has adopted P vague and fuey test for determining 
when a party communication or activity counts against these 
limits: it couits if it corncains ani 'electioneering' 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 towards the limit 
on expenditures for CIEntodGore)." 

I t  should be noted that the DNC ads continued to run through August 7, 1996. 
The cost of DNC ads aired during the period August 15,1996 through August 28,1996 
were reported by the DNC as being rnade on behalf of President Clinton's general 
election campaign pursuant to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d). 

Wirh respect 10 the remainder of the Primary Committee's assertions concerning 
the use of standard forms. memoranda authorizing media buys, statements made by 
DNCPrimary Committee polling corrsultant and statements made by the DNC's general 
counsel. again. the Audit staff merely introduced cemin documefits made available 
during fieldwork as evidence of coordination between the DNC. the Primary Committec 
and the White House as they related 110 the DNC ads and the Primary Commigee ads. 

According to the P r i m q  Committee "issue ads" were timed to avoid airing in 
proximity to the 1996 election; no DNC "issue ads" were run after early August 1996; no 
"issue ads'' were broadcast during the entire general election period; and, it was the DNC 
stated policy to not broadcast any %sue ads" in a state within t!!ny days of that state's 
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primary election jn to ensure that the ad could never be c ed to have any 
connection whatsoever with an election?‘ 

Finally, the Primary Committee stated the Memorandum presented a flawed 
analysis ofthe DNC “issue advocacy ads’’ and concluded they were either coordinated 
with the Primary Committee or “imbued” with an electioneering message. It was &e 
himary Cornminee’s opinion that the position taken by the Audit Division that the DNC 
“issue ads” contained electioneering messages simply m o t  be supported either as a 
matter of fact or law. In support of iirs opinion, the Primary Committee questioned the 
Audit staffs analysis with respect to DNC ads that contained the same audio and Same 
video as Primary Committee ads; ads that compared Clinton’s psipions vs. Dole’s 
positions and Clinton’s positions vs. Dole Gingrich positions; and, Clinton’s positions vs. 
The Republicans positions. 

Same Audio and Same Video as Primary Comminct Ads 

The Primary Committee stated the Audit staffcorrectly observed that in the case 
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 were exact facsimiles of three 
separate Primary Committee ads and nearly identical PO a fourth DNC ad which ran 
during the period August 2.1996 through August 2 1,1996. With respect to the 4 DNC 
ads. the Primary Committee stated “[wlhether an electioneering message is present, 
however, is irrelevant because the expenditures for each afthose 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 
\i hen that ad is charged to the 44 I a(d) limit.” 

Finally. the P r i m q  Committee smed rather ironically that “[wlhat is particularly 
troubling about 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‘-.asting ofthe DNC 
issue ads . ..There is no excuse for the error because contrary evidence was for all intents 
and purposes swing the auditors in1 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 left-hand comer. It is inexcu.sable that the appearance of that phrase on every 
single media reconciliation for the period in question did not trigger even a question in 
h e  auditors‘ minds that the broadcasts could have reflected 44la(d) expenditures.” 

I. In a foomote. the h a p  Cornnilnee stated “while this 30-day pn-primary rule was observed for 
vtrntally all of the ads. in a few lnsmces ads wen run withln thiny day5 ol‘a primary, generally 
when lhesc stations failed to pull them as requested.” 
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The Primary Committee appears to concede that the DNC ads i r e d  durirmg the 
period August 2,1996 through August 28,1996 containred eledoneering messages and 
mention d a  clearly identified candidate(s). It should be noted that Nov 5 media 
reconciliations for the DNC ads were not provided to the Audit staff until L e  firaal days 
of the audit fieldwork and not all the reconciliations in question (8/15/96 through 
8/28/96) were annotated with the phrase “44 1 Money.” Rcpotts filed by the DNC did 
disclose expenditures to Nov 5 for media placed on behalf of President Clinton pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. $441a(d) in the amount of S2,394,4Og. According to the media 
reconciliations, the funds were used to pay for ads placed and aired prior to the 
Candidate’s date of nomination (8/28/96) in the amount of $2,234,812 (including 
commissions). 

Since the above expenditures paid for ads aired prior to the Candidate’s date of 
nomination, the Audit mff does not consider the expenditures made pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 
$44 1 a(d). The fact that the DNC xported them as 44la(d) expenditures is not 
controlling. In the Audit staffs opinion the “bright line” regulations at 11 CFR 
$9034.4(e) apply because in-kind conmbutions are also expendims by the recipient 
candidate. The “bright line” rules apply consistently to dl Campaign expenditures, 
including in-kind contributions paid for by a national party cornminee. The general 
“bright line” rule is that goods and services used exclusively for the primary or general 
elecrion campaign are allocable to that election. Otherwise, expenditures for media and 
other communications used for both the primary and general elections are amibured 
between the primary and general elections based upon whether the date ofbroadcasts or 
publication is before or after the date of nomination (1 1 CFR $9034.4(~)(6)). 
Funhermore. this approach voids the possibility of having expendims for identical 
media ads on behalf of the Candidate. broadcast prior to the date of nomination, treated as 
p n m q  and general election expenditures depending on whether the Primary Committee 
or DNC paid for them. As noted at Exhibit 1, DNC ads entitled Dole/Gingrich, Them, 
and Scheme were identical lo P r i m q  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 Primary Comminee ads were aired in August 1996 prior to the Candidate’s date 
of nomination. 

Clinton‘s Positions vs. Dole’s Positions. Clinton’s Positions vs. Dole Ginerich 
Postitions. and Clinton’s Positions vs. The Reaublicans Positions 

The Primary Committee identified certain DNC ads in which President Clinton’s 
position on the budget. medicarc. education, w e s  was compared to Dole’s positions or 
Dole’s legislative record as well as ads which contrasted President Clinton’s position 
with that of Republicans as to various legislative proposals. According to the Primary 
Committee, this is exactly what “issue advocacy ads” were supposed to do. 

With respect to the Primary Committee assertions that only in a fzw instances. 
which resulted only when station! failed to pull them as requested, ads were rum w i a n  
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30 days of a pr ima~~,  it should be rioted that DNC ads were run within 30 clays of 12 
differkt state prirnkedcaucus. In one instance with respect to the Washington (State) 
primary held on March 26,1996, DNC ads, with a placement cost of $132,617. were 
aired during the period March 7,1996 through March 25,1996. The Primary Committee 
offered no evidence that the DNC requested such ads be pulled. 

Irrespective of whether DNC ads ran within 30 days of a state's primary election 
date, it remains the opinion of the Audit staffthat DNC ads in question, viewed 
separately or in tosal, contained an electioneering message and referenced a clearly 
identified candidate. 

Our comments in response to arguments put forth by the Primary Committee 
concerning its view of what the appropriate legal standard under which the DNC ads 
should be evaluated are contained below. 

A. THE LEGAL STANDARD 

The Primary Committee argued that the Audit staff, in =aching its 
conclusion that DNC-hded media should be seated as an in-kind contribution to the 
Primary Committee improperly abandoned the "express advocacy" and "electioneering 
message'' standards, and. contrary 10 law. applied a "purpose, content and liming'' test. 
Respcnse a: 2 4 .  

The Audit Division agrees that. in cases involving spending for speech- 
related activity. which is made in cooperation wiith. or at the xtquest of, a candidate 
(including the candidate's authorized political committees andor their agents), the 
spending may be considered a contribution to the candidate if the resulting 
communication "clearly identifies" a candidate for federal office and contains an 
"electioneering message." See AOs 1985-14; 1984-1 5." The Audit Division's reference 

- 
The term "clearly identified means that the name of the person involved appears. a photograph or 
drawing of fhe candidate appem: or the idcnrtry of the candidare is apparent by unambiguous 
reference. 2 U.S.C. 5 43 I (  18) Section 100.17 of the Commission's regulations amplifies the 
statute by defining "clearly identified as meaning tsle candidate's rime. nickname, photograph. 
or drawing appears. or the identip of the candidate is otherwise apparent through an unambigur-is 
reference such as "the Resident." "your Congressman." or "the incumbent," or through an 
unambiguous reference to his or her s t a ~ s  as a candidate such as '?he Democratic presidential 
nominee" or "the Republican candidate for the Senate in the State of Georgia". 

T h e  definition of"clectioneering message" includes statements designed to urge the public to elect 
a cemin candidate or parry. or which would tend to diminish public suppon for one candidate and 
garner suppon for another candidafe. FEC v. Colorado Repubitcan Federal Campaign 
Committee. 59 F.3d 1015. 1 0 3  410th Cu. 1995)(citingAO 19~-15),rpv'donolher1~oundr,  
5 18 US. 604 ( I  996) (The Coun did not address the content of the advertisements at issue): see 
A 0  1985- 14 ("elecfionecrurg messages include staremens 'designed to urge the public to elect a 
cemin candidate or party"') (citing UniredSrures Y. United Auro W o r k s .  352 U.S. 567.587 
(1957)). 

.. 
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to the purpose, timing and content of the advertisements at issue is consistent with the 
clearly identified candidate/electioneenng message standard.a 

Advisory Opinion I 984- 15 involved two te le~sion advertkements which 
the RNC proposed to broadcast. nese proposed advertisements each began with an 
image ofa then-cumnt candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination. The audio 
component of each advertisement then set forth the candidate's statement or position on 
an issue, and was followed by a reply or retort to that statement. Both advertisements 
ended with the statement "Vote Republican." The Commission determined that these 
advertisements had "[tlhe clear import and purpose . . . to diminish support for any 
Democratic Party presidential nomime and to gamer support for whoever may be the 
eventual Republican Party nominee . . . ." The Commission further determined that the 
advertisements "effectively advocate the defeat of a clearly identified emdidate." Based 
on these determinations, the Commission explained that "expenditures for these 
advertisements benefit the eventual Republican presidential candidate and arc made with 
respect to the presidential general election and in connection with the presidential general 
election campaign." The Commission concluded that expenditures for the advertisements 
therefore would be reportable either iE contributions subject PO the limitation set forth at 
2 U.S.C. 9 441a(a)(Z)(A), or as coordinated party expenditures subject to the limitation 
set forth ai 2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d). 

A 0  1985-14 involved television, radio and print advertisements, and 
mailers. which the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) proposed to 
publish. and which purported to describe Republican policies. A tendered script for a 
television/radio advertisement encouraged the viewerfiistenn to "[l]et your Republican 
Congressman know that you don't think h i s  is h y  . . . ," or in another version ofthe 
same advertisement. *'[l]et the Repuhlicans in Congress h o w  what you think about their 
sense of humor." Another script for a tclcvisionlradio advertisement urged one to lei 
"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 submined 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 exhortatinn to 
"Vote Democratic." 

Citing A 0  1984- 15. the Commission concluded that mounts used to fund 
the communications would be expenditures subject 10 the limitation set forth at 2 U.S.C. 
5 44 la(d) if the advertisement funded by that amount "( I )  depicted a clearly identified 
candidate and (2) conveyed an electioneering message." Applying this standard, the 
Commission determined that advenisernents uhich referred to "the Republicans in 
Congress" were not subject 10 limitation under 2 U.S.C. 0 441a(d), regardless whether the 

As discussed belou. the Audit Division does not agree with the Comminees' argument that the 
"express advocac?" standard must be met before such spending constitutes a contribution io the 
candidate. 

b 
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advertisement closed with the statement “Vote Democratic.” ?he Commission also 
concluded that advertisements which referred to “your Republican Congressman” were 
not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. f 441a(d), if the advertisement did not close with 
the statement “Vote hmomtic .”  However, the Commission on a tie vote was unable to 
decide whether advertisements which referred to “your Republican Congressman” and 
which closed with the statement “Vote Democratic” were subject to Ibnitation under 
2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d). Finally, the Commission concluded that the costs of production and 
distribution ofthe proposed mailer would be subject to limitation under section *la(d). 

significandy, the Commission’s detexmkdon that the costs of the 
proposed mailer were subject to limita~on under section 441a(d) was based on the 
Commission’s assumptions that the reference to “Congressman x’ indicated that the 
mailer would identify particular congressmen by m e ,  and phat the distribution ofthe 
mailer would include all or part of the district represented by the congressman identified 
in that mailer. Likewise. the Commission in A 0  1985-14 made clear that itr evaluation 
of whether or not the televisiodmdio advertisements were subject to limitation under 
2 U.S.C. 6 441a(d) was made with reference to proposed dates on which the 
advenjsements were to be run, stating that: 

me] proposed propam is for tlie purposes of influencing the 1986 
election process and [. . .] these activities will be scheduled for 
approximately the next month [June 19851 and for September 1985. The 
Commission emphasizes ha t  this opinion is limited to the timetable you 
have specified and does not address the implementation of the same or a 
similar program at some later date. 

The Commission‘s reference to the place and the timing ofthe 
communicative activity makes clear tha~ the determination whether spending for a 
panicular communication contains an electioneering message requires at least some 
reference IO the context in which the communication is published.” Accordingly, the 

.- 
The Commission in A 0  1985-Id assumed that the media campaign was developed without 
cooperation or consultation with any candidate. and based irci analysis on the theory that the 
limitations under 2 U.S.C. 5 44 la(d1 zipply to pany cxpendimres irrespective of coordination with 
a Candidate. Likewise. A 0  1984. I 5  involved an IWC media campaign which, in the view of the 
Commission. was mended to benefit “*the evennral Republican Pany nominee [far Resident].” 
Thus. AOs 1985- 14 and J984- I5 both tnvolved media campaips which had n putpose of 
mflucncing me election of ccnain candidates, but which were implemented without coordination 
with the candidate. 

The subsequent Supreme Coun decision in Colotado Republican Fedend Campaign Commiffee 1: 

F€C. 518 U.S. 604 (1996). held thai the First Amendment prrvenu enforcement of the 
Section 441a(dX3) limiu on independent expenditures by plmy CObIItnINces in connection with 
congressional election campaigns Accordingly. the limitations under 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d)(3) now 
apply only IO porn. cxpendirurcs which are made in coordination with a congressional candidare 
(an&or the candidate‘s authonzed poiiitical comminees m&or their ngenu). However, the Coun 
did not extend this holding to the Section 441a(dX2) limit applicable to Presidential campaigns, 
declrnvlg to “address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Presidential campaigns”. 
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Audit Division nroperly examined the broadcast dates and locations in reaching its 
conclusion that keadvertisements in queg.ion in this audit should be treated 
contributions. 

Likewise, the p u p s e  of tbtr advmisements was a necessary and proper 
consideration which had to be weighed before the Audit Division in this audit could reach 
its conclusion that the DNC spons~r~hip of the media campaign constitutes an in-kind 
contribution to the Primary Committee. In A 0  1985-14 the Commission explicitly relied 
on the representation in the Advisory Opinkon Request that thc 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 advertisements were subject to regulation as 
contributions or coordinated party expendikues was explicitly based, in part, on the 
opinion that "the clear import and purpose of [the] proposed advertisements [was] !c 
diminish support for whoever may be the presidential nominee and to garner support for 
whoever may be the eventual Republican Papry 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 contribution or coordinated pany 
expenditure within the meaning of the Act." See 2 U.S.C. $5 431(8)(A)(i), (9)(A); 
44 1 a( d). 

B. ANALYSIS 

The Primary Comniinee also argued that, under all relevant precedents, the 
advenisemenrs in question qdified for treatment as issue advocacy that is not subject to 
regulaiion as contributions or coordinated pm expenditures. Response at 4-24. In 
panicular, the Prim- Committee argued thar political parties were permitted to 
coordinate with parry candidates when making party expendiams, and that the Audit 
Division's recitation of facts related to such coordination is both irrelevant and 
inaccurate. Id at 5-13, Tne Primilr). Committee funher assened that the advertisements 
did not contain "express advocac!:" or an "electioneering message" but only addressed 
pending legislation. Id at 13-24. 

1 .  Coordination 

The Primap Committee strenuously argued that coordination 
between a party and its candidates is ~I.!I permissible and presumed under current law. 
Response at 5-7. Referring to the Supreme Court's decision im Colorado Republican 
Fedcrul Campaign Cornmifree I'. FEC, 518 U.S. 604 (1996). the Committees quote a 

5 I8 U.S. at 612. Thus. the issue whether or not the Section 44 la(dX2) limit applies in the absence 
of actual coordlnation between #a naiional cornmince and iu Residentisl nominee is unsettled. 

The payment by any person of compensation for the personal services of another person which arc 
rendered to a poliiical committee withoui charge is a contribution. regardless ofpurpose. 2 U.S.C. 
5 431(8XANii). 
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section of the Commission’s brief in that case, in which the Commission explained its 
presumption that pm expendims are made in coordination with its candidates. Id. 211 
5.  The Committees urge that the Commission cannot, in the context of an audit, reverse 
this presumption, and suggest that such a reversal “can only occur through the rule- 
making process.” Id. 

In Colorado Repubkan Federal Campaign Committee the 
Supreme Court rejected the Commission’s position that it may presume coordination 
between a party and its congressional candidates, holding that <he First Amendment 
prohibits enforcement of 2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d)(3) limits with respect to expenditures for 
media. if the expenditure, as a matter of fact, was made hdcpendent ofany coordinadon 
or consultation with the candidate. 51 8 U.S. at 61 9-23. The Court did not extend this 
holding to the Section 441a(d)(2) limit applicable to Presidential campaigns, declining to 
“address issues that might grow out ofthe public funding of Presidential cmp~gns”. 
51 8 U.S. at 612. Thus, the issue whether or not the Sestion 441a(d)(2) limit applies in the 
absence of actual coordination between a national committee 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 was implemented in 
cooperation with. or ai the request of, the candidate and/or his campaign committees. 

The P r i m q  CommitPee also argued that the Audit Division’s 
examination of coordination between the candidate and the committees w a ~  improper 
because 2 U.S.C. $441a(a)(7)(B) does not apply to party expenditures for issue 
advocacy. Response at 7-8. ne Primary Committee urged that the Commission “‘has 
never relied on the coordinated expenditure provision at 2 U.S.C. tj 44la(a)(7)(B) when 
applying the expenditure limits because it has always presumed political parties 
coordinate their expenditures with :heir candidates.” Id. at 8. The Primary Committee 
concluded that ”under the electioneering message standard, it i s  solely the content that is 
determinative without regard to Coordination or any other factors external to the ad,” Id. 
The Audir Division respectfully disagrees With the Primary Committee’s characterization 
of the law. As discussed above. die 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 Messace 

The Primary Committee next argued that the DNC fimded 

-! - 
. . -. 

advenisements did not contain an electioneering message. Rcspornse at 13-18. The 
Primary Committee first reiterated its position that the electioneering message standard 
refers solely to b e  content ofa  communication. citing Advisory Opinions 1985-14 and 
1995-25 in suppon of this contention. Response at 13-14. 

As set forth in detail above. the Audit Division believes that, 
con- to the Primary Comminee‘s arguments, A 0  1985-14 supports the proposition 
that b e  electioneering message smdard! requires an examination ofthe time. place and 
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purpose, in additi ontent ofa communication. ‘Ihe C o d n e e ’ s  reliance 

)9 The Primary Cornminee also point out the Starcmcnts of Reasons in Maner Under Review 4246 
demonsmtc a difference of opinion wihm the Commission over whether, consistent with the First 
Arnendmenr. the Commission can requur that the cosu associated with issue advocacy Bc 
allocated bcrween federal and non-federal funds. Response at 15. For the reasons previously 
stared. the view of the Audit Division is that the advcnisemenU in question in this audit are not 
“issue advocacy“ as was at issue in MUR 4246. 

. .  

on A 0  1995-25 appears to the Audit Division to be based on an &comct and misleading 
characterization of the views expressed in that opinion. M e r  dcscribing the proposed 
advertisements at issue in A 0  1995-25, the Primary Cornminee’s response set forth that 
“the Commission did not rule that the advertisements contained an electioneering 
message.” Response at 14. While this statement is true, it is misleading to the extent that 
it appean calculated to suggest that the Commission endorsed the de.scribed 
advertisements as not containing an electioneering message. 

In fact, the Commission in A 0  1995-25 explicitly declined to 
address the issue whether or not the proposed advertisements contained an electioneering 
message, stating that “[tJhe Commission relies on [the requesting paty’s] statement that 
those advertisements that mention a Federal candidate or officeholder will not contain 
any electioneering message. In view of this representation, the Commission does not 
express any opinion os IO what is or is not an electioneering message by a poliricalparry 
cornminee.” A 0  1995-25 at n. I (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 ar coordinated party expenditures subject to the 441a(d) h i t ,  even though they 
were to air at a time when president Clinton] was a candidate for ofliice.” Again. the 
Primar?. Committee’s Statement is technically w e ,  but is mkleading KO the extent that it 
suggested that the Commission found that the expenditures were not subject IO 2 U.S.C. 
9 44 1 a(d). In fact. the Commission explicitly left open the possibility that the 
advertisements might be subject to Section 441a(d), stating its conclusion that “legislative 
advocacy media advertisements that focus on national legislative activity and promote the 
Republican P q  should be considered as made in connection with both Federal and non- 
federal elections. unless rhe a& would qualrjj, os coordinated expenditures on behalfof 
an!. general elecrron candidates ojrhe party under 2 U.S.C. $44la(d)” (emphasis added). 

Advisor) Opinion 1995-25 thus explicitly declined to address the 
propositions which the Primary Comminee contended it supported, and the Audit 
Division rejects the P r i m q  Cornminee‘s notion that A 0  1995-25 represents “[tlhe 
Commission reaf‘firmIing] its content-based electioneering message test . . . .” Response 
at 14.l‘ 

Having set out their views on the meaning and application of the 
electioneering message test, the Primary Committee then argued that the DNC-funded 
advertisements in question were indistinguishable from advertisements which the 
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Commission in AOs 1985- 14 and 1995-25 held did not contain an electioneering 
message. Response at 16-1 8. ?he Audit Division believes that its conclusion that DNC- 
funded media in this audit should be treated as an in-kind contribution to the Primary 
Committee was consistent with the analysis expressed in A 0  1985-14. 

As discussed above, the Commission in A 0  1985-14 concluded 
that the 2 U.S.C. 5 44la(d) limit did not apply to advdsements which referred to ‘‘the 
Republicans in Congress” (regardless whether the advertisement closed with the 
statement “Vote Democratic”), nor to advertisements which refemd to “your Republican 
Congressman” (if the advertisement did not close with the statement “Vote Democmtic”). 
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 contras‘t, the advertisements 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 candidare” and ”electioneering message” tests. Indeed, because the 
advenisements in this maner do identify specific Republican and Democratic candidates 
for President, these advertisements are more akin to the proposed mailer, also at issue in 
A 0  1985-14. in which the DCCC intended to identify specific congressmen by name. 
Based on its understandings that the proposed mailers would identify 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 disuibution would be subject to limitation 
under the Aci 

The Primary Comminee’s reliance on AQ 1995-25 is equally 
misplaced. As discussed above. A 0  1995-35 explicitly declined to reach the issue 
whether or not the advertisements under scrutiny in that case contained and electioneering 
mess~gc. and left open the question whether or not the ads would qualify as coordinated 
expenditures on behalf of any general election candidates of the pany under 2 U.S.C. + 44 laid). Thus. even if the Primar). Comrninee was correct in Its contention that the 
advertisements in quesiion in this audit vere “indistinguishable” from the advertisements 
in A 0  1995-25. that similarity is meaningless with respect to the application of the 
electioneering message analysis in this audit. Whatever similarities may be drawn 
between the content of the advertisements in the two cases, in this audit it appean that the 
timing and the geographic placement of the media were in fact calculated to serve the 
purpose of garnering suppon for President Clinton’s re-election campaign. 

3. Express .4dvocacv 

The Primary Committee further argued that the express advocacy 
standard. rather that the clearly identified candidatelelectioneering message standard. was 
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e t e d n g  whether the Section 4.41 fit applies to a _. - 
particular pmy  expenditure for media. Response at 4 (“[a] communication which lacks 
any explicit exhortation to vote for a specific a d i d a t e  can never reach the level of an 
express advocacy communication and therefore, is constitutionally protected speech.”), 
18-23. 

In Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976). the Supreme court of the 
United States held only that expenditures for comunicatiom that are independent fiom a 
candidate (and his or her conunittee and agents) are protected fiom gcwxnmend 
regulation by the First Amendment if the  communication^ do not “in express terms 
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office.” 424 
U.S. at 44. The Court made equally clear that communications that are authorized or 
requested by the candidate, an authorized committee of the candidate, or an agent sf the 
candidate are to be treated as contributions by the person or group making the 
expenditure. 424 US. at 4647. n.53. The Court recognized that coordinated 
expenditures are treated as in-kind contributions subject to the contribution limitations in 
order to “prevent attempts PO circumvent the Act through prearranged or coordinated 
expenditures amounting to disguised connibutions.” 424 U.S. at 46-47. 

Consistent with Buckley, c o r n  have not applied the “express 
advocacy” test to contributions or coordinated expenditures. FEC v. Massuchmetfs 
Citizensfor Life. Inc.. 479 US. 738,259-60 (1986)(“We have consistently held that 
restrictions on contributions require less compelling justification than restrictions on 
independent spending” (citing FEC v. Notional Comervotive Poliricol Action Committee, 
470 U.S. 480 (1985); Culifornia Medical Association. v. FEC, 453 US. 182, 194, 196-97 
( 198 1 ); and Buckle): 424 U.S. at 20-22)); see also FEC v. Colorado Republican Federol 
Cumpuign Cornmitree. 59 F.3d 1015 (IO* Cir. 1995) (reversing district court holding that 
express advocacy was necessary for communication to qualify as an expenditure under 
2 C.S.C. 5 44 1 a(d)), vacared and remanded on other g7aunds. 51 8 U.S. 604 (1996) 
(plurality op.); Orloski v. FEC. 795 F.2d 156, 166-167 (D.C. Cir. 1986). The Audit 
Division believes that 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 supporter io pay the campaign committee’s tlecniic 
bill. and the supponer does so With a personal check. The conclusion that the supporter 
has thus made an in-kind contribution. in that he has made an expenditure of money 10 
pay for a thing of value to the campaign and has done so at the request or suggestion of 
the candidate, is entirely consistent with the definition of “expenditure” at 2 U.S.C. tj 
431(9)(A) and with 2 U.S.C. 5 44\a(a)(7)(B)(i). which provides that Coordinated 
expenditures are conuibutions. Yet, there is surely no “express advocacy” in the electric 
bill, the supporter’s act of paying for it. or the check with which he pays for it. 

Second, the vagueness concerns that animated the Supreme Court’s 
application of the express advocacy test to independent expenditures in Buckley are not 
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present in the case OGoordinated expenditures. In the context>f “independent 
expenditures,” the Buckley Court limited the phrase “for the purpose of . . . influencing” 
to reach o d y  “Co~Unications that expressly advocate rhe election or defeat of a clearly 
identified candidate.” 424 U.S. at 80. It did so &cause it was concerned that the Act’s 
requirements for disclosure of independent expendims above a certain dollar threshold 
“could be- interpreted to reach groups engaged purely in issue discussion.” Id. at 79. 
However. the Court stated that the p h e  “for the purpose of. . . influencing” “presents 
fewer problems in connection with the definition of a contribution because of the limiting 
connotation created by the general understanding of what constitutes a political 
contribution,,” id. at 23-24 11.24, 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 independenf communication had 
a sufficient nexus to a Federal election to be subject to the Act; but in the case of a 
coordinated communication some, and perhaps all, of the required nexus to a F e d e d  
election may be found in the act ofcoordination ifsell: 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 Colorado Republican, 51 8 U.S. 
at 61 7 (“mhe constitutionally significant fact. . . is the lack of coordination between tRc 
candidate and the source ofthe expenditure.”). 

Third. the application o fa  strict “express advocacy” test to 
coordinated expenditures undermines the statutory purpose of protecting the electoral 
process from real or apparent cormption in a way that application of the same test to 
independent expenditures does not. As the Court noted in Buckley, “[tJhe absence of 
prearrangement and coordination of an expenditure 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 US. at 47. By negative inference, one must 
conclude that the Court recognized that the presence of prearrangement and coordination 
of an expenditure with the candidate or his oc her agent presents at least as much, if not 
greater. danger of cormpiion or its appearance as does a direct contribution to the 
candidate. This danger is a ”constitufionally sufficient justification” for the Act’s 
limirations and prohibitions on contributions. See id. at 26. However, strict application 
of an express advocacy test to coordinated expendimes would re-der the Act’s 
limitations and prohibitions on contributions (which were upheld in Buckiey) ineffective. 
The Buckley C o w  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 office-holder. 11 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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skined the restriction on express advocacy of electio 
nevertheless benefited the c-andidate's campaign. Yet no substantial 
societal interest would be served by a loophole-closhg provision designed 
to check conuption that pmnitted ~ ~ ~ m p u l o u s  persons and organhations 
to expend unlimited sums of money in orda to obtain bnpropcr influence 
over candidates for elective office. 

Buckley, 424 U.S. at 45. In the very next m p h ,  &e Court went on to say that the 
prior Act's limitations on expenditures were in any event no: necessary to close a 
loophole in the Act's contribution limitations, because the Act treated coordinated 
expenditures as contributions, thus closing the loophole. Id at 45-46. It is inconceivable 
that the Court would have so held if it viewed coordinated expenditures as subject to the 
same narrowing construction as independent 

Having argued that express advocacy is the appropriate standard, 
the Primary Comit tee  argued that the DNC-funded advertisements satisfied neither the 
express advocacy nor the electioneering message standard. Response at 23-24. For &!e 
reasons set forth above, the Audit Division's position is that the express advocacy 
standard does not apply to the media expendims in question. The Audit Division does 
not, however, dispute that the advertisements in question do not contain "express 
advocacy." For the reasons stated above, the Audit Division believes that the 
advertisements do meet the clearly identified candidatdelcctioneering message standard. 

4. The Media Camriaigp 

The Primary Committee next argued that, even under the Audit 
Division's "erroneous" analysis. the DNC-funded media should not be treated as 
contributions. Response at 24-36. In support of its argument, the Primary Committee 
presenrcd a lengthy and detailed explanation why the media campaign was related to 
pending legislation and targeted to "key" congressional districts. Id. at 25-33. The 
Primary Committee also contended that the advenisements in question were timed to 
avoid proximity to the general election. Id. at 33-34. Finally, the Primary Committee 
argued that the Audit Division subjecred the advertisements 10 a "faulty" or "flawed" 
analysis when it concluded that the advertisements contained an electioneering message. 

It should be noted that these "quid pro quos" may constitute violations of the Act if lhey are in 
excess of conmbution lunitarions (e.g.. in excess of S1.000 for individuals) or if the contribution 
is prohibited (e.g. corporate or labor organization contributions). See 2 U.S.C. 55 44 la(aX2KA); 
UIMa).  Moreover. rhc conrriburlons we considered expenditures of the CommiNees receiving the 
conmbution. The fact that the subject coordinated expenditure is considered M expenditure of rhc 
recipient COmmiNeC is panicularly relevant m rhe context of publicly-financed political 
committees which must comply with expenditure limitations. Expend ims  made in excess of a 
publicly-ftnanced COmmlNet'S expenditure limitation constitute non-qualified campaign expenses 
which must be repaid to ~ h 6  U.S. Treasury. and the act of exceeding an expenditure limitation 
resulrr in a violation of the law. 2 U.S.C. 5 441a; 26 U.S.C. 5 9035. If the coordinated 
expenditures made on behalf of publicly-financed committees are allowed IO go on unfettered. the 
expenditure limitations would be eviscerated. 

)D 
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Id at 34-36. The Primary Committee's argument was sup 
William Knapp, a principal in Squier, Knapp & Ochs during the campaign? in which he 
stated that the Response "accurately summarircs the issues and targeting for the DNC 
issue ads." 

by the affidavit of 

>>. 
~ !.i 
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The Audit Division does not dispute ahat the advertisements in fact 
address pending political issues. However, the facts ascertained dPlAng the audit hdicate 
that the primary purpose for addressing these issues was to assist President Clinton's re- 
erection. It M e r  appears that those facts which might otherwise demonstrate that the 
purpose and "targeting" of the advertisements were related to an overall parry agenda 
(rather than the President's re-election) are me because of a deliberate effoxt lo conceal 
the actual purpose of the advertisements. 

For example. an agenda for a September 13,1995, meeting with 
President Clinton sets forth the matter of "CmpaignlDNC Advertising Financial 
Smtegy." The agenda further sets forth a recommendation offour flights of television 
advenisements. For the period January 15 to April 15,1996, the agenda describes the 
media flight as follows: 

a. answers to Republican primary attach on us 
6. S 15 million - run in primary states which are also swing smes for ~ds 

c .  Need to work io make it state parries/DNC 
1. create relationship to c m n t  legislation 
2. dpfnd more Dens Chon Clinton; ortack more Republicam than Dole 
3. run in non prrman slates as well 
4. run in some areas well before primary 

d. Ultimately. likely about 43 mil out of campaign and $12 mil out ofparty 

(emphasis added). Entries for other media flights contain similar references to targeting 
"sumg slates" with media funded by the DNC and state parties. A similar memorandum, 
dated February 22. 1996. estimates campaipnspending through May 28, 1996 as follows: 

Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil. 
1 .  Unless Alexander in nominated and we cannot use DNC money to 

attack him. 
2. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money for media 

before Mag 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC money. 

With respect KO 4.a. above (answers to Republican primary attach 
on us). it should be noted that during the period April 1996" through August 1996, 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 Rh'C pnor to April I996 
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diminish support for President Clinton. These ads addzessed a balanced budget (More 
Talk and Even More Talk), h i p t i o n  (More). welfare (Case Study and Who) and faxes 
(The Pledge and Surprise). The Democratic National Committee during the same period 
in apparent response to these RNC ads aired a number of ads. DNC rpds entitled Same, 
Proof, Side, Defend, Risky and Values addressed the Candidate’s positions on taxes, 
welfare reform and budget, f i l e  DNC ads entitled Increased, Another and Enough 
discussed the Candidate’s positions and policies on immigration. The text ofthese DNC 
ads are included at Exhibits 2 and 3. 

