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MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commissioners , A E E N ﬂ A ' T E M
, 6{50 For Meeting uf:._,éi// 3/98

THROUGH: james A. Pehrkon _1'
Acting Staff Director )

FROM: Robert J. Costa J
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

SUBJECT: REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION ON CLINTON/GORE "96
PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.

Attached for your review is the subject audit report. Also attached are five
memoranda from the Office of General Counse! which together contain a legal analysis of
the audit report. The legal analysic was provided in separate memoranda so that needed
revisions could be made more timely. The narrative portion of the Committee’s response
1o the Exit Conference Memorandum is also attached. Immediately following this
memorandum is a table of contents for the entire package 10 aid in locating subject matter
in all of the documents. In order to provide a convenient page reference, the package has
been page numbered consecutively at the bottom of the pages beginning with the first
page of the audit report. Those page numbers are the ones noted on the table of contents.

The Office of General Counsel and the Audit Division a. : in agreement with the
contents of the audit report. . Certain portions of the Primary Committee’s response have
been expunged pursuant to 11 C.F.R, Pan 2.

In addition to the documents referenced in the Audit Reports, the Audit Division
reviewed the following information in reaching these conclusions: (1) documents
obrained from the candidate committees, the national and state party committees, and
media and polling vendors; (2) committee responses to the ECMs; (3) documents made
publicly-available by the Senate Governmental Affairs Commitiee Report on the
Investigation of Iliegal or Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election
Campaigns; and (4) disclosure reports and other documents available to the Commission.




This report is being circulated for placement on the Agenda for the Open Session
Meeting of December 3, 1998.

A complete copy of the Primary Committee’s response, including Exhibits, is
available in the Commission Secretary’s Office. Should you have any questions, please
contact Tom Nurthen (Audit Manager) or Leroy Clay (Lead Auditor) at §94-1200.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. DC 20463

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
CLINTON/GORE ‘96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.

L. BACKGROUND
A.  AUDIT AUTHORITY

This report is based on an audit of the Clinton/Gore 96 Primary .
Committee, Inc. (the Primary Committee). The audit is mandated by Section 9038(a) of
Title 26 of the United States Code. That section states that “After each matching
payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thorough examination and audit of the
qualified campaign expenses of every candidate and his authorized committees who
received payments under section 9037." Also, Section 9039(b) of Title 26 of the United .
States Code and Section 9038.1(a)(2) of the Commission’s Regulations state that the
Commission may conduct other examinations and audits from time to time as it deems

necessary.

In addition to examining the receipt and use of Federal funds, the audit
seeks to determine if the campaign has materially complied with the limitations,
prohibitions, and disclosure requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971(FECA), as amended.

This report is a staff document. The analysis of the facts, igterpretation of
applicable Jaw, and the conclusions reached have not been considered or approved by the
Compmission.

B. AUDIT COVERAGE

The audit of the Primary Committee covered the period from its inception,
April 10, 1995 through December 31, 1997. The Primary Committee reported an
opening cash balance of $-0-; total receipts of $44,753,599; total disbursements of
$44.603,123; and a closing cash balance of $150,476.
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C. CAMPAIGN ORGANIZATION

The Primary Committee registered with the Federai Election Commiission
on April 14, 1995. The Treasurer of the Primary Committee is Ms. Joan Pollitt. The
Primary Committee maintains its headquarters in Washington, DC.

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

In addition to the above contributions, the Primary Committee received
$13,412,198 in matching funds from the United States Treasury. This amount represents
87% of the $15,455,000 maximum entitlement that any candidate could receive. The
Candidate was determined eligible to receive matching funds on October 31, 1995, The
Primary Committee made a to1al of 9 maiching fund requests totaling $14,245,229. The
Commission certified 94.15% of the requested amount. For matching fund purposes, the
Commission determined that President Clinton’s candidacy ended on August 28, 1996.
This determination was based on Section 9032(6) of Title 26 of the United States Code
which states that the matching payment period ends *“on the date on which the national
convention of the party whose nomination a candidate seeks nominates its candidate for
the office of President of the United States, ..." see also 11 CFR §9032.6. On August 2,
1996 the Primary Commitiee received its final matching fund payment to defray expenses
incurred through August 28, 1996 and to help defray the cost of winding down the
campaign.

D. AUDIT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES

In addition to a review of the committee’s expenditures to determine the
qualified and non-qualified carapaign expenses incurred by the campaign (see Finding
H11.B.). the audit covered the following general categones:

1. The receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory
limitations;

(54

the receipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those
from corporations or labor organizations (see Finding I1.A.);

3. proper disclosure of contributions from individuals, political
committees and other entitics, 10 include the itemization of
contributions when required, as well as the completeness and accuracy
of the information disclosed;
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4, proper disclosure of disbursements including the itemization of

disbursements when required, as well as, the completeness and
accuracy of the information disclosed;

5. proper disclosure of campaign debts and obligations;

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

7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign transactions;

8. accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations
filed by the Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. to disclose its
financial condition and to establish continuing matching fund
entitlemnent (see Finding IIL.E.),

9. the Primary Committee’s compliance with spending limitations (see
Finding lI1.D.); and

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

As part of the Commission’s standard audit process, an inventory of
campaign records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is
conducted 1o determine if the auditee's records are materially complete and in an
auditable state.

The inventory began on January 6, 1997. Due to the unavailability of
records. the Audit staff suspended fieldwork on January 22, 1997. Prior to leaving, an
itemized list of records needed was provided-to the Primary Committee, These records,
consisting of: bank statements and enclosures for three campaign depositories; check
registers for certain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind
contributions, campaign travel, campaign materials, Primary Committee credit cards,
media placements, public opinion polls. fundraising. event and allocation codes;
workpapers detailing FEC report preparation and components for the Statement of Net
Outstanding Campaign Obligations: copies of all Primary Committee
contracts/agreements; copies of IRS forms 940 and 941; a listing of key personnel,
including positions and responsibilities; and. Computerized Magnetic Media for
disbursements were initially requested in writing during the period January 7, 1997
through January 22, 1997.

In a letter dated January 29, 1997, the Primary Commitiee was notified
that the records were 1o be made available on or before February 21, 1997; with respect 1o
records not made available, the Commission would issue subpoenas for production of the
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records not only to tie Primary Committee, but also to vendors, banks or any other
persons in possession of relevant materials. In addition, the Audit staff identified records
that, at a minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork couid resume.

In addition, on January 8, 1997, the Audit staff was instructed that all
requests for vendor files would be directed 1o a designated staff person and that such
requests would be limited to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500
checks (e.g., check numbers 1000 - 1499). The Audit staff met with Primary Committee
representatives on January 15, 1997 in an attempt to reach a workable solution as to
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee counsel was notified that we
were prepared 1o recommend subpoenas for ail vendor files in the event that a reasonable
solution could not be worked out. On February 19, 1997, Audit Division representatives
met with Primary Committee counsel to discuss resuming fieldwork and access to vendor
files. A workable solution as to access was reached.

Audit fieldwork resumed on February 24, 1997. However, the Primary
Commirnee continued to delay production of records. The Audit staff was informed that
attomeys had to review all records prior to them being made availabie to the Audit staff.
In certain instances, the Primary Commitiee refused to make records available and in
other instances, were not initially accurate as to the existence and/or availability of certain
records requested. For example, the Primary Committee refused to make available bank
records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and
paid for media buys on behalf of the Primary Committee (see Finding IILLA.). Further,
the Primary Committee refused to make available, without conditions and/or restrictions,
copies of all polls conducted on its behalf. With respect to centain electronic spreadsheets
for fundraising and/or legal and accounting ailocations, as well as other computerized
records, Primary Committee representatives stated on numerous occasions that such
records could not or would not be made available in a computerized format. When
continuing 10 inquire why these records could not be made avaijlable in a computerized
format, the Audit staff was informed by the Pnmary Committee's accountant that the
Primary Committee’s Chief Counsel had said that computerized records were not to be
made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staff made repeated attempts to meet with
Counsel, however, no such meeting was ever scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in
1998. cenain electronic spreadsheet records were eventually provided.

As a result, during the period May 28, 1997 through February 3, 1998, the
Audit s:aff requesied the Office of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the
production of records. The Commission issued 22 subpoenas 10 either the Primary
Committee or respective vendors in order to obtain records generally made avaifable to
the Audit staff at the beginning of fieldwork.’

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

5
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It fge opinion of the Audit staff that the delays in production of records
by the Primary Commitiee resulted in wasting numerous staff hours which directly
delayed the completion of the audit fieldwork a minimum of four months.

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

The Primary Committee as part of its response to the Exit Conference
Memorandum made various comments concerning the Audit staff’s discussion of the
scope of the audit. The Primary committee asserted that this section of the sudit report
provided a distorted and incomplete view of the process, and then provides certain
: examples of “mischaracterizations™ included therein. Further, the Primary Committes
claimed that “[d]espite its full cooperation with these numerous and often conflicting
i requests, always maintained a cooperative posture during the audit process “for 6l
. information requested that was reasonably within the scope of the audit.” (Emphasis not
in onginal.)

Various examples and explanations were cited, such as: logistical
i1 problems inherent with the Primary Committee’s move to new offices; the auditors’ ,
demand for additional office space at that location; that “no existing record in the Primary
: Committee's possession was refused;” that the Audit Division refused all attempts a1
il cooperative compromise peraining to gaining access to the Primary Committee’s media
= vendor's records; and that the auditors repeatedly insisted that particular records which
the Pimary Committee “did not have™ in a computerized format be created.

The Audit staff stands by the scope limitation and related discussion as
presented in the Exit Conference Memorandum and this repont. The candidate agreed as
a condition to obtaining matching funds to: fumnish all documents refated to
disbursements and receipts. including compwenzed information; fumish all
documentation relating to disbursements made on the candidate’s behalf by other
organizations; permit an audit and examination of all receipts and disbursements
including those made by the candidate, authonzed committee or any agent authonized to
make expenditures on behalf of the canidate or authorized committee. Further, the
candidate agreed to facilitate the audit by making available in one central location office
space, records and such personnel as are necessary to conduct the audit and examination.
The candidate and comamittee agreements provided for at 11 CFR §9033.1 were signed in
October, 1995.

As detailed above. certain records necessary to the conduct of the audit
were not made available at the commencement of audit fieldwork in January, 1997 and in
some cases were not made available until subpoenas were issued by the Commission 1o
compel production. The Primary Commitiee is entitled to express its opinion and attempt
to explain why it feels “[i}t would be unerly inappropriate for such a distorned and one-
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sided description oﬂ? process to be included in the proposea draft Final Audit Report.”
The Primary Committee’s response will be included in the documents available to the
Commission when the audit report is considered in open session.

Unless specifically discussed below, no material non-compliance was
detected. It should be noted that the Commission may pursue further any of the matters
discussed in the audit report in an enforcement action.

Section 441b(a) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part, that it
is unjawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for
Federa) office.

Section 116.3(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend credit to a candidate, a political
committee or another person on behalf of a candidate or political committee. An
extension of credit will not be considered a contribution to the candidate or political
committee provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary course of the commercial
vendor's business and the terms are substantially similar to extensions of credit to
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. Section 116.3(b) of
Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that a corporation in its capacity as
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate, a political committee or another person on
behalf of a candidate or political commuittee provided that the credit extended in the
ordinary course of the corporation’s business and the terms are substantially similar to
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation.

Section 116.3(c) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that
in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business, the
Commission will consider: (1) whether the commercial vendor followed its established
procedures and its nast practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the
commercial vendor received prompt pavment in full if it previously extended credit to the
same candidate or political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed
to the usual and normal practice in the commercial vendor's trade or industry.

During our review of selected Primary Committee disbursements, the
Audit staff noted that on October 28, 1996, the Primary Committee made three payments
1o the polling firm of Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc. (Penn + Schoen) which included
reimbursements for travel expenses, totaling $74,970, incurred by Mark Penn, Douglas
Schoen and Jill Kaufman between May 4, 1995 and June 30, 1996. The invoices were
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dated October 28, gﬁ, and were date stamped as received by the Primary Committee
also on October 28, 1996.

The Primary Committee paid approximately $1.8 million (16 payments) to
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee’s main polling firm, during the period covered by
this audit. It appeared that other payments to this vendor were made in a timely manner.
During audit fieldwork the Audit staff was unable to determine if Penn + Schoen
followed its established procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of
credit nor were we able 10 determine whether the extension of credit conformed to the
usual and normal practice in the vendor’s industry. The reimbursement policy in Penn +
Schoen's consulting agreement made no mention as to time frames for the billing and
payment of travel expenses. According to a Dun + Bradstreet Public Record Search,
Penn, Schoen + Berland Associates, Inc. (former name: Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc.),
was incorporated in the state of New York on October 30, 1984 and was still active as of

January 17, 1998,

The Primary Committee provided documentation in the form of an
affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Conurolier at Penn + Schoen. He is responsibie for
preparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred.
Mr. Joseph stated the Conwoller position was vacant for approximately four months prior
to his employment (September 3, 1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this
vacancy, Penn + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required
research or back-up documentation. Mr. Joseph stated further that soon after his
employment. he discovered that invoices for ravel expenses incurred between May, 1995
and June, 1996, on behalf of Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. had either not
been invoiced 1o the Primary Commitiee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up
documentation. The Controller continued by stating that while the position of Controller
was vacan! an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices to the Primary Commitnee
totaling $45.331. for ravel dating back to May, 1995, however, Penn + Schoen was
notified by the Primary Commitiee that these invoices did not contain all the necessary
back-up documentation. During August - September, 1996, as requested by the Primary
Comminee. Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its
reimbursement requests. The Controller stated that he rebilled the Primary Committee on
October 28. 1996 for $37,548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on Cctober 28,
1996. Mr. Joseph stated that he sent an invoice on October 4, 1996 to the Primary
Committee for the amounts of $32,037 and $16,605 with back-up receipts for Mark
Penn’s and Douglas Schoen's travel dating back to January 1, 1996. These invoices were
revised on October 28, 1996 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel
reimbursement policies. The Pnmary Comminiee reimbursed Penn + Schoen for the
amounts of $30.262 and $14.830 on Octaber 28, 1996.

In the Exit Conference Memorandum (the Memorandum), the Audit staff
recommended that, the Primary Committee provide additional documentation or any
other comments to demonstrate that the credit extended ($74,970 in travel expenses
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incurred) by the veg;r was in the normal course of its business, including statements
from the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The information
provided should include examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk
for which similar services have been provided and similar billing arrangements have been
used. Also, information conceming billing policies for similar clients and work, advance
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing cycles should be included.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee stated that the
Commission regulations and advisory opinions do not provide a set time in which
payment must be made, but only require that the billings be handled in the vendor’s
normal course of business. It further stated that the documentation confirms that the
vendor handled its respective billings in the normal and ordinary course of its business in

accordance with 11 CFR § 116.3.

{

f- The Primary Committee also submitted another affidavit from Mr. Joseph,
the current Controller at Penn + Schoen. Mr. Joseph stated that the project manager

generally oversees the billing with respect to his or her project. “Generally, our normal

business practice is to bill on a current basis for our services, such as polling. However, it

is also generally our normal billing practice, unless a credit risk is perceived with respect
: 1o a panticular client or other special circumstances exist, to usually bill most of our

reimbursable travel expenses at or about the conclusion of a project.” (Emphasis not in

i original.)

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

e Mark Penn and Doug Schoen. the project managers, traveled at that time on a
continual basis and were extremely busy, it was very difficult for them to find the
time, given their schedules, 1o gather their expense documentation or 1o review
and sign off on expense reports. They were simply too busy performing services
under the pressure of 2 campaign to perform the project manager's travel expense
billing function in advance of the completion of the project.

+ The accounting department. consisting of only a Controller and an assistant, was
understaffed and thus not equipped 1o siep in and perform the project manager's
function.

s Given the size of the client and the project, the billing process, the understaffing
and staff arnover in the accounting department, the hectic travel schedules of the
principals, the project managers involvement in the project as well as other
projects, Clinton/Gore *96 was billed travel reimbursements at or about the

——
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conclusion 0f the project, which, at the time was the same billing method
customarily applied to other clients similarly situated.

Thus, according to Mr. Joseph, the billing for travel reimbursements to
Clintor/Gore 96 was in the ordinary course of business.

In the Audit staff’s opinion, the affidavit from Mr. Joseph could be
interpreted that with respect to the Primary Comminee, Penn + Schoen’s normal billing
practice for travel expenses would be to bill on a current basis as opposed to at the
conclusion of the project. He stated “‘generally our normal billing practice, unless a credit
risk is perceived with respect 10 a particular client or other special circumstances exist [is]
to usually bill most of our reimbursable travel expenses at or about the conclusion of a
project.” Mr. Joseph appears to be stating that Penn + Schoen was aware of the
importance of billing the Primary Committee for trave] expenses on a timely basis.
However, due to understaffing and/or staff tumover, timely billing was not possible. The
Primary Committee did not submit, as recommended, documentation from Penn +
Schoen such as examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which
similar services have been provided and similar arrangements have been used. Such
documentation is critical in determining if an extension of credit was made in the
ordinarv course of business.

In the opinion of the Audit s1aff, the Primary Commitiee did not
demaonstrate that the extension of credit by Penn + Schoen conformed to the usual and
normal practice in its business or in its industry as required by 11 CFR § 116.3.

As a result. the amoun: of the contribution made by Penn + Schoen
remains at $74.970.

IIl.  FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - REPAYMENT MATTERS

A. RECEIPT OF AN APPARENT EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTION - MEDIA ADS
PatD FOrR BY THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE

Section 441a (a)(2)}(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states in part
that no multicandidate political commitiee shall make contributions 1o any candidate and
his authonzed political comminees with respect to any election to Federal office which, -
in the aggregate, exceed $5.000. Section 431a (a)}(7)(B) states that expenditures made by
any person in cooperation. consultation. or concert with, or at the request or suggestion
of. a candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents, shall be considered to
be a contribution to such candidate. The section then states that the financing by any
person of the dissemination, distribution. or republication, in whole or in pan, of any
broadcast or any written, graphic, or other form of campaign matenals prepared by the
candidate, his campaign commitiees, or their autherized agents shall be considered to be
ap expenditure. The purpose. content and timing of any speech-related expenditure
distinguish coordinated activity that gives rise to a contribution from other interaction.

9
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Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States Code provides that the
national committee of a political party may make a limited amount of “‘coordinated party
expenditures” in connection with the general election campaign of its Presidential
candidate that are not subject to, and do not count toward, the contribution and
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. §§441a(a) and (b) including the expenditure limitation
for publicly-funded candidates, See also 11 CFR §110.7(a)(6). A coordinated party

expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the
contribution limitations.

In determining whether specific communications paid for by parties were
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) limitations, the Commission
has considered whether the communication refers to a “clearly identified candidate™ and
contains an “electioneering message” in Advisory Opinions (“*AQ”) 1984-15 and 1985-
£ 14. Section 431(18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defines the term “clearly
fes identified” to mean that the name of the person involved appears, a photograph or
) drawing of the candidate appears; or the identity of the candidate is apparent by
unambiguous reference. In AQ 1984-15, the Commission stated that the definition of
“electioneering message” includes statements designed to urge the public to elect a
' certain candidate or party, or which would tend 1o diminish public support for one
candidate and garner support for another candidate. Citing AQ 1984-15, the Commission.
also stated in AO 1985-14 that “expendirtures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) may be made
_ without consultation or cootdination with any candidate and may be made before the
party’s general election candidates are nominated.™

Section 100.7¢a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part. that a contribution includes a gift. subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money
or anything of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything of value
includes all contributions in-kind.

Section 100.8(a)1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines
an expenditure to include any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, gift
of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any
election for federal office. Section 100.8(a)1)(iv}(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations swuates “anything of value™ includes in-kind contribi*ions. Section
104.13(aX1) and (2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in-
kind contnbution be reported as both a contribution and an expenditure.

Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates
or political committees from knowingiy accepting any contribution that violates the
contnibution limitations.

Section 9032.9 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines a
qualified campaign expense as a purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit,
or gift of money or anything of value that is:
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e incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or his or her authorized committee

from the date the individual becomes a candidate through the last day of the
candidate’s eligibility;

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

e neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any faw
of the United States or of any law of any State in which the expense is

incurred or paid.

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

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

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

e acommittee which has been requested by the candidate, by an authorized
committee of the candidate, or by an agent of the candidate to make the
expenditure, even though such committee is not authorized in writing.

