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Elcction Campai

mination was made . 198
correspondence was forwarded to Hbrd'?rbcessing Ser !
Inc. to this effect on the 22nd day of January, 190
the 26th day of January, 1981, Word Processing Sery
Inc. responded to the Pederal Election Commission by
letter enclosing invoices to support its position.

The 1nvostiqation by the Commission ‘centered u90n a
debt that apparently remained open on the books of the o
Democratic National Committee Services Corporation to Word
Processing Services, Inc. The Commission was concerned :
because it felt there was a violation of its regulation
which indicated that "the extension of credit by any
person for a length of time beyond normal business or e
trade practice is a contribution, unless the creditor has.

made a commercially reasonable attempt to collect.*
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Word Processing Services, Inc., in its initial
response to the Commission and in this correspondence,
wishes to make perfectly clear to the Commission that it
did engage in commercially reasonable attempts to collect
any amounts due it from the Democratic National Committee
Services Corporation. Termination of the Maintenance
Agreement nullified any amount due and owing from the
Democratic National Committee Services Corporation to Word
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although comparatively small in size, prldmc
d and efficient service and business.

include the dunning

‘acoounts. The voiding for nanpaymht of

Agreement was a commerically reasonable mi
Processing Services, Inc. took after great t
expense of phoning and correspondence u%th teg

outltnnding bill.

RWL/cef

cc: Vincent Dellaposta




RICHARD W. LAURICELLA
» ATTORNEY &F LAW
47 NORTH POTEMAD STREET
HAGERSTOWN, MARYLAND 31740

Federal Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463
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Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Federal Election Camission
Washington, D.C. 20463
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Howeve:, each oﬁttﬁn;flvg dnhta ﬁhich :q.nin ont"
continuously reported until p¢ 11l or unti
matter will become part of tb c 090'6 i
Should you wish to submit any £actual or legal materi
on public record, pleasc do 8o within 10 days.

If you have any questions, please contact rrincel B. nagan
at (202) 523—4529.

General cOunsel




luy tnetunlf ‘
please do so ui~

If you havc
523—4529.




!11: as it pettttﬁq you

part of the publlc,tcabzd-withi
submit any matexials t

within ten days.

‘If you have any questions, please direct them to !t

Hagan at (202) 523=4529.
8incerely,

Charles N. Steele
Genexial Counsel

Associate General Counael
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you. lmm my

Ragan at. (202) $523-4829.
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If you have Cﬂ! qmltiom :plciu ai:oat
Hagan at (202): 5239452’. -
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within ten days.
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submit my mate
within ten duyc'
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part of th
submit any mate:
within ten days

If you have any
Hagan at?(zpig,szsggazo
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continuously genﬂt i ur £

matter will be art he ic

Should you wish an.uhlit any fantull or

on public recurd. pldaso do so within 10 ay:.

If you have any questions, pleasc contact rrancco B. 8agan
at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




523-4529.

.If you have any questions, contact

Chm:les N, Steele
General Counsel




within ten dayl.

-If you have any questions, please direct them
Hagan at (202) 523-4529. s

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




‘within ten.
If you |

Sincerely, -
Charles N. Steele

General Counsel




wtthin ten GaYt

-If you han‘ln
Hagan at (202) S




pa:t af eho publta record within thl_ty

submit any materials to appear on the g
within ten dayo.

If

Bincetely,y5

Charles N,
General

Konneéh‘hs




pa thii :
submit any mat

vithin ten days

1f yon7havc
nagan at (202) 5-;2%5;
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gtgmit any llt.~'
within ten dayl.,

If you have any
Hagan at (202) S23~43




81acc ly.

chttlen N. Steoie
General Counsel

‘BY3 ncnneth A. Gtous r ‘
hllociu't Genotal cOunsel




If you hmA
Hagan at (202) $2

‘chulu N. 8m1¢
Genﬁnl Counnl

¥

imn\gth A. Gross '
Associate Gﬁn'_ al Counul




sincetcly,

Charles N, Stl“‘
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross W2 '
Associate Gendtal Counael







81ncikcly,_

Charles N. ste§le
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Aasociate General Counsel




y v qautiom, P
Hagan at (m : 523 ,4539.




submit any |
within ten

Sincerely,

Chatles N. Steele
General caunsct‘

xonneth A. Grall
Associate thoral 00nnl¢1




Commissioner Eluott vobed afﬂmtlwly. : -
Aikens, Harris, McDonald, McGarry, and mm ax«m




Fing noiprobablercaiss to baLiss Mm
Triplex Direct Marketing Corporation vinm:ea
2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

(Continued)




Cupany
2 U. .c. S“]b(a)o

Take no further action against the
Copy Center, Inc. concerning the
of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

Take no further action aga:l.nst P!
Limousines, Inc.
2 U.8.C. §441b(a).

Takemﬁxrtheractimagamstthem
Parkuotelccncem:ingtheviolatimofzu.s
§441b(a). ,

Take no further action against Standard
Typewriter and Equipment concerning the
violation of 2 U.S.C. §441b(a).

(Continued)
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n-ym Li

Sheraton Par

Standard Typ
Equi t

Magus C a
P&“

Word Ptoo‘ud

contributions from 16 corporntten: 1n"
§ 441b(a). The tindtngs a:oueitren thevﬁdnlltbqn‘a rce&ipt of

commercially realonable aanuot. :

In the General Counsel's Btief dnt.d April 8, 1982, this
Office notified the Connlttdi-ofhan: intqn;‘to ;oconnend pmﬁhnble.
cause findings to the Commission concerning the DNCSC's
outstanding obligations to five corporiﬁiopa. The Brief analyzed
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corporation or the Committee. Counsel stated that thﬁ‘
intends to pay its debts in full, but that adequate !ff
avatlable. Debt settlement ptocedusut are sugqested_ln

LEGAL ANALYSIS
Current Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. § 100¢7._

state, "the extension of credit by any person for a lonuth,ﬂf
time beyond normal business or trade practice is a contrihution.
unless the creditor has made a commercially reasonable qttﬁupt,to
collect.” (See also 11 C.F.R. former § 100.4(a)(6) which is
nearly identical in wording).




staudarda found 1n 11 c. R s 114.10.

11 C.F.R. § 114.10(a) allows corporate ‘extension o! cri&d””
to a political couptttee in connection with a federal e;chi&n_
provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary cqhgbbu f F

the corporation's butihéis. The extension of credit iiplidlfg
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receipt of credit by the political committee. At 1l C.F;R.”

§ 114.10(c) the atanddrdafa;e set forth for a 'conmercially
reasonable" settlement of debts at less than full price. Thtll
standards encompass not only the corporate creditor's role, but 
delineate the political committee's responsibility as a partnet‘
in the settlement, a responsibility implicit throughout the
regulatory discussions of the debtor/creditor relationship.