For example, in June 1996 an RNC ad entitled “More” points out 
that President Clinton’s spending which benefited illegal immigrants has gone up while 
wages for the typical American worker have 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 being aired, the DNC, apparently in response, 
aired ads entitled “Increased,” “Another” and “Enough.” The audio portion of the three 
ads were similar. Each begins with, “[a]nothe~ negative qubl ican d misleading 
rwrong’’ was used in the ad Another], President Clinton increased border patpols 40 
percent to catch illegal immigrants. record number ofdepomtiom, no welfare for illegal 
aliens . . . .” The 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 parties was used for campaign purposes such 
as answering Republican “primary attacks” and influencing voter preferences in primary 
and suing states. Funhermore while it is true that the advertisements in question were 
ran ai times and in locations which suggest that the purpose of the advenisements was 
something other than garnering suppun for President Clinton, it appears that this is true 
because of a deliberate effort to conceal the actual purpose and svategy behind the 
advenisements. Finally. it appears clear that the amount of DNC funds to be committed 
to the advert~sements varied depending on who received the Republican nomination. 
ljnder these facts. the Audit Division concluded that the DNC-funded media should be 
treated an in-hnd contribution to the Primary Committee. 

RECOMMENDATION # I  

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that the cost of 
producing and broadcasting the ads discussed above and attributed to the Primary 
Commitvx S46.580.358. represents an in-kind conmbution from the DNC to the Primary 
Committee. It is also recommended that it be determined that chis in-kind contribution is 
attributable to the Primary Committee’s spending limitation. 

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 PO 
Primary Comminee’ spending limitation could be changed or eliminated. 
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B. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines, 
in part, a qualified campaign expense as one i n c m d  by or on behalf of the candidate 
from the date the individual became a candidate Phrough the last day of the candidate’s 
eligibility; made in connection with his or her m p a i g n  for nomination. 

Section 9033.1 1(a) offitle 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states. 
in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving thae disbursements made by 
the candidate or his or her authorized comittee(s) or penom authorized to make 
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or cornunittee(s) at qualified Campaign expenses 
as defined in I 1  CFR 9032.9. 

Section 9033.1 I@)( 1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, h 
parr, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, tRe candidate shall present a 
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A receipted bill from 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 of the disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum lhom the 
candidate or the comminee that states the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate 
or commitwe may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign 
expense . Such collateral evidence may include. but is not limited to: Evidence 
demonstrating that the expendimre if p m  of an identifiable pro- 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 
winen 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)( 1) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that arty expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary 
election campaign shall be attributed 10 the expenditure limit for the primary. A n y  
expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election 
campaign shall be anributed to the general election limit. 

Section 9034.4(e)(3) of Title 1 I of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or national 
campaign offices. shall be attributed according !o when the usage occurs or the work is 
performed. Exptnses 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 1 1  ofthc 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 matching payments received by the candidate sMl be used only to 
d e h y  qualified campaign expenses or to repay l o a  or otherwise resole funds (other 
than contributions which were received and expended to & b y  qualified campaign 
expenses) which were used to defiay qualified campaign expenses. 

Section 9034.4(a)(S)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
sates that gifts and monedary bonuses shall be considered qualsed campaign expenses, 
provided that all monetary bonuses for c o d n e e  employees and mnsululnts in 
recognition for campaign-Elated activities or sewices are provided for pursuant to a 
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later tharm thiq 
days after the date of ineligibility. 

Section 9034.4@)(8) of Title 11 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 shdl 
include, but not be limited to, whether the comnlittee 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@)(3) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, 
that any expenses incurred after a candidate's date of ineligibility ape 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 afier the candidate's date of ineligibility, OP for property, services, 
or faciliiies used to benefit the candidate's general election campaign. are not qualified 
campaign expenses. 

Section 9038(b)(7)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if 
h e  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 qualified 
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such 
candidate of the amount so used, and the candidzte shall pay to the Secretary an amount 
equal (0 such amaunt. 

Section 9038.2(b)(?)(iii) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states hat the amount of any repayment sought under this section sMI bear the m e  
ratio IO the total amount determined IO have been used for non-qualified campaign 
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears IO 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 notifi the candidate of any repayment determinations made 
under this section as possible. but not later than three years after the close of the matching 
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payment period. The Commission's issuance of the audit report io the candidate under 1 1 
CFR §9038.l(d) will constitute notification for purposes of thk section. 

1. General Election Exbenses Paid bv the Peimarv Committee 

During our review of vendor files, expenses were noted that 
appeared to further 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 after the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) and therefore considered a general election expense. The 
Primary Committee contended that the Candidate's date of ineligibility was not until 
August 29, 1996. the last day of the Convention, because under Democratic Party d e s  
the nominee for ?he 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 a~ceptvlce speech to 
the Convention." 

The Primary Committee provided a letter from Sam 
Karatas. Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck Enterprises, which stated that the 
Primap Committee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention 
on the dates of August 26 through August 29. Mr. Karatas also related that food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period and that on August 27, a 
luncheon buffet was prepared for Mrs. Gore. Mr. Karatas added that a small banquet was 
also sei up in the President's waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on the main 
s l ap .  

Concerning the above information. neither Mr. Karatas nor 
the P n m i q  Comminee provided documentation or evidence which demonstrated that the 
catenng services provided on August 29. 1996, the day after the President received the 
nomination. were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate's primary 
election campaipi. 

In the Memorandum the Audit stdTrecomended that the 
Prime Committee provide evidence or documentation that the goods and services were 

The calenng charges iwlude equipmen! rental and gmsruities which were pro rated by the Audit 
staff based on a percentage of the catering charges for August 2% 10 the total catenng charges. 

The Runary Comminec submincd a lencr challengmg the Commission's determination that the 
candidate's date of mcligibiliry IS August 28. 1996. It argued that the date should be August 29, 
1996 The Commission denied fhc Rvnary Comminee's request. 
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used exclusively for the Candidate's primary election campaign or evidence that the 
General Committee has reimbursed the Primary Committee $22,984. Absent adequate 
documentation to demonmate the expenses wers exclusive to the primary election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the 
General Committee, the Audit staff will recommend that the Commission make at 
determination that the Frunary Committee make a pro-ma repayment to the United 
States Treasury. 

In response to the Memorandum. the Primary Committee 
stated that in light of the Commission's previous d i n g  on the date of ineligibility, the 
General Committee agreed to reimburse the Primary Committee for the full amount ofthe 
Bismarck Enterprises services ($22,984). 

1- 

To date no evidence was provided which demonstrated the 
General Committee reimbursed $22.984 to the Primary Committee. Therefore, the 
payment to Bismarck Enterprises is viewed as a non-qualified campaign expense and a 
pro rata repayment of $3,462 is due the United States Treasury ($22,984 x .150630). 

Recommendation #2 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission d e  a determination that the 
Primary Committee make a pro-ram repayment of $3,462 ($22,984 x .150630) to the 
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2)." If the Primary Committee 
receives a reimbursement of $22.984 from the General Committee. no repayment is 
required. 

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

b. AT&T CapitalCorporation 

The Primary Conunittee entered into a lease agreement 
w t h  ATgLT Capital Corporation for equipment. n e  term of the lease was for 18 months 
commencing on June 1, 1995. It appeared. based on documenta;hn. that the 
Clinton/Gore '96 General Committee. Inc. was 10 have assumed the lease after the 
Candidate's date of ineligibility ( A U ~ U I  28. 1996) through November, 1996. The total 
lease payments including sales tax were S422.826. ?he General Committee's allocable 

- 
T h i s  figure L150630) represents the Rvnary Cornminee's repayment ratio. as calculated pursuani 
to 1 1  CFR §9038.2(b)(2Kiii) The ratio cited m UIC Mernomdum WG (.316062). The formula 
for calculatmg the repayment ratio no& mcludcr all m-kmd conmbutions received by the Runary 
Cornmirice which resulted m a lowcr repayment iatio. 
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share was 394,133' ch the General Committee paid only $30,397. The balance, 
563.736, paid by the Primary Committee should havcbetn paid by the General 
Cormnittee. ?he Primary Committee in its response acknowledged that the General 
Committee should have paid $93.464 based on its dculation.y Accordingly, the Audit 
staff included on the Primary Committee statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations an account receivable from the General Conunittee in the amount of $63,736. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the 
Primary Committee provide evidence that the balance. $63,736, paid by the Pfimary 
Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or evidence that the 
Primary Committee has received a reimbursement from the General Committee for 
$63,736. Absent adequate documentation to demonstr& ?he above mount  was 
exclusive to the general campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received 
reimbursement from the General Committee ($63,736) the Audit staff dl recommend 
that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Comhtce make a prO-E%ta 
repayment to the United States Trestsury. 

In response to the Memorandum, the P r i m  Committee 
stated that the General Cornminee a p e d  to reimburse the P h a r y  Committee 563,736. 
However, the Primary Committee has not provided evidence that it received a 
reimbursement from the General Committee. Therefore, the mom1 is viewed as a noa- 
qualified campaign expense. 

Reeommeadapion EfS 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the 
P r i m q  Committee make a pro-rata repayment ofS9.601 ($63,736 x .150630) to the 
United Stares Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2). Ifthe Primary Committee 
receives a reimbursement ofS63.736 from the General Committee, no repayment is 
required. 

- 
Should the Commission's analysis ofthe 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 Committee paid salary and overhead 
expenses, totaling $340.579, that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate's date of 
ineligibility. For example, the Primary Committee paid all costs associated with the 

This amounr was derived by pro mung S30.397 for chm days in August. 1996 plus S30.397 each 
for Seprcrnber, October and November. 

13 

The difference between Audir and chr Mary Cornrnincc is $669. M 
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Little Rock ofice for the period August 29,1996 through December 5,1996. Staff in 
this ofice, according to Primary Committee records, were working on bo& primary 
contribution processing and GELAC contribution processing. These expenses are 
attributable to the general election and should have been paid by the General 
Committee/GELAC pursuant to I I CFR 9034.4(e)(3). The Audit staff determined based 
on our review of the primary Committee's records pertaining to its allocation of salary 
and overhead that S192.288 in expenses are amibutable to the General Committee and 
$148,291 to the GELAC. With respect to that portion of salary and overhead expenses 
attributable to GELAC ($148,291), it should benoted that the G W C  as of J a n ~ a r y  31, 
1997 reimbursed the Primary Committee 694,972. Therefore, expenses €or s a l q  and 
overhead, totaling $53,319 ($148,291 - 94,972), is due the Primrmry Committee from the 
GELAC and $192,288 is due the Primary Committee from the General Committee. 

Schedules were provided to the Primary Committee at a 
conference held on March 18, 1998. The Primary Committee did not respond other than 
to state it believed winding downing expenses. consisting of salary and overhead, should 
be permissible subsequent to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the 
Primary Committee provide documentation which demonstrates that the expenses for 
salary and overhead paid by the Primary Committee subsequent to the Candidate's date 
of ineligibility represented the cost of goods and services used exclusively for the p r h q  
election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements 
from the General Committee ($192.288) and the GELAC ($53,319). Absent adequate 
documentation to demonstrate the expenses were exclusive to the primary election 
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the 
General Committee totaling 192.288. and $53.319 from the GELAC the Audit staff Will 
recommend that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make 
a pro-rata repayment of $36,996 (5192.288 + 53.319 x .150630) to the United States 
Treas-. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee 
stated that pursuant to $9034.4(a)(3)(iii). 100% ofsalary, overhead and computer 
expenses incurred after the date of ineligibility may be treated as exempt legal and 
accounting beginning with the first full reporting period after the date ofineligibility. 
The Primary Committee stated M e r  that nohng in the regulation limits the abiiity of a 
candidate in the general election IO pay p r i m q  winding down costs during the general 
election period. in addition, the Primary Committee stated that the Commission's bright 
line regulation at §9034.4(e) refers to campaign expenditures subject to the limit. not to 
winding doun costs. Also, it is stated by the Primary Committee that the entire 
accounting/matching funds staff located in Little rock provided no general election 
services other than the GELAC contribution services. Finally, the Primary Committee 
stated that costs related to Primary Committee winding down were incurred in the DC 
accounting office by accounting personnel specifically assigned to accounting for the 
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Primary Committee and those individuals spent no h e  relatedto general election 
activity. 

Ihe Primary CoPllMittec a g m d  thap the G e n d  Committee 
would reimburse the Primary Committee for expenses totding $39,753 that were 
allocable to the General Committee, but that no additional reimbursements are due the 
Primary Committee fiom the General Committee due to the inapplication of 1 I CFR 
49034.4(e)(3) to post DO1 winding down expenses. As of 9/30/98, the $39.753 has not 
been paid to the Primary Committee according to disclosl~e =ports filed. 

It is the opinion of the Audit staffthat 11 CFB §9034.4(e) 
applies to both operating costs and winding down costs. Expenditures must be 
exclusively for the primary campaign or the general election campaign to be attributed to 
that campaign. K e  Explanation and Justification for 1 I CFR §9034.4(~)(3) addresses 
overhead and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or mtional campaign osces .  
These costs are attributed according to when usage 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 ofice is used only by persons working exclusively 
on general election campaign preparations. 

Recommendation #4 

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the 
Primap Comminee make a pro-rata repayment of $36.996 ($192.288 + 53,319 x 
.I50630) to the United Slates Treasury pursuant to 26 W.S.C. $9038@)(2). If the Primary 
Comminee receives a reimbursement of $191.288 from the General Committee and 
S5>.; 19 from the GELAC. no repayment would be required. 

Should the Commission's analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law, 
and conclus~ons be different than that presented above. the amount due to the US. 
Treasup would be changed or eliminated. - 

2. Moms d Carrick. Inc. 

A consulting agreement was entered into t-tween the Primary 
Comminee and Moms & Canick. lnc. (M&C). The agreement covered the period 
February I ,  I996 through August 30.1996. M%C billed the Ptimsy Committee on a 
monthly basis. In accordance with the agreement. the Primary Commiace paid MLC 
5 15.000 per month. 

In addition. M%C billed the Primary Comminee on August 30, 
1996 for an additional S30.000. which the Primary Committee paid on September 30, 
1996. The invoice to the Priman. Committee was annotated "Remaining Primary 
Invoice." Although the agreement stated it may be fiarther extended, renewed or amended 

I upon winen agreement ofthe parties. there was no provision in the original agreement or 
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any amendments t r the payment made on 
September 30, 1996. A Primary Committee representative stated the vendor performed 
extra work than was originally anticipated and, tllerefore, was paid an additionid $30,000. 

agreement which covered this billin 

Subsequently, the Primary Committee submitted a written response 
which stated that the $30.000 payment was actually owed by the G c n d  Committee. not 
the Primary Committee. 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 stated because M&C mistakenly billed the 
$30,000 to the Primary Committee, committee staff paid the invoice as directed. 
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy ofthe “misdirected invoice” was included 
with its response, it was not. Finally, the Primary Committee stated that the General 
Committee will reimburse the Primary Committee $30,000, representing the mount paid 
and owed to MBC. 

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

The unsigned agreement between the GeneA Committee and 
MBC specified an effective date of August 30, I996 and a termination date of November 
30, 1996. It further states M%C was to be paid $95.000 within 30 days of execGtion of 
the agreement. 

In our opinion. based on the infomation provided as of the close of 
audir fieldwork. the General Committee’s agreement appeared to be effective as of 
August 30. 1996. it was unclear why M&C would mistakenly issue an invoice on the 
same date and for only %30.000. when, in fact, the entire amount ($95,000) to be paid, 
pursuant to the agreement. was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30, 1996, 
when MBrC did directly issue m invoice to the General Committee, it was for $65.000. 

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that, the 
Primary Committee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by dl parties and 
dated) between the General Committee and Morris & Carrick. In addition, a signed 
smtement from M B: C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary 
Committee for S3Q.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 
recommend that the Commission make a detemiination that the Primary Committee make 
a pro-rata repayment of S4.519 ($30.000 x .150630) to the United Spates Treasury 
pursuant 10 1 1  CFR $9038.2(b)(Z). 

11 The Fnmaq consulcmg agrccrnenr was stgned by the Primary Committee and M&C. 
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n response to the Memorandum, the CoPnminee stated 
that an executed contract between the General Committee and Morris & CaPrick did not 
exist. However, the Primary Committee provided an affidavit h m  William A. Carrick, 
Jr., the President of Moms & Carrick Inc. 

Mr. Carrick stated that M B C agreed to provide political 
consulting services to both the Pri.nary Committee and Gtncral C o d n e e .  M & C 
agreed in writing to provide services to the Primary Committee in fetum for $105,000 - 
$1 5,000 per month for 7 months and M & C was paid in full for all services provided to 
the Primary Committee. 

Mr. Carrick continued that the General Committee orally agreed 
that services would be provided in retun for $95,000, to be paid within 30 days from the 
anticipated date of execution of the conmct (August 30, 1996). The agreement was 
reflected in a proposed written conmc!. however, unintentionally, the parties never 
signed that contract. Mr. Carrick stated further, that both parties treated the proposed 
contract as though it had been fully executed and abided by all of its terms. 

According to Mr. Canick, M 8~ C mistakenly billed the Pfimary 
Committee. instead of the General Comminee for %30,000 and that the Primary 
Committee paid the bill without questioning it. He stated that M L C was unaware ofthe 
mistake on this bill and was also unaware that the $30.000 was paid from the Primary 
Committee. FuIther, M 8: C received payments totaling $200.000 in full satisfaction of 
all obligations owed and duties performed under the Primary and General Committee 
agreements and that M B: C did not receive any funds above and beyond those called for 
in the agreements with the Primary and General Committees. Finally, Mr. Canick stated 
that M B: 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 Pr imw and General Committees. 

Although the Primary-Committee did not provide a copy of an 
executed contract 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 Committee was apparently billed in error. 

in view of this apparent billing error and resulting payment by the 
Priman. Committee of a General Committee expense. the General Committee should 
reimburse the Primary Committee S30.000." Absent such a reimbursement, the amount 
paid (S30.000'") by the Primary Committee represents a non-qualified campaign expense. 

This mount IS shown BS due to h e  Rirnary Committee on the Statemen: of Ne1 Oursranding 
Qualified Campaign Expenses prepared by the Audit staff and included in the General 
Cornminee's Audit Rcpon 

This amount is not included on the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligarions as due 
from h e  General Cornmince because the payment IO MBrC occumd after the candidate's date 

J I  
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Recommendation #§ 

The Audit d n c o m m e n d s  that the Commission detennine that the Pairnary 
Committee make a pro rata repayment of %,5 19 (530,000 x .150630) to the United 
States Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR g 9038.2@)(2). Should the Runmy Committee 
provide evidence that it has been reimbursed by the General Committee, the =payment 
would not be required. 

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

C. SHERATON NEW YOM HOTEL dk TOWERS 

Section 441a(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 55,000. 

Section 441a(a)(7)(B)(i) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code states that 
expenditures made by any penon 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. 

Section 1 10.8(e)(l)(i)(ii) ofTitle 11 ofthe Code ofFederal Regulations 
states that a political pany may make reimbursement for the expenses of a candidate who 
IS engagrng in parry-building activities, without the payment being considered a 
contribution 10 the candidate, and without the wreimbursed expense being considered an 
expenditure 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 of the 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 1 lO&e)(Z)(ii) of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states ha t  an event or appearance occurring on or &er January 1 of the y e a  of the 
election for which the individual is a candidate is presumptively for the purpose of 
influencing the candidate's election. and any contributions or expenditures are governed 
by the contribution and expenditure limitation. 

Section 100.7(a)( 1) of Title 1 1  ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states, 
in pan. &at the term conmbution includes the following payments, services or other 
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things of value: a gift, subscription, loan advance or deposit oney or an#-w of - 
value made by any-person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federd office. 
Section 100.7(a)(l)(iii)(A) of Tittle 1 1 of the Code of Federal Reflations states that for 
purposes of 1 1 CFR 100.7(a)(l), the term anythng of value includes all in-kind 
contributions. Unless specifidly exempted under 1 1  CFR 100.7@), the provision of any 
goods or services is a contribution. 

The Primary Committee made payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel 
& Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a Wipe m s f e r  on 
January 4, 1996 in amount of $134,739, which appeared to q r e s e n t  a deposit. In 
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated biIi for an event in the 
amount of $1 17.816. 

In response to the Audit staffs inquiry, the hnmy Committee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of 
$1 34.739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. This event was 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a r e h d  of 
$103.260;" a cancellation fee of53 1.479 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 519.832. The Primary Committee 
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Committee, dated 
March 8. 1996. in the amount of $142,322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton to the DNC for 1519.832. 

Costs itemized on the DNC's estimated bill were: dinner (1513.200), floral 
6446). linen (SI 85). stanchions, ropes, pipe and drape, (%220), Clinton-GorelDNC ofice 
rental ( f6  IO).  Clinton-GorelDNC office phonelfardprinter ($671), and sleeping rooms 
(54.500). Comparison ofthe charges listed on the Primary Committee's invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill-revealed that except for dinners ($13,200) 
floral (S446) and linen ($1 85). 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 the categories or types of charges billed by 
the Sheraton directly related IO the event. The expenses representing the difference, 
156.00 1 (51 9.832 - 13.83 1 ) appear to be related to the event, even though not included on 
b e  Sheraton's March 8. 1996 invoice. Consequently. absent additional documentation. 
the Audit staff could not determine how. or if. expenses totaling 510,675,'' as reflected on 
the Sheraton's invoice issued to the Primary Committee were paid. 

A copy of  the refund check war provided. 

Apparent total cost of event. 5142.322 less $ 1  17.816 paid by the Rtmary Comminee. less $13.831 
paid by the DNC. 

.. 
4, 
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B a d  on the information available as ofthe close of audit fieldwork, the 
cost of the event appeared to be a qualified campaign expense; the Sheraton invoice 
refmnced a “Clinton/Gore ‘96 ReceptiodDinner.” Further, this event did not appear to 
represent a joint fundraising effort in which the DNC was a participant. Absent 
documentation demonstrating that the expews paid by the DNC were expenses NOT in 
connection with the candidate’s c;ampaign for nomination, the Audit staff viewed the 
amount paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution. Further, the value of the apparent 
in-kind contribution (519,832) was added to the amount ofexpendims subject to the 
overalll limitation. 

It was recommended in the Memorandum, that the Primary Committee provide: 

a) 

b) 

The final invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC; 

an explanation as to the method used to “allocate” the costs of the event 
between the phimary Committee and the DNC. along with documentation 
to support that “allocation” mtio used; 

documentation, in the form of canceled check(s) that demonstrates the 
S 10,675 in event expenses were paid; 

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

c) 

d) 

In response IO the Memorandum. the Primary Committee provided 
invoices and documentation which demonsmted that all expenses relating to the event 
were paid. Although the estimated bill for the DNC was f19.832, the actual amount paid 
by the DNC was $24.926 (catering and room char@). In addition, the Primary 
Committee provided documentation which explained the method used to “allocate” the 
cost between the Primary Committee and the DNC. The DNC paid 1 1% ofthe cost 
which it considered as its share for the 165 guess invited by the DNC. 

According to the Primary Committee. the primary purlpose of this event 
was io gamer support for the ClintodGore ‘96 presidential ticket and to bring attention to 
the candidates and their agenda in the state of New York. T h i s  was not a fundraising 
event for the Primary Committee. The DNC, however, was conducting fundraising in 
New York at the lime of the event. and when it learned that the President and Vice 
President would be appearing. asked the Primary Committee to allow the DNC to invite a 
small number of potential contributors to the event (emphasis added). 

The Primary Committee also submitted an affidavit from Joseph Sandler, 
who at the time ofthe event was General Counsel at the DNC. Mr. Sandlcr stated the 
DNC was raising money in New York during the same time period as the event, and 
when the DNC heard that the President and Vice President were attending this dinner the 
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DNC invited its own wests. It should be noted that Mr. Smdler makes no reference in 
his &ndavit that the 6NC guess were potential conmbuton. No documentation has 
been made available that demonstrated the DNC guests received any solicitation as a 
resuit of attending this event. 

Based on our review of all the information available, it appears that the 
DNC was mnducting fundraising in New York and did invite ce& individuals to attend 
the Primary Committee event. These individuals were among the 1,544 guests attending 
this event, an event that by the Primary Cornmittce's own admissioa, "was to ganncr 
support for the ClintodGore '96 presidential ticket." The cost of this primary campaign 
event may not be apportioned to the DNC or any other political committee without LEI in- 
kind contribution resulting." 

Accordingly, the DNC made and the Primary Committee received an 
excessive in-kind contribution from the DNC. Further, the value of the in-kind 
conmbution (524,926) is included in the amount of expenditures subject to the overall 
limitation. 

D. EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 

Sections 44 la(b)( I )(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the Wnited States Code state, 
in part, that no candidate for the ofice of President of the United States who is eligible 
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury may make 
expendims in excess of S 10.000.000 in the campaign for nomination for election to 
such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price lndex published each year by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

Section 903S(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states, in pat, 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the 
expenditure limitation applicable under section 441a (b)( 1)(A) ofTitle 2. - 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 1 I of the Code of Federal Regulations states. in 
pan. that a qualified campaign expense is 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; 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 I(a) and (b)(l)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that 

': A political party may reimburse the expenses of a candidate who is engaging in party building 
activiires without the payment being consldcred a contribution to the candidate. and without 
the unreunburscd expense being considered an expenditure counting against b e  limitation as 
long as the event is a bond fide paray eveni or appearance and no aspect of L e  solicitation for 
b e  event were for the purpose of influencing the candidate's nomination or election. 
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disbursements made by the candidate or his authorized committee are qualified campaign 
expenses BS defrned in I 1 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, 
the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an 
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose ofthe 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 h t  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 9038.2@)(2)(i)(A) and (ii)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that amount(s) of any 
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for the 
purposes other than to defray qdif ied campaign expenses. Further, an example of a 
Commission repayment determination under paragraph (b)(2) includes detenninations 
that a candidate, a candidate's authorized c o d t t e e ( s )  or agents have made expenditures 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 9038.2@)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states, in part, that the amount of any repayment under this section sW1 bear the m e  
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 btars PO the 
candidate's total deposits. as of 90 days after the candidate's date ofineligibility. 

The expenditure limiiaion for the 1996 Primary election for nomination 
for h e  office of Preside111 of the United States was $30,910,000. 

From its inception through December 3 1, 1997 the Primary Committee 
reponed net operating expenditures (subject IO the limitation) of S30,727,701. 

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated. based on 
information made available during fieldwork. that the limitation had been exceeded by 
S46.38.005. 

Certain ,djustmenls made by the Audit staff to reponed expenditures 
. -  subject to h e  limitation are detailed below. 

1. Additional Exmnditures Considered Exemut Legal and 
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 were entitled to the compliance exemption. The amount 
cakulated by the Audit staff was 5363.668. This amount is a reduction to 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. 

2. ExDenses in the Legal and in the Matching Fund Departments Not 
Considered 100% Exembt Compliance 

The Primary Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all 
expenses incurred in the legal and in the matching furad cost group. The Primary 
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expenditure limitation. Legal and 
accounting expenses incurred solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the 
Federal Election Campaign Act do not count agains? the overall expenditure limitation. 
In addition, costs associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions are 
considered exempt legal and accounting expenses. However. “costs associated with the 
preparation of matching fund submissions” do not include data entry or b a t c h g  
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 contributions were processed in its Little 
Rock. Arkansas headquarters. Contribution processing included not only those activities 
that related directly to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included 
data e n m  and batchinp of contributions for deposit; these functions would have been 
necessap even if no matching fund submissions were prepared The Primary 
Committee‘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 io our inquiry concerning the expense allocation for 
lhcsc two cos1 groups. the Primary Committee stated “[tlhe [Primary] Committee has 
allocated I0090 of staff anomey Ken Stem’s time to accounting since he primari!y 
providcd services not directly relared to compliance.” In addition, the response stated 
that “other staff attorney were assigned to compliance activities with minimal time 
commined 10 other senices.” 

With respect to the matching fund cost g~oup. t’ Primary 
Comminec stated that “all of the costs allocated by the Committee to Department 145 
[Matching Fund Depanment] were related to processing contributions.” The Primary 
Committee submitted a calcuhtion for staff who performed data entry, batch processing 
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Committee identified 19.33% 
of Lhe duties performed by Matching Fund Department &as related to its accounting 
functions. I t  should be noted that expenses properly charged to accounting are allocated 
8550 exempt compliance md  IS% opemting expenses chargeable io the overall limitation, 
whereas expenses properly charged to the matching funds department are allocated 100% 
compliance and as such are not chargeable to the overall limitation. 
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Given the above response, the Priaary Committee appeared to 
agree with the Audit staffthat some poption of the expenses initially allocated to the legal 
department and the matching fund department did not qualify as 100% exempt 
compliance. The Commission's Financial Control and Compliance manual provides that 
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The 
Primary Committee may not allocate costs within a particular p u p  by different methods, 
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard IO percent method. and 
other individuals by a comittee-developed percentage supported by records indicating 
the Punctions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be 
allocated by different methods. The method used by the Primary CorPUnittee in arri4ng 
at the 17.33% figure was not consistent with the guidance provided in the Manual. 

In the Audit s t a f f s  view. an allocation of 85% exempt compliance 
and 15% operating with respect to expenses charged to the legal depamnent 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 idlocated in this manner, an 
increase of $395,187 to the overall expenditure limitation would result. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Cornminee stated, 
that it was its intention to allocate all  compliance legal cost to the Legal-compliance cost 
center and the other expenses to Legal-other. The Primary Committee continued that the 
Committee's General Counsel and Chief Counsel would provide the compliance sewices 
since that was their primary area of expenise and paid outside counsel would primarily 
handle non-compliance maRers. The Primary Cornminee stated Ruther that the auditors 
questioned whether Ken Stem, who was Deputy General Counsel and on the 
Committee's payroll. would be treated as 100% compliance since he performed other 
t sks  that may not have been compliance related. The Primary Committee suggested that 
Mr Stern's payroll and overhead be treated as subject to the limit. except for the 5% 
national compliance exemption. It is the position of the Primary Committee that all other 
expenses initiall> charged to the Legal-compliance cost center should be treated as 100% 
exempt - 

The Audit suff did not single out Mr. Stem for performing task 
thar were not compliance relared. The Audit slaff did note that the Primary Committee's 
General Counsel was involved in contracr negviations and an Associate Counsel 
collected rent. and that such functions were not considered exempt compliance acivities. 
However, in addiiion to the above, it is obvious that Mr. Stem's salary and associated 
overhead could not be considered IOOOlo exempt compliance. Furher, according IO the 
P n m q  Comminee othee slaff anomeys allocated minimal time to other than compliance 
services. 

charged to b e  legal depanment were performing duties which are not considered 100% 
exempr 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 P r i m e  Committee, does not alter the Audit s m s  opinion 

As demonstrated above, the individuals whose expenses weee 
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that all legal expenses as originally classified should be idlocated at a ratio of 85% 
compliance 15% operating. 

With respect to the Matching Fund Depamnent, the Primary 
Committee stated that it followed the auditors' guidance in the Manual by establishing 
separate accounting and matching fund cost centers which reasonably and accurately 
reflect the division of duties. The Primary Cornunittee conhued that because there were 
some functions in the contribution processing office that the FEC does not hnat as 100% 
compliance, the Primary Committee did no! allocate that portion ofthose activities to the 
matching fund cost center. m e a d  those costs were allocated to the accouating cost 
center and the numbers on the FEC repons originally filed included this allocation. 
Finally, the Primary Cornmitie stated that it provided Calculations showhng the 
reasonable accounting beween cost centers. 

The Primary Committee provided workpapers with detailed 
monthly/quanerly amounts of payroll and overhead costs associated with contribution 
processing that it allocated to the matching h i d  and to the accounting cost centers." For 
example, for the period of April through June. 1995 the Primary Committee identified 
82.67% of the cost of conmbution processing as allocable to the matching 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 (1 7.33%) 
to pa-woll and overhead expenses associated with two other employees, computers, cost 
of sofnvare and computer services, and. to the cost of overhead associated with the 
matching fund ofices and charged that amount to the accounting cost center with the 
remainder (87.67%) charged to the matching fimd cost center. it is not clear from the 
workpapers provided how this allocation is related PO these costs. The Audit staff 
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 
perccnzages and to obtain documentation to ruppon such calculations On at least 3 
occasions the chief accountant stared she had requested copies of work papers (from the 
Washinpon 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 fund submissions shall not include costs of general contribution processing 
such as data enny and batching contributions for deposit. (Compliance Manual at page 
30). The Primary Committee's propos.! did not include (1) any detailed information 
concerning the duties performed by individuals assigned to the matching h d s  
depamneni. or (2) any justification for the percentages identified for other categories of 
expenses which the Primary Committee now considers not exclusively related to the 

Tbt percmlape of payroll related to conaiburion processing allocated to the accounting cost 
center varied with each reponing period. 

