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Information Act, S U.S.C. I 552(b):

1. Copy of Commissioner Reiche's vote sheet Wto
comment (January 16. 1981) (colent deleted), 1 99.

2. Routing slip for RTB letters (January 21, 1).
1 pg.

3. OGC Routing Slip for probable cause brief. pg.

4. OGC Routing Slip for General Counsel's Report. 1
o pg.

5. Memorandum to Charles N. Steele, from Marjorie W.
Emmons/Jody Custer, re: objections to the February 3,
1982 memorandum to the Commission and enclosing a copy

'of Commissioner Elliott's vote sheet with her comments
(February 5, 1982)(comment deleted). 1 pg. plus 1 pg.

o attachment.

6. OGC Routing Slip for Memorandum to the Commission.
0 1 pg.

7. Memorandum-to the File, from Robert W. Bonham,
III, re: Documents provided by Ann Fishman, Executive
Director (March 17, 1982). 1 pg. plus 11 pgs.
attachments and 1 pg. envelope.

8. Memorandum to Charles N. Steele, from Marjorie W.
Emmons/Jody C. Ransom, enclosing a copy of Commissioner
Aikens' vote sheet with comment (May 12, 1982)(comment
deleted). 1 pg. plus 1 pg. attachment.

9. OGC Routing Slip for Memorandum to the Commission.
1 pg.

10. OGC Routing Slip for Letter to Fishman.
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IMarjorie W. Emwos Secretary of bth*i

Election Comnission, do hereby certify thot on i7ly "i

1982, the Comission authorized by a of- Qfa6,q tb

placement on the public record of the bfcni,-ItiaA

documents specified in the June , 1982 iie, atsnt

0 from Ann Fishman, treasurer of the Association of Rtate

Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats,.o"the respondent

in MUR 1315.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald, McGarry

and Reiche voted affirmatively in this matter.

0Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary : 6-30-82, 2:53
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis: 7-1-82, 11:00
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411,a counsel

BT IK*neth . Gross
Associate enral Counse A

190WCT: iMR 1315, Association of atee ZN..t"tA '*
Chairpersons/Dollars for Dem 4s

On May 12, 1982, the Commission decided to ao tth
3 Conciliation agreement signed by respondee4t, T00 i sAtt

of State Democratic Chairprsons/Dollars tit Z --

committee, and close the file in this matter, te Otti0 of
the General Counsel notified Ann Fishman, treasurer of the
committee, of the Commission's action by a letter dated'May
19, 1982 which also asked her to advise us in writing Whould
the committee wish any of the information derived in

O connection with conciliation in this matter to become part
of the public record. See Proposed Notification Letter
which was provided as Attachment 3 to the Office of the

oGeneral Counsel's May 10, 1982 Memorandum to the Commission
in this matter.

On June 10, 1982, the General Counsel's Office reeived
a June 7, 1982 letter from the treasurer of the cowmtte
requesting that the Commmission make all correspondence from
the Association of State Democratic. Chairs to the Cmmission
part of the public record. Attachment 1. Thereafter, on
June 16, 1982, the Office of the General Counsel requeSted
the comittee to also authorize the Commission to disclose
other documents or portions of documents in the Commission's
possession which discuss actions by the Commission or
contain information derived in connection with conciliation
attempts which the Commission would otherwise be prohibited
from disclosing. Attachment 2. The treasurer of the
committee now has returned a signed statement requesting
that the Commission release these documents. Attachment 3.

2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) (i) provides that no action by
the Comission or any person, and no information derived



-2-
in connection vith any conciliation attempt by the*:Commission may be made public by the comission vit@ta
written consent of the respondent and the Commiss~oftOffice of the General Counsel now recommends that
Commission authorize the release of these documents -
the public record may reflect the conciliation effortsundertaken to resolve this matter.

RECO4MEDATION:

1. That the Commission authorize the placement on thepublic record of the conciliation documents specified inthJune 18, 1982 signed statement from Ann Fishman, treasurerof the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars
for Democrats, the respondent in MUR 1315.

Attachments

1. Letter to Rob Bonham, from Ann Fishman, treasurer
of Dollars for Democrats (June 7, 1982). 1 pg.

2. Letter to Ann Fishman, from Charles N. Steele by
Kenneth A. Gross (June 16, 1982). 2 pgs.

* 3. Signed Statement of Ann Fishman (June 18, 1982).
o1 pg.
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June 7, 1982

Rob lonhR
Fedeil zle otion, Coasti Lo.
1325 K Street, *W
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Robs

* I hereby request that you make all correspondence from
the Association of State Democratic Chairs to your Offices
a part of the public record. Thank you.

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollars for Democrats

AF/db

Attachment 1- (I)

1.-i--.
t. t.~ *1*

I.
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MWERAL EUiCT$Q' COMISSIONAI

Ann VI~Aa 1

Dollars for Democrats
1625 MSsachusetts Avenue, No.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

Your June 7, 1982 letter to Commission staff attorney
Robert BonhaI requesting the Commission make all
correspondence from the Association of State Democratic
Chairs to the Office of the General Counsel concerning,
conciliation in MUR 1315, In the Matter of A"8atio
State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for.Dorals (1 !.),
a part of the public record was received by the Commission

o on June 10, 1982.

The Office of the General Counsel respectfully-requeits
that you authorize the Commission .to also disclose the

* reports and memoranda or portions thereof submitted by the
General Counsel's Office to the. Commission which discuss.
conciliation, the Commission's initial conciliation

o proposal, Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation and accompanying vote sheetsoand 'transmittal
memoranda so that the public record may more-fully reflect

o3 the conciliation efforts undertaken to resolve this matter.

• If you agree to the release of these additional
documents, please sign the attached disclosure request and
return it to the Commission. The disclosure request will
then be submitted to the Commission for its formal approval
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(4)(B). If approved by the
Commission, these documents will be made a part of the
public record in this matter within thirty days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General ounsel

Attachment 2-(1)



dIlosure pursuant to the exemptions proviled in
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.s.c. $ 552(b)

(a) all correspondence from the Asociation of tae

Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats to-the
Commission;

(b) all reports and memoranda or portions thereo"
submitted by the General Counsel's Office to the
Commission which discus' "conciliation;

0 (c) the Commission's initial conciliation

proposal; and

(d) Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation, and accompanying ,vote sheets and
transmittal memoranda.

0
Date Ann Fishman, Treasurer

.4 Dollars for Democrats

Attachment 2-(2)



1akethe 01 w in o at ou V0 0p 1,sake tine fol ,- I aconciliation in OR 131S. . ......

dsaclosure pursuan to the eaptiOns proV L in the
Freedom of Information Act, t U.S.C. S 552(b):

(a) all correspondence from the Association of tate
Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats to the
Commission;

0 (b) all reports and memoranda or portions thereof
tsubmitted by the General-Counsel's Office to the

Commission which discuss conciliation;o
(c) the Commission's initial conciliation
proposal; and

(d) Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation, and accompanying vote sheets and
transmittal memoranda.

DGe

ate Ann Fishiman, Treasurer
Dollars for Democrats

Attachment 3- (1)



aWe pursuant to the ex e pti n -  ...o
of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. S5

(a) all correspondence from the Association ot State
Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Deuarats to the
Commission;

(b) all reports and memoranda or portions thereof
submitted by the General Counsel's Office to the
Commission which discuss conciliations

(c) the Commission's initial conciliation
proposal; and

(d) Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation, and accompanying vote sheets and
transmittal memoranda.

Ann Fishman, Treasurer
Dollars for Democrats

0-

0ate



rimDERAL ECI0 CMA4,.

Dollars for Democrats
1625 fatasAhusetts Avenue, 1.1.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

Your June 7, 1982 letter to Commission staff attorney
Robert Bonham requesting the Commission make all
correspondence from the Association of State Democratic
Chairs to the Office of the General Counsel concernin
conciliation in MR 1315, in the Matter of Associatb 9f
State De ratic Chair rsons Dollars for r s (M
a part of the public record was received by the ComNission
on June 10, 1982.

The Office of the General Counsel respectfully requeits
that you authorize the Commission to also disclose the
reports and memoranda or portions thereof submitted by the
General Counsel's Office to the Commission which discuss
conciliation, the Commission's initial conciliation

o proposal, Certifications of Commission Action regardingconciliation and accompanying vote sheets and transmittalmemoranda so that the public record may more fully reflect
the conciliation efforts undertaken to resolve this matter.

If you agree to the release of these additional
documents, please sign the attached disclosure request and
return it to the Commission. The disclosure request will
then be submitted to the Commission for its formal approval
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(4)(B). If approved by the
Commission, these documents will be made a part of the
public record in this matter within thirty days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

- -ounse

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General ounsel



Zix bere 1 treques tt th t"eral UlecUon
make the folowing categories of docmnts relating b
conoiliation in NOR 131$, "

,a par ti pu recor uness proece rom
disclosure pursuant to the exemptions provided in the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. S 552(b):

(a) all correspondence from the Association of State
Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats to the
Commission;

(b) all reports and memoranda or portions thereof
submitted by the General Counsel's Office to the
Commission which discuss conciliation;

(c) the Commission's initial conciliation

proposal; and

(d) Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation, and accompanying vote sheets and
transmittal memoranda.

Date Ann Fishman, Treasurer
Dollars for Democrats
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An Fishman,
Treasurer
Dollars for Deoooats
1625 assachusetts .Avenue, NEW.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

Your June 7, 1982 letter to Commission staff attorneyRobert Bonham requesting the Commission make all
correspondence from the Association of State Demcrtlo
Chairs to the Office of the General Counsel concertnth
conciliation In MUR 1315, In the Matter f kso
State De ratio Chairpersons D a 4)
a part of the Public record was received by the Commission

o on June 10, 1982.

The Office of the General Counsel respectfully requests
that you authorize the Commission to also disclose thereports and memoranda or portions thereof submitted by theGeneral Counsel's Office to the Commission which discuss.
conciliation, the Commission's initial conciliationo proposal, Certifications of Commission Action regarding
conciliation and accompanying vote sheets and transmittal
memoranda so that the public record may more fully reflect
the conciliation efforts undertaken to resolve this matter.

If you agree to the release of these additionaldocuments, please sign the attached disclosure request and0 return it to the Commission. The disclosure request will
then be submitted to the Commission for its formal approval
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S437g(a)(4)(B). If approved by theCommission, these documents will be made a part of the
public record in this matter within thirty days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel



1625 ASACHUSETS AVEU N.W.

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20036

TEL. (202) 797-5900

Preekeat

.46

Henry Topel, Delwre

June 21, 1982

Robert Bonham
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Mr. Bonhams

Enclosed is our check for $1,500.00. I hope this
concludes this matter.

Sincerely,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollar for Democrats

enc.

AF/db
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Associaton of

1)25 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

IIII!-,
fir, tl ' .i : j 2 01

Mr. Robert Bonham
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

02



WASHrNGTON, D.C. 20

TEL. (202) 797-5900

rr

Pr I B d i •; i

Henry Topel. Delawwo .

r -

June 7, 1982

Rob Bonham
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW

o Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Robs

I hereby request that you make all correspondence from
the Association of State Democratic Chairs to your Offices
a part of the public record. Thank you.

Sincerely,

"Ann Fishman
TreasurerDollars for Democrats

AF/db



~Thaks

1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N. W.

-,WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036
C-

Rob Bonham
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

U). 102
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Ms. Ann Fishman Treasurer
Association of itate DmarAtI..A-.

Chairpersons/Dollar# tof :.D rotI
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, W.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036

Res MR 1315
o Dear Ms. Fishman:

On May 12, 1982, the Commission accepted the conciliation
o agreement signed by you in settlement of violat On of former 2U.S.C. S 432, a provision of the lederalIltio Campaign Act of
qW 1971, as amended, and former 11 C.?.R. IS 2g.9 and 104.12.

Accordingly, the file has been closed In this matter, and it willbecome a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming publico without the written consent of the respondent and the Commission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public
record, please advise us in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
N conciliation agreement for your files.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gr a
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



iie
13: , : tL1315

TinT

This matter ,,having been initiated by the Federal Electn

Commission (hereinafter the ComissionO), pursuant to inftat& -

ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

responsibilities, and after probable cause to believe having been

found that the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars

o for Democrats ("Association" or *Respondent") violated former

2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d), and former 11

C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3) by

keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

o NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly entered

into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i), do hereby

agree as follows:

1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this Agreement with

the Commission.



Cha irperson/.Z* 'Wit, I O*
which registered with the 'Comission on e Wr319%$
support of Democratic noIes t eeAl lectitons. .~

2. On March 16, 1979, the CommissiotJs Audi ttii o A

notified the Committee that it had been selected for aw, aiit,

The audit notification letter specified that *all finasiei 1

records of (the) Committee for the period January. 1 ,. ,1

through the present, ... should be available for inspection when

o the audit begins.*

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.s.C.

S 438(a)(8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize the

Association's documents and working papers to verify total

47 reported receipts, expenditures and individual transactions,

o review required supporting documentation, analyze Association

N debts and obligations, and perform other audit procedures deemed

0 necessary under the circumstances. The auditors, however, were

unable to complete the tests required to verify that the

Association had reported all its activity and to determine

whether the activity was properly reported because the records

provided by the Association were incomplete and the Association

lacked knowledgeable personnel to assist the Commission staff.

Specifically, review of the Association's bank records was

hindered by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of

other types of receipt records. The Audit Division's analysis



4. Thereafter, on January 2, 1960, the-Apdit DiveI

requested by telephone those docummnts and vorkiflq ppets ?wo

it had found missing, and later repeated its request in a Nay 14,

1980 letter of audit findings. The Association treasurer

responded in a July 22, 1980 letter which asserted that the

gi Association had fully cooperated with the auditors by submitttg

o all existing records and provided no additional documents.

5. On January 19, 1981, the Commission approved the

recommendation contained in the First General Counsel's Report

that it find reason to believe the Association violated former

2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former

o 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3)

by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures

O during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

The Commission subsequently notified the Association of its

findings in a January 22, 1981 letter and provided the

Association with a summary of the General Counsel's Factual and

Legal Analysis on the matter. Although the Association later

submitted a March 17, 1981 statement to the Commission responding

to the RTB findings which stated that all records requested by

the auditors now either do exist or can be recreated, the

Association has continued to fail to provide the documents.



to subsequently retain and maevaiI1sl to t Ca Cmi..n hrI

auditable condition documents which p~vd!idw in ;ufficleat deta1

the information necessary to verity reports rquiEd to be fled

by the Committee under the Act was a violation of former 2 U.8.C.

55 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.J.R.

1S 102.(9a), (b), (M) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3).

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of

o the United States in the amount of one thousand five hundred

dollars (t1,500), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

o) VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

N1 complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

0 issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement

or any requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a

civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.



It, /9(2. Byi,

Charles 8.*0O*
General Couvisel

Associate Gttfl .06ansel,

sesociato o ttI-aFa~
Chairpersons/Dollars
for Democrats
By Ann Fishman, Treasisrer

Dmi tei~ft

0

I',



Nos Ann Fishman ?resuvwq-
Association of 6itivwmr#A

Chairpersons/Dollar* s e~tt
1625 Massachusetts Avenge, V * -
Washington, D.C. 20036

NO Dear Ms, Fishman:

On May 12 , 1982, the cipion acpt.the 0on1iliation
agreement signed by you in qtt1 ,ot nt)of violions of former 20 U.S.C. S 432, a provision of t" Yeral Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, and former i1 C.1,t4 i*S 29 and 104.12,
Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter, and it will

*4 become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming public
without the written consent of the respondent and the Comaission.
Should you wish any such information to become part of the public
record, please advise us in writing.

o Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
conciliation agreement for your files.

-0 Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement



, Marjorie W. Ins, Sereta_ of the V*det4

Election Coumission, do hereby certify that ob Nay

1982, the Comission decided by a vote of 5-0 to t " *

the following ,actions in NUR 13151

1. Approve the conciliation
agreement signed by .Ann
Fishman, treasurer of the
Association of State
Democratic Chairpersons/
Dollars for Democrats,
as submitted with the
General Counsel's May 10,
1982, Memorandum to the
Commission and close the
file in this matter.

2. Approve and direct the
Office of General Counsel
to send the notification
letter to Ann Fishman,
Treasurer of the Association
of State Democratic Chairpersons/
Dollars for Democrats as
attached to the May 10, 1982,
Memorandum to the Commission.

(continued)

0

~4~

0
qq.

0



Received in Office of Commission Secretary:
Circulated on 48 hour tally basis:

5-10-82, 11:30
5-10-82, 4:00
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IA .60 Y. the Office of the Ccenission Secretary
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The 0misto

nCharles U. t413

BYI Kenneth A. G9s
Associate Ge**iftal Couns

xu i3S, ASp o of StS

Chair ,s/ ts for D0

On February 17, 19*2, tho Camissiop
oi trproposa conoiliatien agreement S
en ent, the Associati f State DeS

Chalrpersons/Dollars for e rats, in as
The Commission directed the Office of Gen inmeel to$

~tter.

1) provide additional information rega#0* the VoeratiOn
of the Association of State D a~io
Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrat1 ,1"e

2) pursue conciliation efforts in acovemme vith the
terms of the original conciliation atemtat aproved
by the Commission on October 27g 19.

Except for the amount of the civil penalty, the M :A-iatin
of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars fOr pmots n* has
agreed to a conciliation agreement substat141 4dft a to the
one first offered by the Commission. Respond, r es0ts that
the Commission accept a civil penalty in tt of $ 0 in
lieu of the $2,500 civil penalty originally pog d by the
Commission. The signed agreement is attached to thseamoratdu
as Attachment 1. Also attached is a May 7, 1912 letter from
Respondent's treasurer. Attachment 2. We recommend that the
Commission accept this agreement in settlement of this matter.

In addition, the Office of General Counsel has met vith
representatives of the Association of State Democratic
Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats and with representatives of
Larry Meyer Associates, Inc., the Minnesota based fundraising

w

0-

e . l . q



Dera to the 'to o r n

Pae2

fir emytoyed bgthe w rd1t AMi an effot to.
Comissonwith&, blotero1 V,"O oisati

"Assoiation of Otte eora~ b r
Democats.The Office of the-GeneralCons v *

following information in response to questions ra e
Commission at the February 17th Executive S tesion

The Association of State Democratic Chairpersono# (orinet
Association of State Democratic Chairmen) (ASMC) was 0r9-ni5
in the mid-1970's by representatives of various state e*oa#
party committees. ASDC lobbied for representation on the
Democratic National Committee (ODRCO) and eventually Ve;
recognized by the DEC to serve as a political liaison between the
DNC and the state Democratic party committees.

In late 1976, ASDC was approached by representatives of
Larry Meyer Associates, Inc. of St. Cloud, Minnesota, VW:

I^ proposed that ASDC sponsor a telephone fundraising solicitation
program similar to an existing program Meyer Associates operated

o5 for the Minnesota Democratic State Committee. AMDC claime that
after deciding to undertake such a program, representatives of
ASDC met with a Commission staff attorney in order to learn how
to properly report the activities of the program under the
Federal Election Campaign Act. According to ASDC, pursuant to
this discussion, it was determined that ASDC as well as each of
the participating state Democratic party committees should report

o with the Commission. The reporting system decided upon required
that each state Democratic party committee report an allocated
portion of the expenses incurred in the telephone solicitation

o program as well as the total amount of contributions which each
state Democratic party committee received. ASDC was also to file
reports showing the total amount of receipts and disbursements,
including transfers to and from the state Democratic partyV0 committees.

ASDC and many of the participating state Democratic party
committees subsequently registered with the Commission. ASDC, on
its December 3, 1976 statement of organization, indicated that it
was a "national* committee of the Democratic Party and that it
intended to operate on a statewide basis, operate in more than
one state and not primarily support state or local candidates.
ASDC reported that it was affiliated with the DNC and listed its
address as 1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. Although ASDC stated
that it intended to stay in existence indefinitely, it reported
that in the event of dissolution, residual funds were to be
transferred to the DNC.



Subseq t to Ig4tering with the Cesa ion.
A0 ~ ~ f erieCro0i4st rt the t2iWhn

pg ASOMC d fi~ Ele ar mne statement @
reflecting this o tsational change, however un tr
197S when an 00e0d8 f1C Form 1 disclosing a change
treasurers was filed for aMDC Service Corporation. Y" b
previous mention of the Service Corporation by ABDC hat.
an April, 1977 amended statement of organization whbi
that ASDC had opened a bank account "in the name of A . i
Corporation, the operational arm of the Association of $to.'
Democratic Chairpersons." On May 11, 1978, ASDC Services : :
Corporation filed a report of receipts and expenditures in wbi b
it checked the box on the report indicating that it was
terminating. In a May 11, 1978 letter to the Commission 04iv*C
letterhead, the treasurer of ASDC explained that sine AM

7" Service Corp. committee has not engaged in any federal ee@ti:
related activity other than the Dollars for Democratis 7:7

the committee [ASDC Services Corporation) is being term I
o The letter also stated that it had proven impossible for A bC

Services Corporation to accurately allocate fundraising epeNs
to each of the corresponding state Democratic party committees.
Accordingly, a new system of reporting was being implemented in
which the Dollars for Democrats Committee would report all
receipts and disbursements. The letter went on to say that
"state committees using the money for activities related to

o federal elections will only report the actual [net) transfers in
from the Dollars for Democrats program."

A statement of organization for the Dollars for Democrats
Committee was filed on May 11, 1978. That statement of
organization indicated that the Dollars for Democrats Committee
was affiliated with the Democratic National Committee Service

O Corporation and all thirty-seven state Democratic party
organizations which participated at that time in the fundraising
program. The address for the Dollars for Democrats Committee was
listed as 1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.; however, the treasurer
informs us that the Committee now oversees the fundraising
program from offices located at 400 North Capitol Street. The
Dollars for Democrats Committee reported that in the event of
dissolution, residual funds were to be dispersed to the "original
states," not the Democratic National Committee as previously
reported by ASDC. The Dollars for Democrats Committee filed a
1977 Year End Report which disclosed all the activity previously
included in the 1977 reports filed by ASDC and ASDC Services
Corporation. Since May 11, 1978, the fundraising activities of
ASDC consistently has been reported by the Dollars for Democrats
Committee.



teDollars for Democrats praoractsas
f undileistg ptogtat tot, the -paRiC 'ag state
c iittes* . Putouat to ri tten a t4 5 with 4"b
participating state Democratic payammitteesv the.
of State Democratic Chairpersons Is authorized to slicai
accept contributions and to make expenditures necesspary AP
operate the fundraising program, A sample opyf
agreements is attached as Attachment in th c Cpstyi
Services Corporation contracts with Larry Meyer Assocta+ v t
to actually operate the fundraising program. A copy of a recAt
agreement between ASDC and Meyer Associates is attached as
Attachment 5. Contributions and expenditures are reported to the
Federal Election Commission by the Dollars for Democrats
Committee.

Meyer Associates establishes a telephone bank for making

In solicitations into each participating state. Working from lists
of party activists, party contributors and previous contributors

0 to the program, Meyer Associates prepares a verified list of
potential contributors. Meyer Associates then contacts each of
those individuals to solicit contributions to their state
Democratic party committee. All contributors are instructed to
make their checks payable to the state Democratic party committee
and to send their contributions to a mail drop box located in
their state. Contributors who do not send their pledge within a

O reasonable period of time are sent reminders.

