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RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ,,!::.. ..

A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT J !!i~ii ! t. ,-
TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. 8U ...
8401 Connecticut Avenue, N.V ii.!. ...-il'.
Washington, D.C. 20036 .. '

P RE: flUX 1383

0 Dear Mr. Segerman-

P On July 14 , 1981, the Comamiss~on found reason to, iqe-
qm that your Committee had violated 2 U.S.C. S. 44la(f), a .pto!sion

of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the
0 Act") in connection with the above referenced MUR. However,

after considering the circumstances of this matter, the
e Commission has determined to take no further action and close
D its file. The file will be made part of the public record
within 30 days. Should you wish to submit any materials to

qappear on the public record, please "do so within 10 days.

OD The Commission reminds you that your Committee's acceptance
of a contribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election con-

S tribution limitation nevertheless appears to be a violation of
S 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.S j[NWREMGAR

Chairman

Enclosure

q J
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RESPONDET A PLE V JOE TIDINGS MC~

SOURCE OF MUR: .I NT R NA LL Y G ENE RATE D

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONSo
~On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as

O 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 Danzanky, 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. S 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. SS 441a(a) (1)(A) and 441a(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

'p
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$20,242.91 to, the Coeittee: l975 ..... * , ,

Asarsl fteCo iut tee"'s u~succe s 4
was not successful in raising adeqate- 'funds to .pay its
debrts. oAccrdigd to the Commites,,. td ae..a.4it
infrmoation povie by8,000 thComme.iittee andiyte "4:

debts. However, this loan did not andi was il0t iid q # !
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loaan fra t" law :i
To date, both loans, the former candidate's andl the law| '

are still being reported as outstanding. /i, ,.

Because the Committee ' s campaign failed to generate:

asufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the ;former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated

a a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding Loan
from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that

IN the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement
agreement as commercially reasonable. The term of the

Sagreement permitted tlhe law firm to write off t£he 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
Sto have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinsary
0business 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
Sinformal 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 f rem the law firn 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

. . . . . . im lllllB ... ..... ..
i II ii I Ii "0 1
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to obtain payment. The ultiate remedy is, of ouw|
action. The only reason a creditor could raise forlii
such a remedy would be if the debtor was :judgment
was not the case herep and- .

4. Finally, that the outstanding debt (loan) ti, tt
an in-kind contribution from the law firm. :

Therefore, this is not a commercially reasonable 4s.,
settlement and the General Counsel recommends that thei < .

A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SU,#& :- /
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f ) by accepting contributions / tn
excess of the $1,000.00 per election contribution limit og
as set forth in 2 U.S.C. S 441ala)l)(lA) from the law f:r
of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon but no i

0 further action should be taken and the file closed. !

o) RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO
q- WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE violated 2 U.S.Co

S441a(f).

2. Take no further action and close the file.
F'

0

i I ! :



M Dar Londondon Esq.r.....~

Oanza y DJcl y 1, 191,y e odlIonfon raont

Wrashimnton D.C.e 20O3 n oncio i eaoe ..

reDer. LndMR on: eatrcosdrn ~e icmtne

of On July14t 98, the Comission fosuend reaon to

'.', no further action and close its file. The file will be
made part of the public record within 30 days. Should

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

o The Commission reminds you that your law firm'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

3@ 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.

Chairman

Enclosure

- .. .- -...... ~ -.

. ....... ii M lllM I ml m ill m IH Hl [[[



o)7  ~. ".

RESPONDENT: Danzansky. Dickey, Tydnqs, Quint and, iiii

SOURCE OFMUR- IN T ER NA L LY G ENEg R A T-ED ..

o

- 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 theolaw 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. S 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. SS 441a(a) (l)(A) and 441a(f) during the
SCommittee's 1976 senatorial campaign.

FACTUAL AN|D 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



•As a result of th~e Comtta ai~~
was rnot successful in raising adta. ud
debts. According to the ColuIttz reco~a
information provided by the Caemttee, the cazit.ats
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Commj/!ttee W pa
debts. However, this loan did not and was not ite
include the payment of the $20,242.91rloan fr~teLwti
To date, both loans, the former candidate's and th ay£-RR
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Committee's campaign failed to generti ~ :
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on. the

Sformer candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initi~ted ,
a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan"..il -

Cfrom the law firm. The respondents were requesting that ...
the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement_

Iagreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
r agreement permitted bhe law firm to write off the Comittee's

entire obligation.

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

0D 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 ordinaryoD 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

i I II - II I I III II II _
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to obtain payment. The Ultimate remeudy is, of
action. T-ho only rehson a creditor could raise fi
such a remedy would be if the debtor was Judgment :
was not the case here p and

4. Finally, that the outstanding debt (loan) iSa"
an in-kind contribution from the law fir. : .;! ,:

Therefore, this is not a commercially reasonabl*. : 4 I
settlement and the General Counsel recommends that th#
law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and GO"ros ... ': ..
violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (l)(A) by contributing in *2 'S
of the $1,000.00 per election contribution limitation t
A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S.3,, Z
but no further action should be taken and the file close ;

CRECOMMENDATIONS ,

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

2. Take no further action and close the file.

e q.
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Quint and Qz~

: ! -m i ses i iii ii : ::,~i

Quissio's amoti Sessio on July 14, 19811, dD herl cetify tat: the

Ocaunssio deie byv a -v)te of 4-2 tI take the follin ac in

NOR 1383:

1. Find reason Ibliv that A lot of Pepl tv
Ibnt Joe Tyiq Bac in the U. S. Seat violated
2 U.S.C. S141a(f).

2. Fin reaso to believe that rezek, Dide ,
Ldr~ , Quint, and Q ~ violated 2 U.S.C.

S441a(a) (1) (A).

3. Take no further action and cls the fi~le.

4. Sexd the lete and Ge~rl ie's S ata and
Lea Analysis as submitted with the FirstGera
Counel' s J~cRt dated June 29, 1981.

Ocuniiors Harris, M?~ary, Thruxsec, and Tiernan oe

affirmatively for the decision; Ccmmissioners Aikeis and I-iche dissented.