.I 
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prepamtion of matching fund submissions. It is the Audit M s  opinion that an 85% 
exempt, 15% operating allocation for the matcking fund wsp center nmain~ a consistent 
and reasonable method to allocate such corn. Accordingly, an a d i m e n t  of $395,187 to 
expenditures subject to the overall limit has been include& ratha-kan the proposed 

7,817 suggested by the Fvimapy Committee in its response. adjustment of $1 

3. Refunds and Rebates Incorrectlv Offset Against the 
Expenditure Limitation 

The Committee allocated costs associated with its headquarter 
departments either I OO%, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the lgmainda 
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy ofthe 
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset or service when purchased or 
provided was allocated 85% to exempt legal and accounting and 15% to operating, ?he 
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a refund related to that service should be credited 
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. D h g  OW 
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primary Committee, it was detennined that 
certain amounts were offset incorrectly at 100%(instead of 85% or 5%) against the 
overall expenditure limitation. The correct dlocation of refunds and rebates Will add 
$ 1  70,857 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee indicated 
that the correct amount of refunds and rebates that should be added to the overall 
expendime limitation is $1 68,445. The Primivy Cornminee stated that among the 
refunds reallocated by the auditors was 5379.705 for the sale of assets, of which $60.601 
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 Comminee the assets sold were valued at $370.816. Ofthac 
amouni. the Pnmap  Committee states that assets sold from the accounting department 
should decrease the limit by 15%. those assets sold from the legal and from the matching 
fund cost center should not decrease the overall expenditure limit, while the assets sold 
from h e  other cost cenfers should decrease the expenditure limit 5%. An upward 
adjusunenr of558.186 to the overall expenditure limit relative to thk sale of assets is 
warranted rather than the $60.601 calculated by the auditors. The figure proposed by the 
Primary Committee is incorrect since it was calculated by using cenai.7 offset amounts 
related to the sale of assets which the Primary Committee incorrectly classified as 100% 
compliance rather than the proper allocation of 8590 compliance used by the Audit staff 
for the legal and the matclung fund cost centers. 

Nothwithstanding the above, an additional calculation is necesmy 
to arrive at the comct amount of the adjustment IO the overall expenditure limit. The 
General Committee purchased assets from the Primary Committee for $370.816 and the 
GELAC purchased assets fiom the DC office for 58.889. In addition, assets from the 
matching fund d e p m e n t  were sold to the GELAC for $55,180. The Primary 
Committee did not include in its adjustment ($168,445) to the overall expenditure 

61 



62 

limitation matching fund department assets pwchased by 
Audit staffs position that expenses charged to the matching Rurd d e p m e n t  should be 
considered 85% exempt compliance, and 15% operating (chargable to the overall 
expenditure limit), thus an additional downward adjustment sf$8277 ($55.1 80 x .15) to 
the expenditure 1imitati01-1 is necessary. 

LAC. However, it is the 

Based on the above, the Audit &included an adjustment of 
$162.850 (5190,857 - $8,277) in our analysis of the overall expenditure limitation (see 
footnote D). 

4.  Amounts Due the General Committee and the 
GELAC 

a. Salary and Overhead 

The GELAC paid the Plimary Committee $1 5 1,757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee SAT who worked on GELAC activities prior 
to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. Our review revealed that only certain persons paid 
by the Primary Committee worked 100% on GELAC activities for their entire period of 
employment prior to the Candidate's date of ineligibility. For those persons who did not 
work exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire pre-DO1 period of employment no 
reimbursement from GELAC is warranted according to the regulations at 1 1 CFR 
$9034.4(e). Expenses for salary and overhead that were dlecated between the Primary 
Committee and the GELAC but were not exclusively general election in nature are 
considered primary expenses. Based on our review of GELAC documentation, we 
determined that S61.879 in salary and overhead expenses were associated with staff 
working exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire pn-DO1 period of employment. 
.4ccordingI).. the P n m w  Committee should have retuned to the GELAC $88,878 
(SI 5 1.757 - 1562.879). Of this amount (S88.878) only S23.033 was applied by the 
P r i m q  Committee as an offset to expendims subject to the limitation. Therefore, the 
Audit staff has added 523.033 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 Priman. Comminee. the regulations under 1 1 CFR §9003.3(a)( 1 )(i) 
specifically 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 raised. Finally. the Primary Committee stated that if the bright line test 
were applied to GELAC operations. i t  could result in the Primary Committee paying all 
of the costs for nising GELAC funds. It is the Primary Committee's position h a t  it does 
not owe the GELAC a reimbursement and no addition to the overall expenditure 
limiration 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 employment prior to the date of nomination could be reimbursed by GELAC. 
Funher, the regulations at 1 1 CFR 59034.4 (e) encompassed all expenditures, including 
operating, fundraising and winddown. Therefore, the Pkmary Committee should return 
to the GELAC 588,878, of that amount f23,033 has been added to expenditures subject to 
the overall limitation. 

This amounr was denved by pro raring 514.033 for three days m August, 1996 plus 914.033 each 
for September. October. and November less the amount of rent (S4.007) paid by the M a r y  
Cornmime which should have been paid by the General Comminee for the period 8R9/96- 
8'31196 

Y 

b. Sublease Payments 

The Primary Conunittee paid reDt to 1 100 2 I R Association 
Ltd. Parmenhip for the months ofJuly and August The General Committee paid rent for 
ofice space for the remaining months of September through November. During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its o s c e  space to the firm 
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & Oshinsky LLP @S). The sublcase rent payments, toding 
$76,7 16, were deposited into the Primary Committee's account and subsequently offset 
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staffcalcdated that the Primary 
Committee owes the General Committee $39.45 1 .u The Primary Committee in its 
response calculated that the Primary Committee owed the G e n d  Committee 543,005. 
However, the Primary Committee did not consider in its calculation rent that the General 
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 3 1. This will add Is39,45 1 to the overall 
expendim limitation. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee 
stated that it does not dispute this calculation and a p e s  to pay the General Committee 
539.45 1. in addition, the Primar). Committee does not dispute that this will add $39,45 11 
IO the overall expendimre limitation. However. to date the Primary Committee t i  not 
provided evidence that the payment has been made to the Genepal Committee. 

S h o w  below is the calculation of &e expenditures subject 
IO the limit:. 
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CLRS~ON/GORE '96 P N W Y  C O ~ .  mc. 
ANALYSIS OF EXPENIDIlTJRES SUBJECTTO LIMITATION 

AMOUNaREPOIP1U)BY THE PRlMARY COMMITEE 
AT DECEMBER 3 1.1997 

LESS: 

ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND ExpEpaDlTuIzES 

CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING 

SUBTOTAL 

ADD: 

DEBTS OWED BY THE PRJMARY COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31. I997 

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FUND DEPARTMEm 
NOT CONSIDERED 10Wb EXEMPT COMPLlANCE 

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

PAYABLE TO C L W T O N G O E  '96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE 
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE WI 

DUE TO CLMTONIGORE '96 GENERAL COMMHTEE 

CONVESTION TRAVEL 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS 

IK-KIND CONTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS 

SUBTOTAL 

64 

12.427 

39.451 

f30.727.701 

363.668 A/ 

30.364.033 

104.759 81 

395.181 

162,850 Q1 

23.933 

51,878 F' 

24.926 GI 

531,126.666 
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LESS: 

5EB'E OWED TO THE COf@dITTEE AT DECEMBER 3 1,1997 

AMOUNT 5UE FROM CLI"TON/GORE '96 GENERAL COMWTEE 
BISMARK ENTERPRISES 
AT LT PHONE LEASE 
G l l i  

SUBTOTAL 

ADD: DNC MEDLA EXPENSES 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 

LESS: PRIMARY EXPEN5ITUBE LIMITATION 

EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDMC LIMITATION 

LESS OUTSTANDING PAYABLES 

361,860 W 

87.159 v 
22.9M 
63.736 

439 

30,677,647 

46.580.358 

77258,005 

30.910.o(Do 

46.348.005 

100.795 JI 

EXPENDITURES Ri EXCESS OF YHE SPENDMC LIMITATION SUBJECT TO 56.247.210 
REPAY MEh'T 
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._. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G 

H. 

1. 

J .  

This amount represents costs that 
expnses. See Finding III.D.1. 

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

considad exempt legd and accounting 

This amount represents 15% of the legd department and the matchhg h n d  
depamnent expenses that, based on a review of salary and overhead, were 
misclassified. See Finding III.D.2. 

This amount is for refunds. rebates and the sale of assets that were offset 100% 
against the limit by the Primary Comrmin~~. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion of the refund (15% or 95%) should have been offset 
against the expendime limit. See Finding III.D.3. 

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

This represents navel from the Democratic National Convmion paid by the 
General Committee (see Audit Repon on the General Cornittee, Finding 
111.9.1 .I 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 
IO the Pnmap Committee's I' and 2" quaner 1998 disclosure report, it has 
received 5201.366 of the refund due fiom the November 5 Group. 

The amoun~ due from the General Comminee for Bismarck Enterprises and 
AT%T arc amounts paid by the Primary Commitlee but should have been paid by 
the General Committee. See Finding 111.B.l.a. and b. The GTE mount  of $439 
is a Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the Gene& Committee's 
bank account. 

- 

Debts owed by the Priman. Committee as reported in its December 3 1,1997 
Disclosure Repons Schedule D less 153.964 paid during 1998. 
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As depicted in the chart above, the Audit staffidentified 
5YY,258,00S in expendimes chargeable to the overall expenditure l i t a t i on .  The 
Rimary Cornmitke in its response contended that it was M35.188 under the overall 
expendimre limit. Our review of the Primary C o d t t e e ' s  disclosure rrports as amended 
through June 30,1998 reflected expendims chargeable to the overall l i t  of 
1630.330,410 - an amount equal to 5579,590 under the overall spending lixnit. The Audit 
staffs inclwion of media expenses paid by the DNC as an h-kind conenbution as 
discussed in Finding II1.A. and the necessary adjustmentdadditions discussed at Findings 
1II.B and C. caused the limit to be exceeded by $46,348.005. After adjustments to 
calculate the amount E& in excess of the limit, $46,247,210 is subject to a pro rata 
repayment to the United States Treasury. 

Recommendation #ti 

The Audit staffrecommends the Commission determine that $6.966.21 7" 
(Q6.247.2 10 x .150630) is repayable to the United States Treasury pursuant to 1 1 CFR 
$90382@)(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 
Primary Committee's spending limitation and the amount to be repaid to the U.S. 
Treasury could be changed or eliminated. 

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 1 1  of the Code of Federal Regulations requires 
that within 15 calendar days after the candidate's date of ineligibility, the candidate shall 
submit a sraremenr of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total ofall 
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 pan. that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 11 CFR 59034.5, 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 dare of ineligibility was August 28, 1996. The Audit 
staff reviewed the Comminee's financial activiy through December 3 1. 1997, analyzed 
winding down costs. and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations. 

" This amount may require a downward adjustmenl pendmg final resolution of the repayment 
mancrs nosed ax Fmding II1.B 
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It should be noted that the Primary Co&m submitted with its response 
to the Memorandum its version of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign 
Obligations. There were several differcnc:es between the Audit p p r e d  mtemenf mind 
the one prepared by the Primary Committee. According to the P r h q  Corrxdtee, the 
deficit BS of August 29,1998 was 51,071,056, whereas, the deficit calculated by the Audit 
staff as of August 28, S 998 was S895.6446 a difference ofapproximately $1 7§90Q0. 
However, the Mary ComminSe did not provide w o r k b S ,  schedules or other 
documentation to support the dtrivation of its n u m b .  

The Audit staffs prepared Statement of Net Outstanding Cmpa&~ 
Obligations appears below. Based on our analysis, the Primary Committee did not 
receive matching funds in excess of its entitlement. 
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CLINTON~GORE '96 PRIMARY C O M M ~ E ,  IMC. 
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS 

as of August 28 ,191  
as determined through 0emimkWr 31, 9997 

ASSf3S 

Cash in Bank 
Cash on Hand 
lnwestm~nts in US. Treasury NotesBonds 

Accounts Receivable: 

Accrued interest 
Vendor Deposits 
Due from G E U C  
ClintonlGore '96 General Committee 
Vendor Refunds 

Capital Assets 

Total Assets 

OBLIGATIONS 

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Conmbutrons 

Federal Income Tax 

Amount Due GELAC 
Amount Due General Cornminee 
Amount Due U S  T~atury - Stale-dared Checks 

A t N d  Wmdtng Down Expenses 
kcembcr 6. 1996 - December 31, 1997 

Estunated Wtndmg Down Expenses 
lanu- I .  1998 - December 3 I .  1999 

8 3.389.406 (1) 
292 

2,146,940 

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

151.757 (4) 
87.159 (5) 

385.568 (6) 

497,427 (7) 

6,722,653 

4.338.553 (8) 
7.275 (9) 

165,480 (IO) 

88.878 ( I t )  
12.427 (12) 
12230 (13) 

1.822.556 

1,170.900 (14) 

Total Obligations 

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (Deficit) 
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FOOTNOTES TO NOCO STA"ENT 

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8128/% which includes stale-dated checks dated on or before date 
of ineligibility added back IO cash in bank. 

This amount represents vendor deposits outsimding as of 8128/96. 
This amount reflects GELAC reimbwsemmts to the Rirnary Committee for GELAC salaries and 
overhead expenses initially paid by the Rmary Committee on or before 8/28/96. An offset 
(S88.878) was calculated by the Audit naff to feflen the expemcs of individuals not working 
exclusively on GELAC mancrs (see Note 11). 
This amount represents: (a) Primary Commitlet payment ($22,984) to B i a n m k  Enterprises for 
catering services provided to the General Comminee; @) an amount (563,736) paid by the 
Primary Comminee for an AT&T phone lease which should have been paid by the General 
Cornminee; (c) a GTE refund (S439) addressed to the Riary Comminee but erroneously 
deposited by the General Comminee. 
Amounts deposited past date of ineligibiliry for Pansactions made on or before date of ineligibility 
plus the reponed amount owed to the Primary Committee by one of its media vendors. 
Recognition of gross capital assets including soAwarc and licensing fees icss depreciation ofcdW/o. 
Reflects a w l  accounts payable through I 2 3  1/97 absent a reduction to accounts payable for post 
daw of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding down costs. 
Represents contributions dated 8/28/96 or before and refunded to contributors. 
This amount reflects the tax liability for mvcsment income and interest earned on deposits far the 
ptnod I ,'I /96-8Q8'96. 
T h i s  offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the Primary Comminct at Note 4; the difference of 
562.879 represents the allowable reunbursemenr by GELAC for staff working 100% on GELAC 
maners pnor to date of meligibilip 
T h i s  amount represents: (a) DNC Convention related mvel on TWA paid (S7.291) by the General 
Cornminee. (b) a leg of DNC Convention mvcl from Chicago IO Cape Girardeau. MO relative io 
the Runan. Comminee that was paid ($5.136) by the General Comminee (see Audit Repon of the 
General Cornminec. Fmdmg 111.8. I .). 
Run* Commince's ourrrandlng checks to vendors or COnmbUtOK that have not been cashed. 
T h i s  mount is based on the Fnmaty Commmn's actual 1997 year-end winding down expenses. 

Accrued hteRSt income 7/25/96 - 8/28/96. 
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Section 9038.6 offitle 1 1 of the Code of F e d d  Regulations States that if 
the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or contributions phat have not been 
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The cornminee shall inform the 
Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such effoxts have been necessary, and its 
efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The committee shall also 
submit a check for the total amouillt of such outstanding checks, payable to the United 
States Treasury. 

During our review of the Primary Committee's disbursement activity, the 
Audit staff identified 97 stale-dated checks totaling $38,161 dated between April 27. 
1995 and December 16, 1997. ?he Audit staffprovided a schedule of the stabdated 
check to the Primary Committee on Thursday, March 19,1998. 

In the Exit Conference Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that 
the Primary Committee present evidence that the checks were not outsranding (Le., copies 
ofthe front and back ofthe negotiated checks), or that the outstanding checks were 
voided and/or that no Primary Committee obligation exists. 

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary CowGttee provided 
evidence that checks, totaling 425.934. had been voided, reissued and cleared the bank 
($20.044); had cleared the bank subsequent to the end of fieldwork (52,890); had been 
originally issued in error (S 1,000); and. had been voided and a check reissued to the U.S. 
Treasury (S2.000). 

Documentation was also made available with respect to action taken on 
the rem.aining stale-dated checks. tolaling f12.230. however, evidence of final disposition 
has not been made available. 

Based on the above, the Audit staffreduced the amount of unresolved 
stale-dated checks to 512.230. 

Recommendation #7 

The Audit staff recommends thar the Commission make a determination that the 
Pnmary Comminee is required to make a payment of S12.230 to the United States 
Treasw. 

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

71 



'12 

G. 

Shown below is a reap of mounts due the U.S. Treasury as discussed in 
this report. 

1E 54.578 

Expenditures in Exxcess of the Overall L h i t a t i ~ n  
(Tinding 1II.B.) 6,966.2 17 

Stale Dated Checks (Finding II1.F.) --€.Lzs 
Total 

. 

$7.033.025" 

Should the Commissaon's analysis of the facu. interpretation of applicable law. and conclusions 
be different than that presented above. the amount due IO the US. Treasury would k changed or 
elunmated. 
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #I  
ClintodGore '96 Primary Committee, Inc. 

DNC AND PRIMARY COMMITTEE A D S  HAVING S A M E  AUDIO AMD 'VIDEO 
C 0 " T  
FJOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

Page I of 1 

PI 1 REAL TICKET CG13-30 
D795 DOLUGINGRICH DNC1228-30 

THE OVAL OFFICE IF If WERE BOB DOLE SIlTNG HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY 
CLT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXIC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO 
TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRlMMALS W O W E D  TO B W  HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATION PRESIDENT C L m O N  STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT 
NEXT YEAR iF NEWT GMGRlCH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE 
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

PI2 NOBODY CG14-30 
D796 THEM DNC1229-30 
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS FLERE AND GINGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION 
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY 550.000,000,000 DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT 
CLfhTOh' SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION 
STASDS UP TO DOLE AhD GMGRJCH BLT IF DOLE WMS AND GMGRlCH RUNS 
CONGRESS THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

P 13 BACK' CG09-30 
D79-l SCHEME DNC1227-30 
AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS COMING BACK 10.000.000 NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
ALTOS THAh' JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON THE DEFICIT HIGHER 
IbTEREST RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESIDEhT CLIhTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH MSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE 
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROU'TH PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETMG OUR 
CHALLENGES BO8 DOLE GAMBLING W'ITH OUR FUTURE 

I A Pnmaiy Committee ad enrinld GAMBLE is nearly identical to BACK and SCHEME. the 
differences arc: raise interrst m e s  instead of higher interest rates; bmm the economy instead 
of hurt familia. 
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Audit Report on EXHJBIT #2 
Clinton/dore '96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of2 

DNC A D S  - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS DOLE'S POSITIONS 
[NOTE: DOLE SPE~KMG rn ITALICS, NOWITALIC IS VorcE-omR: 

D303 NO DNC550-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BAIAVCED BUDGETIN A GUlrUZATIOh'AND HE VETOW lT 
W€'R& GOlNG TO VETO BILL CUKTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDEh'T PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTMG NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEWNDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECKNG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS n'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
W&SEn7 HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET INA GENER4TIONAND HE VETOW lT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTOX THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PXESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERJCANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTEECTMG KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT% TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS Y E S  TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
I('& SE.\T H1.V THE FIRST BALAh'CED BUDGET I h  A GEzA'ERATIOh' AND H& VETOED IT 
I c ' f 'R f  GOI.VG TO ['ET0 BILL CUh7O.V THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTMG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMENCANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDEhT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING RIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLlhTON PLAN IT'S TIME TO 
S A Y  YES TO THE CLhTON PLAN Y E S  TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY DNCl200-30 
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1 .ooo.ooo FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMEhT BENEFITS HIGHER WTEREST RATES 
~0.000.000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMEhT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
MORE JOB TRAINING TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 1 o,oo~.ooo NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OUWED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAMMG 
ECONOMIC GROU7H FOR A B m u l  FUTURE 
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Audit Report on 
Clbton/Gore '96 Primary Commirtee, Inc. 

EXHIBIT #2 
Page 2 of2 

D797 RISKY DNC1230-30 
BOB DOLE ATTACKYNG THE PIUESIDETd'T BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
~ ~ , o o o , o ~ o  WORKMG FAMILIES PROPOSE§ TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECURITZ TAXES TIE 98 INCOME TAX 
MCREASE 900,000,0~0,000 M HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP 
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GINGSUCH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 
EDUCATION Eh'VIRONMENT BOB DO&€ RAISING TAXES TRRYRJG TO cu7 MEDICARE 
R W I N G  FROM HIS RECORD 
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #3 
ClhtodGore '96 Primary Conmiittee, Inc. Page 1 of 3 

12 DNC ADS - CLIFSTON'S PosxnoNs vs "DOLE GINGIUCR"' POSITIONS 
[NOTE: 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 POLLUERS LETOFF M E  HOOK BIJT PRESIDENT 
CLMTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECTING 
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENTTHE PICESIDENT CUTS TAXES AND 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE A N D  GINGNCH JUST WALKED AWAY M A T S  
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGIT WITHOUT H U R ~ G  AMERICA'S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30 
THIS DOLE GMGRICH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLSNTON 
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND 
GMGRICH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS PJ 
h4EDICARE EDUCATION CUTS IN TOXIC CLEANUP CLMTON VETOED IT W E  
PRESIDEhT'S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUITION SAVE A m 1  
DRUG PROGRX.4S BUT DOLE GMGRlCH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES M E  
PRESIDEhT'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

Dj79 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60.000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES 'TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESIDEXT CLIhTOK PASSED THE BRADS BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BLT DOL€ AND GMGRlCH VOTED NO 100.000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE 
PRESIDEST CLlhTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GMGRICH VOTED NO WANTTO E P E A L  
IT STREVGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLWTON DID IT DOLE 
AND GIKGRICH NO AGAIK THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
PLAKS THE NEW WAY MEETMC OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

moil BACKGROUND DNC680-30 
60.030 FELONS A N D  FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE 
PRESlDEhT CLhTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND 
GINGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW W A h T  TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
~00.000 NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLlhTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLMTON DID 17 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESlDENT 
CLhTON'S PLANS THE NEW WAS MEETMG OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR 
VALUES 
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Audit Repon on 
ClintodGore ‘96 Conunittee, Inc. 

m B r r  #3 
Page 2 of 3 

I9433 FNSH DNC710-30 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 
BOLE GMGRICH WANT€D THEM CUT NOW THEY’RE SAFE PROTECED If4 ‘I?% 96 
BUDGET BECAUSE TWE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK 
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE P R E S I D W S  PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE THE 
BUDGET R E F O M  WLFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLMTON 
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES P R O T E n  OUR VALUES 

D458 SAME DNC740-30 
AMERICA’S V A L E S  HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC C L E A W  EXTRA )POLICE 
P R O T € m D  M THE BLJDGET AGREEMNT THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE 
GMGRICH’S L A E S T  PLAN INCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMILIES UP TO 
18,000,000 CHILDREN FACE HEALTHCARE CUTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
167,000,000,000 THEN DOLE RESIGNS LEAVING BEHlND GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GMGRICH CREATED THE PRESIDENl% PLAN POLmCS MUST WAIT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFAR€ PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D383 SIDE DNC770-30 
AMERICA’S VALUES THE PRESIDENT BANS DEADLY ASSAULT WEAPONS W L E  
GlNGRlCH VOTE NO THE PRESIDENT PASSES FAMILY LEAVE DOLE GDdGRlCH VOTE 
NO THE PRESlDEhT STANDS FIRM A BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE 
DISABLED CHILDREN NO AGAM NOW DOLE RESIGNS LEAVES GRIDLOCK HE A M  
CISU’RICH CREAED THE PRESfDEKfS PLAN BALANCE THE BUDGET PROECT 
LlEDICARE REFORhl WELFARE DO OUR D U N  TO OUR PARENTS OUR CHILDREN 
ASlERICA‘S VALVES 

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 - 
PROTECTING FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS Of WOWING FAMfLfES P E S l D E h T C L M O N  
CLT T A S S  THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRlED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000.000 
THE DOLE GlNGRlCH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 
CLT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESIDEhT DEFENDED OUR VALUES F WTECTED 
MEDICARE AND NOW A TAX CUT OF 1 SO0 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FIRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNIIY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL ME PRESIDENfS PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

78 



Auditit Report on 
ClintonlGore '95 Pharg.  Committc~, Inc. 

wcfm1T #3 
Page 3 of 3 

0627 ANOTI-IER DNC 1001 -30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT a m o ~  INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IIMMIGRAF475 RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GYNGRlCH W E D  
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 PAREldIS PRESIDENT CLINTON PROTECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GMGRlCH BUDGET TMED TO CUT MEDlCARE 
270.000.000.000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLlKTON CUTTAXES FOR 
MILLIONS OF WORKMG FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGETTRlED TO M I S E  
TAXES ON 8,000,00~ OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PR&SIDEKPCLMFON PROPOSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DQLE CNGRICH BUDGET TRJED TO SLASH COLLEGE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESlDEt4T CLlh'ON'S PLAN mETS OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 INCREASED DNCl120-30 
ANOTHER KEGATWE REPUBLICAN AD hllSLEAQMG PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTISG US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMEhT BY FOEIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GlSGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GlMGRlCH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL Ah71 DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECFS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D 7 X  ENOUGH DNCI 160-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN A 0  MISLEADfNC P U S I D E M  C L M O N  INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100.000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRiL" TRlED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL A h 7 1  DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 
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13 DNC A D S  - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS " THE REPUBLICANS' " POSITIONS 
[NOTE: NON-ITAL,IC IS VOICE-OVER BOLD TYPE IS GMGRlCH SPEAKMG] 

Page 1 of4 

D1 PROTECT DNC10-30 
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT ME131CARE 
B M F I T S  AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLIKTON WHO CUT GOVERN= 
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED m D i c A L  INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY W A ~  TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILL~ON DOLLARS CHARGMG 
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 

D10 MORAL DNCl1-30 
AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THMGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATMG OUR ELDERLY WlTH DIGNKY IS ONE 
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE If WAS CHEAP OR EASY 
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE REPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO 
WAh7 TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFJTS AND PRESIDENT CLINTON IS NGHT TO 
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO W WHAT'S 
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY 

D19 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERi'ING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT 
"HAT'S THE RIGHT W A Y  REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO 
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIX-IT-SEVEN 270 BILLION M CUTS BUT LESS THAN 
HALF THE hfONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN 
SECURE hlEDlCARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE 
PRESIDEST'S PLAN CUT WASTE COh7ROL 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 M WASHMGTON 
THESE VALUES GET LOST lN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MATERS W O W  
KOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATlON IS RIGHT MEDICARE !S RIGHT A TAX 
CUT FOR WORKING FAMlLlES IS FUGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND M E  
PRESIDEhTS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS 
SHOULD JOIN THE PRESIDENT AND BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTEAD OF A TUG OF 
WAR WE COME TOGETHER AND DO WHAT'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES 
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D58 FAh4ILIES DNC170-30 
OUR FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET 
RIB OF ll IN ROUND OWE BECAUSE WE DON'T THINK W A T  THAT'S IPOLFTICALLY 
SMART WE DON'T THMK TEAT'S +WE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGN A TRANSlT?ON 
BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO WITHER ON I l sE  VINE AND NOW THE 
REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS WANT THE P R E S I D M  TO CUT A DEAL AND N S T  L€T 
MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO A16Y BILL 
THAT CUTS MEDlCARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR HARMS THE ENVIRONMENT TWE 
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR PARENls AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY 

D?8 THREATEN DNC200-30 

WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLIT~CALLY SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE 
THE TRUM ON MEDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF lT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE 

RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO 
WITHER Oh' THE VINE MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON 
WILL V i 3 0  ANY BILL THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR THE 
ENVIRONMEhT NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE THE GOVERNMENT DOWN IF 
THE PRESIDEhT WON'T CUT MEDICARE A N D  EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT 
WILL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY AND OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO M E A T  

D 110 PRESIDENTS DNC26Y -30 
THE COPSTlTLmON PRESIDElVrS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDMG FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDEWS BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IF; CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESrDES-fS BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNZTY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS C m  EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOlNC THE REPUBLICAN BUDGFT STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

0 9 9  FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONmTUTION PRESlDElrTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES T H A f  S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BLDGET PLAN N PaES1DENT.S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 

PRESIDEh7'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY +HE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOlNC THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
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D141 PEOPLE DNC300-30 
BELLE IS DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GO= THE STAKES M THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY COULD BE CUT 
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE MATTHEW BOUGHT A 
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT NEW TAXES 
M THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT C L N O N  SAYS 
BALANCE M E  BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES 

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000.000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WORKING FAMILIES 4,000,000 CHILDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT 30,000.000,000 DOLLARS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECIlON GUTTED 
THAT'S THE SAD TRUTH BEHIND THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S 
SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE EDUCATION AND GIVES 
WORKING FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK I r s  OUR DUTY TO AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN AND THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN WILL MEET IT 

D185 SLASH DNC390-30 
AMERICA'S CHILDREN MILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A 
LIILLIOS GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 
BlLLlOS EN\'IRONhlEhTAL PROTECnON GUlTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS 
BCT THE PRESIDEhT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE LEDICAID EDUCATION 
ESVIROSMEST AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IS SEVEK YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLMH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR D m  TO OUR CHILDREN 

D329 HELP DNC705-30 
FAhllLY MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLhTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 6T MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES TEACHMG READING AND MATH PRESIDEh7 CLINTON GOT IT PASSED 
REPUBLICANS W A h T  TO CIJT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDEhT CLINTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS 
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO AKYMMG ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT 
CLhTON'S PLAN PRESIDEh7 CLlhTOS'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTKG OUR VALUES 
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D299 STOP DNC540-30 
ACCESS TO m m  INSURANCE FOR w P R E S I D ~ ~  CLMTON'S PLAN CHILD 
SUPPORT C O u E c n O N  FOR MOTHERS AND "EIR CHILDREN U)UCATIOM JOB 
TRAMING MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON AND THE DEMOCRATS WANT FOR 
AMEWCA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLIPITON 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEALSTART CUT CHILD HEALTHCARE 
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON STAM FIRM 
CHILDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU 
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4 DNC ADS - DREAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE 
W O E :  NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER U N D E R X O W  IS CLbTON SPEAKING] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEONTOLOGIST M E  
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST CO- COLLEGES 
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE I WANT TO BE AN OCEANOGRAPHER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO E A R N  FIND A BETTER JOB 
THE PRESIDENT‘S 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 IN AMERICA ~,ooo,ooo WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC ABUSE IT 

CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT‘S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS ~,ooo,ooo WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL 
CHARACTER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET 

IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION’S VALUES w s  PAINFUL TO SEE IT‘S TIME TO 

D2d 1 CR4LLENGE DNC450-30 
AMERICA WAS BUILT ON CHALLENGES NOT PROMISES AND WHEN WE WORK TOGETHER 
TO hfEET THEhi WE NEVER FAIL Rc’ THIS PLACE OUR RESPONSIBILITY BEGMS 
WITH BALANCING THE BUDGET IN A WAY THAT IS FAIR TO ALL AMERICANS TO 
- PRESERt’E THE BASIC PROZECTIONS OF MEDlCARE AND MEDICAID 1 AM READY TO 

MEET TOMORROW AND CIL’E THE AMERICAN PEOPLE THEIR BALANCED BUDGET A TAX 
CL‘T LOUER F m R E S T  RATES AND A BRIGHTER FUTURE WE SHOULD DO THAT NOW 
AKD hlARE PERMANEh7 DEFICITS YESTERDAY’S LEGACY 

D253 “ELFARE DNC470-30 
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN’S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT‘S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMEh’TS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS STRICT 
TIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES IN OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO 
H‘ELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE SYSTEM WE CAN 
MAKE REAL WELFARE REFORM A REALITY Ih’ THE LIVES OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
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RNC AD DS060 "MORE" 

DID YOU KNOW W'RE OVER 5 MILLION ILLEGAL MMlGRANTS IN TEE U.S. AND 
THAT YOU SPEND 5 '14 BILLION DOLLARS A YEAR TO SUPFQRT T?EM WIN %EFAR.E 
FOOD STAMPS AND OTHER SERVICES UNDER PRESIDE" CLINTON SPENDING ON 
ILLEGALS HAS GONE UP WHILE WAGES FOR THE TYPfCAL AMERICAN W O W R  HAVE 
GONE DOWN AND WHEN EFFORTS WERE MADE TO STOP GIVING BENEFITS To ILLEGAL 
IMh3IGRANTS BILL CLRJTON OPPOSED THEM TELL PRESIDENT CLINTON TO STOP GIVING 
BENEFITS TO ILLEGALS AND ENJl WASTEFUL WASHINGTON SPENDING 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON. D C .  20463 

I. 

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

1. The receipt of contributions or loans in excess ofthe statutory 
limitations (see Finding 11.A.); 

2. the receipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those 
fiom 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 disclosed; 

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

5. proper disclosure of campaign debts and obligations; 

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

7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign transacrions; 

8. accuracy ofthe Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations 
filed by the ClintodGore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. (the Primary 
Committee) to disclose its financial condition and to establish 
continuing matching fund entitlement (see Finding 1II.E.); 
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9. the Primary Committee’s compliance with spending limitations (see 
Finding 1II.D.); and 

IO. other audit procedures that were deemed necessary in the situation. 

As part of the Commission’s standard audit process, an inventory of Campaign 
records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is conducted 
to determine ifthe auditee’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 Jmuary 22, 1997. Prior to leaving, an itemized list of 
records needed was provided to 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 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 conmctdagreements; 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 period 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, the Audit stafT was instructed that all requests for 
vendor files would be directed to a designated staff person and that such requests would 
be limited to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500 checks (e.g., 
check numbers 1000 - 1499). The Audit staff met with Primary Committee 
representatives on January 15, 1997 in an attempt to reach a workable solution as to 
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee counsel was notified that we 
were prepared 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 counsel 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 avaikble to the Audit staff. 
In certain instances, the Primary Committee refused to make records available and in 
other instances, were not initially accurate as to the existence andor availability of certain 
records requested. For example, the himary 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 Primary Committee (see Finding 1II.A.). With 
respect to certain electronic spreadsheets for fundraising andor legal and accounting 
allocations, as well as other computerized records, Primary Committee representatives 
stated on numerous occasions that such records could not or wvuld 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 Cornel, 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, 1397 through February 3, 1998, the Audit 
staff requested 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 ofthe Audit staffthat the delays in production of records by the 
Primary Committee resulted in wasting nunierous sWhours  which directly delayed the 
completion of the audit fieldwork a minimum of€our months. 