All contributions received in each of the participating
o states are automatically forwarded by courier to the Riggs Bank

here in Washington where they are recorded, reviewed for
"I corporate and excessive contributions, and then deposited.

According to information entered into the Commission's computer
data base, the Dollars for Democrats Committee has reported
receiving only four contributions over the itemization threshold
totalling $750. Meyer Associates is paid on the number of phone
numbers verified and on the number of phone calls made. Meyer
Associates also is reimbursed for the costs incurred in
connection with the fundraising program.

At the completion of the fundraising program the funds are
disbursed. First, ASDC receives a flat two percent of the gross
receipts as a management fee. Since 1980, ASDC has agreed to
receive only one percent of gross receipts generated from lists
supplied by the state Democratic party committees which are
composed of new or first time contributors. These funds are
placed in ASDC's general treasury and applied towards the
expenses incurred in ASDC's political and other activities.



Aeaoran~um to the cmisssi
wia "1315

Funds are then distributed to each state Democratic part
006mittee prQtionato to the gross receipts received
state. Ixpns"es of the fundraising progra are alloca
number of phone calls soliciting contributions made by,
Associates to residents of that state.

A review of the reports filed by ASDC, ASDC Service
Corporation, and the Dollars for Democrats Committee indita ..
that no funds have ever been directly contributed to fedaoroZ
candidates. Instead, funds are transferred to the particplifg
state Democratic party committees who may use the funds as:tibey
see fit. According to reports filed with the Commission, in, the
1977-78 election cycle, five state Democratic party committos.
which participated in the fundraising program made contributicis-
to federal candidates. In the 1979-80 election cycle, eighteea

• O state Democratic party committees which participated in the
fundraising program made contributions to federal candidates.

RECOMMENDATION:

1. That the Commission approve the attached conciliation
agreement signed by Ann Fishman, treasurer of the Association of
State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats and close the
file in this matter.

2. That the Commission approve and direct the Office of the
" General Counsel to send the attached notification letter to Ann

Fishman, Treasurer of the Association of State Democratic
o Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats.

Attachments

1. Proposed Conciliation Agreement, 5 pgs.

2. May 7, 1982 letter from Ann fishman, Treasurer,
Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars
for Democrats, 2 pgs.

3. Proposed notification letter to Ann Fishman, Treasurer,
Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars
for Democrats, 1 pg.

4. Sample Agreement between the Association of State
Democratic Chairpersons and the State Democratic
Committees, 4 pgs.

5. Recent Agreement Between the ASDC Services Corporation
and Meyer Associates, Inc., 7 pgs.



Of 401V4%

This matter having been Initiated by the Federal glectf'n,

S"Commission (hereinafter the "Comission"), pursuant to infati ,....

ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

N responsibilities, and after probable cause to believe having been

Ln found that the Association 6f State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars

0 for Democrats ("Association" or *Respondent") violated former

2 U.S.C. SS 432(c) (l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d), and forther 11

C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3) by

0 keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly entered

into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i), do hereby

agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

I1. Respondent enters voluntarily into this Agreement with

the Commission.

Attachment 1- (1)
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Cha irpersonsa/Dola!tt Ot~ Is- 0 p3taie 7-

vhich.regLstered vith,*b Comi8ion on embr 3. I$74

support of Denocritic-nominees for federal elections.

2. On March 16, 1979, the Conmission's Audit DiVision

notified the Committee that it had been selected for an auit.

The audit notification letter specified that 'all financial

0 records of (the) Committee for the period January 1, 1977,

through the present, ... should be available for inspection when

0 the audit begins."

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize the

o Association's documents and working papers to verify total

reported receipts, expenditures and individual transactions,

0D review required supporting documentation, analyze Association

debts and obligations, and perform other audit procedures deemed

necessary under the circumstances. The auditors, however, were

_unable to complete the tests required to verify that the

Association had reported all its activity and to determine

whether the activity was properly reported because the records

provided by the Association were incomplete and the Association

lacked knowledgeable personnel to assist the Commission staff.

Specifically, review of the Association's bank records was

hindered by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of

other types of receipt records. The Audit Division's analysis

Attachment 1- (2)



4. Thieaft*r, on Jswary 2, I980, the audit DtwisAon.

requested by telephone those documents and working papers vbi*b
it had found missing, and later repeated its request in a May 14,

1980 letter of audit findings. The Association treasurer

responded in a July 22,, 1980 letter which asserted that .the

Association had fully cooperated with the auditors by submitting

0 all existing records and provided no additional documents.

5. On January 19, 1981, the Commission approved the

recommendation contained in the First General Counsel's Report

o that it find reason to believe the Association violated former

N• 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former

0 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3)

by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures

during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

._ The Commission subsequently notified the Association of its

findings in a January 22, 1981 letter and provided the

Association with a summary of the General Counsel's Factual and

Legal Analysis on the matter. Although the Association later

submitted a March 17, 1981 statement to the Commission responding

to the RTB findings which stated that all records requested by

the auditors now either do exist or can be recreated, the

Association has continued to fail to provide the documents.
ft

Attachment 1-(3)
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to subsequently retain und swke available rto tb. C e iw5s in

auditable conditi6n documents which provide in sufficient , +o*41

the information necessary to verity reports required to be foied

by the Committee under the Act was a violation of former 2 U.S.:C.

S5 432(c)(l), (2); (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R,

o SS 102.(9a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3).

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of
0

the United States in the amount of one thousand five hundred

dollars (41,500), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

0, activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. 5 431, et seq.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement

or any requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a

civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

Attachment 1-(4)
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BY:

'0

0

Associate General Counsel

iasociation ofSat 0emocratic
Chairpersons/Dollars
for Democrats
By.Ann Fishman, Treaslurer

Attachment 1-(5)



Dear Commissioners:

0 Attached is a copy of our 4 dst .Thn!ary 25, 1982.In this letter we requested yorx consition of a in#O
o less than 5I, 500 and our reask6. for that r st.' We believe

17 a fine of $1 ,500 in unduly hiloh g41ven; the cxissceihc
led to the alleged violation. TesiCfeJvik'" again respectfully

% request that the Commission lower the fine.

The Association is most desirous of reaching a satis-
factory conclusion to this matter. To reteh this end, we have
conceded much of the language in the conciliation .agreement.
We have spent numerous hours in consultation with your staff
attorneys and arranged, at their rquest, On additional meeting

o with our consultant, Larry Meyer, and your staff. We hope
our request for a lesser. fine is granted. However, if the
Commission does not see fit to grant us a reduced fine, we

o reluctantly agree to pay the $1,500 in order to conclude this
matter.

Respectfully yours,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollar for Democrats

Attachment 2- (1)
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1 00(*2) IP4900 
U*41

Federa Electiftn C~*w
P~~e~et 1325 K Streeto V4

Dear Cainissionerst *11
Enclosed please find a. o f OW piw~ &e, c~to Msem

In the proposed agreement the n.tatioea.e to1*,8* '~a fine Of 1$1050000.
O he Association agrees to thi *"-ot re M 1~ and only after

consultation with your staff* ott w4~d$* ,hAssopiation's willinpesto pay the fine is proposed, the -Ass*am Ip 11eC1bio il e
fit to reduce the amount.

The Association believe$ a -lower, f -ewould accomplish the Comissions
objectives while- putting loe str&a onfthe Association's limited resources.A review of previous conciliation apeammut I believe would demonstrate
that fines over $500 have almost invariably been reserved for cases involving
prohibited contributions or in thich aggravating etrceastances were present.-o he problems that are the subject of this proceeding are not of that character.
Rather they arose at a time when the law bad not evolved to a state that
provided the Association with clear answers oc how to report a national

o fundraising program on behalf of numerous State Committees most of which
were not political comittees for the pxrposes of the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

F- At all. times the Association has made &.good faith effort to comply
with the law, Prior to commencing the program, representatives of the
Association sought the advice of the Cinission's staff on how to report.
Later after recognizing the problems associated with the original bookkeeping
and reporting system the Association on its own initiative completely revamped
the system to correct the deficiencies*

The Asociations-staff consists of myself and a part-time bookkeeper.
Our annual budget 1; 22 of-the gross proceeds of the program or about $20,000,00.
Consequently a fine of $1,500.00 would be a financial hardship for the
Association. The Association respectfully requests that the Comission
consider reducing the fine.. A fine of $500.00 the Association believes
would be fair and would significantly reduce the financial strain on the
Association. Your consideration on this reqvest is sincerely appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

Attachm~ent 2-C2) *.~



Ms. Ann Fishman Tt*rerut
Association of htae"# t-4'04
Chairpersons/Dolls rtato

1625 Massachusetts Avenue, .1.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear M4s. Fishman:

On may ,1982, the ComMI*sjlo ,ocepted4 t""_ 'onoiU~l.0o agreement signed by you in settlent of vi6]onti$ 0ot *# #r 2
U.S.C. S 432, a provision of t Iib#?sRal 3 eot1*. C mp~tF of
1971, as amended, and former IlI torJ 'it 1... Ia.
Accordingly, the file has been closed In this Uatter, and , it'will
become a part of the public record within thirty days. However,
2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (B) prohibits any information derived in
connection with any conciliation attempt from becoming pUblic

O: without the written consent of the respondent and the Comission.
ITT Should you wish any such information to become part of the public

record, please advise us in writing.
0

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
' conciliation agreement for your files.
• 0 

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

Attachment 3- (1)



Ms. mario r10 T1hurma
ASSoci&tiOn of StatS Democ a.€c

1625 4assachsetts Avenel W.V.

Washington, D.C. 20036

DeaX Marge:

This lette a."thai--3 t* AssocaRtion of State Dzoorll ca

.' ats o fS .. he "Sociti- ) t o so lci it anA accept 0 b4

Ciha ffa duly omrit of the state DAp rat

f971, as duly , ILtt*L~ cocoa-"

behat*hf ___________ 
(th State o W ) in

C'~t"e !o~jflt Wihant.nJ. 4~~5 fort udertaken by the

Association on behalf Of Vaiou Stt Caito thse e o. t

ty.s n cohct with that fudrazeiffor, h s

as :uo s. the Association to wks such expenditrS aI are

,Iha als to fray any e nOassociated with the fndraisin

p f or the "o eriod. from Apr 2# 1981, throug Aril 2, 19.83

.The -utho-y degated aothe ..ssoai u

eMet is subject tot Ah 4 .

3.The Association agrees to c=Ply With the aplcable

provisions of the0 Vederal Election Capign Act of
1971, as amended, (2 U.S.C.o 431. at seq.) and with

ayother applicable provision Of State or Federal
S any. However, this condtiOn shal take effect
oly up the State Ccittee having suheittad to
they upsocian a copy of all relevant provisions Of
th its tate law, and shall, continue in effect only

so long as the Stafte CinMitte agreos to keep the

AssociatiLon fully and timely informedofayrlan

changes in or any additions to its state law&

2 * The Association shall establish an account in a

Distri.ct Of Columbia bazmk into whi"~ all contri-
butions raised pursuant to this agreement shall

bedeposited and from wh1 :'gL c ?d- expenses
bel e ad Transactons fr ts account

shall be restricted to those associae wit the
fundraisL11g efforts authorizod by tisaremet

Attachment k
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34 r5related. to-tepzgI to t
-* F eal zlections C -eon.

*The state Committee, :L f :Lt repowts. ederally,8 thal3JI
* ~~onjly be required to roe#,r to th 0er2 2~in

COI=l-i55iof the actual txusasiexs 'Itvi the
fcowittee establishedy the AS@@40Mitono

* 4. Each year a," the copletion of the fundraisiag
wproWam, the Asscciation shall provide the State

Comittee with a financial report. The financial
report shall disclose in detail all cc.-.tibutions
and expenditures made pursuant to zhis agreement.
with respect to each expenditure, the report shall
disclose to whom and aor what purpose tne expendi-
tures woe mad*e.

o 5. At the co=letion of the program and following the

deduction of expenses the Association shall forward
withil a reasonable time to the State Coittee its

share of the fundraising proceeds. The Association
shall allow the State Comittee to make draws upon
its share of the proceeds prior to the ccmpletion
of the program provided that in the Association's
opinion such draws can be made without Jeopardizing

the ongoing nature of the program.

6. The Association shall obtain and keep a receipted

bill for every expenditure exceeding $100 (or in a
lesser amount if the aggregate of such expenditures
to the same person exceeds or is expected to exceed
$100 during a calendar year). The receipted bill

shall contain the identification of the person to.

whom the expenditure was made, and the date, amount,

and purpose of the expenditure.
Attachment 4-t2)
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7*The ASSOCiaio shall saMlke and pros"" V,

ciOs o, the record of all @o1%tx;ib~tiM
O .0 ome z.---i_: pi.T 5 to this &99

ociatm shall sake these copies.*
"n any authQ'soa on autdit by tt*' or YO

.. t-rwv bodY'

0

0

S. Al sliciatinS sallreflect the. tact ta
All solcittions ..bil 5 OCitd on behlf3 of the

tra t i is aeind s.ontibtor shall be

ista te tOmk out their hcks in a&fn

whih rf.,ects, the tact that the COnti t~
wsch r State Ccomittee. The content ofall

3s olcittions shall confo=r to the regurs 
't

so any applicable State Law.

y miling list provLded by the State Coa"itt"e 
to

t 'oer Associates for the p oses

ofthis prorS shl ain the property o! the
Stat Coi shll ,As at s and :4eer AssOciates,

use of such lists 
shall be res 

tYOr
• Xssociation and- ~ee

of.te pro gram and the Association d d.issean

jAssocaites shall be Strictly 
forbidnrodieiatn

such i~ts twny other part. ~h~ 
h rrs

suthlcistbon of the State CCmittqeq. And the

asshoization h.ll make such lists available t-
Asociason  tes Only UPo e ex.-s.,t c

atyr Asoci a tes aes to limit its use of such
.that- .... fudri ,n .+, .o

lists to-the purposes of the fnriigp~rm

1f s , if the state Committee desire
- T he A ssoc~at-on sh&a' #- -dais:Lnq lists qenerate.d

ma0 e ~ag ents for the fufldrai lis generatd
mae arogrm to be put on computer-. T agreemen
syl be - 1qr=able at will by the Stt te e tte
sha ll. be . t,=A fllow n g ond it i.ons * . .__ ,_., ,,.

subject to the .-- - p--- or o t o. the tam te

Committea. shouldtemapro to the staein±I

of te prgram within its State, th0 tt ~ te

sf he liabl for its share Of the program"S start

ups t.ll ThLle Sa C0U4ttee I share Of the Start upUPs t.A Th - ta amount - e  o f-- stt . __ -- tt ee

Costs shall be considered the ine for this PCPO it

funs the Association has retaied f thies ocepro nt

fm e ior year"s • m. p.Aftr
fo the PogC within the Stato , the Association shall

have the. toam thn c le the solicitation effort

Ohih tie uderway and the state Cnitte h
Attachment 4-(3)
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arm Of e S' e t

Utn" arn Meym Asat~ ate$ RONsoam~tu bss

assistance to the various State Democratic Or&aSaations (hereaftew referye4
as "SDOe") In raising funds through the continuation of the "Dollars for

Mocrats" program, and

WHB, the Association, meeting inWbihIngton, D.C., January 23, 1981,
agreed. to Continue with the program, and deided to retain AI to iplement

o =MA the ASDC as the operational arm. of the Association and M&I have
a Oeed upon and wish to set down in writing the terms of their agreememt whereby
MA Is retained by the ASDC, and to define the respective duties of MAI and the

ASDC Under this Agreement.
*up- - _V.

NOW.ThEREFORZ, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein,

the ASDC and MAI hereby agree as follows:

1. Aereement to Retain Al. The ASDC hereby retatns HAl to engage in
a fund-raising program in participating states, pursuant to the terms of this

Contract.

2. Term for Which MAI is Retained. HAI is gati,6ei %" r'"£ts Contract
for the period- from April 2, 1981 through April 2, 1983 subject to the provis'ions

of paragraph 10 of this Contract. 
-

Attachment 5-(1I)
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I 1P

seek and obtain the ev~pis fte*0

y * flsatbmahi of L Aka, Any list pV.ided toot developed by MP

to this agreement shall remain the property of the 510 Involved. - ia e

such lists shall be restricted to the purposes of the program and 084T"VO3

circusteance shall PAZ make such lists available to any party without ,ChO

express written approval of the SW.

5. Responuibilities of M&L MAI shall:

a. Prepare lists of past contributors to the program, party

activists and other party contributors from lists submitted by

the Association or the respective SDO, and compute the number

of names thereon.

b. Prepare all materials to be used by telephone solicitors and

o for billing purposes. Such materials shall be subject to the

Napproval of the president of the Association.

c. Take the steps necessary to ensure that the content of all

solicitations comply with applicable State and Federal law.

d. Look up all phone numbers and check all addresses for all

persons on the lists prepared by VAl pursuant to subparagraph

5a above.

e. Secure bids and commitments for union commercial printing and mailing

services at the lowest possible cost.

Attachment 5-(2)
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Ask. at, -the lowest poau .0.

he *Uie. trail ad Supervise 0014. bask supevisors, pbo sb4144*

tors and phone bank secretaries mseessary for fund-raising % i!rtitLs,

for each SM.

i. Supervise fund-raising activities an a daily basis.

J. Make a reasonable effort to contact all persons from tbe list

prepared as required by subparagraph 5a above.

k. Assist the ASDC with preparing the necessary financial reports.

o . 1. Pay from MAI funds the following expenses of the program:

(1) Costs of insurance, accountants and other professional
services, including insurance sufficient to cover any loss*
of Dollars for Democrats records.
(2) Salary and expenses of all phone bank supervisors and

ophone solicitors.

(3) Salary and expenses for all secretaries necessary for

o preparing reports and mailing out pledge statements for the
N first billing. If additional billings are decided upon,

the fee will be negotiated at that time.

(4) Salaries and expenses of phone bank coordinators to
supervise the daily activities of the fund-raising efforts.

-(5)-Telephone toll charges between supervisors and MAI
headquarters, costs of advertising for and hiring of phone
solicitors and ocher necessary employees.

(6) Costs of training sessions for supervisors and phone
solicitors.

(7) Costs of supervising the mailing, printing, and preparation
of all printed materials.

Attachment 5- (3)
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10)~ C@ots WW,*M~ ~ w m.w~hM

..n other Costs e sto Carry out itstespo=sIbili tes wader t.,is C .mus

o6. ResonslbilitiAe of the A__M. The ASDC shall:

a. O6tILU the participation of SDO In the fund-raising activittes

contemplated by thia Contract. To this end, the President of the

Association wil personally contact the Chairs of each of the 0

. and will strongly encourage then to participate in the fund-taiLsing
S %b contemplated by this Contract.•

b. Serve as liaison between the Democratic National Comittee, the
various participating State Chairs and MAI, and aid MAX in obtaining.

"- from the participating SDOs lists of past contributors to and

activists in the Democratic Party and its candidates in the respective

states.

c. Provide over-all coordination of the fund-raising efforts which

are pursued pursuant to this Contract, and maintain regular comuica-

tion between the staff of the ASDC and MAt.

,- d. -Open a bank account into which all pledge payments received as a

result of the program shall be deposited.

e. Provide reports to the respective SDOs concerning the proceeds

received by the ASDC as a result of the fund-raising contemplated

by this Contract.

Attachment 5-(4)
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tbe undshavebeen3shai advanoces 'to

thal. be mad 'upon requet t. to tias :s of

h.all be recovered by the ASC trom amouats 0e MZ ,V

ARDC pursuant to the revus of this Contract.

a.- Charge an mount sufficient to replenish the startup m

against the contribution raised in each state. The foods so

raised shall be used to finaice the progran in subsequent states.

Advances to MAI from this fund shall be made upon request on tif

sane basis as from the initial start-up fund.

o h. Provide MAI with the necessary lists of potential contributors

and their addresses 'in each state where the SDO is participating In

this program.

i. Pay all. costs incurred by MAX for printing, postage, telephone

117 charges (including phone bank charges) and office & equipment rental, and fees

onecessary to qualify MAI to transict business in, and solicit

contributions in any state where the fund-raising conteuplated

by this Contract takes place.

7. Paymets to HMA. For its services pursuant to this Contract, MI
IWLg - .

shall-receive with'respect to newly-participating states nine cents for each

phone nunber looked up in a phone dire.ctory or hrough directory assistance

and tventy-ninecents for each phone call made. With respect to states

which are already participating$, MA shall receive f orty-eight and a

half cents for each phone call made to a prior donor to the program and shall

receive nine cents for each phone number looked up in a phone directory or

Attachment 5- (5)
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In wh~h -th phone vlgtt.bo rs W 4UVed ItShall ble _ theo*

the 94orlt name and the resutof the .4l. eay"Ustsuudew this sontto

shall be required only upon receipt by the ASUC of sufficient docueatat/os

to establish the nusmber of phone calls-made.

The ASDC shall remit said payments on a regular basis, after deducting

any advances by the ASDC to MAX under Paragraph 4. above, provided,

q -that the ASDC shall not be allowed to deduct "any advances made to MAX for any

sums expended for any state where the program of fund-raising contemplatea by
this Contract is cancelled by unilateral action of any SDO or by the joint

action of one or more SDOs and the ASDC, or MAX, through no negligence of its

own, is not permitted to carry out all the activities set out in Paragraph 3

0 hereof and is not permitted to implement fully the program of fund-raising

contemplated thereby. Any deductions of advances from sums otherwise due to.
M MAl shall be re-credited to and paid to VA1J.if, at some later date, such

-0 cancellations or limitations of fund-raising programs-occur.

8. No Warranta -- Indemification. Because of the uncertainties of

A political fund-raising, which is subject to changes in political opinions,

national and international affairs and the like, it is clearly understood

between the ASDC and MAI that MAI vill put forth its best efforts in pursuit

of the mutual goals of MAI and the ASDC but that MAI is not. guaranteeing to.

raise a specific amount. In addition, the ASDC will indemnify MAI against

Attachment 5- (6)
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.9 . ik&.UIz* ?b. ewt~o~ Tb se the ASfC and l ,. 410 vd.W0 1

SDOs are neither Jointly nor seveoally liable fot its perftvio 4.

10. Termination Pr-vision. The ASDC shall have the right to terunate

this agreement If the program is unable to generate sufficient funds to ttml7

pay all the expenses associatd with the program and to fully replenish the

* start-up fund before the program is scheduled to begin in a state.

S11. Governing Low. The parties intend that this Contract be governed

V by the laws of the District of Columbia.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties to this Contract have caused it to be

3 executed as of the day and year first above wrrittei.
0:.

ASDC Service Corporation

o By:

Its:

Neypr Associates, Inc.

BY: oe n =*=

Larry MeXi 1

Its: President

Attacnment 5-(7) "



186 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE. N.W. ri
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

TEL. (202) 797-5900 May 7, 1982 9^ ,-.

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, NW

M g ThuMa, Gorgia Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Commissioners:

NAttached is a copy of our letter dated January 25, 1982.
In this letter we requested your consideration of a fine of

O less than $1,500 and our reasons for that request. We believe
a fine of $1 ,500 is unduly high given the circumstances which
led to the alleged violation. Therefore, we again respectfully
request that the Commission lower the fine.

The Association is most desirous of reaching a satis-
factory conclusion to this matter. To reach this end, we haveoconceded much of the language in the conciliation agreement.
We have spent numerous hours in consultation with your staff
attorneys and arranged, at their request, an additional meeting

o with our consultant, Larry Meyer, and your staff. We hope
our request for a lesser fine is granted. However, if the
Commission does not see fit to grant us a reduced fine, we
reluctantly agree to pay the $1,500 in order to conclude this
matter.