Attest:

Date
SMarjorie W. kln

Secretary of the Ocutunision

I

Iq
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Repo , dated 6-29-81; Reeved in ; S,

': ! .above-na3d document was circulated on a 48

• i ':':i~: ih ]OurtlZ basi~s at 11:00, June 30, 1981.

: : }: ;ii~C:o!: ssioner Reiche sukhuitted an objection at 3:32,

This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

Agenda for Tuesday, July 14, 1981. A copy of Comisioner

Reiche's vote sheet with conunents is attached.

Attachment:/Vote Sheet



. "baslJUNE 31=0, lue 0,111

6-29-81, 3:2

O ssioner Reiche subinittsd an objection at 3:32,

Reiche's vote sheet with couuments is attached.

Attachment:Vote Sheet

..
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Ote and Time Transmitted: &uw~iR~u ~ 29~ 191

Commssioner NCGA,,Yr AIEN S, TrRNAN1 , THOMSON, ZCHE, RURXS~i

RETURN TO OFFICE OF COHISSION SECRETARY BY:..usa, u~18

MUR No. 1383 - First Geea Counsel's Reor - rated 6-29-81

( ) approve the recouunndatton:
(vi' I object to-the recomendation "_

6TP

Sitgna tu re:Date:

* A DEFIN;ITE VOTe. IS REQUIRED AND ALL SHEETS SIGNED AND DATED.PLAS E'UR -. ON-LY T' VOTE S S TO T1RE OFFICE OP THE
COI'ISSrQN" SECRETA.Y" NO-'LATR THAN TE.,- DATE AN TIZ SHOWN
ABOVZ.

f
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0
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ADD!Y~AL
cas2w1 ~
6'2~41, 3:*

In OCS1~

comisioner Rteiche.

Commisioner Harris submitted an additional objection

at 12:32, July 1, 1981.

This matter will be discussed in executive session

on Tuesday, July 14, 1981.

0

/. L . , • .;. , ' .
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G3NSRAI~ ODUNRIL' B

BYOGCX
OF TRANSMITTAL
COMMISSION kkZLR i

SOURCE OF lU I NT ER NA LL Y GENERAT

N

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOEBACK IN THE U.S. SENIATE
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydin~rgs,

Gordon

+K-R , ~ :. .: + + +

RELEVANT STATUTES: 11 C.F.R. S 114.11--+ +,.
- 2 U.s.c. S 441a(a)(1)(A)

I 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f)

q' INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Committee' s Reorts of ,ekiipt+, i ' +

and Expenditures

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: NONE

GENERATION OF MATTER

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
o 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

Slaw 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. S 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.S.C. SS 441a(a) (l)(A) and 441a(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

~2~L



that from october 1, 1975 until Ri'~~ i Z1#
contributed a loan in-kind service'~ed*
$20,242.91 to the Committee l975-ii9 ftow

As a result of the Committee'sii auos!u 4t
was not successful in raising adequate funds to pa i ~ uiig
debts. Accozding to the Committee's records a, d~e.
information provided by the Committee, the candi)a.M*
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the committee to pyc~~g
debts. However, this loan did not and was not intenedt
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law fi ,
To date, both loans, the former candidate's and the law firm's,
are still be.ing 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

Nr agreement permitted 'the law firm to write of f~he Committtee's
entire obligation.

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

0 1. There were no advancement schedule(s) for the services
r rendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear

to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
o 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



4. Finally, that the outstanding debt (loan) i~s,
an in-kind contribution from the law firm. :,?!

Based on the forgoing, this is not a cmmercially :l
debt settlement and the Office of General Counsel recd
the Commission find reason to believe that the law firm ' i  i
2 U.S.C. S 441a(a) (l)(A) by contributing in excess of the ii
$1,000.00 per election contribution limitation to the C | *
and that the Committee violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f) by ac !i
excessive contributions from the law firm. However, the Olc.
of General Counsel is of the opinion, that because these • v ol*-
tions occurred in late 1975 and early 1976 when the Fedkeral
Election Campaign Act was still developing and the Comm itt
as of this date, has no assets and a continuing outstanidift
indebtedness of $158,400 to the candidate in addition tO the

O obligation to the law firm, no further action should be takn
and the file should be closed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WAN?
" JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(f).

0 2. Find reason to believe that Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings,
" Quint and Gordon violated 2 U.S.c. S 441a(a)(1)(A).

o) 3. Take no further action and close the file.

4. Send attached letter and General Counsel's Factual
o and Legal Analyses.

Attachments

Commission Certification
Letter to London
Letter to Segerman
General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analyses (2)
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Danzansky, Dickey 1i 4&i
Quint and Gordon '1+ :

1120 Connecticut + Jven, #W' .V. ..
Washington, D.C. 203... /

Dear Mr. London: ,+,..

rbelieve that your law firm had violated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f)r,
0 a provision of the Federal Election ca4aign Act of 1971,

as amended ("the Act') in connection vth the above
•referenced MUR. However, after considering the circtmstances
)of this matter, the Comission has determined to takeno further action and close its file. The file will be

q- made part of the public record withink 30 days. Should
you wish to submit any materials to appear on the public

orecord, please do so vithin 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that your law firm's
Scontribution in excess of the $1,000.00 per election

contribution limitation nevertheless appears to be aviolation of the Act and you should take immediate steps
to insure that this activity does not occur in the future.

A report on the Comission's finding is attached for
your i nformation.

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

Sincerely,

Enclos ure



A TO EOL B AUR

9401 Connecticut Avenue,*? .... :,
Washington, D.C. 20036 ... , *,. :iiil...: .. .: : ,,.- .

Datr Mr.nsederin:h d~ml~-sof.tbsmtet

that o uris ommit dtemihad io Ite 2o purthe acio an Ap o

"its file. The file will be made part of the public record
o within 30 days. Should you vish to ,submit any materials to

appear on the public record, please do so witin 10 days.

The Commission reminds you that your Comittee's acceptanceo 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
a. activity does not occur in the future.,.

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

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

Sincerely,

Enclosure



DAZ

VIA??

RESPONDENT: Darssnskv.Dicke. T-d ,

Iv,
Nf SOURCE OF NUR: INTERNALLY

GENERATED

1%

~~SU 4Y OF ALLEGATIONS . :'
0- On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generata as

a result of the Commission's determination to reject a debt, settle-

ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE ?!DIGS
o BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter *the Committee) and the

law firm of Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint and Gordon (here-
Sinafter *the law firm)} because the debt settlement entere into

o3 failed to meet the standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. S 114.10(c).