11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c)(2) states that a debt settlement will be
considered commercially reasonable if the political epﬁmittgc has
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the comnercially reaaonable standatﬂn !or aeetlauentv"

owed to five oorpo:ate vendors. The tactual an&lyaol

that the DNCSC did not undertake all cann.ze&n&iy ro”

efforts to satiaty these debts, as evidtnced hy the n‘

years each debt has remained outstanding without a paj

asseasing the commercially reasonable haudliné;bf debti;

Committee counsel 1gn0ted the petxod of tina the debtﬂ bI¥Q

remained unpaid. The Committee's debt poaitien hiatoti_.

exceeds its cash balance. However, the Comnittee continuuiﬁto'

pay its current operating expenses. ]
Based on the foregoing analysis of pertinent regul@;&éﬁﬁp

the old debts which remain outstanding may be characterizgdfiﬁ;

contributions from corporate sources. Therefore, the Office of

General Counsel is recommending that the Commission find pgobable




CORPORATE RESPONDENTS

As to the corporate extensions of credit, our review of

available information from the Committee and the corporate
respondents indicates that most of the corporations made some
efforts to obtain payment, efforts varying according to the size

of the particular debt involved and the assets or tenacity of thé




with ev

potential violations as they pertain to particular

creditors.

dispute. ,

vnach:debt~¢1§n§gion has been examined on a casqf?
basis. -Th.'tactual analyses énd;eoﬁclusions concerni!
and sixteen corporate respondents are detailed beloi. 

This investigation also raises the question of hdn 10n9 a
debt may remain unpaid until it becomes a contributiqn._ Ablant
specific guidelines, the auditors referred to this Office Eﬁu

debts which were outstanding six months or longer.




a chnekﬁtét’sl,SOOﬁihich'vai not cashéd. In June 1989, tnm'nuesc

received notice that ARI was no longer in business uhed{t
vendor'i-@btner president sought liguidation of the b.;inﬁt ﬂﬂp.‘
The DNCSC3§ays it has not made further puyncnti because‘ﬁtsﬁivﬁ*
"unclear® who owns the company and because the $1,500;ch§ékl§a¢{
never negotiated. The amount still outstanding (incluﬂtng thc
unnegotiable $1,500 check) totals $6,145.55.

A telephone call to the Ohio Secretary of State's: cotyorate
division revealed that ARI is an active corporation with officers
and an attorney who acts as its statutory agent. It is apparqpt
that the vendor billed the Committee at regular intervals for at

least 1 1/2 years. Because of the vendor's efforts to obtain




Cosiiission £ind probable Gaine to' believe that the DNCSC v.m,j
2 U.8.C. § 441b(a) in the tubunt of the remaining debt.

On August 22, 1977, Action Surveys billed the Ducsc;in tﬁ¢~'

amount of $485 for a one-time only survey job. The vendor states
that it had no receivables control or summary ledger pxicx to
October 15, 1978, and simply maintained statements in clicnt
files. When controls were introduced and only current-bil}iaﬁs
were listed, the company could not determine whether old bills
remained unpaid. Action Surveys asserts that "such a
circumstance could not be repeated under current accounting
practices and procedures in place...”™ The vendor states that the

statute of limitations bars further pursuit of this debt.




this debt cannot be construed as a commercially tealanable effott

to satisfy the debt. Therefore, the debt may be viewed_gs}a
contribution pursuant to the definition at 11 C.F.R.

§ 100.7(a) (4). The receipt of corporate contributions is
prohibited by 2 U.8.C. § 441b(a). We are recommending a finding
of probable cause to believe against the DNCSC in this hatter.




f;ne states that ]

*poor” due to aceounttnq personnel tutnovers.

It is evident um: the vendor billed the DNCSC at J.mt‘ mo

for its services., The Committee failed to respond with“pnyninty
However, additional ctforts at collaction could prove cautlyltﬁr
so small a debt and may be barred by the statute of lilttationl.
Because of the age and relatively small amount of the dqhg;: h1l~
Office recommends no further action against Aero in thi‘fﬁltt‘:;'

The Committee's failure to settle the debt in a calﬁigc;i;ly
reasonable fashion results in a contribution under the o
regulation's definition. 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a) (4). Receipt of
corporate contributions in connection with a federal election is
prohibited by 2 U.S.C. § 44lb(a). Therefore, we are recommending
that the Commission find probable cause to believe that the DNCBC
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) in this matter.




™

i o
v

T
i v
o
~N
-

placed on its books in error. :

It is evident from the documents reviewed thatfnaigﬁi lnn,f '
made incessant demands for ﬁayhnnt on this account withQng; T
success. Because of the vendor's efforts to obtain p;yﬂhht,vthia
Office recommends that no further action be taken againqﬁhktﬁi@iv
Inn concerning a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). ¢

It is also apparent that the Committee accepted liahflitfﬁ
for this debt and 4id not pay it despite demands by Ramada ihn.
The Committee's failure to settle the debt in a commercihlly
reasonable manner according to 11 C.F.R. § 114.10 results in a
contribution (11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a) (4)). Receipt of corporate
contributions is prohibited by 2 U.S.C. § 44lb(a). Therefore,

the Office of General Counsel recommends a finding of probable




the mbrt:ihan.tﬁiio yi#tV0¢d*1ﬁvoiaea nisddfan the
failure to fb:ify the acconnt the DNCSC pzoposea—to  
obligation from its books auﬁ its FEC reports.

This Office was unable to locate Total Audio by nc, :
telephone. However, it is apparent that Total Audio uhi‘at
least one invoice in the amount of $364 to the campttﬁqt
DNCSC apparently failed to pay the bill. We récomnsﬁdghp‘

action against the corporation in this matter.

The regulations allow a committee to settle a debt,fatfi

than full value provided the political committee has undgﬁﬁqnhh;
all commercially reasonable efforts to satisfy the outatand&nafi
debt. 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c) and (c)(2). The COmmittee's fiilure'
to make payment on this debt during three years cannot be viewgd

as commercially reasonable. The Committee's failure to settle
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paid both invoices from DNCSC list rental incone. rhoﬁ, :
provided a copy of the Triplex confirmation lottﬂt as thGSVOndOt
did not receive its reason to believe notice. 11

This evidence indicates that the billing and;payq?nf
procedures of these transactions were dispatched in a ‘
commercially reasonable manner. Therefore, the ot£100 o£:Genera1
Counsel concludes that no violation of 2 U.8.C. § illhﬁq'n
occurred in this case. We recommend f£indings of no prabahle
cause regarding the Committee and Triplex in this case.
Waldorf Astoria (Waldorf)

FEC auditors discovered two apparent DNCSC debts owed to the
Waldorf. Counsel for the Waldorf, responding to the reason to

believe notice, stated that the hotel does not retain records of
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Carter would pay ﬁhcibills au‘ seek reimbutncnont f:on'tj
When the DNC dtlput.d the charge, the Nulaorf sought puyiﬁntl
the individuals. railing this, the hotel eventually wtetﬂ of
this debt as an individual account rather than a political
It appears that relponqibility for payment was genuinoly

620403

disputed, and the evehtuql write-off of $855.26 was the
commercially reasonable resolution. No further action is
indicated in this matter.