Respectfully yours,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollar for Democrats



Enloedplease find g ~
In the proposed agreement a -
he Association agrees to thi s  Mo i nd only a
consultation with your staff*.a s4&~t4f',V
to pay the fine as propoedo that tii. Lo
fit to reduce the amount.

The Association believes a le fine would aecomplish the Caimission's
objectives while putting less ettat on the Associations limited resources.

o A reviev of previous conciliation areemens, I believe would dennstratethat fines over $500 have almost ivat bly been reserved for cams nvolving
'7 prohibited contributions or in !io b a avattm ctremstanoes were present.

*The problems that are the subject of this peooding ae not of that character.
o Rather they arose at a time Whon the law had not evolved to a state that

provided the Association with clear answers on how to report a national
fundraising program on behalf of namerous State Comittees most of which
were not political comittees for the purposes of the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

At all times the Association has made a good faith effort to comply
with the law. Prior to coemencing the program, representatives of the
Association sought the advice of the Commissionls staff on how to report.
Later after recognizing the problems associated with the original bookkeeping
and reporting system the Association on its own initiative completely revamped
the system to correct the deficiencies.

The Association's staff consists of myself and a part-time bookkeeper.
Our annual budget is 2% of Uthe gross proceeds of the program or about $20,000.00.
Consequently a fine of $1,500.00 would be a financial hardship for the
Association. The Association respectfully requests that the Cmmission
consider reducing the fine. A fine of $500.00 the Association believes
would be fair and would significantly reduce the financial strain on the
Association. Your consideration on this reqtest is sincerely appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer, Dollars for Democrats
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hflf caftify that the OCimissio dhcift a w~t2 -t o_

take the fo1dgatosin tte a-10eoptoeduttwvt

1. reject tie ptopaosd conciliation agrm eun s-quJ
by AMn FistEnM tesue of theAsoitn
of State Duvoratic Chairpersons which had been
subuitted with the FEC General 0ounse1' I
Fekruary 3, 1982 report dn M(R 1315.

2. Direct the General Counsel to - ~ta te a n
1gr 1mit based on the Ou Isins disamsio

of this date.

Ocbmissioners Aikns, Elliott, MIld, Marry# and Reidue

voted affirmatively for the deWision. Oznssioner aris ws not

prwset at the times of the vote.

Attest:

Date

N

0

* .

0
~q.

0

~4

O=IaJOryriOefW"ft="



call M Nysol -I 1335

"m dAbov-nw d= & ncL--t um oircuat., to the Cmiuuion on

1~iwmty3v 1982 at 4:00.

camisiour Aikens and Elliott sbItteI objections at

3030, this date.

Th is nutter will1 be placed on the agenda for theExctv

Session Of Wednesday, February 17,, 1982. A Copyr of ComIisner

Elliott's vote sheet with her ccsv1-P--tIs is ratched.

Atta1 9-1t:
Oopy of vote sheet

0
0

0

0

0

N
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0

at.bdis a conciliatift 0"Omnt wi
4~1 btman, treasurer oft as Aoai

itpersons The attached' gree et is sim..t.
agoeU~nt reviewed by the Comtiopion in conneotit
S&Aerat Counsel's Report in L tbimatter. The oiif 10"t c(hanges
in the agreement are as folloft (1) additional U, woo

o added in paragraph 1 of the "fitual summary to wef t nature
of tte ,Association's federal -ativityg (ii) patp$r S.ws
in""'t to summarize the Association's asselrtiu a ~dng
dditional possible mitigating factorsi and (ii. ) "Iviit: l

o penalty in paragraph V! was reduced from $2,50*. (.11 in the
agreement are denoted by underlining.) Also attaobedis a
January 25p 1982 letter from the Association's treaefrer which

a accompanied the Association's proposal.

The Office of General Counsel recommends the &=tpoa%@M of
this agreement and the closing of the file. We he43..... this
agreement represents a satisfactory settlement Of bs atr.
Zn the agreement, the respondent admits a violaionl A M eato to
pay a civil penalty and agrees not to further violate e Act.
The additional language proposed by the respondent inaotporate8
the Association's views without significantely adveresly
effecting the tenor of the overall agreement. The reuction in
the size of the civil penalty appears appropriate in light of the
possible mitigating factors suggested by the Assoclation,
particularly the limited extent to which funds collected by the
Association were distributed to state committees who deposited
them in federal accounts and the Association's efforts to correct
its defective bookkeeping prior to being notified that it was to
be audited.



2.Tnay 25 1* lvtt :Z~er f o A~nn Fistimn, 9teuurer
0= IoLa don of S tate rmatio MaIperaons/

oor Deoerato
3. Proposed Viotifetkon Letter to Ann Fiahban, Treasurer,

Asoiation of State Democratic Chairpersons/
Dollars for Democrats

0
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This matter having been initiated by the Federal Xleetieft

Commission (hereinafter the OComission"), pursuant to informaai

ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisotry

responsibilities, and after probable cause to believe having beeA

found that the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars

for Democrats ("Assoclation or espondent") violated former 2

U.S.C. SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d), and former 11

C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b) (1) and (3) by

keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly entered

into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i), do hereby

agree as follows:

I. The Commission has juridiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this Agreement with

the Commission.

Attachment 1- (1)
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LV. r be p tisn £t in t4,h mut: tot are *s
I. Respondent, the Associatlion of state

Chairpersons/bolitrs for Dorat, J a plitical

which registered with the Commission on December 3, 7 £

support of Democratic nominees for federal elections.

Asociation serves as a national fundralsing vroarSn forvalLr,:
Dartigivating _ Mratic state committees. Although the

Association mkes contributions and exenditures to feodr a3

candidates throuah these state committees, the Asociation; 4 ..fb_

0 directly contribute to or make expenditures on behalf oL e

candidates during the'period audited, Rather. such contrlbution

V or exoenditu es were made by the state c mmittees. U A

-during the veriod covered by the audit, only four of the

participating state committees deposited funds received from the

Association into accounts from which such contributions or

exvenditures could be made.

2. On March 16, 1979, the Commission's Audit Division

notified the Committee that it had been selected for an audit.

The audit notification letter specified that "all financial

records of (the) Committee for the period January 1, 1977,

through the present, ... should be available for inspection when

the audit begins."

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a) (8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize the

Association's documents and working papers to verify total

Attachment 1- (2)



4*bts and oblie t iet at~ A0t pont

aessay under thC ci t0b1 a tot#*-~m*
unable to complete the t.t. requrod to ver ty that the

Ausltis n had reported all its activity and to determine

whether the activity was properly reported because the reoerft

provided by the Association were incomplete and the AlaolieLo

lacked knowledgeable personnel to assist the Commission statt.

Specifically, review of the Assoiation's bank records was

hindered by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of

o other types of receipt records. The Audit Division's analysis

Vr also was impeded by the condition of the Association's

' contributor records which were not arranged in a fashion to

facilitate the verification of the sources and the reported0
totals.

0 4. Thereafter, on January 2, 1980, the Audit Division

N requested by telephone those documents and working papers which

O it had found missing, and later repeated its request in a May 14,

1980 letter of audit findings. The Association treasurer

responded in a July 22, 1980 letter which asserted that the

Association had fully cooperated with the auditors by submitting

all existing records and provided no additional documents.

. The problems encountered by the auditors stemed in

Part from the bookkeeping-system initially adopted by the

Association. Prior to establishing that system, the Association

Attachment 1-(3)
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.. On January 19, 1981, the Commission approved b*

recommendation contained in the First General Counsel's Report

that it find reason to believe the Association violated farmer 2

U.S.C. 55 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11

C.F.R. 55 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b) (1) and (3) by

o keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979. The

Commission subsequently notified the Association of its findings

in a January 22, 1981 letter and provided the Association with a

summary of the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis on

the matter. Although the-Association later submitted a March 17,
1981 statement to the Commission responding to the RTB findings

o which stated that all records requested by the auditors now

either do exist or can be recreated, the Association has

continued to fail to provide the documents.

V. The Respondent's failure to use its best efforts to

adequately document its receipts and expenditures and obtain

receipted bills or other memoranda for certain expenditures, and

Attachment 1- (4)
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by tbe Cam tbee under the Act vas violation of formr .

11 432 (c) (l), (2)r (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.tR

SE 102. (9a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12 (b) (1) and (3).

V1. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer of

the United States in the amount of . thousand five hundr

dollars ($L5OO), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

o activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement

OM or any requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a

O civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.

Attachment 1- (5)
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Association of State Democratic
Chairpersons/Dollar s
for Democrats
By Ann Fishman, Treasurer
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wA~gNTOND.C. 003

TEL (2M) 77-5b00
Federal ,ection 0

PudiSISS 1325 K Street, 3 .

Muip wne3 uiO Washington, DoC. 20443

Dear Camissioneres Ja ci- 15a5

Enclosed please find., O 4t aw, PC 44 40"0000:1 p. "1V 04
In the proposed agreement th eoeato s I pe
The Association agrees t9 this ea~ V.4 ~1*c410tIL ua 41ly af&9W

o consultation with your staff. #o thea sdim the tatI"8 l0i4e1s
to pay the fine as proposed, the Assoeatiom hopes the Ciislssief 4U. .see
fit to reduce the amount.

The Association believes a lover fine would accomplish the Cciission's
objectives while putting less strain on the Association's limited resources.
A review of previous conciliation agreements I believe would demonstrate

o that fines over $500 have almost invariably been reserved for cases involving
prohibited contributions or in which aggravating oircumstances were present.

IT "The problems that are the subject of this proceeding are not of that character.
0 Rather they arose at a time when the law had not evolved to a state that

provided the Association with clear answers on how to report a national
Nfundraising program on behalf of numerous State Ccaittees most of which

were not political committees for the purposes of the Federal Election
Campaign Act.

At all times the Association has made a good faith effort to comply
with the law. Prior to coamencing the program, representatives of the
Association sought the advice of the Camission's staff on how to report.
Later after recognizing the problems associated with the original bookkeeping
and reporting system the Association on its own initiative completely revamped
the system to correct the deficiencies.

The Association's staff consists of myself and a part-time bookkeeper.
Our annual budget is 2Z of the gross proceeds of the program or about $20,000.00.
Consequently a fine of $1,500.00 would be a financial hardship for the
Association. The Association respectfully requests that the Commission
consider reducing the fine. A fine of $500.00 the Association believes
would be fair and would significantly reduce the financial strain on the
Association. Your consideration on this request is sincerely appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

Attachment 2- (1)

Ann Fishman
Treasurer, Dollars for Democrats



Re: lR31

Dear Ms. ishman:

(r. On ftbruary , 1902, the Commission Ic311te the
conciliation agreement signed by you in se tnt o--

0. of former 2 U.s.C. S 432, a provision of the oferal Uloti*a
Campaign Act of '.I1, as amended, and ;omet +$ CLR. S 102.9
and 104.12; Accordigly, the file has bee n 1ts in this
matter, and itwill become a part of. the public record within
thirty days. lowever, 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(4)(3) prohibits any

!.1% information derived in connection with any conciliation attempt
from becoming public without the written consent of the

o respondent and the Commission. Should you wish any such
information to become part of the public record, please advise us
in writing.

Enclosed you will find a fully executed copy of the final
conciliation agreement for your files.

0 Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

BY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement

Attahet 1.- (1)



1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

TEL. (202) 797-5900 January 25, 1982 4L

Federal Election Comsission 0A
Preeden 1325 K Street, N I

Marge Thurman, Georgia Washington, D.C. 20163

Dear Commissioners: RE. HUR 1315

Enclosed please find a copy of out proposed conciliation apnt,
01. In the proposed agreement the Association agrees to pay a fine of .$l,50.00.

The Association agrees to this mount most reluctantly and only after

o consultation with your staff. Notwithstanding the Association's willingness

to pay the fine as proposed, the Association hopes the Comission will se
fit to reduce the amount.

The Association believes a lower fine would accomplish the Comission's

objectives while putting less strain on the Association's limited resources.

A review of previous conciliation agreements I believe would demonstrate

O that fines over $500 have almost invariably been reserved for cases involving

prohibited contributions or in which aggravating circumstances were present.

*The problems that are the subject of this proceeding are not of that character.

Rather they arose at a time when the law had not evolved to a state that

provided the Association with clear answers on how to report a national

-N fundraising program on behalf of numerous State Committees most of which

were not political committees for the purposes of the Federal Election

Campaign Act.

At all times the Association has made a good faith effort to comply

with the law. Prior to commencing the program, representatives of the

Association sought the advice of the Commission's staff on how to report.

Later after recognizing the problems associated with the original bookkeeping

and reporting system the Association on its own initiative completely revamped

the system to correct the deficiencies.

The Association's staff consists of myself and a part-time bookkeeper.

Our annual budget is 2% of the gross proceeds of the program or about $20,000.00.

Consequently a fine of $1,500.00 would be a financial hardship for the

Association. The Association respectfully requests that the Commission

consider reducing the fine. A fine of $500.00 the Association believes

would be fair and would significantly reduce the financial strain on the

Association. Your consideration on this request is sincerely appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer, Dollars for Democrats

O IC2
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This matter having been initiated by the Federal BlectAtof.",

Comission (hereinafter the "Cemission0), pursuant to inf trtibn

ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervtory

responsibilities, and after probable cause to believe havingtboe

found that the Association of State Democratic Cbairpersons/I*lars

for Democrats ("Association" or "Respondent*) violated formr, 2

U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d), and former 11

C.FR. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b) (1) and (3) by

o keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having duly entered

into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (4) (A) (i), do hereby0

agree as follows:

I. The Commission has juridiction over the Respondent and

the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to

demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter.

III. Respondent enters voluntarily into this Agreement with

the Commission.



wothic rwegstr$ ith thae eontut Va.

sq'ott of DemacrtoWO1I ortr1let~R

A•ociation moms as anatienal 1uadtIsia ',ogre ,fr **too*

participating Democratic state committees. Although ,t
-Association makese:ontributions and expenditures to .

candidates, through these state cmmittees, the Associadon not

directly contribute to or make expenditures on behalf o tferail

o candidates during the period audited. Rather, such contributions

or expenditures were made by the state committees. ftrthermore,

during the period covered by the audit, only four of the

participating state committees deposited funds received from the

Association into accounts from which such contributions or

o3 expenditures could be made.

2. On March 16, 1979, the Commission's Audit Division

o0 notified the Committee that it had been selected for an audit.

The audit notification letter specified that "all financial

records of (the) Committee for the period January 1, 1977,

through the present, ... should be available for inspection when

the audit begins."

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.S.C.

438(a) (8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize the

Association's documents and working papers to verify total



unl.to A.peeth et r~ia tL eit tt th
Assoot1tion had rprte all Its activity ld to de t

whthr heatiVity wa4 properly reported because the

provided by the Association were incomlete and the Asso*14i1

lacked knowledgeable personnel to assist the Colmission l.

0 Specifically, review of the Association's bank records 'S

hindered by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadeqay CO'
o other types of receipt records. The Audit Division's analyest

also was impeded by the condition of the Association's

contributor records which were not arranged in a fashion to

facilitate the verification of the sources and the reported

'T totals.

o 4. Thereafter, on January 2, 1980, the Audit Division

N requested by telephone those documents and working papers which

it had found missing, and later repeated its request in a May 14,

1980 letter of audit findings. The Association treasurer

responded in a July 22, 1980 letter which asserted that the

Association had fully cooperated with the auditors by submitting

all existing records and provided no additional documents.

5. The problems encountered by the auditors stemmed in

part from the bookkeeping system initially adopted by the

Association. Prior to establishing that system, the Association



bookkeqngy.*a u 0 9tt to, PtwopottIvy cowp2

provisions of tbI*.,

6. 4alatay At9. Ii9i, the Comission approo* 0'',

recomendation oontainod in the First General Counsel's x r t

that it find reason to believe the Assooiation violated to :mr 2

U.S.C. It 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11

C.F.R. 1S 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104,12(b) (1) and (3), by

o keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures during

the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979. The

Commission subsequently notified the Association of its findings

in a January 22, 1981 letter and provided the Association with a0
summary of the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis on

o the matter. Although the Association later submitted a March 17,

1981 statement to the Commission responding to the RTB findings

which stated that all records requested by the auditors nov

either do exist or can be recreated, the Association has

continued to fail to provide the documents.

V. The Respondent's failure to use its best efforts to

adequately document its receipts and expenditures and obtain

receipted bills or other memoranda for certain expenditures, and



by ~ ~ ~ a Vh oite arte ao* s aviolatiON of ftv *
**432 ()P (2), S aaj 4) Pand (a) ant E~ruer it CIO' WA

SI10 2 (9a),() (a) and (0e), and l@4.l12(b)(1) and (3).

VIl Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasret of

the United States in the amunt of one tho ad five bundrled

dollars ($1,500), pursuant to 2 U.s.C. S 437g(a) (5) (A).

ON VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake anY

O activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Capaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.s.C. 5 431, e t. .

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a

complaint under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at

issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with

o this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement

or any requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a

civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the date

that all parties hereto have executed same and the Commission has

approved the entire agreement.
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Dear Mr. Steele:
a im... "A receipt ot 7,9"rIette s ped c ilisti

areement, Of October 2, l00. At tb ossti ~ld Ike
to again stress the stetleon doover' his h
matB~ter on a mutually $1041's " 8. o er, I find the
proposed conciliation agreement ** be unsatisfactory in a
number of respects. Consetuently I will outline the Associ-

'" ation's objections to the p 06posed p nt and suggest a
basis upon which an agreement might be eOncluded.

The Association's first objection is the failure of the
proposed agreement to recite any of the mitigating circumstances

o relating to the alleged violations. When the Dollars for
Democrats program was first proposed to the Association in

Yr 1976, the Federal Election Campaign Act ("the Act") had only
recently been passed. It was unclear at the time how a
multi-state fundraising program on behalf of numerous state
party committees only some of which were political committees
for the purposes of the Act should be reported. Consequently,
the Association sought the advice of the staff of the Federal
Election Commission. The advice given by then Assistant
General Counsel Benjamin Vandergrift and which was followed
by the Association required an unduly complex reporting and
bookkeeping system.

To demonstrate the problems which this system created
for the Association, I will attempt with your indulgence to
briefly summarize how the Dollars for Democrats program
actually operates and then describe how the suggested
bookkeeping and reporting system failed to take into account
the day to day workings of the program. The Association
contracts with Larry Meyer Associates of St. Cloud, Minnesota
to conduct a telephone solicitation fundraising program in
various states. Larry Meyer Associates then hires persons to
do the actual phone solicitation, contracts with the phone



.,.. . ...,

which iw@ received as a result of the soicitation -"
forwarded to an account in.VaehIngtn *here they are "
for illegal coitrlbutions sad deposited.'

The bookkeeping and reporting system which was mu
to the Association by Commission staff required the A
to pay all vendors directly despite the fact that L .rr.
Meyer Associates actually contracted with the vendors.
Further the Association was told to allocate all expens'to."
each state according to the benefit derived. Lastly, tl)*e
Association was told to create a separate reporting cmmitte.
for each participating political committee. This bookkeopt
and reporting system created untold problems for the As$aitition.
Rather than relating all the problems created, I will give
an example. Larry Meyer Associates would contract for
printing of pledge forms and would forward the bill to the
Association for payment. Larry Meyer Associates would later

odiscover it had misallocated each state's share of the bill
or because it later received a discount on additional printing

-- would redetermine each state's printing expenses. The Association
would consequently have to amend its report or attempt some
adjustment on the next report. Adjustments such as these
were numerous not only for printing bills but for other
expenses such as telephone bills. The intricacies of this
bookkeeping and reporting system were just beyond the capabilities
of the Association.

Consequently the Association sought the advice of
counsel. The Association's counsel suggested a complete

ochange in the Association's bookkeeping and reporting system.
Because of the unlimited transfers allowed between state
committees, counsel suggested that state by state allocation
of expenses was unnecessary. Second, he suggested that only

0one reporting entity was required. Third, he advised that
the Association pay only Larry Meyer Associates directly.
The Association accepted counsel's advice and began reporting
using the system presently employed. However, despite the
fact that the Association believes the new system is in full
keeping with the requirements of the Act, it was impossible
to correct all the problems created by the previous system.

The reason I have outlined the history of the Association's
bookkeeping and reporting systems is that I believe it is
useful in understanding the source of the committee's present
problems. The Association relying on the advice of Commission
staff made a good faith effort to comply with the Act. When
the system suggested by Commission staff proved unworkable,
the Association on its own accord adopted a new system which
fully complied with the Act, provided more meaningful disclosure
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ad .. MIn 4 t he lie ............
with the old O .sy .ad wkfth #nw bUb.
proceeding aros. when the Act had recenly b4
when It was far from clearl bow a multi-sate, poga
the Dollar for Demcrate ahould be reported. Ibl
these mitigting circumstances should all be made P* ..
the proposed agreement,

The Association's second objection is that the :prOpo*@
agreement appears to based on a mistaken assumption abozt.
the state of the Association's books. The Association'0
records are sufficient to establish the source of all aOntriltions
made to the program. Concededly there are not deposit slips
for all deposits, but there is available for every month of
operation a bank statement showing all deposits and with-
drawals. Also available are copies of every check which was
deposited into a Dollar for Democrats account. I would note
that it is questionable whether the deposit slips sought, by
the auditors were even required to be kept by the Act.

With respect to expenses, there is available a cancelled
check for every expense. Again, the Association concedes
there are not receipts from vendors for every expense.
However it should be noted that Federal Campaign Act Amend-
ments of 1979 did away with the requirement that receipts be
kept.

The Association's third objection to the proposed
oagreement is the size of the proposed fine. Fines of this

size have been rare and imposed almost exclusively in situations
where aggravating circumstances were present. In this instance

othere has been no suggestion that excessive or illegal
contributions have been accepted. Nor has there been any

Nwillful disregard of Commission rules or regulations. Rather
there has been a consistent good faith effort to comply with

0 the Act.

The Association is a small organization of limited
resources. The staff consists of myself and a part time
bookkeeper. Looking at the gross revenues of the Dollars
for Democrats program one might conclude that our resources
are substantial. This would be a mistake. In the early
years of the program the costs were upwards of eighty-five
percent of revenues and the remainder was divided among
forty participating states. In recent years costs have run
about fifty percent and another forty-eight percent has been
distributed to the states as required by the Association
agreement with the states. This leaves an operating budget
for the Association of two percent or about $20,000 a year
which barely covers expenses. A fine of the size proposed
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Sincerely

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Association of State Democratic
Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats

0

Nr



Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Cousel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463
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Ms, Ann Fistuan, TreasuroE.
Association of State Democratic

Chairpersons/Dollars for Dmootcmit
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, W.1
Washington, D.C. 20036

$Mt NR 131S

Dear Ms. Fishman:

On October 27 , 1981, the C S"ission determined there
is probable cause to believe that yoar ".Mtte com-itted
a violation of the Federal Election C Ac ot of 1971,
as amended, former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1)r (2)t (3) and (4),

"I and d), and former 11 C.F.R. S$ 102.9(a)#, (b), (c) and (e),
% and 104.12(b)(1) and (3), by keeping inadequate records for

receipts and expenditures during the period January 1, 1977
o through September 30, 1979.