The Office of General Counsel has been directed to initiate

a compliance action and make recommendations concerning possible

Sviolations of 2 U.S.C. SS 441a(a) (l)(A) and 441a(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

m



that from October 1, 1975 until Ray iS, 1#7 i. tb! Mcontributed a loan in-kind servtie W#Zed t a ii/

was not successful in raising adequate funds to pay its ea 9ig
debts. According to the Committee'"s records, and iaddietmo i 1
information provided by the Commi ttee, the candidate made a

....personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Committee to pay campagn:
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 firma's,
are still being reported as outstanding.

Because the Commnittee's campaign failed to generate
sufficient funds to pay its bills and had to rely on the

W" former candidate to pay its debts, the respondents initiated
O a debt settlement request concerning the outstanding loan

from the law firm. The respondents were requesting that
I the Commission approve the terms of their debt settlement

agreement as commercially reasonable. The terms of the
'I agreement permitted the law firm to write of f 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 ordinaryobusiness 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



Cdsm$*4n filn4 reason to bel:ieve i $7 n4$ til
!raw fir o Danisansky, Dce,?d*. ~it~44~t

of the $1,000.00 per: election cotbio n 1m!atta t

but no further action should be taken and te file. clsi

JECOHNENDATXOUS

1. Find reason to believe that Dansanaky, Dickey.,
Tydings, Quint and Gordon violated 2 U.S.C. S 441a(a)(l)(A).

ft 2. Take no further action and close the file.

('7

~qr



, ,.: , .-,;. ,. , , > . .... . ..ii "I/A

RESPO-DUN?

yFSOURCE O NR: IMNT R NA L LY GE NE RA S I)

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

On April 14, 1981, this matter was internally generated as
o a result of the Commission's determination to reject a debt settle-

ment request submitted by A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOE TTDINGS
- BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE (hereinafter 'the Committee') and the

law firm of Danuaneky, 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. S 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. SS 441a( a)(l) (A) and 441a(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



that from OCtober 1, 1975 until Kaycontributed a loan in-kind service
$20,242.91 to the Committee 1975-191

As a result of the Comittee' s unsuccesSful !! : *WE ,i 'was not successful in raising adequate funds to pay its *sii~gn
debts. According to the Committee's records and add~ti]M
information provided by the Committee, the candidate a& a
personal loan of $158,400.00 to the Commttee to pay capaign
debts. However, this loan did not and was not intended to0
include the payment of the $20,242.91 loan from the law firm.
To date, both loansw the former candidate' s and the law fira' 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

N former candidate to pay its debtsw the respondents initiated

N 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 commnercially reasonable. The terms of the

wr agreement permitted' the law firm to write of f the Comittee'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
grendered to the Committee by the law firm; nor does this appear

to have been an extension of credit within the firm's ordinary
0D 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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Commission find reason to believe btjb 95aA LOT 'OFPEOPLE WHO WAN? JoE T'IXU9 *& R I 4 $EIviolated 2 U.s.c. S 441a(f) by acepting cotrt~tosiezcess of the $1,000.00 per election contribution +limita1
as set forth in 2 U.s.c. S 441s(a)(l) (A) from the l ay U,of Danzanaky, Dickey, Tydings, Ouint and Gordong but nofurther action should be taken and th. 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 U.S.C.

ft S 441a(f).

~2. Take no further action and close the file.

'p

0

'p

0
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FILts' STreet ADORESS CITY STATE UlP OATS ELECTION
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T9HOE#1A9S]5$5 9155004 CONTRIBUTION

TYIkGO, JOSEPH 0 5)20 17TH ST
DEMOCRATIC MOUSE I SENATE COUNCIL

80FEC/l44/OT5O 9103056 CONTRIBUTION

TIDINGS. JOSEPH U l10MCGOVERN CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE
5051tq001h1119 9230903 CONTRIBUTION

TYiDIGS, JOSEPH O 5310
IKULlKI FOR CONGRESS

BOHBE#17/O03* 9257199 CONTRIBUTION

C0NNECTICUT AV| NW

1TTH STRUET ww

TYDIt4Si, JOSEPH 0 5310 87TH St NW
EAGLETON CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

BOSEN00l91 9259000 CONTRIBUTION

WASH

LAWYER

WASIlNGTON

DANGANLOBY S DICiKEY

WAHIitNtTON

ATTO~lfSY

WAS IiiMOtTOR

ATTORNEY
WASHINGTON

LAWYER

WASHINSTOM

ATTORNEY

WASHINSTON

ATTORnEY

WASHINGTON

WA6HZNSTON

WASINOTON

ATT01N5Y

WAOieTON

DANIANPIY S *ICRI¥

oC #003* 11DEC19 PRIMARYv

13,185, PRINARYi
APRIL OUARVItLY -

DC 11APRI0 pRt#itA
JULY OUSITERLiY

PC 10015 1OJUL79 PRIWARY
OCTOBER IJARTEIPY,

SETNBER SUARTERLY

OCTOBER& SUllTR ~tULY

OCTOER SUARtIRLY

K 30JUL79 PRINARY
OCTOS5R OUARTERLY

K 20515 11OCT79 PRlIAtl
YEAR4N o*

850* 17TOClT9 P31*5M

KC 21615 lNECT9 PRIWA;

m e oOuemmm mo me e oe e e oo D Q IoQ QO o g w oIeD o o DouDDQ oI QD BIgD gD0 DDD Q oQQ QI B-- _ - I



CONTI~1LTtW/Lt~o .IT/W1~t FhUI
FJ~

SEL.ECTfu L.IST OP RECEIPTrS A EMPENOITURE$ CS)

STREET ADDRESS CITY

TYDINGS, J05LP#' P TRIGANRONMI E iak E P(i CaiGIbS I.,IMITTEE
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C ~3 FE~L

In the Matte of

Iot of People b Wntin thmU. S. Seat,

))
Joe Tyig actk)
etal..