As to the debt of $524.84, the Waldorf's attorney states
that the amount apparently represents the balance due from a
banquet held at the hotel on June 24, 1977. Again, the hotel has
not retained records to 1977 and the DNCSC has offered none..;The
debt was not paid from June 1977 until April 1980 when the

Committee requested confirmation of outstanding debts. The
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uncollected dobt.ﬂlrhore il nb,av;aineowthlt th&

any efforts to pay thtl #hht priot to &380. nau!iif
debt has been paid according to both pa:tlcl, thn
General Counsel wnula uot putlun thliﬂmntter. ‘We ara

the Waldorf or the nucsc concqrning this transactton.
Roper Organigzation gggggrl

According to the COnulttee, it subscribed in 1977 tb C Rﬂper
publication. The annual sublcriétion rate of $6,500 was. dut
quarterly in payments of $1,625. On December 19, 1977]pnd
April 28, 1978, Roper billed the Committee for the ovérdue:third
and fourth quarter 1977 installments totaling $3,250. .rhii
amount remained unpaid until paid in full on March 12, 1980
($1,250) and April 30, 1980 ($2,000).
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period). The DNCSC provided btlll and eo:r

would be paid. More than th:ee years lator, on 8‘”N
1979, and January 31, 1980, the DNCSC paid the blliﬁﬁ'fdui;f
Counsel for Ford deniel the alleged violation,.itn‘ ng.thit
Ford pursued the 1ndebtedneas and received payment in tui L; Thl
attorney did not explain Pord's normal business pt&¢§£¢d'. ;
regarding accounts receivable.
In this case, the corporation sought payment of thi)
outstanding debt and the Committee eventually paid inﬁtﬁil.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends Ehgi the
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outataﬁ&iaghgbr”ﬁiaiﬁyaa y‘a§§uh;n.!t was paid in fﬁli'!{lﬁﬁ
1980. i % e

e
.

la
During the nucsc audit, FEC auditors noted an outatnnding&;

62040

debt of $402.98 ducuto Playboy Limousine. According to thc
Committee and Playboy, the debt dates to October 1977 when the
vendor provided limousine service. Playboy's general‘ménhger
states that the debt remained on their books while the company
continued to bill the Committee. She stated that Playboy
required cash or credit card payment for subsequent DNCSC service
requests. Following the Committee's independent audit, on

March 12, 1980, the DNCSC paid the debt in full.




‘apptrtntlg ‘rely
records of that eime shaw ieveral checks issued to the hotel

‘ﬁh
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without accompanying documants which link them to a lpeelfic
function. The Committee's comptroller also noted a 1979 rctnnd
from the Sheraton relating to another meeting. 'The DNQSCL
comptroller wrote off the 1978 debt reasoning that this iccount

2040

had been paid through payments to another DNCSC account. The

o

Committee also believes that the hotel would not refund its
account if an outstanding balance remained in any other bucsc
account. |

The Sheraton attorney could not provide details of the exact
situation, but explained the hotel's procedures with respect to
political accounts. He stated that the Sheraton requires
prepayment for political functions based on an estimate of

services. However, subsequent billing may be required when




Committee ltatqt*t&htithe bill represents the bnlance-gq&;hn 
equipment rented in November 1976. Regardless of the;ﬁ@iﬂf”

of dates 1ncutred, the DNCSC carried the debt for fon@ﬂ,§§;§ _f
without making payment. On February 6, 1980, the Caqiietniff
sought confirmation of its balance due Standard. ‘rhq¢v§gﬂét

advised the Committee of a zero balance. Thereattez;;ﬁﬁb.ﬁﬂcsc
expunged the debt from its books. The Committee con Qctutca that
the debt was paid by the "unidentified source" who ﬁmiyinally

rented the equipment.
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During the iﬁﬁlt,llté aﬂdttééivdiscbvergd a lette:
Magus to the Committee seeking a final $10,000 1nltai
$50,000 film production job. The letter noted that the
"took a loss due to [its] commitment to the_P:osidcnt;
not wish to absorb an additional $10,000. During the au s
fieldwork, there was no evidence that the Committee p§£ﬁ §h§j, 
balance due. ; ‘_'.
Magus explained that the "loss" mentioned in iti 1i§§ixQ§Q.
the DNCSC referred to an internal miscalculation of coiﬁifwhiéhf
could not be recovered under the vendor's contract withiﬁht
Committee. This explanation of the loss is documented with an
internal Magus memorandum.
Magus sent the DNCSC the subject letter dated uag9h721,

1979, after consistently dunning the Committee for three months
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The auditoiﬁlfound jnymeﬁt dﬁe'on‘two cOhnittee 1nVé1q.t i
from Word Process SQIV1¢QS, Inc., a bill of $400 incurred
January 13, 1977, and another of $166.05 incurred March 25. 19?7.
Both the Committee and WPS submitted information and aftiﬂqyttgyw
which offer disputed versions of the account's history. _»‘

The Conmittee states that it received an invoice for sx}iom
for maintenance of two word processing machines. The Ducsérqated
payment of $700 on this account. Committee counsel stateévtﬁii‘
the DNCSC subsequently abandoned the machines before the contract
expired because the processors were not working. Because WPS
took one machine and did not return it, the Committee considered
the account cleared.