Accordingly, the scope of work perfbrmed was limited due to delays encountered 
in obtaining records necessary to perform 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 wnsidered 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 ofthe matters discussed in 
this memorandum in an enforcement action. 

Records concerning payments made by the F’rimaq. Committee’s media vendors on behalf of the 
Democratic National committee are not in this category. 

I 



4 

A. 

Section 441 b(a) of Title 2 of the Urited States Code states, in part, that it 
is unlawfd 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 ps!itical 
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 provide-d that the credit is extended in the o r d b y  course of the commercial 
vendor’s business and the terns are substantially similar to extensions of credit to 
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk a 3d size of obligation. Section 116.3@) of 
Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations itates that a corporation in its capacity as 
commercial vendor m y  extend to a candidate, a political committee or another person on 
behalf of a candidate or political committee provided that &IC 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 simiilm risk and size of obligation. 

5 ..i 
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Section 116.3(c) of Title 11 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations states that 
in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary come o f  business, the 
Commission will consider: ( I )  whether the commercial vendor followed its established 
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the 
commercial vendor received prompt 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 our review of sdected Primary Committee disbursements, the 
Audit staff noted that on Octobe P 28, B 996, the Primary Committee made three payments 
to the polling firm of Penn + Sci ioen Associates, Inc. ( P ~ M  -b Schoen) which included 
reimbursements for travel expenses, totaling $74,970, i n c m d  by Mark Penn, Douglas 
Schoen and Jill KauPman between May 4,1995 and June 30, i996. The invoices were 
dated October 26,1996, and were also stamped by the Primary Committee as being 
received on October 26, 1996. 

The Primary Committee paid approximately $1 .S 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 determine 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 frames for the billing and payment of travel 
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expenses. According to a Dun + Bradstreet Public Record Search, Penn, Schoen + 
Berland Associates, Inc. (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 form 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 arid expenses incurred. 
Mr. Joseph states the Controller position was vacant for approxinnately four months prior 
to his employment (September 3, 1996) and that due to inadequate stafEng, during this 
vacancy, Penn + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required 
research or back-up documentation. Mr Joseph states further thaL soon after his 
employment, he discovered that invoices for trdvel 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 accomting assistant forwarded ten invoices to the Primary Committee 
totaling %45,33 1, for travel dating back to May, 1995, however, Penn + 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 thz Primary Committee on 
October 28, 1996 for $37,548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel 
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on October 28, 
1996. Mr. Joseph states that he sent an invoice on October 4, 19!)6 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 travel 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 i- 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. 

The Audit staff recommends 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 course of its business, including statements 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. 
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Also, information 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)(B) states that expenditures 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 o&er form of campign maI.ends 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 from other interaction. 
Express advocacy or an electioneering message is not required for expenditures 
coordinated with candidates and their campaigns to be considered contributions. 

Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States 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 limitations at 2 U.S.C. §§441a(a) and (b) inclutiig the expenditure limitation 
for publicly-funded candidates. See also 11 CFR $1 10.7(a)(6). A coordinated 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 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 (,,O”) 1984-15 and 1985- 
14. Section 43 1 (1 8) 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 a 
certain candidate or party, or which would tend to diminish public support for one 
candidate and garner support for another candidate. Citing A 0  1984-15, the Commission 
also stated in A 0  1985-14 that “expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.G. $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, 
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 lOO.8(a)( 1) 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 purpose of influencing any 
eiection for federal office. Section lOO.S(a)( I)(iv)(A) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states “anything of value” includes in-kind contributions. Section 
I04.13(a)(l) and (2) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in- 
kind contribution be reported as both a contribution and an expenditure. 

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

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

e 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; 

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

o 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, including a Vice 
Presidential candidate, if it is made by: 

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

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

a committee which has been requested by the candidate, by an authorized 
committee of the candidate, or by an agent of the 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 the 
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primary and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used 
exclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed eo the primary committee’s 
expenditure limits; any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the 
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 primary or general 
election is the candidate’s date of nomination. 

Section 9035.l(a)(l) of Title 11 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 $10,000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §441a(c). 

Section 441a(b) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes 
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure l i t a t ions .  Section 9033@)(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 tha&, inter alia, he or she 
and his or her authorized committees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in 
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 ofthe United States Code 
prohibits candidates or political committees from knowingly malcing expenditures in 
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §441a(b). 

lbcmwum 

During the audit fieldwork, the Audit st&-requested station documentation and 
VHS formatted tapes for all media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its 
media vendor. Further, the Audit staffrequested bank statements, including all 
enclosures, for all bank accounts maintained by the media vendor and used to make 
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 
handie 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? 

For Title 26 audits of primary and general election candidates, these records may also be 
examined at the offices of the media fm. 

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

1 
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Based on OUT review of the documentatlm made available, the Audit staff 
determined that the Primary Committee’s media vendors were Squier Knapip 8ch  
Communications (SKO) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). Primary Committee 
media ads4 that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO, starting in 
May 1996 through August 21,1996, all Primary Committee media ads were placed by 
Nov 5.5 Both SKQ and Nov 5 maintained at least one bank account each at the National 
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts, funds wele disbursed to television 
stations in payment of media ads on behalf ofthe 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 Primary Committee’s 
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and Mr. Schoen are partners at Penn + Schoen 
Associates, Inc. @SA) the Primary Committee’s polling firm! Mr. Morris was a media 
consultant. 

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances where canceled checks issued by 
SKO/Nov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
COMM/STATE PARTY.” Station documentation (also known as station affidavits) 
issued by the broadcast station contained infomation such BS the date, time, name or 
other reference to ad aired, amount charged for air time, 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 

’Ihroughout 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. 

No Primary Committee media ads were placed during the period August I995 through February 
1996. 

It appears that the results of polls, advenising tests and mall tests were used to 
ads. 

4 

S 

develop media 6 
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credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Committee h d s  into any 
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.' 

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary 
Committee, SKQ and Nov 5. In response, media reconciliations, all missing station 
documentation for Bights, 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 SKO 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 !?om 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 through August 28,1996, media ads were placed by SKO 
andor Nov 5, the cost of which was funded 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 and/or Nov 
5, the cost of which ($1 1,73 1 , l O  1)  was funded by the Primary Committee. 

Our review also found that the DNC wired funds directly to SKO and/or Nov 5 
bank accounts. In addition, the WNC itemized on its FEC reports disbursements of funds 
directly to state party committees; once received the state party committees wired funds 

Media reconciliations were prepared by the media firm 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 to stations, commission charged, amount due from client 
and amount received from client. 

7 
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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 
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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 Committee, it was rioted that in excess of $4,000,000 was 
wired to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with 
§KO’s and Nov 5’s bank statements identified the M d s  as wire transfers originating 
from Corestates Bank. These credit advices contained the following notation 
“CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG-COMIvEiRCIAL LOAN 
HARRISBURG HARRISBURG FIS ORG #0101 PA OO”.’o 

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 
andor Nov 5 .  This information was obtained from media reconciliations prepared by 
SKO andor Nov 5. 

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

Thmughout this Memorandum, “DNC a d  refers to any advertisement paid for by the DNC or by 
any Democratic state party committee. These ads may have been related to the candidate’s 
primary or general election campaign. 

10 
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Primary Committee Ads 
Run Dates 

06/27/95 - 
07/24/95 

03/08/96 - 
03/25/96 

05/84/96 - 
0513 1/96 

07/09/96 - 
0812 1/96 

Total 

Amounts 
due to stations 

$2,034,274 

538,932 

1,185,882 

7,972,013 

$1 1,73 1,101 

12 

DNC Ads 
Run Dates 

08/16/95 - 
03/05/96 

03/07/96 - 
03/27/96 

03130196 - 
05/03/96 

05/04/96 - 
0.513 1/96 

0610 1/96 - 
07/09/96 

0711 0196 - 
0812 1/96 

08/21/96 - 
08/29/96 

AIll0UXlt.S 
due to stations 

$1 5,692,881 

2,487,795 

5,021,284 

3,293,35 1 

11,169,521 

2,764,25 1 

1,944,252 

$42,373,336 

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

To recap, first only himapy Committee ads were run (6127195 - 7/24/95), then 
only DNC ads (8/16/95 - 3/5/96), followed by both Primary Committee and DNC ads run 
(3/16/96 - 8121/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed after August 21, 
1996; however, during the period August 21,1996 through August 28,1996, placement 
cost for DNC ads, totaled $1,944,252. 

As can be easily identified, two distinct patterns exist. They are: 1) periods of 

e 
time when only Primary Committee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC 

_- ____ 
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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 skaring between the 
Primary Conunittee and the DNC. Documentation with respect to allocations of cost 
between the Primary Committee and the DNC has not been reviewed. Therefore, the 
Audit staff offers no opinion on the reasonableness of such allocations. 

On May 8, 1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.96 for 
production expenses related to shoot in Iowa (2/10/96 - 211 1/96), dubbinglshipping costs 
and film 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 $10,6u5.96 toward these 
expeases. 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 House for Video - 
‘IowaiNew Hampshire’.” Supporting documentation for all related subcontract expenses 
was annotated With the DNC’s account code. The Primary Committee paid §KO 
$10,605.68 on May 31,1996 

In another instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced 
$23,076.90 for expenses related to B-roll shoot (2129196 - 3120196). Attached to the 
invoice was a breakdown of expenses, 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”. Supporting 
documentation includes an invoice &om Interface Video Systems, Inc. for 
dubbingktellite charges totaling $1,215. Of the 5 detailed charges noted on this invoice, 
three charges, totaling $984, were annotated C/G and two charges, totaling $231, were 
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primary Committee’s portion ofthe 
dubbing and satellite charges ($984). The job title line states “ ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them’ / 75 
VHS and 23 BCSPRvIike McMillen.” The words ‘‘Nobody” and “Them” were annotated 
C/G and DNC respectively, 

.- 
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As discussed below 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. 

Of the remaining 10 §KO invoices issued to the Primany 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. 

During the period May 25,1996 to May 31,1996, Nov 5 on behalf of the 
Primary Committee placed ads totaling $1,101,062. During the same period, Nov 5 on 
behalf of the DNC placed ads totaling $563,253. The DNC ads and the Primary 
Committee ads were placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect to ads 
place with 109 (of the 112) 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 
phis 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 “dnc/state party committee”. In addition, Nov 5 issued check 
number 2431 in ?he amount of $13,855 to the same station on behalf ofthe 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. Yne 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 coordination with ads placed on behalf of the 
Primary Committee. 

Furthermore, for other DNC media flights and Primary Committee media 
flights both covering the same 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 

Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ...” appears superimposed on the video portion, for the 
DNG ad the payer is the DNC or a state party organization, for the Primary Committee ad, the 
payer is the M a r y  Committee. 

I2 
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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 this 
memorandum: Peter Knight (Primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter 
(Primary Conamittee - Chief Operating Officermeputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes 
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staft), B.J. Thornberry (DNC Chief of Staff), Bill 
Knapp (Media Consultant, SKO/Nov S), Jeff King (DNC Finance Division), Doug 
Sosnik (White House Political Affairs Director), Brad Marshall @NC Chief Financial 
Oficer), Lyn Utrecht (Primary Committee ‘s General Counsel) and Joan Pollitt 
(Treasurer - Primary Committee). 

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

One authorization memorandum, dated July 3,1996, fiom 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 memorandum 
states: 

Tobacco j3 

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 - $617,000 - 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 children?” The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video 
portion is very similar to DNC ads “Another” and “Increase9) which also ran in late June 
and early July, 1996) contrasts President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the areas of 
immigration, crime, and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to 
republicans or Dole/Gingrich such as opposing the protection of U.S. workers fiom 
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of “the Dole Gingrich 
budget” such as to repeal 100,000 new police and less funding for schooi anti-drug 
programs. The DNC ad concludes with “only President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs 
our values.” 

l3  The Audit staff is not in possession of an ad(s) entitled “tobacco” in VHS format. r 

~ 
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The Primary ad 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 vdues.” 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 o f  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 from Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter 
Knight, B.J. Thornberry, Brad Marshall, Ted Carter, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Utrecht and Joe 
Sandler (General Counsel of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes. This 
memorandum relates, in part, “Harold has authorized payment of the following 
Squier/Knapp/Ochs/ invoices with corresponding authorization forms. Authorization is 
to pay only costs which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel policies.”“ 
The memorandum 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 Penn, as president ofPSA, 
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 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. Sandler, 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 
& Berlruid (formerly known as P ~ M  & Schoen) jointly for the Democratic 

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

The Regulations, at 11 CFR 106.4 - Allocation of Polling Expenses - provides for the sharing of 
poll results and allocation of costs related thereto. 
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National Committee (,,DNC‘) and either CliitodGore ‘96 Primary 
Committee or ClintodGore ‘96 General Committee, the costs of 
polls have been shared by the DNC and one of the ClintodGore 
committees. 

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was 
to determine the Democratic Party’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 (SquierKnapplQchs, Message Advisors, Sheinkopf & 
Associates and Marius Pencmer, and November 5 Group) who created 
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party 
committees, advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.” 

In the Audit staff‘s opinion, the above items discussed under Prodrrciion, 
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 OUT review of bank records, 
media flight reconciliations for time buys (prepared by SKQ 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 run on behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, 
or associated in any way with the DNC or any state 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.’6 

In the case ofthe DNC ads, there appears to be 59 ads which were then duplicated for use by 
various state party organizations. The content of the ads used by the various state parties are 
identical except for the 2 U.S.C. MId(aX3) statement (e.g., paid for by the Ohio Demacratic 
Party). 
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As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the 
DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the production and placement of television 
ads during the period fiom April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report of the 
Committee on Governmental Mairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal Or 
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate 
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives !?om 
the White House, the DNC, and ClintodGore would meet at the White House 
approximatel 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 of the 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 
advertising.”” Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the 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 funds relative to DNC media buys and “CG” media 
buys from February 1996 through May 28,1996. In summarizing 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 

Senate Report at page 116, citing Moms deposition, p. 124. 

According to media records, the DNC ads fmt ran between 811 8/95-8/3 1/95. 

Moms 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 5/31/96 
was about SI2 million; the placement cost for Primary Commiitee media buys for the 
period 3/8/96 through 5/31/96 was $1.72 million. 

Notwithstanding the excerpts lfrom the Senate Report cited above, the evidence 
developed during Audit fieldwork, in the Audit SWS opinion, demonstrates that 
coordination existed between the DNC and the Primary Cottunittee 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 DNC 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”, ‘We 42nd president”, %e 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 8-1 5-96 
through 8-28-96, the audio and video content of the DNC ads are exact facsimiles” 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 
#l. The DNC paid nearly $2.1 million to run these ads (plus 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 ds 
with the same content as the DNC’s, paid $4.1 million to run ad flights containing these 
ads. 

Two pairs of ads (P1 It* REAL, TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLE/GINGNCH 
DNC1228-30; P12 NOBODY CG14-30 BD796 THEM DNC1229-30) raise the question 
of who should be in the oval oftice given the stated consequences “if it were Bob Dole 
sitting here [in the Oval Office].” The last pair (PI3 BACK CG09-30 & D794 SCHEME 
DNC1227-30) conveys to the viewer -“president Clinton meeting our challenges bob dole 
gambling with our future.” in the Audit staff‘s opinion, all ofthe above ads contain an 

~~ ~ 

Near the 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 state party organization, for the Primary Committee ads, the 
payer is the Primary Committee. 

This identifier was assigned by the Audit staff to denote a Primary Committee ad (e.g., P1 through 
P13); similarly to denote a DNC ad, the Audit staff assigned identifiers D1 through D812. 
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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. 

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads which aired 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 W2 for 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 ccsts to broadcast 
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans it’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 bili” and “a Dole amendment” these areas of the 
economy would s a e r .  This  scenario is then contrasted with information on “today[‘s]” 
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 purported effect of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment. 
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/96 through 8/28/96 in flights 
where the air time charges totaled nearly $4 million (Economy $2.0 million; Risky $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 and his record as stated and possible 
consequences of his positions and proposals. 

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff involved 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 proposals. These ads, the 
text of which is at Exhibit #3, portrays the President’s stated accomplishments on topics 
such as Medicare, education, taxes, environment, budget, and immigration 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 4/12/96 
through 7-19-96 (one ad Table also ran during 1/18/96-2/1/96); 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. 

ON’SPQSITIQNSVS -S PQSIIlQM ‘L . n 

During the primary period mainly from 8/16/95 to 1/24/96,22 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 budgea; the 
placement cost for flights during this period containing these ads 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 M). 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 Dreams, 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 #5). Three 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 “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 of the Audit staff that, based on information analyzed to date, the 
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Primary Committee 
ads. Further, the DNC ad campaign was developed, implemented, and coordinated with 
the Primary Committee. Finally, it is the opinion of the Audit staff that 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 General 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 staff‘s 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 3/29/96 and 5/31/96. 
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The Audit staffreco days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee dem 
above does not constitute 
Committee or the General Co 
the DNC media program was 
General Committee 
Absent such a demo 
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. 

&a program described 
m the DNC to either the Pfmary 

B. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Tide 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines, 
in part, a qualified campaign expense as one incurred 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 convection with his or her campaign for nomination. 

Section 9033.1 ](a> of Title 1 1 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 persons authorized to make 
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or ccpmmittee(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 bill h m  the payee that 
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one ofthe 
following documents generated by the payee: a bill, invoice, or voucher that states the 
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous 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 
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 preestablished 
witten 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 1 I 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 00 the expenditure limit for the primary. Any 
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Section 9038(b)(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 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 to the Secretary an amount 
equal to such amount. 

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 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states 
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in connection 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 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 
candidate and all matching payments received by the candidate shall be used only to 
defray qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or othemise restore fimds (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 committee employees and 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 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states 
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nonqualified campaign 
expense. Factors considered by the Comission in making this determination shall 
include, but not be limited to, whether the committee demonsyates 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 after a candidate’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. 

I 
I 



24 

. .. .. . . .  
t;: 

i i ;  
i 2. 

, I  

Section 9038,2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states thzt 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 fimds 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 11 
CFR $9038.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section. 

1. 

During ow review of vendor files, expenses were noted that 
appeared to further the Candidate’s general election campaign €or 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 after 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 ofice 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 C0nvention.2~ 

The Primary Committee 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 further that food and 
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period. 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 inciude equipment rental and 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 Committee submitted a letter challenging the Commission’s determination that the 
candidate’s date of ineligibility is August 28, 1996. The Committee argued that the date should be 
August 29, 1996. The Commission denied the Primary Committee’s request. 

u 
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This amount was derived by pro rating $30,397 for three days in August, 1996 plus $30.397 each 
for September, October and November. 

The difference between Audit and the Primary Committee is $669. 

t 5  
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It is the opinion ofthe Audit sta€f, that neither Mr. Karatas 
nor the Primary Committee has provided documentation or evidence which demonstrates 
that the catering services provided on AugM 29,1996, the day after the President 
received the nomination, were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s 
primary election campaign. 

b. AT&T Capital Corpora~on 

The Primary committee entered into 2 lease agreement 
with AT&T Capital Corporation for equipment. The term of the lease was for 18 months 
commencing on June 1,1995. It appears, based on documentation, that the ClitodGore 
‘96 General Committee, Inc. was to have assumed the lease &er the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) through November? 1996, The total lease payments 
includin sales tax were $422,826. The G e n d  Committee’s allocable s h e  was 
$94,133 of which the General Committee paid only $30,397. The balance, $63,736, 
paid by the Primaxy Committee should have been paid by the General Csmnittee. The 
Primary Committee in its response acknowledged ahat the General Committee should 
have paid $93,464, based on its calculation.M Accordingly, the Audit staff  included on 
the Primary C~&tt- statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations an account 
receivable from the General Committee in the amount of$63,736. 

8 

c. Srnfary and Overhead 

The Primary Co&t&ee paid sslaey and overhead 
expenses, totaling $340,549, that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate’s date of 
ineligibility. For example, 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 Committee 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 General Com~nittee/GELAC pursuant 
to 11  CFR 9034.4(e)(3). The Audit staff determined based on our review ofthe Primary 
Committee’s records pertaining to its allocation of salary and overhead that $192,288 in 
expenses axe attributable to the General Committee and $148,291 to the GELAC. With 
respect to that portion of salary and overhead expenses attributable to GELAC 
($148,291), it should be noted that the GELAC as of January 31,1997 reimbursed the 
Primary Committee $94,972. Therefore, expenses for salary and overhed, totaling 
$53,319 ($148,291 - 94,972), is due the Primary Committee fi-om the GELAC and 
$1 92,288 is due the Primary Committee fi-om the General Committee. 

Schedules were provided to the Primary Committee at a 
conference held on March 18,1998. The Primary Committee has nc0. responded other 
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than to state it believes winding downing expenses, consisting of salary and overhead, 
should be permissible subsequent to the Cmdidate’s date of ineligibility. 

The Audit staff recommends ht, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide: 

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

With respect to item I@) evidence that the bafance, $63,736, paid by the 
Primary Committee i s  not exclusively da t ed  to the general campaign or 
evidence that the Primary Committee has received a reimbursement from 
the General Committee for $63,,736. 

With respect to item f(c) documentation which demonstrates that the 
expenses for salary 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 Primary Committee has received reimbursements fiom 
the General Committee ($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 Primary Committee has 
received reimbursement from the General Committee, totaling $279,008 ($192,288 + 
$63,736 -t $22,984), and $53,319 h m  the GELAC, the Audit stiLFwill recommend that 
the Commission make a determination 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 (.316062) represents the Primary Committee’s repayment ratio, as calculated pmuant 
to 1 1  CFR §90382@)(2Xiii). 

17 
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The Primary consulting agreement i s  signed by the Primary Committee and M&C. 18 

A consulting agreement was entered into between the Primary 
Committee and Moms & Carrick, Inc. (MBtC). The effective date of the agreement was 
February 1,1996 through August 30,1996. M&C billed the Piimary Committee on a 
monthly basis. In accordance with the agreement, the Primary Committee paid MBtC 
$15,000 per month. 

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 agreement stated it may be further extended, renewed or amended 
upon written agreement ofthe parties, there was no provision in the original agreement or 
any amendments to the agreement which covered this billing and/or payment 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 Committee. 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 M&C. 

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.18 Subsequently, the Primary Committee made available a 
copy of the “misdirected invoice.” 

The unsigned agreement between the General Committee and 
M&C specified an effective date of August 30,1996 and a termination date of November 
30,1996. It further states MCC 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 for only $30,000, when, in fact, the entire amount ($95,000) to be paid, 
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pursuant to the agreement, was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30,1996, 
when M t C  did directly issue an invoice to the General Committee, it was for only 
$65,000. 

It is the opinion of the Audit @that, based on the i d o m t i o n  
provided to date, that the $30,000 invoice was not intended for the General CommiW. 
Further, the payment appears to represent a bonus that was not provided for in its 
agreement with the Primary Committee and was not paid within the lime period provided 
ae 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(S)(ii). 

The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Prirmary Conamittee provide a copy of the executed conrract (signed by 
all parties and dated) between the General Committee and Morris & Caprick. In addition, 
a signed statement from M & C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary 
Committee 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 stalfwill recommend that the Commission make 
a determination that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata repayment of $9,482 
($30,000 x .3 16062) to the United States Treasury pursuant to 1 I CFR §9038.2@)(2). 

c. 

Section 441a(a)(2)(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 Federal office which, in 
the aggregate, sxceed $5,000. 

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

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

The Primary Committee made payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel 
& Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on 
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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 $1 17,816. 

In response to the Audit s W s  inquiry, the Prinlary Committee provided 
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of 
$134,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. This event was 
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Prrmary Committee a r e h d  of 
$1 03,260:’ a cancellation fee of $3 1,479 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 amount of $142,322 plus a copy ofm estimated bill issued by the 
Sheraton to the DNC for $19,832. 

Costs itemized on the DNC’s estimated bill were: dinner ($13,200), floral 
($446), linen ($185), stanchions, ropes, pipe and drape, ($220), Clinton-Gore/DNC ofice 
rental ($61 O), Clinton-Gore/DNC office phone/fdprinter ($671), and sleeping rooms 
($4,500). Comparison of the charges listed on the Primary CommiPtee’s invoice versus 
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill, revealed that excepi for dinners ($$13,200) 
floral ($446) and linen ($1 SS), 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 - 13,831) 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 staff cannot determine how, or 
if, expenses totaling $10,67S,5° as reflected on the Sheraton’s invoice issued to the 
Primary Committee were paid. 

The cost ofthe event appears to be a qualified campaign expense; the 
Sheraton invoice references a ‘‘Clinton/Gore ‘96 ReceptiomlDinner.” Further, this event 
does not appear to represent a joint fundraising 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 ofthe refund check was provided. 

Apparent total cost ofevent, $142,322 less $1 17,816 paid by the Primary Committee, less $13,831 
paid by the DNC which can be associated with charges reflected on the invoice for the event. 
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staff considers the amount paid by the DNC to be an in-kind contribution. Fuher, the 
value of the apparent in-kind contribution ($19,832) has been added t~ the mount of 
expendims subject to the overall l i t a t i on .  

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

The final invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC; 

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

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

documentation to show how the expenses paid by the DNC are expenses 
not in connection with the candidate’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 fiom the Secretary ofthe Treasury may make 
expenditures in excess of $10,000,000 in the campaign for nomination for election to 
such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the B m a u  
of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. 

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 ofthe Internal Revenue Code states, in pat, 
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the 
expencEiture limitation applicable under section 44la (b)(l)(A) of Title 2. 

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in 
part, that a qualified campaign expense is 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 connectior; 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 l(a) and (b)(2)(A) of Title I 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations state, in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that 
disbursements made by the candidate or his authorized committee are qualified campaign 
expenses as defrned in 11 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, 
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the candidate shall 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(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 9038.2(b)(2)(i)(A) and ($(A) of Title 11 of the Code ofFederal 
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that amount(s) of any 
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for the 
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a 
Commission repayment determination under paragraph (b)(2) includes determinations 
that a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee(s) or agents have made expenditures 
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035. 

Section 90382(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
states, in part, that the amount 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 bears to the 
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days aAer 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 $3C,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 staffto reported expenditures 
subject to the limitation are detailed below. 

1. - 
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 of expenditures that were considered exempt legal and accounting is $363,658. 
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 incurred solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the Federal 
Election Campaign Act do not count against the overall expendhe  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 for 
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 limitation. 

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 of rent due fiom a tenant, 
both of which are not related solely to ensuring compliance with the Act. 

In response, the Primary Committee states “[tlhe Committee has 
allocated 100% of staff attorney Ken Stem’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 dlocated by the Committee to Department 
145 watching Fund Department] were related to processing contributions.” The Primary 
Committee submitted a calculation for staffwho perfomed data entry, batch processing 
and other duties unrelated to matching finds. The Primary Committee calculated 17.33% 
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Submission smrelated to accounting. 

The Primary Committee appears to concur with the Audit staffthat 
the legal department and the matching fund department were not performing 100% 
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 Committee may not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods, 
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard !O 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 of the Audit staff, that an 85% exempt 
legal and accounting allocation for the legal department and the matching f h d  
department is a reasonable and consistent method of 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 allocated costs associated with its headquarter 
departments either 1000/0,85% or 5% to exempt legal and accomting 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 legal and accounting and 15% to operating, the 
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a r e h d  related to 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 $15 1,757 for 
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staff who worked on GELAC activities pkor 
to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. However, except for the periods when the office 
is staffed only by persons working exclusively on general election campaign preparations 
are such expenses considered a general election expense. Expenses for salary 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 
OUT review of GELAC documentation, we determined that $62,879 in salary and 
overhead expenses were associated with staff working exclusively on GELAC. 
Accordingly, the Primary should reimburse the GELAC $88,878 ($151,757 - $62,879). 
Of this amount ($88,878) only $23,033 was applied by the Primary Committee as an 
offset to expenditures subject to the limitation. Therefore, the Audit staffhas added 
$23,033 to the overall expenditure limitation. 

b. Sublease Payments 

The Primary Committee paid rent to I 100 21st Association 
Ltd. Partnership for the months of July and August. The General Committee paid rent for 
ofice space for the remaining months of September through November. During the lease 
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its ofiice space to the firm 
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & 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 ?1 The Primary Committee in its 

.. . 
.. 

. 
.. 

This amount was derived by pro rating 514,033 for three days in August, 1996 plus 514,033 each 
for September, October, and November less the amount of rent ($4,007) paid by the Primary 
Committee which should have been paid by the General Committee for the period 8/29/96- 
813 1/96. 
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response calculated that the Primary Committee owed the General Committee $43,805. 
However, the Primary Committee did not consider in its calculation rent that the General 
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 3 1 .  This will add $39,451 to the overall 
expenditure limitation. 

Shown below is the calculation ofthe expenditures subject 
to the limit:. 
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CLINTON/GORE '96 PRIMARY COMIMIn'EE. INC. 
A N U Y S I S  OF EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO LIMITATION 

AMOUNT E P O R T E D  BY THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 3 1,1997 S30,727,701 

LESS: 

ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND EXPENDITURES 
CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING 
FOR AhENDMENTS TO BE FILED 

EXPENDI?WRES SUBJECT TO THE LIMIT PENDING 
AMENDMENTS TO BE FILED 

A D D  

$363,668 A/ 

$30,364,033 

DEBTS OWED BY THE CObWII'ITEE AT DECEMBER 31,1997 $104,759 B/ 

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FUM) DEPARTMENT 
NOT CONSIDERED 100% EWMPT COMPLLANCE 

$395,187 Cl 

REFUNDS, REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS 
INCORRECTLY OFFSET AGAINST THE LlMtT 

$170,857 E! 

PAYABLE TO CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE $23.033 E/ 
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE DO1 

DUE TO CLINTONIGBRE '96 GENERAL COMMITTEE 585,487 FI 
CONVENTION TRAVEL $46,036 
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS $39,451 

IN-IUND CONTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS 

SUBTOTAL 

$19,832 GI 

$3 1,163,188 
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LESS: 

DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMITTEE AT DECEhaBER 3 I ,  1997 $361,860 H/ 

AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTON/GOI(E '96 GENERAL COP/IMITI'EE $87.159 Y 
B I S W  ENTERPRISES $22,984 
AT &T PHONE LEASE $63,136 
GTE $439 

EXPENDrrURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION AT 
DECEMBER 31,1997 

$30,714,169 

PRIMARY EXPENDlTLJRE LIMITATIQN $30,9 10,000 

AMOUNT O V E W O E R )  ($195,831) 

If the DNC Media expenses (see Finding 1II.A.) are d e t a i n e d  to be a 
contribution in-kind to the Rimary Committee, the following will result: 

DNC MEDIA EXF'ENSES $46,263,145 

EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO P W Y  SPENDING LIMITATION $76,977,914 

PRIh4ARY EXPENDITURE LIhrsITATION 830,910,000 

EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 46J.W.m 
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FOOTNOTES 

A. This amount represents additional headquarter departmcnts as well as expenses 
that are considered exempt legal and accounting subject to amendments to be 
filed. See Finding 1II.D. 1. 

Debts owed by the Primary Committee as reported in its December 31,1997 
Disclosure Reports Schedule D. 

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

B. 

C. 

D. This amount is for refunds, rebates and the sale of assets that were offset iOO% 
against the l i t  by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation 
indicated that only a portion ofthe r e b 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 III.D.4.a. 

E. 

F. This represents travel from the Democmtic National Convention paid by the 
General Committee (see General Committee's ECM, Findiig 1II.C. 1 .) and 
sublease payments (see Finding III.D.4.b). 

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

H. A refund from the November 5 Gmup is duk the Primary Committee according to 
its Yew End 1997 disclosure report. 

The amount due from the General Committee for Bismarck Enterprises and 
AT&T are amounts paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by 
the General Committee. See Finding III.B.l .a. and b. The GTE amount of $489 
is a Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Committee's 
bank account. 

I. 
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The Audit staff recommends that, witlin 60 calendar days of service of this 
memorandum, the Primary Committee demonstrare that it has not exceeded the spending 
limitation at 2 U.S.C. 441a (b)(l)(A). Absent such a demonstdon, the Audit staffwill 
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 1imitatio.n. 
at 2 U.S.C. 441a@)(l)(A) would not have been exceeded. 

E. 

Section 9034.5 (a.) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulztions requires 
that within 15 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 9034.1 (b) of Title 1 1 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations states, in part, &at if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net 
outstanding campaign 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 
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 amount may require a downward adjushnent pendmg fmal resolution of the repayment 
matters noted at Finding 1II.B. 

It should be noted that the pro-rata repayment based on the amount in excess ofthe limitation 
would be $14,560,317 ($46,067,914 x .3 16062). however, the repayment amount can not exceed 
the amount of matching funds received by the Primary Committee. The Primary Committee 
received $13,412,198 in matching funds. 

31 
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CLINTONIGORE '96 P W Y  COMMITTEE, INC. 
STATEMENT OF NFr OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS 

as of August 28,1996 
as determined through December 31,19§7 

ASSETS 

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

Accounts Receivable: 

Accrued Interest 
Vender Deposits 
Due from GELAC 
Clinton/Gwe '86 General Committee 
Vendor Refunds 

$3,390,406 (1) 
292 

2,146,940 

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

385,588 (6) 

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

Capital Assets 497,427 (7) 

Total Assets 

OBLIGATIONS 

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses 
Refunds of Contributions 

Federal Income Tax 

Amount Due GELAC 
Amount Due General Committee 
Amount Due US. Trea.wy - Stale-dated Checks 

Actual Winding Down Expenses 
December6,1996-December31, 1997 

Estimated Winding Down Expenses 
January I, I998 -December 3 I, 1999 

Total Obligations 

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (Deficit) 

6,723,853 

4,316,509 (8) 
7,275 (9) 

165,480 (IO) 

88,879 (11) 
46,036 (12) 
38.164 (13) 

1,822,556 

Lcism? 

