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CERTIFIED MAIL
RN _RECE UESTED

Bernard Segerman, Treasurer

A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOB
TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S8. SENATE
8401 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Segerman:

On July 14 , 1981, the Commission found reason to believe-
that your Committee had violated 2 U.S8.C. § 44la(f), a provision
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™) in connection with the above referenced MUR. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to take no further action and close
its file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that your Committee's acceptance
of a contribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election con-
tribution limitation nevertheless appears to be a violation of
the Act and you should take immediate steps to insure that this
activity does not occur in the future.

A report con the Commission's finding is attached for you
information.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Conley

Edwards, Jr. at 523-4060.
W
W

ARREN McGARRY
Chairman

Enclosure




SOURCE OF MUR: I NTERNALLY GENERATED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
a result of the Commission's determination to reject a debt settle-
ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter "the Committee™) and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here-
inafter "the law firm"™) because the debt settlement entered into
failed to meet the standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c).
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The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate
a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible
violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(1l)(A) and 44la(f) during the
Committee's 1976 senatorial campaign.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
A review of the reports of receipts and expenditure submitted

by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE,
the principal campaign committee of Joseph D. Tydings, revealed
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that from October 1, 1975 until May 18, 1976, the law £ii
contributed a loan inmkind service valued at at
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975~1976 senator canpa.

As a result of the Coomittee's unsuccessful eﬂ-ﬁﬂ
was not successful in raising adequate funds to pay its ¢
debts. According to the Committee's records and additic
information provided by the Committee, the candidate made a
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campaign
debts. However, this loan d4id not and was not intended to
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law firm.
To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the
former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan
from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
agreement permitted the law firm to write off the Committee's
entire obligation.

However, the Commission on April 14, 1981, rejected the
respondents debt settlement request based on the following:

1. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear
to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
business practices. As the former candidate is a partner of
the law firm, the arrangements for administrative support
services to the Committee's campaign appear to have been an
informal one. Moreover, the services rendered by the law
firm do not fall within the law firm's ordinary business
practices;

2. The Committee has made no efforts to satisfy the
outstanding debt although the letter from the law firm points
out that the candidate had used $158,000 of his personal
funds to pay campaign debts and that the fundraisers held
by the Committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay
for the fundraisers;

3. The law firm does not appear to have pursued its
customary remedies in order to collect the debt. While the
law firm was aware of the Committee's futile efforts to raise
funds and the candidate's significant efforts, these factors
alone might not ordinarily cause the law firm to abandon efforts
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to obtain payment. The ultimate remedy is, of course, &
action. The only reason a creditor could raise for not
such a remedy would be if the debtor was judgment proof.
was not the case here; and

4. Pinally, that the outstanding debt (loan) is, in fact,
an in-kind contribution from the law firm.

Therefore, this is not a commercially reasonable debt
settlement and the General Counsel recommends that the =
Commission find reason to believe that in 1975 and 1976
A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S5. SENATE
violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(f) by accepting contributions in
excess of the $1,000.00 per election contribution limitatiom
as set forth in 2 U.S8.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) from the law firm
of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon; but no
further action should be taken and the file closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Find reason to believe that A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE violated 2 D.S8.C.
§ 44la(f).

2. Take no further action and close the file.




CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mark London, Esquire

Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings
Quint and Gordon

1120 Connecticut Avenue, !;I.

Washington, D.C. 20036

MOR 1383
Dear Mr. London:

On July 14, 1981, the Commission found reason to
believe that your law firm had violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f),
a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended ("the Act™) in connection with the above
referenced MUR. However, after considering the circumstances
of this matter, the Commission has determined to take
no further action and close its file. The file will be
made part of the public record within 30 days. Should
you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within 10 days.
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The Commission reminds you that your law fimm's
contribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election
contribution limitation nevertheless appears to be a
violation of the Act and you should take immediate steps
to insure that this activity does not occur in the future.

8

A report on the Commission's finding is attached for
your information.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Conley
Edwards, Jr. at 523-4060.

Enclosure
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DATE .‘.rul.y' 17, 1981

RESPONDENT: Danzansky, Dickey, Tydngs, Quint and Gerdon

SOURCE OF MUR: INTERNALLY GENERATED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
a result of the Commission's determination to reject a debt settle-
ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter "the Committee®™) and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here-
inafter "the law firm") because the debt settlement entered into
failed to meet the standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c).

The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate
a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible
violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a)(1l)(A) and 44la(f) during the
Committee's 1976 senatorial campaign.
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A review of the reports of receipts and expenditure submitted
by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE,
the principal campaign committee of Joseph D. Tydings, revealed
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that from October 1, 1975 until May 18, 1976, the law f£ii
contributed a loan in~kind service valued at approximate
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975-1976 senatorial campa _

As a result of the Coomittee's unsuccessful aign it
was not successful in raising adequate funds to [u‘.mtgn"-
debts. According to the Conmittee's records amd additional
information provided by the Committee, the candidate made a
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campaign
debts. However, this loan did not and was not intended to
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law firmm.
To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the
former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan
from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
agreement permitted the law firm to write off the Committee's
entire obligation.

However, the Commission on April 14, 1981, rejected the
respondents debt settlement request based on the following:

l. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear
to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
business practices. As the former candidate is a partner of
the law firm, the arrangements for administrative support
services to the Committee's campaign appear to have been an
informal one. Moreover, the services rendered by the law
firm do not fall within the law firm's ordinary business
practices;

2. The Committee has made no efforts to satisfy the
outstanding debt although the letter from the law firm points
out that the candidate had used $158,000 of his personal
funds to pay campaign debts and that the fundraisers held
by the Committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay
for the fundraisers;

3. The law firm does not appear to have pursued its
customary remedies in order to collect the debt. While the
law firm was aware of the Committee's futile efforts to raise
funds and the candidate's significant efforts, these factors
alone might not ordinarily cause the law firm to abandon efforts
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to obtain payment. The ultimate remedy is, of cou
action. only reascon a creditor could raise for
such a remedy would be if the debtor was judgment p
was not the case herej) and
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4. Pinally, that the outstanding debt (loan) is, in fact,
an in-kind contribution from the law firm.

Therefore, this is not a commercially reasonable debt
settlement and the General Counsel recommends that the.
Commission find reason to believe that in 1975 and 1976 the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon
violated 2 U.5.C. § 44la(a)(1l)(A) by contributing in excess
of the $1,000.00 per election contribution limitation to
A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S5. SENATE)
but no further action should be taken and the file closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint and Gordon violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).

2. Take no further action and close the file.



In the Matter of

A lot of Pecple Who Want
Jos Tydings Back in
the U. 5. Semate

Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings,
Quint and Gordon

MOR 1383

L A

CERTIFICATION

— e

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Recording Secretary for the Federal Election
Commission's Executive Session on July 14, 1981, do hereby certify that the
OCommission decided by a vote of 4-2 to take the following actions in

|

MOR 1383:

1. Find reason to believe that A Lot of People Who
Want Joe Tydings Back in the U. 5. Senate vioclated

2 U.8.C. §44la(f).

2. Find reason to believe that Danzansky, Dickey,
, Quint, and Gordon violated 2 U.S.C.

Tydings
§44la(a) (1) (A).
3. Take no further action and close the file.

4. Send the letter and General Counsel's Factual and
legal Analysis as submitted with the First General
Counsel's Report dated June 29, 1981.

Camissioners Barris, McGarry, Thomson, and Tiernan voted
affirmatively for the decision; Commissioners Aikens and Reiche dissented.

0402947 |

Attest:

1=1F -/ Dt ppos. U Lomatone
Marjorie W. Emmons

Semtarrnf;:l'ﬂmmiuim




JUNE 30, 1981

SUBJECT : OBJECTION - MUR 1383 First General Counsel's
Report, dated 6-29-8l; Received in OCS,
_ 6-29-81, 3:20
The above-named document was circulated on a 48

hour vote basis at 11:00, June 30, 1981.

Commissioner Reiche submitted aii nbjectiuﬁ at 3:32,

June 30, 1981.
This matter will be placed on the Executive Session
Agenda for Tuesday, July 14, 1981. A copy of Commissioner

Relche's vote sheet with comments is attached.

Attachment:
Vote Sheet




OBJECTION - MUR 1383 FPirst General Counsel's
Report, dated 6-29-81; Received in OCS,
6-29-81, 3:20
The above-named document was circulated on a 48

hour vote basis at 11:00, June 30, 1981.