I, Mar-jorie W. umnxu. Iemcxardg Secretary frr tim ftaral Kmaotto

Ccuisc's aeontive session o]n Api 14, 1981, do Iur~ e rtfy that

the Qzmdssion tookI the follin actions in 1SR-596:

1. Fale ci a ve of 3-2 to pass a m.t1A, to -

a) All , the dng Oiittee to ecigus th
debt to the law finn of mzansy, Dikiy,

Ir~ , Quint, arni Gccdcm.

b) A ou and sendth flette attce to) th
Ga1a Coxsel's April 7, 1981 report: in this
matter.

Qnissinr~s Aien, 1affirmatively for the i
and 1eiche dissented.
present at the time of

arry, aid 2hmon votedIotion; (cuuissiomrs Harris
OCuissioner Tiernan irns wot
the vote.

2. r cded by a vote of 4-1 to direct the FKC Off ioe ofG&rlCounsel to open a Matter Under Review with
respect to t R-596.

Ccmissicnrs Harris, ar, 1eiche, and Kuo
vtdaffirmatively far the decision; OCuissioner
Ailvens dissented. Oczmmissioner Tiernan was not present
at the time of the vote.

Attest:

Marjorie W. uIsSecr'etary of the Cknssio

N

p7

~q.

Date



-S

flit

APRIL ~, 4W~

ADDI2~IOEAL ~1E~*~S T~ DSR $96~ N~Qx~~tR
to tk c~it~ei, 4Rt4 4-741~J0S~9q@ iii
Ocs, 4-7-Si, U:*3

TOu wre notified previously of an' objetion by

Comitssioner: Reic.e.

Comssioner Har-ris subtitted an additional objlection

at 11:22, April 8, 1981.

This matter will be d~iscussed in executive session

on Tuesday, April 14, 1981.



:r ' k~~idd?!Tt Transmt4:00....

RETUR TO OFFICE OF COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: THURSDAY,.APRIL 9,"1981,'

4:OO.

7NO. 596 Hemorandwa to the coiasion,

•, ( ). I approve the reconundatlon

dated April 7, 1981

(V( I object to the reconuiendatton

COMMENTS:

Signature: ~4t~'4~&EtEL~ £

A DEFINITE VOTE . IS .RE.QUIRED AND ALL SHE.ETS SIGNED AND DATED.
PLEASE-RETURN. ONL Y T VOTE S'TS TO TPE OFFICE OF THE
CIWNISSION" SECRETAR.Y: NO LAT;R T-AN THE DATf- AND TII E SHOWN
ABOVZ .

N

a



. -PR ",._,. 1981

• +;+~m~81 1l .:+!+ ;+

+ ; above-named document was circulated on a 48

• hour ,@tX basis at 4:00, April 7, 1981.

Couussioner Rei.che submtted an obj}ection at 9-13,

1" Apial 8, 1981.

0P'  This matter will be placed on the Executive Session

Agenda for Tuesday, April 14, 1981. A copy of Conuissioner

0 Reiche's vote sheet with conents is attached.

Attachment:
Vote Sheet



UZ$KiTRUTN.W
W~SHINC1ON.O.C. 20463

Dateau Tim Transmitted:
4:00

RrrFURN " J " TO OFFICE OF COMMISSION SECRETARY BY: THURSDAY, APRIL 9, 1981,

s NO. 596 Memorandum to the C:oiiLsslon, dated April 7, 1981 .,

( ) } approve the reconnmndatlon( I object to te recomendatlon

Date: I Si gnature: 4 I
A DEFIN;ITE VOTE. IS E(UIRED AND ALL SHEETS SIGNED AND DATED.PLEASE-RE. UR T ONLY T'! VOTE S S TO TI OFFICE OFP THE
COMMISSION SECRETAR.Y NO) LATZ R THAN TE. DATEl AND T12ME SHOWN
ABOV.

; °

0 ".

t .
it
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TO:

FROM:K

SUBJECT:

.';.~

The Co$*ston

Chatles N. #tee
General Coiumsl

DSR-596 D~b~ ~ hOqg~t o~ a W~? ON
PEOPLt 'WHO WANT ~OI TZI~1WG8 RACK ZN EU t~8.
S~a~w and Dena~
and ~Gordon ~'

a I. IntroductiOn
' This memorandum concerns the settlement of an outstanding

o non-corporate debt between~ A, LOT OF PEOPLE WHO WANT JOB TYDINGS
BACK IN THlE SENATE ( Cosmittee ) and the law firm of Danzansky,

qr Dickey, Tydings. Quint and Gordon (=Creditor'). See Attachment I

O II. Facts

" The request is vritten by Michael E. Kris, counsel to the
S Committee, and outlines the circumstances from which the debt

arose. According to this letter "[I~n 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 splies
and it -di nt -nc an contrib-utIin whatsoever of mn iesi n
ayfor.

1/ See Attachment II, po2.

w
'U,

! -, ,ii;i ' ! i. ' . ,ii , :i,,.,. : . ..

• •



able to locate billings totain *6,29.00 O1,,ti bg

parties is explained by the •pawtf aslr . res ul !tn ,fr

several different persons .,hand•in the accounts lof bothii
the Committee and Creditor over a period of time. ..

II. L~egal" Analsis

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

p practices and that the terms of credit are substantially
similar to extensions of credit to non-political entities.
II1 C.F.R. S 114.10.

r if a corporate Aebt is settled in a commircially
reasonable manner, the settlement will not be considered
an illegal corporate contribution. However, the corporation

F and/or the debtor must file a statement of settlement with
the Commission prior to the termination of its reporting

o 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. S 114.10(c), whether:

1. The initial extension of credit was in the ordinary
~course of the corporation's business practices;

2. the debtor has undertaken all commercially reasonable
efforts to satisfy the outstanding debt; and

3. the corporate creditor has jursued 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



i of the creditor, or if the creditor notifies the CommA::! I

! that he or she wishes the entire amount of the diffet*
, to be treated as a debt settlement. Submission of a W'i

ii mont of settlement is required. ...