'T" The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal
methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion#, and by
entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable
to reach an agreement during that period, the Commission
may institute civil suit in United States District Court
and seek payment of a civil penalty.

we enclose a conciliation agreement that this office
is prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of
this matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission approve the agreement. Please
make your check for the civil penalty payable to the U.S.
Treasurer.



or ovaeistions for *hAln
Ment-v 'leb$. contact 10
.gned"t this matter, at

Sincerely#

.N
Bnclosure

Proposed Conciliation Agreement

~0~

0
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S*.R of Str e )ovi/Dolls9,

CONCILIATION AGUR3ENT

This matter having been initiated by the Federal Elet$ *

Commission (hereinafter the "Commission"), pursuant to infer

mation ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its

supervisory responsibilities, and after probable cause to

believe having been found that the Association of State

V Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats ("Respondent*)

.1 violated former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d),

~. and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12

0 (b)(1) and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and

expenditures during the period January 1, 1977 through

September 30, 1979.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having

duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g

(a)(4)(A)(i), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demon-

strate that no action should be taken in this matter.
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IV. The pertinent fat* in this matter are as £o1eWsit

1. Respondent, the Association of StateDemocgxtic

Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats, was a political comittee

which registered with the Commission on December 3, 1976 in

support of Democratic nominees for federal elections.

2. On March 16, 1979, the Commission's Audit

o) Division notified the Committee that it had been selected

for audit in connection with the FEC's routine review of

the Democratic National Committee and its affiliates. The

audit notification letter specified that "all financial

records of (the) Committee for the period January 1, 1977,

1. through the present,.. .should be available for inspection

o when the audit begins."

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.S.C.
S 438(a)(8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize

the Committee's documents and working papers to verify

total reported receipts, expenditures and individual trans-

actions, review required supporting documentation, analyze

Committee debts and obligations, and perform other audit

procedures deemed necessary under the circumstances. The

auditors, however, were unable to complete the tests required

to verify that the Committee had reported all its activity

and to determine whether the activity was properly reported
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and the Comittee lacked knowedgeable personnel totassist

the Commission staff. Specifically, review of the Comitteees

bank records was hindered by the lack of deposit tickets and

the inadequacy of other types of receipt records. The Audit

Division's analysis also was impeded by the condition of the

Committee's contributor records which were not arranged in
0

a fashion to facilitate the verification of the sources and

the reported totals.

4. Thereafter, on January 2, 1980, the Audit

-- Dirision requested by telephone those documents and working

- papers which it had found missing, and later repeated its

request in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit findings. The

Committee treasurer responded in a July 22, 1980 letter which

asserted that the Committee had fully cooperated with the

D auditors by submitting all existing records and provided no

additional documents.

5. On January 19, 1981, the Commission approved

the recommendation contained in the First General Counsel's

Report that it find reason to believe the Committee violated

former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(I), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and

former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and

104.12(b)(1) and (3) by keeping inadequate records for

receipts and expenditures during the period January 1, 1977

through September 30, 1979. The Commission subsequently
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Counllel's IPactual and Uegal -Anlyi'so the matter. Alitbhom,

the Committee later submitted-a Mrch 17, 1981 statement to

the Commission responding to the RTS findings which stated that

all records requested by the auditors now either do exist or can

be recreated, the Committee has continued to fail to provide

- the documents.

V. The respondent Committee's failure to use its

best efforts to adequately document its receipts and

Vr expenditures and obtain receipted bills or other memoranda

for certain expenditures, and to subseqently retain and

make available to the Commission in auditable condition

. documents which provide in sufficient detail the information

o necessary to verify reports required to be filed by the

• Committee under the Act was a violation of former 2 U.S.C.

SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R.

SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3).

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer

of the United States in the amount of two thousand five hundred

dollars ($2,500), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(5)(A).

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seS.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue herein
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ment: theEr.of, ba* been Vil~eit i*a~y "Jbftitt
tow ~J~ef n theUnited Sate'ttit it o

of Columbia.

IX. This agreement shall become effective as of the-

date ,that all parties hereto have executed same and ,the

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

X. Respondent shall hiave no more than thirty "RO01das

from the date this agreement becomes effective to aomply with.

and implement the requirements contained in this, agreement

Sand to so notify the Commission,

0 Charles N, Steele
General Counsel

Date BY: Kenneth A. Gross

Associate General Counsel

Date Association of State
Democratic Cha irpersons/
Dollars for Democrats

By Ann Fishman, Treasurer



Ms. Ann Fishman# Treasurer
Association of State Democratic

Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, .
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

- On 0dr Z7 , 1981, the Comission dex.e404 there
is probable cause to believe that your itt;e c'am tt
a violation of the Federal Election a4n Act of If734
as amended, former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4),
and (d), and former 11 C.F.R. 51 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e),
and 104.12(b)(1) and (3), by keeping inadequate records for
receipts and expenditures during the period January I, 1977

o through September 30# 1979.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
Sviolations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal
methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by

'j entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable
to reach an agreement during that period, the Commission

0 may institute civil suit in United States District Court
and seek payment of a civil penalty.

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office
is prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of
this matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission approve the agreement. Please
make your check for the civil penalty payable to the U.S.
Treasurer.



bY:
Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure

-- Proposed Conciliation.Agreement

i

0F

0

:0

s iaeerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

VoT3
0/28/6i
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I, Nbriori W. Dacs, Nlmooding Seetaz it 1 A the Pftbral
inatio Omlssions bsa tw Sessio on ~e 27, 1981, &o

Shreby otif that the asc decided ky a vote of 6-0 W

take the followin actions in MIR 131.5 (80):

1. Find ible cause to believ that the
Asociatio of State Dnwcratic CO irpersns/
Dollars for Deocrats violated fomer 2 U.S.C.
SS432(c) (1), (2), (3), and (4), and (d) and

o fc1mr 11 C.F.R. SSl02.9(a), (b), (c) and (e)
and 104.12 (b) (1) and (3) by kqWing inadeuate
records fo r reneits and t We d.im the

o period January 1, 1977 Shrolub-er 30, 1979.

2. Aprove and send the letter and prposed
conciliation agremit identified a attaduints
2 and 3 subitted with the General 0ouasel's
October 15, 1981 report on this matter.

Qxuaii r Aikems, Harris, Mcrry, Reiche,, Thwon, and

Tiernan voted affirmtively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. E77on
Secretary of the Commission
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.e BACKGROUND

On July 2, l980, the Audit Division referred to the Offie..

of the General Counsel the final audit report for the AssocIttO

of State Democratic Chairpersons/Vollars for Democrats (h@evtio

after the "Committee" or "AbDC/DFD). The report, which vas

based on an audit conducted pursuant to formr 2 U.S.C. 5 430

(a)(U) covering the period January 1, 1977 through September

30, 1979, concluded that the Committee's records were insuffi-

0 cient to properly conduct an audit verifying that the Committee

had completely and accurately reported all its activity. Speci-

fically, the audit report alleged that due to the incomplete-

ness of Committee records and the lack of Committee personnel

Knowledgeable of the Committee's prior recording and reporting

methods, the Audit Division was forced to suspend fieldwork

without fully examining both the Committee's receipts and

expenditures.

Thereafter, on January 19, 1981, the Commission decided

to find reason to oelieve that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C.

b 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R.

b I02.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and IU4.12(b)(I) and (3) by

Keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
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inquirieby ANDC/000. #&tt*stat iVes t, Otto,~
Roport #1 (dated Pebroaay 19, 19l) and Jnaerf e

Report #2 (dated April 9, 1981), the Comittee su~mit +4

letter dated March 17, 1981 "responding to the speaifi t

findings of the Commission.... Attachment 1.

After completing its analysis of the Committee's response,

4 the Office of the General Counsel, on July 0, l l, goa

to the Committee's treasurer this office's July 17, 1941 brief

stating our position on the factual and legal issues of the

case and notifying the respondent that the General Counsel's

Office was prepared to recommend that the Commission find

O~ probable cause to believe a violation had occurred. The treasurer

' also was informed that within fifteen days of receipt of the

0 brief the Committee could submit a reply brief stating the

Committee's position on the issues and responding to the brief

of the General Counsel.

Subsequently, the staff attorney assigned to this matter

was contacted by the Committee treasurer who expressed a continuing

I/ Although the January 14, 1981 First General Counsel's Report
on this matter correctly cited former code sections 432(c)
(1) and (2) when discussing the relevant law concerning
recordkeeping tor receipts, the recommendations section
of that report inadvertently referred to former section
434(c)(1) and (2). However, since the Committee's response
to the Commission's RTB findings did not directly address
either the specific alleged violations or the particular
code sections involved, this typographical error does not
appear to have prejudiced the Committee.



t.a~~ I , itf*
determ 4n0fto whnr a: PCTb1 br, ,led ha ez et to*

respondent, and that a prop~se4. #cfistionaqe nt d*il

is attached-to any Commission'notification of a PCTD flnding

the treasurer indicated that the Committee would not subait

a reply brief. No such brief has been received by the Geeral

Counsel's Office.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

See OGC Brief of uly 17, 1981.

III. CONCILIATION AND CIVIL PENALTY

Attached for the Commission's approval is a proposed concilia-

tion agreement which is to be offered to the Committee in settle-

ment of this matter. The agreement contains a provision which

Nrequires the Committee to pay a two thousand five hundred dollar

($2,b00) civil penalty. This penalty is appropriate in view of

the magnitude of the Committee's activity during the period

audited and the seriousness of the violation. (The Committee

reported receipts of over 3.1 million dollars and expenditures

of over 2.9 million dollars.)

IV. RECOMIMNDATIObS

1. That the Commission find probable cause to believe that

the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for

Democrats violated former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and

(4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e),



2. Approve and $44 the attah4o Ottor tcxog'rvit i r

proposed conceiliationt agrm0nto

Date

Atchnents 2 and 3, i

Charlo N. Steele

k5Y: 0 netb A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Attachments:

1. Letter to the Commission from Ann Fishman, Treasurer,
Association of State Democratic Chairpersons (March 17,

1 19tl), 3 pp.

0 2. Notification letter to respondent, 2 pp.

N 3 Proposed conciliation agreement, 5 pp.



Mug. Thunmrdgl9M*

Federal 33ection ComissIon
1325 K St. E.W.
"Wshinitoi D. C. 20463
cANr IO.:t Mr. Robert Bonham

.e: MUR 1315

9wear Comaissioners:

Iy letter of January 22, 1981 the Commission notified me that it had found reason to
,.believe that the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons may have violated the
'Pederal Election Campaign Act in connection with the operation of its Dollars for
yemocrats program. Before responding to the specific findings of the Commission,
I would like to express the hope that this matter can be resolved expeditiously

' nd on mutually acceptable basis. I have spoken with Mr. Robert Bonham of the
Commission's staff and from those conversations. I believe a mutually satisfactory

Cesolution of this matter can be readily achieved.

N
As the Commission's letter indicates the reason to believe finding grew out of an

"Oudit of the Dollars for Democrats program. To understand the findings of that
audit and the reasons that the audit was suspended requires a close examination of
the history of the Dollars for Democrats program and an understanding of the
changes that have been made in the operation of the progran.

The Dollars for Democrats program was first proposed to the Association of
State Democratic Chairpersons in late 1976. Modeled on a similar program run by
the Minnesota Democratic State Committee, the Dollars for Democrats program is
a fundraising program that couples telephone solicitation with the follow up mailing
of pledge statements. The program is run by Larry Meyer and Associates of St.
Cloud, Minnesota.

The program operates as follows. From a central phone bank calls are made into
states requesting contributions to the Dollars for Democrats program of that
state. Those pledging contributions as a result of that solicitation are sent a44l, :I d 6 it

-9 .. . , ,
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partnership ches, stm separated from other "che by the bsk
rather than depoeted, ae forwarded to the Wasbington office ,4
for Dmecrats. Ue aVOr&P contribution is fifteen to twenty d1 #.
1arely are there contributions ofv ovr fifty dollars and almont I is
there a contribution of over two-hundred dollars. For recordkep aat
reporting purposes, contributions of over fifty dollars are noted.

After the depositing of a state's contributions a deposit slip is for-
warded to the Washington office of Dollars for Democrats. Mios Natioal
Bank also provides a monthly statement listing all receipts and d1-
bursements of each state's accounts. Only four types of disbursaelte

.,g are made from the Dollars for Democrats accounts. Checks are written
only to Larry Meyer and Associates for fundraising expenses, to te

CN Association of State Democratic Chairpersons for membership dues, to
the bookkeeper and landlord, and to the various state committees repre-
senting not fundraising proceeds. The bank makes copies of all thee checks.
As will be explained, however, the original system for disbursements
was much more complicated.

After the Association decided to undertake the Dollars for Democrats pro-
gram, the question arose of how to properly report the activities of the
program under the Federal Election Campaign Act. In an effort to deter-
mine how to properly report the activities, representatives of the

' Association met with Mr. Ben Vandergrift of the Commission staff. He
advised the Association that each state account should be consideredo a separate committee and if the state committee were going to use the
proceeds for federal election purposes, the state's account would be
required to register as a federal committee. This also required that all
disbursements made by the Dollars for Democrats program be allocated to
each state account according to benefit derived. He further advised that
rather than paying Larry Meyer and Associates for all fundraising expenses
and having Larry Meyer and Associates pay the ultimate vendor (e.g. the
phone company) the Association should pay the vendors directly. Expenses
which involved more than one state, he suggested, should be paid from
one central account and then allocated to each state account. The
Association proceeded to set up its reporting system accordingly.

After a year and a half of reporting in this manner, it became apparent
that this system of reporting was unmanageable and the Association
sought an alternative. At the advice of counsel, the Association decided
to consolidate the reporting of all the accounts into one reporting
entity. It further decided that except for bookkeeping and rent for
the Washington office, all fundraising expenses would be paid by the



However* boaus. the old system va so irratiotal, the record kw*q
system that Supportd it Was in complete disarray. The probla 4 0
compounded by the &*ability Of the Association to hire anyone:W7
bring order to the records. In its first two years of operation, iih
Dollars for Democrats went through seven bookkeepers. Although tbhell -

implementation of the now reporting and recordkeeping system rm5d4
the existing problem, it could not make up for all the past defisipicles
The Association believes It is now on a very sound reporting syt"*b"t
as the audit team discovered, the problems of four years agostl imk
it difficult for an audit of that early activity to be completed.

I was not Treasurer four years ago. In fact, there has been at Ie /
C'4 four Treasurers since then. I do know, however, that from bank records,

all past activity can be recreated. It would be a very time consuming
effort and I do not believe that effort would be useful to anyone.

I have at all times been willing, and have voiced my willingness, to
, cooperate with your audit staff. I was unable, however, because of my

lack of personal knowledge of the whereabouts of all earlier records to
satisfy each request immediately. The records do exist or can be recreated

o either in our office or at the bank, but to locate them is a time consuming
task and without a specific request for a particular item, I have been

'T unable to fully assist your auditors. Your audit staff requested complete
categories of items and for me to respond to that request would require

Cthat I undertake an audit myself to determine each item that might be
! missing. This Is not meant to be a criticism of your audit staff. At

all times during their stay in our offices, they conducted themselves
in a friendly and professional manner. All I am suggesting is that
because of my lack of personal knowledgc and the irrational reporting
and recordkeeping system that was employed when the Dollars for Democrat
program was initiated, I could not assist your staff during the audit to
the extent that they requested.

As I noted before, I believe the reporting and recordkeeping system now
employed by the Association is adequate to satisfy all the requirement of
the Act. If problems existed before, they were a result of ignorance
rather than purposeful. I would be happy to discuss this matter with
anyone on your staff in the hope of coming to satisfactory resolution of
this matter.

Sincerely,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollars For Democrats



Ms. Ann Fislan# Treasurer
Association of State Dmocratic
Chairpersons/Dollars for Derocrats

1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N6W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

-C Mg: M 131S

Dear Ms. Fishman:

On , 1981, the Conmiss-lon deterined there
is probable cause to believe that your am ittee oad-ittM

0 a violation of the Federal Election Caign Act o Ll ,
as amended, former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4),

? and (d), and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b)# (c) and (e),
and 104.12(b)(1) and (3), by keeping inadequate records for
receipts and expenditures during the period January 1, 1977

.n through September 30, 1979.

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such
violations for a period of thirty to ninety days by informal
methods of conference, conciliation and persuasion, and by

- entering into a conciliation agreement. If we are unable
to reach an agreement during that period, the Commission

O may institute civil suit in United States District Court
and seek payment of a civil penalty.

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office
is prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of
this matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed
agreement, please sign and return it, along with the civil
penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission approve the agreement. Please
make your check for the civil penalty payable to the U.S.
Treasurer.
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Nl Enclosure
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CONCILIATION AGURMENT

This matter having been initiated by the Federal Ilectio

Commission (hereinafter the *Commission*), pursuant to infor-

mation ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its

j supervisory responsibilities, and after probable cause to

believe having been found that the Association of State

Democratic Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats (*Respondent)

violated former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d)#

'~ and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b) (c) and (e), and 104.12

o (b)(1) and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and

expenditures during the period January 1, 1977 through
C

September 30, 1979.

NOW THEREFORE, the Commission and Respondent, having

duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g

(a)(4)(A)(i), do hereby agree as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent

and the subject matter of this proceeding.

II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demon-

strate that no action should be taken in this matter.
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IV. 'lTb pertinent fatts in this matter art,," aI * !

1. Respondentlthe Association of state De ico

Chairpersons/Dollars for Democrats, was a political .1iamte.

which registered with the Commission on December 3, 1976 In

support of Democratic nominees for federal elections.

2. On March 16, 1979, the Commission's Audit

O Division notified the Committee that it had been selected

for audit in connection with the FEC's routine review of

the Democratic National Committee and its affiliates. The

audit notification letter specified that "all financial

records of (the) Committee for the period January 1# 1977#

through the present,...should be available for inspection

o when the audit begins."

3. Subsequently, pursuant to former 2 U.S.C.

S 438(a)(8), the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize

the Committee's documents and working papers to verify

total reported receipts, expenditures and individual trans-

actions, review required supporting documentation, analyze

Committee debts and obligations, and perform other audit

procedures deemed necessary under the circumstances. The

auditors, however, were unable to complete the tests required

to verify that the Committee had reported all its activity

and to determine whether the activity was properly reported
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and the C.om4~tt'"e 2aok~d knovI *0, pet l to

the Comies ion ata ff, BpeIfilly, revew of the Cofttte'

bank records was hindered by the lack of deposit tickets Md

the inadequacy of other types of receipt records. The ,Udit

Division's analysis also was impeded by the condition of the

Committee's contributor records which were not arranged in

a fashion to facilitate the verification of the sources and

the reported totals.

4. Thereafter, on January 2, 1980, the Audit

. Division requested by telephone those documents and working

Spapers which it had found missing, and later repeated its

o request in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit findings. The

Committee treasurer responded in a July 22, 1980 letter which
0

asserted that the Committee had fully cooperated with the

auditors by submitting all existing records and provided no

additional documents.

5. On January 19, 1981, the Commission approved

the recommendation contained in the First General Counsel's

Report that it find reason to believe the Committee violated

former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and

former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and

104.12(b)(1) and (3) by keeping inadequate records for

receipts and expenditures during the period January l 1977

through September 30, 1979. The Commission subsequently
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the Committee later submitted a MwIch 17;,, 19481' statooo*1, W.

the Commission responding to the 'RI findings which sttted that

all records requested by the auditors now either do exist or can

be recreated, the Committee has continued to fail to provide

the documents.

V. The respondent Committee's failure to use its

- best efforts to adequately document its receipts and

expenditures and obtain receipted bills or other memoranda

for certain expenditures, and to subseqently retain and

make available to the Commission in auditable condition

documents which provide in sufficient detail the information

o necessary to verify reports required to be filed by the

N Committee under the Act was a violation of former 2 U.S.C.

0 SS 432(c)(l), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R.

SS 102.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3).

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Treasurer

of the United States in the amount of two thousand five hundred

dollars ($2,500), pursuant to 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(5)(A).

VII. Respondent agrees that it shall not undertake any

activity which is in violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431, et seq.

VIII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue herein
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oft 2umbiao

LXe This agreement shall become effective.s.O tb

date that all parties hereto have executed same as4tb

Commission has approved the entire agreement.

0 2CX. Respondent shall have no more than thirty(0 s

from the date this agreement becomes effective to',Omnply with

and implement the requirements contained in ti gemn

and to so notify the Commission.

o Charles Ni. Steele

General Counsel

Date BY: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Date Association of State
Democratic Chairpersons/
Dollars for Democrats

By Ann Fishman, Treasurer
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1. Statement of the C5*
On July 2, 1980, teAodtt Division leferr~d' tota ce

1~of the General Counsel1 Abe final a ud it r tfr. the Ms.44*tion

, of State Democratic Ch&iw ersons/DollarSrfOr DMOeCiats (heroina ter

the *Committee" or "A5DC/ID*D). The report, which was based

on an audit cohducted pursuant to former 2 U.S.C. S (8)

covering the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979,

o concluded that the Committee's records were insufficient to

qrn properly conduct an audit verifying that the Committee had

o completely and accurately reported all its activity. Speci-

e4 fically, the audit report alleged that due to the incom-

pleteness of Committee records and the lack of Committee

1/ The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, Pub. L. No. 92-225,
86 Stat. 3 (1972), was amended by the Federal Election Campaign
Act Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-443, 88 Stat. 1263 (1974),
by the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1976, Pub.
L. No. 94-283, 90 Stat. 475 (1976), by the Social Security
Amendments of 1977, Title V# Sec. 502, Pub. L. No. 95-216, 91
Stat. 1655 (1977), and by the Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1979, Pub. L. No. 96-187, 93 Stat. 1339 (1980).
The relevant provisions of the Act are codified in Title 2,
United States Code. All references to substantive and proce-
dural sections of the Act are to amended versions in effect
at the time of the alleged violations or enforcement action.
Effective dates are denoted in brackets following statutory
citations, where relevant.



and *3po"L %rea.

Tieretfter, on J anuary l, 1981, the Commission decid "

to find eason to believe that the Comuitte vioIlaed 2 UsC.

S 432(c)(), (2), (3) and (4), and (d) and former 11 C.F.R.

S I02.9(a), (b), (c) and (e), and 104.12 (b)(1) and-(3)

V by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures

during the period January I, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

som Following notification of the FEC's action and two procedural

inquiries by ASDC/DFD representatives, the Committee submitted

a letter dated March 17, 1981 "responding to the specific

o findings of the Commission.***"

110 Pursuant to 11 C.F.R. S 111.16, the General Counsel's

o Office now has prepared this brief which states the General

SCounsel's position on the factual and legal issues involved

in this matter and contains both an analysis of the Committee's

recent response and a recommendation that the Commission

find probable cause to believe that violations have occurred.

_/ Although the January 14, 1981 First General Counsel's Report
on this matter correctly cited former code sections 432(c)
(1) and (2) when discussing the relevant law concerning
recordkeeping for receipts, the recommendations section
of that report inadvertently referred to former section
434(c)(1) and (2). However, since the Committee's response
to the Commission's RTB findings did not directly address
either the specific alleged violations or the particular
code sections involved, see discussion infra, this typo- -
graphical error does not appear to have prejudiced the
Committee.



Formerl 432(c)(l) an (2) and former I C

I 102.9(a) required political oommittee treasurers to i**P

detailed records of all contributions made to or for the

committee, including the date, amount and the identification

of the donor if greater than $50, and the persons's occupation

and principal place of business, if any, when his or her aggregate

contributions exceeded $100.