Commissioner Reiche submitted an nbjmtinl': at 3:32,
June 30, 1981. '

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session
Agenda for Tuesday, July 14, 198l1. A copy of Commissioner

Reiche's vote sheet with comments is attached.
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Attachment:
Vote Sheet




Date and Time Transmitted: Tuesday, June 29, 1981
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Commissioner McGARRY, AIKENS, TIERNAN, THOMSON, REICHE, HARRIS

RETURN TO OFFICE OF COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: Thursday, J\Jl§ 2ﬁ 1981

'MUR No. 1383 - First General Counsel's Report - Dated 6-29-81

{M]/L approve the recommendation
( I object to the recommendation —_ -
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‘A DEFINITE VOTF IS REQUIRED AND ALL SHEETS SIGNED AND DATED.
PLEARSE RETURN QNLY THE VOTE SWFETS TO TFE OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSION:  SECRETARY NO LAT_R THAN THF DATE AND TIME SHOWN
ABOVZ. :

&
ES .




ADDITIONAL OBJECTION - MUR 1383 Pirst General
m%a i ek dated 6-29-81) Received in OCS,

You were notified previously of an objection by
Commissioner Reiche.

Commissioner Harris submitted an additional objection
at 12:32, July 1, 1981.

This matter will be discussed in executive session
on Tuesday, July 14, 1981.
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g Washington, D.C. 20463

| PIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S m

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL . MUR # 138
BY OGC TO THE COMMISSION @& .249.5/

SOURCE OF MUR: I NTERNALLY GENERATED

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and
Gordon

RELEVANT STATUTES: 11 C.F.R. § 114.10
2 U.5.C. § 441a(a)(1l)(A)
2 U.5.C. § d4la(f)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Committee's Reports of Receipts
and Expenditures

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: NONE

GENERATION OF MATTER

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
a result of the Commission's determination to reject a debt settle-
ment reguest submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter "the Committee®) and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here—-
inafter "the law firm") because the debt settlement entered into
failed to meet the standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c).
See Attachment I.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate
a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible
violations of 2 U.5.C. §§ 44la(a)(1l)(A) and 44la(f) during the
Committee's 1976 senatorial campaign.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS
A review of the reports of receipts and expenditure submitted

by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE,
the principal campaign committee of Joseph D. Tydings, revealed
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that from October 1, 1975 until May ll. IlTI.
contributed a loan in~kind service
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975-1976 i.ﬂltﬂl anlplwgt

As a result of the Committee's unsuccessful l.'n it
was not successful in raising ad-quntn funds to pay nlltnign
debts. According to the Committee's records and additiona
information provided by the Committee, the candidate made a
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campaign
debts. However, this loan did not and was not intended to
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law lirl.

To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still b2ing reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the
former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan
from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
agreement permitted -the law firm to write off-the Committee's
entire obligation.

However, the Commission on April 14, 1981, rejected the
respondents debt settlement request based on the following:

l. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear
to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
business practices. As the former candidate is a partner of
the law firm, the arrnngements for administrative support
services to the Committee's campaign appear to have been an
informal one. Moreover, the services rendered by the law
firm do not fall within the law firm's ordinary business
practices;

2. The Committee has made no efforts to satisfy the
outstanding debt although the letter from the law firm points
out that the candidate had used 5158,000 of his personal
funds to pay campaign debts and that the fundraisers held
by the Committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay
for the fundraisers;

3. The law firm does not appear to have pursued its
customary remedies in order to collect the debt. While the
law firm was aware of the Committee's futile efforts to raise
funds and the candidate's significant efforts, these factors
alone might not ordinarily cause the law firm to abandon efforts
to obtain payment; and




4. Finally, that the outstanding debt (loan) is, 1n
an in-kind contribution from the law firm. -

Based on the forgoing, this is not a commercially
debt settlement and the Office of General Counsel re
the Commission find reason to believe that the law firm wic
2 U.5.C. § 441a(a)(1l)(A) by contributing in excess of the
$1,000.00 per election contribution limitation to the Committee)
and that the Committee violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la(f) by accepting
excessive contributions from the law firm. However, the Office
of General Counsel is of the opinion, that because these viola-
tions occurred in late 1975 and early 1976 when the Federal
Election Campaign Act was still developing and the Committee,
as of this date, has no assets and a continuing outstanding
indebtedness of $158,400 to the candidate in addition to the
obligation to the law firm, no further action should be taken
and the file should be closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

l. Find reason to believe that A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT
JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE violated 2 U.5.C. § 441a(f).

2. Find reason to believe that Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings,

Quint and Gordon violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(a).
3. Take no further action and close the file.
4. Send attached letter and General Counsel's Factual
and Legal Analyses.
Attachments
Commission Certification
Letter to London

Letter to Segerman
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analyses (2)




In the Metter of )
mumu-nﬁﬁlhﬂ;

in the U. 5. Senate, et
« Marjorie W. Bamons, mmﬁﬂﬂ

ﬂ:“ﬂﬂ.ﬂlﬂquﬂuhm

1. Pailed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a wotion to -
a) Allow the Tydings Comnittes to the

debt to the law firm of Denzansky, | v
Tydings, Quint, and Gordon.

wnﬂ-ﬂt&““htﬂl
General Counsel's April 7, 1981 report in this
matter,

Commissioners Aikens, McGarry, and Thomson votad
affirmatively for the motion; COommissioners Barris
and Reiche dissented. Commissioner Tiernan was not
present at the time of the vote.

vote of 4-1 to direct the FEC Office of
to open a Matter Under Review with
respect to DER-596.

Commissioners Barris, McGarry, Reiche, and Thomson
voted affirmatively for the decision; Oommissioner
Aikens dissented. Commissioner Tiernan was not present
at the time of the vote.
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CERTIFIED ﬁi 'S

Mark London, Esquire :

Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings
Quint and Gordon :

1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036 :

RE: MUR 1383

Dear Mr. London:

On ¢ 1981 ,+the Commission found reason to
believe that your law firm had vioclated 2 U.8.C. § 44la(f),
a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended ("the Act®) in connection with the above
referenced MUR. However, after considering the circumstances
of this matter, the Commission has determined to take
no further action and close its file. The file will be
made part of the public record within 30 days. Should
you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public
record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that your law fimm's

- contribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election
contribution limitation nevertheless appears to be a
violation of the Act and you should take immediate steps
to insure that this activity does not occur in the future.

A report on the Commission's finding is attached for
your information.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Conley
Edwards, Jr. at 523-4060.

Sincerely,

Enclosure




CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUERSTED

Bernard Segerman, Treasurer

A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE
TYDINGE BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE
9401 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

RE: NUR 1383

Dear Mr. Segermant:

i
On . 1981, the Commission found resson to believe
that your Committee had violated 2 U.S8.C. § ﬂhlll.dﬂtllﬁ.@n
of the Federal Electionm Campaign Act of 1971, as ame ("the
Act®™) in connection with the above referenced NUR. However,
after considering the circumstances of this matter, the
Commission has determined to take no further action and close

" -its file. The file will be made part of the public record

within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materials to
appear on the public record, please do so within 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that your Committee's acceptance
of a contribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election com
tribution limitation nevertheless appears to be a violation of
the Act and you should take immediate steps to insure that this
activity does not occur in the future.

A report on the Commission's finding is attached for you
information.

If you have any questions, please direct them to Conley
Edwards, Jr. at 523-4060.

Sincerely,

Enclosure




RESPONDENT:  Danzansky, Dickey, Tydngs, Quint and Gogdon

~
¢y SOURCE OF MUR: INTERNALLY GENERATED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
a result of the Coomission's determination to reject a debt settle-
ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter "the Committee®™) and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here-
inafter "the law firm™) because the debt settlement entered into
failed to meet the standards set forth inm 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(¢c).

The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate
a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible
violations of 2 U.S5.C. §§ 44la(a)(l)(A) and 44la(f) during the
Committee's 1976 senatorial campaign.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A review of the reports of receipts and expenditure submitted
by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S5. SENATE,
the principal campaign committee of Joseph D. Tydings, revealed
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that from October 1, 1975 until May 18, 1976, the law fimm'
contributed a loan in-kind service valued at approx ¥y
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975-1976 senatorial campaign.,

As a result of the Committee's unsuccessful campaign it
wags not successful in raising adequate funds to pay its gn
debts. According to the Committee's records and additiona
information provided by the Committee, the candidate made a

-~ personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campaign

debts. However, this loan did not and was not intended to
include the payment of the $20,242.9]1 loan from the law firm.
To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the
former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
a debt settlement request concerning the ocutstanding loan
from the law firm. The respondents were regquesting that
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
agreement permitted the law firm to write off the Committee's
entire obligation.