Section 9034.4(e) of Title 1] of the Code of Federal Regulations provides
the following nules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both the
primary and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used
exclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee’s
expenditure limits: any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the
general clection campaign are atuributed 10 the general election limits. The costs of a
campaign communication that does not include a solicitation are atributed based on the
date on which the communication is broadcast, published or mailed. Media production
costs for media communications that are broadcast or published both before and after the
date of the candidate's nomination are atributed 50% to the primary election limits and
50% 1o the general eiection limits. Distribution costs, including such costs as air time
and advertising space in newspapers. shal} be paid for 100% by the primary or general
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed.
The relevant date for determining whether an expense is for the primary or general
election is the candidate’s date of nomination.

Section 9035.1(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states,
in part, that no candidate or his authorized commitices shall knowingly incur
expenditures in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination that in the
aggregate exceed $10.000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §441a(c).

1
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Section 441a(b) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure limitations. Section 9033(b)(1) of Title
26 of the United States Code requires that, to be eligible to receive public financing in the
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that, inter alia, he or she
and his or her authorized commuittees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code
prohibits candidates or political committees from knowingly making expenditures in
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §441a(b).

BACKGROUND

During the audit fieldwork, the Audit staff requested station documentation for all
media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its media vendor. Further, the
Audit staff requested bank statements, including all enclosures, for all bank accounts
maintained by the media vendor and used to make payments for media ads placed on
behalf of the Primary Committee.’ The Primary Committee stated initially that bank
statements for the media vendor's account used to handle the Primary Committee’s
activity, although requested would not be provided to the Audit staff because the bank
account used by the media vendor also contained activity related to other clients.
Subsequently, the Primary Committee provided certain canceled checks purported to
represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committee media buys; station
documentation for certain media flights was also provided.

Based on our review of the documentation made available, the Audit staff
determined that the Primarv Commitiee’s media vendors were Squier Knapp Ochs
Communications (SKO) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). Primary Committee
media ads’ that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO. Starting in
May 1996 through August 21, 1996. ail Primary Committee media ads were placed by
Nov 5.* Both SKO and Nov 5 maintained at least one bank account each at the National
Capiual Bank of Washington. From these accounts. funds were disbursed to television
stations in pavment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Commintee. According to a
newspaper article (The Washington Post. Sunday. January 4, 1998, A Section) Robert D.
Squier, William N. Knapp, Mark Penn. Douglas Schoen and Dick Morris were cach a
pariner in Nov 5.

! For Title 26 audits of pnmary and general election candidates, these records thay also be
examined at the offices of the media firm.

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

* Throughout this Memorandum, “Primary Commutice ad™ refers to 2n sdventisement paig for by
the Primary Committee. 1t does not inciude ads that may be related to the primary election but
were paid for by the DNC cither directiv or through various Democratic state party committees.

} No Primary Commitice med:a ads were placed during the period August 1995 through February
1996.

12 5
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Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are parmers at SKO, the Primary Committee’s
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and Mr. Schoen are parters at Penn + Schoen

Associates, Inc. (PSA) the Primary Committee’s polling firm.* Mr. Morris was a media
consultant.

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances where canceled checks issued by

SKO/Nov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL

COMM/STATE PARTY.” Sution documentation (also known as station affidavits)

issued by the broadcast station contained information such as the date, time, name or

other reference to an ad aired, amount charged for air time, and the television station that

aired an ad, as well as a section that contained the name of the advertiser and product. In
i many instances, the advertiser/product section contained references such as “democratic
national committee”, “dnc/clinton gore ‘96" or “dnc.”

L On July 2, 1997, the Commission issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee,
SKO, and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations, station documentation not
previously provided, all bank statements, all canceled checks and debit advices issued by
the media vendor on behalf of the Primary Committee and all deposit tickets/slips and
credit advices associated with the deposit of Primary Committee funds into any
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 5.’

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary
Committee. SKO and Nov 5. In response, media reconciliations, all missing station
documentation for flights. and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made
available for review. SKO and Nov 5's bank statemnents and enclosures represented as
specifically related to Primary Committee transactions were also made available.
However. the bank statements contained redactions.

In order to obtain all bank records related 1o these accounts, the Commission
1ssued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3, 1997, for
all bank statements. enclosures, including canceled checks, deposit items and all debit
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKO and Nov 5.
The period covered was April 1995 through December 31, 1996. The National Capital
Bank of Washingion (the Bank) submined bank statements, and all enclosures which
could be retneved from the Bank's records systems for the accounts requested.

¢ 11 appears that the results of polls. adverusing tests and mali 1ests were used to develop media ads.
’ Media reconciliations were prepared by the media firm and contained information such as, client

name. flight date, ad name. broadcast stations used. check number used to pay a specific station,
gross billing. net paid to station, net due to stations, commission charged, amount due from client

and amount received from client.
13 mmcmif_..‘;ﬂ.
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On January’é, and 30, 1998, the Commission issued additional subpoenas to
SKO and Nov 5 in order to obtain additional media documentation including media
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain bank records, VHS tapes, and station
documentation for all advertisements paid from the SKO and Nov 5 accounts by or en
behalf of the DNC or any state or local party commitiee, or was associated in any way
with the DNC or any state or local party commitiee, The period covered was April 1,
1995 through August 28, 1996.

The Audit staff reviewed all documentation provided by the Primary Committee
and all documentation received as a result of the above subpoenas. Our review found that
during the period June 1995 through August 28, 1996, media ads were placed by SKO
and/or Nov 5, the cost of which was funded directly or indirectly by the Democratic

£ National Committee {the DNC).* The cost of the DNC media ads was $42,373,336.’
{3 During the same period Primary Committee media ads were placed by SKO and/or Nov
e 5, the cost of which ($11,731,101) was funded by the Primary Committee.

Our review also found that the DNC wired funds directly to SKO and/or Nov §
bank accounts. In addition, the DNC itemized on its FEC repons disbursements of funds
directly to state party committees; once received the state party committees wired funds
e 10 either SKO’s or Nov §°s bank accounts. In the case of one state party committee, the

Pennsyivania Democratic Committee, it was noted that in excess of $4,000,000 was
wired to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with
- SKO's and Nov 5's bank statements identified the funds as wire transfers originating
bind from CoreStates Bank. These credit advices contained the following notation
E “CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia) ORG=COMMERCIAL LOAN

HARRISBURG HARRISBURG FIS ORG #0101 PA 00™."

PLACEMENT OF PRIMARY COMMITTEE AND DNC ADSBY S AND Nov 8§

The chan below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations
relative 1o the placement of Primary Committee ads and DNC ads" undertaken by SKO

' Audit work performed to prepare this Memorandum did not include an examination of the DNC's
or state partires’ bank or other internal financial records. Disclpsure reporis (DNC/State party
communees) filed with the FEC were reviewed.

* This figure represents the amount due 1o broadcast stations relative to ads placed and aired.

* On February 28, 1994, the Commusyion issuzd a subpoena to CoreStates Bank in ordet to obtain
any and ail documentation associated with the apparent commercia) loan. To date a satisfactory
response has not been recesved  Prehmunary responses received appesr to indicate that the source
of funds wired to SKO and Nov 5 was not, in whole or part, from the proceeds of a commercial
loan 1ssued by CoreSiates Bank Currently, an affidavit has been sent 1o CoreStates Bank seeking
confirmation of issues addressed in the subpoena.

H Throughout this Memorandum, “DNC ad™ refers to any advertisement paid for by the DNC either
directly or through vanious Democratic state party committees.

14
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and/or Nov 5. ormation was obtained from media reconciliations prepared by
SKO and/or Nov 5.
Primary Committee Ads DNC Ads
RunDates Amountsdueto | | RunDates  Amountsducto
stations stations

06/27/95 - $2,304,274

07724/95
08/16/95 - $15,692,881
(3/05/96

03/08/96 - 538,932 03/07/96 - 2,487,795

03/25/96 03727/96
03/30/96 - 5,021,284
05/03/96

05/04/96 - 1,185,882 05/04/96 - 3,293,351

05/31/96 05731196
06/01/96 - 11,169,521
07/09/96

07/09/96 - 7972013 07/10/96 - 2,764,252

08.21/96 08/21/96

[ 08/21/96 - 1,944,252

08/28/96

Total 11,731,101 42 37 6

|

Iniually, during the period June 27, 1995 through July 24, 1995 only Primary
Committee ads were aired. During the period August 16, 1995 through March 5, 1996 no
Primary Committee ads aired; however. nearly $15.7 million was spent by the DNC to
broadcast DNC ads. The next period. March 7, 1996 through March 27, 1996, both
Primary Committee and DNC ads were aired. These patterns continued through August
21, 1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22, 1996 to August 28,
1996 (the Candidate's date of ineligibility).
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To recap, ﬁ,bnly Primary Committee ads were run (6/27/95 - 7/24/95), then
only DNC ads (8/16/95 - 3/5/96), followed by both Primary Committee and DNC ads run
(3/8/96 - 8/21/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed after August 21,
1996; however, during the period August 21, 1996 through August 28, 1996, placement
cost for DNC ads, totaled $1,944,252 (excluding commissions). It should be noted that
the DNC reported the cost of DNC ads which aired August 15, 1996 through August 28,
1996 as expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d).

As can be easily identified, two distinct patterns exist. They are: 1) periods of
time when only Primary Comemittee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC
ads were aired; and, 2) periods of time when both DNC and Primary Committee ads were
aired. :

VIDEN N N

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

hare ductio enses

On May 8, 1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.96 for
production expenses related 1o a shoot in lowa (2/10/96 - 2/11/96), dubbing/shipping
costs and film shoot and trave] expenses. Attached to the invoice was a breakdown of
expenses which totaled $21.211.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the
Primary Committee and the DNC. The Primary Comminee paid SKO $10,605.96 toward
these expenses. Information was not available with which to verify the DNC's payment.
On the same date. SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.68 for expenses
associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White House for Video - ‘lowa/New
Hampshire'.” Supporting documentation foz all related sub-contract expenses was
annotated with the DNC’s account code. The Primary Commitiee paid SKO $10,605.68
on May 31. 1996

In anothe. instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced
$23.076.90 for expenses related 1o B-roll shoot (2/29/96 - 3/20/96). Attached to the
invoice was a breakdown of expenses. which totaled $46,153.80. These expenses were
allocated equally between the Primary Commintee and the DNC. The Primary Committee
paid SKO $23,076.90. Information was not availabie with which to verify the DNC’s
payment.

Finally, on September 16. 1996. SKO invoiced the Primary Committce
$15.829.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled “Nobody”. Supporting
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for
dubbing/satellite charges 1otaling $1.215. Of the 5 detailed charges noted on this invoice,
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three charges, to $984, were annotated C/G and two charges, totaling $231, were
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primary Committee’s portion of the
dubbing and satellite charges (§984). The job title line states * ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them’ / 75
VHS and 23 BCSP/Mike McMillen.” The words “Nobody” and “Them™ were annotated
C/G and DNC respectively.

As discussed below under The TV Ads, the Primary Committee ad Nobody and
the DNC ad Them were exactly the same in audio and video content.” Both ads ran in
August, 1996.

Of the remaining 10 SKO invoices issued to the Primary Committee and
associated with production expenses, all but two contained annotations indicating DNC

e related charges.

T PLACEMENT OF ADS
i

- Coordination between the Primary Committee and the DNC as evidenced in the
& placement of centain ads by Nov S was noted during our review.

During the period May 25, 1996 to May 31, 1996, Nov § on behalf of the Primary
Committee placed ads totaling $1,101,062. During the same period, Nov 5 on behalf of

‘ = the DNC placed ads totaling $563.253. The DNC ads and the Primary Committee ads
ok were placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect to ads placed with 109
D (of the 112) stations. the checks issued by Nov 5 10 the stations on behalf of the DNC or
i the Primarv Commirnee were in the same amount. For example, during this period, Nov 5

placed ads at the broadcast station WCCO. Nov 5 issued check number 2146 in the
amount of $13.855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This check was
annotated “dnc/state party commitiee™. In addition, Nov 5 issued check number 2431 in
the amount of $13.855 to the same station on behalf of the Primary Committee for ads
placed. However, it should be noted that the media reconciliation for this period
indicated that only $73.049 in ads were placed on behalf of the DNC. In response to our
inquiry, a representative of Nov 5 stated, “{t]he media buy was scaled back considerably
after the checks were sent to the stations. The stations kept the money and applied the
surplus to the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual amounts are reflected in the
media reconciliations previously provided 10 you.”

Even though the DNC's media flight “was scaled back considerably™ the initial
placement of the ads indicates coordination with ads placed on behalf of the Primary
Communee.

" Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ..." appears superimposed on the video pontion. for the
DNC ad the payer is the DNC or a state party crganizauion, for the Primary Commitiee ad, the
paver is the Primary Commintee.
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Furthermol¥® for other DNC media flights and Primary Committee media flights
both covering the same time period, Primary Committee and DNC ads were placed at the
same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations were not exactly the same
with respect to DNC ads versus Primary Committee ads as placed.

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and the DNC
involves a standard form memorandum for authorization of production and air time
purchased. One section of this memorandum states “The cost will be allocated
a2 _ %forthe DNCand % for Clinton/Gore ‘96.” The next line states
“attorneys to determine.” The following individuals were named recipients of this
memorandum: Peter Knight (Primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter
(Primary Committee - Chief Operating Officer/Deputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), B.J. Thomberry (DNC Chief of Staff), Bill
Knapp (Media Consultant, SKO/Nov 5), Jeff King (DNC Finance Division), Doug
Sosnik (White House Political Affairs Director), Brad Marshall (DNC Chief Financial
Officer), Lyn Utrecht (Primary Commitiee *s General Counsel) and Joan Pollitt
(Treasurer - Primary Commitiee).

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

Tobacco ¥

1) C-G buy - $617,000 - 779 - 7/16

2) DNC buy - $1.1 [million] - 7/10 - 7/16
3) dubbing and shipping - c-g - $5,000
4) production - $14,000 - ¢c-g

With respect 10 allocation. the memorandum states "attorneys to determine™.

Nov 5 placed Primary Commitiee ads 1otaling $468,682 (First Time) and
$915.627 (Hold) during the period July 9, 1996 through July 16, 1996 and July 11, 1996
through July 18, 1996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling $457,030 during the
period July 10, 1996 through July 16, 1996. The Primary Committee ad “First Time”
addressed children trying smoking for the first time. The DNC ad “Enough” inciuded,
among other topics, school anti-drug programs.

In First Time, President Clinton’s stated position to “stop ads that teach our
children to smoke™ is contrasted to Dole’s stated position of opposing an FDA limit on
tobacco ads that appeal to children and his position that “cigarettes aren’t necessarily
addictive™ and presents to the viewer a choice “Bob Dole or President Clinton who's
really protecting our children? The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video
portion is very similar to DNC ads “Another™ and “Increased” which also ran in late June

s The Audit staff did not recesve a copy of an ad(s) entitled “tobacco™ in VHS format.
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and early July, l9gonm President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the areas of
immigration, crime, and schoo! anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to
republicans or Dole/Gingrich such as opposing the protection of U.S. workers from
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of “the Dole Gingrich
budget” such as to repeal approved funding for 100,000 new police and to authorize less
funding for school anti-drug programs. The DNC ad concludes with “only President
Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.”

The Primary ad mentioned Bob Dole and his views which are contrasted to
President Clinton’s - the DNC ad mentioned the Dole Gingrich budget and Dole Gingrich
atternpts to cut funding to programs endorsed by President Clinton. The former presents
a stated choice Dole or Clinton, while the DNC ad presents the clear message that “only
President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.” In the opinion of the Audit staff,
both ads are designed to gamer public support for a certain candidate, namely President
Clinton and diminish public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion of the content
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below.

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization memorandum
from Jennifer O’ Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter Knight, B.J.
Thomberry, Brad Marshall, Ted Carter, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Utrecht and Joe Sandier
(General Counsel of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes. This memorandum
relates, in part, “Harold has authorized payment of the following Squier/Knapp/Ochs/
invoices with corresponding authorization forms. Authorization is to pay only costs
which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel policies.™ The
memorandum listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with respect
to the DNC and the Primary Comminee.

Polling'

In response 10 an Audit staff inquiry concerning varicus polls conducted on behalf
of the DNC and the Pnimary Comminee, Martk Penn, as president of PSA, stated in an
affidavit that

“beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented

polling results at meetings held at the White House residence,
generally on a weekly basis. The results were presented
simultaneously to the representatives of Clinton/Gore, the

White House and the DNC who were in attendance at these meetings.”

1 The Audi stafT has net reviewed any of these "policy™ documents at this time.

3 The Regulations, at 11 CFR 106.4 - Allozation of Polling Expenses - provides for the sharing of
poll results and allocation of costs relaied thereto. The cost of all Primary Commitiee and DNC
{primary) polls wotaled $3,183.216. The cost allocated to the Primary Comminee was $1,732,752
(54%) while the DNC share totaled $1,450,464 (46%). The Audit swaff viewcd this allocation of
€0sts as reasonable.

19
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Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd and
Donaild Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC, at separaie briefings.

In response to our inquiry, Joseph E. Sandler, General Counsel of the DNC, in a
letter, dated April 8, 1998, to Lyn Utrecht, General Counsel of the Primary Committee

stated, in part:

“this will respond to your request for information about the

distribution of information from polls conducted by Penn, Schoen &
Berland (formerly known as Penn & Schoen) jointly for the Democratic
National Committee (*“DNC") and either Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary
Committee or Clinton/Gore ‘96 General Committee, the costs of polls
have been shared by the DNC and one of the Clinton/Gore committees.

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was

to determine the Democratic Party’s message and political strategy for
purposes both of creating Party communications, including Party-
sponsored media and Party-created campaign materials, and of developing
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic
Parties, with assistance and partial funding by the DNC, on behalf of the
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 general election.

1 am advised that, to these ends:

(1) All poll results were made availabie in full to the DNC’s media
consultants (Squier/Knapp/Ochs, Message Advisors, Sheinkopf &
Associates and Manus Penczner, and November 5 Group) who created
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party
comminees, advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.”

In the Audit staff"s opinion, the above items discussed under Production, Ad
Placement and Polling demonstraie that coordination between the White House, DNC,
SKO. Nov 5 and the Primary Committee existed with respect to the development and
placement of both Primary Committee and DNC media ads.

T " ADS

The information discussed above was gleaned from our review of bank records,
media flight reconciliations for time buys (prepared by SKO or Nov 5), affidavits and
invoices issued by the broadcast stations, internal documents prepared by the Primary
Committee related to the planning and purchase of TV air time, production invoices and
related documents, most of which were obtained as a result of subpoenas issued by the
Commussion to SKO and NOV 5 and their bank, and the Primary Committee. Also
obtained via subpoena were video tapes represented to contain all ads placed or run on
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behalf of the P:immgmmince or the General Committee; video tapes represented to
contain all ads paid for or run on behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee,
or associated in any way with the DNC or any state or local party committee and related
10 any transactions in two bank accounts used by SKO and Nov 5 for the period April 1,
1995 through November 5, 1996. In response to these subpoenas the Audit staff received
a total of 13 video cassettes containing 13 Primary Committee ads, 53 General
Committee ads, and 812 DNC ads."

As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the
DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the production and placement of television
ads during the period from April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or
HE Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate
= Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives from
: the White House, the DNC, and Clinton/Gore would meet at the White House
e approximately once a week to discuss media, polling, speech writing and policy and issue
positioning.” In July, 1995, it was first explained that DNC funds would be used to pay
for ads during the primary campaign period." According to testimony provided by
Richard Morris, the General Counsel of the DNC and the General Counsel of the Primary
Commitee “laid down the rules of what advenisements——of what the content of

advertisements and the timing of the media buys could be in connection with the

e Democratic National Comminee advertising and in connection with the Clinton-Gore
advertising.”"* Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Report - a memo for the President, Vice
President, Panetta, Ickes. Lieberman, Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February

22, 1996. sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and “CG"” media
buys from February 1996 through May 28, 1996. In summarizing the amounts for DNC
and CG buys, this lanpuage is included:

*8. Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil.

I. Unless Alexander is nominated and we cannot use DNC money
to attack him.

2. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money media
before May 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC money

-

" In the case of the DNC ads, there appeared to be 59 ads which were then duplicared for use by
VArious stale party organizations. The content of the ads is identical except for the 2 U.S.C.
44 1d(a) 3} statement (e.g., paid for by the Ohio Democratic Pany).