As for WPS, its attorney maintains that its contract with

the Committee included charges of $550 each for maintenance of
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and nullified the remainder oz~£ne-cbhttaé£. nps s contendih ik
it would hlvt ‘been too costly tc further pursue tho Itttat.*ﬁ'i“ 

The g«nuue and WeS differ as to the circumstances
aurrounding.cancellatiqn of the contzact. nomcvet, bdthﬂptttﬁ'l‘
congider the accouht closed. In this case, the Office ot_ﬂ.ﬂtrll
Counsel recommenda that no further action be taken agalnst
Committee or vendor concerning a violation of 2 U.S.C. sg§¢7

neral Electric Corporation (GE -

PEC auditors found a debt outstanding to GE of $32,082.20
for computer services. Both the Committee and GE submitted
copies of correspondence to document this long-standing d#dpﬁtod
bill. |

Our review of these documents indicates that in January

1978, the DNCSC indefinitely halted payment on the account until




storage charges. A GE memo for record requests conttg fv
“that the concession will not be considered a conttibutﬁén'ﬁﬂwthi
Democratic Party."” ko ST

It is evident that the GE debt was seriously disputcd by
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both sides. Attempts at settlement failed, leaving tht nucsc and
GE at an impasse. Because the debt is clearly disputcé,

Office of General Counsel recommends that the Conmissian:tlklfno
further action against the DNCSC or GE in this matter. | '

Recommendations

¥ Find probable cause to believe that the Democratic Nation&l
Committee Services Corporation violated 2 U.S5.C. § lllb(a) '
concerning the following vendors:

a) Action Research Interventions
b) Action Surveys, Inc.
c) Aero Virgin Islands Corporation




concerning the violation of 2 U, sfc,l

Take no further action against the 1
violation of 2 U.S8.C. § 4‘1b(a). s

Take no further action againlt Total nga:
Inc. concerning the vialation of 2 U.8.C

Take no further action against the Ihféqtt to
concerning the violation of 2 U.8.C. S'lilb(l).

Take no further action against the [ .
concerning the violation of 2 U.8.C, § 441b(a).

Take no further action against the Ford Mbtor Company
concerning the violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

Take no further action against the Hotel Copy Cehter;.lnc.
concerning the violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).




x-nncth A, GtOII A
Associate General Counse

Attachments

A - Committee Brief

B through Q - 16 letters to corporate respondents
R - Letter to Lynda 8. Mounts




between 1976 and 1978. (s« M:tachmcnt A, p:ov’"‘“
of Gonenl. Cotmul U ) M we undoutood ehe

reasonable attempt to collect. See 11 C.PF. R. s 1@0.1 ('l)

1/ 1n addition to the 15 corporations listed on. Attachmnb Ao
the Commission questioned a transaction vihh tlu quut
Corporation.

2/ gection 441b(a) prohibits corporate conttibutionl. It ""t‘l‘m'
prohibits a political committee from knowingly accepting or
receiving such contributions. As pertinent .here, the
Commission's regulgtions define "contribution®™ to include "the
extension of credit by any person for a length of time beyond

AHachment A ()




at issue. As fe: vi:tually all of the remaining obligatinns. tha 
DNC was nnable to verify the amounts or they were in disputa.
On April 15, 1982, the DNC received the General Coung“

Brief, which,:econmonds that the Commission £ind p:obabliié@@@i

(footnote continued)

normal business or trade practice..., unless the creditor h&o
made a commercially reasonable attempt to collect." 11 C.P.R.
§ 100.7(a)(4). -
k74 In its most recent FEC report, for the period ending March
31, 1982, the DNC reported cash on hand of $612,698.16 with
outstanding obligations of §1,913,657.51.

A (2)




Commission £ind probable 6aulo with roquct.t&'fivo'oq

obligations. The facts are il‘followaas/ “

1. Action Research Interventions, Inc.

Attachment A shows a #6,007.31 obliq_at:lon incurri
December 31, 1976. FProm March 3, 1976 through December 1&(5
Action Research Interventions, Inc. (Action Research) sent 'the
DNC invoices for conducting training institutes in vdngus

cities. On May 7, 1977, Action Research submitted a statennné of

& Please refer to the Appendix to the ‘DNC's letter of Apt11'13.h
1981, incorporated herein by reference, which documents the facts
detailed in this portion of the Brief.

A (3)
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eoncomt'vof tho coupany.u jé req é on-
balanco due. Accordingly, tbo mtc has not made turtho: pimt' ‘ >
becaun thoro was no way to assure that any pamnt mld bc
properly received and applied to the credit of t’zhc DNC.

2. Action Surveys, Inc. . , A

On August 22, 1977, the DNC received a bill from Action
8ut§ey|. Inc. (Action Sucrveys) in the amo-hnt of 34.8-!4.}-‘.'5:'9.:.
"Virginia Survey." On January 31, 1980, in response to alcttﬂt
requesting confirmation of any outstanding balance, Acii'o‘h
Surveys uéorted the DNC had a zero balance. On April 30, 1-98:0,
the DNC called to inquire about this account. An Action Surveys
representative advised he would check and call back. But, Action
Surveys has not contacted the DNC si.nc‘e. The DNC has tried to

verify the amount outstinding, but has been unable to do so.

-4 ()




contest ot cc:tain ittns. During 1977 the pg,srdqnt“
Ramada Inn touqht payment from the o:ganizcr-ot the pu
Ca:tet-uondalc Campaign Committee, and the DNC. Alpo,nhts;   
wrote a letgc: to Ptelident'Carté: on June 17, 1977, a.gﬁgngf

President to help clear up the matter. On August 19, 1977, the
DNC entered the amount on its books as a liability. !hdfﬁﬁ!laﬁ

Inn has not contacted the DNC since that time. Upon tﬁféﬁht
review of the file, the DNC has concluded that theto £i,no
evidence that this wvas a propét obligation of the DNC and

placement of that amount on its books was in error.
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event, having been unablc to nrity thu aac‘onnt. tht,‘ lu
procedure suggested for Action Surveys may be cibptopuate‘.u» fei s

With respect to each of these accounts, the DNC hu’“: légdf
in a commercially reasonable manner. In several iqnﬁﬂt"cd;‘
(Aci:lon Survey, Aero-Virgin Iala-ndl, Total Audio—ﬂsuilhfi:ﬁ#
vendor failed to respond to a DNC inquiry seeking to eoﬂtlﬂ
whether then was an outstanding obligation and in what amunt.
In another (Action Research),.the vendor failed to cash the Iut
check the DNC paid and there is 'somc unée:tainty as to who owns
the company. It would not be reasonable for the DNC to make a-
payment if the .vendor fails to veiify or there is other

uncertainty, when it has other obligations awaiting payment. 1In

A
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no probable caul as to tho M'! .tmmt

uark.ting Corp. 'l'ho nuc cmuqod ‘.!.'uplu Dinct llu

Corporation (Triplex) to "clean® its list of contr:tbutau 80

to use it more ctfocttvoly for nata nnilings.ﬁ Triplex rcv;u

over 800,000 names. The DNC rm&vod two ‘invoices from 'rtipleus"""

one dated January 16, 1978, in the amount of $77.43; the otlmr

dated March 27, 1978, in the amount of $2,344.58. _ |
Appnrcntly, in October 1979, when the then NP !‘