2. Inadequate recordkeeping for expenditures.

Former 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(3) and (4), and former 11 C.F.R.

S 102.9(b) required political committee treasurers to keep

detailed and exact records of all expenditures made by or on

o behalf of the committee, including the date, amount and the

iidentification of every person to whom any expenditure is made,

and the name, address and office sought by each candidate on

whose behalf such expenditure was made.

Former 2 U.S.C. S 432(d) and former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9(c)

required committee treasurers to obtain and keep a receipted

bill from the person to whom the expenditure is made stating

the particulars for every expenditure in excess of $100 made

by or on behalf of a political committee, and for any expendi-

ture in a lesser amount if the aggregate expenditures to that

person exceeded $100 during the calendar year. Such receipted

bills must be preserved for periods of time established by



IM the611, an 1 1oic or, other cont~soaeu

of the i:trsnoaction supplied to the cmtittee by the pe ,

showing U Zlte md. particulars of the expenditure

when a receipted bill was unavailable.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9(e) required campaign treasurers

to use his or her best efforts to obtain required information

and to keep complete records of efforts to do so. The reporting

committee was to be deemed in compliance with this requirement

q'. if a showing of best efforts was made.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 104.12(b)(1) and (3) required political

Scommittees to maintain records which provided sufficient detail

to verify, explain, clarify, and check for accuracy and complete-

ness the necessary particulars of both receipts and expenditures
0

required to be disclosed, including vouchers, worksheets,

receipts, bills and accounts. Those records and reports were

required to be kept available for audit, inspection, or

examination by the Commission or its authorized representatives

for not less than three years from the end of the year in which

the report or statement was filed.

B. Factual Basis

On March 16, 1979, the Commission's Audit Division notified

the Committee that it had been selected for audit in connection

with the FEC's routine review of the Democratic National Committee



.-utM all *sfit for Ii7a

It 19077 to '6th*o ~a~t* boe, =0d availoble,:Includingt 4**I

sat i • a V.ith dposit s lips aod cancelled checkst

contribution recordo, invoices or receipted bills, and j1 nals.a

and ledgers maintained by the Committee. Audit also requested"

that the Committee0s by-laws or charter, minutes of meetgs, -

if any# solicitation material, brochures and other publications

be available for inspection. The undated final audit report

submitted to the Office of the General Counsel, which was

approved by the Commission on August 25, 1980, indicates that

the Audit Division attempted to scrutinize these documents

o) and working papers to verify total reported receipts, expendi-

"17 tures and individual transactions, review required supporting

o documentation, and analyze Committee debts and obligations.

The report reveals that the Audit staff was unable to

determine the source of $206,592.11 in 1977 and 1978 deposits

because of a lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of

other types of receipt records, such as journals and ledgers,

which hindered the Division's review of the committee's bank

records. An examination of contributor records maintained by

the Committee's exclusive individual fundraiser also was

frustrated because pledge invoices and contributor file cards

were not arranged in a fashion which facilitated verification

of sources and reported totals.



2RWVns1* allocat ion *cheGtg** Ma6o~ avallable by the', 0 Oa4tte,r

%oether with di*41pipure eports filed .with the: a~uii4,04,~

Inomplete iecords and a lack of knowledgeable peembonelv

however, prevented the staff from completing "all necessary

tests." Report of the Audit Division on the Association

of State Democratic Chairpersons at 3-4.

On January 2, 1980, Audit requested by telephone those

documents and working papers which it had found missing, and

later repeated its request in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit

' findings. The letter gave the Committee thirty days from

the date of receipt to obtain the missing bank account and

expenditure records and to provide the audit staff with all

committee financial records in auditable condition. Since

Slarge numbers of records were incomplete, the letter requested

specific categories rather than individually listing all missing

records.

The Committee treasurer responded in a July 22, 1980

letter to the Commission's assistant staff director for audit:

* . I feel the committee was more than cooperative
with your audit staff and made a good faith effort
to comply with all of your requests. All existing
records were submitted to the auditors for their
inspection.

(emphasis in original). The treasurer claimed that rapid

turnover in staff and repeated office relocation caused

imprecise recordkeeping during the period prior to her

assumption of the office of treasurer in November, 1979.



d~s~oeirerpbts. n aJMIZury 60 MORAI,

that-the cc t q.i, 10, 1971 U fport of Rtec 0p"

and Eaipn~tuwat* td CAsh to hand :on March 3 1, lf7?i

the amount of $8,848.29, while the July 10, 1979 quarterly

report listed cash on hand on April 1, 1979 as $99044640.*

RAD asked the Covaittee to provide the circumstances for the,

discrepency between the April and July reports within ,f i*an

days. When no explanation was received, a second 
MAi wee

sent on March 4, 1980.

Writing in response to RAD's second inquiry, the Committee

treasurer explained on March 26, 1980, that she had been unable

0 to locate the previous treasurer and bookkeeper who were

responsible for filing the particular report in question. While
0

still attempting to secure the information requested, she

continued "I have furthermore hoped that the current FEC audit

of DFD could help explain the discrepancy in the cash-on-hand

figure when it is completed."

3_/ The final audit report indicated that the Committee
reported an opening cash balance on January 1, 1977
of $-0-, total receipts for the audited period of
$3,100.984.61, total expenditures for the same period
of $3,088,653.46, and a closing cash balance on
September filed by the Committee at the time of the
audit, of $95,009.53. The auditors attributed
$32,678.46 of the $82,678.38 discrepancy in the
reported totals of cash on hand to (a) an unexplained
adjustment on the committee's first quarter 1978
report of $3,895; (b) another such adjustment on the
second quarter 1979 report of $67,642.61; and (c) the
overstatement of 1979 expenditures by $6,140.85.



After stat Ing tho pr~eing facts-, thbe,

Counsel's port on this matter, concluded t

the formiir Act anM Camssion's Regulations..h~,
recommended that the Commission therefore find 4

believe:

----Th#-fLna--audit report, the RFAI's and they
Committee's responses show the materiality o the
Committee's recordkeeping inadequacies. DuriSIAO
the thirty-three month period audited, quart tZi
reports filed with the Commission contained ,''
unexplained adjustments or inaccuracies exe
$100,000. When questioned regarding the discre-
pancies, the Committee treasurer was unable to
provide satisfactory explanations or provide-

Nnecessary supporting documents. While acknoW-
ledging imprecise recordkeeping during the audit

- period, she also implicitly admitted that
inadequate records and working papers were
retained.

The Committee has failed to meet its statutory
flduty to maintain and make available for audit detailed

records for receipt and expenditure matters required
o to be disclosed. While the Committee claims to

have made a "good faith effort" to comply with the
Audit Division's requests, it has not been shown
to have used its "best efforts" to initially obtain
and later retain the required information. To the

Ncontrary, the Committee's inability to account for
large amounts of cash seemingly woold negate any
claim of "best efforts."

Following the Commission's preliminary action on this

matter, the Committee was informed of the Commission's reason

to believe findings in a January 22, 1981 letter. Thereafter,

on January 27, 1981, the General Counsel's Office was contacted

on behalf of the ASDC/DFD treasurer by a former advisor to

the Committee, later identified as attorney for the respondent,

who indicated a desire to provide background information

relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter.



adviow'* cmm*~s.Ptaspai~tto this:,getin I~ ~t

ye's Vpated Ow reapong o W& procedural Inquiry fro 13 the

treasurer, the Committee submitted aletter dated March" 17,

1981 Vhich was received by the Commission on March l*1W2.

,Although the Comittee' s response largely reitoraftod

" the general themes of explanations previously provided the,--1

sa Commission, it did substantially elaborate on the factual

bases for the Committee's defenses. In particular, afte?

both stating that a close examination of the historical

development of the Association's Dollars for Democrats

program was essential to understanding the Audit Division's

o findings and describing the program's fundraising activities,

N the March 17th letter traced the evolution of ASDC/DFD's

reporting procedures.

The Committee's response alleged that ASDC representatives

had met with a then Commission staff member to learn how to properly

report its proposed activities shortly after the Committee decided

to undertake its fundraising program, and subseqently proceeded

to institute the reporting system he suggested which treated

each state account as a separate reporting entity and required

that all disbursements made by the Dollars for Democrats

sm __ - . _* - - _040-
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th4 benefit deriV#4. fe trieasurer's letter claiu4,i*

thtt. after a year and a ha1 of decentralized ropotlnJg W ,

Association concluded tb~s system was unmanageable and, tS

the advice of counsel, decided to consolidate the disolOaure

of all state accounts into one report. The Committeeo al1o

decided to decentralize the procedure for payment of VOWVrOsI

Sall fundraising expenses with the exception of bookkeeping

--w and rent for the Washington office would be paid by the

' Association's Hinnesota fundraiser, who in fact contracted

for all fundraising services, rather than directly by the

Committee:0

Because the law allows unlimited transfers between
party committees, this new reporting system seemed

o totally in keeping with the requirements of the Act.
The new reporting system also provided the public with

N; more meaningful information e . • [since] it accurately
reflected how the program operated;

Letter from Ann Fishman, Association of State Democratic Chair-

persons/Dollars for Democrats Treasurer to the Commission

(March 17, 1981) at 3.

The Committee ultimately contended it was unable to

assist the Commission's auditors to the extent they requested

because the records developed under the Association's initial

"irrational" recordkeeping and reporting system were dis-

organized and the Committee was unable "to hire anyone who
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fi t, two years of operation and at least five tr#&*a**r*w5

in-the last four years, which today continues to mke itol"

difficult to completely audit the Committee's early i vity.v

ASDC/DPD' s current treasurer specifically clal". that,

V despite her stated willingness to cooperate with the audit

- staff, she was unable to immediately satisfy each audit

request because of her lack of personal knowledge of the

"whereabouts" of all earlier records:

The records do exist or can be recreated0either in our office or at the bank, but to

locate them is a time consuming task-and without
a specific request for a particular item, I have

o been unable to fully assist your auditors. Your
audit staff requested complete categories of items

4%f and for me to respond to that request would require
that I undertake an audit myself to determine each
item that might be missing.

Id. Furthermore, she believes that recreating the Committee's

past activity from the bank records would not be useful to

anyone; if problems existed before, they were a result of

ignorance rather than purposeful, and the Association's

current "sound" reporting and recordkeeping system "is

adequate to satisfy all the requirement of the Act." (sic). Id.

C. Legal Analysis

The factual characterizations and legal references in the

Audit Division's final report on its review of the Committee's



efr erta, ,n e.upe.t~aesa , second, ....th

fitled. to S&ASq4ently ret*1*,'.and mak*-e voi814 to the

Couiaission in auditable condition docuents whlch i41

in sufficient detail the information necessary to erif

reports required to be filed by the Committee under .,*he

g Act. The Office of the General Counsel's legal 404*o

V submitted to the Commission in connection with thisr .ter

f urther alleged that the Committee failed to use Its "tost

q" efforts" to obtain required information and to keep complete

records of its efforts to do so. Although factual statements

- in the Committee's March 17, 1981 letter to the Commission0

,. answering the FEC's reason to believe findings were not

o labeled as responses to particular alleged violations, the

N? explanations contained therein can be interpreted as rebuttals

to each of these allegations.

(i) Based upon the suggestion from a Committee statement

that ASDC/DFD experienced recordkeeping difficulty, the First

General Counsel's Report in this matter inferred that the

Committee inadequately documented receipts and expenditures.

The Committee's response to the Commission partially contradicted

this conclusion by asserting that the additional records

necessary to satisfy each of the Audit Division's requests

which previously were claimed to be unavailable now either

do exist or can be recreated. Thus, to the extent it could
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resp"'Ons Vali to-P 1 uWdtiaw"al~y stAt. th&t Aj

recorda . a b the &"Nvte
to suggest that it competely fulfilled it5 legal dt..

(p) The Comfittee also tailed to completely 4b0 it

FEC allegations that it inadequately maintained andrms

available eaisting records*

The Audit Division's letter of audit findings

notified ASDC/DFD's treasurer following the, suspensions,,

of fieldwork that the auditorshad concluded the

receipt and expenditure records provided for their

o review were insufficient to successfully complete an

" audit verifying the accuracy and thoroughness of the

o Committee's reports. The letter also stated that a

significant portion of the Committee's expenditure records

were maintained in such a manner that the staff was unable

to decide whether the Committee complied with the Act's

recordkeeping and disclosure provisions. In her July 22, 1980

response to the audit letter, the Committee treasurer claimed that

the Committee had made good faith efforts to satisfy the audit

staff's requests by submitting all existing records to the

auditors for their inspection. The March 18, 1981 response

to the Commission's reason to believe findings also claimed

a Committee willingness to cooperate with the audit staff,

but alleged that the Committee's ability to respond had been
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reqgested documeats in auditable condt n are suff ic**p

to excuse the Committee's inability to satisfy the auditors'

requestsl both Were foreseeable consequences of the cotitt'*

admiteoly dISorg'anixed recordkeeping system. Furthfta * r.

given the apparent poor condition of the records involved,

it is, not unreasonable, that the Audit Division phrase its

requests for additional documents categorically since the

Committee presumably should be best aware of what financial

otransactions actually occurred and therefore what specific

documentation should exist.

(iii) Finally, the Committee failed to adequately show

that it used its "best efforts", as .currently defined in

11 C.F.R. S 102.9(d), to obtain necessary information and to

keep complete records of its attempts to do so. The

Committee's claim that it followed the advice of a former

Commission staff member, then an OGC attorney, when it

established its original recordkeeping system is insufficient

to establish a defense to allegations of inadequate initial

documentation.



In sumsary, althoeqh the Cstt"e repeatediv 4

it fully cooperatedL ith the audit'or by making ,good fttt

efforts to comply with each request, it has failed topQVide

rspecific explanation* or submit other evidence that shov it

used its best efforts to obtaint maintain and submit patt @ular

..missing information or records in satisfaction of the 00est

Yefforts" performance test established by the Regulations.

*Accordingly, the Committee's records cannot be deemed in

''compliance with the Act under that provision. In light of the

conclusions presented above regarding the Committee's initial

failure to comply with the statute# the Office of the General

Counsel therefore recommends that the Commission find probable

0 cause to believe that the Association of State Democratic

Chairpersons violated former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3)

4/ Even if this latter reliance argument could be considered
a defense, it would not excuse all the shortcomings dis-
covered by the Commission's audit. With perhaps the
exception of the specific discrepancies found in the
Committee's 1978 and 1979 reports, discussed supra
at 7, none of the Audit Division's findings can
fully be attributed to only one of the Committee's
two recordkeeping and reporting systems since several
of the audit report's conclusions involved the entire
thirty-three month period audited.
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January le 1

That the 'omai!4 fi00p.robable ucauae tQ

7,'7.

the Association df stati~k Deuiocrotio, CIbal'p ro16 w

former 2 U.S.C. IS, 432:(,) (1), (2) (3on 4,atI
forer 1 .1'R.SS 02(a), (b), (c) arid Ce)., Arnd.1044

(b)(1) and (3) by keeping inadequate records for @"ptR',

and expenditures during the period January 1, 1977 .though

September 30, 1979.

(7-if],4t/
Dated

0
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Ms. Ann Fishman# rsue
Association of Stat* ;i ratic Chai*,/

Dollars for Democw#4%
1625 Massachusetts Avefue, V. , f
Washington, D.C. 2036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

Based on informatj~ a"v"o**rtaIm*ine Itd f

carrying out its supr.,ilory responsibilit l
. Election Commission, on January 19, 19811, found reason to

believe that your committee violated former 2 U.S.C.,
SS 432(c)(1), (2), (3) and (4), and (4), and former 11 C.F.R.

o SS l02.*9(a),(b),(c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3)
by keeping inadequate records for receipts and' *xpenditures

r during the period January 1, 1977 through ptiber 30, 1979,
and instituted an investigation in this matter.

1After considering all the evidence available to the
Commission, including your March 17, 1981 letter to the

O Comissioners, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared
to recommend that the Commission find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred.

Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position
of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the
case. Within fifteen days of your receipt of this notice, you
may file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (10 copies
if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying
to the brief of the General Counsel. Three copies of such
brief should be also be forwarded to the Office of General
Counsel, if possible. The General Counsel's brief and any
brief which you may submit will be considered by the
Commission before proceeding to a vote of probable cause
to believe a violation has occurred.
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PA*R, ~b3D

coui~sson on a .24 hour no ob""On basis- At 1*0P

April 10, 1981.

There were no objections to the InteriS Izwmstigative

Report at the tim of the deadline.

m
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0
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(Dollate lot Demootats)

On January 19, 1981, the Comaission made the follow ng
determination in connection with the above referencedttt:

Find Reason to Believe that the AssociationPof State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars
Wf) for DeSmcrats) violated fow er 2 U.s.c.

SS 432(c) (3) and (4), and (d)., 434(a) (1). and (2), and former 11 CaF.R. 55 102,9(a),
Cb), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b) (1) and
(3) by keeping inadequate records for
receipts and expenditures during the
period January 1, 1977 through September

T30, 1979.

oD As discussed in Interim Investigative Report #1 (dated
VFebruary 19, 1981), the Office of General Counsel was con-

oD tacted by a former advisor to the Committee (later identified

as attorney for the respondent) who indicated a desire to
provide background information relevant to the Commission's

consideration of this matter. At that time, the staff

attorney assigned to this matter suggested the advisor

recommend to the ASDC/DFD treasurer that the Committee

formally submit to the Commission a written statement

responding to the RTB notification which would incorporate

the advisor's comments.



Puzrsuat to 4tist ---stion, wh.ih ltr W9 Z

in rsAo A6-osa1iair t i heO

treasurer for, the respndnt submitted a statemenit *tto

was received by the Commission on March 19., 1901. The

Office of the General Counsel presently is concluding both

its examination of the Committee's response and review of

recent action by the Reports Analysis Division concerning

related apparent violations by the Committee, and anticipate*

shortly recommending further Commission action.

De ares N4 tee
General Counsel

03



1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE. N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 1rh 17, 1981

TEL. (202) 797-5900

Pmek

Mugs Thurma, GeOO&i

Federal Election Commission
4325 K St. N.V.
taehington D. C. 20463
I.,+TTRNTION: Mr. Robert Bonham

-4.e: MUR 1315

%ear Commissioners:

*4iy letter of January 22, 1981 the Commission notified me that it had found reason to
.*6elieve that the Association of State Democratic Chairpersons may have violated the
Federal Election Campaign Act in connection with the operation of its Dollars for

'M)emocrats program. Before responding to the specific findings of the Commission,
I would like to express the hope that this matter can be resolved expeditiously

'rand on mutually acceptable basis. I have spoken with Mr. Robert Bonham of the
coamission's staff and from those conversations, I believe a mutually satisfactory
resolution of this matter can be readily achieved.

N'
As the Commission's letter indicates the reason to believe finding grew out of an

0audit of the Dollars for Democrats program. To understand the findings of that
audit and the reasons that the audit was suspended requires a close examination of
the history of the Dollars for Democrats program and an understanding of the
changes that have been made in the operation of the program.

The Dollars for Democrats program was first proposed to the Association of
State Democratic Chairpersons in late 1976. Modeled on a similar program run by
the Minnesota Democratic State Committee, the Dollars for Democrats program' is
a fundraising program that couples telephone solicitation with the follow up mailing
of pledge statements. The program is run by Larry Meyer and Associates of St.
Cloud, Minnesota.

The program operates as follows. From a central phone bank calls are made into
states requesting contributions to the Dollars for Democrats program of that
state. Those pledging contributions as a result of that solicitation are sent a
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for inlogg
eeeemm'A fa4 e~ t it #6"'. .ooq"too"costutetlions rese il at the atatem's iP ff s box st,

parnerhipchek.eveseputa tws ther cheek by tho b"'
rther thee deposited, eve feowdad te ohe Isehispoe offie
for Dmocrats. The averae costri uiou is fifteen to teey d3*,.
lately are there cotributions of oVer fifty dollars ad almost . is
there a contribution of over two hundred dollars. For reco
reporting purposes, contributions of over fifty dollars are not.

After the depositing of & state's contributions a deposit slip fs fom
yarded to the Was hineato office of Dollars for Democrats. Rigge Iet**me2
lank also provides a Monthly statement listing all receipts and dji

%0 bursoments of each state's accounts. Only four types of disbursesmes
are made from tie Dollars for Democrats accounts, Checks are Witt",:

En only to Larry Meyer and Associates for fundraising expenses, to tbe,-Association of State Democratic Chairpersons for membership dues ..,
Bo the bookkeeper and landlord, and to the various state eomittees top;e*

senting net fundraising proceeds. The bank makes copies of all thee chec,
As will be explained, however, the original system for disbursmnats
was much more complicated.

. After the Association decided to undertake the Dollars for Democrats pro,
gram, the question &rose of how to properly report the activities of theprogram under the Federal Election Campaign Act. In an effort to deter-
mine how to properly report the activities, representatives of the
Association mat with Mr. Ran Vandergrift of the Comission staff. Be

o advised the Association that each state account should be considered
a separate comittee and if the state comittee were going to use the

N proceeds for federal election purposes, the state's account would be
1 required to register as a federal comittee. This also required that all

disbursements made by the Dollars for Democrats program be allocated to
each state account according to benefit derived. He further advised that
rather than paying Larry Meyer and Associates for all fundraising expeses
and having Larry Meyer and Associates pay the ultimate vendor (e.g. the
phone company) the Association should pay the vendors directly. Expenses
which involved more than one state, he suggested, should be paid from
one central account and then allocated to each state account. The
Association proceeded to set up its reporting system accordingly.

After a year and a half of reporting in this manner, it became apparent
that this system of reporting was unmanageable and the Association
sought an alternative. At the advice of counsel, the Association decided
to consolidate the reporting of all the accounts into one reporting
entity. It further decided that except for bookkeeping and rent for
the Washington office, all fundraising expenses would be paid by the
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public with "o me~~j*t itI"mt~ in that -it accurt*
how the program operated.

However, because the old system was so irrational, the recordb q -,
system that supported it was in complete disarray. The probl4" .l W# -
compounded by the inability of the Association to hire anyone Ia U
bring order to the records. In its first two years of operation*1 -Ohe
Dollars for Democrats went through seven bookkeepers. Although Lh#
implementation of the new reporting and recordkeeping system IMP
the existing problem, it could not make up for all the past defietes.
The Association believes it is now on a very sound reporting wt,,
as the audit team discovered, the problems of four years ago still ake

p4 it difficult for an audit of that early activity to be completed.

Ifl I was not Treasurer four years ago. In fact, there has been at 1Ws,#1
four Treasurers since then. I do know, however, that from bank r da,
all past activity can be recreated. It would be a very time cons iS
effort and I do not believe that effort would be useful to anyone.

v I have at all times been willing, and have voiced my willingness, to
cooperate with your audit staff. I was unable, however, because of my

, lack of personal knowledge of the whereabouts of all earlier records to
satisfy each request immediately. The records do exist or can be recreated
either in our office or at the bank, but to locate them is a time consuming
task and without a specific request for a particular item, I have been
unable to fully assist your auditors. Your audit staff requested complete

o categories of items and for me to respond to that request would require
that I undertake an audit myself to determine each item that might be

"* missing. This is not meant to be a criticism of your audit staff. At
all times during their stay in our offices, they conducted themselves
in a friendly and professional manner. All I am suggesting is that
because of my lack of personal knowledge and the irrational reporting
and recordkeeping system that was employed when the Dollars for Democrat
program was initiated, I could not assist your staff during the audit to
the extent that they requested.