However, the Commission on April 14, 1981, rejected the
respondents debt settlement request based on the following:

l. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear
to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
business practices. As the former candidate is a partner of
the law firm, the arrangements for administrative support
services to the Committee's campaign appear to have been an
informal cne. Moreover, the services rendered by the law
firm do not fall within the law firm's ordinary business
practices;

2. The Committee has made no efforts to satisfy the
outstanding debt although the letter from the law firm points
out that the candidate had used $158,000 of his personal
funds to pay campaign debts and that the fundraisers held
by the Committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay
for the fundraisers;

3. The law firm does not appear to have pursued its
customary remedies in order to collect the debt. While the
law firm was aware of the Committee's futile efforts to raise
funds and the candidate's significant efforts, these factors
alone might not ordinarily cause the law firm to abandon efforts
to obtain payment; and
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- rinally, that the outstandin
an n-k:uul contribution from the law fimm.

Therefore, this is not a _:ﬂ reasonable debt
settlement and the General Counsel reo nds that E:;i. 4
Commission find reason to believe thlt in 1975 and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey ings, Quint and Gordon
violated 2 U.S.C. 4#1.(1111)( Inntrihutinq in excess
of the §1,000.00 pcr election contr hnttnn limitation to
A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGE BACK IN THE U.S5. BENATE)
but no further action should be taken and the file closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

l. Find reason to believe that Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint and Gordon violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(1)(A).

2. Take no further action and close the file.




SOURCE OF MUR: I NTRRNALLY GENERATED

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
a result of the Conmission's determination to reject a debt settle-
ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter "the Committee®™) and the
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here-
inafter "the law firm") because the debt settlement entered into
failed to meet the standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c).
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The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate
a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible
violations of 2 U.S5.C. §§ 44la(a)(1l)(A) and 44la(f) during the
Committee's 1976 senatorial campaign.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A review of the reports of receipts and expenditure submitted
by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S5. SENATE,
the principal campaign committee of Joseph D. Tydings, revealed
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that from October 1, 1975 until May 18, 1976, the law {

contributed a loan in-kind service valued at rimately
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975-1976 senatorial campaign..

As a result of the Committee's unsuccessful uqnin it
was not successful in raising adegquate funds to pay its campaign
debts. According to the Committee's records and additional
information provided by the Committee, the candidate made a
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campaign
debts. However, this loan did not and was not intended to
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law firm.

To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the
former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan
from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
agreement permitted<the law firm to write off the Committee's
entire obligation.

However, the Commission on April 14, 1981, rejected the
respondents debt settlement reguest based on the following:

1. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear
to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
business practices. As the former candidate is a partner of
the law firm, the arrangements for administrative support
services to the Committee's campaign appear to have been an
informal one. Moreover, the services rendered by the law
firm do not fall within the law firm's ordinary business
practices;

2. The Committee has made no efforts to satisfy the
outstanding debt although the letter from the law firm points
out that the candidate had used $158,000 of his personal
funds to pay campaign debts and that the fundraisers held
by the Committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay
for the fundraisers:

3. The law firm does not appear to have pursued its
customary remedies in order to collect the debt. While the
law firm was aware of the Committee's futile efforts to raise
funds and the candidate's significant efforts, these factors
alone might not ordinarily cause the law firm to abandon efforts
to obtain payment; and
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4. Pinally, that the outstanding debt (loan)
an in-kind contribution from the Inl firm. _

Therefore, this is not a commerciall ble debt
settlement and the General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find reason to believe that in 1975 and 1976
nmwmmwmmmmmnnlu.l. SENATE
violated 2 U.58.C. § 44la(f) by accepting contributions in
excess of the $1,000.00 per election contribution limitation
as set forth in 2 U.8.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A) from the law firm
of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon; but no
further action should be taken and the file closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
§ 44la(f).

2. Take no further action and close the file.




FROM: mmnmm{pmmmr#%

MUR No. _1383 DATE OF ORIGINAL REFERRALJa0. 14, 1980

The attached computer printout (FEC "G" Index) */ |9
being provided for your information to assist in the
review and analysis of the debt settlement statement
submitted by the principal campaign committee of Joe
rrdinql,nt.ntofrnpltlmtmmllukhtht
U.5. Senate.

E,F? The "G® Index contains contributions made by indi-
iduals .and political committees for the purpose of
influencing Federal elections.

*Commission unit which initiated original Referral (¢.g. AUDIT/RAD/OGC).
**INFORMATION, or RESULTS OF RAD ACTION, as appropriate.




BELECTED LISTY OF RECEIPTS & EXPENDITURED (6)
8 | YD r@PY 3o
CONTRIBUTAWFLENDEN/ THANSFENEN STHEEY ADODRERD city

BTATE ZIP OaATE ELECTIOW AnDUNT
FILEw
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TYOINGE, JOSEPH 1120 CONNECTICUT AVE Ww NARM DC 20034 LIDECT™ PRINARY

CULVER CITIZENS COmMITIEE
BOBEN/002/319%0 #2T72330 COMNTRIBUTION

TYOINGS, JOSEPH
COMMITTEE FOR FAUNTHOY
BOHBE/)ITS/2003 #302328 CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGE, JOBEPN
BInCrm BAYH FUR BEMATOR COMMITTEE
GOBEN/01T7/0033 #523)12 CONTRIBUTION

TYDInGS, JOBEPR D S320 27Th BT ww

IDaWD FOW CHURCH COMMITTEE
TYSEN/006/2000 #JQVaT) CONTRIBUTION

TYDInGS, JUBEPH D 1120 CONMECTICUT AVE Nm

FRIENDS FOR FLORIO COMMITTEE
TOMBE/ 1083273 w1137 1s CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGS: JOSEPK D 1120 CONN AVE Nm

SCHEUEN FOR CONGREBS=1980
TORBE/108/3084 FIZ7348 CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGS, JOBEPW D 1120 CONMECTICUT AVE wm

CORMITYEE TO RE«ELECT CLAMENCE D, LONE
TIHBE/169/70%08 #)3372e CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGE, JOBEPH D 320 ITTH BT N m

PAuL 8IMON FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEL
TOHBE/169/353% #15%00a CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGE; JOBEPH D Sido TR MY
DEMDCHATIC HOUBE & BENATE COUNCIL
BOFEC/146/70700 #3038%0 CONTRIBUTION

TYOINGS, JOBEPH U 1120 CONMECTICUT AVE Ww

MCGOVERN CAMPAIEN COWMITTEE
BOBEN/UOL/L01Y #23090) CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGS, JOSEPH SI20 27TH BTRELT Mw

MIKULSX] FOR CONGRESD
BOMBE/LTI/0038 287199 CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGS, JOSEPH D S0 27TH BT Ha

EAGLETON CAMPAIGN COmMITTEE
BOBEN/D02/191) #259000 CONTRIBUTION

YEAReEND
LANYER

LIFEuB0 PRIMARY
APRIL QUARTERLY
HABHINGTON og ZIAPRBO PRIMARY
JULY QUARTERLY
DANGANALBRY & DICKEY
WABHINGTON PC 2001% 1OJULTY PRIMARY
OCTOBER QUARTEALY
ATTORNEY

WARHINGTON oC 20034 120EPTY GENERAL
OCTORER QUARTERLY
ATTORNEY

BARRIMGTON SC 20034 1AREPTY PRINARY
e OCTOMER QUARTERLY
"

WABHENGTON BC 20034 JAUGTY PRINARY
OCTOBER QUARTERLY
ATTORNEY

FARNINGTON o JOJULTY PRImARY
OCTOBER GUARTERLY
ATTORNEY

WABHINGTON BC 20013 230CTTY PRINARY
YEARSEND
DANZANORY, DICREY: TYDINGE 444
NABHINGTON PC 20034 1TOCTTY PRINARY
YEAREND
ATTORNEY
WABHINGTON DC 20015  SDECTY PRINARY
YEARSEND i
ATTORNEY e
WABHINGTON DC 20015 1TDECTY PRINARY
YEARSEND :