The debt elimination at issue here involves a law pawtne sbip
iiproviding secretarial services, rental space, phtcp i erviCe

i and supplies to the Committee. As a partnership, the C tot 'i -or
icomes within the policy accepted by the Commission on '°4

1978, which treats non-corporate creditors in the same manr
i~ias corporate creditors regarding the settlement of debts i
i 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 exproe*e

o the desire that all of the amount of the reduction be deeme
/ W a debt settlement and not a contribution. In the present

situation, the Creditor's letter to the Committee concerning
/ I the settlement of the Committee's debt makes no reference to

a desire to make a contribution, but states that all of the
W.'. amount of the debt reduction is to be considered a debt

settlement. Therefore, Commission review is necessary in
0 order to determine compliance by the parties with 11 C.F.R.

. S 114.10.

o 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

S 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.

2/ 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.



Tydings, Quint andl Gordon .

The debtor further contends that tbe ctdi )i
•'

has pursued remedies in a manner similar in intkeit
that employed in pursuit of a non-political debtor,." .,
Committee reports vertify the debtor's financial €ou0nti n .* !, ,-
and his alleged inability to liquidate this debt. Th
reports reveal that the Committee has no assets in -s *?tat ,
a continuing outstanding indebtedness of $158,400 Lto the
candidate in addition to the obligation to the law fiw1m.

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

Recomiaends t ion
'r

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

and Gordon ......

a2. Approve and send attached letters.

0 Attachments

I. Debt Referral - II. Letter from Michael E. Kris dated /20/79
OLetters (2)



THROUGH :ORLANDO B. POTTER 0
FROM :TOM HASELHORST~I~-
sUBJECT :REFERRA OF DEBV STL MEN SA EN

Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-

ment fled by Danzansky, Dlckey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This
'r

statement consists of a letter from. the creditor to FEC, in which,

'r they agree to absolve the debt owed the. by A LO OF PEOPLE WHO

a WANT JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE.

~The following Is additional data which may be of assistance

0 to you in making your recommendation to the Couunission:

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

TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
-TOTAL NUMBEI OF OTHER CREDITORS: 1

YEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS: 0
ODYEAR-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.

-- AHM If-



•Gwneal Coiunsl
Federa Electios Co ssion

cQ I 1325 K Str-eet,+ W..
Washingt:on, D.C. ".

Dear Sir;

r+ tions Commssion indicatre Utat The,dngs (oMnntt++ baa been
. a absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law fism .of

Danzansky, Dickey, Tydigs, Quint & Gordon. As counseL t
, that campagn, I am especially concerned that you understand
( o th back yonn f this transaction since many of the facts are

Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
I O 0 his 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-
an cy, 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.

In any event, the law firm has written off a loan of
$16,929.Ck0, and the campaign will write off its entire obliga-
tion to the law firm.

... .. .... .. .. ..... .. .. ." ATTA H i T I I
LV.t',.



!i~:General Counsel 2;++ :

iii! .,Ma..ch 20, 1979 .! +
~~Page, Two . ":

Further background on the nature of the campaign, : aN4 !

the law firm loan might explain why this transaction hai 4*

place.o

When Joe Tydings decided to seek the Demoratic a$a
tion -for the U.S. Senate from Maryland, the new election L~v
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the spix
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law fir
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. ieI

-secretary' s time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rataahr
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing~ ser-

. vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The ente
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind service-s an
supplies, an~d d not include y contribution whatioever

C.: of _ monies _ - -

" Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much

o P  of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was alrea y
committed to his primary opponent, Paul Sarbanes. He knew

o 0 then that he would have to contribute some of his own money,
. although the applicable law at the time (pre-Buckley v. V aleo)

" would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

0 The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed

P the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the
campaign was saved only when the Supreme Court lifted the

p D 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 havre 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 Commnittee'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.

-A l"rAcHMENr -I I, P, 2



:::::" To pay off its obligations remaining after the '

: the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $1L °"
or more, but the response was anemic. A fudrasn eva
was contemplated, but the idea was dx'opped after initial fii lers
indicated that. it would be a waste of time and energy. I'4ed,
the Committee no longer could provide any compelling reagan .;,for*.
people to contribute to the campaign fund. -

p Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Committee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loas

. ) by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books. Raising
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

C': r I understand that the "bottom line" of this transaction
is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in eicess

O: . of the legal limit of $5,000.00. Uowever, the Federal Ulec-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see A0-1975-50;

r 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 0i) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political

c debtors.

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 ex haustive 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. -

ATTACHMENT II, P0 3



General Counsel
Maro)~ 20, 1979
Paae 1@tix

The law firui was well aware that Mr,. 
i

himself paid off all the campaign's debts. The p xttttlk
to him about this matter, and they probably applied as m8
pressure as possible to a man who had just spent $158,0000 0
in a losing effort. The decision to wait this Long to w5*
of f the debt was made primarily in the hope of receiving £fmd
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 thene
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Commission.

MICHAEL E.\JKRISCounsel to The Tydings cozunittee

Enclosures

- ATTACHME;- -£1, P, 4I
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ist I est ts matter in that It i. the..ly
ma_ t4IW Iuieb- ne - - to an entity other than the candiate
himi th obli-=t.ion dates back to the 1976 Senatorial

Ire, the circtanes" of this part:ic€ular matter,
thein - - ba-- a allv that the debt in question be

Very truly yours.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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The U.IS.. OmeeAtela .oIazasy ik

himel an th Oblgtion dates back tO the 1.976 Senatoial

0 electi~on.

O the Cission has allowe that the debt in question b

~Very truly yoUrsi"

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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132S K Street, NW. -:• :
a- j.

8 as: Ty.inqs .initteeC0038393 .

Dear Mr. Edwards:

This is in response to your inquiry on August 29, 1980, by
fk telephone regarding the nomenclature used in the year-end (1979)

o report of the above referenced coumttee. Specifically, you
have asked why the figure of $20,242.91, a loan from the lay

F firm of Dan zansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon to the
Tydings Conmi ttee, was treated as a receipt rather than a debt

Oor obligation. This accounting nthod was used because on
March 20, 19 79, Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon

vwrote of f this debt. While the Tydings Couuuttee was fully
0 aware that this transaction was subject to the approval of the

Federal Election Cotumssion, 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 Comission in a letter from
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon dated March 20, 19 79.