As I noted before, I believe the reporting and recordkeeping system now
employed by the Association is adequate to satisfy all the requirement of
the Act. If problems existed before, they were a result of ignorance
rather than purposeful. I would be happy to discuss this matter with
anyone on your staff in the hope of coming to satisfactory resolution of
this matter.

Sincery,,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollars For Democrats
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1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE. N. W.
'WASHINGTON, D, C. 20036

" Attn: mr. Robert Bonham
Federal Election Commission
1325 K St. N.W.

N ~Washington DC 20463
.3



FROM: M3SIM6NT# PtRCT FOR 'EQRSANALYSIS

MUR No. 133% .. DATE OF ORIGINAL REFERRAL / 17/".

**upS

The attached informational
for your reviev.

notice and telecon is being forwarded

vq

OUTCOME: (f applicable)

*Commiuison unit which initiated orisinal Referral (e.g. AUDIT/RAD/OGC).
"INFORMATION, or RESULTS OF RAD ACTION, as appropriate.
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Ann Fishmmn* Treasurer
Association of StateDemocratitc Chairpersons r sTll "*

1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.&,
Washington, DC 20036

Identification COMM?

0 Reference: 30 Day Post-et ! Repot (@0/*4Vi .%0
0 rDear Ms. Fishman:

This letter is prompted by the Cissten's prytwlvry review of
your 30 Day. Post-General'Report. The, reviseoA s ,40"tt n Ve1tng

__ certain information contained in the report. An itizatlon Of these
-areas follows:

-When preparing your next report. please note that political
oparty comittees must enter the total amunt of transfers from

other political party coimittees on Line 12. Line 11(a) is to
be used to enter the total amount of contributions from
individuals, partnerships and other persons who are not
political committees. Please refer to the instructions
contained on the back of Form 3X for detailed reporting

-- guidance.

Any amendment or clarification should be filed with the Federal
Election Commission. If you need assistance, please feel free to
contact me on our toll free number, (800)424-9530. My local number is
(202)357-0026.

Sincerely,

Alva Smith
Reports Analyst
Reports Analysis Division

fi tO__
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5~JUCT:

OFFICE Or THE SECRICTARY 10O; WNZ CONK #t'OR
FEBRUARY 24, 1981
MR 131 15 - In~terim Inviestigative eotI

at42w19-Sip Receiwed ip OCS 2-2-01. 140

Tb above-named document was circulated to the

COtission on a no-objection basis at 11:00, February 23, 1981.

There were no objections to the Interim Investigative

Report at the time of the deadline.

alo

Mr

0
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On January 19, 1961, the comisesion made the , V

detarmination in connection with the above refereiAwet * itex

1. Find Reason To Believe that the Assooiltio
of State Democratic Chirpersons (D@2l1ars
Deocrats) violated former 2 U.S.Ce 14-4,32
(3) and (4), a-d (d), 434(a)(1) and, (2)
former 11 C.FR. SS 10.39(a), (b). ( ASA a i&
(e), and 104.12(b) (1) and (3) by kee is in-
adequate records for receipts and---o expend W

- during the period January 1, 1977 through
September 30, 1979.

On January 27, 1981, the Office of the General Counsel

was contacted by a former advisor to the Committee who claimed

o to be calling on behalf of the current ASDC/DFD treasurer.

The former advisor stated that he wished to provide background

0 information concerning the condition of the Committee's records

during the period audited. The attorney assigned to this matter

suggested that the Committee submit a written statement

incorporating the advisor's comments to the Commission,

preferably within two weeks.

The Office of the General Counsel expects to receive a

response from the Committee within several days, and anticipates

recommending further action to the Commission regarding this

matter shortly thereafter.

Date Charles N. Steee
General Counsel



Ms.a Annrismateer o
Association of Stoate

Chairpersons/Dollarse
Democrats5

1625 Massachusetts Avontao, & *0'
Washington, D.C. 20034

wie t 13ZS

'ft Dear Ms. Fishman:

The Federal Election Comssi~ioa 'notified you in-a requo..t
- for additional information l eg 4teod Jn4ai. . 18, 190, t atyour commi ttee may have VI,46 d ceirtain ,stio.s cE teFdal

Election Campaign Act of 1911P asamen dd (the Act).

Upon further review of the information available to the Commis-
sion and information supplied by you, the Commission determined, on
January 19, 1981, that there is reason to believe that you may

o have violated former 2 U.S.C 5S 432 and 434, and former 11 C.P.R.
SS 102.9 and 104.12. A report on the Commission's finding is
attached for your information. You may submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analy-

oD sis of this matter.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
the possible violation did not provide complete information regard-ing the matters in question. In the absence of any additional infor-
mation which demonstrates that no further action should be taken
against your committee, the Commission may find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred, and proceed with formal con-
ciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of
this matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.
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John Warren McGarry
Chairman

Enclosures

Factual and Legal Analysis

MS. /An Fishman, Tt
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Ms., Ann V~ishman, W'eAs~Wp
Association of state # ,

Chairperions/Dollars LLer
Democrats

1625 Massachusetts Avenue, W.-V
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

The Federal Election i', .so ." od you in .... .t
for additional informat ion. etfter . 4..'"y# )* *
your committee may have violatedct~~stoso the~~
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as tae (th et). .

Upon further review of the information available to the Commis-
sion and information supplied by you, the Comaission deterained, on

o January 19, 1981, that there is reason to believe that you may
have violated former 2 U.S.C SS 432 and 434, and former 11 C.F.R.
5S 102.9 and 104.12. A report on the coCmesion's finding is
attached for your information. You may submit any factual or legal

o materials which you believe are relevant to the Comission's analy-
sis of this matter.

Your response to the Commission's initial notification of
the possible violation did not provide complete information regard-
ing the matters in question, In the absence of any additional infor-
mation which demonstrates that no further action should be taken
against your committee, the Commission say find probable cause to
believe that a violation has occurred, and proceed with formal con-
ciliation. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of
this matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe if you so desire.
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IUSPONDENT1 Association of $tate Deaocratic Chairpersons
(Dollars for Democrats)

S SOURCOMURt I N T E R A L L Y G E N E R A T 19D,

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On July 2, 1980 the Audit Division referred to the Office of
the General Counsel the final audit report for the Association of
State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats)(the "Commit-
tee"). The report, which was based on an audit conducted pursuant

o to former 2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(8), covering the period January 4, 1977
through September 30, 1979, noted two areas where Committee records
were insufficient to properly conduct an audit verifying that the
Committee had completely reported all their activity and such activ-

o ity was accurately disclosed. Specifically, due to the incomplete-
ness of Committee records and the lack of Committee personnel know-
ledgeable of the Committee's recording and reporting methods, the
Audit Division was forced to suspend fieldwork without fully exam-
ining both the Committee's receipts and expenditures.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Relevant Law

I. Inadequate recordkeeping for receipts.

Former 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(1) and (2), and former 11 C.F.R.
S102.9(a) required political committee treasurers to keep detailed
records of all contributions made to or for the committee, including
the date, amount and the identification of the donor if greater than
$50, and the persons's occupation and principal place of business,
if any, when his or her aggregate contributions exceeded $100.



P0ouur 2 U.S.C.. %4?@ * frer 11' C*,1
1: 102o 9(b) required pOi Lt i4 a it U Irrs to keep,
.and exact records of All PR"A 1 by or on behalf. 1 tcxmmittee# including the doo allon" ith*dentificatloI
every person to whom any' 0#40.4j. tar mde, and the nmet
and office sought by each candidate on'whose behalf such expe
was made.

Former 2 U.S.C. 5 432(d) and former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9().460
quired committee treasurers to obtain and keep a receipted biJ1
from the person to whom the expenditure is made stating the p*tti-
culars for every expenditure in excess of $100 made by or on bohalf
of a political committee, and for any expenditure in a lessor amount
if the aggregate expenditures to that person exceeded $100 duing
the calendar year. Such receipted bills must be preserved for per-
iods of time established by the Commission. Former 11 C.F.R.
S 102.9(c)(4) allowed the treasurer to keep a canceled check evi-m
dencing payment of the bill, an invoice or other contemporaneous

K% memorandum of the transaction supplied to the committee by the
payee showing the amount, date and particulars of the expenditure

"m when a receipted bill was unavailable.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9(e) required campaign treasurers to use
his or her best efforts to obtain required information and to keep
complete records of efforts to do so. The reporting committee was to
be deemed in compliance with this requirement if a showing of best
efforts was made.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 104.12(b)(1) and (3) required political
committees to maintain records which provided sufficient detail

o to verify, explain, clarify, and check for accuracy and complete-
ness the necessary particulars of both receipts and expenditures
required to be disclosed, including vouchers, worksheets, receipts,
bills and accounts. Those records and reports were required to be
kept available for audit, inspection, or examination by the Commis-
sion or its authorized representatives for not less than three years
from the end of the year in which the report or statement was filed.

B. Analysis

In a March 16, 1979 audit notification letter, the Audit Division
specified that all Committee financial records for the period January
1, 1976 to "the present" be made available, including bank statements,
together with deposit slips and cancelled checks, contribution records,
invoices or receipted bills, and journals and ledgers maintained by
the Committee. Audit also requested that the Committee's by-laws
or charter and minutes of meetings, if any, and solicitation material,
brochures and other publications be available for inspection. The
undated final audit report submitted to the Office of the General
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. -, ,, h as journals & .. lege*, which hidered the
eVieL of the committee's aik r~c e An examination QE
to"records maintained by the4 Committee's exclusive indivt
raiser was also frustrated because pledge invoices and co| U#
file cards were not arranged in a fashion which facilitated 'Wi
cation of sources and reported totals.

The Audit Division reviewed the Committee's expendituri4o 
bt

examining cancelled checks, check stubs and internally genp 4.
expense allocation schedules made available by the Committe t600
gether with disclosure reports filed with the Commission. 3im
plete records and a lack of knowledgeable personnel preventeld'the
staff from completing all necessary tests.

On January 2, 1980, Audit requested by telephone those documents
and working papers which it found missing and repeated its request
in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit findings. The letter gave the
Committee thirty days from the date of receipt to obtain all missing
bank account and expenditure records and provide the audit staff with
all committee financial records in auditable condition. Since large
numbers of records were incomplete, the letter requested specific

oD categories rather than individually listing all missing records.

A general description of the missing records for each bank

account is as follows:

1. Main account (Riggs #26-07-239-575) and State accounts.

•0 Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, credit memoranda, and debit memoranda
(e.g., for returned items, bank charges, etc.);

2. ASDC-Services Corporation (Riggs #26-07-239-962)

Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, debit memoranda, and check register (stubs);

3. ASDC (Riggs #26-07-238-724)

Missing records include deposit tickets only.



.e.y ate pn slp t ....
..expeniture, making it~l $*otsble to determine whi sXp~t
tures were adequately supported by this docwaentation. -m

on ouly 22, 1980, the Committee treasurer responded:

.~ . . I feel the commnittee was more than
cooperative with your audit staff and made

N a good faith effort to comply with all: of
.. your requests. All , records were

submitted to the aud6 or their inspection.

(emphasis in original). The Committee treasurer claimed that rapid
turnover in staff and repeated office relocation caused imprecise
recordkeeping during the period prior to her assumption of officein November, 1979. Acknowledging present uncertainty regarding how

oD to proceed so that Audit might complete its investigation, she asked
the Commission to "(p)lease advise." The Audit Division does not

f believe the treasurer's letter is responsive to the May 14, 1980
letters request for records, and has not responded to its request

o. for guidance.

While Audit was conducting its examination, the Reports AnalysisDivision independently sent the Committee several Requests for Addi-
tional Information for omissions and mathematical errors on its
second and third quarter 1979 disclosure reports. In a January 18,
1980 RFAI, MD noted that the Committee's April 10, 1979 Report of
Receipts and Expenditures listed cash on hand on March 31, 1979 in
the amount of $8,848.29, while the July 10, 1979 quarterly report
listed cash on hand on April 1, 1979 as $99,446.40. MD asked the
Committee to provide the circumstances for the discrepency between
the April and July reports within fifteen days. When no explanation
was received, a second RFAI was sent on March 4, 1980.

Writing in response to D's second inquiry, the Committee
treasurer explained on March 26, 1980, that she had been unable to
locate the previous treasurer and bookkeeper who were responsible

for filing the particular reports in question. While still attempting
to secure the information requested, she continued "I have further-
more hoped that the current FEC audit of DFD could help explain the
discrepancy in the cash-on-hand figure when it is completed."
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Son the cittee' first ,quarter 1978 report of $3,8950 (b) a thi.
such adjustment on the lsecond quarter 1979 report of $67,642.61; *n4(C) the overstatement of 1979 expenditures by $6,140.85.

The final audit report, the RP&Is and the Committee's respoies
show the materiality of the Committee's recordkeeping inadequacies.

During the thirty-three month period audited, quarterly reports filed
with the Commission contained gross unexplained adjustments or inaccur-acies exceeding $100,000. When questioned regarding the discrepancies,
the Committee treasurer was unable to provide satisfactory explan-ations or provide necessary supporting documents. While acknowledging
imprecise recordkeeping during the audit period, she also implicitly
admitted that inadequate records and working papers were retained.

The Committee has failed to meet its statutory duty to maintain
- and make available for audit detailed records for receipt and expen-

diture matters required to be disclosed. While the Committee claimsto have made a *good faith effort" to comply with the Audit Division's
requests, it has not been shown to have used its "best efforts" toinitially obtain and later retain the required information. To the
contrary, the Committee's inability to account for large amounts
of cash seemingly would negate any claim of "best efforts."

17 The Office of the General Counsel therefore recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that the Association of State

o Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated former2 U.S.C. 55 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2), and
N/ former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(1)

and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expendituresduring the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979; and
approve and send the attached letter and notification of a reason
to believe finding.

Recommendations

That the Commission find reason to believe that the Associationof State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated
former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2),and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(1)
and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.
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A. OVeii
This r t ied Ud of the Aoofation

of State Democratc iChairperson, a("# Cqmeitte") p 4ewt kn
by the Audit D$Vi-iio": a rf with the Co ioz s auditpolicy to determi ne: w ,e1 there hs berta complie with the*n
provisions of the Pe4er~l Campaiqn, Act' of,1971, as ended ("the
Act"). The audit was conducted pursuant to Section 438(a) (8) of
Title 2 of the United-, States Code.Which, at the tm of the audit,
directed the Commission to make from time to time aud'its and field
investigations with respect to reports and statements filed under
the provisions of the Act.

The Committee registered with the Federal Election
o Commission on December 3, 1976 in support of Democratic nominees

for Federal elections; and maintains its headquarters in Washington,
D.C.

o The audit covered the period January 1, 1977 through
September 30, 1979, the final coverage date of the most recent
report filed by the Committee at the time of the audit. The

0 . . Committee reported an opening cash balance on January 1, 1977
of $-0-, total receipts for the period of $3,100,984.61, total
expenditures for the period of $3,088,653.46, and a closing cash
balance on September 30, 1979 of $95,009.53. 1/

1/ The reported totals contain a discrepancy in closing
cash on hand of $82,678.46 resulting from: a) an unexplained
COMImit'ija adjustmenlt to cash on hand on its first quarter
1973 report of $8,895.00; b) an unexplained Committee
adjustment to cash on hand on its second quarter 1979 repcrt
of $67,642.61; a!,. c) the*Commtcos o--crtatemcnt of its1 9 7 9":~ .... .en dit rosm6n14 0 .3 5 .1979 ex:peneitu,.es by, $6,120..85.
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Donald Fowli

Anne D. Ca*bel1.

Morley Winograd.-

Executive Dtxect4ok* easurer

Jessie Rattley

Barbara J. Daly

Mario Cooper

12/3/7'6 5/01/7
5/11/78- 3/16/7i

3/16/79 endOlt a4It, period

12/3/76 5/11/78

5/11/78 3/16/79

3/16/79 end of audit period

C. Scope

Except as set forth in Findings A and B, the auditincluded such tests as verification of total reported receipts,
expenditures and individual transactions; review of required
supporting documentation; analysis of Committee debts and
obligations; and such other audit procedures as deemed necessary
under the circumstances.

II. Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. Recordkeeping for Receipts

During the period audited, Section 432(c)(1) and (2)of Title 2, United States Code, stated that the treasurer of apolitical comnittee shall keep a det&iled and exact account of
all contributions made to or for such com~mittee, to include
identification of every person making a contribution in excess of$50 with the date and ainount thereof and, if a person's contri-
butions aggregate more than $100, the account shall include
occupation, and the principal place of business (if any).

po p 11 14 
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-~~jom mA* ....' sOTh eiw fteCouit esb*~ o. , ) • ed
by thia. Ieek of deposit tickets ard the ini~~q~ Vf' othot# types
ottLoeipt records (such as journals, led to,, *too) ii t .the
lack or records, the Audit staff was unab; io determine to
souroe of $207,592.11 in deposits in 1977 and% 397:.8

A review of the Committee's contributor records es
performed at Meyer Associates, Inc. ("MAV") in St, Cloud,
Minnesota. H l is solely responsible for raising funds fox the

Committee through individual contributions. The records reviewed
at MAI consisted of pledge invoices and contributor file cards,
however, these records were not arranged in a fashion to facilitate
the verification of the sources and the reported totals.

Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's records and

the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Audit staff
was unable to complete such tests as were necessary to verify
that the Committee had reported all their activity and whether
the activity was properly reported.

These missing documents were requested by the Audit staff

by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter on May 14,f

o 1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days to obtain all

-missing records and present them in an auditable condition. The

Committee, however, failed to provide any additional documents to
the Audit staff within the prescribed period.

B. Recordkeeping for Expenditures

During the period audited, Section 432(c)(3), (4) and

(d) of Title 2, United States Code, stated that a treasurer of a

political co-uni.ttee shall keep a detailed and exact account of
all ex.penditures made by or on behalf of such committee, to include
the identification of every person to whom any expenditure is
made, the date and amount thereof. Further, the treasurer shall"
obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating the particulars, for
every expenditure made in excess of, or in the aggregate in excess
of, $100 in a calendar year. Section 102.9(c) (4) of Title 11,
Code of Federal Regulations stated that when a receipted bill is
not available, the treasurer may keen the cancelled check(s) shcwing
pa-,ment of t., biU%; a&- the bill, invoice or other contemporaneous

me.oranduv.n of th, tra:s-cticn.

- ~ ~ -. - ~ -~ .---. - - -. - -
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The review of Committee expenditures included examinationof cancelled checks, check stubs, and Committee generated expense
allocation schedules made available, in addition to the disclosure
reports filed with the Commission.

Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's recordsand the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Auditstaff was unable to complete such tests as were necessary to
verify that the Committee had reported all their activity and
whether the activity was properly reported.

These missing documents were requested by the Auditstaff by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter onMay 14, 1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days to
obtain all missing records and present them in an auditable
condition. The Committee, however, failed to provide any
additional documents to the Audit staff within the prescribed
period.

Recommendation (for both Findincs A and B)

It is the
be referred to
consideration.

recommendation of the Audit staff that these matters
the Commission's Office -of General Counsel for
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2. Approve and send the* leter with tip
Goneral Counsel's Pactual and IL60a1'
Analysis (AttachAeu t 3 to the First
General Counsel's Report dated January 14,1981.

Conmismioner Aikens, Harris, 3NeGairx, Reihei Ibommono

and Tiernan voted affirmatively in this matter.

Attest:

Date
Secretary to the Coimission

"Pceive n Office of the Comission Secretary: 1-14-81, 512
Circuited on 48 hour vote basis: 1-15-81, 4:00



vote shet with oMont8 rn

0

ATTACMNNT:
Copy of Vote Sheet
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RETURN TO OFFICE OF COHNISSION SECRETARY BY:

MUR No. 131.5: FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL' S

(V I approve the reiouemndatton

( ) I object to the recommendation

COM4ENTS:'

JANWY 9, 1981
4s00 p.m.

REPORT

Date: Si gnature:

A DEFINITE VOTE IS REQUIRED AND ALL SHEETS SIGNED AND DATED.
PLEASFRE.T OLY THE VOTE S!S TO TPE OFFICE O? THE

Ct)I'SSION. SECRETA.X NO-LAR THAN THE DATE AND TI J SHOWN
ABOV2.

A J a. am. l Is -
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OURC=EOFNUR, I NT E R N A L L Y G E N R R A T E D

RI"SPOnD '5 NAMEs Association of State Democratic Chairpersoms
(Dollars for Democrats)

RELEVANT STATUTE: former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d),
434(c)(1) and (2), and 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a),
(b), (c) and (e), and 104.12(b)(1) and (3).

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: None ao

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None C"

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS *. :

On July 2, 1980 the Audit Division referred to the Offi of
the General Counsel the final audit report for the Association of <

oD State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats)(the "Commit-
tee"). The report, which was based on an audit conducted pursuant
to former 2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(8), covering the period January 4, 1977

oD through September 30, 1979, noted two areas where Committee records
were insufficient to properly conduct an audit verifying that the
Committee had completely reported all their activity and such activ-
ity was accurately disclosed. Specifically, due to the incomplete-

0 ness of Committee records and the lack of Committee personnel know-
ledgeable of the Committee's recording and reporting methods, the
Audit Division was forced to suspend fieldwork without fully exam-
ining both the Committee's receipts and expenditures.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Relevant Law

I. Inadequate recordkeeping for receipts.

Former 2 U.S.C. S 432(c)(1) and (2), and former 11 C.F.R.
S102.9(a) required political committee treasurers to keep detailed
records of all contributions made to or for the committee, including
the date, amount and the identification of the donor if greater than
$50, and the persons's occupation and principal place of business,
if any, when his or her aggregate contributions exceeded $100.



FOMer 2 U4C. S 43240(3) and (4), and f4omer 11 C.t?
S 102,9(b) requ:tr" politioal oommttee treasurers to **p
and exct reo6rds of all epndtgres made by or on bhalf
committee, inoluding the date amount and the identificat@*
every person to whom any expenditure is made, and the name,
and office sought by each candidate on whose behalf such *x. .
was made.

Former 2 U.S.C. S 432(d) and former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9(c) re-
quired comittee treasurers to obtain and keep a receipted bill
from the person to whom the expenditure is made stating the parti
culars for every expenditure in excess of $100 made by or on- bebo
of a political committee, and for any expenditure in a lesser ametnt
if the aggregate expenditures to that person exceeded $100 d ir:a
the calendar year. Such receipted bills must be preserved fOr -- r
iods of time established by the Commission. Former 11 C.F.a.
S 102.9(c)(4) allowed the treasurer to keep a canceled check vi -

0o dencing payment of the bill, an invoice or other contemporaneous
memorandum of the transaction supplied to the committee by the

-- payee showing the amount, date and particulars of the expenditure
when a receipted bill was unavailable.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 102.9(e) required campaign treasurers to use
his or her best efforts to obtain required information and to keep
complete records of efforts to do so. The reporting committee was to
be deemed in compliance with this requirement if a showing of best

o efforts was made.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 104.12(b)(1) and (3) required political
committees to maintain records which provided sufficient detail0 to verify, explain, clarify, and check for accuracy and complete-
ness the necessary particulars of both receipts and expenditures
required to be disclosed, including vouchers, worksheets, receipts,
bills and accounts. Those records and reports were required to be
kept available for audit, inspection, or examination by the Commis-
sion or its authorized representatives for not less than three years
from the end of the year in which the report or statement was filed.