DANIANBRY B DICREY




SELECTEw LTST OF WECEIPTS & ExPENDITUNES (6)
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COMTRIAUTUR/LE sbm/ THANSFERER STREET aDDNERS

FILE=

city BYATE ZIP DATE ELECTION
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TYDINGS, JOSEER D TREGAMRON
PIRE HakhnES FUR CONLHESS Cum=e|TTEE
BORSE/ITL/29% w2ed932 CLUMTHIBUTION

TYDINGS, JUBEPH 0 1120 COMMELTICUT AVE Wm

UDALL FUH COnukESS COMRITTLE=1980
BORSE/ZIT@/uAun T2en)ldl CONMTRIBUTION

TYoIsGs, JUSEFm D 1120 CONMECTICUT avE, Nm

FRIENDS FDE FLORLD Cumm]TIEE
BORSE/ITS/0729 «280ATT CunTRIBUTION

1Y0InGS, JOSLPH D 5320 27Tn BT Nm

IDAMD FOw CHuURCr COmRITTEE
BUSEN/Quas T #29%928 CONTRIBUTION

TYLInGS, JOSEPW D 53v 277k 87
HibmT FUs SENATE CAMPA]GN CUMMITTEE INC
e0Sen/u0a/3302 #3)1Tod2 CONTHIBUTION

TYOINGS, JUSEPH D 5320 R7TH BT N N

CHANETUN FOR SEHATE CUMMITTER
BOSLN/ULE/BUBE WIIBISA CUNTHIBUTION

1YuInGSE, JOSEPR D 9320 2TTH BTHMEET b=

DEMDCHATIC CONGHESSIUNAL DInmEN COmMEITTEE
BOFEC/159/u29) w#)n83)a4 CONTRIBUTION

TY0InGS, JOSEPH D 1120 CONMECTICUT AVE M=

CITILFnE FOW MuADEmAS COmm]TTEE
GOHSE/1BO/1900 #a3TT4T CONTRIBUTLION

Tr0InGS, JUSEPH b
CARTESR/mENNEDY usiTY DInEw COPMITTEE
BOFEC/LT9/7106] 5511032 CONTRIBUTION

TYDINGSy JUSEPH D MW 532002711 BT Nw

CARTEN/»OnDALE PHESIDENTIAL COWMITTEE INC
TOFEC/1v0/243%9 wOSL4T] CONTRIBUTION

1Y0IneS, JUSEPm DI]K) $320=27TH BTREET; N &

CRAMSTUN FOR SENATE COmm]TTEE
BOBEN/D02/40T0 #256137 CONTRIBUTION (if

IYOINGS, TEHRY W MNS §320 271w BT e
CARTEM /MDNDALE PRESIUVENT]AL CURN]TTEE InmC
TOFEC/100/2400 2051479 CUNTRIGUTION

sASMINGTON (1] I=0vTe PRIRARY
YEAR=END
DANZANBRY LICKEY TYDINGS

wABH]INGTUN 0C 2003¢ JODECTY PRIMARY
YEARSEND
ATTORMEY

WABH[NGTON OC 20030 ITranB0 PRIMARY
APMIL GUARTERLY
ATTORMEY

HABHINGTON PC 2001% RRAFELRO PRIMARNY
APRIL GUARTERLY
ATTURNEY

nABHINGTON UC 20036 ATHARGD PRIMARY
APRIL GUARTERLY
DANZANBRY, OICREY ET AL

NABHINGTON DC 20048  2JanE0 PRINARY
APRIL GUARTEmLY
DANZAMBRY, RICREY, TYDLINGS

AABHINGTUN oL 20019 JOAPRBO PRImMARY
JULY QUARTEMLY
DANIANERY DICWEY TYDINGS QUINT

SARHINGTON DC 20036 2TJunBD GEMERAL
JULY GUARTERLY
DANZANBRY DICKEY TYDINGS QUINT 444

nASHINGTON DC 20015 230CTE0 PRIMARY
POSTGENERAL
DANZANSKY DICHMEY TYDINGS QUINT ;44
FARHINGTON DC 20019 23JUNTY PRIMARY
JULY GUARTERLY
DANZANSRY DICKEY TYDINGS QUINT
mABHINGTON pC 20019 1ODECTY PRIMARY
YEARek D
ATTORNEY

mABHINGTON OC Jowls asJunTe
JULY GUARTLRLY
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In the Matter of

mummmmmm;
in the U. 8 M;ﬂtﬂ-

CERTIFICATION
I, Marjorie W. Bamons, Recording Secretary for the Federal Election
Commission's Executive Session on April 14, 1981, do hereby certify that
the Comission took the following actions in DSR-596:
1. Failed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to -

a) Allow the Tydings Committee to extinguish the
debt to the law firm of Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint, and Gordon.

Approve and send the letter attached to the
General Counsel's April 7, 1981 report in this
matter.

Commissioners Aikens, McGarry, and Thamson voted
affirmatively for the motion; Commissioners Harris
and Reiche dissented. Comissioner Tiernan was not
present at the time of the wote.

Decided by a vote of 4~1 to direct the FEC Office of
General Counsel to open a Matter Under Review with
respect to DSR-596.

Comissioners Harris, McGarry, Reiche, and Thomson
wvoted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner
Aikens dissented. Commissioner Tiernan was not present
at the time of the vote.

ALrd/5/




MARJORIE W. EMMONS / JODY CUSTERV
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TO THE COMMISSION
APRIL 8, 1981
ADDITIONAL OBJECTION TO DSR 596, Memorandum
to the Commission, dated 4-7-81; Received in
ocs, 4-7-81, 11:23
You were notified previously of an objection by
Commissioner Reiche.
Commissioner Harris submitted an additional objection
at 11:22, April 8, 1981.
This matter will be discussed in executive session

on Tuesday, April 14, 198l.
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' RETURN TO OFFICE OF COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 1981,

FLas

Commissioner MCGARRY, ATKENS, TIERNWAN, THOMSON, REICHE, HARRISw

4:00 = ©

DSR
MUK No. 596 Memorandum to the Commission, dated April 7, 1981

L

( ) I approve the recommendation
{V( 1 object to the recommendation

COMMENTS:

Bite:"l“**"?f Sigmtum: —_M- E. ",'0/\."

A DEFINITE VOTF IS RFNUIRED AND ALL SHEETS SIGNED AND DATED.
PLEASE RETURMN ONLY THE VOTE SWWETS TO TFE OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSION SECRETARY NO LAT.R THAN THE DATC AND TIME SHOWN
ABOVZ=.
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ﬂ-m L 8, 1981
um:m DSR 596, Memorandum to the

Commission, dated l-?—ll: Received in OCS,

The above-named document was circulated on a 48
hour vote basis at 4:00, April 7, 198l.

Commissioner Reiche submitted an objection at 9:13,

April 8, 1981.
This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

Agenda for Tuesday, April 14, 198l. A copy of Commissioner

Reiche's vote sheet with comments is attached.

Attachment:
Vote Sheet




Date and Time Transmitted: [upspAY, 4-7-81.,
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.1 ' commissioner MCGARRY, AIXENS, TIERWAN, THOMSON, REICHE, HARRIS,
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_RETURN TO OFFICE OF COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 1981,
; 4:00

DSR
MUK No. 596 Memorandum to the Commission, dated April 7, 1981

( ) J approve the recommendation
( [ object to the recommendation
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hw!l‘).,lil_ Sighature: Mﬁ&m&‘_

A DEFIMITE YVOTF IS ®FNUIRED AND ALL SHFETS SIGNED AND DATED.
PLEASF RETDRI! ONLY THE VOTE SWOETS TO TFE OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSION SECRETA®Y NO LAT.R THAN THE DATC AND TIME SHOWN
ABOVZ.







The Cosmission

Charles H. Stee
General Counse

DSR-596 - Debt Settlement Request of a LOT OF
PEOPLE ‘WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S.
SENATE and Dansansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint
and Gordon

I. Introduction

This memorandum concerns the settlement of an ocutstanding
non-corporate debt between A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS
BACK IN THE SENATE ("Committee") and the law firm of Danzansky,
Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon ("Creditor"). See Attachment

I1. Facts

The request is written by Michael E. Kris, counsel to the
Committee, and outlines the circumstances from which the debt
arose. According to this letter "[Iln order to comply with the
spirit of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law
firm treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite.
His secretary's time was billed to the campaign; photocopying
services and supplies were billed to the campaign. The entire

loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services “and supplies
and it did not include any contribution whatscever of monies In

any form.* 1/
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1/ See Attachment II, p.2.