Treasurer of the DNC called a Triplex representative to 1@““‘

o«

™

-
-

about two open invoices, Triplex advised that the 1nvoicu wen
no longer outstanding. ‘.l‘tiplex tepo:ted that the DNC's u-t

broker had paid both invoices out of rental income it had
received on behalf of the DNC. 1In a letter confirming this

information, dated November 1, 1979, Triplex advised the DNC to

4 ®




As dtctibld above. none of the transactions in !nlf,zﬂs
constitutes nccqptmco of a corpotatc conttibution. | !‘ho m.-
although constantly short of funds, has paid virtually ‘two thltdl
of the obligations with which the Comnilsion was eoncotncd _hcn'

g
o
-

N

-

instituting its L_;nv“ttgauon. When it did not pay pr'.'_}' ¥ ,:_,i'n
most instances thilér.ditOts sought payment. And the DNC d@ﬁﬁnly
as it was ;ble to do so. As for those itgll outstanding, thﬁ UNC;
has attempted unsuccessfully to vedfj most of the accounts.
Unless the Commissidn has informat;on from the creditors th;t
constitutes verification, debt settlement procedures may be thé

most practicable course. .In the future the DNC will follow debé

.
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closed with .

you wish to submit any m
please do so within ten dayl.

The conﬂdenuality : ', -(:'utons of 2 U.8.C. § (379(;) ' .,‘) Ve
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) ¢ in effect until the entire matter is
g:oudi 'x‘gc cOmmiuion wi 1 notuy you nhen tho entire !i e has

en closed. -

If you have any quutions. please direct them to runms B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

8ince rely,
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you wiah io submit any
please do so within tcn days.»

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.8.C. § 437g(a) (4)(B)
and § 437g(a) (12) (X) remain in effect until the entire matter is-
g:osedi Tge Commission will notify you when the entire file has

en closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to rrancus B.-
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




and § 437g(s) (12) (A) remain in effect until the
closed. The cﬂuuia;iou ﬁlll:nqﬁf!y you when the
been closed.

If you have anx gucsttons. plcase dltect them to Fr nccuvl.
Hagan at (202) 523-43 ‘ . ‘

The contidqnti&llt $:qw sions of 2 U.8.C. 8'137§1g)-

Bincetely.
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» e i ‘
record, plonco do so within ttn‘dayu._

The contiduntialttg p:ovisioas of 2 U.8.C. § 4319(:)!&}'
and § 4379(:)(12)(&) cemain in effect until the entire matter i
closed. The Commission will notity you when the entire tilc“ tI

been closcd.

I1f you have any questions, please direct thou to Ptanﬂll B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




file will
after this

appear on tho pub 1] tccutd.

The confidentiality pzovuum of' 2 u.8.C. § 4379
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matt ;
giosedi zge conminﬂaon will notify y¢u'wh¢n the entire !t&t th
en clos . :

If you have any questiono, ploaso dir.ct them to rraaeoa B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.
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concidétint
deternined

public recor ’
closed with - : ,
you wish to submit nny t:ti
please do IO v hin ¢t

The conc ‘tntlallty ytovilicn- of 2 u.s.c. 3:&37qtu)(4)(3)
and § 437g(a)(12) (A) remain in effect until the entire
b:.oaedi r:o qnmniuniea will notify ynu vhrn,tbﬁ anttro:!l e hll
en closed. ' :

e
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o
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If you heve lny quoations, plnu:e direct then to !rancnl B.
Bagan at (202) 523-4529.
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Sincerely,
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Act of 1571;
xctercncod.uUl

"file will be madc

after this matter
appear on the public teeord, pleasa do 80 within ten dlyi.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.5.C. § 4379(1)(4)(!)
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is

closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file hao
been closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to rtancél ‘i
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




as been cli
Should you wish to su

The contiduntt&ltty ovisions of 2 u.s.
and § 437g(a)(12) () rcnnin in eﬁ:qct until
closed. The c«umillton
been closed.

If you have any questionl, ploaao direct then to rrlncct n
Hagan at (202) $523-4529. '

L
&
L
b o
-
Q
%
)
o

Sincerely,
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pe t
to submit any mlt(ri-k
so within ten days.

The confidential ty ptovuionc ot 2 u.s.c. 4374(:) (4.
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
ﬁosdi Tge Comuuon will notuy you when the cntuc ﬁ.’u mv i
en closed.

If you have my guutions. pluu ditect thm to rnncu !:
Hagan at (202) 523-4529. ,

Sincerely.,




should’you w -.tﬁ

record, pletun¢db-ﬁo

If you have any qucntions. Pluaae di:ect thon to rtinutu B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Binne:ely,'
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r“ma:l.. tho musion tound

tile as tt portains to yeuz cozpﬁtﬁtiau.

‘part of the public record within thirty days af

has been closed with respect to all other respondi
Should you wish to submit any materials to appear
record, please do so within ten days.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437;(&)(4)(’3
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entire file bls

been closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to r:ancos B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,
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nn as it pe

part of the p

has been clos
w

The can!identiality provisionc of 2 U.S.C. § 4379(&)(4)(8)
and § 437g(a)(12) (A) remain in effect until the entire matter is
closed. zgo Commission will notify you when the entire filc has
been closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to rrancac B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. s 4379ltl3
and § 437g(a) (12) (A) remain in effect until the entire mat
closed. The Commission will notify you when the entlreNﬂ
been closed.

If you have any questions, please direct them to rrangua;
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




1f you have any quuuona. pluu diuct t.hou to: !’ums B.
Hagan at (202) 523-—4529.

Sincerely,
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, submit any }
record, please do 8o within ten da

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.8.C. § 437qm( ):m
and § 437gha)(12)(A) remain in effect until the entire matter in
g:osedi = Commission will notify you when the entire !i e

en closed. :

If you have any questions, please direct them to Frances B.
Hagan at (202) 523-4529.

Sincerely,




523-4529.




Copy Center, Inc., Pla Limow
uot!l, Standacd Typewr 23‘{ ‘and Equ
ion, Word Ptocus s.tv«ie‘l
















former § 100.4(a) (6) which u nﬁt‘ y'm;nwr.al, &n ma ﬁs
11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a) (4) expanda tln Mlniuou of contribuuon to




committee may settle with the vendor for less than

amount of the debt pursuant to *commercially rea
standards set forth at 11 C.F.R. § 114.10. Any such
subject h6_30nnilqiun review. -
This investigation raises the gquestion of how
may remain unpaid until it becomes a contribution, .
specific guidelines, the auditors referred to this

debts which were outstanding six months or longet;‘

of the Currency for writing off unpaid bank loans, ; ;

This Report contains the factual and legal anal&iﬁiﬁpﬁdf
recommendations for the DNCSC and 15 corporate tespondqnﬁﬁ,i;,
Other violations concerning the DNCSC are addressed ih aviiéifate
brief. |




Apparently, the Caucus undertscod that the Committee for Ji -y
Carter would pay the bills and seek reimbursement from the nﬂC;

When the DNC disputed the charge, the Waldorf sought plfilntlﬁtdl
the individuals. Pailing this, the hotel eventually w;pt@ 6§§“ ”
this debt as an individual aceé@ﬁt rather than a polltiegl}g;§§¢
It appears that responsibility for payment was genuinely .
disputed, and the eventual write-off of $855.26 was the
commercially reasonable resolution. No further action is
indicated in this matter.