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

" According 10 media records, the DNC ads first ran between 8/18/95-8/31/95.
" Morris deposition, pp. 117-18 as cited in the Senate Repoit.
21
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0. Tg DNC money now through May 28, $15,733,000" -

The placement cost for DNC media buys for the period 2/13/96 through 5/31/96
was about $12 million; the placement cost for Primary Committee media buys for the
period 3/8/96 through 5/31/96 was $1.72 million.

Notwithstanding the excerpts from the Senate Report cited above, the evidence
developed during audit fieldwork, in the Audit staff’s opinion, demonstrates that
coordination existed between the DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads.

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and which, according to station
invoices and the media firms' reconciliations of DNC buys, ran during the primary
campaign period indicates that President Clinton, the candidate, was clearly identified in
these ads, and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages.

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 DNC ads found that
the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is referred to during
the audio portion as “President Clinton", “the 42nd president”, “the president” - in one
ad, the candidate’s voice is the entire audio portion.

SAME AUDIO AND SAME VIDEOQ AS P C

in the case of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period 8-15-96
through 8-28-96. the audio and video content of the DNC ads are exact facsimiles™ of
three separate Primary Committee ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran duning
the period 8-2-96 through 8-21-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit
£1. The DNC paid nearly $2.] million to run these ads (plus one additional - Risky,
discussed below) during the period beginning two weeks prior to the candidate’s
nomination at the convention. In August, 1996, the Primary Committee using its ads
with the same content as the DNC’s, paid $4.1 million to run ad flights containing these
ads.

Two pairs of ads (P11* REAL TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLE/GINGRICH
DNC1228-30; P12 NOBODY CG14-30 £D796 THEM DNC}229-30) raise the questicn
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences “if it were Bob Dole
siting here [in the Oval Office].” The last pair (P13 BACK CG09-30 & D794 SCHEME
DNC1227-30) conveys to the viewer -"president clinton meeting our challenges bob dole
gambling with our future.” In the Audit staff"s opinion, all of the above ads contain an

» Near the end of each 3d 2 “PAID FOR BY ..." appears superimposed on the video portion, for the
DNC ads the paver is identified as the DNC or a state party orgenization, for the Primary
Commitee ads, the paver is identified as the Primary Comminee.

» This identifier was assigned by the Audit siafl to denote 8 Primary Committee ad (e.g., Pl through
P13); similarly to denote a DNC ad. the Audit stafT assigned identifiers D1 through D812,
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electioneering mesgw - the content of each ad is designed to urge the public to electa
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instead of Bob Dole.

The cost of these DNC ads was reported by the DNC &s an expenditure made
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) on behalf of the Candidate’s general election campaign.

’ v L3

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads which aired during 1996 in which the
candidate’s position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfare,
children, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (see
Exhibit #2 for text of ads). Three of the five ads (No, Proof, and Facts) ran between
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving 35 million in placement costs to broadcast
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans it’s
time to say yes to the Clinton plans yes to America’s families.”

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President’s position on jobs,
unemployment benefits, women-owned companies, job training and interest rates and
points out that under “the Dole GOP bill” and “‘a Dole amendment” these areas of the
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasted with information on “today(‘s]"
economy - record construction jobs. lower mortgage rates, new jobs - highlighting “the
President’s plan for a better future.”

The fifth ad in this category, entitled Risky, contrasts the President’s tax cut or tax
proposals which would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on
taxes and the purponted effect of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment.
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/96 through 8/28/96 in flights
where the air time charges totaled nearly $4 million (Economy $2.0 million; Risky $1.94
miliion in same flight with Them mentioned above).

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

CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS “DOLE GINGRICH™ POSITIONS
The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff involved 12 ads in which

the President’s record and/or positions are compared 10 the record and/or positions or
proposals represented as associated with “the Dole Gingrich budget plan,” “Dole
Gingnich antack ad.” and “Dole and Gingrich™ voting record or proposals. These ads, the
text of which is at Exhibit #3, portray the President’s stated accomplishments on topics
such as Medicare. education, taxes, environment, budget, and immigration compared to
the attempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to
Dole Gingrich. These ads ran in flights which aired during the period from 4/12/96
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through 7-19-96 (one ad Table also ran during 1/18/96-2/1/96); the placement cost for
flights totaled $18 million. Although Dole is “coupled”™ with Gingrich in these ads,
during this time period Dole was the “presumptive nominee.” The message conveyed to
the viewer is a choice between the President and his policies and Dole.

During the primary period mainly from 8/16/95 to 1/24/96, 13 DNC ads were
aired that discussed President Clinton’s position on topics such as Medicare, education,
taxes, welfare reform, environment, family medical Izave, and a balanced budget; the
placement cost for flights during this petiod containing these ads was $13.35 million.
Against these positions, the stated positions, goals, and consequences of various
proposals tied to “republicans in Congress™, the republican budget, or just “republicans™
are discussed (see Exhibit #4). In 7 of these ads, although not mentioned in the audio
portion by name, Dole is pictured at least once during the video portion.

The remaining four DNC ads, entitled Dreams, Victims, Challenge, Welfare, are
thematic in nature and present topics such as the President’s college tuition tax cut, the
President’s balanced budget, the President’s plan for welfare reform, and the President’s
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (see Exhibit #5). Three of the four
DNC ads ran in flights during the period 2/13/96 through 3/27/96; the DNC ad, entitled
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is featured at least twice in the
video portion of each ad. and “the President’s plan * or proposals made by the President
are mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad.

It appeared. based on information analyzed as of the close of audit fieidwork, the
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Primary Committee
ads. Further. the DNC ad campaign was developed. implemented, and coordinated with
the Pnmary Comminee. Finally. it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the cost of the
DNC ad campaign. calculated at $46.580.358 (placement costs of $42,373,336,
commissions of $4.173.339 and identified production costs of $33,683) using records
currently available, should be viewed as an in-kind contribution to the Primary
Commuinee.

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind contributions to the
Primary Committee was discussed briefly at the conference held at the close of audit - -
fieldwork. The General Counsel of the Primary Commitiee stated that the Commission’s
regulations and advisory opinions. and court decisions permit issue advertising by the
DNC and strongly disagreed with the Audit stafl"s opinion that media ads placed and
aired on behalf of the DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee
and applicable to the overall expenditure limitation.

u Two DNC ads, entitied Heip and Stop, ran between 3729/96 and 5/31/96.
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In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Primary Committee
demonstrate that the media program described above did not constitute an in-kind
contribution from the DNC to the Primary Committze, The demonstration should have
included evidence that the DNC media program was not coordinated with the Primary
Committee and that the ads aired did not contain an electioneering message.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Comenittee stated “[tjhe Democratic
National Comsmittee and numerous Democratic state party committees broadcast a series
of issue advocacy media advertisements in late 1995 and early 1996."

It should be made clear that the ads, in question, were ads produced by SKO or
Nov5 on behalf of the DNC. Our review did not reveal any payments made by state party
committees relative to the cost of producing the ads in question. Even though numerous

state party committees wired funds to the Primary Committee’s media firms, the cost of
air time to broadcast the ads was, in fact, funded by the DNC. The DNC wired funds
e from its federal and non-federal accounts to state party committees and provided the

following wire transfer instructions:

“The DNC has sent two wires to your accounts which are noted above. In
accordance with normal allocations procedures for administrative/generic expenses, you
should wansfer the amount of money sent 1o your non-federal account to your federal
account. You should then send one wire from your Federal account to the media firm
listed below in the amount of the total funds sent to you.

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

Bank Name: Nationa Capito! Bank, 316 Pennsylvania Ave., S.E.
Washingron. D.C. 20003

Account Name: November 5 Group, Inc.

Bank Account Number: [account number contained in original]
ABA Routing Number: 054 000 056

*** This transfer needs to be done A.S.A.P. Please call Maureen Garde at
202-479-5136 to confirm that this wire bas been made, complete the attached form,
and fax it to Maureen at 202-479-5135. Thank you for your belp.***" [Emphasis in
original)

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

The response further stated that the Memoranduen cited certain alieged
occurrences as evidence of coordination between the DNC and the Primary Committee.
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The Primary Committee did not dispute that the ads were coordinated, but objected to the
“Audit Division's inaccurate and misleading discussion of the facts pertaining to the ads,
and, in some instances (although irrelevant) disagrees that the facts cited show
coordination.” The Primary Committee deemed this evidence of coordination as totally
irrelevant and riddied with factual errors.

The Primary Committee objected to the Audit staff’s use of invoices that
indicated production cost was shared between the DN(C and the Primary Committee. It
stated “in only one of the three instances of shared production expenses cited in the
Memoranda is the name of the ad provided, and in that one case, the Audit Division has
the facts wrong. According to [the] Audit staff, a September 16, 1996 SKO invoice
apparently relates to the ads ‘Nobody® and *Them.’ The Audit Division states that the
Primary Committee and the DNC each paid for a portion of this invoice. The ad
‘Nobody’ is a Primary Committee ad that never aired, and the ad ‘Them’ is 8 DNC ad
which was attributed to the 441a(d) limitation. There was only one ad, a 441a(d) ad aired
by the DNC, so the facts are not accurate as stated by the Audit Division.”

As another example of “inaccurate and misleading discussion”, the Primary
Comminee objected to comparisons made with respect to DNC and Primary Committee
media buys during the period May 25 through May 31, 1996, as well as comparisons
made with respect to other media buys that occurred during similar flights. Even though
the Primarv Committee did not dispute the facts presented in the Memorandum, it
concluded “the Audit staff has allegedly documenied a ‘similar partern’ in the placement
of ads in a week when the Primary committes paid over $1.1 million to broadcast ads
while the DNC paid onlv $73.049. The disparity in the amounts purchased by each entity
1s so large that it is impossible to make any comparisons about similar patterns in the
placement of ads based on these facts.™

With respect to all other media flights on 2ll other dates, the Primary Committee
stated. the Audit staff made the general conclusion that Primary Committee and DNC ads
were placed at the same stations. but added that the amounts charged by the stations were
not exactly the same. Despite the fact that this statement related to millions of dollars in
ads. no documnentation or specific facts were provided to support the conclusion.

The rema’~der of the Pnmary Committee’s response with respect to “inaccurate
and misleading discussion” covered (1) the standard form used by Clinton/Gore *96 and
the DNC for authorization of production and time buys, (2) a July 3, 1996 authorization
memorandum from Harold Ickes and Doug Sosnik referring to two alleged buys, (3) an
authonzation memorandum to Primary comminee and DNC staff indicating the Harold
Ickes had authorized payment of certain SKO invoices, (4) statements made by a Primary
Comminee and Democratic Panty polling consuliant and the DNC's General Counsel, and
(5) information gathered and conclusions reached by the U.S. Senate Committee on
Governmenta) Affairs in its report on the 1996 campaign.
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Itis the Op& oI the Audit staff that the facts presented in the Memorandum
were presented fairly and demonstrated that coordination occurred between the Primary

Committee, the White House, and the DNC.

With respect to the Primary Committee’s ad entitled “Nobody™, this ad, according
10 documentation made available by the Primary Committee and its media firm did in fact
run. Station documentation, some of which was notarized and/or signed by a station
representative, contained language to the effect “we warrant that the actual broadcast
information on this invoice was taken from our records.” During the period August 15,
1996 through August 21, 1996, the ad “Nobody™ aired. For example, documentation
reviewed for television station KNSD (Los Angeles, CA), indicated that an ad coded
CG1430 aired August 20" and August 21%. Code CG1430 was the product/film number
(v assigned to the ad “Nobody.” The cost of this ad was $4,275. The cost of all ads aired on
this station during this period, including “Nobody”, totaled $13,451.25. The invoice
contained no reconciling items which, if present, would have indicated that an ad(s) did
not air. Primary Committee funds were apparently used to pay this station and the station
was listed on the media reconciliation for Primary Committee ads placed during the
period.

The Audit staff did not copy all station invoices for this flight (August 15, 1996
= through August 21, 1996), however, invoices copied indicated the ad “Nobody” also

e aired at television stations KOAA - CO (8/20 - 8/21), WCPX - FL (8/21), KOMU - MO
(8/19 through 8/21), WKRC - OH (8/20 - 8/21), KDRV - OR (8/20 - 8/21), WPVI - PA
: (8/20), WUXP - TN (8720 - 8/21). WTVC - TN (8/19 - 8/721), WKOW - WI (8/20 - 8/21),
KHQ - WA (8119 - 8/22)” and WRAL - NC (8/20 - 8/21).

The Primary Committee’s assertion thai the ad Nobody never aired is puzzling at
best. given the documentation in the Pnmary Committee’s records.

The discussion in the Memorandum concemning media ads placed by both the
DNC and the Pnmary Committee during the period May 25, 1996 through May 31, 1996
was factually correct. Even though approximately $500,000 in ads placed by the DNC
were not aired, as noted in the Memorandum, the fact that the DNC ads were originally
placed at the same stations for the same amount during the same period as Primary
Commitiee ads can be and should be used as a basis 10 conclud~coordination existed
between the DNC and the Pimary Commitiee.

As previously stated. during that period Nov 5 on behalf of the Primary
Commitiee placed ads totaling $1.101.062. During the same period, Nov S on behalf of
the DNC placed ads totaling $563.253. DNC ads and Primary Comumitiee ads were
placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect 1o ads placed with 109 (of the
112) stations, the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf of the DNC or the

B Even though the invoice indicated the ad was aired on 8/22/96, the siation is listed on the media
reconciliation made available for ads aired 8/15/96 through 8/21/96
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Primary CommitteeQn in the same amount. The Memorandum also noted that the
media reconciliation prepared by Nov 5 for this period indicated that only $73,049 in ads
were actually placed [actually aired] on behalf of the DNC.

The import of this example, which was not refuted or even addressed by the
Primary Committee in its response, was and still is —— the DNC and Primary Committee
media flights as originally planned, if aired would have resulted in Primary ads and DNC
ads being aired by the same stations during the same time periods by design. The Audit
Division is not in possession of any information, nor did the Primary Committee offer
any explanation, as to why the DNC ad flight was “scaled back™ nearly $500,000 or 87%
of the planned amount.

With respect to other ads placed on behalf of both the DNC and the Primary
Committee at the same stations during the same period but not always for the same
amount, it shouid be noted that the Primary Committee had the same media
reconciliations and station documentation as reviewed by the Audit staff. Further, during
the response period provided in the Memorandum, the Primary Committee requested and
received copies of certain workpapers in support of statements/facts contained in the
Memorandum. At no time did the Primary Committee request workpapers concerning
DNC and Primary Committee ads aired during similar periods of time but not always for
the same amounts.

The Memorandum contained information noted in a Report of the United States
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. The Memorandum cited certain statements
by Richard Morris. The Primary Committee objected to the inclusion of information
from a memorandum, apparently dated February 22, 1996, which stated, in part, if Dole is
nominated. we need no additional CG money for media before May 28 since we can
artack Dole with DNC money. The Primary Committee stated: “the Audit Division
misunderstood the point of Mr. Momis' statement, which was that issue ads had to
discuss current Members of Congress in the context of legislative debate in Congress. In
fact. as is reflected in his swomn testimony. Mr. Morris’ memo demonstrates how
forcefully and precisely the DNC and Clinton/Gore '96 communicated the rules on issue
advertising to those preparing the ads. Indeed, it is astonishing that the Audit Division
would reach an incorrect interpretation of Mr. Morris' memo when his swom testimony
on the issue is available.”

The Primary Committee misinterpreted the point of Mr. Morris' statement.
According 1o the testimony., Mr. Morns’ statemem referred 10 his undersianding of the so
called issue ad cutoff date. Mr. Moris stated “if Dole is nominated, don't worry about it,
because he’s in the Senate, and the budget is the big fight, and it’s continuing, and we can
continue to compare the President’s position with Dole's position straight through the 28
of May. which was the Memonal Day cut-off that Sandier and Utrecht had decreed.”

Apparently, the so called May 28, 1996 cut-off date was set by Mr. Sandler and
Ms. Utrecht. In response to the question “[a)re you aware that timing is a key factor in
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FEC dcterminatioxg express advocacy.” Mr. Morris answered, “[yles. We were
informed [of] that by Sandler and by Utrecht, and that is why they set the deadline of
Memorial Day as being the last day on which we could run issue—on which we could run
DNC ads.” In this deposition, Mr. Morris related that the Memorial Day cutoff date was
extended beczuse the RNC continued to run its issue ads.

The inclusion of this information was merely to further substantiate the level of
coordination that existed between the DNC, Primary Committee and the White House.

Moreover, language contained in a piece of correspondence obtained by the Audit
staff subsequent to the issuance of the Memorandum seems to provide some insight to the
DNC's “issue ad” activity. The language below is excerpted from a “MEMORANDUM

1= FOR HAROLD ICKES" from Joe Sandler discussing the Colorado Republican case then
i1 before the U.S. Supreme Court. The memorandum was dated February 8, 1996,

i approximately two weeks prior to the apparent date (February 22, 1996) of the

i aforementioned Morris memorandum.

“The FEC has adopted a vague and fuzzy test for determining
when a party communication or activity counts against these
limits: it counts if it comains an ‘electioneering’ message
about a clearly identified candidate. (This is the standard we
are applying (albeit aggressively) in the current DNC media

J campaign. 10 avoid having the ads count towards the limit

L on expenditures for Clinton/Gore).”

It should be noted that the DNC ads continued to run through August 7, 1996.
The cost of DNC ads aired during the period August 15, 1996 through August 28, 1996
were reporied by the DNC as being made on behalf of President Clinton’s general
election campaign pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d).

With respect to the remainder of the Primary Commitiee’s assertions concerning
the use of standard forms. memoranda authorizing media buys, statements made by
DNC/Primary Committee poliing consultant and statements made by the DNC’s general
counsel. again, the Audit staff merely introduced certain documents made available
during fieldwork as evidence of coordination between the DNC, the Primary Committer
and the White House as they related to the DNC ads and the Primary Committee ads.

According to the Pnmary Committee “issue ads™ were timed to avoid airing in
proximity to the 1996 election; no DNC “issue ads™ were run after early August 1996; no
“issue ads” were broadcast dunng the entire general election period; and, it was the DNC
stated policy to not broadcast any “issue ads” in a state within thirty days of that state’s
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primary election in ofger to ensure that the ad could never be construed to have any
connection whatsoever with an election.™

Finally, the Primary Commitice stated the Memorandum presented a flawed
analysis of the DNC “issue advocacy ads” and concluded they were either coordinated
with the Primary Committee or “imbued” with an electioneering message. 1t was the
Primary Committee’s opinion that the position taken by the Audit Division that the DNC
“issue ads™ contained electioneering messages simply cannot be supported either as a
matter of fact or law. In support of its opinion, the Primary Committee questioned the
Audit staff's analysis with respect to DNC ads that contained the same audio and same
video as Primary Committee ads; ads that compared Clinton’s positions vs. Dole’s
positions and Clinton’s positions vs. Dole Gingrich positions; and, Clinton’s positions vs.
The Republicans positions.

Same Audio and e Video as Pri itt

The Primary Committee stated the Audit staff correctly chserved that in the case
of three separate DNC ads which ran during the pericd August 15, 1996 through August
28, 1996, the audio and video content of the DNC ads were exact facsimiles of three
separate Primary Committee ads and nearly identical to a fourth DNC ad which ran
during the period August 2, 1996 through August 21, 1996. With respect to the 4 DNC
ads, the Primary Comminee stated “[wlhether an electioneering message is present,
however, is irrelevant because the expenditures for each of those ads was attnbuted to the
DNC’s 441a(d) expenditures. Thus. it was entirely appropriate for the ads to have
included an electioneering message as well as 10 have expressly advocated the election of
Presidem Clinton the defeat of his opponent. There is absolutely no reason for barring
the DNC from airing an advertisement which is identical to a Primary Committee ad
when that ad is charged to the 441a(d) limit.”

Finally. the Primary Committee stated rather ironically that “[w]hat is particularly
troubling about the Audit Division's finding is that it demonstrates complete carelessness
in reviewing matenals provided by the Commintees. The Audit staff was provided with a
complete set of media reconciliations from the November 5 Group.

These reconciliations provided the cost and dates of broac<asting of the DNC
1ssue ads ... There is no excuse for the error because contrary evidence was for all intents
and purposes staring the auditors in the face. On those very same reconciliations for the
periods 8/15/96 through 8/28/96. the phrase *441 MONEY" appears on every sheet in the
upper lefi-hand comer. It is inexcusabie that the appearance of that phrase on every
single media reconciliation for the period in question did not trigger even a question in
the auditors’ minds that the broadcasts couid have reflected 441a(d) expenditures.”