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

smf



LAw Orricc S( ZANI,V DICS LEY¢ TV'DINGS, QIIMT I GORDOoN
110 TIm'r FLOOR

1120 COtNIcctJU AIVENU. J* W.

WASHIbGTroIJ, D. C. 20036
/ ~.-,--~---------~

- ~iI'F5':j&&'
BOSEPI A9:Sr

- - Conley Edwards, Esq.Office of the General Counsel
"- Federal Election Commission

1325 K Street, N.W.
~Washington, D.C. 20006

0



To: Charles Steele *Office of the General Counsel

Through: 81 11 Loughrey L
Office of the Staff Director

Front: Peggy Sis1 i
Reports Analysts Divtsion

mi Subject: Debt Settlement/ A Lot of People Wh Want Joe Tydings
Back In The U. S. Senate

• I i I

o"Attached is a copy of the above-nientloned "debt settlenient" referral
, listed by the Office of the Staff Director as D-596, referred on January

14, 1980. Jane Coigrove has informed me that the Docket has no record
o 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.

0 Please expedite this mtter. It has been mo'e' thanonei eaP~snce the
_ "debt settlement" was requested. Representatives of the creditor have

been calling the Commnission requesting results.



, :: S9ANW FOR: THE OFFICE OF IENEA COUNSEL...::,: ?!! ,

TRGH: ORLANDOX B. POTTER:

FROM : TOM HASELHORST

S!DJECT : REFERRAL OF DEBT SETTLEMENT STATEMCENT

Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-

sent filed by IDanzansky, Dickty, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This

Sstatement consists of a lettr from the creditor to FEC, in which,

1" they agree to absolve the debt owed them by A LOTL OF PEOPLE WHO

Oa WAT" JOE TYDINGS BACK IN THE U.S. SENATE.

~The following is additional data which may be of assistance

o " to you in making your recommendation to the Commission:

rAMOUNT OF ORIGINAL DEBT: $20,242.91
o PERCENTAGE OF DEBT FORGIVEN: 100n

TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
"TOTAL NUMBER OF OThER CREDITORS: 1
OYEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS: 0

YEAR-TO-DATE EXPENDITURES: 0
CASH ON HAND 3/31/79: 0
LENGTH OF TINE 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 couumittee 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 X34.172.



Fderal UBecLo Camussiosi

m Washington, D.

IN Dear Sir:

rThe encosia reports for fl n tlh the Federal Ile-
!l tLons Coimission indi~cate that The Tydlings Coaittee has been
absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of

, Danzansky, Dickey, Tyigs, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to
that campaign, I am especially concerned that you undrstasnd

o the background of this transacton since many of the facts are
r not immediately evident. _

o Since the primary election in Nay, 1976, during which
this obligation was incurred, The Tydings Comittee has report-

-- ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firia. 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. in feel it is
fair to assume that some error or mibsunderstandig 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.

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.



March 20, 1979... '

Page Two !."" .

Further background on the nature of the camqpaign ED
the law firm loan might explain why th is transaction has take
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 firmn
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. Lis
secretary' s time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rat sae
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign: xeroxing sr
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The entire
loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind service-s 5and
upplies, IF-'dt'a'ot include any contribution whatsoever

Mr, Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
r .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. Vale o)

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

C3 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 hav 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.



i ~To pay off its obligations remaining afteor the iP
" the Committee solicited everyone who had contributed $1 . I

• or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising eveat
wasconemlatdbut the idea was dropped after initial *.eers

Indicated that it would be a waste of ti~me and energy. z....d,
the Committee no longer could provide any compelling reaso fr
people to contribute to the campaign fund.

Again, ]Mr. Ty'dings helped the Cmmittee pay off :it4s
P" debts, and it finally reached the point where only the lo@S8S

by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books. l4s5*g
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

I understand that the "bottom linen of this transai --on
" I is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in oss
: I of the legal limit of $5,000.00. However, the Federal Zlec-

tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50u
TO F 40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a

corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
o debt will not be considered a contribution. They are as

, . follows:

C 0 1) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or .committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political

0r debtors.

N0 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.



GnrlCounsel ..
Page Four !'

The law firm was well aware that Ktr. i

to hi about this matter, an they probably applied as
pressure as possible to a mavho had just spent $lS,OW.*
in a losing effort. The decision to wait thiLs long to w i

off the debt was made primarily in the hope of receiving fm s

to satisfy this obligation.

I apologize for the length of the letter, but thLs As
a sensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all the
facts will he helpful to the Federal Elections Comssoi.

Counsel to The Tydi~ngs commitee

FEnc losure s
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LAW OFFlICES
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Stao0 CO N CTECUJT AvgNUE. N.W.
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Mr. Conley Edwards
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
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i~i General, Counsel.- March 20, 1979
Page TWo

Further background on the nature of the campaign ,-
the law firm loan might explain why this transaction has
place.

WhenJoe ydins dcide to eek he ~craic ns*;
tion for the U.S.* Senate from Maryland, the new election i AW
were coming into effect. In order to comply with the 5pS. -t
of the law and its letter, as we interpreted it, the law T1,r'
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. 8.*i
secretary' s time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata S 9m

.- of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; zoroxin;
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The on i

~~loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services .:
supies I I'd... E-ot"incue conriutin ha

n ___onis rh- - F -U -

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when ma
aof 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)
0 would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

'U
The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed

o 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 cm
* 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.



To pay-off its obligaions rjR4I ei t.et

was aotplated, but the ide as ndi Later':
indicated tht it would be a wase of4 a. A euw
the Coumttee no longer ould prov aR. o e W 2

debts, and it finally reached the point wbr only i!
by the firm and to Mr. Tydigse mine on the bo~iiks . !L *

I understand that the "bottom Lioe of ths ras!o
is a contribution from the law firs, a partersi. 8*a
of the legal limit of $5,000.00. Nowaver, the Fedek1."

r tions commission has promulgated sandads (se AOlfl4
aF 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:
0

'I 1) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
~or conuittee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political

o debtors.

-- I have been advised that the Couuittee was billed
even sore 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
asount 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 Commaittee's good faith, yet futile, efforts to
raise soney.