As to the debt of $524.84, the Waldorf's attorney states
that the amount apparently represents the balance due from a

banquet held at the hotel on June 24, 1977. Again, the hotel has




dia tln Milel dibtn notod above. nm. it

nmnoend -debt. 'm. is no evidence that tlu c.onu&
any oltotto to pny thil dobt prior to 1980. However, :
debt has been paid according to both parties, the offiun-ot'
General Counsel would not pursue this matter. We are

recommending that the Commission take no further action

the Waldorf or the DNCSC concerning this transaction.

Or za ] 9 |

According. to the Committee, u' subscribed in 1977 eog Roper
publication. The annual subscription rate of $6,500 was due
quarterly in payments of $1,625. On December 19, 1977 and
April 28, 1978, Roper billed the Committee for the overdue third
and fourth quarter 1977 installments totaling §3,250. This




document thb'aeeount history. ‘
The Committee states that the debt

period). The DNCSC providod bills and

would be paid. More than three years laaor. dh)
1979, and January 31, 1980, the DNCBC~pa£d“thQ

Counsel for Pord denies the alleged vtbiat&ah, stating that

Ford pursued the indebtedness and received payncnt in !ull.. Thn'
attorney did not explain Ford's normal bustneagwptacticu
regarding accounts receivable. : |

In this case, the corporation sought payneht“bt-the
outstanding debt and the Committee eventually paid in full.




debt remained outleanding !o:gnnarly a
full in April 1980. . e

The Office of General Counsel. rcconncnds no tuzthot au&lanfj =
against the cOnlitth‘or ncc in thia ‘matter. L
P L sine .

During the DNCSC audit, PEC auditors noted an»ouggtqhgtﬂg
debt of $402.98 due to Playboy Limousine. According to the

vendor provided limousine service. Playboy's-genoral'nanabit

states that the debt remained on their books while the canplay
continued to bill the Committee. She stated that Playboy rcqulred
cash or credit card payment for subsequent DNCSC service

requests. Following the Committee's independent audit, on

March 12, 1980, the DNCSC paid the debt in full.




without acconpanying docuncncl uhleh link them to - lpoelfie
function. The Committes’s comptroller also nobed a 1979
from the Sheraton :olattng to lneth.r nmtting. Tho nuesc“”'
comptroller wrote off the 1978 debt rea-oninq that this acconat
had been paid through puyncnts to another DNGQC'Icaonnta !ht
_Committee also believes that the hotel would not totund ita

account if an outstanding balance remained in any othe: nlﬁﬁﬁf?r;

account.

The Sheraton attorney could not provide details of the‘jﬁhct
situation, but explained the hotel's procedures with resplce~to'
political accounts. He stated that the Sheraton requires
prepayment for political functions based on an estimate of
services. However, subsequent billing may be regquired when




Committee states that the bill represents the balance di
equipment rented in November 1976. Regardless of thg' discrepa:
of dates incurred, the DNCSC carried the debt for fou? jtlrﬁ
without making payment. On Pebruary 6, 1980, the c°'?£§§§§‘

sought confirmation of its balance due Standard. The vtﬁﬁh ,-
advised the Committee of a zero balance. Thereafte:,ithgﬁﬁlﬂﬁ¢

expunged the debt from ité books. The Committee conjdétﬂ# i:§hlt
the debt was paid by the "unidentified source” who origiﬁ?ﬁi&q.
rented the equipment. :

Standard apparently received the notice of reason to‘

believe, but did not respond to it. After four years, Standard no




not_wish to absorb an addil 1 810, 000, During the uucit
fieldwork, there was no ovidtnon that the couuithoo pntd ehc
balance due.

Magus cxplainad that bho “loss” lcntioatd 'in its lottotihc
the nucac referred to an inhetnnl miscalculation of costa‘ﬁhlchh
could not be recovered under the vendor's contract with thl;f“fb
Committee. This explanation of the loss is documented u&th an

internal Magus memorandum.

Magus sent the DNCSC the subject letter dated March 21,

1979, after consistently dunning the Committee for three months
to obtain the $10,000 payment due December 1978. The COmmit:eQ
responded with payments of $2,000 paid monthly, April 1979 through
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ozue-. iucludim m memu of acmhe. whtch lho'-, _

throughmt 197( M an unpﬁd bulmee on ‘May 7, 1977, ofj‘

sm.us.ss. : muuing nooipt of anothu ARI statement on

July 9, 1977, tho mc 1nurna11y ntabushod a paynnf

of $4,000 per month to be paid untll tho debt was liquiaitcﬁ

The DNCSC made three 84.000 paynnu (July. August and oom_

1977), then discontinued payment. i

Nearly thton years latet in May 1980, the COnlittcc lunﬁjﬁi:

check for $1,500 which was not cashed. In June 1980, thl-ﬂlﬁlc'

received notice that ARI was no longer in business when tho' :

vendor's former president sought liquidation of the balannt du.

The DNCSC says it has not made further payments because it 13

"unclear®” who owns the company and because the $1,500 check was

never negotiated.
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a ldv“airney Ramada Inn. Correup°ndenee lhows that tbc Inn,ﬁiiir

DNCSC officially assumed the debt on its books in Auguut m?‘l,ﬁ
but made no effort to pay it. B
It is evident from the documents reviewed that'nginﬂﬁfihﬁf
made incessant demands for payment on this account withoﬁt“'j‘;.
success. Because of the vendor's efforts to obtain payp;nt,;ﬁhis
Office recommends that no further action be taken againséﬁnaQada

Inn concerning a violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44lb(a).




Januaty 1980. whcn thc cnunittoe tequactud confirlit

outstandlng -ccount, Actlon Surveys could not aécouut
thtcc year old debt. As a rcoult. the DNCSC 1nt¢nlu ‘
this item from its list of outstanding obliqat&ons. |
It appears that the tlcdglingsootporation's‘oatlr
recordkeeping procedures account for its failure to pur
debt. Because the vendor has since eptablilhed_bilztﬁj}
but is apparently barred from collection attempts by the itlﬁuttﬁ*
of linitations, the Office of General Counsel would not;tyeo-nind
further action against the corporation in this matter.
Aero Virgin Islands Corp. (Aero
The DNCSC states that Aero billed the Committee on
December 23, 1977, for transportation of DNCSC officials and
others totaling $180.00. On January 30, 1980, the COnnittae
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eloction nlght party. On Nove-bu 30. 1!7&. thc M.