1932146') 
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(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8/28/96 which includes stale-dated checks dated on or before date 
of ineligibility added back to cash in bank balance. 
Accrued interest income is recognized fiom 7/25/96 - 8/28/96. 
This amount represents an analysis of Committee’s work sheet dated 4/25/97 relative to 
outstanding deposits; however, it appears that the Committee failed to recognize the receipt and 
deposit of certain pre-date of ineligibility deposits. 
This amount reflects GELAC reimbursements to the Primary Committee for GELAC salaries and 
overhead expenses initially paid by the Primary Committee on or before 8/28/96. An offset 
($88,879) was calculated by the Audit staffto reflect the expenses of individuals not working 
exclusively on GELAC matters (see Note 1 I). 
This amount represents: (a) Primary Committee payment ($22,984) to Bismarck Enterprises for 

(4) 

(5) 
catering services provided to the General Committee; (b) an amount ($63,736) paid by the 
Primary Committee through July 1996 for an AT&T phone lease in excess of the amount as 
calculated per Primary Committee workpapers; (c) a GTE refund ($439) addressed to the Primary 
Committee but erroneously deposited by the General Committee. 
Amolants deposited post date of ineligibility for transactions 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 depreciation of 40%. 
Reflects actual accounts payable through 12/3 1/97 absent a reduction to accounts payable for post 
date of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding down costs. 
Represents contributions dated 8/28/96 or before and refbnded to contributors. 
This amount reflects the tax liability for investment income and interest fiom deposits realized and 
recognized for the period 1/1/96-8/28/96. 
This offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the M a r y  Committee at Note 4; the difference of 
$62,878 represents the allowable reimbursement by GELAC for staff working 100% on GELAC 
matters prior to date of ineligibility. 
This amount represents; (a) DNC Convention related travel on TWA paid ($40,900) by the 
General Committee; (b) a leg of DNC Convention travel &om Chicago to Cape Girardeau, MO 
relarive 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 based on the Primary Committee’s actual 1997 year-end winding down expenses. 

c 
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IF. 

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if 
the committee has checks outsttanding to creditors or contributions that have not been 
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform 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 outstanding checks. The committee shall also 
submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable to the United 
States Treasury. 

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

The Audit staff recommends that within 60 calendar days of service ofthis 
memorandum, the Primary Committee present evidence that the checks were not 
outstanding (i.e., copies of the front and back ofthe negotiated checks), or that the 
outstanding checks were voided and/or that no Primary Committee obligation exists. 

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



Exit Conference Memorandum on 
ClintodGore '96 Primary Committee, Inc. 

EXHIBIT #I 
Page 1 of 1 

DNC AND PFUMARY COMMITTEE ADS XQAYMG S A M E  AUDIO AND VIDEO 
CONTENT 
mOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER] 

P11 REaL TICKET CG13-30 
D795 DOLEYGINGRICH DNC1228-30 

THE OVAL OFFICE IF IT WERE BOB DOLE SITTING HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY 
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXIC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO 
TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRIMINALS ALLOWED TO BUY HANDGUNS AND SLASHED 
EDUCATKON PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT 
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GINGRICH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND H1S PARTNER BOB DOLE 
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY MERE TO STOP THEM 

PI2 NOBODY CG14-30 
D796 "EM DNC1229-30 
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE AND GINGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT 
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION 
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY ~~0,000,000,~00 DOLLAR PLAN 
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS "E ECONOMY PRESIDENT 
CLINTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION 
STANDS UP TO DOLE AND GINGNCH BUT IF DOLE WINS AND OINGRICH RUNS 
CONGRESS THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM 

pi3 BACK' cm9-30 
D794 SCHEME DNC1227-30 

AMEWCA'S ECONOMY IS COMMG BACK ~0,000,000 NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE 
AUTOS THAN JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL 
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON THE DEFICIT HIGHER 
INTEREST RATES HURT FAMILES PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR 
FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE 
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROWTH PXESIDENT CLINTON MEETING OUR 
CHALLENGES BOB DOLE GAMBLMG WITH OUR FUTURE 

A Primary Committee ad entitled GAMBLE is nearly identical lo BACK and SCHEME. the 
differences are: raise interest rates instead of higher interest rates; harm the economy instead 
of hurt families. 

I 
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Exit Conference Memorandum on 
CIintodGore '96 Primary Committee, Inc. 

EXHIBIT #2 
Page I o f 2  

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

D303 NO DNC5.50-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMENCANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO 
SAY Y E S  TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMlLlES 

D324 PROOF DNC580-30 
WE SENTHIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGETINA GENERATIONAND n E  vmom IT 
WE'REGOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 410,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES 

D346 FACTS DNC602-30 
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT 
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS M E  PRESIDENT PROPOSES A 
BALANCED BUDGET PROTEC'RNG MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE 
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR ~o,oo~,o'oo AMERICANS DOLE 
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE 
WHILE PR0TEC"G KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLAN IT'S TlME TO 
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES 

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30 
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY 
1,000,000 FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES 
10,000,000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK 
MORE JOB TRAINING TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD 
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 10,000,~)8 NEW JOBS MORE WOMEN 
OWNED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAINING 
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BETTER FUTURE 
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D797 RISKY DNC1230-30 
BOB DOLE ATTACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
15,000,000 WORKING FAMILIES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE 
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES THE 98 INCOME TAX 
INCREASE 900,000,000,0~0 IN HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP 
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GINGRICH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE 
EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE RAISING TAXES TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE 
RUNNING FROM HIS RECORD 
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12 DNC ADS - CLINTON’S POSITIONS VS “DOLE GMGRICH POSITIONS 
VOTE: 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 PROTECTING 
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES AND 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH 3UST WALKED AWAY THAT’S 
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTtNG AMERICA’S 
FAMILIES 

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-3Q 
THIS DOLE GINGRICH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND 
GINGRICH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKtNG FAMILIES HUGE CUTS IN 
MEDICARE EDUCATION CUTS IN TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT THE 
PRESIDENT’S PLAN PRESERVE MEDlCARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUITION SAVE ANTI 
DRUG PROGRAMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA’S FAMILIES THE 
PRESIDENT’S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO B W  HANDGUNS BUT COULDN’T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL FiVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND 
CHECKS BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO 1 00,000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO WANT TO REPEAL 
IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT DOLE 
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON’T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON’S 
PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES 

D404 BACKGROUND DNC680-30 
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN’T BECAUSE 
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND 
GINGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
1 00,000 NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOL,E AND GINGRICH VOTED 
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT 
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON’T WORK PRESIDENT 
CLINTON‘S PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR 
VALUES 
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D433 F N S H  DNC710-30 
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS 
DOLE GMGRICH 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 FrrjlSH THE JOB BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLINTON 
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES 

D458 SAME DNC740-30 
AMERICA'S VALUES HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE 
PROTECTED M THE BUDGET AGREEMENT THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE 
GINGRICH'S LATEST PLAN INCLUDES TAX HIKES ON WORKING FAMILIES UP TO 
18,000,000 CHILDREN FACE HEALTHCARE CUTS MEDICARE SLASHED 
167,000,000,800 THEN DOLE RESIGNS LEAVING BEHIND GRIDLOCK HE AND 
GINGRlCH CREATED THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN POLITICS MUST WAIT BALANCE THE 
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE PROTECT OUR VALUES 

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

D557 DEFEND DNC950-30 
PROTECTING FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON 
CUT TAXES THE DOLE GINGRlCH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000 
THE DOLE GtNGRICH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 27O,OQQ,0OO,OQO 
CUT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESIDENT DEFENDED OUR VALUES PROTECTED 
MEDICARE AND NOW A TAX CUT OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FIRST TWO 
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO 
SCHOOL THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES 
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D627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED 
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 CLMTON PROTECTS 
MEDICARE THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO CUT MEDICARE 
270,000,000,000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR 
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE 
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX 
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GINGRICH BWDGET TRIED TO SLASH COLLEGE 
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETS OUR CHALLENGES 
PROTECTS OUR VALUES 

D697 INCREASED DNCll20-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE QOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 

D732 ENOUGH DNCll60-30 
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED 
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF 
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED 
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE 
GINGRICH BUDGET TRiED TO REPEAL ~00,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED 
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN 
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES 
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13 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS " TEE REPUBLICANS' " POSITIONS 
IPJOTE: NON-ITALIC rs VOICE-OVER, BOLD TYPE IS GINGRICH SPEAKING] 

D1 PROTECT DNC10-30 
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE 
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLINTON WHO CUT GOVERNMENT 
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICAL INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS 
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS CHARGlNG 
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 

D10 M O W  DNCII-30 
AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING OUR ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY IS ONE 
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 

D19 EMMA DNC54-30 
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOlCE BUT 
WHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO 
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 
PRESIDENT'S PLAN CUT WASTE CONTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE 
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMlLIES 

D38 SAND DNC120-30 
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER IN WASHINGTON 
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MAITERS WORK 
NOT WELFARE 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 AND BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTEAD 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 FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEAPA THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET 
RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY 
SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION 
BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO WITHER ON THE VINE AND 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 ENVIRONMENT THE 
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR PARENTS AND PROVIDE OUR 
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY 

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30 
THE TRUTH ON MDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE 
WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE 
RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO 
WITHER ON THE VINE MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON 
WILL VETO ANY BILL THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR THE 
ENVIRONMENT NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE THE GOVERNMENT DOWN IF 
THE PRESIDENT WON'T CUT MEDICARE AND EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT 
WlLL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY AND OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO THREAT 

D120 PESIDENTS DNC261-30 
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENT§ HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 4 2 ~ ~  PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET 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'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 

D99 FIRM DNC270-30 
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO 
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 4 2 ~ ~  PRESIDENT IS STANDING FlRM FOR 
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR 
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE 
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES O P P O R T U "  FOR OUR CHILDREN 
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS 
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE 
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D141 PEOPLE DNC300-30 
BELLE IS DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO 
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GONE THE STAKES IN THE BUDGET 
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY COULD BE CUT 
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE MATTHEW BOUGHT A 
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRlNK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT NEW TAXES 
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS 
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES 

t :: 
D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30 

AMERICA'S CHILDREN 7,000,000 PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES ON 
WORKING FAMILJES 4,000,000 CHILDREN GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE 
EDUCATION CUT 30,000,000,000 DOLLARS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION GUITED 
THAT'S THE SAD TRUTH BEHIND THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S 
SEVEN YEAR BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS MEDICARE EDUCATION AND GIVES 
WORKING FAMILIES WlTH CHILDREN A TAX BREAK IT'S OUR DUTY TO AMERICA'S 
CHILDREN AND THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN WlLL MEET IT 

DI85 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 
BILLlON ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEcTlON GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS 
BUT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION 
ENVIRONMENT AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET 
IN SEVEN YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT 
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN 

D429 HELP DNC705-30 
FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT 
CLINTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL 
CLASSES TEACHING READING AND MATH PRESIDENT CLINTON GOT IT PASSED 
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE 
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDENT CLINTON 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 
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D299 STOP DNC540-30 
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN CHILD 
SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR MOTHERS AND THElR CHILDREN EDUCATION JOB 
TRAINING MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON AND THE DEMOCRATS WANT FOR 
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON 
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART CUT CHILD HEALTHCARE 
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLMTON STAND FIRM 
CHILDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU 
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4 DNC ADS - DREAM§, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE 
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTON SPE”JG] 

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30 
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEONTOLOGIST THE 
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD TffE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT 
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKPNG MOST C0i”ITY COLLEGES 
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE 1 WANT TO BE AN OCEANOGRAPHER 
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO LEARN FIND A BETTER JOB 
THE PRESIDENT% 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 MAR IN AMERlCA 1,000,000 WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC ABUSE IT 
IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION‘S VALUES IT‘§ PAINFUL TO §EE IT’S TIME TO 
CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1,000,000 WOMEN A TE§T OF OUR NATIONAL 
CHARACTER A CHALLENGE WE WILL ME€T 

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30 
NOT P p -  

< 1 

D253 WELFARE DNC470-30 
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN’S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT 
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT‘S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS STRICT 
TlME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES IN OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO 
WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FRCM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE SYSTEM 
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Date: A u W I ,  1995 

TO: Chair Fowler, W b y  Wwbn and Joe Sytdla 

Fmm: Bramcy Myw 

Re: M& Refund Cheflis 
. .  ' ' i 

.. - .. 
E ,; 

,...~. I .  .. ~. .. ~ . 

1 have a m h d  a list of checkr we have &ved from Mrndy GNndwald's Arm for d i r  
refunds from lasf fall's "mpigns. The amounts represent fim& which we sent UI SPIPC 
pames for them IO then turn around and a n d  back to W y  for m d h  buys. The refund! 
are for unplaced buys. The refunds are really ours hce we did not inmd to maLC L 
conrnbunon P the vsriwu state pprtles when we sent them the money. In otha wcrdr rhe 
$taw pardes were simply a conduit for the buys so we could gel a mom bvmble  kd/Soft 
w. 
We med DD Contact each of the site putis and y ~ g e  for them to swap JIcCkawitb w, u) 
we can get thu money back in ow accounu. Ea& of the refun& amain a Fadaal md L 
Non-Fdrral CDmpDnent 50 we & u) rmke sure the money i s  mumd in hs Conmx splira. 

I would propose that we usatNp 'found' money u) pay off the 1994 PQNS mvel billls if tbc 
w i o u  entitiu who owe tCr Ute aipr. do not 5ome rbmugb with (heir dum of thee billr. 

tra 

Po lk 

Since thuu: bdr are almost a y a t  old, we should moke II&I detpMnsd * oasmn. 
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88 DNC 3394506 

DNC226-02905 



You aet w i t h  mvid long befor@ 1 oven Startad 6 t  t h m  QNC. 
Attached is h i s  resmc. 

In O\LI: r e w a r  CallE to  the state chairs, a rsquest cam0 i n  
irea niam Peteraon, ah0 state chair i n  Iowa. 
I w a ~  t o  tho white House wan schodulod tor September 14. The 
data bas now been pushod eo November. Patarson Roped t o  raioe 
$30,800-45,000 on the event but faarm that since The Proaidant 
w i l l  ba i n  Iowa i n  October, a November data w i l l  not work. We 
mkod a r t  you urge QOuq t o  put a Septsmhrp date be612 OR thm 
calsndar. 

A day to bring 

YQU any w a n e  to plmt tho s e d  of a s a i o u s  policy m s c k  by 
dent a t  vlc o enlnq at the uehlva .  me Ma- or 
CM ba uned !n m y  powerful contmxwa -- botb 
-1 M d  d O m S E t i 0 .  A eWiOW dUp spe0ob Could add t o  

the dayla isot iv i t ims.  

. .  

1811 DNC 339450’ 

DNC226-02906 

4 2 ” s  



.. 
! i, .. . 
. .  , .. 
: :-  -. 
i.: 
i c  

! 

. . .  

a. 

I 

.-e@ i 

i 



, .i. , i .  

t i  

... . _: - . .  

i i 
.> 7 

1L.. 
:.::I 

E-.# i 
I DNC 3394509 



... . 
4.3 
s .. : 

c;i 
: '  . ,. .. 

'4.: . .  

. .  

1 
I 

i 
I 
! 

I DNC 33944510 



AUgplSt 17, l¶YS 

01002 

.. . 

, .  .I .. ,. . .  
.. . 

b :  

i.2 
-.. 

.. . . -... 

I 



> .: ., , :  7. I 

:: 
. ,  . 

, . i .  . ... 

4 



Qctotmr 3, 1995 

il i. 

- 
Honorable Bynun Gibson, Chair 
Arkansas Democratic Party 
1300 w. capitol 
Little R o c k ,  AR 72201 

Dear Bynynusn: 

As diacuused on today's confer nce c I, the DWc is propo~ing 
that tha Arkansas D&ocratic Party atponeor a tclevinion 
advortieaaont, to bs run in the  tieel0 ~ o o k  market, attacking the 
Republicans and promoting the Duocratic Party*m pasition on 
Medicare. A tape of th0 propcesd advortisamnt is snclosod, along 
w i M  a copy of the script. Tho DNE would provide you with all O f  
tho fund. nacaasrry to run +he advertisoments. IC in up to ycu 
whathex t o  have the eta+@ party lipomor tlioaa advertiaemsnts. 

If this meet8 w i t h  your approval, the advertisements would m n  
this waek, poesibly baginning am early as Wednosday. 

Am diecuaned, the DNC campaign division vi11 ba in touch W i t h  
your ataff to anawer questions and provide any ar3dition.l 
infomation neoded, and o w  miof Financial ~fficer Brad Marshall 
will ba in touch with your seaif to discuss the mechanics o f  
payment. 

If you bave eny qusstione or concorns about this praposcsd 
advertising campaign, pleeso do not haeitata to call me directly. 

with bast ragardo, 

Sincsrely yours, 

Donald L. Fowler 
National Chairman 



- 
Honorable Bill Pres., CRair 

8440 Snnta Monica Blvd. 

Dear Bill: 

Aa discu8aed on today's conference call, the BE1c in proposing 
that the california Democratic party apeneor a tolevision 
advertisemant, to be run In the Mico-Redding, Sa6~msnto-Stockton, 
and Santa Barbara markets, attacking the Regublicane and pronoting 
the Dwoctatic Party'o pooition on Xsdicrre. A tape of the 
propcsad advartiemnent is aneloaM, .long w i t h  a copy of the 
script. The DNc VOUld provide you vi# a11 of tRa fund6 nscaacnry 
to run the advertisamant.. It is up to you whsckaer to h a m  ehs 
state party sponsor thame advertieeaants. 

If thio reeta vith your approval, the sdvortirawnts would rum 
this week, possibly boginning as marly an Wednosday. 

As discurnsad, tho DNC cmpaign divi6ion vill hr i n  touch w i t h  
your staff t o  msvar questions and provide any additional 
information needed, and our Chief lbnancial O P f i c a r  Brsd Har@hhPll 
will be in touch w i t h  your atarr to discusm the mechsni~8 ai 

California D@BOCKetiC P-Y 

-8 hlgales,  a 90069 

WWsRt. 

If you have m y  quemtionu or  concerna about this progonad 
advertising cmpaign, please do not hmsitato to call me diraetly. 

W i t h  best regardcj, 

- Slncerely youre, 

Donald L. Powler 
National ehsirmn 



OctobOr 3, 1995 

v i s  ov- 

Honorable wika Baatty, Chair 
Colorado n-ocratic Party 
1 7 0  Grant stroe+, sta. 200 
Denver, CO 80203 

Dear Mike: 

An diesussod on today's coneerancr caU, the BHC is proposing 

advartiBment, t o  bo run i n  tha Donvmr uarkat, attacking the 
Republicans and promoting bha ~ a a o c r a t i c  Party's position om 
Medicare. A t a m  of tha propoiad advertioment is anclosed, along 
with 81 copy ei M s  script. Tha LlMC would pravide you w i t h  a l l  O f  
the funds necemaary to run bhe advartimaaantm. It iB Up to YOU 
whether t o  have tha O t P t 8  party sponsor thm6e QdverthQ!d8ntB. 

If th io  aeatn w i t h  your apgrevaP, the 8dVerCbaI0WIfS would run 
t h i s  wok, poeeaibly beginning oarly an W0,Qneadsy. 

As dirncunocd, tha  DNC cazapaiep divis ion w i l l  ba i n  touch W i t h  
Your r t a t f  t o  answor quastionfi arpd provide any additional 
inZorination namded, and our Chief Pimancia1 Officer Brad l iarshall  
w i l l  ba in touch w i t h  your wtaff to dismss tha mechanics e i  
payment. 

If you have ersy questions or concerns atpout this proposed 
advertising caapaign, plaaoa do not hes i t a t e  to call ma dirrctly.  

With bent ragardm, 

t h a t  tho CQlOrado Dwwcratic P9-y BpOiSirJQr a t . l e V i s h S l  

Sincerely youro, 740- 
Donald L. Powler  
Notional chairpan 



Octobar 1, 1995 

y i s  OV- 

Honorablo Terrio Brady, Chair 
Florida Doaocratie Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallaharree, PZ 23201 

Dear Tarria: 

As discussed on today's conferurco call, t h o  DNC is proposing 
that t h h o  Florida Democratic Pa-y mponeor a talevision 
advartioement, to bo run in the M i u i - P t .  Laudardale and Tmpa-St.  
Pete aarkoto, attacking the Republicans and promoring tho 
Delaocratic Party'. position on Modlcuo. A tape of the proposed 
advertisomont is mclosad, along with a copy of the script. The 
DNC would proviao you with ell of tho funria necessary t o  Lull t h o  
advertisement.. It is up to you Whether to hmwe the state prey 
sponsor those advartismants. 

If this meeta with your approval, tha advartiseuentn would run 
this war&, possibly beginning as early a5 Wtadnosday. 

As diacu5taod, M e  DNC campaign division will be in touch with 
your staff to answer questionu and provido any additional 
infomation needed, and our Chiof Financial Ofbicor Brad Mershall 
will k in touch w i t b  your utaff to discurns ths aaochanics of 
payment. 

If you have any quostiona or concerna about this proposed 
advmrtieing caopaign, plaaaa do not hasitate to call DC directly. 

W i t h  bast regards, 

Sincoroly yours, 

3- 
Donald L. Pevler 
NaelOnQl Chaflman 



oetohor 3, 1995 

Y i a  ovarnluht D . l i v c r r y  

Honorabls Cory LaPailla, Chair 
Democratic Party of Iflinoia 
489 Merchandise Mart 
Chicago, It 60654 

m a r  Gary: 

As discunoed on tdey's conference call, tha DWC is pr0pc.ing 
that the Illinois Democratic Party spanear a t.lWiOiOn 
advertisemant, to be run in the Peoria, R-ford, and Springfield- 
Decatur market.%, attacking the R~publicano and proaoting the 
Democratic Party's position on neaieaw. A togs of tdre proponad 
advortisamont i s  enclosed, along with (L copy of t h o  script. The 
DWC would provide you w2- a11 09 the 9 W s  nscaesary to nur thm 
advertisements. It is up to you whether to have tho Itate party 
sponsor them advortisemsntm. 

11 this meet5 w i t h  your approval, thm advsrtiseC3ente would run 
this weak, poeaibly bag%nnimg 010 early am Werheaday. 

Aa discussed, the DlpC campaign division will be in touch w i t h  
your staff to ansvsr gueetionm Rad provide any additional 
infowation needed, and our C h i d  ?inancia1 Officsr Brad laasshall 
vi11 ba in touch with youp staff to discus0 the uechanicm ot 
payment. 

I2 you have any quastions or concerns about thim proposed 
advertising campaign, plessa do not hia0iPate to call PB direaly. 

With beat regards, 

Sincaraly youra, 

Donald 9- L. %owlSrP 

National CRalrnen 



Oceobsr 3, 1995 

yia  ov- 

Honorable Victoria Xurphy. Chair 
Xaine Democratic Party 
12 SPSUCQ Street 
Augusta, ME 04331-5258 

Dear Victoria: 

AS diecuarad on today's conforonco cal the Dt8C 1 proposing 
that tho naine cmmocratis Party eponsor a talevision advel-eintaaent, 
to be run in the Portland rerkst, attacking the RspUbllc8ns and 
promoting ths  aeaocsatic Party's pomitlon en Medieare. A tape of 
thr, prcporod edvsrtioement i 8  enclosed, along w i t h  a copy of the 
script. Tho DNC would provide you w i t h  all 02 the fund. n~ces8ary 
to run tbe advertimemarnt8. It ie up to you whether to have the 
state pasty sponsor thase advereieemantle. 

If this mseto w i t h  your approval. the aBlvortissmento would MR 
thio We-, pO6Eibly brgfmfng a# M r l y  a8 W&hssBey. 

Aa diPCuSBad, -0 DNE camguiqln diViSiQn Wllk be in touch W i ' L h  
ycur ctaff to answar quostion8 and provide any additional 
information needed, and QUI Chiof Financial Officer Brad NaPEhaU 
will k in touch w i t h  your starf to discuso fha nechanicm 0% 
payment. 

I f  you hava any gueotions os concerns a b u t  thio proposed 
adVarthiR9 campaign, pleaso do not hesitaea to call  m e  directly. 

With bailst regard., 

sincerely yours, 

Donald 1. F o w l e r  
National chsiman 



octotmr 3, 1995 

HOnObable Rnrh Brewer, Chalr 
Michigan Damocratic Party 
606 Tomeond 
Lanuing, MI 48933 

Dear Mark: 

A. discusnod on today'. confnronco call, the DWC i a  proposing 
that tho Michigan Demoeratie Party epcnser a tolovision 
advertiroment, to bo xun in the Detroit, Flint-Saginew, Croon Bay- 
Apploton, ana Ravoruo-Cadillac rarkota, ettacEinq tho WopuBlicaR. 
and promoting t he  Democratic Party's poaition an Medicare. A fapa 
of the propaoed advertiselaone i a  OnCl06od, plow w i t h  a a p y  of the 
script. Tho DNC would provide you with a l l  of tine tunas noceanohy 
to run tha advartimemenga. It 1s up to you whether to hnve the 
state party sponsor them arlvertioemnta. 

If this moeto vith your approval, the advertimomants would run 
this wosk, pomaibly boginning nu ouly am WednooQly. 

A@ CiiSCusSed, tha DHC cmpaign dfvieion Will be in touch W i t h  
your stkff to anuwor questfano rrnd provide any additional 
inforantion noeded, and OUT Chid Financial Officer Brad Harohal). 
will be in touch w i t h  your staft to discuno the nechanica at 
payment. 

If you have any quostions or concerns abaut thin ?reponed 
advsrtioing canpaign. ploaso do not hooitata to call me Blr@Ctly. 

with beat ragardlr. 

Sincerely y ~ u r e ,  



October 3, 1995 

, -  

Honorable Xark ;Pndrew, Chair 
Himerota Democratic Party 
352 wacouta Straet 
st. Paul, nW 55101 

Qenr Hark: 

am discussed cn today's conlosonce ca l l ,  the DXC is proposing 
that M e  minnosota mmocratie Party lsponmos a telavision 
advertisement, to b. run in tho Duluth-Superios and Uinneapolis-lt. 
Peul markets, attacking M a  Ropublicerne and promoting tho 
Damocratic Party's paeition on Wadicaruo. Ei bmpa of the proposed 
advortiswmsnt ie enclosed, along w i t h  a copy et tho ecript. The 
DNC would prowids you w i t h  all of the funds necsssary to run the 
adver%iownenfn. It io up to you whether e0 have the state paPty 
oponsor theso abvertieements. 

Xf thie meat5 w i t h  y o w  approval, the sdvortiseuentm would 
thim weak. possibly baginning as aarly aa Wednesday. 

As discussad, the DNC campaign division will ba in touch with 
your staff to answer guostiom and psowida any sdditiomal 
information needed, and QUP Chief Financial officer Brad Marohell 
will b@ in touch vith your etarf to dismss eho sachanlcm of 
payment. 

It you have m y  quoition8 or concerrm about this prowoad 
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call Be Bit%Ctly. 

W i t &  &st ragasdn, 

/ 
Donaldi 1. Powlar 
National Chairaan 

DNC980-02602 



Qcteber 3 ,  2995 

Honorable Judith Hopo, mail 
Nmv York Damocratic Puty 
60 Em5t 42 Stroot, Suite 1819 
Hew Y ~ r k ,  m! 10165 

Dear Judith: 

A8 diceuk%sod on today'. contaren60 call, ths BNC i 5  plansring 
to run toleviaion advortimemon~ in New Ktihk. i n  M e  Burlinpeon, 
Elmira, Syracume, utica and Patartown marketa, att8ckii3g -Q 
Republicans and promoting the DeBeeratic Party's position on 
Medicare. A toga of the propomed advertieemont i m  enclosed, along 
w i t h  a copy of t h o  script. ma ONC will k paying for thsoo 
advertismonte and the ads will run undsr QUI dimclaimor (spaid for 
by tha Democratic National Coauittaew). 

It this meats w i t h  your approval, the advertimemWIte would run 
this weak, possibly beginning as early a0 Wednsmday. 

A8 dilrcussod, the DNC campaign division will bo in touch w P M  
your staff to anaver questionm and provide any additional 
intormetion needed. 

It you hovo any questions or sonsarns about this proposed 
advertising campaign, please do not hasitate to call ao dliractly. 

VIM beat regmrdm, 

Donald L. howler 
National CRaiman 

, I. 
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oc%obar 3 ,  1995 

yia Ov- 

Honorable John Sullivan 
34 E. Bridge Street 
Oswego, HY 10165 

Deer John : 

A. discussed on tadaay'm conferonco call, the DHC ie plm-ning 
to run tolsvision advartissrenfs in New York, in the BurlinGon, 
Elnira, Syracuse, mica and Watertown narketa. attacking the 
Republicnns and promoting tho Dmwrrcrtic Party's position On 
Uadicata. A tap0 of the proposud advutisamant it? enclosed, along 
with a copy of the script. Tho DNC will ba paying for thLme 
advertisements and the ads will l p u ~  unBor our disclaimer ('Paid for 
by the Democratic National ComitteP). 

If this meets w i t h  your approval, tha edvrrtiaamente would run 
this veok, possibly bagiwing 08 early as Wednesday. 

y o u  mta~f to mwer  quostions 
information needed. 

If you have any question6 or 
advertising campaign, please do not 

Am discussed, the DHC saupaiplr divioiosl will be, in touch W i t h  
and provide any additional 

concerns about t h i m  proposod 
hesitate to call me directly. 

With beat regerds, 

Sincoraly yours, 

Donald 3p L. Fowler 

wetional maaiman 

QNC180-02604 

.. 



octobcr 3, 19s5 

Via C v m  Deli= 

Honorable David Y. Leland, Chair 
Ohio Democratic P 0 ~ y  
3 1  West Broad Street, Suite 43D 
COlumbUS, QH 43215 

Dear David: 

As discussed on today.. conference call, th% DNC is propooing 
that tho Ohio Daaocsafic Party sponsor a tral%VhiOn advartimement, 
to be run in the Cleveland and Toledo markmfn, attacking tha 
Republicans and promoting the  De8ocratic Party'@ position on 
Xadicaro. A tape Of proposed adwertisemont PO 8nClQead. along 
vith a copy of the script. The DNC would provide you w i t h  all of 
the fonds necessary to run the advortieamente. It is up to you 
vhsther to have the state party aponsor theme edvertise~ente. 

Pi this meets w i t h  your approval, M0 adve~tilpemante wouSd run 
this w o k ,  possibly hginning ae early a5 Wednesday. 

As discumnad, the DNC campaign division will bu, in touch vith 
your staff to answer quastionr and provide any additional 
information needed, and our Chief Financial Officer m a d  Warshall 
will be in touch with your staff to diecucr the mlschanicm of 
payment. 

If you have any qusutlona or concern@ about t h i n  proposed 
advertising campaign, please do not henitate to call 06 directly. 

W i t h  bast ragards, 

Sincermly yourn, 
\ 

Donald L. PO.L& 
National chairman 

BNCl88-02605 

) I  fJ.. 



October 3, 1995 - 
MOnOKablO Joe Camichaal, Chair.  
Hissouri Damcratic Party 
419 East High Streat 
Jefferson City, WO 65101. 

Daar Joe: 

A8 dimcussed on today's conference call, the DNC le proposing 
that the Xissauri Damocratie Party sponmor a telavimion 
advsrtieement, to Bc run in the Columbia-Jefbcroon City and 6e. 
Louie marketa, attacking tho Republieano and promoting the 
Damocratic Party's position on Madicus. A t a p  of the propoaed 
advertisement io onclosed, along with e copy of tha script. The 
DNC would provide you with all of the funds nscoaoary to run tho 
advartiaenents. ft ie up to you ~ h ~ t h u  to h a w  the state party 
sponsor these advartimememts. 

If this seeto w i t h  your approval, tha abvertiscmmtm would run 
this week, possibly hgiuming a5 early aa Wednesday. 

As discuead, the DWC campaign diwision will &a in touch uitb 
your s t a f f  to anower questions and provide any additional 
information needed. and our Chiaf Pinanodal OSEiser Brad Xarshall 
will be in touch with your etaff to dimcuse the mcchanica of 
payment. 

If you have m y  questions far conco)rnm akut thim proposed 
advertising cmpaign, pha80 do not hesitate ta call me directly. 

With bast regards, 

Sinemrely yours, 

Domal6 L. Howler 
National Chairman 



Sincerely yours, - 

Qctobar 3, 3995 - 
Honorablo nark s. singel ,  Chair 
Pennsylvania Democratic Party 
510 North Third Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 

Dear nark: 

A. diecueoed on t0day.s conforonce call, the BnC is proposing 
t h a t  the Pannsylvania Domochatic Party eponeor a te10Vitaion 
advertisement, t o  ha run in %he H.PrisBuzP-Po~k-L.ncacltar, 
Johnstam-Altoona, Phihdelphla ,  ~sadWi]Lkec-~arre-lc~mntenmahkets, 
attacking the RapuBlicslns an5 promotfrrq the D 6 m c c t a t i C  POrty'U 
posit ion on Wdicapc. A t a p  l r s i  the  progoiaod edverti0erdent is 
sncloaed, along w i t P  a copy of the sc r ip t .  The DHC woul4 provide 
you with a l l  0r the funds nmeensary to PW the s~vebrticlomQnts. It 
is up t o  you whether t o  have ebe mtats party oponmor the59 
advortlaamonts. 

x f  +hie ameta with yaup approval, the adlvsrtimmenls would run 
this wemk, possibly boginning am ear ly  as Wednesday. 