Page Two A |
DSR-596 - Debt Settl
JOE TYDINGS BACK IN
Tydings, Quint an

The Committee has reported the debt in uumeﬂﬁ-
$20,242.91 for campaign services rendered during the 1976
Senatorial campaign. However, the Creditor has only been

able to locate billings totaling §16,929.00 owed them by

the Committee. This $3,313.19 discrepancy between the

parties is explained by the parties as resulting from

several different persons handling the accounts of both

the Committee and Creditor over a period of time.

I11. Legal Analysis

A corporation is permitted to extend credit to a
candidate, political committee, or other person in connection
with a Federal election provided that the extension of credit
is in the ordinary course of the corporation's business
practices and that the terms of credit are substantially
similar to extensions of credit to non-political entities.

11 C.F.R. § 114.10.

If a corporate debt is settled in a commercially
reasonable manner, the settlement will not be considered
an illegal corporate contribution. However, the corporation
and/or the debtor must file a statement of settlement with
the Commission prior to the termination of its reporting
status, and the settlement is subject to Commission review.

Accordingly, the settlement of this corporate debt of
the Committee has been examined in order to determine,
pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 114.10(c), whether:

1. The initial extension of credit was in the ordinary
course of the corporation's business practices;
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2. the debtor has undertaken all commercially reasonable
efforts to satisfy the outstanding debt; and

3. the corporate creditor has pursued its customary
remedies in order to collect the debt.

In addition, on May 4, 1978, the Commission determined
that settlement or forgiveness of debts owed non-corporate
creditors would be permitted provided that the debt was
incurred in connection with goods and/or services rendered
to the campaign by a vendor who provides such services in
the ordinary course of a business or professional enterprise.
Such settlement with a non-corporate entity is also subject
to Commission review if the difference between the original
charge and the amount paid exceeds the contribution limitation
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Page Three :
DER-596 - Debt Settlement Reguest of A LOT OF PEOPLE |
JOE TYDINGE BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE and Danzansky, D
Tydings, Quint and Gordon

of the creditor, or if the creditor notifies the t:u-l.ll
that he or she wishes the entire amount of the difference
to be treated as a debt settlement. Submission of a ltlt-
ment of settlement is required.

The debt elimination at issue here involves a law partnership
providing secretarial services, rental space, photocopying services
and supplies to the Committee. As a partnership, the Creditor
comes within the policy accepted by the Commission on May 4,

1978, which treats non-corporate creditors in the same manner
as corporate creditors regarding the settlement of debts in
situations where the amount of the original charge which was
unsatisfied would exceed the non-corporate entity's contri-
bution limitation or where the non-corporate entity expresses
the desire that all of the amount of the reduction be deemed
a debt settlement and not a contribution. In the present
situation, the Creditor's letter to the Committee concerning
the settlement of the Committee's debt makes no reference to
a desire to make a contribution, but states that all of the
amount of the debt reduction is to be considered a debt
settlement. Therefore, Commission review is necessary in
order to determine compliance by the parties with 11 C.F.R.

§ 114.10. !

The Creditor has agreed to forgive one hundred percent
(100%) of the debt owed according to its records. 2/ Moreover,
the parties have deemed it a commercially reasonable debt
settlement agreement.

This debt settlement request presents some difficulties
because of the value of the services involved and the fact
that a law firm is not in the regular business of rendering
in-kind administrative services. However, the debtor indicates
that the campaign committee was billed even more stringently
than a routine "non-billable" client, who is charged for expenses.
Furthermore, the candidate has used $158,000 of this personal
funds to pay campaign debts and the fundraisers held by the
committee had not raised sufficient funds even to pay for the
fundraiser.
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The Committee's reports of receipts and expenditures
disclose a $20,242.91 debt owed the Creditor, as opposed
to the Creditor's records which reveal an outstanding
debt of only $16,929.00.




Memorandum to the Commission

Page Four

DSR-596 - Debt Settlement Request of A LOT ol
WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE SENATE and Danzansky,
Tydings, Quint and Gordon

The debtor further contends that the creditor law firm
has "pursued remedies in a manner similar in intensity to
that employed in pursuit of a non-political debtor." The
Committee reports vertify the debtor's financial condition
and his alleged inability to liquidate this debt. The
reports reveal that the Committee has no assets and as stated,
a continuing outstanding indebtedness of $158,400 to the
candidate in addition to the obligation to the law firm.

Thus, we recommend that the Commission allow the
Committee to extinguish this debt which relates back to the
1976 Senatorial effort by Mr. Tydings.

Recomaendation

1. Allow the Tydings Committee to extinguish the
debt to the law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydingu. Quint
and Gordon .

2. Approve and send attached letters.

Attachments

I. Debt Referral - II. Letter from Michael E. Kris dated 3/20/79
Letters (2)
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE OFFICE OF GENERAL mu. w
frguet 29,7950
THROUGH :  ORLANDO B. mnzn

FROM : TOM HASELHORST,
SUBJECT : REFERRAL OF DEB SE'ITLEEHI' STATEMENT

Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-
ment filed by Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This
statement consists of a letter from the creditor to FEC, in which,
they agree to absolve the debt owed them by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE.

The following is additional data which may be of assistance
to you in making your recomnmendation to the Commission:

AMOUNT OF ORIGINAL DEBT: $20,242.91

PERCENTAGE OF DEBT FORGIVEN: 100%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
TOTAL NUMBE!. OF OTHER CREDITORS:

YEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS:

YEAR-TO-DATE EXPENDITURES:

CASH ON HAND 3/31/79:

LENGTH OF TIME DEBT(S) HAVE BEEN CARRIED: since 5/76

DATE REPORTS REVIEWED: 11/1/79

The Reports Analysis Division has notified Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint & Gordon that the Commission is reviewing the debt
settiement statement and advised the committee to continue reporting
that debt until the Commission approves the debts settlement state-
ment. If you should have any questions, please contact Theresa

Harley at X34172.

— KTTACHMENT -1
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. General Counsel
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.
Dear Sirs

The enclosed reports for f with the Fedaral Elec- -
tions Commission indicate that The gs Committee has been
absolved of an obligation of §16,929.00 to the law firm of
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concerned that you understand
the background of this transaction since many of the facts are
not immediately evident.

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The Tydings Committee has report-
ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. However, recent efforts
to resolve this matter have uncovered an obligation in the
amount of $16,929.00. We have conducted a thorough search of
law firm and campaign records in order tc resolve this discrep-
ancy, but it has been to no avail. Since 1976, the law firm
has had three bookkeepers, and the campaign has had three dif-
ferent persons charged with filing the reports. I feel it is
fair to assume that some error or misunderstanding developed
during the campaign, and successors in responsibility routinely
assumed that all records regarding this matter were in order.
Of course, the Federal Elections Commission is invited to re-
view the campaign records as well as the law firm records per-

taining to this matter.
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In any event, the law firm has written off a locan of
$16,929.00, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion to the law firm. :
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General Counseal
March 20, 1979
Page Two

Further background on the nature of the unupaig:-llﬁ
the law firm loan might explain why this transaction taken
place.

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Democratic nomina-
tion ‘for the U.S. Senate from Maryland, the new election laws
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the spirit
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law f£irm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary’s time was billed to the campaign; a pro—-rata share
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing sar-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The en
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services iﬁz
supplies, and It did not include any contribution whatsoever
of monies in any form.

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew
then that he would have to contribute some of his own money,

although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley v. ?a{tﬂ}
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the
restrictions on candidate contributions. MNonetheless, the cam-
paign committee did not expect Mr. Tydings to finance the en-
tire campaign, since he did not have such resources, and since
doing so would have been anathema to the type of grass—-roots
political participation that Mr. Tydings had always encouraged.

However, the Committee met failure after failure in its
fund-raising efforts: mailings brought back money which barely
paid for their cost; private parties were sparcely attended,
and large gatherings for contributors seemed fruitless, because
there were not enough of them.

The result of this was the Committee's increasing reli-
ance on Mr. Tydings' personal funds, to the point where he con-
tributed, in the form of a loan, about $158,000.00, which was
more than 50 percent of all funds expended by the Tydings
Committee.