Committee received no response, but subd‘quently :elchod‘rcttl
Audio by telephone. 1In April 1980, the vendor found no*ﬁumrd of

the more than three year old invoice. Based on the vcndct's




took one machine and aid not rﬁtnrn 1t'
the account cleared. ,5 =”

As for WPS, its attornay unintainp“th:_ ts act: wi
the Committee included charges of $550 ancﬁ for nltnt.npnctfot‘tuo
word processors (the Committee's 2/71 iuvoicn of 31.1&0) and an
additional charge of $166.05 for ;ibbn@:_(S/??). n@ﬁ_gqpxanQI

recall numerous telephone calls thereafter, seeking puyﬁth; In
May 1977, the Committee paid $200. WPS president stated that the




PEC auditorl'tddﬁafaﬂﬂcbt outstanding to GE of $32,082.20
for computer services. Both the Committee and GE submitted
copies of correspondence to document this lonq-standthg§aiinﬁt_,f
bill. '

Our review of these documents indicates that in Janunry
1978, the DNCSC indefinitely halted payment on the account until
GE could justify its escalating monthly computer costs for :ou;tn
quarter 1977. Charges continued to mount without payment 5&'£hi,
Committee until the balance reached $53,838.05 in June 1978.
According to GE and Committee documents, the two parties agtoid

to settle the account. The amount outstanding was reduced by a




2

oth ohig. ‘Atlepis at 'ifd‘ti-mnt failed, leaving the

RET]

GE at an 1upasse. Because tho debt is clearly dilputoda

Recommendations
1. Take no further action against the DNC Services cotpnmlti°n~

for the violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) concerning thb
following corporations:

a) Waldorf Astoria

b) Roper Organization

c) Pord Motor Company

d) Hotel Copy Center, Inc.

e) Playboy Limousines

£) Sheraton Park Hotel

g) Standard Typewriter and Equipment
h) Magus Corporation

i) word Process Services, Inc.

j) General Electric
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Take no furthct action againat the Ranadl'lnn.
violation of 2 U.8.C. § Gllb(i) e

Take no further action against Word Proenol Sotv-nt
concerning the violation of 2 U.8.C. § 4G1b¢n). ;

Take no further action against General Electric concntninq
the violation of 2 U.8.C. § 441b(a).

\.







Charles N
General C
Federal E
1325 X St

ry 2 ]ﬂunion
(Commission) &

it had found res
§ 441b(a) ot ‘th

tA, a list of
';Mﬁﬁﬂdorltand

fﬁny hgv. c:ttndad credit
: _ 3yon 2l business or
w. tking a commercially roalonable attempt
to collect. _gg 11 C;F.R. $ 100, 7(&)&43 g

The Office of Gonéral,Couniel provided Attachment A in
response to a wequest from the DNC's counsel.

Section 441b(a) prohibits corporate contributions. It also
prohibits a political committee from knowingly accepting
or receiving such contributions. As pertinent here, the
Commission's regulations define "contribution"” to include
"the extension of credit by any person for a length of time
beyond normal business or trade practice..., unless the
creditor has made a commercially reasonable attempt to

collect.” 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a) (4). Machnmif P ¢)
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None .of ‘the ole: w_“‘ﬁ"”§d.

ﬁa contribution. st
' corporation's credit p

each corporation initially extend:

course of business. ‘The DNC is an ongeinq
a practice of meeting its obliqationt: an |
to the DNC therefore is ¢ ial.

‘despite the auditors' indic

files contain numerous letters from many of th .
seeking payment. -(See Appendix attached to this:

Moreover, there is no evidence that any of the corpor

provided services to the DNC without intending to co Gy
or intending to aid a particular party in a federal el 't&on"-
Mere non-collection of a debt is not sufficient to prov
corporation has made a contribution to the DNC. See |

v. AT&T, 507 F.2d 759 (3rd Cir. 1974). :

On the DNC's part, it has taken commercially reauomablo~"
steps to satisfy each outstanding debt; although, it has been
in a deficit position for over 12 years.*** 1Indeed, some of
the items shown on Attachment A are in fact not DNC debts.
Since the time that the Commission's auditors reviewed its -
records, the DNC has paid in full a number of the obligations
at issue. Additionally, since the auditors' review, the DNC's
Comptroller has corrected the DNC's records to show a zero
balance for some acounts after receiving new information or
deciding a correction was appropriate following review of the
files. For a few accounts, the DNC unsuccessfully has tried
to verify amounts outstanding, but has received no response
from the creditors. As for the remaining obligations, unless
the amounts are in dispute, the DNC will pay them as its
finances permit. The DNC does not view debt settlement as
appropriate in these cases, because it fully intends to pay
its undisputed outstanding obligations as funds are available.

*%%*In its most recent FEC report, for the period endxng December
31, 1980, the DNC reported cash on hand of $411,143.00,

with outstanding obligations of $1,045,345.18. AR » iy

el ol e




In 1977, the DNC subscrib-d Rppcr Ropertc
publication of the Roper Organization (Roper). Th
subscription price was $6,500, ¥ le in qulrt rly.
of $§1,625. The DNC apparontly -thn iret insta
a timely manner. (Appendix at
bill for the second quarterly. 1
1977, which the DNC apparently paid in 19
Subsequently, on April 28, 197 8. Roper sent Eh. PNC &
statement for the fourth installment, as well as for the sti
outstanding third installment; billed on December 19, 1977
(Appendix at 3-4) The DNC paid this $3,250 obligatio ;
checks: one dated March 12, 1980, in the amount of $1,2
the other dated April 30, 1980, in the amount of $2y,,
(Appendix at §5)
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Both parties acted 1n a commercially reasonable manner.
The DNC paid installments within its capacity to do s0; lnper
attempted to obtain payment of outstanding amounts; lnd the
DNC paid in full when it was able to do sé. »

2. Ford Motor Company

The DNC leased vehicles from Ford Motor Company (Ford)
for official DNC use. On February 12, 1976, Ford billed the
DNC $2,000 for lease of vehicles during January 1 - June 30,
1976. On August 25, 1976, Ford billed the DNC another $2,000
for the period July 1 - December 31, 1976. On February 10,
A <3
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Comptroller iﬂvlscd 30!5 thn%ftht-nuﬁ
and would pay as soon as it was abl )
pay thio account in- tutl at the bcginn

On April 5, 1977, Hotel Copy Centers, Inc.1

_Park Branch) submitted an invoice in the amount of $339.