3 In a foomote, the Pnmary Committee stated “while this 30-dzy pre-primary rule was observed for
virrually all of the ads. in a few instances ads were rup within thirty days of a primary, generally
when these stations failed to pull them as requested.”
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The Primary Committee appears to concede that the DNC ads aired during the
period August 2, 1996 through August 28, 1996 contained electioneering messages and
mention of a clearly identified candidate(s). It should be noted that Nov 5 media
reconciliations for the DNC ads were not provided 1o the Audit staff until the final days
of the audit fisldwork and not all the reconciliations in question (8/15/96 through
8/28/96) were annotated with the phrase 441 Money.” Reports filed by the DNC did
disclose expenditures to Nov 5 for media placed on behalf of President Clinton pursuant
to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) in the amount of $2,394,409. According to the media
reconciliations, the funds were used to pay for ads placed and aired prior to the
Candidate’s date of nomination (8/28/96) in the amount of $2,234,812 (including
commissions).

Since the above expenditures paid for ads aired prior to the Candidate’s date of
nomination, the Audit staff does not consider the expenditures made pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
§441a(d). The fact that the DNC reported them as 441a(d) expenditures is not
controlling. In the Audit staff's opinion the “bright line” regulations at 11 CFR
§9034.4(c) apply because in-kind contributions are also expenditures by the recipient
candidate. The “bright line” rules apply consistently to all campaign expenditures,
including in-kind conmibutions paid for by a national party committee. The general
“bright line” rule is that goods and services used exclusively for the primary or general
election campaign are allocable to that election. Otherwise, expenditures for media and
other communications used for both the primary and general elections are attributed
berween the primary and general elections based upon whether the date of broadcasts or
publication is before or after the date of nomination (11 CFR §9034.4(e)(6)).
Furthermore, this approach voids the possibility of having expenditures for identical
media ads on behalf of the Candidate, broadcast prior to the date of nomination, treated as
pnmary and general election expenditures depending on whether the Primary Committee
or DNC paid for them. As noted at Exhibit ], DNC ads entitled Dole/Gingrich, Them,
and Scheme were identical to Pimary Committee ads entitled Real Ticket, Nobody and
Back. The ads do not appear 10 be exclusively related to the general election. The DNC
ads and Primary Committee ads were aired in Auvgust 1996 prior to the Candidate’s date
of nomination.

The Primary Committee identified certain DNC ads in which President Clinton’s
position on the budget. medicare. education, taxes was compared 10 Dole’s positions or
Dole’s legislative record as well as ads which contrasted President Clinton's position
with that of Republicans as to various legislative proposals. According to the Primary
Committee, this is exactly what “issue advocacy ads” were supposed to do.

With respect to the Pimary Committee assertions that only in a few instances,
which resulted only when stations failed to pull them as requested, ads were run within
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30 days of a primary, 1t should be noted that DNC ads were run within 30 days of 12
different state primaries/caucus. In one instance with respect to the Washington (State)
primary held on March 26, 1996, DNC ads, with a placement cost of $132,617, were
aired during the period March 7, 1996 through March 25, 1996. The Primary Committee
offered no evidence that the DNC requested such ads be pulled.

Irrespective of whether DNC ads ran within 30 days of a state’s primary election
date, it remains the opinion of the Audit staff that DNC ads in question, viewed
separately or in total, contained an electioneering message and referenced 2 clearly
identified candidate.

Our comments in response to arguments put forth by the Primary Committee
& concerning its view of what the appropriate lega! standard under which the DNC ads

should be evaluated are contained below.
L A.  THE LEGAL STANDARD

The Primary Committee argued that the Audit staff, in reaching its
conclusion that DNC-funded media should be treated as an in-kind contribution to the
Primary Committee improperly abandoned the *“express advocacy” and “electioneering
message” standards, and. contrary to law, applied a “purpose, content and timing” test.
Response at 2-4.

The Audit Division agrees that. in cases involving spending for speech-
related activity, which is made in cooperation with, or at the request of, a candidate
(including the candidate's authorized political committees and/or their agents), the
spending may be considered 2 contribution to the candidate if the resulting
communication “clearly identifies™ a candidate for federal office and contains an
“electioneering message.” See AOs 1985-14; 1984-15.* The Audit Division’s reference

The term “clearly identified” means that the name of the person involved appears, a photograph or
drawing of the candidate appears. or the identiry of the candidate is 2pparent by unambiguous
reference. 2 US.C. § 431(18) Section 100.17 of the Commission's regulations amplifies the
starute by defining “clearly identified™ as meaming the candidate's name, nickname, photograph,
or drawing appears. or the idenuty of the candidate is otherwise apparent through an unambigucis
reference such as “the President.” “your Congressman,” or “the incumbent,” or through an
unambiguous reference 1o his or her status as a candidate such as “the Democratic presidential
nomnee™ or “the Republican candidate for the Senate in the State of Georgia™.

The definition of “clectioneening message™ includes statements designed to urge the public to elect
a certain candidate or party, or which would tend 1o diminish public support for one candidate and
gamer support for another candidate. FEC v Colorado Republican Federal Campaign
Comniee, 59 F.3d 1015, 1023 (10th Cu. 1995) (citing AO 1984-15), rev 'd on other grounds,
518 U.S. 604 (1996) (The Count did not address the content of the advertisements at issue); see
AQ 1983-14 (“electioncenng messages include statements ‘designed to urge the public to elect a
cerain candidate or party’"”) {eiing Umited States v. United Auto Workers, 352 1).5. 567, 587
(1957)).
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to the purpose, timing and content of the advertisements at issue is consistent with the
clearly identified candidate/electioneering message standard.

Advisory Opinion 1984-15 involved two television advertisements which
the RNC proposed to broadcast. These proposed advertisements each began with an
image of a then-current candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination. The audio
component of each advertisement then set forth the candidate’s statement or position on
an issue, and was followed by a reply or retort to that statement. Both advertisements
ended with the statement “Vote Republican.” The Commission determined that these
advertisements had “[t]he clear import and purpose . . . to diminish support for any
Democratic Party presidential nominee and to gamer support for whoever may be the
eventual Republican Party nominee . . ..” The Commission further determined that the
advertisements “effectively advocate the defeat of a clearly identified candidate.” Based
on these determinations, the Commission explained that “expenditures for these
advertisemnents benefit the eventual Republican presidential candidate and are made with
respect to the presidential general election and in connection with the presidential general
election campaign.” The Commission concluded that expenditures for the advertisements
therefore would be reportable either as contributions subject to the limitation set forth at
2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(2)(A), or as coordinated party expenditures subiject to the limitation
set forth at 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d).

AQ 1985-14 involved television, radio and print advertisements, and
mailers. which the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) proposed to
publish. and which purported to describe Republican policies. A tendered script for a
television/radio advertisement encouraged the viewer/listener to “[l]et your Republican
Congressman know that vou don't think this is funny . . . ,” or in another version of the
same advertisement, “(ljet the Republicans in Congress know what you think about their
sense of humor.” Another script for a television/radio advertisement urged one 10 let
“vour Republican Congressman” (or in a variant, “the Republicans in Congress”) “know
that their irresponsible management of the nation’s economy must end - before it's too
late.” The DCCC submirted alternauive scripts, which added the closing statement “Vote
Democratic™ to both of these advertisements. A sample proposed mailer included the
statement “[1]et Congressman X know how vou feel.” A vanant added the exhortation to
“Vote Democratic.™

Citing AO 1984-15, the Commission concluded that amounts used to fund
the communications would be expenditures subject to the limitation set forth ai 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(d) if the advertisement funded by that amount “(1) depicted a clearly identified
candidate and (2) conveyed an electioneenng message.” Applying this standard, the
Commission determined that advertisements which referred to “the Republicans in
Congress™ were not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d), regardless whether the

» As discussed below, the Audit Division does not agree with the Commitiees’ argument that the
“express advocacy™ standard must be mer before such spending constitutes a contribution to the
candidate.
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advertisement closavith the statement “Vots Democratic.” The Commission also
concluded that advertisements which referred to “your Republican Congressman™ were
not subject to limitation under 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d), if the advertisement did not close with
the statement “Vote Democratic.” However, the Commission on a tie vote was unable to
decide whether adverntisements which referred to “your Republican Congressman” and
which closed with the statement “Vote Democratic™ were subject to limitation under

2 U.S.C. § 441a(d). Finally, the Commission concluded that the costs of production and
dismribution of the proposed mailer would be subject to limitation under section 441a(d).

Significantly, the Commission’s determination that the costs of the
proposed mailer were subject to limitation under section 441a(d) was based on the
Commission's assumptions that the reference to “Congressman X indicated that the
mailer would identify particular congressmen by name, and that the distribution of the
mailer would include all or part of the district represented by the congressman identified
i~ in that mailer. Likewise, the Commission in AO 1985-14 made clear that its evaluation
of whether or not the television/radio advertisements were subject to limitation under
- 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) was made with reference 10 proposed dates on which the
advertisements were to be run, stating that:

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

The Commission's reference to the place and the timing of the
communicative activify makes clear that the determination whether spending for a
paricular communication contains an electioneering message requires at least some
reference to the context in which the communication is published.” Accordingly, the

The Commussion in AQ 1985-14 assumed that the media campaign was developed without
cooperation or consuitation with any candidate, and based its analysis on the theory that the
hmuanions under 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) apply to party expenditures irrespective of coordination with
a candidate. Likewise. AO 1984.15 involved an RNC media campaign which, in the view of the
Commission, was uitended to benefit “the eventual Republican Party nominee [for President].”
Thus, AOs 1935-14 and 1984.15 both invoived media campaigns which had a purpose of
influencing the election of certan candidates. but which were implemented without coordination
with the candidate.

The subsequent Supreme Coun decision in Colorado Republican Federal Campaign Commuttee v
FEC. 518 U.S. 604 (1996). held that the First Amendment prevents enforcement of the

Section 441z(d){3) limits on independent expenditures by party committees in connection with
congressional election campaigns. Accordingly, the limitations under 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d)¥3) now
apply only to party expenditures which are made in coordinstion with a congressional candidate
(and/or the candidate's authorized political comminees and/or their agents). However, the Coun
did not extend this holding to the Section 441a(d)(2) limit applicable 10 Presidential campaigns.
dechining to “address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Presidential campaigns™.

M

a5




35

Audit Division propg’ examined the broadcast dates and locations in reaching its
conclusion that the advertisements in question in this audit should be treated as
contributions.

Likewise, the purpose of the advertisements was a necessary and proper
consideration which had to be weighed before the Audit Division in this audit could reach
its conclusion that the DNC sponsorship of the media campaign constitutes an in-kind
contribution to the Primary Committee. In AO 1985-14 the Commission explicitly relied
on the representation in the Advisory Opinion Request that the media program had “the
clear purpose of influencing voter perceptions of these candidates with a view toward
weakening their positions as candidates for re-election . . ..” Similarly, in AO 1984-15,
the conclusion that the proposed television advertisements were subject to regulation as
contributions or coordinated party expenditures was explicitly based, in part, on the
opinion that “the clear import and purpose of [the] proposed advertisements [was] to
diminish support for whoever may be the presidential nominee and to gamer support for
whoever may be the eventual Republican Party nominee.” Indeed, with one exception, a
purpose of influencing a federal election is an indispensable element for cencluding that
any disbursement of funds (or other thing of value) is a contribution or coordinated party
expenditure within the meaning of the Act.* See 2 U.S.C. §§ 431(8)(A)(1), (9N A);
441a(d).

B. ANALYSIS

The Primary Committee also argued that, under all relevant precedents, the
advertisements in question qualified for treatment as issue advocacy that is not subject to
regulation as contributions or coordinated party expenditures. Response at 4-24. In
particular. the Primary Committee argued that political parties were permitted to
coordinate with party candidates when making party expenditures, and that the Audit
Division’s recitation of facts related to such coordination is both irrelevant and
inaccurate. /d at 5-13. The Primary Committee further asserted that the advertisements
did not contain “express advocacy” or an “electioneering message” but onty addressed
pending legislation. Jd at 13-24.

1. Coordination

The Primary Committee srenuously argued that coordination
between a party and its candidates is both permissible and presumed under current law.
Response at 5-7. Referning to the Supreme Court's decision in Colorado Republican
Federal Campaign Committee v. FEC, 518 U.S. 604 (1996), the Committees quote a

S18 U.S. a1612. Thus. the 1ssue whether or not the Section 44 1a(d)(2) limit applies in the absence
of actual coordination betweern a nauonal comminee and it1s Presidential nominee is unsenled.

» The payment by any person of compensatien for the personal services of another person which are
rendered to a poiitical commuttee without charge 1s a contribution, regardiess of purpose. 2 U.S.C.
§ 43 1{BYAXii).
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section of the Commussion’s brief in that case, in which the Commission explained its
presumption that party expenditures are made in coordination with its candidates. /d. at
5. The Commitees urge that the Commission cannot, in the context of an audit, reverse
this presumption, and suggest that such a reversal “can only occur through the rule-
making process.” Jd.

In Colorado Republican Federal Campaign Committee the
Supreme Court rejected the Commission’s position that it may presume coordination
between a party and its congressional candidates, holding that the First Amendment
prohibits enforcement of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d)(3) limits with respect to expenditures for
media, if the expenditure, as a matter of fact, was made independent of any coordination
or consultation with the candidate. 518 U.S. at 619-23. The Court did not extend this
holding to the Section 441a(d)(2) limit applicable to Presidential campaigns, declining to
“address issues that might grow out of the public funding of Presidential campaigns".
- 518 U.S. at 612. Thus, the issue whether or not the Section 441a(d)(2) limit applies in the
i absence of actual coordination between a national committee and its Presidential nominee
is unsentied. In light of this uncertainty, the Audit Division in this audit properly
scrutinized whether the media campaign funded by the DNC was implemented in
cooperation with, or at the request of, the candidate and/or his campaign committees.

ey The Primary Committee aiso argued that the Audit Division’s

is examination of coordination between the candidate and the committees was improper

because 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(7)(B) does not apply to party expenditures for issue

i advocacy. Response at 7-8. The Primary Commitiee urged that the Commission “has

i never relied on the coordinated expenditure provision at 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(7)(B) when
applying the expenditure limits because it has always presumed political parties
coordinate their expenditures with their candidates.” Id at 8. The Primary Committee
concluded that “under the electioneering message standard, it is solely the content that is
determinative without regard 1o coordination or any other factors external to the ad.” Jd
The Audit Division respectfully disagrees with the Primary Committee’s ¢haracterization
of the law. As discussed above, the electioneering message standard necessarily involves
an examination of not only the content of a communication, but also the time, place and
purpose of the communication.

- Electioneenng Messape

The Priman Commities next argued that the DNC funded
advertisements did not contain an electioneering message. Response at 13-18. The
Pnmarv Committee first reiterated its position that the electioneering message standard
refers solely to the content of a communication. citing Advisory Opinions 1985-14 and
1995-25 in support of this contention. Response at 13-14.

As set forth in detail above, the Audit Division believes that,
contrary o the Pnmary Commitiee's arguments, AO 1985-14 supports the proposition
that the electioneering message standard requires an examination of the time, place and
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purpose, in addition o Content, of a communication. The Primary Committee’s reliance
on AO 1995-25 appears to the Audit Division to be based on an incorrect and misieading
characterization of the views expressed in that opinion. After describing the proposed
advertisements at issue in AQ 1995.25, the Primary Committee’s response set forth that
“the Commission did not rule that the advernisements contained an electioneering
message.” Response at 14. While this statement is true, it is misleading to the extent that
it appears calculated to suggest that the Commission endorsed the described
advertisements as not containing an electioneering message.

In fact, the Commission in AO 1995-25 explicitly declined to
address the issue whether or not the proposed advertisements contained an electioneenng
message, stating that “[tJhe Commission relies on [the requesting party’s] statement that

those advertisements that mention a Federal candidate or officeholder will not contain

9 any electioneering message. In view of this representation, the Commission does nor

S express any opinion as to what is or is not an electioneering message by a political party
fit commintee.” AO 1995-25 at n.] (emphasis added).

r Similarly, the Primary Committee represented that the

expenditures for advertisements in AQ 1995-25 “were not found by the FEC to be
allocable as coordinated party expenditures subject to the 44 1a(d) limit, even though they
e were to air at a2 time when [President Clinton] was a candidate for office.” Again, the

: Primary Committee’s statement is technically true, but is misleading to the extent that it
suggested that the Commission found that the expenditures were not subject to 2 U.S.C.
§ 441a(d). In fact, the Commission explicitly lefi open the possibility that the
35 advertisements might be subject to Section 44 1a(d), stating its conclusion that “legisiative
advocacy media advertisements that focus on national legislative activity and promote the
Republican Party shouid be considered as made in connection with both Federa! and non-
federal elections. unless the ads would qualify as coordinated expenditures on behaif of
any general election candidates of the party under 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d)” (emphasis added).

Advisory Opinion 1995-25 thus explicitly declined to address the
propositions which the Pnmary Committee contended it supported, and the Audit
Division rejects the Primary Commitiee’s notion that AO 1995-25 represents “[t}he
Commission reaffirm[ing] its content-based electioneering message test . . . ." Response
atia

Having set out their views on the meaning and application of the
electioneering message test, the Primary Commirttee then argued that the DNC-funded
advertisements in question were indistinguishable from adverntisements which the

® The Primary Committee also point out the Statements of Reasons in Matter Under Review 4246
demonstrate 2 difference of opimon within the Commission over whether, consistent with the First
Amendrnent, the Commission can require that the costs associated with issue advocacy be
allocated berween federal and non-federal funds. Response at 15. For the reasons previousty
stated, the view of the Audit Division 1s that the adventisernents in question in this audit are not
“issue advocacy™ as was at issue in MUR 4246.
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Commission in AOs 1985-14 and 1995-25 held did not contain an electioneering
message. Response at 16-18. The Audit Division believes that its conclusion that DNC-
funded media in this audit should be treated as an in-kind contribution to the Primary
Committee was consistent with the analysis expressed in AQ 1985-14.

As discussed above, the Commission in AQ 1985-14 concluded
that the 2 U.S.C. § 441a(d) limit did not apply to advertisements which referred to “the
Republicans in Congress” (regardless whether the advertisement closed with the
statement “Vote Democratic™), nor to advertisements which referred to “your Republican
Congressman” (if the advertisement did not close with the statement “Vote Democratic™).
Thus, the advertisements which the Commission in AQ 1985-14 concluded were not
subject to Section 441a(d) did not depict a “clearly identified candidate.”

In contrast, the advertisements in question in this audit explicitly
identify President Clinton and, in some cases, Senator Dole. Because these
advertisements also address the policies of the President and his Republican opponents in
a way which, on its face, appears calculated to encourage the viewer to vote for President
Clinton, the Audit Division believes that the advertisements at issue meet both the
“clearly identified candidate™ and “electioneering message™ tests. Indeed, because the
advertisernents in this matter do identifv specific Republican and Democratic candidates
for President, these advertisements are more akin to the proposed maiier, also at issue in
AQ 1985-14. in which the DCCC intended to identify specific congressmen by name.
Based on its understandings that the proposed mailers would identify particular
congressmen by name, and that the distribution of the mailer would include all or part of
the district represented by the congressman identified in that mailer, the Commission
concluded that the costs of production and distribution would be subject to limitation
under the Act.

The Primary Committee’s reliance on AQ 1995-25 is equally
misplaced. As discussed above, AO [995.25 exphicitly declined to reach the issue
whether or not the advertisements under scrutiny in that case contained and electioneering
message. and left open the question whether or not the ads would qualify as coordinated
expenditures on behalf of any general election candidates of the party under 2 US.C.

§ 44la(d). Thus. even if the Primarv Commitiee was correct in its contention that the
advertisements in question in this audit v-ere “indistinguishable™ from the advertisements
in AO 1995-25, that similanty is meaningless with respect to the application of the
electioneering message analysis in this audit. Whatever similanties may be drawn
between the content of the advertisements in the rwo cases, in this audit it appears that the
uming and the geographic placement of the media were in fact calculated 1o serve the
purpose of garnering suppon for President Clinton’s re-election campaign.

3. Express Advocacy

The Primary Committee further argued that the express advocacy
standard, rather that the ciearly identified candidate/efectioneering message standard, was
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the appropriate test 10r determining whether the Section 441a(d) limit applies to a
particular party expenditure for media. Response at 4 (“{a] communication which lacks
any explicit exhortation to vote for a specific candidate can never reach the level of an
express advocacy communication and therefore, is constitutionally protected speech.”),

18-23.

In Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the Supreme Court of the
United States held only that expenditures for communications that are independent from a
candidate (and his or her committee and agents) are protected from governmental
regulation by the First Amendment if the communications do not “in express terms
advocate the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office.” 424
U.S. at 44. The Court made equally clear that communications that are authorized or
requested by the candidate, an authorized committee of the candidate, or an agent of the
s candidate are to be treated as contributions by the person or group making the
expenditure. 424 U.S. at 46-47, n.53. The Court recognized that coordinated
expenditures are treated as in-kind contributions subject to the contribution limitations in
: order to “prevent attempts to circumvent the Act through prearranged or coordinated
2y expenditures amounting to disguised contributions.” 424 U.S. at 46-47.

. Consistent with Buckley, courts have not applied the “express
advocacy™ test to contributions or coordinated expenditures, FEC v, Massachusetts

| ; Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. 238, 259-60 (1986)(“We have consistently held that
T restrictions on contributions require less compelling justification than restrictions on
i independent spending™ (citing FEC v. National Conservative Political Action Committee,
i 470 U.S. 480 (1985); California Medical Association. v. FEC, 453 U.S. 182, 194, 196-97

(1981). and Buckiey, 424 U.S. at 20-22)); see also FEC v. Colorado Republican Federal
Campaign Commitiee, 59 F.3d 1015 (10® Cir. 1995) (reversing district court holding that
express advocacy was necessary for communication to qualify as an expenditure under

2 U.S.C. § 44)a(d)), vacated and remanded on other grounds, 518 U.S. 604 (1996)
(plurality op.). Orloski v. FEC, 795 F.2d 156, 166-167 (D.C. Cir. 1986). The Audit
Division believes that application of the express advocacy test 1o coordinated party
expenditures is unwarranted.

First, not all coordinated expenditures are communicative. For
instance, suppos¢ a candidate asks a supporter to pay the campaign committee’s electric
bill. and the supporier does so with a personal check. The conclusion that the supporter
has thus made an in-kind contribution, in that he has made an expenditure of money to
pay for a thing of value to the campaign and has done so at the request or suggestion of
the candidate, is entirely consisient with the definition of “expenditure” at 2 U.S.C. §
431(9)(A) and with 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(7)(B)(i), which provides that coordinated
expenditures are contributions. Yet, there is surely no “express advocacy” in the electric
bill, the supporer’s act of paying for it. or the check with which he pays for it.

Second, the vagueness concerns that animated the Supreme Court's
application of the express advocacy test to independent expenditures in Buckley are not
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present in the case tﬁ’&:ordinatcd expenditures. In the context of “independent
expenditures,” the Buckley Court limited the phrase “for the purpose of . . . influencing”
to reach only “communications that expressly advocate the election or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate.” 424 U.S. at 80. It did so because it was concerned that the Act's
requirements for disclosure of independent expenditures above a certain dollar threshoid
“could be interpreted to reach groups engaged purely in issue discussion.” Id. at 79.
However, the Court stated that the phrase “for the purpose of . . . influencing” “presents
fewer problems in connection with the definition of a contribution because of the limiting
connotation created by the general understanding of what constitutes a political
contribution,” id at 23-24 n.24, an understanding that the Court acknowledged included
coordinated expenditures, id. at 46, 78. In other words, because “the distinction between
discussion of issues and candidates and advocacy of election or defeat of candidates may
often dissolve in practical application,” id. at 42, it would be difficult to know in advance
without the express advocacy standard whether a given independent communication had
a sufficient nexus to a Federal election to be subject to the Act; but in the case of a
coordinated communication some, and perhaps all, of the required nexus to a Federal
election may be found in she act of coordination itself. Jd. at 78 (“So defined,
‘contributions’ have a sufficiently close relationship to the goals of the Act, for they are
connected with a candidate or his campaign.”). See also Colorado Republican, 518 U.S.
at 617 (*[TThe constitutionally significant fact . . . is the lack of coordination between the
candidate and the source of the expenditure.”™).

Third. the application of a strict “express advocacy” test to
coordinated expenditures undermines the statutory purpose of protecting the electoral
process from real or apparent corruption in 2 way that application of the same test to
independent expenditures does not. As the Court noted in Buckley, “[t}he absence of
prearrangement and coordination of an expenditure with the candidate or his agent . . .
alleviates the danger that expenditures will be given as a quid pro quo for improper
commitments from the candidate.” 424 U.S. a1 47. By negative inference, one must
conclude that the Cournt recognized that the presence of prearrangement and coordination
of an expenditure with the candidate or his os her agent presents at least as much, if not
greater, danger of corruption or its appearance as does a direct contribution to the
candidate. This danger is a “constitutionally sufficient justification” for the Act's
limitations and prohibitions on contributions. See id at 26. However, strict application
of an express advocacy test to coordinated expenditures would re~der the Act’s
limitations and prohibitions on contributions {which were upheld in Buckley) ineffecuive.
The Buckiey Coun explained: '

The exacting interpretation of the statutory lJanguage necessary to avoid
unconstitutional vagueness [in the ceiling on independent expenditures)
thus undermines the {expenditure limitation's) effectiveness . . . by
facilitating circumvention by those seeking to exert improper influence on
a candidate or office-holder. It would naively underestimate the ingenuity
and resourcefuiness of persons and groups desining to buy influence to
believe that they would have much difficuity devising expenditures that
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skirted the restriction on express advocacy of election or defeat but
nevertheless benefited the candidate’s campaign. Yet no substantial
societal interest would be served by a loophole-closing provision designed
to check corruption that permitted unscrupulous persons and organizations
to expend unlimited sums of money in order to obtain improper influence
over candidates for elective office.

Buckley, 424 U.S. at 45. In the very next paragraph, the Court went on to say that the
prior Act’s limitations on expenditures were in any cvent not necessary o close a
ioophole in the Act’s contribution limitations, because the Act treated coordinated
expenditures as contributions, thus closing the loophole. /d. at 45-46. It is inconceivable
that the Court would have so held if it viewed coordinated expenditures as subject to the
same narrowing construction as independent expenditures.®

Having argued that express advocacy is the appropriste standard,
the Primary Committee argued that the DNC-funded advertisements satisfied neither the
express advocacy nor the electioneering message standard. Response at 23-24. For the
reasons set forth above, the Audit Division's position is that the express advocacy
standard does not apply to the media expenditures in question. The Audit Division does
not, however, dispute that the advertisements in question do not contain “express
advocacy.” For the reasons stated above, the Audit Division believes that the
advertisements do meet the clearly identified candidate/electioneering message standard.

4. The Media Campaign

The Primary Committee next argued that, even under the Audit
Division's “erroneous” analysis, the DNC-funded media should not be treated as
contributions. Response at 24-36. In support of its argument, the Primary Committee
presented a lengthy and detailed explanation why the media campaign was related to
pending legislation and targeted to “key" congressional districts. Jd. at 25-33. The
Primary Commiree also contended that the advertisements in question were timed to
avoid proximity 1o the general election. Jd at 33-34. Finally, the Primary Committee
argued that the Audit Division subjecied the advenisements to a “faulty” or “flawed™
analysis when it concluded that the advertisements contained an electioneering message.

» it should be noted that these “quid pro quos™ may constitute violations of the Act if they are in
excess of contribution lmitations {€.g., th excess of $1,000 for individuals) or if the contribution
ts prohibited (¢.g. corporate or labor organization contributions). See 2 US.C. §§ 441a(a)}2XA);
441(a). Moreover, the contributions are considered expendirures of the commitiees receiving the
contribution. The fact that the subject coordinated expenditure is considered an expenditure of the
recipient commitiee is panicularly relevant in the context of publicly-financed political
communees which must comply with expenditure lunitations. Expenditures made in excess of a
publicly-financed commttee’s expenditure limitation constitute non-qualified campaign expenses
which must be repaid to the U.S. Treasury, and the act of exceeding an expenditure limitation
results in a violation of the law. 2 U.S.C. § 441a; 26 U.S.C. § 9035, If the coordinated
expenditures made on behalf of publicly-financed comminees are allowed 10 go on unfeniered, the

expenditure limitations would be gviscerated.
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Jd 8t 34-36. The Primary Committee’s argument Was supported by the affidavit of
William Knapp, a principal in Squier, Knapp & Ochs during the campaign, in which he
stated that the Response “accurately summarizes the issues and targeting for the DNC
issue ads.”

The Audit Division does not dispute that the advertisements in fact
address pending political issues. However, the facts ascertained during the audit indicate
that the primary purpose for addressing these issues was to assist President Clinion's re-
election. It further appears that those facts which might otherwise demonstrate that the
purpose and “targeting” of the advertisements were related to an overall party agenda
(rather than the President’s re-election) are true because of a deliberate effort to conceal
the actual purpose of the advertisements.

For example, an agenda for a September 13, 1995, meeting with
I President Clinton sets forth the matter of “Campaign/DNC Advertising Financial
i Strategy.” The agenda further sets forth a recommendation of four flights of television
advertisements. For the period January 15 to April 15, 1996, the agenda describes the
media flight as follows:

a- answers to Republican primary attacks on us
. b. $15 million - run in primary states which are also swing states for us
¢. Need 1o work to make it state parties/DNC
1. create relationship to current legislation
2. defend more Dems than Clinton; attack more Republicans than Dole
3. runin non primary states as well
4. run in some areas well before primary
d. Ultimately, likely about $3 mil out of campaign and $12 mil out of party

{emphasis added). Entries for other media flights contain similar references to targeting
“swing states” with media funded by the DNC and state parnties. A similar memorandum,
dated February 22, 1996, estimates campaign spending through May 28, 1996 as follows:

... Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil.
1. Unless Alexander in nominated and we cannot use DNC money to
atack him.
2. If Dole is nominated. we need no additional CG money for media
before May 28 since we can anack Dole with DNC money.

With respect to 4.a. above (answers to Republican primary attacks
on us), it should be noted that during the period April 1996 through August 1996, the
Republican National Commitiee (RNC) aired a senies of ads apparently designed to

" To date, records have not been made available to determine if any RNC ads were placed and aired
by the RNC prior te Apri! 1996.
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diminish support for President Clinton. These ads addressed a balanced budget (More
Talk and Even More Talk), immigraticn (More), welfare (Case Study and Who) and raxes
(The Pledge and Surprise). The Democratic National Committee during the same period
in apparent response to these RNC ads aired a number of ads. DNC ads entitied Same,
Proof, Side, Defend, Risky and Values addressed the Candidate’s positions on taxes,
welfare reform and budget, while DNC ads entitled Increased, Another and Enough
discussed the Candidate’s positions and policics on immigration. The text of these DNC
ads are included at Exhibits 2 and 3.

For example, in June 1996 an RNC ad entitled “More™ points out
that President Clinton’s spending which benefited illegal immigrants has gone up while
wages for the typical American worker have gone down and that President Clinton
opposed efforts to stop giving benefits to illegal immigrants (see Exhibit & for text of the
ad “More™). Subsequent to the RNC ad being aired, the DNC, apparently in response,
aired ads entitled “Increased,” “Another” and “Enough.” The audic portion of the three
ads were similar. Each begins with, “{a]nother negative republican ad misteading
[“wrong” was used in the ad Another], President Clinton increased border patrols 40
percent to catch illegal immigrants, record number of depornations, no welfare for illegal
aliens ... ." The DNC ads ran on many of the same broadcast stations as well as on other
stations within the targeted area that aired the RNC ad.

It thus appears that media funded by the DNC either directly or
indirectly through various democratic state parties was used for campaign purposes such
as answering Republican “primary attacks”™ and influencing voter preferences in primary
and swing states. Furthermore while it is true that the advertisements in question were
ran at times and in locations which suggest that the purpose of the advertisements was
something other than gamering support for President Clinton, it appears that this is true
because of a deliberate effort to conceal the actual purpose and strategy behind the
advertisements. Finally, it appears clear that the amount of DNC funds to be commined
1o the advenisements varied depending on who received the Republican nomination.
Under these facts. the Audit Division concluded that the DNC-funded media should be
treated an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee.

RECOMMENDATION #1

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that the cost of
producing and broadcasting the ads discussed above and attributed to the Primary
Commirtee $46.580.358, represents an in-kind contribution from the DNC to the Pnmary
Committee. It is also recommended that it be determined that this in-kind contribution is
attributable to the Prnimary Committee’s spending limitauon.

Should the Commission’s analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law,

and conclusions be different from that presented above, the amount 10 be added to
Primary Committee’ spending limitation could be changed or eliminated.
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B.  APPARENT NON-QUALIFIED CAMPAIGN EXPENSES

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

Section 9033.11(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that disbursements made by
the candidate or his or her authorized committee(s) or persons authorized to make
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or committee(s) are qualified campaign expenses
as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9.

Section 9033.11(b)1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, in
part, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, the candidate shall present a
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A receipted bill from the payee that
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one of the
following documents generated by the payee: a bill, invoice, or voucher that siates the
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the
candidate or the committee that states the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate
or committee may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign
expense . Such collateral evidence may include, but is not limited to: Evidence
demonstrating that the expenditure if part of an identifiable program or project which is
otherwise sufficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of
documented disbursements relating to a campaign mailing or to the operation of a
campaign office; or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a pre-established
wrinten campaign committee policy. If the purpose of the disbursement is not stated in
the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on the canceled check.

Section 9034.4(e)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary
election campaign shall be attnibuted to the expenditure lirnit for the primary. Any
expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election
campaign shall bz attributed 10 the general election limit.

Section 9034.4(¢)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or national
campaign offices. shall be attributed according to when the usage occurs or the work is
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of the
candidate's nomination shall be attributed to the primary election, except for periods
when the office is used only by persons working exclusively on general election
campaign preparations.

Section 9034.4(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states
that all contributions received by an individual from the date he or she becomes a
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candidate and all mgng payments received by the candidate shall be used only to
defray qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or otherwise restore funds (other
than contributions which were received and expended to defray qualified campaign
expenses) which were used to defray qualified campaign expenses.

Section 9034.4(a)(5)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
states that gifts and monetary bonuses shall be considered qualified campaign expenses,
provided that all monetary bonuses for committee employees and consultants in
recognition for campaign-related activities or services are provided for pursuant to a
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later than thirty
days after the date of ineligibility.

Section 9034.4(b)(8) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states
i that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nongualified campaign

e expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this determination shall

fie include, but not be limited to, whether the commitiee demonstrates that it made

conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items

that were lost.

Section 9034 .4(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Reguiations states,

that any expenses incurred after a candidate’s date of ineligibility are not qualified
campaign expenses except to the extent rermitted under 11 CFR 9034.4(a}(3). In
addition, any expenses incurred before the candidate’s date of ineligibility for goods and
services 1o be received after the candidate's date of ineligibility, or for property, services,
or facilities used to benefit the candidate’s general election campaign, are not qualified
campaign expenses.

Section 9038(b)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if
the Commuission determines that any amount of any payment made to a candidate from
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other than to defray the qualified
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such
candidate of the amount so used, and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount
equal to such amount.

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 1] of the Code of Federal Regulations
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section shall bear the same
ratio to the total amount dziermined to have been used for non-qualified campaign
expenses as the amount of matching funds centified to the candidate bears to the
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate's date of ineligibility.

Section 9038.2(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states

that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment determinations made
under this section as possible, but not later than three years afier the close of the matching
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payment period. 'Ihgommission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate under 11
CFR §9038.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section.

1. e ectio es Paid e

During our review of vendor files, expenses were noted that
appeared to further the Candidate’s general election campaign for election but were paid
by the Primary Committee. Each is discussed briefly below:

a. Bismarck Enterprises

The Primary Committee paid Bismarck Enterprises
$22,984> for catering services provided on August 29, 1996 at the Democratic National
Convention (the Convention). These services were provided after the Candidate’s date of
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) and therefore considered a general election expense. The
Primary Committee contended that the Candidate’s date of ineligibility was not until
August 29, 1996, the last day of the Convention, because under Democratic Party rules
the nominee for the office of President does not become the candidate of the Democratic
Party of the United States unti] he or she has completed his or her acceptance speech to
the Convention.®

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

Concemning the above information, neither Mr. Karatas nor
the Primary Committee provided documentation or evidence which demonstrated that the
catering services provided on August 29, 1996, the day afier the President received the
nomination. were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary
election campaign.

in the Memorandum the Audit staff recommended that the
Prnmary Committee provide evidence or documentation that the goods and services were

n The catering charges include equipment rental and gratuities which were pro rated by the Audit
stafT based on a percentage of the catening charges for August 29th to the total catenng charges.

” The Primary Committee submitted a letter challenging the Commission’s determination that the
candidaie's date of ineligibility is August 28, 1996. 1t argued that the date should be August 29,
1996. The Commission denied the Primary Committee’s request.
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used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary election campaign or evidence that the
General Committee has reimbursed the Primary Committee $22,984. Absent adequate
documentation to demonstrate the expenses were exclusive to the primary election
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the
General Committee, the Audit staff will recommend that the Commission make at
determination that the Primary Commitiee make a pro-rata repayment to the United

States Treasury.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee
stated that in light of the Commission’s previous ruling on the date of ineligibility, the
General Committee agreed to reimburse the Primary Committee for the fuil amount of the
Bismarck Enterprises services ($22,984).

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

Recommendation #2

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

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

b. AT&T Capital-Corporation

The Pnmary Comminee entered into a lease agreement
with AT&T Capital Corporation for equipment. The term of the lease was for 18 months
commencing on June 1, 1995. It appeared. based on documenta:ion, that the
Clhinton/Gore '96 General Commitiee, Inc. was to have assumed the lease after the
Candidate’s date of ineligibility (August 28. 1996) through November, 1996. The total
lease payments including sales tax were $422,826. The General Committee’s allocable

» Thas figure (.150630) represents the Prumary Commitiee’s repayment ratio, as calculated pursuant
to 11 CFR §9038.2(bX2)Xiii). The ratio cited in the Memorandum was (.316062). The formula
for calculating the repayment ratio now includes all in-kind contributions received by the Primary
Commitiee which resulted in a lower repayment ratio.
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share was $94,133* of which the General Commitiee paid only $30,397. The balance,
$63,736, paid by the Primary Committee should have been paid by the General
Committee. The Primary Committee in its response acknewledged that the General
Committee should have paid $93,464, based on its calculation. Accordingly, the Audit
staff included on the Primary Committee statement of Net Qutstanding Campaign
Obligations an account receivable from the General Committee in the amount of $63,736.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Primary Commitiee provide evidence that the baiance, $63,736, paid by the Primary
Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or evidence that the
Primary Committee has received a reimbursement from the General Commitiee for
$63,736. Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the above amount was
exclusive to the general campaign or evidence that the Primary Committce has received
reimbursement from the General Committee ($63,736) the Audit staff will recommend
that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Commitiee make a pro-rata
repayment to the United States Treasury.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee
stated that the General Committee agreed to reimburse the Primary Committee $63,736.
However, the Primary Comminiee has not provided evidence that it received a
reimbursement from the General Committee. Therefore, the amount is viewed as a non-
qualified campaign expense.

Recommendation #3

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the
Pnmary Commitiee make a pro-rata repayment of $9,601 (363,736 x .150630) to the
United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2). If the Primary Comumittee
receives a reimbursement of $63.736 from the General Committee, no repayment is
required.

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

c. Salary and Overhead

The Primary Committee paid salary and overhead
expenses, totaling $340,579, that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate's date of
ineligibility. For example, the Primary Commitee paid all costs associated with the

» This amount was derived by pro raung $30.397 for three days in August, 1996 plus $30,397 each
for September, October and November.
» The difference between Audit and the Prmary Committee is $669.
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Little Rock office for the period August 29, 1996 through December 5, 1996. Staff in
this office, according to Primary Committee records, were working on both primary
contribution processing and GELAC contribution processing. These expenses are
attributable to the general election and should have been paid by the General
Committee/GELAC pursuant to 11 CFR 9034.4(e)(3). The Audit staff determined based
on our review of the Primary Committee’s records pentaining to its allocation of salary
and overhead that $192,288 in expenses are attributable to the General Committee and
$148,291 to the GELAC. With respect to0 that portion of salary and overhead expenses
attributable to GELAC ($148,291), it should be noted that the GELAC as of January 31,
1997 reimbursed the Primary Commitiee $94,972. Therefore, expenses for salary and
overhead, totaling $53,319 ($148,291 - 94,972), is due the Primary Committee from the
GELAC and $192,288 is due the Primary Committee from the General Committee.