B. Analysis

In a March 16, 1979 audit notification letter, the Audit Division
specified that all Committee financial records for the period January
1, 1976 to "the present" be made available, including bank statements,
together with deposit slips and cancelled checks, contribution records,
invoices or receipted bills, and journals and ledgers maintained by
the Committee. Audit also requested that the Committee's by-laws
or charter and minutes of meetings, if any, and solicitation material,
brochures and other publications be available for inspection. The
undated final audit report submitted to the Office of the General
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th .source..of $204t,$i. ..b... #
lak of deposit tickets a-nd th* t q of t *her of, pt
reoords, such as Journ als and lieh bited the Dit
review of the committee's bank ro . An exmaination of co!ti bu-
tor records maintained by the CO ittle'! exclusive individual und-
raiser was also frustrated because pl!fte invoices and contribtor
file cards were not arranged in a fashion which facilitated vertti-
cation of sources and reported totals.

The Audit Division reviewed the Committee's expenditures by
examining cancelled checks, check stubs and internally generated
expense allocation schedules made available by the Committee, to-

Y' gether with disclosure reports filed with the Commission. Incas-

plete records and a lack of knowledgeable personnel prevented the
staff from completing all necessary tests.

On January 2, 1980, Audit requested by telephone those documents
VF and working papers which it found missing and repeated its request

in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit findings. The letter gave the
Committee thirty days from the date of receipt to obtain all missing

bank account and expenditure records and provide the audit staff with
all committee financial records in auditable condition. Since large

o numbers of records were incomplete, the letter requested specific
categories rather than individually listing all missing records.

A general description of the missing records for each bank
o account is as follows:

1. Main account (Riggs #26-07-239-575) and State accounts.

Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, credit memoranda, and debit memoranda
(e.g., for returned items, bank charges, etc.);

2. ASDC-Services Corporation (Riggs #26-07-239-962)

Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, debit memoranda, and check register (stubs);

3. ASDC (Riggs #26-07-238-724)

Missing records include deposit tickets only.
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stubs -from the checkngitess e m iserine o. the
stub was unclear as to th orted ry information(eo.
name of vendor, date and I 60"Pt of payment) and

3) for expenditures to rexclusive fundraiser , many of the
pink slips" (request for payment) did not contain the infor-

mation necessary to associate the pink slip to a particular
expenditure, making it impossible to determine which expendi-
tures were adequately supported by this documentation.

On July 22, 1980, the Committee treasurer responded:

I feel the committee was more than
t o cooperative with your audit staff and made

e dea good faith effort to comply with all of
your requests. All existh records were
submitted to the auditors for their inspection.

(emphasis in original). The Committee treasurer claimed that rapid
_ turnover in staff and repeated office relocation caused imprecise

recordkeeping during the period prior to her assumption of office
o in November, 1979. Acknowledging present uncertainty regarding how

to proceed so that Audit might complete its investigation, she asked
the Commission to "(p)lease advise." The Audit Division does not
believe the treasurer's letter is responsive to the May 14, 1980

o letter's request for records, and has not responded to its request
for guidance.

While Audit was conducting its examination, the Reports Analysis
Division independently sent the Committee several Requests for Addi-
tional Information for ommissions and mathematical errors on its
second and third quarter 1979 disclosure reports. In a January 18,
1980 RFAI, BAD noted that the Committee's April 10, 1979 Report of
Receipts and Expenditures listed cash on hand on March 31, 1979 in
the amount of $8,848.29, while the July 10, 1979 quarterly report
listed cash on hand on April 1, 1979 as $99,446.40. RAD asked the
Committee to provide the circumstances for the discrepency between
the April and July reports within fifteen days. When no explanation
was received, a second RFAI was sent on March 4, 1980.

Writing in response to RAD's second inquiry, the Committee
treasurer explained on March 26, 1980, that she had been unable to
locate the previous treasurer and bookkeeper who were responsible
for filing the particular report in question. While still attempting
to secure the information requested, she continued "I have further-
more hoped that the current FEC audit of DFD could help explain the
discrepancy in the cash-on-hand figure when it is completed."
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the reported totals 6i cash, on hand to (a) an unetplained adi'"tmot
on the committee's first quarter 1978 report of $3,8951 (b) another
such adjustment on the second quarter 1979 report of $67,642.611 and
(c) the overstatement of 1979 expenditures by $6,140.85.

The final audit report, the RFAIs and the Committee's responses
show the materiality of the Committee's recordkeeping inadequacies.
During the thirty-three month period audited, quarterly reports filed
with the Commission contained gross unexplained adjustments or inaccur-
acies exceeding $100,000. When questioned regarding the discrepancies,
the Committee treasurer was unable to provide satisfactory explan-
ations or provide necessary supporting documents. While acknowledging

0 imprecise recordkeeping during the audit period, she also implicitly
admitted that inadequate records and working papers were retained.

The Committee has failed to meet its statutory duty to maintain
-- and make available for audit detailed records for receipt and expen-
V. diture matters required to be disclosed. While the Committee claims

to have made a "good faith effort" to comply with the Audit Division's
.? requests, it has not been shown to have used its "best efforts" to

initially obtain and later retain the required information. To the
contrary, the Committee's inability to account for large amounts
of cash seemingly would negate any claim of "best efforts."

The Office of the General Counsel therefore recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that the Association of State

o Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated former
2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2), and
former 11 C.F.R. 55 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(1)

o and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979; and
approve and send the attached letter and notification of a reason
to believe finding.

Recommendations

I. That the Commission find reason to believe that the Association
of State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated
former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2),
and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(1)
and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.

2. Approve and send the attached letter with the General Counsel's
Factual and Legal Analysis.

Attachments
1. Undated Final Audit Report
2. Letter to Ms. Ann Fishman, ASDC/DFD Treasurer
3. General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis



I. Backrund

A. Overview

This report is based upon n ,,audit. Of the A* iatiof
of State Democratic Chairpersoins ("the Cmistteo") un4iertaken0by the Audit Division in accordance With tho Commission' e auditpolicy to determine whether there has 1eon compliance with theprovisions of the Federal Campaign Act of 197, as amended ("theAct"). The audit was conducted pursuant'to Section 438(a) (8) ofTitle 2 of the United States Code which, at the time of the audit,directed the Commission to make from time to time audits and fieldinvestigations with respect to reports and statements filed under
the provisions of the Act.

0 The Committee registered with the Federal Election
Commission on December 3, 1976 in support of Democratic nomineesfor Federal elections; and maintains its headquarters in Washington,o D.C.

The audit covered the period January 1, 1977 throughSeptember 30, 1979, the final coverage date of the most recent
report filed by the Committee at the time of the audit. TheCommittee reported an opening cash balance on January 1, 1977
of $-0-, total receipts for the period of $3,100,984.61, totalexpenditures for the period of $3,088,653.46, and a closing cashbalance on September 30, 1979 of $95,009.53. 1/

1/ The reported totals contain a discrepancy in closing
cash on hand of $82,678.46 resulting from: a) an unexplained
Committee adjustment to cash on hand on its first quarter
1978 report of $8,895.00; b) an unexplained Committeeadjustment to cash on hand on its second quarter 1979 repcrt
of $67,642.61; an.d c) the Co.-..mitco's ovcrstatamcnt of its
1979 e'xpenditures by $6,140.85.

11- - - - Aftw-fflak _- -. OWN - Xwa Aa



The fr neFe *1 io dtbe Camamttt 8 i A

period audited were:.

President Dates

Donald Fowler 12/3/76 - 5/11/78

Anne D. Campbell 5/11/78- 3/16/79.

Morley Winograd 3/16/79 - end of:t Aud period

Executive Director/Treasurer

Jessie Rattley 12/3/76 - 5/11/78

Barbara J. Daly 5/11/78 - 3/16/79

Mario Cooper 3/16/79 - end of audit period

0D C. Scope

Except as set forth in Findings A and B, the auditoD included such tests as verification of total reported receipts,
expenditures and individual transactions; review of required
supporting documentation; analysis of Committee debts and
obligations; and such other audit procedures as deemed necessary
under the circumstances.

11. Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. Recordkeepin for Receipts

During the period audited, Section 432(c)(1) and (2)
of Title 2, United States Code, stated that the treasurer of a
political committee shall keep a detailed and exact account of
all contributions made to or for such committee, to include
identification of every person making a contribution in excess of
$50 with the date and amount thereof and, if a person's contri-
butions aggregate more than $100, the account shall include
occupation, and the principal place of business (if any).

.~ . . . . . . .,...
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than three (3) years from the end of the year in wvioh the. v"ort
was filed.

The review of the Committee's bank records was hindered
by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of other types
of receipt records (such as journals, ledgers, etc.). Due to the
lack or records, the Audit staff was unable to determine the
source of $207,592.11 in deposits in 1977 and 1978.

A review of the Committee's contributor records was
4performed at Meyer Associates, Inc. ("MAI") in St. Cloud,

Minnesota. MAI is solely responsible for raising funds for the
Committee through individual contributions. The records reviewed
at MAI consisted of pledge invoices and contributor file cards,
however, these records were not arranged in a fashion to facilitate

qthe verification of the sources and the reported totals.

Y7 Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's records and
the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Audit staff
was unable to complete such tests as were necessary to verify

o that the Committee had reported all their activity and whether
the activity was properly reported.

These missing documents were requested by the Audit staff
oD by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter on May 14,'

1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days to obtain all
missing records and present them in an auditable condition. The

'a Committee, however, failed to provide any additional documents to
the Audit staff within the prescribed period.

B. Recordkeeping for Expenditures

During the period audited, Section 432(c)(3), (4) and
(d) of Title 2, United States Code, stated that a treasurer of a
political committee shall keep a detailed and exact account of
all expenditures made by or on behalf of such committee, to include
the identification of every person to whom any expenditure is
made, the date and amount thereof. Further, the treasurer shall
obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating the particulars, for
every expenditure made in excess of, or in the aggregate in excess
of, $100 in a calendar year. Section 102.9(c)(4) of Title 11,
Code of Federal Regulations stated that when a receipted bill is
not available, the treasurer may keep the cancelled check(s) showing
payment of the bill; and the bill, invoice or other contemporaneous
memorandum of the tran saction.
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The review of Committee expenditures included examinationof cancelled checks, check stubs, and Committee generated expenseallocation schedules made available, in addition to the disclosurereports filed with the Commission.

0 Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's recordsand the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Auditstaff was unable to complete such tests as were necessary toverify that the Committee had reported all their activity andwhether the activity was properly reported.

These missing documents were requested by the Auditstaff by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter onMay 14, 1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days toobtain all missing records and present them in an auditableoD condition. The Committee, however, failed to provide anyadditional documents to the Audit staff within the prescribedperiod.

Recommendation (for both Findings A and B)

It is the recommendation of the Audit staff that these matters0 be referred to the Commission's Office of General Counsel for
consideration.
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Cbairpersons/Dol, t

1625 massachusetts Ave , .V.
ashington, D.C. 20036.

Res NOR 1315 +,

Dear Ms. Fishmans

O On January , 1981r the Pederat. Blection Commission
determined that there is reason to believe that your committee
violated former 2 U.S.C. SS 432 and 434, and former 11 C...R.
SS 102.9 and 104.12. The General Counsel's factual and legal
analysis, which formed a basis for the Commisiaon's finding,
is attached for your information.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit any

O factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's consideration of this matter.

o -In the absence of any additional information which demon-
strates that no further action should be taken against your
committee, the Commission may find probable cause to believe
that a violation has occurred and proceed with formal concilia-
tion. Of course, this does not preclude the settlement of this
matter through informal conciliation prior to a finding of prob-
able cause to believe if you so desire.
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RBlPOTDEN, Association of State Democratic Chairpersons
(Dollars for Democrats)

, 0URCZ OF.?URt I N T E R N A L LY GY ! N.E R A T 6D..

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On July 2, 1980 the Audit Division referred to the Office of
the General Counsel the final audit report for the Association of
State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats)(the "Commit-
tee"). The report, which was based on an audit conducted pursuant

o to former 2 U.S.C. S 438(a)(8), coverinq the period January 4, 1977
through September 30, 1979, noted two areas where Committee records
were insufficient to properly conduct an audit verifying that the
Committee had completely reported all their activity and such activ-
ity was accurately disclosed. Specifically, due to the incomplete-

Nness of Committee records and the lack of Committee personnel know-ledgeable of the Committee's recording and reporting methods, theV Audit Division was forced to suspend fieldwork without fully exam-
ining both the Committee's receipts and expenditures.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Relevant Law

1. Inadequate recordkeeping for receipts.

Former 2 U.S.C. 5 432(c)(1) and (2), and former 11 C.F.R.
S102.9(a) required political committee treasurers to keep detailed
records of all contributions made to or for the committee, including
the date, amount and the identification of the donor if greater than
$50, and the persons's occupation and principal place of business,
if any, when his or her aggregate contributions exceeded $100.
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committee, including the dte, amount and 'the identiflcat
every person to whom any expenditure is made, and the name .
and office sought by each candidate on whose behalf such expe tO
was made.

Former 2 U.s.C. S 432(d) and former 11 C.P.R. S 102.9(c) t"e
quired committee treasurers to obtain and keep a receipted biL
from the person to whom the expenditure is made stating the pMtk'1
culars for every expenditure in excess of $100 made by or on beMio f
of a political committee, and for any expenditure in a lesserUOW+nt
if the aggregate expenditures to that person exceeded $100 tiaq
the calendar year. Such receipted bills must be preserved for per-

VF iods of time established by the Commission. Former 11 C.V.R
S 102.9(c)(4) allowed the treasurer to keep a canceled check etv-

0 dencing payment of the bill, an invoice or other contemporaneos
memorandum of the transaction supplied to the committee by the
payee showing the amount, date and particulars of the expenditure

5F when a receipted bill was unavailable.

Former 11 C.P.R. S 102.9(e) required campaign treasurers to use
his or her best efforts to obtain required information and to keep
complete records of efforts to do so. The reporting committee was to
be deemed in compliance with this requirement if a showing of best

0 efforts was made.

Former 11 C.F.R. S 104.12(b)(1) and (3) required political
o committees to maintain records which provided sufficient detail

to verify, explain, clarify, and check for accuracy and complete-
"1I ness the necessary particulars of both receipts and expenditures

required to be disclosed, including vouchers, worksheets, receipts,
bills and accounts. Those records and reports were required to be
kept available for audit, inspection, or examination by the Commis-
sion or its authorized representatives for not less than three years
from the end of the year in which the report or statement was filed.

B. Analysis

In a March 16, 1979 audit notification letter, the Audit Division
specified that all Committee financial records for the period January
1, 1976 to "the present" be made available, including bank statements,
together with deposit slips and cancelled checks, contribution records,
invoices or receipted bills, and journals and ledgers maintained by
the Committee. Audit also requested that the Committee's by-laws
or charter and minutes of meetings, if any, and solicitation material,
brochures and other publications be available for inspection. The
undated final audit report submitted to the Office of the General
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records, such as journals andl.t44zr w...ich hindered t Ve
review of the committee 's ba- ti, rcords,. An exalnation O
tor records maintained by the Comittee's exclusive individ4' *:  *
raiser was also frustrated because pledge invoices and cont t 6r
file cards were not arranged in a fashion which facilitated1 V*tfi-
cation of sources and reported totals.

The Audit Division reviewed the Committee's expenditures by
examining cancelled checks, check stubs and internally generat'.
expense allocation schedules made available by the Camittee, t
gether with disclosure reports filed with the Commission. I o-

t plete records and a lack of knowledgeable personnel preventd the

staff from completing all necessary tests.

On January 2, 1980, Audit requested by telephone those documents
and working papers which it found missing and repeated its request

V in a May 14, 1980 letter of audit findings. The letter gave the
Committee thirty days from the date of receipt to obtain all missing
bank account and expenditure records and provide the audit staff with
all committee financial records in auditable condition. Since large
numbers of records were incomplete, the letter requested specific

o categories rather than individually listing all missing records.

A general description of the missing records for each bank
account is as follows:0

1. Main account (Riggs #26-07-239-575) and State accounts.

VMissing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, credit memoranda, and debit memoranda
(e.g., for returned items, bank charges, etc.);

2. ASDC-Services Corporation (Riggs #26-07-239-962)

Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, debit memoranda, and check register (stubs);

3. ASDC (Riggs #26-07-238-724)

Missing records include deposit tickets only.

* * *
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On July 22, 1980, the Caattee treasurer l-r0,.ode4
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0' a good faith effort to ComplyLwith a!!of
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submitted to the aud or their inspoction.

(emphasis in original). The Committee treasurer claimed that rapid
turnover in staff and repeated office relocation caused imprecise
recordkeeping during the period prior to her assumption of office
in November, 1979. Acknowledging present uncertainty regarding how

o to proceed so that Audit might complete its investigation, she asked
the Commission to "(p)lease advise." The Audit Division does not
believe the treasurer's letter is responsive to the May 14, 1980
letter's request for records, and has not responded to its request

oD for guidance.

While Audit was conducting its examination, the Reports Analysis
Division independently sent the Committee several Requests for Addi-
tional Information for omissions and mathematical errors on its
second and third quarter 1979 disclosure reports. In a January 18,
1980 RFAI, RAD noted that the Committee's April 10, 1979 Report of
Receipts and Expenditures listed cash on hand on March 31, 1979 in
the amount of $8,848.29, while the July 1o, 1979 quarterly report
listed cash on hand on April 1, 1979 as $99,446.40. RAD asked the
committee to provide the circumstances for the discrepency between
the April and July reports within fifteen days. When no explanation
was received, a second RFAI was sent on March 4, 1980.

Writing in response to RAD's second inquiry, the Committee
treasurer explained on March 26, 1980, that she had been unable to
locate the previous treasurer and bookkeeper who were responsible
for filing the particular reports in question. While still attempting
to secure the information requested, she continued "I have further-
more hoped that the current FEC audit of DFD could help explain the
discrepancy in the cash-on-hand figure when it is completed."
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the reported totals of cash on hand to (a an utMp14od
on the committee's first quarter 1978 report of $3,8951 (b) anoit -
such adjustment on the second quarter 1979 report of $67,642,61i and
(c) the overstatement of 1979 expenditures by $6,140.85.

The final audit report, the RFAIs and the Committee's respoes
show the materiality of the Committee's recordkeeping inadequacies.
During the thirty-three month period audited, quarterly reports filed
with- the Commission contained gross unexplained adjustments or inaccur-
acies exceeding $100,000. When questioned regarding the discrepancies,
the Committee treasurer was unable to provide satisfactory explan-
ations or provide necessary supporting documents. While acknovl'e'ing
imprecise recordkeeping during the audit period, she also impli itly
admitted that inadequate records and working papers were retained

The Committee has failed to meet its statutory duty to maintain
and make available for audit detailed records for receipt and expen-
diture matters required to be disclosed. While the Committee claims
to have made a "good faith effort" to comply with the Audit Division's
requests, it has not been shown to have used its "best efforts" to
initially obtain and later retain the required information. To the
contrary, the Committee's inability to account for large amounts
of cash seemingly would negate any claim of "best efforts."

The Office of the General Counsel therefore recommends that theCommission find reason to believe that the Association of State
o Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated former

2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2), and
former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(1)

V and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979; and
approve and send the attached letter and notification of a reason
to believe finding.

Recommendat ions

That the Commission find reason to believe that the Association
of State Democratic Chairpersons (Dollars for Democrats) violated
former 2 U.S.C. SS 432(c)(3) and (4), and (d), 434(c)(1) and (2),
and former 11 C.F.R. SS 102.9(a), (b), (c), and (e), and 104.12(b)(l)
and (3) by keeping inadequate records for receipts and expenditures
during the period January 1, 1977 through September 30, 1979.



Ms. Ann Fix.. ftteasurer
Association oftte De0uocratA~
Chairpr ons/Oblrs for De.mocr.t

1625 Masaichuxotts Avenue, Ne.Wo
Washington, D.C. 30036

Dear Ms. Fishman:

This letter is to advise you of the, reasons for the
suspension of the audit fieldwork on the Association o
State Democratic Chairpersons/Dollare*\ for Democrats ('tieo
Committee"). The Audit staff coniolUdsd that-tbe r eo"z-
presented by the Committee were insufficient to prp*y

aconduct a complete audit. In most oases, the. reco'rds ere so
incomplete that instead of listing all missing recO s. in
this letter, the categories of the missing records wlIl be
brought to your attention by specific reference (e.g., for
missing bank records, the account number and a description of
missing record(s)).

The letter notifying you of the audit dated March 16, 1979,
specified that certain records of the Committee must be madeavailable for the conduct of the audit. Further, for the

Tperiod of the audit, Section 104.12(b)(1) of Title 11, Code of
Federal Regulations, required that each political committeeo shall maintain records which shall provide in sufficient detail
the necessary information from which the disclosure reports
may be verified, explained, clarified, and checked for accuracy

V and completeness. During the audit, the Audit staff was unable
to verify the accuracy and completeness of the disclosure
reports with the records presented.

A general description of the missing records for each
bank account is as follows:

1. Main account (Riggs #26-07-239-575) and State
accounts.

Missing records include cancelled checks, deposit
tickets, credit memoranda*, and debit memoranda*
(e.g., for returned items, bank charges, etc);

2. ASDC - Services Corporation (Riggs #26-07-239-962)



Missing recor4s include Q*lncelled checks,
tickets, debit sameoanda*, and check relist-16
(stubs);

3 ASDC (Riggs #26-07-238-724)

Missing records include deposit tickets only.

As for expenditures, the Audit staff attempted to 6otiuit
a review of Committee expenditures to determine complianoeiv.4h
the Act. This review indicated to the Audit staff that a
significant portion of the Committee's expenditure records were
maintained in such a manner that the Audit staff was not able
to determine if the Committee complied with the disclosure
requirements of Section 434 of the Act, or the recordkeeping
requirements of Section 432 of the Act.

Some of the problems encountered during the expendituretrace included:

1) the Committee did not retain several worksheets for
expenditures which show how expenditures were reported.

2) several cancelled checks and their corresponding
_check stubs from the check register were missing, or the check

stub was unclear as to the necessary information (e.g., name
oD of vendor, date and amount of payment); and

3) for expenditures to Meyer and Associates, Inc., many
of the "pink slips" (request for payment) did not contain the

oinformation necessary to associate the pink slip to a particular
expenditure, making it impossible to determine which expenditures
were adequately supported by this documentation.

Another matter which hindered the Audit staff in the
successful completion of the audit was the absence of
Committee personnel who were knowledgeable of the Committee
records and reporting methods.

Under these circumstances, the Audit staff conducted the
fieldwork to the fullest possible extent, and suspended the
fieldwork upon the determination that the records provided by
the Committee were insufficient for successful completion of
the audit.

The records requested for both debit and credit memoranda

are bank prepared documents explaining the nature of the
charge or the credit.



it 1s the, recomo ohat.oa of the Audit staf f thatte
current, Treasurer of the Cossittee obtain all missing
records for the Committee bank accounts and expenditures
and provide the Audit staff with all financial records
of the Committee in an auditable condition within 30 days
of receipt of this letter.

Failure to comply with this recommendation will result
in the referral of this matter to the Office of General Counsel.

Should you have any questions regarding the matters

o discussed in this letter, please contact Russ Bruner or

oD Dan Boyle of the Audit Division at (202) 523-4155.