"ATTACHMENT™ -II, p. 2




; General Counsel
March 20, 1979
. Page’ Three

To pay off its obligations remaining after the campaign,
the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $100.00
or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising event
was contemplated, but the idea was dropped after initial feelers
indicated that it would be a waste of time and energy. Indeed,
the Committee no longer could provide any compelling reason for
people to contribute to the campaign fund. ,
Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loans
by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the boocks. Raising
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

. I understand that the "bottom line" of this transaction
is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in excess
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. However, the Federal Elec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50;

40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a
corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
ga?t will not be considered a contribution. They are as
ollows:

1) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political
debtors.
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I have been advised that the Committee was billed
even more stringently than a routine "non-billable" client,
who is charged only for expenses. These clients are not billed
for a proportionate share of overhead expenses, nor for that
amount of secretarial time actually spent on that work.

2) A candidate or political committee has undertaken
an exhaustive effort to satisfy the outstanding debt.

I think that this letter gives an adequate pic-
ture of the Committee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise money.

3) The corporate(sic) creditor has pursued remedies
in a manner similar in intensity to that employed in pursuit of
a non-political debtor.

-l =l

ATTACHMENT 11, p. 3




General Counsel

March 20, 1979
Page Four

. The law firm was well aware that Mr. Tydings
himself paid off all the campaign's debts. The partners talked
to him about this matter, and they probably applied as much
pressure as possible to a man who had just spent $158,000.00
in a losing effort. The decision to wait this long to write
off the debt was made primarily in the hope of receiving funds
to satisfy this obligation. : ;

I apologize for the length of the letter, but this is

a sensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all thesa
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Commission.

517711*: 6’5 /Z-

MICHAEL E.
Counsel to The Tydings Committee
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Very truly yours,
Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

the forgiveness of the debt
s matter in that it is the omly

has reviewed the debt settlement request
People Who Want Joe Tydings Back In
the lawv firm of Danzansky, Dickay,

Goxdon
has
subject of
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The Commission has m“tMTt
submitted by A Lot Of People Who Want Joe Tydings Back

The U.S. Senats and the law firm of Danzansky, Dickey,
Tyding, Quint and Gordon.

The Commission has approved the forgiveness of the debt
which is the subject of this matter in that it is the omnly

outstanding indebtedness to an entity other than the candidate
hi-lm:l;lnd the obligation dates back to the 1976 Senatorial
L] = .

Thus, mﬂi: the circumstances of this particular matter,
the Commission has allowed that the debt in guestion be
extinguished.

Very truly yours,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel




(202) 857-4441

810402094749

September 2, 1980

19

Conley Edwards, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Streat, N.N.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Re: Tydings Committee #C00038893

Dear Mr. Edwards: '

g1 :% 84380

This is in response to your inquiry on August 29, 1980, by
telephone regarding the nomenclature used in the year-end (1979)
report of the above referenced committee. Specifically, you
have asked why the figure of $20,242.91, a loan from the law
firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon to the
Tydings Committee, was treated as a receipt rather than a debt
or obligation. This accounting method was used because on
March 20, 1979, Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon
"wrote off" this debt. While the Tydings Committee was fully
aware that this transaction was subject to the approval of the
Federal Election Commission, it felt that in order to be consis-
tent with its earlier representations it should treat the debt
as one which had been absolved. The notation was not intended
to alter the substance of this transaction which was fully
reported to the Federal Election Commission in a letter from
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon dated March 20, 1979.

Please call me if you have any further questions in this
matter.

Si 1y,

the Firm

smf

1.




Law OFFICES
BaNzansky, DickeY, TYDINGS, QUINT & GORDON

TedT™e Fuoom
120 CoddEcTicuT AvEMUE, M. W,
WasHiHaTow, D. C. 20038

Conley Edwards, Esqg.

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
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Charles Steele
0ffice of the General Counsel

8111 Loughrey 2
Office of the Staff Director

Peggy Sims
Reports Analysis Divisfon

Debt Settlement/ A Lot of Peaple Who Want Joe Tydings
Back In The U. S. Senmate

Attached is a copy of the above-mentioned "debt settlement® referral
listed by the Office of the Staff Director as D-596, referred on January
14, 1980. Jane Colgrove has informed me that the Docket has no record
of receiving this referral. Although RAD analyst, Theresa Harley
informed me that Conley Edwards said that he had the referral, RAD is
referring another copy for your records.

Please expedite this matter. [t has been more than one year since the
"debt settlement" was requested. Representatives of the creditor have
been calling the Conmission requesting results.




THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
ORLANDO B. POTTER

TOM HASELHORST

REFERRAL OF DEBT SETTLEMENT STATEMENT

Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-
ment filed by Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This
statement consists of a letter from the creditor to FEC, in which,
they agree to absolve the debt owed them by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE.

The following is additional data which may be of assistance

" to you in making your recommendation to the Commission:
AMOUNT OF ORIGINAL DEBT: $20,242.91
PERCENTAGE OF DEBT FORGIVEN: 100%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
TOTAL NUMBER OF OTHER CREDITORS: ]
YEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS: 0
YEAR-TO-DATE EXPENDITURES: 0
CASH ON HAND 3/31/79: 0
LENGTH OF TIME DEBTES} HAVE BEEN CARRIED: since 5/76
DATE REPORTS REVIEWED: 11/1/79

The Reports Analysis Division has notified Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint & Gordon that the Commission is reviewing the debt
settiement statement and advised the committee to continue reporting

that debt until the Commission approves the debts settlement state-
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ment., If you should have any questions, please contact Theresa
Harley at X34172.




857-4082

reports for with the Federal Elec-
tions Commission indicate that The gs Coomittee has been
absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concerned that you understand
the background of this transaction since many of the facts are
not immediately evident.

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The Tydings Committee has report-
ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. However, recant efforts
to resolve this matter have uncovered an obligation in the
amount of $16,929.00. We have conducted a thorough search of
law firm and campaign records in order tc resolve this discrep-
ancy, but it has been to no avail. Since 1976, the law firm
has had three bookkeepers, and the campaign has had three dif-
ferent persons charged with filing the reports. I feel it is
fair to assume that some error or :i:und-titanding developed
during the ign, and successors in responsibility routinely
assumed that all records regarding this matter were in order.
Of course, the Federal Elections Commission is invited to re-
view the campaign records as well as the law firm records per-
taining to this matter.

In any event, the law firm has written off a loan of
$16,929.00, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion to the law firm.
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DaNzANSKY, Dicney, TYDiNGS, QUINT "ﬁlﬂﬂ

General Counsel
March 20, 1979
Page Two

Further back on the nature of the campaign and
the law firm loan might explain why this transaction has taken

place.

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Democratic nomina-
tion for the U.5. Senate from Maryland, the new election laws
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the spirit
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law firm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary's time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata share
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing sar-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The Eﬁi%g!
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services

supplies, and It did not include any contribution wha
of moni

of monies in any form.

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew
then that he would have to contribute some of his own money,
although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley v. Valeo)
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the
restrictions on candidate contributions. Nonetheless, the cam-
paign committee did not expect Mr. Tydings to finance the en-
tire campaign, since he did not have such resources, and since
doing so would have been anathema to the type of grass-roots

political participation that Mr. Tydings had always encouraged.

However, the Committee met failure after failure in its
fund-raising efforts: mailings brought back money which barely
paid for their cost; private parties were sparcely attended,
and large gatherings for contributors seemed fruitless, because
there were not enough of them.

The result of this was the Committee's increasing reli-
ance on Mr. Tydings' personal funds, to the point where he con-
tributed, in the form of a loan, about $158,000.00, which was
more than 50 percent of all funds expended by the Tydings
Committee.




Genearal Counsel
. Page Three

To pay off its obligations remaining after the Campaign,
the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $100.00
or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising event
was contemplated, but the idea was dropped after initial feelers
indicated that it would be a waste of time and energy. Indeed,
the Committee no longer could provide any compelling reason for
people to contribute to the campaign fund. ,

Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loans
by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the bocks. Raising
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

' I understand that the "bottom line" of this transaction
is a contribution from the law £irm, a partnership, in excess
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. However, the Federal Elec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50;
40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a
corporate (the distinction is not erucial for our purposes)
:egi will not be considered a contribution. They are as
ollows:

l) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
gr committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political
ebtors.
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I have been advised that the Committee was billed
even more stringently than a routine "non-billable" client,
who is charged only for expenses. These clients are not billed
for a proporticnate share of overhead expenses, nor for that
amount of secretarial time actually spent on that work.