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

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Primary Committee provide documentation which demonstrates that the expenses for
salary and overhead paid by the Primary Committee subsequent to the Candidate’s date
i of ineligibility represented the cost of goods and services used exclusively for the primary
election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements
from the General Committee ($192.288) and the GELAC ($53,319). Absent adequate
documentation to demonstrate the expenses were exclusive to the primary election
campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursement from the
General Committee totaling 192,288 and $53.319 from the GELAC the Audit staff will
recommend that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make
a pro-rata repayment of $36,996 ($192.288 + 53.319 x .150630) to the United States
Treasury.

=t

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee
stated that pursuant to §9034.4(a)(3)(ii1). 100% of salary, overhead and computer
expenses incurred after the date of ineligibility may be treated as exempt legal and
accounting beginning with the first full reporting period after the date of ineligibility.
The Primary Committee stated further that nothing in the regulation limits the ability of a
candidate in the general election 1o pay primary winding down costs during the general
election period. In addition, the Primary Committee stated that the Commission’s bright
line regulation at §9034.4(e) refers to campaign expenditures subject to the limit, not to
winding down costs. Also, it is stated by the Pimary Committee that the entire
accounting/matching funds staff located in Little rock provided no general election
services other than the GELAC contribution services. Finally, the Primary Commitiee
stated that costs related 10 Primary Committee winding down were incurred in the DC
accounting office by accounting personnel specifically assigned to accounting for the
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Primary Committee and those individuals spent no time related to general election
activity.

The Primary Commitiee agreed that the General Committee
would reimburse the Primary Committee for expenses totaling $39,753 that were
atiocable to the General Committee, but that no additional reimbursements are due the
Primary Committee from the General Committee due to the inapplication of 11 CFR
§9034.4(e)(3) to post DOI winding down expenses. As of 9/30/98, the $39,753 has not
been paid to the Primary Committee according to disclosure reports filed.

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that 11 CFR §9034.4(e)
applies 1o both operating costs and winding down costs. Expenditures must be
exclusively for the primary campaign or the general election campaign to be attributed to
that campaign. The Explanation and Justification for 11 CFR §9034.4(¢e)(3) addresses
overhead and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or national campaign offices.
These costs are attributed according to when usage of the office occurs. For usage on or
before the date of the candidate’s nomination, these expenses are attributed to the primary
election, except for periods when the office is used only by persons working exclusively
on general election campaign preparations.

Recommendation #4

The Audit staff recommends the Commission make a determination that the
Primary Committee make a pro-rata repavment of $36,996 ($192,288 + 53,319 x
.150630) 1o the United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2). If the Primary
Committee receives a reimbursement of $192,288 from the General Committee and
$33.319 from the GELAC, no repayment would be required.

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

Moms & Camck Inc.

A consulting apreement was entered into t ~rween the Pnmary
Commitiec and Morris & Carrick. Inc. (M&C). The agreement covered the period
February 1. 1996 through August 30, 1996. M&C billed the Primary Committee on a
monthly basis. In accordance with the agreement, the Primary Committee paid M&C
$15.000 per month.

19

In addition, M&C billed the Primary Committee on August 30,
1996 for an additional $30.000, which the Primary Committee paid on September 30,
1996. The invoice to the Primarv Commitiee was annotated “Remaining Primary
Invoice.” Although the agreement stated it may be further extended, renewed or amended
upon written agreement of the parties. there was no provision in the original agreement or
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any amendments togagmement which covered this billing and/or the payment made on
September 30, 1996. A Primary Committee representative stated the vendor performed
extra work than was originally anticipated and, therefore, was paid an additional $30,000.

Subsequently, the Primary Committee submitted a written response
which stated that the $30,000 payment was actually owed by the General Committee, not
the Primary Committee. M&C was actually owed a total of $95,000 under the General
Committee contract, but was only paid $65,000 on October 10, 1996 by the General
Committee. Further, the Primary Committee stated because M&C mistakenly billed the
$30,000 to the Primary Committes, committee staff paid the invoice as directed.
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy of the “misdirected invoice” was included
with its response, it was not. Finally, the Primary Committee stated that the General

P2 Committee will reimburse the Primary Commiitee $30,000, representing the amount paid
and owed 1o M&C.

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

-~ The unsigned agreement between the General Committee and
M&C specified an effective date of August 30, 1996 and a termination date of November

A 30, 1996. It further states M&C was to be paid $95,000 within 30 days of execution of
i the agreement.

In our opinion. based on the information provided as of the close of
audit fieldwork. the General Commitiee's agreement appeared to be effective as of
August 30, 1996. it was unclear why M&C wouid mistakenly issue an invoice on the
same date and for only $30,000. when. in fact, the entire amount ($95,000) 1o be paid,
pursuant 1o the agreement, was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30, 1996,
when M&C did directly issue an invoice to the General Committee, it was for $65,000.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that, the
Primary Comminee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by all parties and
dated) between the General Commitiee and Morris & Carrick. In addition, a signed
statement from M & C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary
Comminee for $30.000 on August 30, 1996, when the Primary Commitiee obligations
under its contract were fulfilled. Absent adequate documentaticn to demonstrate the
expenses at issue were, in fact qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staff will
recommend that the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make
a pro-rata repayment of $4.519 ($30.000 x .150630) to the United States Treasury
pursuant to 11 CFR §9038.2(b)X2).

» The Primary consulting agreement was signed by the Primary Commintee and M&C.
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q response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee stated
that an executed contract between the General Committee and Morris & Carrick did not
exist, However, the Primary Committee provided an affidavit from William A. Carrick,
Jr., the President of Morris & Carrick, Inc.

Mr. Carrick stated that M & C agreed to provide political
consulting services to both the Primary Committee and General Committee. M & C
agreed in writing 10 provide services to the Primary Committee in return for $105,000 -
$15,000 per month for 7 months and M & C was paid in full for all services provided to
the Primary Comumittee.

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

. According to Mr. Carrick, M & C mistakenly billed the Primary
g Committee, instead of the General Committee for $30,000 and that the Primary
Comminee paid the bili without questioning it. He stated that M & C was unaware of the
= mistake on this bill and was also unaware that the $30,000 was paid from the Primary

Committee. Further, M & C received payments totaling $200,000 in full satisfaction of
all obligations owed and duties performed under the Primary and General Committee
agreements and that M & C did not receive any funds above and beyond those called for
in the agreements with the Primarv and General Committees. Finally, Mr. Carrick stated
that M & C never received a bonus pavment from either the Primary or the General
Commirtee and that all payments were in accordance with its written agreements with
both the Primary and General Committees.

Although the Primary Comumittee did not provide a copy of an
executed contract between the General Committee and M & C, as recommended, it did
provide information in the form of an affidavit from William Carrick, Jr. which explained
that the Pnmary Commitiee was apparently billed in error.

In view of this apparent billing error and resulting payment by the
Primary Committee of a General Commitiee expense, the General Committee should
reimburse the Primary Commirtee $30.000. Absent such a reimbursement, the amount
paid ($30,000") by the Primary Commitiee represents a non-qualified campaign expense.

» This amount is shown as due to the Primary Committee on the Statement of Net Quistanding
Qualified Campaign Expenses prepared by the Audit si2ff and included in the General
Comminee's Audit Repon,

» This amount és not inciuded on the Statement of Net Ouistanding Campaign Obligations as due
from the General Committee because the payment to M&C occurred after the candidate's date
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Recommendation #5

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that the Primary
Committee make a pro rata repayment of $4,519 ($30,000 x .150630) to the United
States Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR § 9038.2(b)(2). Shouid the Primary Committee
provide evidence that it has been reimbursed by the General Committee, the repayment
would not be required.

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

C.  SHERATON NEw YORK HOTEL & TOWERS

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no
multicandidate political commirnee shall make contributions to any candidate and his
authorized political commitiees with respect to any election for Federal office which, in
the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

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

Section 110.8(e){1)(1Xii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states that a political party may make reimbursement for the expenses of a candidate who
is engaging in partv-building activities, without the payment being considered a
contribution 1o the candidate, and without the unreimbursed expense being considered an
expenditure counting against the limitation as long as the event is a bona fide party event
or appearance; and no aspect of the solicitation for the event, the setting of the event, and
the remarks or activities of the candidate in connection with the event were for the
purpose of influencing the candidate’s nomination for election.

Section 110.8(¢)2)ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
stales that an event or appearance occurring on or afier January 1 of the year of the
eiection for which the individual is a candidate is presumptively for the purpose of
influencing the candidate’s election. and any contributions or expenditures are governed
by the contribution and expenditure limitation.

Section 100.7(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that the term contribution includes the following payments, services or other

of weligibiliry.

53
ATTACEMENT 5

Page __ﬁlm




54

things of value: a gigubscription. loan advance or deposit of money or anything of
value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office.
Section 100.7(a)(1)(iii)(A) of Tittle 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that for
purposes of 11 CFR 100.7(a)(1), the term anything of value includes all in-kind
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 CFR 100.7(b), the provision of any
goods or services is a contribution.

The Primary Committee made payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel
& Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on
January 4, 1996 in amount of $134,739, which appeared to represent a deposit. In
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for an event in the
amount of $117,816.

In response to the Audit staff’s inquiry, the Primary Comnmittee provided
i the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of
fi $134,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996. This event was
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a refund of
$103.260;% a cancellation fee of $31.479 was charged. This event was then rescheduled
1o February 15, 1996. On February 8, 1996, a $117,816 payment was made to the
Sheraton for the February 15, 1996 event. Finally, the Primary Committee stated the
DNC invited some of its donors to the event, and based on the number of DNC attendees -
and the expenses incurred by DNC staff, the DNC paid $19,832. The Primary Committee
= provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Commitee, dated

March 8, 1996, in the amount of $142.322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the
Sheraton to the DNC for $19,832.

Costs itemized on the DNC's estimated bill were: dinner ($13,200), floral
(5346). linen ($185). stanchions, ropes. pipe and drape, ($220), Clinton-Gore/DNC office
rental ($610), Clinton-Gore/DNC office phone/fax/printer (3671), and sieeping rooms
($4.500). Comparison of the charges lisied on the Primary Committee’s invoice versus
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill.revealed that except for dinners ($13,200)
floral ($446) and linen ($185). the remaining categories of itemized charges on the
DNC’s estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Committee’s invoice — the Primary
Comminee’s invoice apparently represents all the categories or types of charges billed by
the Sheraton directly related to the event. The expenses representing the difference,
$6.001 ($19.832 - 13,831) appear to be related 10 the event, even though not included on
the Sheraton’s March 8. 1996 invoice. Consequently, absent additional documentation,
the Audit stafT could not determine how. or if, expenses totaling $10,675,* as reflected on
the Sheraton’s invoice issued to the Pimarv Committee were paid.

- A copy of the refund check was provided.
“ Apparent tots! cost of event, $142.322 less $117.816 paid by the Primary Committee, less $13,83)
paid by the DNC.
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Based on the information available as of the close of audit fieldwork, the
cost of the event appeared to be a qualified campaign expense; the Sheraton invoice
referenced a “Clinton/Gore ‘96 Reception/Dinner.” Further, this event did not appear to
represent a joint fundraising effort in which the DNC was a participant, Absent
documentation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC were expenses NOT in
connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, the Audit staff viewed the
amount paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution. Further, the value of the apparent
in-kind contribution ($19,832) was added to the amount of expenditures subject to the
overal] limitation.

It was recommended in the Memorandum, that the Primary Committee provide:
a) The final invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC;

b) an explanation as 1o the method used to “allocate™ the costs of the event
between the Primary Committee and the DNC, along with documentation
to support that “allocation™ ratio used;

c) docurnentation, in the form of canceled check(s) that demonstrates the
$10,675 in event expenses were paid;

d) documentation to show how the expenses paid by the DNC are expenses
not in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, and thus
not an in-kind contribution 1o the Primary Committee.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee provided
invoices and documentation which demonstrated that all expenses relating to the event
were paid. Although the estimated bill for the DNC was $19,832, the actual amount paid
by the DNC was $24,926 (catering and room chargds). In addition, the Primary
Commitee provided documentation which explained the method used to “allocate” the
cost between the Pnmary Committee and the DNC. The DNC paid 11% of the cost
which it considered as its share for the 165 guests invited by the DNC.

According to the Primary Committee, the primary purpose of this event
was 1o gamer support for the Clinton/Gore '96 presidential ticket and to bring atiention to
the candidates and their agenda in the swate of New York. This was not a fundraising
event for the Primary Commitiee. The DNC, however, was conducting fundraising in
New York at the ime of the event. and when it leamned that the President and Vice
President would be appearing, asked the Primary Commitiee to aliow the DNC to invite a
small number of potential contributors 1o the event (emphasis added).

The Primary Committee also submitied an affidavit from Joseph Sandler,
who a1 the time of the event was General Counsel at the DNC, Mr. Sandler stated the
DNC was raising money in New York during the same time period as the event, and
when the DNC heard that the President and Vice President were attending this dinner the
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DNC invited its o*guests. It should be noted that Mr. Santfer makes no reference in
his affidavit that the DNC guests were potential contributors. No documentation has
been made available that demonstrated the DNC guests received any solicitation as a
result of attending this event.

Based on our review of all the information available, it appears that the
DNC was conducting fundraising in New York and did invite certain individuals to attend
the Primary Committee event. These individuals were among the 1,544 guests attending
this event, an event that by the Primary Committee’s own admission, “was to gamer
support for the Clinton/Gore 96 presidential ticket.” The cost of this primary campaign
event may not be apportioned to the DNC or any other political committee without an in-
kind contribution resulting.*

Accordingly, the DNC made and the Primary Committee received an
. - excessive in-kind contribution from the DNC. Further, the value of the in-kind
contribution ($24,926) is included in the amount of expenditures subject to the overall
limitation.

D. EXPENDITURE LIMITATION

Sections 441a(b)(1)(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code state, .
in part, that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury may make
expenditures in excess of $10,000,000 in the campaign for nomination for election to

such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau
of Labor Siaustics of the Department of Labor.

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states, in part,
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the
expenditure limitation applicable under section 441a (b)(1){A) of Title 2.

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part. that a qualified campaign expense is one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate's
eligibility; mad- in connection with his campaign for nomination; and neither the
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the United
States or the State in which the expense is incurred or paid.

Sections 9033.11(a) and (b)(2)(A) of Title 1] of the Code of Federal
Regulations state, in part. that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that

“ A political party may reimburse the expenses of 3 candidate who is engaging in party building
activities without the payment being considered a contribution to the candidate, and without

the unreumbursed expense being considered an expenditure counting agsinst the limitation as
long as the event is & bona fide party event or appearance and no sspect of the solicitation for
the event were for the purpose of influencing the candidate’s nomination or election.
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disbursements madg* the candidate or his authorized committee are qualified campaign
expenses as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of $200 1o a payee,
the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose of the disbursement.

Sections 9034.4(e)(5) of Title 26 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states, in relevant part, that the production costs for media communications that are
broadcast both before and afier the date of the candidate’s nomination shall be attributed
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the general election limitation.

Sections 9038.2(b)(2)(i)(A) and (ii)}{A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that amount(s) of any
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for the
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a
Commission repayment determination under paragraph (b)(2) includes determinations
that a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee(s) or agents have made expenditures
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035.

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states, in part, that the amount of any repayment under this section shall bear the same
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non qualified campaign
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the
candidate's total deposits. as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility.

The expenditure limitation for the 1996 Primary election for nomination
for the office of President of the United States was $30,910,000.

From its inception through December 31, 1997 the Primary Committee
reported net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) of $30,727,701.

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated, based on
information made available during ficldwork, that the limitation had been exceeded by
$46.348.005.

Certain -djustments made by the Audit staff to reported expenditures
subject 10 the limitation are detailed below.

1. dditional Expenditures Considered al

Accounting

Based on our review of the Primary Commitiee’s expense printouts
and work sheets, it was determined that there were additional expenses, not claimed by
the Pnmary Commitiee, that were entitled to the compliance exemption. The amount
calculated by the Audit staff was $363.668. This amount is a reduction to expenditures
subject to the limit pending amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee.
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In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee filed the
necessary amendments.

2. MMMWM
idered 100% 1

The Primary Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all
expenses incurred in the legal and in the matching fund cost group. The Pnimary
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expenditure limitation. Legal and
accounting expenses incurred solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the
Federal Election Campaign Act do not count against the overall expenditure limitation.
In addition, costs associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions are
considered exempt legal and accounting expenses. However, “costs associated with the
preparation of matching fund submissions™ do not include data entry or batching
contributions for deposit. Likewise, the cost of legal services involving the review and
enforcement of committee contracts is not viewed as 100% exempt compliance.

The Primarv Committee’s contributions were processed in its Littie
Rock. Arkansas headquarters. Contribution processing included not only those activities
that related directly to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included
data entry and batching of contributions for deposit; these functions would have been
necessary even if no matching fund submissions were prepared The Primary
Committee's legal department performed duties such as negotiating contracts as well as
the collection of rent due from a tenant, both of which are not related solely to ensuring
compliance with the Act.

In response to our inquiry concerning the expense allocation for
these two cost groups. the Primary Commuttee stated “[t}he [Primary] Comsnittee has
allocated 100% of staff attomey Ken Stern’s time to accounung since he pnmarily
provided services not directly related to compliance.” In addition, the response stated
that “other staff attorneys were assigned 1o compliance activities with minimal time
commuitied to other services.™

With respect to the matching fund cost group, t e Primary
Commuttee stated that “ali of the costs allocaied by the Committee to Department 145
[Maiching Fund Department] were related to processing contributions.” The Primary
Comminee submitted a calculation for staff who performed data entry, batch processing
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Committee identified 17.33%
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Depantiment staff as related to its accounting
functions. It should be noted that expenses properiy charged to accounting are allocated
85% exempt compliance and }5% operating expenses chargeable to the overall limitation,
whereas expenses properly charged to the matching funds department are allocated 100%
compliance and as such are not chargeabie to the overall limitation.
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.Givcn the above response, the Primaw%mmince appeared to
agree with the Audit staff that some portion of the expenses initially allocated to the legal
department and the matching fund department did not qualify as 100% exempt
compliance, The Commission’s Financial Control and Compliance manual provides that
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The
Primary Committee may not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods,
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard 10 percent method, and
other individuals by a committee-developed percentage supported by records indicating
the functions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be
allocated by different methods. The method used by the Primary Committee in arriving
at the 17.33% figure was not consistent with the guidance provided in the Manual.

In the Audit staff’s view, an allocation of 85% exempt compliance
and 15% operating with respect to expenses charged 10 the legal department and the
matching fund department is a reasonable and consistent method of allocating the
activities in these cost groups. If the expenses at issue were allocated in this manner, an
increase of $395,187 to the overall expenditure limitation would result.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee stated,
that it was its intention to aliocate all compliance legal cost to the Legal-compliance cost
center and the other expenses to Legal-other. The Primary Committee continued that the
Committee’s General Counsel and Chief Counsel would provide the compliance services
since that was their primary area of expertise and paid outside counse} would primarily
handle non-compiiance matters. The Primary Committee stated further that the auditors
questioned whether Ken Stem, who was Depury General Counsel and on the
Commitiee's payroll, would be treated as 100% compliance since he performed other
tasks that may not have been compliance reiated. The Primary Committee suggested that
Mr. Stem’s pastoll and overhead be treated as subject to the limit, except for the 5%
national compliance exemption. It is the position of the Primary Committee that all other
expenses imually charged 10 the Legal-compliance cost center should be treated as 100%
exempt. -

The Audit staff did not single out Mr. Stemn for performing tasks
that were not compliance related. The Audit stafT did note that the Primary Committee’s
General Counsel was involved in contract neg~tiations and an Associate Counsel
collected rent, and that such functions were not considered exempt compliance aciivities.
However, in addition to the above, it is obvious that Mr. Stern’s salary and associated
overhead could not be considered 100% exempt compliance. Further, according to the
Pnmary Committee other staff anomeys allocated minimal time to other than compliance
services.

As demonstrated above, the individuals whose expenses were
charged 10 the legai depanument were performing duties which are not considered 100%
exempt compliance. Therefore, the proposed reclassification of only Mr. Stern’s salary
and associated overhead from the amount originally charged to the Legal-compliance cost
center, as suggested by the Pnimary Committee, does not alter the Audit staff’s opinion
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that all legal cxpe?éé as originally classified should be allocated at a ratio of 85%
compliance 15% operating.