Sincerely, a ,i

Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director
for the Audit Division

CERTIFIED MAIL:

NRETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED



EOUGH:

SUBJECT:

Staff Director's.6Qlt'

Charles N. Stef-o00'
General Counse ... *r' :

Final Audit Report :"r W*.Muo@.*U.a r.
Dmcratic ChairsLa -S

The. Office of the General '., aMl has rev±4 tbh final
audit rebort of the Association of tate Douatfic irpersons
("Comuittee ), such audit having been undertaken pursuant to
2 U.s.c. S 438(a) (8).

In light of this review, we concur with the recommendation
of the Audit Division and are in the process of instituting a
compliance action to investigate the Coaittee's recordkeeping
and reporting failures.



THROUGH:

FRON:

SUBJZCT:

CHARLES STRISI3
GENERAL CO I1MM ,

BILL LOUGHREY
DEPUTY STAFF IZX R

BOB COSTA

ASSOCIATION P0F ZIP
CHAIRPERSONS V'SI"

Attached please find a copy of a letter fro the Treasurer
of ASDC which was submitted to the Au it Division in response
to a letter of audit findings sent tw AIMS WO May 14, 190
(see Attachment A). The May 14, 1980 letter was an attachment
to the final audit report on MDC forwardid to your of 4e on
7/2/80. The Audit staff is of the opinion that the letter from
the treasurer is not responsive to our requests for records set
forth in the letter of audit findings. However, you may wish
to review the response in conjunction with the final audit report.

Should you have any questions regarding any of the matters,
please contact Russ Bruner or Dan Boyle at extension 3-4155.

Attachment as stated

cc: Conley Edwards, OGC

~q.

0

0



WASMINGTQ~Y. C. 20M

TEL. (202) 70400O

Preskden

Mr. Rot st J.. Costa
46 assistant, Staffc DirectO or

the Audit DiVvisift
Fedeoral Election Commfiss ion
Washington, DC 20463

7 Dear Mr. Costa:

'41 .In response to your letter which concluded that the
__ records submitted by Dollars for Democrats were insufficient

to complete the audit, I feel the committee was more than
o cooperative with your audit staff and made a good faith

effort to comply with all of your requests. All exstn
records were submitted to the auditors for their inspection.

o As previously stated,, I have been Treasurer of Dollars
for Democrats since November 1979. Prior to this time, a
rapid turnover in staff plus several changes in location,

V contributed to the difficulty of precise record keeping.

At this time, I am unclear how to proceed in order that
you may complete your investigation. Please advise.

Sincerely,

Ann Fishman
Treasurer
Dollars for Democrats

AF/gek

0 t



St3JucT:

CHARLES STMLE
GENERAL CO3N8IM

ORLANDO B. POTTER 85.~
STAFF DIRECTOR

BOB COSTA

FINAL AUDIT REPORT FOR -IR3 OC&W
OF STATE DEMOCRATIC CRA" ..MXKM

Attached please find a copy of ,th ftual.- row pt for
the Association of State Democratic Chai&Lrrsons (the cmuitte'),
for your review and analysis. For your information, the letter
requesting the missing records is attached at Exhibit A.

Should you have any questions regarding any matter presented
0 in this report, please contact either Russ Bruner or Dan Boyle

at extension 3-4155.

Attachments as stated



ASSOCIATIlON Or 5'8W DUORtzClI~~

I. Background

A. overview

This report is based upon an audit of the Association
of State Democ ratic Chairpersons ("the Committee") undertaken
by the Audit Division in accordance with the Commission's audit
policy to determine whether there has been compliance with tho
provisions of the Federal Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). The audit was conducted pursuant to Section 438(a)(8) of
Title 2 of the United States Code which, at the time of the audit,
directed the Commission to make from time to time audits and field
investigations with respect to reports and statements filed under
the provisions of the Act.

The Committee registered with the Federal Election
Commission on December 3, 1976 in support of Democratic nominees

ofor Federal elections, and maintains its headquarters in Washington,
D.C.

The audit covered the period January 1, 1977 through
September 30, 1979, the final coverage date of the most recent
report filed by the Committee at the time of the audit. The
Committee reported an opening cash balance on January 1, 1977
of $-0-, total receipts for the period of $3,100,984.61, total
expenditures for the period of $3,088,653.46, and a closing cash
balance on September 30, 1979 of $95,009.53. 1/

1/ The reported totals contain a discrepancy in closing
cash on hand of $82,678.46 resulting from: a) an unexplained
Committee adjustment to cash on hand on its first quarter
1978 report of $8,895.00; b) an unexplained Committee
adjustment to cash on hand on its second quarter 1979 report
of $67,642.61; and c) the Committee's overstatement of its
1979 expenditures by $6,140.85.

0 " -



The: prioadteer of
period audited were:

President

Donald Fowler

Anne D. Campbell

Morley Winograd

Executive Director/Treasukrer

Jessie Rattley

Barbara J. Daly

Mario Cooper

the * uite at n b

Dates

12/3/76- 5/tl/76

5/11/78Ts 3/16/79

3/16/79 - end of' audit period

12/3/76 - 5/11/78

5/11/78 - 3/16/79

3/16/79 - end of audit period

C. Scope

Except as set forth in Findings A and B, the audit
included such tests as verification of total reported receipts,
expenditures and individual transactions; review of required
supporting documentation; analysis of Committee debts and
obligations; and such other audit procedures as deemed necessary
under the circumstances.

II. Audit Findings and Recommendations

A. Recordkeeping for Receipts

During the period audited, Section 432(c)(1) and (2)
of Title 2, United States Code, stated that the treasurer of a
political committee shall keep a detailed and exact account of
all contributions made to or for such committee, to include
identification of every person making a contribution in excess of
$50 with the date and amount thereof and, if a person's contri-
butions aggregate more than $100, the account shall include
occupation, and the principal place of business (if any).



00d t required t6. f.le r t

"Coerde -with espect. to the Wmtters'' cd,
iii~adin vouchers* Vor)kshao.t# recOLP0 S,

'shal provide in auffio i# 4*4i t
data from which the filed ropbtf f .ay.b vstttdo
records available for audit, inpection, orexafiati
Commission or its authorized representative fora pera o .*
than three (3) years from the end of the year in which the !t
was filed.

The review of the Committee's bank records was hind red

by the lack of deposit tickets and the inadequacy of other types
of receipt records (such as journals, ledgers, etc.). Due to the

lack or records, the Audit staff was unable to determine the
'

source of $207,592.11 in deposits in 1977 and 1978.

A review of the Committee's contributor records was
performed at Meyer Associates, Inc. ("MAI") in St. Cloud,

0 Minnesota. MAI is solely responsible for raising funds for the

Committee through individual contributions. The records reviewed

at MAI consisted of pledge invoices and contributor file cards,
however, these records were not arranged in a fashion to facilitate

the verification of the sources and the reported totals.

Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's records and

the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Audit staff

was unable to complete such tests as were necessary to verify

0that the Committee had reported all their activity and whether

1the activity was properly reported.

o These missing documents were requested by the Audit staff

by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter on May 14,

N4 1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days to obtain all

missing records and present them in an auditable condition. 
The

Committee, however, failed to provide any additional documents 
to

the Audit staff within the prescribed period.

B. Recordkeeping for Expenditures

During the period audited, Section 432(c) (3), (4) and

(d) of Title 2, United States Code, stated that a treasurer of 
a

political committee shall keep a detailed and exact account of

all expenditures made by or on behalf of such committee, to 
include

the identification of every person to whom any expenditure 
is

made, the date and amount thereof. Further, the treasurer shall

obtain and keep a receipted bill, stating the particulars, 
for

every expenditure made in excess of, or in the aggregate 
in excess

of, $100 in a calendar year. Section 102.9(c)(4) of Title 11,

Code of Federal Regulations stated that when a receipted 
bill is

not available, the treasurer may keep the cancelled check(s) 
showing

payment of the bill; and the bill, invoice or other contemporaneous

memorandum of the transaction.
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The review of Committee expenditures included examination
of cancelled checks, check stubs, and Committee generated expense
allocation schedules made available, in addition to the disclosure
reports filed with the Commission.

Due to the incompleteness of the Committee's records
and the lack of knowledgeable Committee personnel, the Audit
staff was unable to complete such tests as were necessary to
verify that the Committee had reported all their activity and
whether the activity was properly reported.

These missing documents were requested by the Audit
staff by telephone on January 2, 1980, as well as by letter on
May 14, 1980. The May 14 letter gave the Committee 30 days to
obtain all missing records and present them in an auditable
condition. The Committee, however, failed to provide any
additional documents to the Audit staff within the prescribed
period.

Recommendation (for both Findings A and B)

It is the
be referred to
consideration.

recommendation of the Audit staff that these matters
the Commission's Office of General Counsel for

0

0

0
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMiSSION
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'viMEYBR
INC

15 Sixth Avenue North
St.Cloud, MN 56301

St. Cloud (612) 253-5575
Twin Cities (612)333-9092

April 23, 1984

iiT~J. ,f~V ~

Mr. 1~obert W. Bonham, ~ *

Federal Elections Comm~.s~ot
1325 K Street Northwest
Washington, DC 2O46~'

Dear Mr. Bonham,

Enclosed are copies ot telephone pitches, screen
responses and the billing tor~u taped by t~ flllars
for Democrats program in conjunction w±tb t~e
Association of State DeinocratieGhait's (A8I~C). We
do phoning in approximately 45 states ttWough~ut
the country on a year round basis.

If' you have any questioRa~ about the W2C1064
material, please c~ntaet Ann Fia~mat~, S~eS~taive

(7~97-65~O).
Director at the ASDC Otf'i~ce in Was*~tr~gton
Sincerely,

MEYE) ASSOCIATES, INC.

~
Sally Baumgartner
Director of Fundraising

Enclosures

cc: Kathleen Vick, ASDC President
Ann Fishman, ASDC Executive Director

Advertising * Telephone Marketing
Fund Raising * Public Relations

* '4

'4 .4

.4K.

4
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4~4)
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I~E 1? ~A7rOR W1~rI~1NED HEREIN IV
THE PROPERTY OF MEYER ASSOCIATES, INC.
ST. CLOUD MN USE OF THIS MATERIAL IN
ANY FORN4 IS NOT PERMuTED WIThOUZ

"DOLLARS FOR DEMOCRATS"

SCREEN RESPONSES

or

"Wtiat do I say when the prospect
says . . . .....................................

p

J
A



"Well, (name), it you make a pledge, you woul
need to send any money right now. We'll send
a pledge statement and a reply envelope to se
your donation in a month or two. Could you d
that?"

NOT NOW: "Maybe at a later date I could sen4
money in. PROORES

p~

dn' t
you

0

*0S0
StOW #1

In

0

0



"Well, (name), maybe you could save us the time ormaking another long distance phone call. ~Ityou teel you are det'initely going to give something,I could put you down tor ($ ). We'll send you apledge statement and a repl~invelope to send yourdonation in a month or two. Could you do that?"

CALL ME BACK LATER
'*PROGRESSIOI #2



"I'm calling on a VATS line from the Dollars for <~
I~emocrats phone center lo~±ated in Minnesota. The
(t', state) Democratic Party, along with 45 Qther
a ate parties, are sharing costs by conducting the K
8th annual phone-a-thon from a central location.
Your contribution will be sent directly to (city),.'
for the Istate) Democratic Party. Could I put you
dpwn forT1T to help the (state) Democratic
Party?"

PHONING FRON OUT 0? STATE. "Where are you calling from?"1

'0

to

a

a



"Well, (name), we'd like to mail out informatiori~
everyone, but in order to keep our costs down, w*~,
can only afford to send pledge forms out to peop~
who make a definite p1edg~ I can tell you a
bit about the program. The Dollars for Democrats
phone-a-thon is an annual event in (state),
sponsored by State Chair (name of State Chair) and.
the State Committee. This year we're planning tQ
raise several thousand dollars through the program,
and we sure hope we can have your support for a
strong State Party. Can I put you down for ($____
or (5 ) to help out the (state) Democratic Party~

0

0

SEND INFORMATION



"Well, (name), we'd like to mail out pledge t'orms
to everyon0, but in order to keep our costs down,
we ~p only attord to send pledge t'orms out to
people who make a detinite pledge. I could put
you down f'or ($ ) and it you decide to increase
it, there's a spot on the torm tor you to do that.
Could we put you down tor ($ )?"

SEND PLEDGE FORM

~0

"7

'ft

C

C

I
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"Your ddnation will go directly to the State
Democratic Party. Some money goes for research
and publicity to bring the Democratic message
to the people and a part of each person's
contribution will go to support the party
headquarters. Could I put you down for ($___
to help Out the (state) Democratic Party?"
(Example research): 'Voter Ident~ification

'Polling

WHERE DOES THE MONEY GO?

It,

'I

p

Q



"I undersp~nd, (name). Times can be pr.4ty tight
when you're on a tixed income. We did want to
thank you for your past support and we were hoping
you might be able to make a small donation like
$5. Could you do that?"

SOCIAL SECURITY: "I'm on a fixed income."

'S



"Well1 (name), the party is contactinS every &~C
Democrat in the state by phone to personally th~
you tor your past support. We'd l1~ke to ~sk y~W
once aga,~n to join with all, the Qther*04 ~
to make '1984 our best ef'fort tor a strong state
party. Could we put you down t'or a minimum donal
like (5 ) or C$ )?"

ACTIVE DEMOCRATS or "I don't make telephone pledg.s.

U)

p

p
w
p



"I understand, (name), times are pretty tight right
now. But this is an important election year for all
of us, and we're really hopeing to get at least a
small donation rrom every good Democrat.

Do you think you could help out with a smaller
donation like $5 or evey $10? We really need your
help!"

0

~qrn

0

NO MONEY: "I can't afford it."

In
4q1

0
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that Dollars for Democrats?"

IF YES: "I'm very sorry (Sir/Ma'am), we did try to
eliminate duplicates but your household must be on
several different Democratic Party lists."

IF NO: "~Iell, (name), this is a special drive being
Th~iicte& throughout the state and ever~ Democratic
su~,porter is being asked to make at least a small
pledge4 Can we count on you for a pledge of ($ )
or ($ ) to this drive?"

ALREADY CONTRIBUTED TO OTHER DEMOCRATIC FUNCTIONS:
Duplicate

U,

w
0

C

C



"That's great! We certainly encourage peopl~ ~
support our (local parties/candidates/the nati
party), but at the same time it is essential
Democrats support our State Party. (Local ar4
candidates/The national party) depend on the S~
Party for the necessary research and services t~
run a successful campaign. Could we get you t~
make at least a small donation to help out the ~
(name of state) State Democratic Party?"

(Example research & services): ~Voter identifi~i
'Polling
Get-Out-The-VotE

'Coordination of
statewide politi
activi ties

NOT TO THE PARTY? "I prefer to give to my own
favorite (local parties/candidates/national pa

F
9

IA

9,

p
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"The Dollars for Democrats phone-a-thon has been
an annual event in (state) for the past several
years and is sponsored by State Chair (name of
State Chair) and the State Committee. Every year
we raise several thousand dollars through this
program and we sure hope we can have your support
for a strong State Party. Can I put you down for($ ) or ($ ) to help out the (name of state)
Democratic PiFEy?"

C

0

ARE YOU1LEdITIMATE?



"That's great! That means you'll probably be pret
busy this year! (Name), the party is contacting
every good Democrat in the state, including. candid
to personally thank you for your past support. We
going to need everyone's help to have a successful
campaian in 1984. Could we put you down for a miii
donation like ($ ) or (5 ) to help out the
state part9~?"

U,

0

0
'S

I'M A CANDIDATE



"We certainly don't expect all Democrats to ~gre~~
(with name) / (with the party), but we *re condu~
this drive For the State Party and we ~~Qpe you
it's generally better to have Democrats in ofTice
ratirer than Republicans. Could we count on you F0~
a small donation oF (5 ) or ($ ) For this specie
drive For the State Party?"

UPSET WITH THE PARTY OR POLITICIAN: "I don't agree
with (name)/(~~~) on (issue~."

Y:Y-~i~

P~

0

0



"Well, (nam~), maybe yo~i c~ul4 *~ve us the t
maldng ak~otber Loi'tg ~±t~ce call. Tot*t~ j~
~riite) did pltdge (4 ) Zat tl*e. Can vi~j
~IF~ou down for t~1~t aso~tt and if you *'~
want to inct'ease it tMs year, there is ~
the form for you to do that. Could we put ~
down ~or (4 ) agai~I tk4~ ye~rV'

IF HUI'rANT: Use only for Past Donor lists.
"I need to talk to my spouse"

0

In

~q.

0
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"Well, (name), we did contact every good Democrat
in (state) in 1983 and we're now continuing with
our 1984 Dollars for Democrats drive. Once again,
we need your support since 1984 is such an
important election year for the Democratic Party.
Would you be willing to help out this year's
campaign with a pledge of ($ ) or ($ )?"

Qi

RECENTLY CALLED: "I was just called a few months ago"
"I sent my pledge in."



"Well, (name), if you feel you are definitely going
to give ~ it would help if' I could take your4 pledge n wliIeI have you on the phone. I could
put you down for $ now and if you decide to
increase it, there's a box right on the form to do
that. We could really use your help, (name)!

Could you commit to $ ?"

Q

~qu

0

UN3U~EZ "I don't know" or "I'll think about it."



K~2I

t4~st ~4%!~g

"I',u sorry to hear that (Sirft4j~*). t4y naa*i~
(ti1rat and last) and i'm~I~7 ~ r the Cs

arty. This month we're holding
1984 Dollars for Democrats drive. We wante4~~
thank j~~j for (his/her) psat supp0rt an4 v~W4j
hoping you'd be i~~F~ited in continuing that K
support by making a modest donation like $1~ *V'
$15 because it's such an important election ~Ct~'

in (state). We have a big job ahead of us and
we really need your help! Can we put you down
for (+$5) this time?"

IF YES: "Thank you, (name), the (state) Democrat~i~
Party will be counting on your pledge of $ . Es
your address still (street, city, zip)? Well, th4fl~~

again, and we'll be mailing you a statement and an
envelope for you to mail your contribution back to
(city). Have a good evening."

Past Donor

* "I'm sorry to hear that (Sir/Ma'am). (Mr./Mrs.)
was a good supporter of our (state) Democratic Party.~,

My name is (first and last) and this month we're

holding our 1984 Dollars for Democrats drive. We

wanted to thank (name) for (his/her) kind ($ )

donation from last time, and we're hoping you'd be

interested in continuing that support by making a

o similar donation or even (+$5) because it's such

an important election year in (state). We have a

big job ahead of us and we really need your help!

p Can we put you down for (+$5) this time?"

IF YES: "Thank you, (name), the (state) Democratic
Party will be counting on your pledge of $ . Is

* your address still (street, city, zip)? Well,
thanks again, and we'll be mailing you a statement

and an envelope for you to mail your contribution
back to (city). Have a good evening."

DECEASED



- ~~ ~ ~;'

~
3anuary 3~ ~*#
NEW NAMES

List BuiI~in~ Pitct~

Hello, (name of Ko5g~ct). My name is (1 ir~t and last) and I'm calling for
Democratic Party. This month we're starting our l9$I~ Dollars for Democrats 1~rtve,

,

and I'm calling our good supporters in the area, (name), to ask for a contribution

to help in the coming campaign against the Republicans.

We wanted to thank you for your past support and we're hoping that you'd be able

to help us out by making a modest donation like $10 or oven $l~ because it's such

an important election year in (state). Would you be willing to make a pledge?

We have a big job ahead of us and we really need your help! Can we put you down

for ($1 ~) (name)?

IF YES -- Thank you, (name), the (state) Democratic Party will be counting on your

pledge of $ . Is your address still (street, city, zip)? Well, thanks again, and

we'll be mailing you a statement and an envelope for you to mail your contribution

back to (city). Have a good evening.

Lfl ARE YOU LEGITIMATE -- The Dollars for Democrats phone-a-thon has been an

annual event in (state) for the past few years and is supported wholeheartedly by the

o State Committee and State Chair (name of State Chair). Each year we raise

several thousands of dollars through Dollars for Democrats and we hope we can also

have your support for a strong State Party. Can I put you down for $10 or $l~ to
0

help out the (name of state) Democratic Party?

ARIZONA, ARKANSAS. NORTH CAROLINA, NEW JERSEY, & OKLAHOMA

ARE YOU LEGITIMATE -- The Dollars for Democrats phone-a-thon is an annual

event in (state) and is supported wholeheartedly by the State Committee and State

Chair (name of State Chair). This year we plan to raise several thousands of dollars

through Dollars for Democrats and we hope we can also have your support for a

strong State Party. Can I put you down for $10 or $15 to help out the (name of

state) Democratic Party?

~ IPORMAT1O~ OONTAINW HEREIN IS
ml ~PERTY QE MEYER ASSOCtATES, iNC.
ST.CLOUD, MN. 115E OF IHIS MATERIAL IN
ANY FORM iS NOV p~pMIT~.L) WITHOUT
WRITTEN AUTHOf~Z\~ DUN.
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It ~Jit* $r/Mr~. (~$p~ue)? Zr Y~s $y nuse is __________

~sVtt~e)~c24ir~g tor the _______
______ ~This mouth ~e4ve 4~14

ovr 19~i Dol~.ar~ 1Z~r ~mQcrats 4rt~, ~ c~~1i~Gwr

Dmocrat~s~ ~

~We want to thank you and your (Husband/Wire) for your ~

donation from last time and we're hoping that you'd be viUing to heap

out the Deu~ocrats again this year by making a siiui1~r donat~ion ~r'

even (~$5)? We have a big job ahead of us in the coming ~ampai~n

agpi.nst the fepublicans. Can we put.yo1~ down for (.45) this titi~e.

We really need your Iie~p1

IF HESITA?~T: Well maybe you could save us the time of making another

iong distance call. Your (Husband/Wife) did pledge ($ ) last time.

C~n we at least p14 you down for that amount and4 if you feel you w*i~t

to increase it this year, you could just mark it on the form. Could

we put you down for ($ ) again this year?

IF YES: Thank you, (name), the (State) Democratic Party will counting

on your pledge of $ . Let me read the name to you (Spell if

necessary). Is your address still (Street, City, Zip)? Well, thanks

again, and we'll be mailing you a statement and an envelope for you to

mail your check back to (City). Have a good evening.

NOTE: ON ALL MAILERS: ASK WHAT NAME TO PUT THE PLEDGE IN.

ThE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS
THE PROPERTY OF MEYER ASSOCIATES, INC.
ST. CLOUD. MN. USE OF THIS MATERIAL IN
ANY FORM IS NOT PERMITTED WITHOUT
WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION.
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Hello, (naioe df prQsped). tth±S( is (i~i~ and 1a~t), nd

ror the (~ta~)~ be~t~cr~t% P~t~yW ~ ~

Dollars for Democrats drive and I'm calling our goQd supporters in~ ~

the area to ask for a contribution to help in the cQming campaign

against the Repub1ican~.

We wanted to thank you f'or your kind ($ ) donation from last time,

(name), and we're hoping that you'd be willing to help out theOemocra~s

again this year by making a similar donation or even (+$5) because 1t1s

such an important election year in (state). We have a big job ~he~d

of us and we really need your help! Can we put you down for (4.$5) this

time?

I~) IF YES: Thank you, (name), the (state) Democratic Party will be countihg

Lfl on your pledge of $ . Is your address still (street, City, Zip)?

Well, thanks again, and we'll be mailing 'you a statement and an envelope

for you to mail your contribution back to (city). Have a good evening.

0
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