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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united SttsSenate
Wabf gtg, D.C. 20510

13t: Joseph D. Tydingsv The
0' -,jdis Cnittee

Dear M~r. KiLwnitt:=

Enclosed please find copies of the first calendar
" quarter l97 Reports of Contributions and Expenditures

to be filed on beafof Joseph D. Tydings and the
O abve-efeencd C~tteo Wuldyouplease accept

__ same fqr f. ling.

6'IHAL E.EKRIS
For the Firm

Enclosures
mg

cc: Mr. Bernard Segerman
Joseph D. Tydings, Esq.
Mark L. London
Dorothy Whipple



want Joeo y4~%R beck In tb* U.L

8401 Connetict Avenue

Wshi ngton, D.Cr. 20015n r ..
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'CowcaultA of mmdl

Suemde A, .l -'-: C _ineU ,in C11d . APeriod

--C ... hand Jat. ., 0 ..... eotn n............................................£ 8 O

0
STral reseipt (from line 1£,................ ....... ................

(alSubitn(AddlinUeo7UsS *x 1....................... S 0 | 0

S Tol Oxpenditures (From line 25)....................................0

VCashom ndatclor. e of portn wx(tngr . o (Suffa.........m.... ..... 0 0

11 Ctmr~butd items p e m Sbs liquldoted (at'cis iteis ed t).S _______.__•_ '___________"

S eatoen S, Pr me Caimpeis Eupudlrm ubjto Llmueme. -h i." 7-.i%::!;:::!!- i
(To bo Ubd Only Sy Palduntl Cernidims Iqme Pedard PFnmd _____.. ........ ________. i~

12 Operating oxpenditur (fpey o 2O ....................... s NA $ NA

13 Refunds and Rdase (from ine 17) .............................................. S NA NA

14 (a) Expenditures subject to limiluton (Subtract line 13 from lie 12) ....................... NA S NA

(bi Expenditures fro prior yeers mabject to liiutJon............................................. .. S NA

I.) Tota expendituemibje to lintitrio (Add tines 14. an 14b).......................•_.................. S NA
I certlfythatlI ~av examinedlthislqeport, andlto teest of and Iti U". coaret 31, 1979t
Bernard Segerman " j March- 31, 1979'

(Typd Nae ofTreeare or andiate)~(Cate)

NOte: Submission of faise, erroneous, or incomplote information may subtoct the person signing this Report to the 6enaisios of 2 JSC. §4379 or

§441j (See reverse sid of form)

Per further k Federlfl Election Commisson Any information reported herein may not be copied for slie or use by any Person for purpose

p 132t Wshingtnt.. : 05 of sofleiting contributions or for any commercial purpOo
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(L m ld5ie on uu.4 t ............... , ..... ..... .......
(4 Subued ...e....a................... . ........ ,............

(al) Itaoinle(ube lkhdl Al.......................................
(i Unimubd ........................... ..... ,...... ,..............

(a) Sistelofdmfueebhede ................................................

()From Aftmm Elteommlnas (iueem on bhelleA Rqaedlui-sef'__mu_-t).............
o(hi From other Commitna (Iltemiz on SlehedlA Regerles of Anmubt.... ............

(1ci Subtota of trenler i..................................................Total Recepte ..........................................................

T-l EXPENDITURES *

peratming~ Exenitwes (Comml te Net Remn Fewa Funds Incud Pudelg Lea rend
A4ccoumnn Expendiuel:

'"(a) Itemized (us Scdule S)................................................
(hi Un i s e m i z ed......................... .....
(.1 Suta of oprtn eupend ...............re.......

21 Induepdn Exenitr (ue Scedl E) ............ ........

(ci Subtnotal of loans and len rements made and cotibto reunds..........
33 For Use Only By PrWdma Cunpeign Raeceiin Feea Funds; Exemnp Fundreling. Legl end

Accut =~ing Expendltur
(.1 Itmized1 (usSheul S................ .........
(hi Un i t e mi.....................e d..... ...

(a) Subtotal of fundraising re e...p e n d itu........... .....
24 Transfers Out:

(a) To Affiliated Conunittee (Isuluem on Scedl m Regadem of Amount).................
(hi To Other Committee (Itemize on Sfhedule m RejoaueI of Amout) ...................
(ci Subtotal of transfers out .................................................

U8 Total Expenditures .......................................................

S ..... ..... . . . !.i ii' :: -i: ::..i:.:. i: i!is ............ i~~iiiijii:i:i~iii~i ::i!i~~iii~i:iii!i A

* None s
* Noe S

S unite

S~ l? i i !!!

s None s

S.. NiIe ...... : i:!
Sson...

PART lUI DEBTS AND OBLIGATIONS ::i[: : :

2 Debtsand obligetionsovod tothe~omitte(Itmimellon Schedule C).....................$ None
27 Debts ndobhiptionh owud UVteCommittee (ItemizeU o Schedule C ......... .. .: .....

FART IV - RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES. NET OF TRANSFERS TO AND FROM : .. !/:]i :
AFFILIATED COMMTTEES None :

20" Total Receipts (from line 19) ................................................. ! -
2 Transfer In (from line 18(1a)) ................................................... S .. ~l

30 Nt Rceits (ubtactline29 romlin 28).............................
31 Total Expenditure (from line 25) .................................................... NoneL
32 Transfers out (from line 24(a))............................................... . .. . .......
23 Net Expenditures (Subtract line 32 from line 31 )......................................S None

I.
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r " ;: ' " "FEDE tL ELECTION COMMISION "-.,: !;,i

WASHINGTON. D.C 20463 /0" ...7.10 "

MEOADUM FOR: THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

THROUGH : ORLANDO B. POTTER ijft"

SUBJECT :REFERRAL OF DEBT SETTLEMENT STATEMENT

N~ Attached, for your consideration, is a copy of a debt settle-

I . went filed by Danzansky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. This

I statement consists of a letter from the creditor to FEC, in which,

ql" 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 reconumendation to the Commission:

o AMOUNT OF ORIGINAL DEBT: $20,242.91
PERCENTAGE OF DEBT FORGIVEN: l00%
TOTAL AMOUNT OF DEBTS OUTSTANDING: $158,400.00
TOTAL NUMBER OF OTHER CREDITORS: 1

0YEAR-TO-DATE RECEIPTS: 0
YEAR-TO-DATE EXPENDITURES: 0
CASH ON HAND 3/31/19: 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 Commuission is reviewing the debt

settlement statement and advised the committee to continue reporting

that debt until the Commnission approves the debts settlement state-

ment. If you should have any questions, please contact Theresa

Harley at X34172.
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N Washinto,-fCo

tN Dear Sir:

qr The enclosT reports for filing wi the Federal *lec-
€ tons Commission indicate that The Tydings Comittee has been

absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firm of
N Dansanaky, Dickey, Tydings, Quint & Gordon. As counsel to

that campaign, I am especially concerned that you understand
o the background of this transaction since many of the facts are

r not iuediate!y evident. ..

o Since the primary election in May, 1976, during which
t1his 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 mi'sunderstanding 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.