With respect to the Matching Fund Department, the Primary
Committee stated that it followed the auditors’ guidance in the Manual by establishing
separate accounting and matching fund cost centers which reasonably and accurately
reflect the division of duties. The Primary Committee continued that because there were
some functions in the contribution processing officz that the FEC does not treat as 100%
compliance, the Primary Committee did not allocate that portion of those activities to the
matching fund cost center. Instead those costs were allocaied to the accounting cost
center and the numbers on the FEC reports originally filed included this allocation.
Finally, the Primary Committee stated that it provided calculations showing the
reasonable accounting between cost centers.

The Primary Committee provided workpapers with detailed
monthly/quarterly amounts of payroll and overhead costs associated with contribution
processing that it allocated to the matching fund and to the accounting cost centers.” For
example, for the period of April through June, 1995 the Primary Committee identified
82.67% of the cost of contribution processing as allocable to the matching fund cost
center and 17.33% as allocable to the accounting cost center.

In addition to applying this percentage to costs associated with
contribution processing, the Primary Committee applied this same percentage (17.33%)
to payroll and overhead expenses associated with two other employees, computers, cost
of software and computer services. and, to the cost of overhead associated with the
matching fund offices and charged that amount to the accounting cost center with the
remainder (82.67%) charged to the matching fund cost center. It is not clear from the
workpapers provided how this allocation is related to these costs. The Audit staff
contacted the Pnimarv Committee chief accountant i an attempt to obtain an explanation
with respect 10 the Primary Commitiee’s methodology used to calculate its allocation
percentages and to obtain documentation to support such calculations On at least 3
occasions the chief accountant stated she had requested copies of work papers (from the
Washington DC office) containing the calculations and once in her possession she would
contact the Audit Division. No such contact was made.

As previously siated. the cost associated with the preparation of
matching fund submissions shall not include costs of general contribution processing
such as data entry and baiching contributions for deposit. (Compliance Manual at page
30). The Primary Committee's proposal did not include (1) any detailed information
concernung the duties performed by individuals assigned to the matching funds
department, or (2) any justification for the percentages identified for other categories of
expenses which the Primary Commines now considers not exclusively related to the

e The percentage of payroll related 10 contribution processing allocated 1o the accounting cost
pereeniag I3 J 3
center varied with each reporting period.
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preparation of matégg fund submissions. It is the Audit ﬂg opinion that an 85%
exempt, 15% operating allocation for the matching fund cost center remains a consistent
and reasonable method to allocate such costs. Accordingly, an adjustment of $395,187 to
expenditures subject to the overall limit has been included, rather than the proposed
adjustment of $117,817 suggested by the Primary Committee in its response.

The Committee allocated costs associated with its headquarter
departments either 100%, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy of the
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset or service when purchased or
provided was ailocated 85% to exempt legal and accounting and 15% to operating, the
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a refund related to that service should be credited
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. During our
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primary Commitiee, it was determined that
certain amounts were offset incorrectly at 100%(instead of 85% or 5%) against the
overall expenditure limitation. The correct allocation of refunds and rebates will add
$170,857 to the overall expenditure limitation.

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Commitiee indicaied

that the correct amount of refunds and rebates that should be added to the overall
expenditure limitation is $168,445. The Primary Commitiee stated that among the
refunds reallocated by the auditors was $379,705 for the sale of assets, of which $60,601
was added to the overali expenditure limit by calculating 85% of the legal and
accounting assets’ value and 5% of the other assets’ value involved in the sale.
According to the Primary Committee the assets sold were valued at $370,816. Of that
amount. the Primary Committee states that assets sold from the accounting department
should decrease the limit by 15%, those assets sold from the legal and from the matching
fund cost center should not decrease the overall expenditure limit, while the assets sold
from the other cost centers should decrease the expenditure limit 5%. An upward
adjustment of $58,186 to the overall expenditure limit refative to this sale of assets is
warranted rather than the $60.60] calculated by the auditors. The figure proposed by the
Primary Committee is incorrect since it was calculated by using certain offset amounts
related to the sale of assets which the Primary Committee incorrectly classified as 100%
compliance rather than the proper allocation of 85% compliance used by the Audit staff
for the legal and the matching fund cost centers.

Nothwithstanding the above, an additional calculation is necessary
1o ammive at the correct amount of the adjusunent to the overall expenditure limit. The
General Commintee purchased assets from the Pimary Commitice for $370,816 and the
GELAC purchased assets from the DC office for $8,889. In addition, assets from the
matching fund department were sold to the GELAC for $55,180. The Primary
Commitiee did not include in its adjustment ($168,445) to the overall expenditure
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limitation matchjngnd department assets purchased by the OELAC. However. it is the
Audit s1aff's position that expenses charged to the matching fund department should be
considered 85% exempt compliance, and 15% operating (chargeable to the overall
expenditure limit), thus an additional downward adjustment of $8,277 (855,180 x .15) 10
the expenditure Jimitation is necessary.

Based on the above, the Audit staff included an adjustment of
$162,850 ($170,857 - $8,277) in our analysis of the overall expenditure limitation (see
footnote D).

4. ounts Due the General i e
GELAC

a. Salary and Overhead

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $151,757 for
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staff who worked on GELAC activities prior
to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. Our review revealed that only certain persons paid
by the Primary Committee worked 100% on GELAC activities for their entire period of
employment prior to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. For those persons who did not
work exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire pre-DOI period of employment no -
reimbursement from GELAC is warranted according to the regulations at 1} CFR
§9034.4(¢). Expenses for salary and overhead that were allocated between the Primary
Committee and the GELAC but were not exclusively general election in nature are
considered primary expenses. Based on our review of GELAC documentation, we
determined that $62.879 in salarv and overhead expenses were associated with staff
working exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire pre-DOI peniod of employment.
Accordingly. the Primary Committee should have returned to the GELAC $88,878
($151.757 - $62.879). Of this amoun ($88,878) only $23,033 was applied by the
Primary Commuttee as an offset to expenditures subject to the limitation. Therefore, the
Audit staff has added $23.033 to the overall expenditure limitation.

in its response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee
disagreed that the bright line test was intended to apply to GELAC fundraising.
According to the Primary Committee, the regulations under 11 CFR §9003.3(a)(1)(i)
specifically authorize the establishment of a GELAC commiittee prior to the candidate’s
nomination and specifically require the payment of GELAC fundraising expenses for
GELAC funds raised. Finally. the Pnmary Committee stated that if the bright line test
were applied 1o GELAC operations. it could result in the Primary Committee paying all
of the costs for raising GELAC funds. [t is the Pnmary Committee’s position that it does
not owe the GELAC a reimbursement and no addition to the overall expenditure
limitation is warranted

It remains our opinion that only salary and overhead
expenses for campaign staff who worked exclusively on GELAC activities for their entire
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period of cmploqu prior to the date of nomination could geimbursed by GELAC.
Further, the regulations at 11 CFR §9034.4 (¢) encompassed all expenditures, including
operating, fundraising and winddown. Therefore, the Primary Committee should retun
to the GELAC $88,878, of that amount $23,033 has been added to expenditures subject to
the overall limitation.

b. Sublease Payments

The Primary Committee paid rent to 1100 21st Association

Ltd. Partnership for the months of July and August. The General Committee paid rent for
office space for the remaining months of September through November. During the lease
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its office space to the firm
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & Oshinsky LLP (DS). The sublease rent payments, totaling

$76,716, were deposited into the Primary Commitiee’s account and subsequently offset
i~ against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staff calculated that the Primary
-ﬁ*j Cornmittee owes the General Commitiee $39,451.% The Primary Committee in its
response calculated that the Primary Committee owed the General Commitiee $43,005.
However, the Primary Commitiee did not consider in its calculation rent that the General
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 31. This will add $39,451 to the overall
expenditure limitation.

In response to the Memorandurn, the Primary Committee
stated that it does not dispute this calculation and agrees to pay the General Committee
$39.451. In addition, the Primary Committee does not dispute that this will add $39,451
1o the overall expenditure limitation. However, to date the Primary Committee has not
provided evidence that the pavment has been made to the General Committee.

Shown below is the calculation of the expenditures subject
to the limit:.

“ This 2mount was denived by pro raung 514,033 for three days in August, 1996 plus $14,033 cach
for September. October, and November less the amount of rent ($4,007) paid by the Primary
Communee which should have been paid by the General Committee for the period 8/29/96-
8731196.
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CLINTON/GORE '96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.
ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO LIMITATION

AMOUNT REPORTED BY THE PRIMARY COMMITTEE
AT DECEMBER 31, 1997

LESS:

ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND EXPENDITURES
CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING

SUBTOTAL
ADD:
DEBTS OWED BY THE PRIMARY COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31, 1997

15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FUND DEPARTMENT
NOT CONSIDERED 100% EXEMPT COMPLIANCE

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

PAYABLE TO CLINTON/GORE ‘96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE DOl

DUE TO CLINTON/GORE 96 GENERAL COMMHTEE
CONVENTION TRAVEL 12,427
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS 3g.45)

IN-KIND CONTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS

SUBTOTAL

$30,727,701

363,668 &

30,364,033

104,759 &

395,187 ¢

162,850 0/
23.03 ¥

51,878 ¥

24926 G/

$31.126.666
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LESS:
DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31, 1997 361,860 W
AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL COMMITTEE 87,159 V
BISMARK ENTERPRISES 22,984
AT &T PHONE LEASE 63.736
GTE | 439
i SUBTOTAL 30,677,647
i
E:‘. ADD: DNC MEDIA EXPENSES 46,580,358
]
{5
i EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 77.258,008
I
oy LESS: PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LIMITATION 30,910,000
t
{3 EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 46.348.005
i
LESS OUTSTANDING PAYABLES 100,795 ¥

EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF THE SPENDING LIMITATION SUBJECT TO 46,247,210
REPAYMENT
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FOOTNOTES

A.  This amount represents costs that are considered exempt legal and accounting
expenses. See Finding II1.D.1.

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

C. This amount represents 15% of the legal department and the matching fund
department expenses that, based on a review of salary and overhead, were

{3 misclassified. See Finding I11.D.2.

f‘:’
I : D.  This amount is for refunds, rebates and the sale of assets that were offset 100%
Ff against the limit by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation
€é;‘_ indicated that only a portion of the refund (15% or 95%) should have been offset
b against the expenditure limit. See Finding III.D.3.
g E. This amount represents the amount of a GELAC reimbursement for pre date of
5 eligibility salary and overhead expenses incorrectly offset against the limit, the
3 balance of the reimbursement was offset against exempt legal and accounting

: expenses. See Finding l{ll.D4.a.

i F. This represents travel from the Democratic National Convention paid by the
General Comminee (see Audit Report on the General Committee, Finding
[11.B.1.) and sublease payments (see Finding I11.D.4.b).

G This represents an apparent in-kind contribution by the DNC for event expenses.
See Finding I11.C.

H. A refund from the November 5 Group is due the Primary Committee. According
to the Primary Committee’s 1* and 2™ quarter 1998 disclosure repor, it has
received $201.366 of the refund due from the November 5 Group.

|3 The amount due from the General Comminee for Bismarck Enterprises and
AT&T are amounts paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by
the Genera!l Comminee. See Finding 111.B.1.a. and b. The GTE amount of $439
is 2 Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Commitiee’s
bank account.

) Debts owed by the Primary Commitiee as reported in its December 31, 1997
Disclosure Reports Schedule D less $3,964 paid during 1998.
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As depicted in the chart above, the Audit staff identified
$77,258,005 in expenditures chargeable to the overall expenditure limitation. The
Primary Committee in its response contended that it was $435,188 under the overall
expenditure limit. Qur review of the Primary Committee’s disclosure reports as amended
through June 30, 1998 reflected expenditures chargeable to the overall limit of
$30,330,410 — an amount equal to $579,590 under the overall spending limit. The Audit
staff's inclusiop of media expenses paid by the DNC as an in-kind contribution as
discussed in Finding III.A. and the necessary adjustments/additions discussed at Findings
II1.B and C. caused the limit to be exceeded by $46,348,005. After adjustments to
calculate the amount paid in excess of the limit, $46,247,210 is subject to a pro rata
repayment to the United States Treasury.

Recommendation #6

The Audit staff recommends the Commission determine that $6,966,217%
(846,247,210 x .150630) is repayable to the United States Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR
§9038.2(b)2)(G1)(A).

Should the Commission’s analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law,
and conclusions be different from that presented above, the amount to be added to
Primary Commintee’s spending limitation and the amount 10 be repaid to the U.S.
Treasury could be changed or eliminated.

E. DETERMINATION OF NET QUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires
thar within 15 calendar days afier the candidate’s date of ineligibility, the candidate shall
submit a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses pius estimated necessary
winding down costs.

In addition, Section 9034.1 (b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 11 CFR §9034.5, that candidate may
continue to receive matching pavments provided that on the date of payment there are
remaining net outstanding campaign obligations.

President Clinton's date of ineligibility was August 28, 1996. The Audit
staff reviewed the Committee’s financial activiry through December 31, 1997, analyzed
winding down costs, and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations.

“ This amount may require a downward adjustment pending final resolution of the repayment
maners noted at Finding [11.B.
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It should be noted that the Primary Committee submitted with its response
to the Memorandum its version of the Statement of Net Qutstanding Campaign
Obligations. There were several differences between the Audit prepared statement and
the one prepared by the Primary Committee. According to the Primary Committee, the
deficit as of August 29, 1998 was $1,071,056, whereas, the deficit calculated by the Audit
staff as of August 28, 1998 was $895,646 a difference of approximately $175,000.
However, the Primary Committee did not provide worksheets, schedules or other
documentation to support the derivation of its numbers.

The Audit staff's prepared Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations appears below. Based on our analysis, the Primary Committee did not
receive matching funds in excess of its entitiement.
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CLINTON/GORE ‘96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.

STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS
as of August 28, 1996

as determined through Decembar 31, 1997

ASSETS

Cash in Bank
Cash on Hand

investments in U.S. Treasury Notes/Bonds

Accounts Raceivable:

Accrusd interest
Vendor Deposits
Due from GELAC

Clinton/Gore ‘96 General Committee

Vendor Refunds

Capital Assets

Total Assets

OBLIGATIONS

Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses

Refunds of Contributions
Federal Income Tax

Amount Due GELAC
Amount Due General Committee

Amount Due U.S. Treasury - Sule-dated Checks

Actual Winding Down Expenses
December 6. 1996 - December 31, 1997

Estmated Winding Down Expenses
January |, 1998 - December 31, 1999

Touwl Obligations

Net Quistanding Campeign Obligations (Deficit)
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$3,380,408 (1)
202
2,146,940
8171 (2)
54933 (3)
151,757 (4)
87,158 {5)
385,568 (6)
487427 (1)
4,338,553 (8)
7275 (9)
165,480  (10)
28878 (11)
12427 (12)
12230 (13)
1,822,556
1,170,900  (14)
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FOOTNOTES TO NOCO STATEMENT

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8/28/96 which includes stale-dated checks dated on or before date
of ineligibility added back to cash in bank.

Accrued interest income 7/25/96 - 8/28/95.

This amount represents vendor deposits outstanding as of 8/28/96.

This amount reflects GELAC reimbursements 1o the Primary Comminee for GELAC salaries and
overhead expenses initially paid by the Primary Committee on or before 8/28/96. An offset
{$88,878) was calculated by the Audit staff to reflect the expenses of individuals not working
exclusively on GELAC maters (see Note 11).

This amount represents: (8) Primary Committee payment ($22,984) to Bismarck Enterprises for
catering services provided to the General Committee; (b) an amount ($63,736) paid by the
Primary Commitiee for an AT&T phone lease which should have been paid by the General
Committee: (¢) a GTE refund ($439) addressed to the Primary Committee but erroneously
deposited by the General Comminee.

Amounts deposited post date of ineligibility for ransactions made on or before date of ineligibiliry
plus the reported amount owed to the Primary Committee by one of its media vendors.
Recognition of gross capital assets including software and licensing fees less depreciation of 40%.
Reflects actual accounts payabie through 12/31/97 absent a reduction to accounts payable for post
date of ineligibiliry stale-dated checks and winding down costs.

Represents contributions dated 8/28/96 or before and refunded to contributors.

‘This amount reflects the 1ax habihiry for investment income and interest eamned on deposits for the
period 1/1/96-8/28/96.

This offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the Primary Committee at Note 4; the difference of
$62.879 represents the aliowable reymbursement by GELAC for staff working 100% on GELAC
martters pnior to date of ineligibihity.

This amount represents; (a) DNC Canvention related travel on TWA paid ($7,291) by the General
Committee; (b) a leg of DNC Convention travel from Chicago to Cape Girardeau, MO relative to
the Prunary Communee that was pard (35.136) by the General Commitiee (see Audit Report of the
General Commuttee, Funding 11.B.1.) )

Primary Comminee's outstanding checks to vendors or contributors that have not been cashed.
This amount 1s based on the Prumary Commiee’s actual 1997 year-end winding down expenses.
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Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if
the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or contributions that have not been
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform the
Commission of its efforts 10 locate the payees, if such efforis have been necessary, and its
efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The committes shiall also
submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks, payable to the United
States Treasury.

F. MARY .

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

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

In response to the Memorandum, the Primary Committee provided
evidence that checks, totaling $25,934, had been voided, reissued and cleared the bank
($20,044); had cleared the bank subsequent to the end of fieldwork ($2,890); had been
onginally issued in error ($1,000); and, had been voided and a check reissued to the U.S.
Treasury (32.000).

Documentation was also made available with respect to action taken on
the remaining stale-dated checks, totaling $12.230, however, evidence of final disposition
has not been made available.

Based on the above. the Audit staff reduced the amount of unresolved
stale-dated checks to $12.230.

Recommendation #7

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make a determination that the
Primary Committee is required to make a payment of $12.230 to the United States
Treasury.