81 040294755

2) A candidate or political committee has undertaken
an exhaustive effort to satisfy the outstanding debt.

I think that this letter gives an adequate pic-
ture of the Committee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise money.

3) The corporate(sic) creditor has pursued remedies
in a manner similar in intensity to that employed in pursuit of
a non-political debtor. -




Ganeral Counsel
Page Four

The law firm was well aware that Mr. Tydings
himself paid off all the a::sliqn‘l debts. The partners talked
they probabl

to him about this matter, ey y applied as much
pressure as possible to a man who had just spent §158,000.00

in a losing effort. The decision to wait this long to write
off the debt was made primarily in the hope of receiving funds
to satisfy this cobligation. . ,

I apelogize for the length of the letter, but this is

a sensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all thase
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Commission.

Ii%heﬂl ﬂ"‘
MICHAEL E. -
Counsel to The Tydings Committee

kg
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Law OFFICES
&Hthﬂ DicKeY, TYDINOS, QUINT & GoRrpoN
TenwT™H FLoOn
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Mr. Conley Edwards

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
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The enclosed reports for filing with the Federal Elec-
tions Commission indicate that The Committee has been
absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of

Dansansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concernmed that you understand

the of this transaction since many of the facts are
not tely evident.

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The s Committee has report-

ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. However, recent efforts
to resolve this matter have uncovered an obligation in the
amount of $16,929.00. We have conducted a thorough search of
law firm and campaign records in order to resolve this discrep-
ancy, but it has been to no avail. Since 1976, the law firm
has had three bookkeepers, and the campaign has had three dif-
ferent persons charged with filing the reports. I feel it is
fair to assume that some error or misunder developed
during the gn, and successors in responsibility routinely
assumed that all records regarding this matter were order.
0f course, the Federal Elections Commission is invited to re-
view the campaign records as well as the law firm records per-
taining to this matter.

81 0402947480

In any event, the law firm has written off a loan of
$16,929.00, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion to the law firm.



General Counsel
March 20, 1579
Page Two

Further bac on the nature of the campaign Iﬂ
tl;. law firm loan might explain why this transaction has taken
place. f

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Democratic nomina-
tion for the U.S. Senate from Maryland, the new election laws
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the spirit
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law firm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary's time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata share
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xero sex-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The en
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services and
supplies, and It did not include any contribution whatscever
of moni

of monies In any form.

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew
then that he would have to contribute some of his own ‘
although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley v. Valeo)
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the
restrictions on candidate contributions. MNonetheless, the cam—
paign committee did not expect Mr. Tydings to finance the en-
tire campaign, since he did not have such resources, and since
doing so would have been anathema to the type of grass-roots
political participation that Mr. Tydings had always encouraged.

81 0402947646

However, the Committee met failure after failure in its
fund-raising efforts: mailings brought back money which barely
paid for their cost; private parties were sparcely attended,
and large gatherings for contributors seemed fruitless, because
there were not enough of them,

The result of this was the Conmittee's increasing reli-
ance on Mr. Tydings' personal funds, to the point where he con-

tributed, in the form of a loan, about $158,000.00, which was
more than 50 percent of all funds expended by the Tydings

Committeea.



Page Three

To pay off its obligations rllllninq after the
the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed §1
or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising
was contemplated, but the idea was after initial
indicated that it would be a waste of and llllll-' Indeed,
the Committee no 1unqlr uuuld pruvid.ﬂ::z'ﬂn-pill  for
people to contribute to

Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee
debts, and it finally reached the point where
by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the qu.itill

I understand that the "bottom line"™ of this transaction
is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in excess
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. Howaver, the Federal Elec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50;

40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a
corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)

debt will not be considered a contribution. They are as
follows:

1) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
g: committee was made in 31 manner similar to that of non-political
ebtors.

I have been advised that the Committee was billed
even more stringently than a routine "non-billable" client,
who is charged only for expenses. These clients are not billed
for a proportionate share of overhead expenses, nor for that
amount of secretarial time actually spent on that work.

2) A candidate or political committee has undertaken
an exhaustive effort to satisfy the outstanding debt.

I think that this letter gives an adegquate pic-
ture of the Comnmittee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise money.

3) The corporate (sic) creditor has pursued remedies
in a manner similar in intensity to that employed in pursuit of
a non-political debtor.
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The Homorable J. Stanley 2
y of the Senate e

Capital Building S$-221

washington, D.C. 20510

RE: Joseph D. Twdings; The

Tydings Committee

DII.I..' EE- Mtt:

Enclosed please find copies of the first calendar
quarter 1979 Reports of Contributions and Expenditures
to be filed on behalf of Joseph D. Tydings and the
above-referenced Coomittee. Would you please accept
same for f£jiling.

v
0
[ o
w
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mg

Mr. Bernard Segerman
Joseph D. Tydings, Esq.
Dornth-! “hippl.




'want Jos Tydings Back in the U.S.

C00038893

Ml Acidrom [rurmber and mreetl
[ 8401 Connecticut Avenue

for only one slestion? & Yes (] Mo
() It Yo" for which siestion?

e ———r
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K ST. N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C.

PERSONAL-CONFIDENTIAL

FIRST CLASS MAIL




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

ORLANDO B. POTTER N7,
TOM msm.mnsﬁﬁ?
REFERRAL OF DEBY SETTLEMENT STATEMENT

Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-
ment filed by Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This
statement consists of a letter from the creditor to FEC, in which,
they agree to absolve the debt owed them by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE.

The following is additional data which may be of assistance
to you in making your recommendation to the Commission:

AMOUNT OF ORIGINAL DEBT: $20,242.91
PERCENTAGE OF DEBT FORGIVEN: 100%

TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
TOTAL NUMBER OF OTHER CREDITORS: 1
YEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS: 0
YEAR-TO-DATE EXPENDITURES: 0

CASH ON HAND 3/31/79: 0

LENGTH OF TIME DEBT(S) HAVE BEEN CARRIED: since 5/76
DATE REPORTS REVIEWED: 11/1/79

The Reports Analysis Division has notified Danzansky, Dickey,
Tydings, Quint & Gordon that the Commission is reviewing the debt
settlement statement and advised the committee to continue reporting
that debt until the Commission approves the debts settlement state-
ment. If you should have any questions, please contact Theresa

Harley at X34172,
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General Counsel
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.
Dear Sir:

The enclosed reports for filing witdf the Federal Elec-
tions Commission indicate that The Tydings Committee has been
absolved of an cbligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concerned that you understand
the background of this transaction since many of the facts are
not immediately evident. i

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The Tydings Committee has report-
ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. However, recent efforts
to resolve this matter have uncovered an obligation in the
amount of $16,929.00. We have conducted a thorough search of
law firm and campaign records in order tc resolve this discrep-
ancy, but it has been to no avail. Since 1976, the law firm
has had three bookkeepers, and the campaign has had three dif-
ferent persons charged with filing the reports. I feel it is
fair to assume that some error or misunderstanding developed
during the campaign, and successors in rnsponlibilit{ routinely
assumed that all records regarding this matter were in order.
Of course, the Federal Elections Commission is invited to re-
view the campaign records as well as the law firm records per-

taining to this matter.
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In any event, the law firm has written off a loan of
$16,929.00, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion to the law firm. .




General Counsel
Page Two

Further background on the nature of the campaign and
the law firm loan might explain why this transaction has taken
place. f

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Democratic nomina-
tion for the U.S. Senate from Maryland, the new election laws
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the spirit
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law firm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary's time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata share
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing sar-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The entire
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services
supplies, and It did not include any contribution whatsoever
of mo

of monies in any form.

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew
then that he would have to contribute some of his own money,
although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley wv. Valeo)
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the
restrictions on candidate contributions. MNonetheless, the cam-
paign committee did not expect Mr. Tydings to finance the en=-
tire campaign, since he did not have such resources, and since
doing so would have been anathema to the type of grass-roots
political participation that Mr. Tydings had always encouraged.

79020022036

81 040294776

However, the Committee met failure after failure in its
fund-raising efforts: mailings brought back money which barely
paid for their cost; private parties were sparcely attended,
and large gatherings for contributors seemed fruitless, because
there were not enough of them.