An discusstad, the DWC campaign division w i l l  ba i n  touch with 
your 8taPf t o  anowor quaotions and provide m y  addi t ional  
i n fo rmt ion  narded, and our Chief Financial QfPPcsr Brad Uar6hall 
will be in touch w i t h  your ata2f to diecuea M n  mochanico of 
papent .  

If you hava any guastiows or concmrna about thio propoeed 
advertiiaing cmpeign, pleaso do not hes i t a t e  to c a l l  ae d i rec t ly .  

With bast regards, 

DNCl80-02607 

. ?  
A. *- 
- 2  



October 3, 1995 

H O n Q r a b l O  Rich& Yamee, cB.k 
Rhde Island Democratic Party 
100 Cottage Street 
Pautuckat. Rhoda Inland 02860 

m a r  Richard: 

As dL8cunso8 on toQay'm conforance ~ 0 1 ,  the DWC is plUaning 
to run tslevioion ebvortiouaslts in l@w¶e %81.nb, in the Providence 
market, at tacking the Rnpublicane and promoting UIa Denocratir 
Party 's  posit ion onIedioaze. A tap. of the propsod advartiocslant 
ie anslosed, along w i t h  a copy of the 8 a l p t .  'Pha DHC w i l l  Be 
paying far thema advortisemento ana ths ads w i l l  raul undar our 
disclaimer (*Paid for by the Demoeratic m t i o n a l  Cmmitteoa). 

I2 this maem with your approval, M e  advortisanent8 would run 
thim vnmk, posnlbay baginning as ear ly am wadnanday. 

your staff t o  answer question8 and provide any additional 
information naedad. 

If you have any quentiono or concerns about this propmad 
advsrti8ing catapaign, please do not hositatm to c a l l  ma direct ly .  

W i t h  beat regards, 

A. discussed, the DUE C M W i p  divis ion W i l l  ba i n  t0Uck W i t h  

Sinceraly your8, 

Don018 L. PQIllar 
National Chairrun 



October 3 ,  1995 

HOnQrCiblE m k  SQEta?iCh, Chair 
Wisconsin Dmoeratic Party 
222 State Stseat, Ste. 400 
Madison, Up 53703 

Dear Mark: 

discuaaed on today’. confcrence call, the DWC ie pFepoeinp 
that the Wisconoin Demoeratic Barty ~ ~ I P . Q I  a television 
advertiauant, to &I nm in the Madiaon and liluaukaa Mrketo, 
attacking the Repubblicans and promoting the Domocratic Party’s 
position on Medicare. A tap.  ai tJm prepo%-dl advertisement ia 
enclosed, along with a copy of the script. Tbo DWe wouldl prCviP8 
you w i t h  a l l  of the Punde naceoaary to run tha  advrrtisements. JL 
i a  up to you uhethar to have the atotn party apgnmor these 
abvartisomnts. 

If this mmats with your approval, the advertfsmentc would run 
this urrak. po5Sibby beginning am early as Wednesday. 

An dioasPoB,  the DPlC CmQCrign d iv idon  Will b i n  touch V i #  
your stafP to anwar quaation6 and provide any additional 
information needed, and our ChiaE Finsneial Oificer Brad Ushahall 
will. be in touch with your &aft to diocuoo tha mechanics of 
papent. 

If you havn any questions or concerns obout thls proposed 
advertising carspaign, please do not hsoitata to call me BirastPy. 

With b 5 t  ragards, 

Sincerely yours, 

7\- 
/ 

bonald L. Powlar 
National Chairman 



Match 29, 1996 

Via Overniaht Delivery 

Honorable Terric Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DMC is proposing that tne Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new television advertisement t o  be run in tho Orlando, 
Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville, Ft. Myers and Tampa-St. 
Pete markets, in place of the two spots currently running for this 
week's buy. The advertisement, entitled "NOW, highlights the 
efforts of Majority Leader Bob Dole to oppose the President's 
proposals for a balanced budget, welfare reform and tax relief for 
working families, and the assault weapons ban. A tape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy o t  the script has previously 
been €ax@d to you. 

This advertisement would be run with the Cunds you have 
already sent to the media rirm for this week's: buy. 

If this meets with your approval, the advertisement would run 
starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, March 30. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer questions. 

If you have any questions or concerns about this proposed 
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely yc:irs, 
\ 

Donald L. Fowler 
National Chairman 

Enclosures 

CLN096-00029 
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April 12, 1996 

Via o v a  iaht 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 television advertisement to be run in the Tallahassee and 
Tampa-st. Pete markets, in place of the spot currently running. 
Tha advertisement, entitled “Supports”, responds to the RNC’s 
current ad attacking the President and Democrats for  opposing the 
Republican tax plan, and points out that it is the President and 
the Democrats who are proposing t a x  credits for families with 
children and tax cuts for working families as part of a budget plan 
that preserves Medicare, protects the environment, helps with 
college tuition and saves anti-drug programs. A tape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A capy of the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

The ad currently running, I ‘No” ,  will continue to run in the 
Panama City, Orlando, Jacksonville, and Ft. Myers markets. 

These advertisements would be run with the funds you have been 
asked to wire to 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. Of course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

W 

ChristoDher J. Dodd 
General‘ Chair 

sincerely yours, 

I Donald L. Fowler 
National Chair 
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, Honorable A r t  Torres, Qlaix 
California Democratic Party 
8440 Santa #onlcfa Blvd. 
Loa Angsler, CA 90069 

Dear Ut: 

The DHC is propsing that the California oemrscratic Party 
sponsor a new kalavirion advertisadant to ha run in the $an D i e g o ,  
Chico-Raading. Sacramento-Stoekton, and &Anta Barbara IhdCb3tG, in 
place of the spot currently running. The advartisomant, entitled 
**Supportsu, responds to the RNC'n C U L T ~ R ~  ad attacking the 
President and Democrats for oppuslng the Ropubliusn tax plan, and 
points out that it is the President and the QQIPOcIatS who are 
proposing tax sradits for flmilh5 with children and tax CUtG for 
working families ma part of a budget plan that p r e s w m  Medicare, 
protects the environment, halps uitb college tuition and savas 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advQrtisament is enclooed. A 
copy of the script has praviously been faxed to you. e 

These advertisements would bo run with the funds you have been 
askad to wire to the mndia firm. 

If thi5 mecte with y o u  approval, t h ~  new advertisement would 
* run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The. nNc campaign and eonmanication divisions B P ~  available to 
answer any quemstions you or y e w  staff ray have. sf~arrse, i f  you 
have any queatiohs or concernn about this proposed advsrkisinq 

e do not hesitate to call UB directly. 

Sincerely yaure, 

Donald 7- L. Fowler 
Geseral Chair Prafional Chair 

Enclaruree 
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' -  , :ionct~able .Tarde predy. chair' .. 

Paorida Demoeratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun S t r o o t  
Tallahassae, FL 23293 

Dear Tarria: 

Tho DWC is proposing that the Florida -0eratLc Puty sponsor 
a new television advmrtis.anent e0 be nan b the Tallahassee and 
Taxipa-St. Pate markats, ih place of ths spot currently running. 
The advertisemant, entitled nSupports", responds to tha RNC'S 
current ad attacking the Preaidlsnt and Dmmocruta for opposing the 
Republican tax plan, and points out that it io tha President and 
the Democrats who are proposing tax credits for families with 
children and tax cuts for working familiae am part of a budget plan 
that pres,srwas Medicare, protects mho onvlronmant, helps with 
college tuition and saves anti-drug prcgrams. A tape of tha 
adve&!tia@ment is enclosed. A copy ol the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

. The ed currently running, lWowl will continua to run in the 
Pansma City, Orlando, Jaoksonville, andl Pt. nyers IaarkQtS. 

These advertLamante would be LVI) with the fundo you have been 
asked to wire to the msdia firm. 

If *is meet8 with your approval, tha new advertisomant would 
run starting as early as-tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions a m  wafl&le to 
ansvar any questions you 01: your staff may haV&. Of?-eaurs~s, if YQU 
have any questione or concegnm abut this proposed advertising 
campaign, plcaea do not hesitate to call uls directly. 

Sincerely yourm, 

General chair National Chair 

Ensloaurfts 

DNC068-01670 



April 12, 1996 

Honorable nictiael Peterson, Chair 
Iowa Dmmoqatic Party. 

Des, Woinos, IA 50309 

Dear W e :  

The DNC is propoaing that the Iovp Daabcratic Party sponaor a 
new television advertisement e0 bs run in tha D e s  Hoines aarkst in 
place opthe spot curantly running. Ths advertimament, entitled 
'tSuppert&u, responds to the RMC's current ad attacking the 
President and Democrats for opposing the Rspublican eax plan, and 
points out that it is tho Prueidont and ths Democrats who are 
proposing tax credits for f a m i l i a  w i t h  children and t u  cuts for 
working fanilfeu a5 part of a budget plan met pr0ecrves PIrdieaPs, 
protects the enviranmant, halpe w l M  colbgo tuition and saves 
anti-drug proqraas. A tap4 of M a  advartisement i6 encloemd. A 
CQQY 02 the script.has previously h a n  faxed to you. 

The ad currently running, "No", will ooneinue fe run in the 
cedar Rapids, Davenport, Sioux City and Rochestah-Nason City 
markets. 

Thsee advertisemants would be run w i t h  Omde you have been 
asked to wire to +ha medla lim. 

Xi this mots with your approval, the new advmrtisaent would 
run starting ata early as tonorrow, saturday April 13. 

The DNC cmpaign and cornmication dfvisfortcs are available to 
MSYIV any quertiom you 0r your staff may have. ofcowsa,ifyou 
have any queefions or sonserris about this pZopOafBd advstising 
ca?tApalgII. plOase do net haodtnto to call us dirwtly. 

. 4 3 1  mst: Locust . 

. .  . 

Sincerely yours, 

Donnald -9- L. Fowler 
National chair 

I 
DNCO68496H 
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Eonorabia Bob Fsabbaga,, ChaiP' 
Kentucky Prnoeratic Party . 
Prankfort, XY 46602 , 

. .  .. 
' P.O..'Box 694 

. .  
D e a r  Hob: 

T ~ O  is proposing .+hat (;hsp ~mtucky D W a o a a t i C  Party 
sponsor a new te levis ion advartifa-t t o  be run in the Evanmville 
and Paducah markets, i n  place, of the spat currentLy running. The 
advartiseximnt, en t i t l ad  "Suppartn", responge t o  ePla BxC'm cwr@nt  
ad attacking the memidant and Democrate ior opposing M e  
Republican tux plan, and points out that le is the Prmsidant and 
the  Dmocrats who a r e  proposing tax cr%dlts for familim With 
children and t ax  c u t s  for working faai1i.s as part of a budget plan 
t h a t  preserves Medicare, protectm the onvironnant, helps with 
college t u i t i o n  and saves anti-drug programs. A t a p  o f  the  
advertiserment is anclosed. A copy of tho  s c r i p t  has praviauely 
been fax& to you. 

The ad cuirrentty running, "No", will continua to  run i n  thaP 
Louisvil le and Lexington markets. 

Them advsrtiSsmenta would ba run with the OURUS you have been 
asked t o  mire t o  the media firm. 

If t h i s  meets with your approval, the new ativrrtieement mould 

The DKS campaign and ~ O m l C a t f o n  divisions are availabla +O 
answer any quastions you o r  Y Q U ~  s t a f f  may have. O f c m r n ~ .  if you 
have any quamtiona or  concarne about a i s  proposd advertising 
campaign, please do me heoftate to call ue BbacEly. 

. run starting as ear ly a n  tomorrow, satutday April 13. 

DMCB68-01672 



.- 
Honorable Victoria Murphy, Chair 
Maine Dsmoaatis Party 
12 spruut strecat . 
Aupsta, ME 04332-5258 

Dear victoria: 

The DNC is proposing that the Maine Damocratic Party Sponsor 
a new television advertisement to be run in tha Portland market, in 
place of tho spot currently running. The advertisement, entitled 
*supportsu, responds to the RNc's, currant ad attacking the 
President and Democrats for opposing the RopubUcan tax plan, and 
points out t h a t  it io the President and the Democrats who are 
proposing tax crodits for families with children and tax cues tor 
working families as part of a budget plan Chat preserves Medicare, 
protects the environment, helps with college tuition and gave% 
anti-drug programs. A t,ape of the advertisement is enclosed. A 
copy of the setipt ha6 previously barn faxed t o  you. 

The ad currently running, @"on, will eontfnue to run in the 
Bangor and Presque Islc markets. 

These advertisements would bo PUR with the funds you have been 
asked to wire to the media firm. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting ae early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DWC campaign and communication divisions are aVailable to 
answer any CjUEstiOnS you or your staff may have. ofaurse, ifyou 
have any questions of concerns a u t  this proposed advertising 
campaign. please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dona P- a L. Fowler 
General Chair National chair 

Enclosuraa 

I 

DNC068-01673 



Honordle H.arlz Bhewer Chair 

606 Townsend 
Lansing.,. HI 48933 

Dear &lark: 

The DNC is proposing that the Xichigan Dtmocsatic Party 
sponsor a new talevision advartiloement t o  ba run in  e h m  Detroit r~ri  
Lansing markets, in place oftbe S Q O ~  currently running. Tho 
advartisament, entitled wSupportsgo responds to the M e r @  current 
ad attacking the President and Damocratu for opposing the 
Ropublican tax plan, and points out that it is the Prosidant and 
the Der~ocrats who are proposing tax credits for fenilioa W i t h  
children and tax cut5 for working families as part of a budget plan 
that preserves Xedicare, protocte the canviromernt, helps w i t h  
college tuition and saves antidrug program. A tape of the 
advertisement i a  enclosed. A copy of the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

The ad currently running, RNon, will continuo to run in the 
Flint, h a v e ~ e o  City and Grand Rapids markate. 

These adverkisanatnts would ba run with the imds you have been 
asked to w i r e  to the media fira. 

If this meets with your approval. the new advertisement would 
run starting es early an tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DNC campaign lvld communication divisiosre are available to 
answerr any mations you or your staff nay have. of causa, if you 
have any ne ' or concarno; about this propoaert advertising 
campaim do not hesitate to call ut? diraetly. 

. Hichigan m c r a t i c  Party 

sincerely yours, 

et. B a d  DOPUI 5)- d L. Fowler 
National Chair 

DNC068-01674 
I 
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ApRil 12, 1996 

. .  
i. Honorable Jan .Jenkins, chair 

Nevada Democratic Party . 
a785 E a s t  Sahra Avenue. Sui te  4-96 
Las V e g a s ,  MI 89181 . .  
Dear Jan: 

The DNC ia proposing t h a t  the Namda Dewseatic Party sponsor 
a new te levis ion advertiemment to be run In tho Lao Veqas market. 
in place of M a  spot currently rumning. m e  arPvat'tisemc~nt, 
en t i t l ed  nSupports*i, respond6 t o  tha RMC85 a x r e n t  ad attacking tho 
President and rninocrats fo r  opposing the  Republican tax plan, and 
points out  t ha t  it is tho Promtident and tho Deraocrats who are 
proposing tax  credits for families with children and tax cuts f 6 P  
working familias as par t  0% a budget plan that psesamas Hsdicara, 
protects t h e  environment, habps v i t h  colloge t u i t i o n  and s a w s  
anti-drug programo. A tape of tbs advertisement is snclosed. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  has previously h n  faxed t o  you. 

The ad currently running, ' 8 N ~ e @ ,  w i l l  continua to Pun i n  the 
Reno market. 

These advartisamones vould be run vith the fundhi you have bean 
asked t o  vire to the w d i a  firm. 

If thi5 meets w i t h  your approval, the new a d v s r t i s a e n t  would 
run s t a r t i ng  a s  ear ly  as tomorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DNC canpaign and com!fmnication divioions are aVSiilath t o  
answer any quastiona you o r  your s t a f t  may have. ofcour~a,  if you 
have any quastion5 or concarno a h u t  this proposad.advertising 
campai sa do not hes i ta te  t o  Qall us  dirC4otly. 

C . Dodd 
General Chair 

Sincerely yowa, 

-7)- 



. .  . . i '  

. .  . .  . .  

Aonorrbla David i7. Laland, Chair 
Qhio Damocratic Party 

Columbus. OX 43215 
. 3 1  West Broad.5trrset8 Suite 430 

Dear David: 

The DHC is proposing that the Ohio Democratic Patty sponsor 9 
nev television advertisaeent to be run in tha Slweland market, in 
place of the spot currently Punning. The adv63rtisament, entitled 
"Supports", responds to the RNc's currant ad attacking the 
President and Daocrats for oppaing the mpublican tax plan, and 
p O h t 6  out that it is the President end the Damcrabs who are 
proposing tax credits for Cmilies with children and tax cuts for 
working families a5 part of a budget plan that preservers Medicare, 
protects tha  environment, helps vith college tuition and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape oi the advertissaPnt in, enclolaed. A 
capy of the script has provlously bean faxed to you. 

Thm ad currently running, Wo', will continuo to run in t h e  
Toledo, Cincinnati, Dayton and Youngstown markets. 

These advertisements would be run vith the fun& you have bsen 
asked to vire to t h o  media fiPrm. 

If this meets vith your approval. the new advertieemnt vould 
run starting 8s aarly as touorrow, Saturday April 13. 

The DHC campaign an& csmeunication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your &ai8 Wiy have. Ofcourrpa, i f  you 
have any questions or concerns about this praporsd advertising 
campaign, pl.aee do not hesitate to call us aipactly. 

sincerely yours, 

Donald L. PwlcPe 
General Cba- National Chair 

Enelosurae 

I lDNc3Q79724 
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'April 12 ,  1998 

. .  

Honorable Margaret C a r t e l ,  cha i r  
Oragon Domocratie Party , 

711 S.W. Alder #306 
Portlmd, OR 97205 

Dear Jana: 

The DNC is proposing that the Oregon m c r a t i e  Party sponsor 
a new te lev is ion  advartieemmt t o  be run i n  the  Partland market, i n  
glace of the spot  current ly  running. The advartisenent, en t i t l ed  
"Supports*', responds to t h e  lWuOC'fi currat ad attacking the 
President and DQIIOeratG tor opposing the Republican tax plan, and 
po in t5 ,ou t  t h a t  it is the President and the Dewcratfi who a t e  
proposing t a x  credits t o r  Fmilies with children and 'tax cuts for 
working famil ies  as par t  of a budget plan t h a t  prossrves Hedieare, 
protects t h e  environment, helps with college t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advsrtieemsnt i s  enclosed. A 
copy of t h e  s c r i p t  has pravicu8ly b o n  faxed t o  you. 

The ad current ly  running, 'Non, w i l l  continue t o  run i n  the 
Medford and Eugene markets. 

Them advarbicemente would be ran w i t h  N e  Puna8 you have been 
asked to wiro , to  t h e  media S i a .  

.Xt this masts with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run s t a r t i n g  as early an tornorrow, Saturday April L 3 .  

mho DNC cangaiqn and comnunicabion divis ions are avsf lab le  eo 
anfiwer any qyaations you or your stnif mny hava. QfC0US?+, if you 
have any queetione or concerns abeat t h i e  proposed advertising 
campaign please do not  hes i ta te  to call us di rac t ly .  A n  

sincerely yours, 

Oon -9.- d L. Fowler 
National chair 

111 DNc 3079725 

ONC068-01677 
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April 12, 1996 

Honorable Bill Whit., -air 
Texas Demoaaeic Party 

Rustin, TX 78701 . 

Dear B i l l :  

The DNC is running a naw tePmvim&on adwertiuement t h e  BaaUOnt 
market, under bur own diacloimer. Tho adQ.LTisaent, ent ie lad 
"Supports", responds t o  tho PUSC'P current ad attacking the  
President and Denocrats for  opposing +ha Republican tax plan, and 
points out that it is t h s  Prooident and +he DarPocraes who are 
proposing t a x  credits for familien w i t h  children and tax  cu ts  for 
working familios as p a r t  oL a budget plan t h a t  preserve8 Medicare, 
pretecta the  environment, helps with colleqe t u i t i o n  and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the  adwertisenent is enclos@d. A 
copy of t h e  script has previously b a a  faxed to you. 

The DWC cmpaign and communication divirriono a re  available to 
answer any quaations you or  your mtaff may have. Ofcourse, if you 
have any quastions or  concarm about t h i s  propoaad advertising 

815 Brat06 

e do not heoitata to c a l l u s  direct ly .  

S in  . re ly  yours,, 9- 
Donald L. P O W l Q r  

General Chair National Chair 



.. . - ... . .  . .  

> L C  

%_i 

e :  

. .  . .  . .  

.. . ... . -. ... 

april 12, 1996 

Honorable Paul mrendt, Chair 

Seattle, WA 98104 
Pose office BOX 1027 - , 

Dear Paul: 

The DNC is propoming that me Wasungeon D&cPeratic ~ m t y  
sponeor a new television adv.ptisemen9: to b. ~n in the Seattle 
market, in place of  the 4pOt currently running. Tho advertisement, 
entitled 8sSupports6r, responds to tho RNC's current ad attacking the 
President and Democrats tor opposl.r~g tpe Republican tax plan, and 
points out that it is tha President and the DastQcratta who are 
prcpesfng tax credits €or families with children and tax cute for 
working families as part of a budget plan #at presarvcis Medicare, 
protects the environment, helps with college tuition and saves 
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. A 
copy of the script ha8 prcviousay boon iaxad to you. 

The ad currently running, "NO", will continue to run an the 
SpQkane and YakirPa aarksta. 

Thasa advertisements would be run w i t h  the iunds you have been 
asked to wire to *ha media firm. 

If ta i s l  Beats W i t h  yous approval, the new advertiaamant would 
run starting as early as toirmrrow, Saturclay April 13. 

Ths DNC Eampaigsr and crnmrslliication divisions are available to. 
answer any questions you or y o u  stsff  ray Rave. ofcwuee,ifyou 
have any puactionm or concerna about ehis proposed advertising 

IB do not hesitate to call urn direatly. 

Sinceraily yours, 

Don Qr d L. Fowler 
.General Chair national chair 

Enclosures 

DNC068-01679 

\ \  oc ;2 



April 11, 1996 . .  
. .  

. .  
Honorable Hark Sostarioh; Chair ". 
Witbconsin Democratic Party 
222 Sta t e  Sthat, &e.. 400 . ' ._ 
Madison, W I  13703 

:, : 

2." . .  . .  
... . .. . .  
1 5 )  

Dear Mark: 

The DNC is proposing t h a t  the Wisconsin Democratic P a r t y  
sponsor a new te lev is ion  advartiaeaent +o be nm i n  t h e  Madison 
market, i n  place of the epok currently running. The aavertiaemant, 
e n t i t l e d  s s S ~ p p ~ f e s H ,  responds t o  the W Y s  mrron t  a& attacking the  
President and Democrats eor opposing tho ~opublican tax plan, and 
points out t h a t  it i5 the Prumident and the Demoorats who are 
proposing tax  credits for familiae vim children and tax cutfi for 
working families a s  par t  of a budget plan t h a t  preserves Medicare, 
protects the environment, helps w i t h  college tu i t i on  and saves 
anti-drug programu. A tape of the advert ismant  is enclosed. A 
copy of the s c r i p t  has previoualy been fared t o  you. 

The ad current ly  running, WoN, will continue to . run  i n  the 
Green Bay, Milwaukee, LaCrosse Qnd W~uclau w&rket6. 

These adv&ieeMnta would be run with the funds you have been 
asked to w i r e  to tho media ti=. 

re this meets with your approVal, the naw advert isom~nt  vauia 

The VNC canpaiqn and comunication d iv i e iom are availabla t o  
O I c c o u r s a ,  if ou 

run s t a r t i ng  a8 ear ly  as tomorrow, Saturday A p i l  13.' 

answer any questions you as your s t & E f  may have. 

campai 

W 

have any qucstiono or  sancenm a h u t  t h i s  prepQ6Qd advert is  x Rg 
e d0 not hes i ta te  t o  -11 US di rec t ly .  

si cora1y yourlu, p., 
9- 

c J. Doda Donmld L. Fowler 
Consrol Chair Plat i0~1 -air 

mclosuros .1 

- 
DNC868-01680 
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April 19, 1996 

Via Overniaht Delivery 

Honorable Tekrie 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 television advertisement to be run in the Orlando, Panama 
City, Jacksonville and Fort Myers markets. The advertisement, 
entitled llPhotoll, highlights the opposition of Speaker Gingrich and 
Majority Leader Dole to the Brady bill that the President got 
passed, and calls f o r  resisting the current efforts of Ginqrich and 
Bole to repeal the provisions of the President's crime plan for 
100,000 new police and for strengthening school anti-drug programs. 
A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. A copy o f  the script has 
previously been faxed to you. 

The ads currently running, "Noe1 and *Supports", 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 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 
canpaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly. 

With best raaards. 

Enclosures 

I Donald L. Fowler 
National Chair 



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

. .~ 

.. . 
. .  
. .  . .  
... 
. .  

.. . ... .. . 

. ~. 

.. . 

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

April 26, 1996 

Via overniuht Delivery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terzie: 

The DNC is proposing that +he Florida Democratic Party 
substitute, for the advertisement currently running entitled 
"Photo, a new advereisement entitled "Background. ** The new 
advertisement includes certain language changes reflecting the 
impact of the Fiscal 1996 budget agreement, and continues e0 Call 
for support f o r  the President's proposals for fighting crime afid 
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 previously been faxed to you. 

The new advertisement would run in the same markets in which 
"Photo" is currently running. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 27. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
ansuer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do n o t  hesitate to call us directly. 
A n  

nesc regaras, 
Sincerely yours, 

t 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 PsesidentOs budget priorities uere 
protected in the 1996 budget because the President stood firm, 
despite opposition from the Republican leadersnip, and calls far 
support €or the President's 1-year balanced budget plan. The spot 
woald run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Tampa-St. Pete, 
Jacksonville and Ft. Myers markets. A tape of the advertisement i s  
enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to 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 ts 
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. 

L n  Desc regaras, 114 1 Sincerely yours, 

Chr . Dodd G a l d  L. Fowler 
General- Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 



Hay 21, 1996 

Via Qverniaht B e l  ivery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Patty sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled The advertisement highlights 
the fact  that the President's budget priorities were protected in 
the 1996 budget because the President stood f i w ,  despite 
opposition from the  Republican leadership, criticizes the latest 
Republican budget plan and calls for Congressional action on the 
President8s plan. The spot would run in the Jacksonville, R. 
Myers, Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City and Tampa-St. Pete 
markets. A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the 
script has previously been faxed to you. 

If this meets With your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday Nay 22. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. O ~ C O U T S ~ ,  if you 
have any questions o t  concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

nesr regaras, 
Sincerely yours, 

r .opher J. Dodd 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 

I .. , . I  ... , ,,'. . . :. 1 . , .< . I .  . . . . .  io. . ' . .  \ . I , .  I . . .  , < ,'... . . . %. 
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yia O v e m a h t  Deliv- 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, PL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Denocratic Party sponsor 
e new advertisement, entitled "Side." The advertisement calls 
attention to the opposition of Republican leaders to tha 
President's legislative accomplishments reflecting our national 
values; highlights the fact that the Prasidant's priorities were 
protected il! the 1996 budget despite Republican opposition; and 
calls for Congressional action on the Presidentas plan. The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Yacksonvflla, 
Ft. Myers and Tampa-St.. Pete markets. A tape of th% advertisement 
is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to 
you. 

If this meats with your approval, the new advertisement would 
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, June 1. 

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 
ca please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

best regards, 
S i y e l y  yours, 

bpher- J. Dodd Donald L. Fowler 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 
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via Ove rniqht Delivery 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Streei 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Dreams. The advertisement promotes 
the President's proposal to provide tax caredits of $1,500 a year 
for two years of college tuition, covering the cast o f  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 Taspa-St. Pete markets. Atape of the 
advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously 
been faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement 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 thin proposed advertising 
camuaian. please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

sincerely yours, 

J Donald, L. fowler 
General' Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLNB118-00003 
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June 14, 1996 

Via Overniaht Deli very 

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic Party 
517 N. Calhoun Str@et 
Tallahassee, FL 23201 

Dear Terrie: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
a new advertisement, entitled "Defend.*@ The advertisement critizes 
the Republican budget proposal and promotes the President's 
proposal to provide tax credits of $1,500 a yeah for two years of 
college tuition, covering the cost o'f attending an average 
community college and helping adults go back bo S6hOOl. The spot 
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville, 
pt. Myers, and Tampa-St. Pete markets together with the 
advertisement currently running, entitled @gDreainsla. A tape of 
*'Defendw is enclosed. A copy of the script. has previously been 
faxed to you. 

If this meets with your approval, *@Llefend*' would run starting 
as early as tomorrow, Saturday June 15. 

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to 
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Ofcowse, if you 
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising 
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us dlirectly. 

best regards, 

P 
Christopher J. Dodd 
General Chair 

Sincerely yours, - 
\) lY- 
1 Donald L. Fowler 

National Chair 

Enclosures 

CLNQ16-00002 
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Honorable Tarrie Brady, Chair 
Florida Democratic @arty 
517 N. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FE 23201 

Dear Tarrio: 

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor 
an advertisement, entitled "Valua%.2.** The advertisement cal l s  for 
support o f  the President's budget plan and contrasts it with the 
Republican leadership's budget proposal. The spot would run in the 
markets where "Defend- is currently running. A tape o f  W a l ~ e s . 2 ~  
is enclosed. A copy uf the s e > i p t  has previously Bbmn faxed to 
you. 

If this meets w i t h  your approval, Wa11ues.2~~ Would run 
starting as early as tomorrow, Thursday, June 27. 

The DtW campaign and comunication diwisiions are available to 
answer any questions you o r  your staff may have. Ofcourso, if you 
have any questions or concerns about t h i s  proposed advertising 
ca please do not hesitate to call us directly. 

est regards, 
Sincerely yours, 3 u -  

Ch 'J. Dodd Donald L. Fowles 
General Chair National Chair 

Enclosures 

. . .~ . -  . -. 
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21 November 1995 

MEMOzumDlJM To CHAIRMAN DODD 
' CHAIRMAN FOWLER 

cc JOE SANULER 
BOBBY WATSON 
BILL KNAPP 

FROM W O L D  I C K E S e  

RE Monies owed by various D Q l m O C r a t i C  s ta te  
parciao to Squisr, Knapp aa of 21 November 
2995 

B i l l  Kmpp in fomed  %e x d a y  (Tuesday) c n a t  var'.c'Js 
TJamocracic state p c r t r e s  owed h i s  f i r m  agprox-macely S2.6 zail:an 
for  television time buys p-aced chrough the  scar,e parties for :he 
psriod 11 Qctobcr rhro;?:: 3 6  ?rovemSer. I C o c ' e  know wnac che 
legal ramifications are.  bu: ? i s  firm 15 coc a bank Cor ehe 3NC 
I truse t h a t  y o u . w i l l  :ake ;:v:ned;ace s t e p s  co seceity t h i s  
oicuatLon. 

w e  havc J meeting w i t h  M L  . :::-.spp ;a d~.'*cu::.s ILX c h i s  ~: .>cedua? 
ca:: be made more e f f l c l r a c  dzi: c-aeiy. 

T suggest t h a t  t h e  week in-.cd<atrly i ?l:.,uisg 'rnS.::dsgAvl:+, 

48 DNC 3897447 

DMCQ1443292 
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I. 

e Direction of country 
e FavorabilPty/job posformance of Dwocratm i n  
gmnsnal, Deaocrata in Congeme 
e mmtg w. 6oP on wuld do B batter job on 
iseue, who do you m e t  mra t o  do X (mnaga the 
econosmy. cut tha deride, manage Pohaign policy, 
aec. 1 

PreeidontDs Clinintgn's polidcms on vaPigua iosues 
e Xore/lemm l ike ly  t o  vote Dumocratic a f t e r  hmaring 
particular hesitimitial 6tl)temmt 
e opinions on isuuea, including ratingo of qmcific 
elumants of Ai3minietPation positioru/pPqmsa?m 
(would you favor wolfara rmfora pUn that x, 
y,  2) 
8 Effect on tha Party  or candidates of  a.Ugning 
with the Preaidant 9oniexally o r  on particular 
iemues (would you ba mom or lama l ike ly  t o  vote 
f o r  a D-=rat f o r  Congreus, generally, eor 
Govarnor, ete. if hs genopakly arapps~ea". the 
Prasidont, i f  he supportad Praeidsnt Clintoa*s 
poeit ion on X, atc.) 

8 Hore/lers 1UOly t o  Y&S LOP 0OESQna Who SUpportS 

Favorabili ty/job parfe-ce ra t ingo of the 
Rresident 
e F.svorability/job performance r a t ings  of COP 
oppanentc: W l e r  GraPln, Alexander, Vilion at. tal. 
( h e  Cingrioh au(o.tioh. OX for DW6 to pay) 
e ~ u o s t i o n s  tosting impact on president ia l  
preforenw (altar thinking about X I  hearing x does 
that sake you more or lese likely t o  veta fop 
.President Clinton, vow foe Dole, stc.) 
e Issue ispact en pres ident ia l  pra2exQne.e (would 
you be sore or lea0 lilcaly eo vote SOr Pramidant for 
aomaona who Zawrce X) 

I DNC 3812BQ9 
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3. a t r a c t u a l  a r r a n g m t :  

e m a  pollator w i l l  haw a wnkraet u i a  DNC an8 
a sagarate contract with re-elanion cozmittae. 