to the DNC for "xeroxing for March 31, 1977." The

also contain an invoice dated May 31, 1979, for "x

during conferences" in the amount of $133.04. On A
1980, the DNC paid the full amount of $472.45 to c

account. (Appendix at 12)

The course of this transaction was commsrc&al 3'
The DNC has held numerous meetings at the Sheraton Park Iuﬂ
regularly requires the services of the copying center locs *f
there. The DNC has always paid its obligations to Ho
Center, as it did in this instance. Based on the cour
dealings between the parties, the extension of credit unn
commercially reasonable. ]

4. waldorf-Astoria

Attachment A shows outstanding invoices from the
Waldorf-Astoria in the amounts of $855.26 (12/21/76) and
$524.84 (8/12/77). The recitation of events described in the
March 6, 1981 letter of counsel for the Hilton Hotels COrporation
to the FEC explains the facts as the DNC understands them;
the DNC will not duplicate that statement or the accompanying
correspondence. Briefly, the DNC disputed responsibility for
the $855.00 account, and the Waldorf apparently sought payment

A@)




an invoieo to the DNc for $452 §8. On February 2
response to a January 30, 1980 letter from the D :
verification of outstanding obligations in conjuaqtion“
an independent audit, Playboy Limousine confirmed the b
On ?;fch 12, 1980, the paid this account in full,
at

6. Triplex Dig!gg Marketing

The DNC engaged Triplex Direct Marketing cOrporation
(Triplex) to "clean® its list of contributors so as to A
it more effectively for mass mailings. Triplex revi-wideﬂmlr
800,000 names. The DNC received two invoices from Triplex: .
one dated January 16, 1978, in the amount of $77.43; ethor
dated March 27, 1978, in the amount of $2,344.58.

Apparently, in October 1979, when the then Depn‘f?
Treasurer of the DNC called a Triplex representative to i
about two open invoices, Triplex advised that the invoices
were no longer outstanding. Triplex reported that the DNC's
list broker had paid both invoices out of rental income it
had received on bthalf of the DNC. (Appendix at 13) 1In a
letter confirming-this information, dated November 1, 1979,
Triplex advised the DNC to remove these obligations from its

books. (Appendlx at 14)
A &)




T ‘ " In the Cmptm
ment thn halnncn appatuntly was reduced throu
Gthq ‘stcounts. This would not be unusual beca
holds numexous functions at the Sheraton Park and
.. ally credits payments against any outstanding ace
llomuy. the Sheraton Park would not send a refund
the DNC haa an ocutstanding balance in any account.

8. tandard : ”t nd Equipment

An occasional consultant to the DNC receiv.d-.‘
from Standard Typewriter for a balance due of $63.00 .
of some equipment in November 1976. An unidentified
sent the bill to the DNC. On February 6, 1980, in res
to the DNC's inquiry as to whether there was a balanc
in conjunction with an independent audit, Standard ' :
advised that the DNC had a zero balance. (Appendix at. 185
DNC therefore corrected its records, believing it likel
the individual who had rented the equipment had paid t ;
outstanding amount. When a company cannot confirm a hm&qucc
and the bill is not made out to the DNC, the DNC's Comptroller
considers it reasonable to handle the account as she 4id h

9. Word Process Services, Inc.

Attachment A includes two. invoices from Word P:oclll
Services, Inc. (WPS), one dated January 19, 1977, in the amount
of $400 and one dated March 25, 1977, in the amount of $166.
The DNC's files show that WPS sent the DNC an invoice dated
January 13, 1977, in the amount of $1,100, for a maintenance
contract for two word processing machines. The DNC paid $700.
Subsequently, it had to abandon the machines prior to the ex-
piration of the maintenance contract because they were not
working. WPS took one machine to overhaul and never returned
it. Under the circumstances, the DNC Comptroller considered
the account cleared when WPS did not return the machine.
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up a payment schedule. (Appe At U
statement, dated July 9, 1977, tha nmé*s then Adminis
advised the Comptroller to sst up & payment sched

the week of July 11, and $4;000 per month until ext
(Appendix at 1?) The DNC made payments of $4,000 .
1977 and August 3, 1977. ' :

_Action Research submitted a bill for the balance,

(Appendix at 19) ' On October 26, 1977, the DNC i

to Action Research for $4,000 and on May 30, 1980

leaving $4,645.55 remnining due. {Appendix at 20)

25, 1980, the DNC received notification that Action

was no longer in business, and that an individual, thl

owner, had "taken over the concerns" of the company.

quested liquidation of the balance due. (Appendix at . ne
DNC has not made further payment because (1) it is not ¢lear
who owns the company and (2), Action Research never calﬁhﬂ

the May 30, 1980 check for $1 500. L

2. Total Audio Visual Services, Inc.

On November 4, 1976, Total Audio Visual Servie.ti
In¢. (Total Audio) 1ssued an invoice in the amount of Qli‘
to the Carter-Mondale Headquarters for the cost of a. ttl.viﬂion
set not returned after rental for a campaign victory part&
The DNC apparently assumed the obligation as part of its § jﬁlﬂ(d)
expenditures under the FECA on November 30, 1976. Total lndio
did not respond to a January 30, 1980 letter from the DNC,
in conjunction with an independent audit, requesting in!cslation
as to whether there was an amount outstanding. (Appendix at
22) On April 16, 1980, the DNC's Comptroller called a Total
Audio representative, who advised her that he had no record
of the invoice. He said that he would contact the DNC if he
found anything. (Appendix at 23) The Comptroller has not.
heard from him. She believes it is possible that the campaign
committee paid this account. 1In any event, having been unable
to verify this account, the DNC intends to write off this account
and remove the obligation from its reports. The DNC's Comptroller
believes this is a commercially reasonable way to treat this

account. Pﬁ (‘.‘D
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covered tranlpg;tation for uuc ,f,

well as the State Party ‘Chair of v :

did not respond to the DNC's regquest f )
balance. (Appendix at 25) In any event, the upplica3¢
of limitations may preclude collection. D.C. Ann. § 12

- In due course, the DNC will write off this debt and

it as an obligation on the DNC's reports.
5. Ramada Inn

Apparently, someone purporting to represent thn 1576.*“
Carter-Mondale campaign organized an election night pasty at
a Ramada Inn in New Jersey. The bill, dated November 2, 1976,
was in the amount of $2,818.20; Ramada Inn reduced it to 32.
after contest of certain items. During 1977 the presi&ent
of the Ramada Inn sought payment from the organizer of :
party, the Carter-Mondale Campaign Committee, and the
Also, his lawyer wrote a letter to President Carter on
17, 1977, asking the President to help clear up the mat !
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