The result of this was the Committee's increasing reli-
ance on Mr. Tydings' personal funds, to the point where he con-
tributed, in the form of a loan, about $158,000.00, which was
more than 50 percent of all funds expended by the Tydings
Committesa,



To pay off its obligations remaining after the campaign,
the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $100.00
or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising event
was contemplated, but the idea was dropped after initial feelers
indicated that it would be a waste of time and energy. Indeed,
the Coomittee no longer could provide ::z compelling reason for
people to contribute to the campaign f > |
Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loans
by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books. Raising
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

: I understand that the "bottom line" of this transaction
is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in excess
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. However, the Federal Elec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see A0O-1975-50;

40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a
corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
debt will not be considered a contribution. They are as

follows:

1) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
grhcnmmittu- was made in a manner similar to that of non-political
ebtors.

I have been advised that the Committee was billed
even more stringently than a routine "non=billable" client,
who is charged only for expenses. These clients are not billed
for a proportionate share of overhead expenses, nor for that
amount of secretarial time actually spent on that work.

2) A candidate or political committee has undertaken
an exhaustive effort to satisfy the outstanding debt.

I think that this letter gives an adegquate pic-
ture of the Committee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise money.

3) The corporate(sic) creditor has pursued remedies
in a manner similar in intensity to that employed in pursuit of
a non=political debtor.
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Page Four

himself paid off

to him about this matter,

pressure as possible to a

in a losing effort. The decis
off the debt was made primarily in
to satisfy this obligatioen.

I apologize for the length of the letter, but this is
a sensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all these
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Commission.

e

Counsel to The Tydings Committee

kg

Enclosures
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THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL IS BEING ADDED TO THE

PUBLIC FILE OF CLOSED MR\ > &3 .

™
P~
n
o
rj‘
[ = ]
-
| =]
-+




-
~
"
o
o
(=)
-
o
@

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, O C 2046

s vme:
aaazs v. meesby/cor corm JC-

AUGUST 6, 1981
REFERRAL OF LETTER REGARDING MUR 1383

The attached letter regarding MUR 1383

was received in Chairman McGarry's office and then

forwarded to the Secretary of the Commission. It is

provided for your action.

3.AUGE Py )R

Attachment:

Letter dated July 28, 1981

from Mark London
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John Warren McGarry
Chairman

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: MUR 1383
Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am in receipt of your letter informing me of an appear-
ance of a violation of 2 U.S.C. §441 a(f), a proviasion of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended (the “Act")
by the law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon.
Your letter indicates that I may submit materials for the public
record, of which this letter should be made part.

The MUR setting forth the reasoning for the Commission's
decision sets forth certain findings which I find to be incorrect.

Specifically, they are as follows:

1. The services rendered to the Committee were duly re-
ported in the periodic reports to the Commission during the
time of the primary election. Therein, the type and amount of
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John Warren McGarry
July 28, 1981
Page Two

services were set forth with specificity and according to a set
formula. The arrangement for administrative support was informal,
as the Commission points out, but only in the sense that there
was no signed contract for these services. There was an explicit
understanding between the Committee and the law firm reg

the type and amount of services, and the expectancy that they would
be repaid in full.

2. We strongly disagree with the finding that the "Committee
has made no efforts to satisfy the outstanding debt." Enclosed
herewith is a letter to the Commission, dated March 20, 1979,
setting forth in detail the substantial efforts made by the
Committee to retire its debt.

3. The law firm did pursue its customary remedies to
collect the debt. The debt was kept open for almost three years
in order to allow the Committee time to raise the money, if
possible. Very rarely has the law firm pursued court action to
collect its debts. It has been a tacit firm policy to absorb
bad debts rather than institute a multiplicity of law suits against
former clients. The disposition of this debt was an unfortunate
but not unusual method of concluding accounts.

4. The finding that the debt is an in-kind contribution
only is valid if the Commission finds that the debt was improperly
forgiven. The discussion set forth herein disputes this conclusion.

While the Commission found that there was an appearance
of impropriety in this matter, its decision was to take no further
action and close the file. This is, of course, a welcome result,
however, we have grave reservations concerning the basis for the
reasoning of the Committee's decision. The debt incurred by the
Committee arose from only the most scrupulous accounting proce-
dures on the part of both parties. I continue to be amazed
that this matter does not have a precedent, because of the
commonplace situation of lawyers running for office utilizing
law firm services and resources. Only because the law firm decided
to formalize its relationship with its partner-candidate did
it put itself in the position of inviting the Commission's scru-
tiny. What was done was done above board and in full public
view. That the debt could not be repaid was an unfortunate con-
sequence of a losing campaign. It should not be grounds for
censure.




Please contact me if require further information
in this matter. i o
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Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

The enclosed reports for filing with the FPederal Elec-
tions Coomission indicate that The s Committee has been
absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concerned that you understand
the background of this transaction since many of the facts are
not immediately evident.

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The Tydings Committee has report-
ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. However, recent efforts
to resolve this matter have uncovered an obligation in the
amount of $16,929.00. We have conducted a thorough search of
law firm and campaign records in order to resolve this discrep-
ancy, but it has been to no avail, Since 1976, the law firm
has had three bookkeepers, and the campaign has had three dif-
ferent persons charged with £iling the reports. I feal it is
fair to assume that some error or misunderstanding developed
during the campaign, and successors in rasponsibility routinely
assumed that all records regarding this matter were in order.
Of course, the Federal Elections Commission is invited to re-
view the campaign records as well as the law firm records per-
taining to this matter.

In any event, the law firm has written off a loan of
$16,929.00, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion o the law firm.
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DANZANSKY, Dickey, TYDinas, QUINT & 'mﬂu

Geaneral Counsel
March 20, 1979
Page Two

Further background on the nature of the campaign and
t?l law firm loan might explain why this transaction has taken
place.

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Democratic nomina-
tion for the U.S. Senate from Maryland, the new election laws
were coming into effect. 1In order to comply with the spirit
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law firm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary's time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata share
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xero ser-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The en
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services
supplie a8/ and It aid not Include any contribution whatscever
of mon

s In any Form.

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew
then that he would have to contribute some of his own money,
although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley v. Valeo)
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the
restrictions on candidate contributions. Nonetheless, the cam-
paign committee did not expect Mr. Tydings to finance the en-
tire campaign, since he did not have such resources, and since
doing so would have been anathema to the type of grass-roots
political participation that Mr. Tydings had always encouraged.

However, the Committee met failure after failure in its
fund-raising efforts: mailings brought back money which barely
paid for their cost; private parties were sparcely attended,
and large gatherings £for cocntributors seemed fruitless, because
there were not enough of them.

The result of this was the Committee's increasing reli=-
ance on Mr. Tydings' personal £funds, tc the 2ocint where he con-
tributed, in the form of a loan, about $158,000.00, which was
more than 50 percent of all funds expended by the Tydings
Committee.




General Counsel
March 20, 1979
Page Three

To pay off its obligations remaining after the campaign,
the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $100.00
or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising event
was contemplated, but the idea was dropped after initial feelers
indicated that it would be a waste of time and energy. Indeed,
the Committee no longer could provide ::i compelling reason for
people to contribute to the campaign £

Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loans
by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books. Raising
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

I understand that the "bottom line" of this transaction
is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in excess
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. However, the Federal Elec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50;

40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a
corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
debt will not be considered a contribution. They are as
follows:

o
a0
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o
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l) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political
debtors.

N 49

I have been advised that the Committee was billed
even more stringently than a routine "non-billable" client,
who is charged only for expenses. These clients are not billed
for a proportionate share of cverhead expenses, nor for that
amount of secretarial time actually spaent on that work.

2) A candidate or political committee has undertaken
an exhaustive effort to satisfy the outstanding debt.

I think that this letter gives an adequate pic-
ture of the Committee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise money.

3) The corporate(sic) creditor has pursued remedies
in a manner similar in intensity to that employed in pursuit of
a non-political debtor.
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The law firm was well aware that Mr. Tydings
himself paid off all the campaign's dabts. The partners talked
to him about this matter, and probably applied as much
prassure as possible to a man who had just spent $158,000.00
in a losing effort. The decision to wait this long to write
off the debt was made primarily in the hope of receiving funds
to satisfy this obligation.

I apologize for the length of the letter, but this is

a saensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all thease
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Commission.

L

Counsel to The Tydings Committee
kg
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John Warren McGarry

Chairman

Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
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