8 polls w i l l  bs jo int .  Baaed on review by cou~aP, 
mc urd re-elect w i l l  agra* i n  advance on how t o  
€3Qlit the coats givm the typa of  quaations i n  the 
proposed poll. 

8 mc and re-dace w i l l  then & mapirately invoiced 
accordingly. 

4. Under the above arrMQ(MnL, W C  and r~-sl~t/White 

antire poll--not just the quenticnm fer rlaaieh UIey wia. 
House ph-inCfpalS and OffiCi6a8 a l l  OQ% P a O U l t X i  froS 

8). 

(e.¶. Carville L Begala; Emmy Squarci f o r  producing 
plans, mporfs, proviaing oral  anQ written advice) 

o prmparing for  coerdinated caqmigru 
0 Strategies Der variw.  elements oZ the 
.lectorate (baa  vote, catogoriea ef prauadlables. 
ate.) 
8 &#vice on maasago-for Fowler and W d  
apuchee/sadia appearancao, BNC comwications, 
etc . 

0 HaW lh2X!p6hkQ phSi/~OVrl p b n  
0 Mvic l . / r eporba faa  t o  wpTvS/WFOTUS, oenior w# 
political e l f io i a l s  an9 re-election campaign 
OffiCiP18 
a Attendance a t  meetings Ppaeiiic t o  re-alertion 
C=wqm 

3. Contractual arrangemnt: 

a Each consultant will have a contract with DNC and 
a separate contract with M a  ra-alect. Each 
contract w i l l  clmfine ths rcop. of work iupprcpriate 
t o  the contracting ent i ty  (Dwc ~(YTOUS reelect).  

e mmt be prepmu3 t o  ahan actual work product 

I!.! 
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buvina for P n r € ~  --- t 

e Mnsral oral/written dlvica to Pmsidmt and DUC 
chairs on Party/AcPainimCPation massage 
0 Speechwriting forgenoricpolitiul~w~ntm ( ~ B . Q . ,  
Katx sgeeehem f0r Grldimn, TV Radio 
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22 June 1995 

This letter conotitutsm the sgrrncuatmnt w i t h  the ~ d i a  Tam, 
consisting of spuier/mapp/Oshs communications, sank Sheinkogf and 
Wariue Penczner Productions, to provide campaign serviceta t o  the 
Clinton/Core '96 Print%= conmittee, Ine. (Wemmit+eew). 

These aervices shall includo the bellowing, a@ requested by the 
Csmnaittsa: 

I. 

2. Production of radio and television 

3. 

Ge~~+ral campaign consulting with specific 
aqhasia on comunications; 

communications; 

Radio and tolevieion buying ssruisam. 

The lea for these services shall ba the standard khftesn (15%) 
percent comission on a l l  radio and telavision mmeita ~ U P C ~ ~ E W ~  
(%mdia buya" or "tire buys") by the committea LOP the Piret 
$2,4OO,QQQ of t i m e  buy. The comis@iopI SOP any sube%quent time 
purchased by ace Media Team, iC any, on P4ehalt of #ea Cotmittma,  
sihall he subjast to mutual agrement of the parties to this 
agreement. 

Production, consulting and research expanses will ha charged a% 
cost and will bo evidenced by detailed invoices e u h i t t e d  t o  khe 
Committee, prior to payment by the C t m m i t t m .  ~ubjact t o  the last 
sentence of this paragraph, papant of eotioated proiluceion costs 
for each f l i ght  of media will be due at t h m  mwni tima h n d 8  atee 
wired to pay Cor the time buy. Whero production oeemrs in advance 
of the actual time buy, the comittse will bs provided with en 
invoica.dstailing tho estimated corrt. fn any cvant, the CmmitkcRe 
w i l l  have up to swan ( 7 )  working days following receipt by it of 
an invoice to pay the invoice. 

The mdia Team w i l l  provide the Comittm3 with a coRTbte and 
detailed accounting of the production account: monthly. E i t  szpch 
accounting, any prepaid amounts f l ~  excess of actual costs w i l l  be 
crsdited ta the Comittcre, and any production costs in QXQ(IBL) et! 
the prepaid amount will bs bi l lad  t o  the Comltteta. 

bong distance phone csrats and research axpmnssrs in canntaetion with 
production, consulting and madia buying activit iee  for the 
Committee Will be billet3 et cost. 

CUNTON/E~RE '96 
P.O. Box rgpo WASHMGTON, D.C. 20036-9300 PHONE mal~jr-xgg6 

Pdidfw by rhs ClratonlGon '96 Prinrsy Cornmitree, Inr. 
Contriburrmr IO ClinronlGwr '96 urn no8 Tk Dcduriibh. 

@ -  

CLN017-00134 



Travel and personal expenses incurred in connection with the 
Committee, including expenses Por both production and consulting, 
will be billed to the Committee at cost. No single expanse in 
excess of $5,000 shall ba incurred on behalf of the committee 
without the prior written consent oP the Committee. . 

It is agreed that the maximum amount for production, rmsaarchp 
consulting and other expanses and Costs, in the aggregate, for the 
TV ad5 produced by the Media Team in connection w i t h  TV ads aiped 
by the Comittse during lets June and July 1995 (including rmuch 
costs and erxgenscs in relationship to TV ads initiatead OP produced 
but not aired) shall not exceed S36,OQO. Any costs or expanseis! in 
exces~ of $36,000 for production, ra6~1ar'ch~ consulting or 
otherwise, i n  connection with such TW ads for that period of time 
(whether or not aired) shall be paid for by the Media Team from tha 
standard comieeion referred to above. 

This apeement does not give the Media Team exclusive rights w i t h  
respect t o  any services to be provided tQ tlas eoannrittee, 
nothing in this agreement shell prevent the Conunittee from using 
other consultants/entities to preform any or all of the earvices OP 
activities described in thio aqraemmnt at the sole discration or 
the conunittee. 

The? Hadia Tcam shall maintain and provide to tho camnrittee in a 
timely fashion a l l  necessary infomation for reporting to the 
Federal Election Commission ("FECm) , including allocations to atate 
spending limits. This information w i l l  be provided to the 
Com~mittaa~s Controller as BOOR ae practicable after each media m y ,  
but in no went later than tho laet day of the pertinent PEG 
rsporting period. During 1995, the datee arm June 30, 1995, 
September 3 0 ,  1995 qnd December 31, 1995. During 1996, eplo 
information rust be submitted to the Commaittee by the end of each 
calendar month. Xn addition, the Media Team will maintain and 
provkda to the conumittee in a timaly fashion ell infomation 
regarding rnadia refunde a8 necessaq for rapporting to the FEC. 

In order to obtain rairnbursement of approved expen~ea~ any claim 
for reimbursement of expanses 'shall be supported by appropriate 
receipts and other documentatiom as required by the PEC. 



The M@dia Team agree5 that it will not at any time, in any iaahion. 
form or winner, either directly or indireotly, dieclosro or 
communicata to any person, firm or ~opao~ation, any non-publlic or 
proprietary information concarning the Committee or any athem 
infomation demed confidential By the cozmittse. Only authorisad 
Committee passonnal will be permitted to communicates with tho prams 
on any Cornittea matters. If a mdaarbar o f  tb% grama cenkaots the 
Media Team, the call or other communication B h a i l l  be retencod t o  
the Committee representative designated by i t a   BO^ of Dire-* --ors. 
The Media Tenm aqretm that it will mquira ' m y  aplaleyea or 
consultant in a Hsanagmant capacity under &his agrremmnt to axecute 
a similar agreement regarding confidentiality. 

The Madia Teem agrmes that all work product, files, lbts, 
documenta, art work, computer recorda, an& other mterielrn 
(collsctively %aterials*) produced or obtained im Sureheranso of 
this agreement bacotp~ and remain the exclusl$ve propar4y of the 
Cornittea aad shall be deemed works tor hire sraattd for the 
Committee for the purpoea of the copyright Lsw of 1976; and all 
copyright and any othsr rights in and to such matafab shall 
belong to tha Conrmfttee. The Hedla Team is authorized By the 
committee to use data solely for the purposda of fulfilling the 
terms of this agreement. The Media Team sht31.1 promptly turn ower 
a11 such matahinla to the C o d t t e e  at the t ~ ~ i n a t i Q n  of thi5 
agreement, and the Media Team ehall not h a w  any right to P&Aim OE 
use such materials without the express written consant ob the 
committee. 

TPle relationship between the Media Team ant3 the Committee BhaU 
that of indapmdent contractor, and nothing contaimed in th@ 
agreement shall lrw, construed to constitute Bhs Xadia Te8m a88 an 
employee, partner, joint venture OK agent of the Comittaer, otha 
than as specifically eat forth in writing executed by eha gartias. 

A l l  notices and conaenks required or permitted h@reunQ@r shSU be 
aufflcient if given in writing and either hand-deliwered or 
by cartif ied mail, poetega! prepaid, return receiet requested, t c p  
the other party at the addroes sot forth below or to much othaK 
addressed ae either pasty nay dueignata by lika norics. 

A. If to nadia Team, than send notica(s) to: 
Sqtiies-, Knapp, Ochs ComaPunicationc, 
511 2nd street, N.E. 
Waehington, DC 20002 

CLMD4 7904 38 



B.  If t o  Cornittee, then send netico(s) to: 

Lyn Wrecht, Esquire 
o m m ,  BYAN c LmNWpID 
suite 1100 
a l e  Connaoticut Avenue, N.W. 
Wlaahington, D.C. 20006 

This agrmement may ba terminatad a t  w i l l  by party upon five 
(5) days m i t t e n  notice,  which tim beghe running with the data of 
actual recaipt of  the notice by the party to whoa noticcl i r s  baing 
given. i f  hand delivsared, or w i t h  the past lsahk i f  tho notice ie 
Bailed.  In the event either party slocts to terninate -1s 
agreement, it im agreed that  all. axpensam i n c u r d  by the Media 
Toam on behalf of #e Committea prior to termination will bo 
reiraburaad to the Media Team. 

Thia agremcmt shal l  be gowernsd by the lawe ~ l p  Weehlngton, DC. 
Any lawsuit or other liaqal action fakern to  enforce any pert sf this 
agraement shal l  be brought only in  the courts located i n  the 
District of eolunrbiaa. 

CLN017-00137 



14 August 1995 

MEMOMNDUM -TO 

cc 

FROM 

THE PRESIDENT 

TWE VICE PRESIDENT 
LEON PANFPTA 
EFSKIPFG BOWLES 
MARGARET WILLIAMS 
JACK QUI" 

HAROLD I C E  
DOUG SOSNII 

Certain issues regarding the 1996 re-elect 
effort 

There are a number of issues relating, either directly or 
indirectly, to the 1996 Re-elect campaign whlch need to he 
focused on shortly after Labor Day. 
memorandum is to describe some of the mort impneartiant of those 
issues so as to give you the opportunity to coneider them over 
the Labor Day break and to request additional infonnacion, i f  you 
wish. 

The issues are nee listed in any particular order of 
importance, and some of the points below are infornational only. 

1. "eoli-icaL Cal endar ' I :  Tab A describes key dates/events 
of the "political calendar" between now and Tueaday 5 November 
1996. 
through November 1996. 

2. gccteral w: T& B COntaiR8 electoral maps. we need 
a meeting shortly after Labor Day to focus on the electoral map 
and the implications for strategic, tactical and budgetary 
purposes. 

w: As described below, there ar0 a numkmr ef dacisioms that 
need t o  be made in September and early October whish, to some 
extent. will depend upon decisions about the relationship between 
the Whice House, the ' 9 6  Re-elect and the DlvC regarding the r@- 
elecxion campaign. The facts that White House *controls" the 
schedule, and that the President and the Vice President, to a 
great extent, "control' the i*message", by definition gives the 
White House a critical role in the Re-elect cafn@aign. 

Staffing of the '96 Re-elect and the Political DeparCment. Of 
the White House will, in no small measure, be influenced by the! 
decision as to whether the re-election campaign will primarily be 
run by the White House or by the '96 Re-elect. In addition. if 

The purpose of this 

It also contains a block calendar for September 1995 

3 .  
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Sub. 6/23/97 



b1eno:nndum c3 the President 14 Auugiist 1995 

00297 
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 DMC will be necessary. 

regarding the White House, the '96 Re-elect, and the DNC many o€ 
which need to be made shortly after Labor Day. 

Tab C describes a number of key personnel decisions 

4 .  C / G  R e - u :  

a. m: Washington. D.C., Chicago, Little Rock, 
elsewhere? (There is sufficient space at 2100 M . 
Street, Washington, D.C. to run both a primary 
campaign and a general election campaign.) 

b. 

(i) Campaign co-chair or eo-chairs. (Given eha, 
probable importance of the women's vote, 
prominent women e b d d  be included.) 

(ii) Campaign manager/campaign director. 

(iii) Political Director. 

(iv) Communicatiom Director /Ann Lewis). 

(VI Press Secretary. 

(vi) Field Director. . 

(vii) Director of Admini8tratiwI (fUnCti0n 
performed by David Watkins in 1992). 

(viii) Issues DirQctor 

(ix) Delegate Selection Coordinator 

(XI Scheduler 

.- 
e. Whsn to begin staffing the early grimary/caucus 

states. 

(il w: has been hired by the 
'96 Re-elect, effective 1 August, at 
S6,000/month to 17~1 Iowa. He has aeked co be 
permitted to hire %eve Brod 
$5,00O/month. but this d e c i s h  has been held 

at 

2 



Memorandum to t h e  President 
0 14 August 1995 

.- 

in abeyance. In addition, the Re-elect 
should have a press person on the ground in 
Iowa by mid September. 

(ii) 

recommended tha 
' 96  Re-elect pa 
New Xanpehfre on a f u l l  time basis. 
addition, the Re-elect w U L  need FA preso 
secretary on the ground in New Hampshire by 
mid September. 

(iii) -: ha5 agreed to be 
the C/G Re- or California, but 
urges that relocated to 
California if he is to run 
California day to day. 

Ig 

d. 

(i) Accept federal matching funds sz not? (The 
federal government wi 
in contributions from 
for $1 basis.) 
until early January 2996 to decide whether 
federal matching funds are to be accepted, 
but, aa explained below, that decision needs 
to be made within ehe  ex+ faw weeke. If 
federal matching funds are accepted, the Re- 
elect can mand only about $32 million pra 
Convention. plus $6.4 million for 
fundraising, plus legal, accounting and 
compliance costs (for an estimated total of 
about $43.4 million). 

Legally the Re-elect can wait 

(a) Although m, the decieion 
whether to accept federal matching 
Eunds does not have to be made 
until early January 1996, it should 
be made by early September. Terry 
McAuPiiler and Laura Hnrtigan should 
be involved in that decision. 

(b) If federal matching funds are 
accepted, then the $1,000 limit per 
contributor remains in effect and 
no federal matching funds may bo 

3 
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.- 

accepted by the campaign, but there 
will be no pre Convention spending 
limits imposed on the campaign. 

The current fundraising plan of 
approximately $43.6 million 
includes an asIAmated $34.7 million 
in fadera1 matching funds. 
expected that the $43.4 million 
will be spent aa fallows: $32 
million for campaign related 
activities; $6.5 million (20% of 
$32 rfiillion) for fundraising costs 
(if fundraising canto exceed $6.5 
million, the additional costs are 
taken out of  the 532 utAUion 
thereby reducing ehe amount 
available fo r  campaign relatad 
sxgsnditurse); and $4.9 milliori for 
begal, accounting and compliance 
expenditures (if there expenses are 
higher, more can be raised to cover 
them). 

(d) Thus, if tho Re-elect decide8 not 
to accept federal matching funds, 
additional time and costs will. be 
involved in raising the 514.7 
million, at $1.000 par 
contribution. I f  these costs are 
factored in, the 514.7 million is 
really worth more like $16 or $17 
million. And this does not take? 
into account the diversion of the 
time of the President, Vice 
President, XRC and Mrs. Gore which 
will be needed to raise tha $14.7 
million plus (at $1,000 par 
contributor maximnil. which could 
otheruise be ueed for non 
fundraising campaigning ex 
fundraising for the DCCC, DSCC or 
th@ DNC, or Paitling coordimted 
campaign funds for the general 
election, or funds €or individuai 
candidates. 

(e) 

It is 

4 
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(e) Sources of funding substantial 
media purchase beginning September 
1995 in the $5 - $10 million range, 
include : 

(i) the DNC, 
(iil coalition of outside 

groups, including unions, 
DCCC, DSCC, m-., or 

(iii) the Re-elect 

- E: The DNC will pay for the 
nearly $900,000 for the August 
1995 medicare spot time buy. 
Legally the fun& paid by the 
DNC must be SO% .hard" or 
"federal. axid 408 nooft". The 
Rugust 1995 time buy will. 
deplete the DNC'e 'hard. 
dollar account. The DNC Is 
still paying off the debt 
incurired 1aet year. Elsad 
Marshall, the DHC's 
comptroller, estimates that 
the DNC could borrow $4 

by early 
0/50 hadsoft  

eplit . 
Although the DMC direct lorail 
has exceeded expectations. 
competition by the Re-elect 
direct mail program, coupled 
with subtantially fewer DNC 
fundraising events ochedulad 
for  the Rresidmnt, the Vice 
president, URC and Mra. Gore, 
during khe last 5 months of 
1995, compared to the firat 6 
months of the year, probably 
will result in a sukJstantia1 
reduction of DNC income during 
the last 6 month compared to 
the nearly $23 million for  the 
first 6 months. 

unions aad other entities plan 
- : Various 

5 
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14 August 1995 

to spend approximately 95 
million or so on medicare 
related TV spots in selected 
markets during September 1995. 
The problem will be to get 
agreement on the message and 
markets. Although 
agreement among the DNC, 
unions, DCCC, DSCC. m. is 
unlikely, it may be worth a 
try. 

w- $10 million 
available to spend during 
SeptambeX t,hrOUgh NOVRmbar 
1995. This, however, ia a e decision. If that 
amaunr is to be spent, the 
total spent by the end of 
November for TV opoto will be 
appmxirnataly $13.3 million 
(52.4 million for Sune/;iuly, 
S . 9  million for August. $10 
million September thzuugh 
November). A decision to have 
the Re-elect spend even 55 
million during Sepcember - 
Novembex 1995, not t o  speak of 
$10 million, will effectively 
mean the Re-elect will not be 
able eo accept federal 
matching fun&, the acceptance 
of whish limits pre Convantion 
spending, €or other than 
fundxaising and 
legal/accounting/compliance, 
to $32 million. 

If the Re-elect spends $12.5 
or so ($2.5 million June/July 
and $io million September - 
November 19S5), and if, as 
some expect, the putative 
Republican nominee is 
effectively selected by early 
April, w e  will, in affect. 
face a S month general 

- - : The Re-elect will 

6 
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election period of April - 
August for which the Re-elect 
will either hava few funds, or 
will have to raise substantial 
additional funds, in order €or 
the President to hold his own 
during the April - August 
period. If the Republicans 
have Eapent moer of their money 
during a bntising primary (and 
that will not necessarily be! 
the CBLBP~, if one of the 
candidatem take8 a strong and 
early lead in the 
prifflary/caucwsel, the R e -  
elect would prasumably bs &1al 
co byi* during the April .. 
August period with femr 
dollars. That is, hawever, a 
time during which the 
PreeiBent should be in 8 
strong financial position to 
be able to really hamar the 
Republic- going into their 
early Augucse convention. 

(P) While in thaoky, it makers aenm te 
try to move your numbem up during 
September through Nowmbetr 1995, it 
only d a s  s d l l ~ a  ff khwe is 
assurances that the Re-elect will. 
be &lea to raise the monies to run 
the appropriate levels of mdia 
during the primlsry/camcunee as well 
as the April - August period. 
is critical to tales into account 
that even if tha Frontrunning 
Republican craadidptrn has epent 
virtually ell of his pro Convantion 
monies by April, t:he Rapublicw 
have a broad range ~ f ?  allies that 
can make “independent- axpanaiturear 
during the April through AugUSE 
period that will not be subject to 
the spending limits impoaed on tha 
Republican putative nOnIinQQ 
(assuming he elects to accept 
federal matching funds) and whish 

It 
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could be very harmful to th9 
President, moat especially if the 
Re-elect does not have sufficient 
funds to respond effectively. In 
addition, the RNC appears to be 
well financed and could undoubttRdly 
design ngenericl' ada that: could 
damage the Democrats in general and 
wash over against the Pteeident 
during the April - August period. 
(If the President and othero are 
raising the $14.7 million that 
otherwise would have come from 
federal fund5, they will not be 
available to raise funds f o r  the 
DNC to run eimilar "generic" ads.) 

The plain fact is that unlike the 
Republicans' allies, the Democrats 
simply do not have allies that 
would or could =anduct similar 

expenditures in 
supporc of the President. Thue! 
the decision about spending during 
the September - November L995 
period bacomas all the mere! 
critical. 

accept federal matching funds, and 
exceeds the $32 million pre 
Convention spending limit, it will 
undoubtedly ba eubject to a fire 
stonn of criticism from the good 
government campaign finance refom 
groups and editorialist. ir wlbbl 
also eubatantially undercut the 
Preeident'a argument t o  Perot and 
other voters that he is serious 
about campaign finance and lobbying 
reform. 

course, that the putative 
Republican nominee may decide not 
to accept federal matching €unds- 
Were Ehat the case, it may change 
the dynamics s~abetantially. 

(5; If the Re-elect decicks nor t o  

(h) There is :he poseibiiity. of 

a 
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(ii) As of 31 July, about $11,310,000 have 
been raised bj the Re-elect (not 
including the approximately $5 million 
in eligible federal inatch for that 
amount). 

RB of 31 July, Re-elect expenditures 
total $5,700,000, including $2.4 million 
for the June/July media prQdUCtiOR and 
time buy. Cash on hand was $5,718,000. 

(iii) A proposed budget based on $32 million 
spending will be ready by early next , T& D) which will show the 
praposed allocaeions for media, polling, 
fundraising, field, state operations, 
sea€€, cencral headqueblrtsrpr, and 
accauneing/legal/co~lianc~ OxpmS8~?#. 
There should be a budget and fundraising 
meeting within 2 weaka after Labor Day 
to review the priorities &aft budget. 

5. -: Decisions need to be made about the 

(Attached as Tab E 
pre Convention staffing and spanding for a l l  key states, 
especially the early primarry/caucus states. 
is the current schedule of primaries and caucus dates.) These 
decisions cannot be made until overall budget decisions, some of 
which are discussed above, have been made. 

Propcsed pre Convention budgets are baing developed for the 
key early states, which will be ready for djssuosicm after Labor 
Day. 

Labor Day, C / G  Re-elect leadership will begin organizing in ehe 
individual states. A balance must be, atruck batween ehe desire 
o f  people in these varioua states to organize and nget going‘ on 

next year -- especially if the general elaction will eftectively 
begin in April and if the C/G Re-elect caqxign accepts federal 
matching_ funds. 

for 34 key states which are attached as Tab P. 

Mississippi and gentucky) and the state legislative races in 

6. P o l i t L m  in Beginning after 

-behalf of the Re-elect effort, and holding expenses down until 

Doug Sornik and Craig Smith have prepared preliminary memos 

7. ‘ 9 5  r a p e  : There are 3 gubernatorial races (LoUisfana. 

DNCO11-01658 
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Virginia where the Democrats narrowly control both houses. 
races will be closely watched an 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 
contributione to each gubernatorial race and t250.000 for the 
state legislativa campaign in Virginia. (There are state 
legislative races in New Jersey as well, but given the margins by 
which the Republicans hold both houses, the DNC has decided a 
to put substantial money into those races.) 

Rather than spreading DNC contributions, directed 
contributions and other resourcea evenly among the 3 
gubernatorial races, it may be more politically effective to 
focus on only 2 ob the 3 races. If the DBmocrats can win 2 of 
the 3 gubernatorial seam and hold the majorities in the Virginia 
legislative houses, we will at least have held our own. Were! 
Democrats to lose 2 of the 3 gubernatorial races, that would be 
interpreted as a "lossm. 

0. m t e r  r * * : Hugh Westbrook and Gary Baron are 
continuing t h e i r w a n  voter registration activity through 
a f O l ( c )  organization. In the view of many, they are much more 
effective and cost efficient than the DNC with regard to voter 
registration. Therefore, whatever resources that ordinarily 
would be plowed into DNC voter registration efforts. shoulc! be 
directed to the Weatbrook/Baron non partisan operation. 
should engage in only a minimal voter registration effort. 

9. o/earlv v o t i n  : The DNC io preparing a 
memo for  m i n g  absentee &dloting and early voting 
in 1996, after which it will prepare plans for key general 
eleccion states in that rogard. 

These 

The DNC 

10. : The DCCC, the DSCC and 
the DGA and. to a lesser extent, the DNC are Eocusinq on 
candidate recruitment for next year. 

11. w: Depending on its role, and, to mom extent. 
whether the President will face a "primary" challenge, decisions 
regarding both budget and staffing of the DNC need to be made. 

a. Budqet.: Chairman Fowler originally submitead a 
$41.7 million expense budget for calendar '95. AS 
of 28 June, he submitted a revised calendar '95 
expense budget of $36.7 million. 

- 

. -  
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The calendar ' 9 5  DNC payroll (as of 7 Aug-ast 1995) 
is approximately $6.5 million for approximately 
143 people of which 7 ($251,00O/year) "volunteer* 
their time to White House operations; 4 
($168,0OO/yearl are for the &!camas office; and 3 
6$155,00O/year) are for Vice Preeaidential liaison. 

The DNC had receipts for the last 6 months of 
approximately $23 million, of which, iome $8 
million were f r o m  direct mail, Substantially 
fewer Presidential, Vice Presidential and ?lRC 
fundraising events have baan scheduled for  the 
August - December 1995 period compared to the 
f i r s t  7 montha of this year. 
although direct mail recetigtsa hove exceeded 
expectations, competition f r o m  the '96 Re-elect 
will probably reduce direct mail income to the DNC 
for the balance of 1995. Thus, it is expected 
that the DNC will raise substantially lee6 in the 
second half than the $23 million received during 
the first 6 montha of 1995. 

If the political activity of the DNC is either to 
continue at the same level or increase, 
fundraising efforts will have to be substantially 
stepped up. 

Decisions need to be made about tlaa DNC calendar 
1996 operating budget, which, if 1992 is any 
gauge, will run $40-42 million. In addition, 
there will be the coordinated campaign budget, 
whish has been estimated at approximately an 
additional $25 million for 1996. 

b. m: The DNC's top staff is not particularly 

In addition. 

strong. 
improvement in the operation and functioning of 
the DNC eince C h a i m  Fowler and Chairman Dodd 
took over, if Ehe PNC is to play as effective a 
role as possible in 1996, the top staff needs E o  
be strengthened. 

%?%%% chair, effective as of the date a 
new pereon accepts the pasition. 
made at Tab C. 

Although there hais been substantial 

Reconmendations are made at T a b  
.- C. 

C. : Truman Arnold has resigned a5 the 

Suggestions ate 
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12. g r  moeratic Nat;hsQiz1 Con V m  ' : The operations and 
staffing far the Democratic National Convention, as well as the 
relationship between Debra OeLee and Mayor Daley, Bill Dahy and 
the Chicago Host Committee, appear to be in relatively good 
shape. 

a. w: The federal government pays the total 
amount to put on the national convention. The 
slightly over 512 mialion in federal payments have 
already been paid to the Democratic National 
Convention CQtnmittte ("Convention Committee") 
which is prohibited from spending more ehan the 
amount paid by the federal government. 

In addition, the Chicago X o ~ t  Codttee, a 
citizene group of Leading Chicagoans, 15 permitted 
to raise additional monies to spend in connection 
with the Convention. 

Based on conversations arnong Debra DeLee, Don 
Fowler, Mayor Daley and Bill Daley, it is 
estimated that, in addition to th@ SI2 million 
tram the federal government, the following will be 
raised in funds or in-kind: 

$7 million - Chicago Host Committee 
6 million - State of Illinois 
3 inillion - in kind from Chicago 

10 million - City of Chicago (but only if 
thia approximate amount cannat 
be raised othewiae) 

This approximately $30 million (including the $12 
million in federal funds), is lese than the 
approximately $44 million called for by the 
contract beewean the Conwntion Committee and the 
City of Chicago. Both Ms. %Lee and Chairman 
Fowler are confident, however, that the Convention 
can be successfully run with approximately $35 
million in cash and an additional $3 million in 
kind. 

- b. a f i :  Attached aa Tab G, is a schedule with 
'Froposed staff positions and, proposed ertaff for 
some of the top Convention positiono. The Only 
staff who have been hired to dote, are &LJW&s 
and her immediate staff. -4Z&an, as One Of 
the 3 Deputy CEOa, who will be in charge of 

12 FEC-4444 
Sub. t/23/97 



Memorandum to the President 14 August 1995 

.- 

logistics and arrangements, and her assistant 
Betsy Ebexling. 

Ms. DeLee wants to hire whose 
resume is attached as T ty CEO for 
Production, Communication, w. A director of 
cmunicatione and, in addition, a press 
secretary would be hired to work under that Deputy 
CEO. 

She is also intereeted in hiring 
(Secretary Ron Brown’s son) as t 
CEO of. the Convention. 

These and many of the other staffing decisions 
outlined at Tab 8 need to be discussed and settled 
as 00011 as possible after Labor Day. 

-: Traditionally, the Convention has 
been used by the DNC, DCCC, DSCC and the DCJA to 
raise funds for those respective committees. 
Attached as Tab I is an 0 Auguclt 1395 memorandum 
to Harold Ickee from R. Scott P%rstFfk, urging that 
this practice be continued for the 1996 
Convention. 

In addition, the Chicago Rout Committee wants to 
use the Convention as a fundraining mechanism by 
permitting corporations or other entities 
t*sponsorn certain elements of the Convencion. 
Attached at Tab J is their preliminary proposal 
(which is baing revised). For example, Amariteeh 
wants to nsponsorm the media pavilion (the 
building next to the Convention building that will 
house the media) for which it would pay a sum Of 
money to the ?€tat Committee and, in return, would 
have its n m e  on the media pavilion and would have 
other benefits at the Convention. 

Xn addition, Ms. DeLee proposes to pennit the Host 
Committse to have some 10 of the 150 available sky 
boxes which the Host Commicter would, i r r  turn. 
“sell” to its contributors. Likewise with the 
DCCC, DSCC, the DOA and the DNC with respect to 
sky bwxes. 

. .  -- C. 

13 
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14 &UguSt 1995 

Giv@n the current situation regarding some of the 
fundraising techniques of the DHC, which the 
President has ordered to be discontinued, WE need 
to decide on how the Convention is to be handled 
in this regard. 

d. Praductigg: It is my understanding that 
moma-spg will be very involved in working on the 
production of the Convention. 
recant convereations witri 

Based on very 

upon my recent 
, he may well be 

interested in woxking with Harry xegarding the 
overall groductiom of the Conver&ion. 

If there is any disagreement regard.incg this aagact 
of the Convention, we need to discuss immediately 
after Labor Day. 

e. w: A model for the proposed podium far the 
Convention here bean construcead. Debbie &Lee 
would like to show it to the President, the Vice 
President, HRC and MB. Goxe by the end of 
September so that contatructiwt plans can be gotten 
underway, 

13. 

a. En addition to deciding who will run California on 
a day to day basis, and if it is t o  be John 
Emerson, when ke is to move to California (Bill 
Wardlaw recommend8 late this year at the latest), 
focus needs to be directed to the potential 
petition to recall Governor Wilron, wnich Jesse 
Jackson has bean discussing publicly. This could 
be very detrimental to the Pr@sidenE’s re-election 
efforts in California wexa it to go forward. 
Accordingly to John Emereon, there is little, if 

Democratic political le&dars for  this to go 
forward. 

b. Focus also needs to be placed on the anti 
affirmative action proposition which will 
undoubtedly be placed on ehe 1996 general election 

.- any, enthusiasm among leading California 

14 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

.- 

ballot in California as well as in other states. 
The DNC is preparing a memorandum regarding 
similar propositions in other states. Acccrding 
to John Emerson. nearly 700,000 vakid signatures 
are needed to qualify such a petition, which in 
reality, maans at least 1 million. He says the 
group promoting thie proposition ie broke, but he 
points out that Governor Wilson can't afford not 
to have the proposition on the November 1996 
ballot. 

Bfb_er: Attached at Tab K is a copy of my 
14 August 1995 memorandum to the Preaidant and Vice 
President regarding fundraising for the various other 
entitiee and committees €or 1995 and 1996. 

: W e  need 
to begin focusing on the key argumentcl €or the 1996 
general election: 

a. for Clinton/Gore 

b. against Clinton/Gore 

c. Clinton/Gore proposahs for 2nd tern, b.# fGE the 

d. for the Republican candidate 

e. againet the Republican candidate 

Telrrv McAul iff c /L- : Tarry and taura expect 
to effectively wrap up the fundraising for ' 96  Re-elect 
by the end of this year ($38 million including 
applicable federal match), unleso the Re-alect decides 
not to accept federal matching funds. 
the money, approximately $5.4 million will be raised by 
way o f  6 direct mail solicitation@ next year. . 

mete will remain. however, a great deal of fundraising 
of approximately $75 million for 1996: $40 million DNC 
1996, $25 million 1996 coordinated campaigns, $10 
million general election ltgal/accounting compliance 
account. (Thia doas not include €undx'aising for the 
DSCC, DCCC. E A ,  individual candidates and selected 
state parties.) It's not clear what either Terry Or 
Lauta want to do, after the completion of the 
fundraising for the Ra-elect, but I do not think that 

15 
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029759 

14 August 1995 

Terry, at least, wants to carry on only as a 
fundraiser. Given the substantial demands for 
fundraising in addition to the needs of the Re-elect, 
we need to diiscues what role you want to ask Terry and 
Laura to continue in that ragard. 

political meeting with eroms of the White House political staff 
(in addition to the regular W@daesday night meetings in the 
residence) which perhapa should include Senator Dedd and Chairma 
Fowler. Additionally, wa urga you to conaidtar setting aside 15 . 
to 30 minutes each day during your daily phone/office time for 
political updates on activities. 