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.



Page Two -

Furherbackground on t~he nature of th~e capagn *l! -
the law firm loan might explain why this transaction has takn
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 21mm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. Elm
secretary' s time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata shr~e
of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing ser-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The entire

~loan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services an
I supplies, an dt Enot include an contribution whatsoever

of monies in- E6rm

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
r 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.
0

~The campaign's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
the fear that money would be hard to find, and, frankly, the

o 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 fun.ds expended by the Tydings
Committee.



!! To pay off its obligations remaining after the i
~the Comdttee solicited everyone who had contrbuted fl i
~~or more, but the response was anemic. A fund-raising :

was contmplated, but the idea was dropped after Li
indiate tht it would be a waste of time and energy. ,

the Committee no longer could provide any compelling &OZ for
people to contribute to the campaign fund.lr

N.Again, Mr. Tydings helped the.Couuuttee pay of 4is
Sdebts, and it finally reached the point where Only th.~ a

by the firm and to Mr. Tydings remained on the books. 3~~
funds to pay off these loans is now out of the question.

Sunderstand that the "bottom line" of this transactin
" is a contribution from the law firm, a partnership, in elmess

N: of the legal limit of $5,000.00. Uowever, the Federal RisO-
tions Commission has promulgated standards (see AO-1975-50;

0 40 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a

@1 corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
debt will not be considered a contribution. They are as

, . follows:

C D 0 ) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political

~ debtors.

N 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.



Page Four

Th law firm..was well aware that Kr. T ~himself paid off all the campaign's £ ebts. The partn
to him about this mater, and they probably applied "as aJ
pressure as possible to a man who had just spent $l5S|,O

in a losing effort. The decision to wait ths long to..I
off the debt was made primarily in the hope of receivin

tosatisfy this obligation.
~'3fld5

I apologiae for the length of the letter, but this isa sensitive area, and I believe that disclosure of all .these

facts will be helpful to the Federal E.lections CommiLssiono.

Counsel to The Tydings Comitee
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C. 204163

UN UUMTO:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

N

in

.- --.

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 Coimuission. It is

provided for your action.

S.

S.

Co

Attachment :
Letter dated July 28, 1981
from Mark London
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CERIrrFIED IRETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John Warren MoGarryChairman
FEDERAL ELECTION CONKISSION
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

RE: BlUR 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. S441 atf), a provision 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 BlUR 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

." I
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~services were set forth with specificity and according to a pot
formula. The arrangement for administrative support was ±afLmaJ,
as the Commission points out, but only in the sense that te
was no signed contract for these services. There was an emp~cit
understanding between the Committee and the law firm regaj la
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 "Cmmittee
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

Nin 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

tn 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
C forgiven. The discussion set forth herein disputes this conclusion.

While the Commission found that there was an appearance
Cof 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.
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General Counsel
ee Federal Ilections Cinission

1323 1 Stret, W..
Washingto, D.C.

gmum Dear S ir:

The enclosed reports for filing wilth the Federal Ilec-
tlon8 ~Comssion indicate thbat The Ty~ding's Comittee has been

, absolved of an obligation of $16,929.00 to the law firs of
Danzansky, Dickey, Tydigs, QuiLnt & Gordon. As counsel to

Cthat campaign, I am especially concer-ned that you understanzd
the background of this transaction since many of the facts are
not jimdiately evident.

€ Since the primar-y election in May, 1976, during which

- this obligation was incurredl, The Tydings Comittee has report-
ed a debt of $20,242.91 to the law firm. Hlowever, recent efforts

eo 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 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 Comission 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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Further background on the nature of the campaign and
the Law firm loan might explain why this transaction has t en
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 firm
treated Mr. Tydings' office in the firm as a satellite. His
secretary's time was billed to the campaign; a pro-rata share

0 - of rent and overhead was billed to the campaign; xeroxing ser-
vices and supplies were billed to the campaign. The ent e

Nloan from the law firm consisted of in-kind services and
supies i ''dr'h-ot include _j qotributi'on whatever

Mr. Tydings entered the campaign at a point when much
0'of the money he had counted on in past campaigns was already

coitted 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-kly v.Veo)
would have placed a $25.00 limit on his contributions.

The campaign 's initial fund-raising endeavors confirmed
C 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-
eD 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. Tyzdings' 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 fun~ds expended by the Tydings
Committee.
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To pay off its obligations reminig afte, th ospgn,
the Coxmittee solicited everyone who had contributed$1:00 *00

or uore, 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 enegy. %ndeed,
the Commttee no longer could provide any compelling reason for
people to contribute to the campaign fund.

Again, Mr. Tydings helped the Cwmttee pay off its
debts, and it finally reached the point where only the loan

5 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 A0-1975-50i
040 FR 4068 (1975)) whereby settlement or forgiveness of a

corporate (the distinction is not crucial for our purposes)
' debt will not be considere. a contribution4  They are as

~follows:

i ) The initial extention of credit to the candidate
or committee was made in a manner similar to that of non-political

C debtors.

I have been advised that the Committee was billed
co 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.



March 20, 3.979
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The law firm was yeil aware that Mr..Tydtnis
himelf paid off all the cma~agna delbts. The paters aled
to him about this matte, and t~hey probably applied as mc
pressure as possible to a man wh had :Just spent $153,000.00
in a losing effort. The decision to wait this long to write
off the debt was made primarly in the hope of receiving funds
to satisfy this obligation.

I apologize for the length of the letter, but thi is
a sensitive area, and I believe thmat disclosure of all th ee
facts will be helpful to the Federal Elections Comssion.

Counsel to The Tydings comitee

! kq
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