: Need to determine how much of the 
residene, HRC and Mrs. Gore, ehould 

be allocated to the '96 re-election campaign during the next 4 to 
5 months. 

considerat iocatioa o f  mite 
House staff a, for example, Domestic Policy Comcil, National 
EconQmic Council and administration, &, Political Department, 
Public Liaison and Communications. 

: Serioua consideration 
ing €im other than The 

19. - Serious 

Media Team of Squier, .& A. 
separate time buying group are set f o r t h  in my manorandm to the 
President and the Vice President, dated 24 Jlly 1995, attached as 
Tab L. 

The argumenea for retaining a 

21. : The decision of who to replace? 
Erskine as . Tab C far suggestions. 

22. . The decision af who to replace Ab Mikva when 
he resigns, an is apparently expected, is also not far off. Sgg 
Tab C for suggeotionsr. 

iarfwmation. 

: 

Please let either of us know if you w a n t  additional 
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27 November 1995 

Attached is a self explanatory 21 Nov p 1995 to me from Terry 
McAuliffe, Laura Rartigan and Rick ZBi-nep stating that they have 
raised over S1.a million for the DMC media fund end expect to ba 
able to raise anothar S430,000 by the closa of the yam, bringing 
the total to nearly 52.3 million. 

I would appreciate a response isom tho, QNC as to whether they 
agree with these figures and whathher the noniee Rave actually 
come in. 

Several weeks ago, I Was told that only $100,000 had bean raised 
for the DNC media fun& Basad on tha attached mesorglndm, I 
trust t h a t  there has been a substantial influx of fumds. 

F 0 0 3 7 1 9 5  
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RON -IN 
DAVID BTRAUSS 
WVG 30SNZX 
a R R 4  XPaCOX 

1NC 1996 budgot, dared a0 Dacamber 1995 

Givan the Large amowx o f  fund8 to be reirrod priar c t e  
end of Oetober t h . 8  year Zsr shm DEIC'a ogarsrrng budge-.. k t 5  
media budgme, its coordinated campaign budget. cho 4 4 1 : a  .ai 
manieo, ehe G L U C  fucd and otner Oundraroing acz:vit:ae. LZ 
4ppe5ro t3ac che 956 rni:lian propoaed budgar f a t  cne O K .  ray 
have CO bS rubstancis1;y rSBdUC8d. IE ordar CO firCr',L:&Za %OXe 
dioerees and tarional. revzaw uL eha prmpoaed bu4gat. : raqucsc 
E b f  you submit to m0.  by close of bueinece Wednesday if Zanuarf. 
a d e t a i l e d  description o f  the component pares of each o t  -..".e 38 
l ine  items in che DNC 1996 budgec summary. dated 70 Decwher 
f991.  
l i n e  Itom involves s euhrrtaatraL amount. : request ztat a 
saparete analysis of that componene parti.) be provided as w e l l .  

lhao ~eema (6-131 €or "duecc jlhitd Houaa supgore." so I =&n more 
e a s i l y  dotennine vhac CUCS, LC any, can b0 m&ds i n  ekose axounfs. 

I a108 rcaqueet ehac you submit a l i a r :  of the cuzcen-. 
emplayaas of  the DNC, grouped by dtaparrmsnt. w&eh t n e x  =ace ?f 
hzre a-d :hair annualized race of pay. 

Finally. I request a vr6r.eon dsscrrpc&on IL any arra-geme?.z 
(verbal ob ottterwi@c) che DNC may have w i t h  ar.3, staec party 
regarding cha amoune o f  Cundo :Q hQ rataansd by c.he state pacty. 
or related entity. w i c k  respect ta any DCC ralacod fundrarezng 
ehac occurs i n  ctro ac5te. 

OLeanr ouhanie cke Coragoing by close of buahnesrs 17 January 
1996. 

isleaso call h f  you have amy queserons. 

If one or more of the component paits €or a part-tular 

I would appreciiaea as muck dscmil as poraabh ab?..: =ne C 

Confidential Information 
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Match 18. 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR l7-E PRESDE" 
THE VICE PRESIDENT 

cc: LEON P A " A  

FROM: Harold Icka @ 
SUBJECT: 

DOUG S 0 S " K  

C o n w  between die C/G '96 Re& and The Media Team 
(Squicr & Gap@ Morris/ P a n  &, S c h d  

On 14 March 1996, b u g  Sosnik and I met with Mark P a n  and Bill Knapp. the designated 
reprumtatives of The Media Tcam ('Team') (Squiep & Knappl Morris/ P a n  & S c h e  p 
&), 10 discuss the Icms and conditions far the contizct beovgn the C/O '96 R&WK 
Committee ('Re-elect") and the Tam. me last meeting for these purposes had occumd , . 
very late Stptember 1995.) 

1 .  To date same $22.23 d o n  has been spent by the Denwmatic National Committee ' 
("DNC") and the Re-elect on W airtime (not includbg polling or ppoduction), of 
which some 52.94 million has &em spent by the Re-elect, 

From that amount, the Team has been paid about IF2,433,40I in commissions at an 
average of 10.9%. 

Penn and Knapp propose the Team be paid 9% commission on the next $60 -on 
of air time ptarchawd and 4% on aU air time purrhavd thereafter. Ass%tir~g (hat, 
beginning 18 March. the Re&& and DNC spend an additional $60 million on air 
time. under their most ncent ppaposal. the Team would be paid some $7.833 million 
total in commissions for the period 6/95 - I1196 For an average of 9.6% 47.833 
million divided by 582.0 million). 

If the R & l t  and DNC spend $120 million on air time. as h a  been discussed, and 
as Qaribcd in section 1 of sAxduic A (dated 3/14/96) attached, rather than only $82 
million, under the T m ' s  proposal, it would be paid a total of $9.4 million in 
commissions for the period 6/95 11/96 for an average rate OF 7.8%. 

1 
FEC-4069 
Sub. 8:23199 



f 7; , .. . .  -. 
Y i  ij: 
,..: 
2 :  
.... . ... ... 

First 22.23 million 
Next 60.0 million 
T h e h 3 m  illioa 

$120.23 million 

S CommlZUpIl 
2,433.401 
5.400.000 
-!Ax!mQ 
$9,353,401 

. .. 
slf&tw& 
60.9% 
9% 

&Q9lh. 
7.8% 

Prior IO last week's proposal, the 'Tam's last pmposal was made on 29 September 
(attached as schedule 8). Under that prior proposal, the Team wiiisid have bcen paid 
35.6 million in commissions on the fust 982 million and $9.4 million in commissions 
on $120 million of time buy. 

fisQmwm- . .  
582 million time 5,6oQ,oQo 6.6%- 7,833,401 9.6% 

5120 million time 8,260,000 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8% . 

And under the Tam's 9/94 proposal. total retainer fees through the general election 
would have been 5oO5.000 compared to the 5364.000 under che 3/14/96 paoposal. 

The Tam's 3/14/96 proposal only deals with electronic media. polling and production 
of TV spots. It dccs not include p a u a s i d  Gjg?v direct mail; development and 
placement of newspaper ads. production of radio spots. 

Given the complexity of the regulations of the Federal Election Commission ("EC") 
and the micrrru~ of the applications of thaw regulations to campaigns in general. an8 
to the media production/ placement in particular. it is critical that the Team have the 
experience and expertise or q u i r e  the experience and nptrtise. to ensure that it and 
the Re-elect comply M y  and timdy with all FEC regulations and guidelines. Failure 
in this regard will result in time consuming and costly p s t  November 1996 FEC 
audits and possible hes which are a liabilitg, OF the presidentid arid Wice 
presidential candidates. In addition, the Team must be able to trick the ads and time 
buys of the other presidential cpndidatu and provide the Rtelcct with timety ( o b  
overnight) npons. This had been discussed among. ounelves at some length. and it 
has been decidd to rely on fhe Team in this regard and not to include the G a r .  

; 

Margolim e. 
.- 

2. -: Dick Morris is the only member of the Team i:*ho senives a monthly 
retainer fee. in addition to his hare of the time buy commissions. BasEd on the 
current agreements, he will be paid 3364.000 in redner faes far the period 12/94 

2 
FEC-4070 
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through 11196. & section 2 of schedule A atcashid. Under the Tam's 3llC196 
proposal. other members of the Team would not be paid monthly retainer fees. 

Elelliap: It is esrimared that Penn & Schoen will be paid o-aly $4.0 million for 
polling and voter research for the period 12/94 - 11/96. 
amhcd .  Presumably a profit is included. 

Stan Greenberg is also under retainer by the DNC and conducts polling on a ~ g u h  
basis. 

3. 
section 3 of schedule A 

4. Production expenses for $120 million of 'WI media m utimatnf 

* Travel. hotel and nlaled expew for the c o n s u l ~ t s  must also be 

by Squier/ Knapp at 92.58 million. k section 4 of schedule A attached. 

paid. They are not included in the retainer fee or in the time buy commission. 
5. 

6. At several of the weekly evening metings, P m ,  Schoen and Momis 
have alluded generally to targeted d i m  mail. No yKcifics have been fonhmming [o 

date. In the event such a program is &.&I out, it will undoubtedly involve additional 
profit margins to whomever gets the contract for the program. 

I point out that Hal Malchaw. who handles the fundraising dircct mail programs for 
both the DNC and the CIG '96 Re-elect. has developed targeted pnuasioonl GOTV 
direct mail progmms and is very interested in being considered in this respect b e  the, . 
C/G '96 Re-elect. 

Convcn dan; We nerd to decide whetha Frank Grser or Squier/ Knapp, or both, are 
to be involved in the convention and, if so, the compensation/ fee to be paid. 

Bold h m l e r s  re FEC a ' * Substantial amounts can be incurred by h e  Re-elect in 
coanection with post November E C  audits, amd any such costs incurred by the Rt- 
elect and any fines imposed by the FEC on the Reclecr as the result of the failure to 
strictty comply with FEC regulations, including thL Team's failure to fully comply 
with FEC regulations in connection with UIC production and placement of media. 
become a 
general election legal and accounting compliance fund ("GELAC"), for which UIC Re- 
elect expcas to mise about SI2 million. is for the purpase of paying for costs and 
fmu innvred in wnncction with FEC audits. I suongly suggest. however, that any 
agreement ktween the Team and the Re-elect congin a hold harmless clause in favor 
of the R d e c t  over a specified amount incumd in connection with casu and fines 
resuf(ing from FEC audits of media praduCtion/ pkacement. In order to ensun 
enforcement of the hold harmles: clause (assuming it i s  included in the COnVdC6 with 
the Team). the Re-elect should hold in esceow S million in commissions to 
be paid to the Team until all FEC audiu have been ampletext. This will give the 

7. 

8. 

liability of the Pnsidmdal ;md Vice P&.dcntial candidam. The 

3 
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T 
clcct's media production and placenient is in compliance with all FEC requirements. 

ditional incentive lo ensun it establishes t ability 10 ensure the Re- 

Before the next meeting with Mwn. Penn and Knapp regarding the financial anaslgment 
between the Re-elect and the Team, I would like UI discuss Yh6 hegoing with you in order 
lo demminc what )ou think is an quitable arrangement. 

Let's discuss. 

4 FEC-4072 
Sub. 4/23/97 
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March 25, 1996 

-_  . .. __. 
t . !  .. 

'Frankfireer has ofiusd m do the time buy for the Re-elect at 4.25% commission. 1: has 
brm decided not to have FRnk parsicipate with rhe Tan. By her S January 1966 letter to 
me, J m n  Bmlts, Vice pnsidmt of International Commuicanms Geoup, hc. of Loo 
Angela ha off& B 2% commission fee on all time buys, 

I 

To date. neither the Clinton/ Gom '96 Re-elect ("Re-cdact-) nor the Democratic 
National Committee ("DNC') have contractr: with the so Ousd hfda Team ("Team.), 
which is cornpod of Squied Knappl Dick Morrisl P a  & Sch& Hank SeMnkopf and 
Marius Penma. (I have seen linle evidence of mzmt pmicipafion of Scheinbpf or 
Penmer.) 

. 
' . 
I .  

I propose the follov4ing financial term for the . .  . . .  1. 
relationship between the Team and the DNC and the Rc-eleft. Since the amo;ur'i to be paid 
by the DNC and Re-elect. "pectivdy, to the Team for the prodation of a specific 
television spot, time buying, polling. mall Isting. 
by the DNC and Re-elect lawyers on a case by casc basis. the following proporal is for a 
"comprehensive qracmcnt' for both the Rcclts::  and DNC. (T~cre would b P ssparatt 
mnmct between the Team and the DNC and betwren the Team and the Re-cla.)' 

, depends upon a legal determination 

On 14 March. Doug Sot& and I met with hpark Pcnn and Bill mpp, who npnserrt 
the Team. They made a proposal, $ u m d r e d  below (which is summarized h my 
memorandum to the President and h e  Vice President. dated 18 March 1996, attached as 
schedule A at tab I), ulat wouM result in S7.8 million in commissions on the &t $2 million 
of time buy, for an effective rate of 9.646, compand to their offer made in late September 

DNC01191223 



1995 of $5.6 million in commissions on the first $82 million rime buy for an effective rate of 
6.8%. 
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&sQmmwa-- . .  . .  
$82 million time 5,600,000 6.8% 7,833,401 9.6% 

$120 million time 8,260,000 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8% 

Nlhaugh it is impossible to aecumtely predict how much &time the DNC and Re- 
elect will spend b e t w k ~  July 1-5 (the f% time tv spoes were aioed) and November 1996, 
given *at the Re-elect and the DNC h3ve already spent some $23 million on air time 
begwing late June 1995 (most of which ha been spent since w l y  October), it is safe to say 
that at least $80 million wi l l  be spent by 5 November. and probably closer tD $100 million or 
more. 

I propose that the Team be offered the following m s  with respect to time buy 
commissions. 

&aim 

Firs $80 million 6.2596 %s,Doo,ooi, 

Next $20 million 4.75% 950.000 

-Average on $100 million 5.9596 5,950,000 

Above $100 million 4.0% TBD 

-L 10 million (Uo0.W) 5.77% 
-120 million ($800,oaQ) 5.63% 
-130 million (Sl,200,000) 5.5% 

6,359.W 
6,750,000 
7,150,000 

Under the pmpsd. if $80 million io spent on air time, the T m  would be *d $5.0 
million in commissions. 

If, as is likely, $100 million is spent. commissions would be $5.95 million. 

If jil0 million is spent, commissions would k 56.35 million. 

If $120 million is spent, commissions would be $6.45 million. 

2 
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In addition to time buy commissions. as shown on schedule B at tab 2, attached. it is 
estimated that additional Davments will be made: . _  

-%364,000 retainer fee for Dick MomS 

-W.O million fos polling (which probably includes a profit 

-$'LO million for media prodlaction (%!ti& pmbably includes 

-travel and related expenses 

margin) 

a profit m q i n )  

-97.5 million for GBTV m d a  ($5.0 d o n  from L e  R e e W  and 
$2.5 million from the DNC). I t  is upred that this media will be 
created and placed by 'minority' medii specialisrs. 

-Fees, commissions and costs for any persdon and GOTV mail. . 
-costs for print ads. 

Tbe Plcsidmt; I agrce with the pmposed fees/ commissions. . 
kt 'S  diSCUJg 

I agree with the proposed fees/ commissio~s 

Let's discuss 

2. 

Given the wmplexity of the rq,uMons of the F e d d  Election CommisJion ("FEC") 
gwaning production and plyement o€ media. and the strictmJs with which the FEC appliu 
iu regulations. considerable urperience and @s is raquiml by the firms representing 
the ompaip in this rtgard. Failure of the medii production/ purchasing firms to s&k!.y and 

amply with all FEC rcgulationi governing this am and to provide, on a timely 
hasis. appropriate documentation fmm Each of the station for each of the rime buys. ran 
m l t  in additional post elkction audits by Ihe FEC of the campaign. which awtr wilt be born 
by the m ~ g n ,  and which audits m 
and fines impwtd on the Re-elect 
Pnsidurtial candidates. 

in pines i m p e l  by the FEC. AU suck corn 
liabities of the PteSidmW and Vice 

3 
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In order to m u r e  that the campaign is adequately protected, I strongly urge that an 
indemnification and hold harmless agreement be included in any conmct(s) beween the 
Team, or any individual members thereof, and the Re-elect, and between the Team and the 
DNC, by which the Team will indemnify and hold h d m  the Re-elect and DNC for any 
costs, damages, fin=, r~lz, and losses and court costs suffered by or claimd against the 
campaign, or DNC, directly or indirrctiy, including. but not limited to, any civil penalties by 
the FEC against Ihe campaign, its employes or agents, ‘to the extent band on or arising 
wholly or substantially out of any negligent acts, breaches of the conmct, or failure by the 
Team to rrspond to any requuts of the campaign for dwuments or other assistance with 
respect to any FEC audit, inquiry from the FEC or any branch of fedea.  sue, or local 
government.” 

nqu ind  to place in escrow the n e a  63O0,OOO of media commissions paid by the Re-elect, 

I agree with rhe hold h a r d e s  proposal 

In order to insure compliance with hold harmless agmment, rhe Team should be 

Let’s discuss 

n e  Vice Pres ident: I agree with the hold harmless proposal 

Let’s discuss 

4 
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1'1 April 1996 

CC: Clmisman Dodd 
B.J. Thornberry 
w i n  Ronan 
Brad Xarohall 
Doug Somnik 
Karen ~ a n e ~ x  

ROO: Harold IeRss 

RBI 15 April 1996 meeting 

Thio c o n f i ~ 1 8  t h ~  Uoeting M a t  you and I and DW1g Sconik had on 
i s  April 1994 at your oiftce during vhich it mano agreed chat a i1  
~ t t m r m  dealfng w i t h  allocation and rwp$mditure of suonira 
involving tho W r a t i c  Icatfonal C-ittaa (nDHCn) including, 
without l imitation, the DWC'S operating budget, media busigee, 
coordinated campaign budgat and any other budget or mqandieure, 
end indudling q o n d i t u r a o  and ~ 1 a n g a m n t 8  i n  eonneoeion with 
state s p l i t s ,  d i rac td  domtionsl end other arramgsaiana whereby 
monies from hidrais fnq or othar mvmes arm t o  ba tranrfurarl t o  
or othaxwi8.1~ slloeated to agate gaxtisrs at &AM political 
snt i t ieo and includinq my propoeed transfer o t  buf3gatab-y it- 
f r o m  DnC relatod kudgara to +bs Damsratio National Convention 
budget, are rubjecc eo Lho e agprmml a i  the W h i t e  Xaurs. 
was aqroad t h e  a null working coamittoe would be emeablbshab 
which vould inelude chmimmn Povlu (or h i s  rsp~ementaeiva), 
Qacriraan (er his raprasontative), 8 . J .  memtmrry. mad 
naretnoll, mzvin R 0 8 s n ,  Doug Soenik, and othmrs as m y  B. agsaed 
to, a t  l e a s t  o f l a  wspyly, and %am orton ii nscromuy, t o  
b P 1  &m aprceaont. 

It 



% far &e DNC ~ l d  
P Clinioml Gcpr '96 



cc: TalCmes b i d  IC& B.I. Thornberry Lyn Unech~ 
Jeff Kin8 Doug Sosnik BrPd Marshall Joan h l l i t t  

I DNC 3479292 
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a: TcdcpWr Harold I c k  B.J. ahombemy Lyn Utrefht 
JcSf Xing Lhwg Sosnik Bmd Manhall ]oar, Pollitt 
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FROM: aAROLDICBLEs 
DOUG sosm 
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It will be 01 
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L r u  Sl%./Sr 
signatune 

cc: 'Mcytcp H m l d  lcku B.J. Thornberry Lyn Wcaecht 
I& King Doug Sornik 5nrd Manhall loan Pollitt 

DNC222-00526 
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i: 'I , .  , . . ~  . .. . .  .. . . .  . . .  . . .  

\k z'* q I Q  
signature 

oc: Peter Knight Ted Cuwr Harold Icku B.J. Thomberrg, Lyn Ulrratht 
Mark Penn Peff King Doug Sosnik Bmd Marshall Porn Pollin 

f EC-4292 
Sub. 4/23 /97  
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signaturn 

cc: Peter Knight TedcpnU Harold I c b  B.J. Thornberry Lysl Utncht 
h%uk P m  Jeff King Doug Sosnik BRd Marshall I a n  Pollitt 
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The COSt Rot EX& 5 

( )The cost will be allocated at 8; for ihe DNC and 
96 for Clintod Gore '96 

( ) Attorneys to determine 

It will be ccnduclad on 

P%&b d / ? f P 4  
signature 

cc: Peter Knight Ted thtct Hawld Ickes B.J. Thornbepry Lyn U w h t  
Mark Pcnn Jeff King Doug Sosnik Biad MmMl Joan Pollitt 
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FROM: O W  ICH3 
DOUG SQSPIM 

RE: AUTPIOEuu1sON TO PlEkRs AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING 

ne cost will not ex& s I 3 , Y 6 J 

( )The cost will be alllocated at X for the BNC and 
I for Clinton/ Gore '96 

Amrneys to deteminn 

e: Peter Knight Ted Carter Harold Ickcs B.J. Thornbev Lyn Utrecht 
Mark Peqn Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pallia 
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me cast will not uc~ed 0 / L l  li L J C ~  . 
( )?he cost wiU be dccated at a for the DNC and 

% for Clinton/ Gore '96 

cc: Petcs Knight Ted Caner Harold I c b  B.J. Thornbeny kyn Wuwht 
Mark PCM Jeff King Doug Sosnik Bradl Marshall Joan Pollitn - 
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Thecostwillnotexceeds 12. !ld3 . 
( )The cost will be allaxtad at 

m m m y s  LO dctennine 

I for the DNC and 
$6 for Clinton/ Core '96 

It will be conducted on - &qp J -  5 
.-  

cc: Pew Knight Ted Career Harold Ickes BJ. Thornbemy Lyn U m h e  
Mark Penn Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshadl Joan Pdlit! - 
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Sincerely, 

\-n* 

Harold Ickas 

DNC 33877781 
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As the result of ?levaal recent meetings which included Mark P a ,  Bffl 
Doug So& Peter Knight, Kam Hmmx and Julnifea 
agreement on assumptions, methodology and calcuhtiano 
November 5 Group ("Group"). No agnremat, ~OWWW, 
terms t h d v a .  There is a substaneial gap LWwm my kt offer of 28 May andl the 
Group's most recent o f k  of 16 June - a difference of $1.7 &on in cammissionS on $100 
million gmss time buy. 

prepared to agree to. 

sbE?mux 
The most offer by the Croup on a $100 million gross time buy would result in 

commiss imd S million. Their September offer on $106 million g m  time buy would 
ruult in 56.825 million in commissions. My last offer on $100 million g m  time buy would 
result in $5.698 in commissions. 

\Ne are now at the point for you to nlabe a find decision P)IP the tMnt you 

'me Group's argument that they should now be paid some 5600,ooO more im 
commissions on $100 million gross time buy compared to their September offer 

1 



62 
(notwithstanding that then have been no material changes in ckcumstances or in the unit 
&IS& of providGg seMccs) is that they have worked th past months without the security 
of a conhace 

Six options ate set forth for your considerati& at the end of this molill ldum, along 

~n w g  your &on, please keep in mink 1) the ~ r o u p ' s  offa OP Septemk, 

with a ~ ~ c d m u m .  

which is $600,08Q lower in commissions (based on SI00 million groar time buy) tkan &heir 
most rsoent offer of IS June, and which is also l o w  ulan their other offem of 18 A p d  and 

"profit" ($6.2 million in soammissions and retainer fees on S8Q W o n  $mu time buy which 
is the total time buy they anticipated at the time they made their September offer), & 

29 May; 2) that when they made their September 1995 offer, they tomakeacertain 

substantial amount of their "profit' 'up front"; and 4) it is important to smmm a financial 
arrangement that pennits the purchase of as much air time a possible, which implies an 
agreement with a bonus incentive that provides for lower commission payments 10 the Group 
between now and 5 Novembu With the 'balance" to be paid as a 'bonus' a h  the election; . 
if you are re-elected. 

Beginning June 19995, to date (June 25,1996), $43.2 M o n  in gross mdia. time Ras , 
been spent on paid 'w spots, of which approximately s$.Pmillion has been paid in 
commissions and 337.6 million has been used to purchasc air time.* 

Based on FIX reports**, it appears that Dick Morris is receiving at l a s t  29% of 
commissions paid on time buy, in addition to his monthly retainer of 814,QOO. He also is 
reimbursed for all tpavd nchted expenses. ahus for the period July 1995-25 dune 1996, he 
has received an approximate total of $1.34 million (29% of $4.1 &on total commissions 
plus 5154,000 for 11 months maher) or an average of $122,891/ month. 

* The fact that the $37.6 million plus the $4.1 million don't add $43.2 million, is because Qf 
the alculation method usul by the Group for its early buys. 

** Prior to the 
required to mrt to the Federal Elections Commission ("E-) the amount of time buy 
commissions that Squied Knapp paid IO Dick Moms, Squier, r e p o d l y  
formed the Group partially to preclude having to disclose how the comnrissions are split up 
among them. Thus since the Group was formed, on or about 14 February 1996, there is no 
way of determining from FEC reports how time buy commissions are divided. 

on of The November 5 Group, the Re-elect and the DNC W ~ P Z  



29383 
meiia time buy is some $3 m gross on which a 

Dick Moms' $l4,tXMl monM commission of 7 
retainer, amoIdntJ to co-on 
(assuming 4.3 WW month) or 

Time buys of $2 &sn 

als to the Group of 

wirh 0 csrnAli%Jibla of 7% ne4 plus $be Morris 
papa& to tke OIwll, of 

Actuaa and c s t i m  gmw h e  buy, comnhiom, medin pdusrion, polling and 
travel related expews for the Mod k m k  1994 - November IS6  BPC detailed in 
schedule A, dated 6/24/96, attached as tab A. 

Schedule B, date4 Q14/96, attached as tab B, descxik the diffurrnt prqxxah mde 

Schedule C, Ltba 6'10196, attadred as tab C, details the estimaeed p ~ ~ p o d  time ' 

beginning with the Gmup's proposal of Septepnber 1W5. 

buys for the period June 1995 through 4 November 1996. 

The c u m t  positions an as follow$: 

(millions) 

1. $80 $6.239 8.64% 
pFBL14 100 7.434 8.16% 

120 8.016 7.26% 

eS57.3 pmnvention; balance in general 
eS3.4 in commission (10.4% gross or 12.596 net on Mt $32.9 million in 

86.34% ncf on next $67.1 million time buy 
83.8% ned on all over $100 million time buy 
@Average 8.64% net commission on fust $80 million time buy 
@Avenge 8.16% net commission on fint $100 million time buy 
8Avuage 7.26% net commission on fint $120 million time buy 

gross time buy) 

(millions) - 
2. $80 9.791 6.5 96 

m 100 5.698 6.14% 
120 6.467 5.77'16 

6 5 8 . 7  preconvention; bdance post convention net 

3 
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a33.4 in c o r n w o n  (10.4% gross or 12.25% net on fvst $32.9 million in 

commission on next $47.1 million gross time buy 
@4.74% commission on next $20 million 

@Avenge 6.14% Ret mmWm 011 dipst slos) w d h n  t h e  buy 
S A v e q e  5.77% ne! corn- 01s fht $120 d i o n  t h e  buy 

gross time buy) 

mmisxion on all time ovet SIOS millien 
net commiosisn ai f is t  $80 miMia time buy 

(PniUiOAs) 

3. Group's Sept. $80 $6.175 8.33% 
offu  100 6.825 7.30% 

120 7.425 6.58% 

*we#! they made this offer, the Group sp%umed: 
a s 0  million in post coirvcn~on 
0 10% gross commission on first $10 million gross time buy 
e796 gross commission on next $20 million 
e396 gross on rrmaindu of prrconvmtion spending 

emonthly retainem of $10, 
@7% gross on $58 m o n  in $ e n d  . .  

for Bean & Schm and $15, 
aW5-@t0bu 1996 

@I point out that when they d e  their September 1995 offet, they 
undoubtedly expected any final agreement would b 
offer. 

Squied Knapp for 13 months Qc , 

&en Ch& 

The important fact i s  that in making their high September pmpsal Qgg item tb of 
the Group expected ohint total media spending would k approximately 
($30 million pnconvention and a maximum of $50 million posos~ 

Thus when they made their September '95 offer, they anticipated earning some $6.175 
million in time buy wornmissions and retainer fees for Squier and Penn PIUS $182,000 in fees 
for Moms, for a total of $6.357 million, Uusugh 5 November 1996. 

Under their September offer, 

On I4June (s9s; item 6 of schedule B), the Group 

ing about $7.6 million (including 
time buy. $182,000 for the Moms redner), on - 

their offer by %64,ooO to 
$6.239 million in commissions on $80 m illion e m  time buy and by $600,080 to 37.433 
million on $180 rn illion time buy. 

Thus, their latest proposal of 6114 (item 6 on schedule B) on $100 million gross time 
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buy is 5600,CKKl over their September proposal on 5108 million 
and 51.7 million over my last propod (fxs item 5 on schedule 8). 

item lb on schedule 8)  

lb on sehdulr, Is) 
6 on schedule B) 
4 08 s&l&& A) 

CWiQQs 
Accept th& September 1995 off', but hold $750,008 back, &ginning 

imm&dy, whicb would be paid if you win the elfstion. This would result Sr 56.825 
W o n  in commissions on $100 million gross time buy for an a v q e  of 7.4% nee. 

until after the November election. Thir would give them commissions of $6.825 million on 
5100 million gross for an average of 7.4% net. 

Accept their September 1994 offer without holding my amm&s.iono back 

Accept their lass offer of 6814 of $7.433, but hold back $1 W o n  until . 
after the dectiom, to be paid only if you win. TRis would give them commissions of $7.433 
million on $100 aiUion gross, for an avMge of 8.1 % net, if you win the &&on. 
Othenvise, they would k paid $6.433 million in commisOiorus. 

Split the difference of $1.127 million between my last offer a d  their 
September offee. This would give them a cammission of $6.26 d o n  on SlO d o n  
gross, for an average of 6.8% net. 

most r r c ~ 3  offer of 6/14 so they would be paid $305,000 more than their September '95 
offer, but the 5305,000 would not be paid until after 5 Novemk and only if you win. This 
would give them a commission of $7.13 million on $lm miUion pss, for am avaverage: of 
7.8% net. 

Split the difference of 5609,000 betwm their September offer a d  their 

A w l  their bst offer of 6/14/96. This would give them 57.433 million on 
f 100 million gross for an average commission of 8.1% net. 

FEC-41352 
Sub. 6/23/97 



COrn&OR$ Avesage k 
C O W Q n . 9  port Total cemarirsion Netto 

Opt I 1  $6.035 S.750 S6.m 7.4% nct 92.4 

opt m $6.825 $Q $6.825 7.4% n e  91.7 

Opnn $6.433 $1.0 57.433 8.1% R e  92.1 

opt #4 $6.261 $Q 66.261 6.8% net 92.2 

Opt #5 $6.825 8.305 $7.13 7.8% net 91.7 

Opt #6 $7.433 $4- s7.433 8.2% net 91.1 

I think aIi the options listed above are too high in th 
$5.698 million k commissions (which docs not include the additional money to b&. 
paid to Dick Morris as a sqwat% retainer fee) 
gcnuous. Based on all the ciacumstances, however, H recommend option #I, which wiU give 
the Group exactly what they offucd during September. (I! will, in any opinion, give them 
more than they, in taco, expected to get in a final negotiated deal.) Holding back $750,000 in 
commidons to be paid only if YOU win, gives an addi6ionJ incentive to them. This option 
also permits rhe most money to be actually spent ~ r n  time buy (net to stations) than m y  of the 
otflu options. 

As a fallback position, I recommend option srl, which i s  exactly their Septemkr 

My last O f f !  of 

item #5 on scReQule B) is more than 

offer. 

Peter Wght recommends accepting option #3 which is their last offer of 6/14, but 
which holds back 91 million to be paid after the election only if you win. 

Finally, with time buy ranging between $2 to $3 million/ wetk. it is imperative to 
come to closure- .- 
m m .  

k, or they will have what they want leaving us with little negotiating 
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6/4/96 
Schedule B - P ~ o o ~  

I. (Intunat - 'omsr tifile buy metaod") 

la @mup9&@$80m $74.1 m 7.96% $5.9 111 
(WIO SIK-PR 
rceairrsr) 

d100m $93.5 m 6.95% n a  $6.5 m 

lb. Group 9 Scpt $ 80 m $74.1 m 8.33% ne9 $6.175 m 

9; l a m  $93.5 m 7.3% net $6.825 m 

( i i .  s/IC-PIs 
P Z a i n t P )  

2. C/G-DNC! f $0 m $75.29 m 6.3% rn $4.71 rn 
11 April 

$la9 111. $94.39 m 5.95% met S5.61 m 

3. Group 18 f 80m $711.5 m 9.8% net 57.02 m 

$ 1 W m  $90.5 m 8.8% net 57.97 m 
April 

4. ClG21 S 80 m R3.M m 6.5% net $4.79 m 

5 100 mL 592.79 m 6.14% net $5.70 m 
May 

5. Group29 $ 80m $71.99 m 9.04% net $6.51 rn 

$100 ma $91.07 m 8.14% net $7.42 m 
May 

p. 

6. Group14 $$Om $72.2 m 8.64% net 36.24 m 

SlOO m $91.1 m 8.16% net $7.43 m 
June 

FEE-4055 
Sub. b/23/9'7 
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