Shouid the Commission’s anaiysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable law,

and conclusions be different than that presented above, the amount due to the U.S,
Treasury would be changed or climinated.
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Shown below is a recap of amounts due the U.S. Treasury as discussed in

this report.
Non-qualified Campaign Expenses
(Finding ITI.B.) $ 54,578
Expenditures in Excess of the Overall Limitation
(Finding I11.D.) 6,966,217
Stale Dated Checks (Finding IIL.F.) —12.230
Total $7.033.025%

Should the Commission’s analysis of the facts, interpretation of applicable iaw, and conclusions
be different than that presenied above, the amount due to the 1.S. Treasury would be changed or
eliminated.
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #1
Clinton/Gore ‘36 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 1

DNC AND PRIMARY COMMITTEE ADS HAVING SAME AUDIO AND VIDEO
CONTENT
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER]

P11 REAL TICKET CG13-30
D795 DOLE/GINGRICH DNC1228-30

THE OVAL OFFICE If IT WERE BOB DOLE SITTING HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXIC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO

TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRIMINALS ALLOWED TO BUY HANDGUNS AND SLASHED
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GINGRICH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM

P12 NOBODY CG14-30

D796 THEM DNC1229-30
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE AND GINGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY 550,000,000,000 DOLLAR PLAN
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT
CLINTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION
STANDS UP TO DOLE AND GINGRICH BUT IF DOLE WINS AND GINGRICH RUNS
CONGRESS THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM

P13 BACK' CG09-30 -

D794 SCHEME DNCI1227-30
AMERICA'S ECONOMY 1S COMING BACK 10,000,000 NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE
ALTOS THAN JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALL.OON THE DEFICIT HIGHER
INTEREST RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR
FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROWTH PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETING OUR
CHALLENGES BOB DOLE GAMBLING WITH OUR FUTURE

' A Primary Commitee ad entitted GAMBLE is nearly identical to BACK. and SCHEME, the
differences are: raise interest rates insicad of higher interest rates; barm the ezonomy instead
of hurt families.
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Audit Report on O EXHIBIT #2
Clintor/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 2

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

D303 NO DNC550-30
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT

WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE

VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO

SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES

D324 PROOF DNC580-30
WE SENT HiM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT

WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE

VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS I'T'S TIME TO

SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES

D346 FACTS DNC602-30
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLAN IT’S TIME TO
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY
1.000.000 FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES
10.000.000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK
MORE JOB TRAINING TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 10,000,000 NEW 108S MORE WOMEN
OWNED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAINING
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BETTER FUTURE
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #2
Clinton/Gore *96 Primary Commitiee, Inc. Page2 of 2

D797 RISKY DNC1230-30
BOB DOLE ATTACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR

15,000,000 WORKING FAMILIES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES THE 90 INCOME TAX
INCREASE 900,000,000,000 IN HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GINGRICH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE
EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE RAISING TAXES TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE

RUNNING FROM HIS RECORD
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #3
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Pape 1 of 3

12 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS “DOLE GINGRICH" POSITIONS

[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER]

D212 TABLE DNC420-30
THE GINGRICH DOLE BUDGET PLAN DOCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTI DRUG HELP SLASHED CHILDREN DEMIED
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC POLLUTERS LET OFF THE HOOK BUT PRESIDENT
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECTING
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES AND
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH JUST WALKED AWAY THAT'S

WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTING AMERICA'S

FAMILIES

D348 SUPPORTS DNC610-30
THIS DOLE GINGRICH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON
SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND
GINGRICH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS IN
MEDICARE EDUCATION CUTS IN TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT THE
PRESIDENT'S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUITION SAVE ANTI
DRUG PROGRAMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES THE
PRESIDENT'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30
60.000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND
CHECKS BLT DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO 100,000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON DE{{VERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO WANT TO REPEAL
IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT DOLE
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK. PRESIDENT CLINTON'S
PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES

D404 BACKGROUND DNC680-30
60.000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND
GINGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN
100,000 NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANT! DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT
CLINTON'S PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR
VALUES
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #3
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 2 of 3

D433 FINISH DNC710-30
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS
DOLE GINGRICH WANTED THEM CUT NOW THEY'RE SAFE PROTECTED IN THE 96
BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE THE
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLINTON
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES

D458 SAME DNC740-30

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

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

D557 DEFEND DNC9%50-30 -
PROTECTING FAMILIES FOR MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON
CLUT TAXES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE TAXES ON 8,000,000
THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET WOULD HAVE SLASHED MEDICARE 270,000,000,000
CUT COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS THE PRESIDENT DEFENDED OUR VALUES f YOTECTED
MEDICARE AND NOW A TAX CUT OF 1.500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR THE FIRST TWO
YEARS OF COLLEGE MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES FREE HELP ADULTS GO BACK TO
SCHOOL THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS OUR VALUES




Audit Report on EXHIBIT #3
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Commitiee, Inc. Page 3 of 3

D627 ANOTHER DNC1001-30
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANT! DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES

) D592 VALUES DNC1040-30
5 AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLINTON PROTECTS
MEDICARE THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO CUT MEDICARE
270.000.000,000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX
- BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO SLASH COLLEGE

. SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETS OUR CHALLENGES
PROTECTS OUR VALUES

g g
P

D697 INCREASED DNC1120-30

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

D732 ENOUGH DNC1160-30

i ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100.000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANT! DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #4
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 4

13 DNC ADS - CLINTON'S POSITIONS VS * THE REPUBLICANS' ” POSITIONS
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, BOLD TYPE IS GINGRICH SPEAKING]

D1 PROTECT DNC10-30
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLINTON WHO CUT GOVERNMENT
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICAL INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS CHARGING
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT THEM A DECISION THAT TOUCHES US ALL

i i e ]
% W Y
ot »?

- D10 MORAL DNC11-30

g AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING OUR ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY 1S ONE
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE IT WAS CHEAP OR EASY
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE REPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO
WANT TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFITS AND PRESIDENT CLINTON IS RIGHT TO
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO DO WHAT'S
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY

D19 EMMA DNC54-30
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT
WHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIXTY-SEVEN 270 BILLION IN CUTS BUT LESS THAN
HALF THE MONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN
SECURE MEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT'S THE
PRESIDENT'S PLAN CUT WASTE CONTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES

D38 SAND DNC120-30
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER IN WASHINGTON
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MATTERS WORK
NOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION IS RIGHT MEDICARE 1S RIGHT A TAX
CUT FOR WORKING FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS
SHOULD JOMN THE PRESIDENT AND BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTEAD OF A TUG OF
WAR WE COME TOGETHER AND DO WHAT'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #4
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 2 0f 4

D58 FAMILIES DNC170-30

OUR FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET

RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE DON'T TRINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY

SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION

BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TC WITHER ON TRE VINE AND NOW THE

REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDENT TO CUT A DEAL AND JUST LET

MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO ANY BILL

THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR RARMS THE ENVIRONMENT THE
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR PARENTS AND PROVIDE OUR
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY

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

D120 PRESIDENTS DNC261-30
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER [T GIVES THEM TO
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT 1S STANDING FIRM FOR
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR QUR CHILDREN
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE

D99 FIRM DNC270-30
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEQPLE
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #4
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Commirtee, Inc. Page3 of 4

D141 PEOPLE DNC300-30
BELLE IS DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO
COLLEGE BUT HIS SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GONE THE STAKES IN THE BUDGET
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY COULD BE CUT
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE MATTHEW BOUGHT A
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT NEW TAXES
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES

D163 CHILDREN DNC330-30

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

D185 SLASH DNC390-30 .
AMERICA'S CHILDREN MILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A
MILLION GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION cUT 30,000,000,000

BILLION ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS
BUT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION
ENVIRONMENT AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET

IN SEVEN YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT

SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN

D429 HELP DNC705-30
FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE 50 MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT
CLINTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL
CLASSES TEACHING READING AND MATH PRESIDENT CLINTON GOT IT PASSED
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO ANYTHING ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT
CLINTON'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLINTON’S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES
PROTECTING OUR VALUES
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #4
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 4 of 4

D299 STOP DNC340-30
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN CHILD

SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR MOTHERS AND THEIR CHILDREN EDUCATION JOB
TRAINING MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON AND THE DEMOCRATS WANT FOR
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART CUT CHILD HEALTHCARE
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON STAND FIRM

CHILDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU
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Audit Report on EXHIBIT #5
Clinton/Gore *96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of ]

4 DNC ADS - DREAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTON SPEAKING])

D508 DREAMS DNC(C830-30
1 WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOR PALEONTOLOGIST THE
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES
FREE ALL COLLEGES MOQRE AFFORDABLE | WANT TO BE AN OCEANOGRAPHER
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TG LEARN FIND A BETTER IOB
THE PRESIDENT'S TUITION TAX CUT PLAN I'M GOING TO FIND A CURE FOR
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LEARN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM

D276 VICTIMS DNC500-30
EVERY YEAR IN AMERICA 1,000,000 WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC ABUSE IT

IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION'S VALUES IT'S PAINFUL TO SEE IT'S TIME TO
CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1,000,000 WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL
CHARACTER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30
AMERICA WAS BUILT ON CHALLENGES NOT PROMISES AND WHEN WE WORK TOGETHER
TO MEET THEM WE NEVER FAIL [N THIS PLACE OUR RESPONSIBILITY BEGINS
WITH BALANCING THE BUDGET.IN A WAY THAT IS FAIR TO ALL AMERICANS TO
PRESERVE THE BASIC PROTECTIONS OF MEDICARE AND MEDICAID | AM READY TO
MEET TOMORROW AND GIVE THE AMERICAN PEOPLE THEIR BALANCED BUDGET A TAX
CUT LOWERD ST RATES AND A BRIGHTER FUTURE WE SHOULD DO THAT NOW
_AND MAKE PERMANENT DEFICITS YESTERDAY'S LEGACY

D253 WELFARE DNC470-30
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN'S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS STRICT
TIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES IN OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO
WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE SYSTEM WE CAN
MAKE REAL WELFARE REFORM A REALITY IN THE LIVES OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
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Audit Report on . o EXHIBIT #6
ClintorvGore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of |

RNC AD DS060 “MORE"™

DID YOU KNOW THE'RE OVER § MILLION ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS IN THE U.S. AND

THAT YOU SPEND 5 % BILLION DOLLARS A YEAR ‘{0 SUPPORT THEM WITH WELFARE
FOOD STAMPS AND OTHER SERVICES UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON SPENDING ON
ILLEGALS HAS GONE UP WHILE WAGES FOR THE TYPICAL AMERICAN WORKER HAVE
GONE DOWN AND WHEN EFFORTS WERE MADE T() STOP GIVING BENEFITS TO ILLEGAL
IMMIGRANTS BILL CLINTON OPPOSED THEM TELL PRESIDENT CLINTON TO STOP GIVING
BENEFITS TO [LLEGALS AND END WASTEFUL WASHINGTON SPENDING
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

EXIT CONFERENCE MEMORANDUM
OF THE AUDIT DIVISICN ON THE

CLINTON/GORE ‘96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.

L. AUDIT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES

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

1.

The receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory
limitations (see Finding ILA.);

the receipt of contributions from prohiiaited sources, such as those
from corporations or labor organizations;

proper disclosure of contributions from individuals, political
committees and other entities, to include the itemization of
contributions when required, as well as the completeness and accuracy
of the information disclosed,;

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

proper disclosure of campaign debts and obligations;

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

adequate recordkeeping for campaign transactions;
accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations
filed by the Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Commiittee, Inc. (the Primary

Committee) to disclose its financial condition and to establish
continuing matching fund entitlement (see Finding IILE.);
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9. the Primary Committee’s compliance with spending limitations (see
_Finding IIL.D.); and

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

As part of the Commission’s standard audit process, an inventory of campaign
records is normally conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is conducted
to determine if the auditee’s records are materially complete and in an auditable state.

The inventory began on January 6, 1997. Due to the unavailability of records, the
Audit staff suspended fieldwork on January 22, 1997. Prior to leaving, an itemized list of
records needed was provided to the Primary Committee. These records, consisting of:
bank statements and enclosures for three campaign depositories; check registers for
certain operating and payroll accounts; records relative to in-kind contributions,
campaign travel, campaign materials, Primary Committee credit cards, media placements,
public opinion polls, fundraising, event and allocation codes; workpapers detailing FEC
report preparation and components for the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations; copies of all Primary Committee contracts/agreements; copies of IRS forms
940 and 941; a listing of key personnel, including positions and responsibilities; and,
Computerized Magnetic Media for disbursements were initially requested in writing
during the period January 7, 1997 through January 22, 1997.

In a letter dated January 29, 1997, the Primary Committee was notified that the
records were to be made available on or before February 21, 1997; with respect to records
not made available, the Commission would issue subpoenas for production of the records
not only to the Primary Committee, but also to vendors, banks or any other persons in
possession of relevant materials. In addition, the Audit staff identified records that, at a
minimum, had to be made available before fieldwork could resume.

In addition, on January 8, 1997, the Audit staff was instructed that all requests for
vendor files would be directed to a designated staff person and that such requests would
be limited to documentation associated with a block of no more than 500 checks (e.g.,
check numbers 1000 - 1499). The Audit staff met with Primary Committee
representatives on January 15, 1997 in an attempt to reach a workable solution as to
access. A solution was not reached and Primary Committee counsel was notified that we
were prepared to recommend subpoenas for all vendor files in the event that a reasonable
solution could not be worked out. On February 19, 1997, Audit Division representatives
met with Primary Committee counsel to discuss resuming fieldwork and access to vendor
files. A workable solution as to access was reached.

Audit fieldwork resumed on February 24, 1997. However, the Primary
Committee continued to delay production of records. The Audit staff was informed that
attorneys had to review all records prior to them being made available to the Audit staff.
In certain instances, the Primary Committee refused to make records available and in
other instances, were not initially accurate as to the existence and/or availability of certain
records requested. For example, the Primary Committee refused to make available bank
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records pertaining to the bank account maintained by the media vendors who placed and
paid for media buys on behalf of the Primary Committee (see Finding II[.A.). With
respect to certain electronic spreadsheets for fundraising and/or legal and accounting
allocations, as well as other computerized records, Primary Committee representatives
stated on numerous occasions that such records could not or would not be made available
in a computerized format. When continuing to inquire why these records could not be
made available in a computerized format, the Audit staff was informed by the Primary
Committee’s accountant that the Primary Committee’s Chief Counsel, had said that
computerized records were not to be made available to the Audit staff. The Audit staff
made repeated attempts to meet with Counsel, however, no such meeting was ever
scheduled. Near the end of fieldwork, in 1998, certain electronic spreadsheet records
were eventually provided.

As aresult, during the period May 28, 1997 through February 3, 1998, the Audit
staff requested the Office of General Counsel to prepare subpoenas for the production of
records. The Commission issued 22 subpoenas to either the Primary Committee or
respective vendors in order to obtain records generally made available to the Audit staff
at the beginning of fieldwork.!

st It is the opinion of the Audit staff that the delays in production of records by the
Primary Committee resulted in wasting numerous staff hours which directly delayed the
completion of the audit fieldwork a minimum of four months.

Accordingly, the scope of work performed was limited due to delays encountered
in obtaining records necessary to perform the audit. Certain findings in the Memorandum
will be supplemented with information obtained by sources other than the Primary
Committee, and be presented in the audit report considered by the Commission at a later
date.

Unless specifically discussed below, no material non-compliance was detected. It
should be noted that the Commission may pursue further any of the matters discussed in
this memorandum in an enforcement action.

Records concerning payments made by the Primary Committee’s media vendors on behalf of the

Democratic National Committee are not in this category. .
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Section 441b{a) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part, that it
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution in connection with any election for
Federal office.

Section 116.3(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that
a commercial vendor that is not a corporation may extend credit to a candidate, a political
committee or another person on behalf of a candidate or pelitical committee. An
extension of credit will not be considered a contribution to the candidate or political
committee provided that the credit is extended in the ordinary course of the commercial
vendor’s business and the terms are substantially similar to extensions of credit to
nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation. Section 116.3(b) of
Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that a corporation in its capacity as
commercial vendor may extend to a candidate, a political committee or another person on
behalf of a candidate or political committee provided that the credit extended in the
ordinary course of the corporation’s business and the terms are substantiaily similar to
extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of obligation.

Section 116.3(c) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that
in determining whether credit was extended in the ordinary course of business, the
Commission will consider: (1) whether the commercial vendor followed its established
procedures and its past practice in approving the extension of credit; (2) whether the
commercial vendor received prompt payment in full if it previously extended credit to the
same candidate or political committee; and (3) whether the extension of credit conformed
to the usual and normat practice in the commercial vendor’s trade or industry.

During our review of selected Primary Committee disbursements, the
Audit staff noted that on October 28, 1996, the Primary Committee made three payments
to the polling firm of Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc. (Penn + Schoen) which included
reimbursements for travel expenses, totaling $74,970, incurred by Mark Penn, Douglas
Schoen and Jill Kaufman between May 4, 1995 and June 30, 1996. The invoices were
dated October 28, 1996, and were also stamped by the Primary Committee as being
received on October 28, 1996.

The Primary Committee paid approximately $1.8 million (16 payments) to
Penn + Schoen, the Primary Committee’s main polling firm, during the period covered by
this audit. It appears that other payments to this vendor were made in a timely manner.
The Audit staff was unable to determine if Penn + Schoen followed its established
procedures and its past practices relative to this extension of credit nor were we able to
determine whether the extension of credit conformed to the usual and normal practice in
the vendor’s industry. The reimbursement policy in Pern + Schoen's consulting
agreement makes no mention as to time frames for the billing and payment of travel
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expenses. According to a Dun + Bradstreet Public Record Search, Penn, Schoen +
Berland Associates, Inc. (former name: Penn + Schoen Associates, Inc.), was
incorporated in the state of New York on October 30, 1984 and was still active as of
January 17, 1998.

The Primary Committee provided documentation in the form of an
affidavit from Rick Joseph who is the Controller at Penn + Schoen. He is responsible for
preparing and sending invoices to clients for services rendered and expenses incurred.
Mr. Joseph states the Controller position was vacant for approximately four months prior
to his employment (September 3, 1996) and that due to inadequate staffing, during this
vacancy, Penn + Schoen did not regularly bill its clients for invoices that required
research or back-up documentation. Mr Joseph states further that soon after his
employment, he discovered that invoices for travel expenses incurred between May, 1995
and June, 1996, on behalf of Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. had either not
been invoiced to the Primary Committee or were invoiced, but lacked the correct back-up
documentation. The Controller continues by stating that while the position of Controller
was vacant an accounting assistant forwarded ten invoices to the Primary Committee
totaling $45,331, for travel dating back to May, 1995, however, Penn + Schoen was
notified by the Primary Committee that these invoices did not contain all the necessary
back-up documentation. During August - September, 1996, as requested by the Primary
Committee, Penn + Schoen continued to provide additional documentation to support its
reimbursement requests. The Controller states that he rebilled the Primary Committee on
October 28, 1996 for $37,548 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel
reimbursement policies. Penn + Schoen was reimbursed for this amount on October 28,
1996. Mr. Joseph states that he sent an invoice on October 4, 1996 to the Primary
Committee for the amaunts of $32,037 and $16,605 with back-up receipts for Mark
Penn’s and Douglas Schoen’s travel dating back to January 1, 1996. These invoices were
revised on October 28, 1996 to comply with the Primary Committee’s travel
reimbursement policies. The Primary Committee reimbursed Penn + Schoen for the
amounts of $30,262 and $14,830 on October 28, 1996.

Neither Mr. Joseph nor Penn + Schoen provided an explanation as to why
the anary Committee was not billed for travel expenses incurred May, 1995 through
April, 1996. The period of time preceded the four month period that the Controller
position was vacant. Further, Penn + Schoen did not include documentation of other
clients who were not billed on a regular basis.

Recommendation #1

The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide additional documentation or any other
comments to demonstrate that the credit extended ($74,970 in travel expenses incurred)
by the above vendor was in the normal course of its business, including statements from
the vendor and did not represent a prohibited contribution. The information provided
should include examples of other customers or clients of similar size and risk for which
similar services have been provided and similar billing arrangements have been used.
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Also, information concerning billing policies for similar clients and work, advance
payment policies, debt collection policies, and billing cycles should be included.

Section 441a (a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states in part
that no multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and
his authorized political committees with respect to any election to Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $5,000. Section 441a (a)(7)(B) states that expenditures made by
any person in cooperation, consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion
of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents, shall be considered to
be a contribution to such candidate. The section then states that the financing by any
person of the dissemination, distribution, or republication, in whole or in part, of any
broadcast or any written, graphic, or other form of campaign materials prepared by the
candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized agents shall be considered to be
an expenditure. The purpose, content and timing of any speech-related expenditure
distinguish coordinated activity that gives rise to a contribution from other interaction.
Express advocacy or an electioneering message is not required for expenditures
coordinated with candidates and their campaigns to be considered contributions.

Section 441a(d) of Title 2 of the United States Code provides that the
national committee of a political party may make a limited amount of “coordinated party
expenditures” in connection with the general election campaign of its Presidential
candidate that are not subject to, and do not count toward, the contribution and
expenditure limitations at 2 U.S.C. §§441a(a) and (b) including the expenditure limitation
for publicly-funded candidates. See afso 11 CFR §110.7(a)(6). A coordinated party
expenditure in excess of the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d)(2) limitations would be subject to the
contribution limitations.

In determining whether specific communications paid for by parties were
coordinated expenditures subject to the 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) limitations, the Commission
has considered whether the communication refers to a “clearly identified candidate™ and
contains an “electioneering message” in Advisory Opinions (*AQO”) 1984-15 and 1985-
14. Section 431(18) of Title 2 of the United States Code defines the term “clearly
identified” to mean that the name of the person involved appears, a photograph or
drawing of the candidate appears; or the identity of the candidate is apparent by
unambiguous reference. In AO 1984-15, the Commission stated that the definition of
“electioneering message” includes statements designed to urge the public to elect a
certain candidate or party, or which would tend to diminish public support for one
candidate and garner support for another candidate. Citing AO 1984-15, the Commission
also stated in AO 1985-14 that “expenditures pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §441a(d) may be made
without consultation or coordination with any candidate and may be made before the
party’s general election candidates are nomina
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Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part, that a contribution includes a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money
or anything of value for the purpose of influencing a Federal election. Anything of value
includes all contributions in-kind.

Section 100.8(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations defines
an expenditure to include any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, gift
of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any
election for federal office. Section 100.8(a)(1)(iv)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states “anything of value” includes in-kind contributions. Section
104.13(a)1) and (2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that each in-
kind contribution be reported as both a contribution and an expenditure.

Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code prohibits candidates
or political committees from knowingly accepting any contribution that violates the
contribution limitations.

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

¢ . incurred by or on behalf of a candidate or his or her authorized committee
from the date the individual becomes a candidate through the last day of the
candidate’s eligibility;

e made in connection with his or her campaign for nomination; and,
» neither the incurrence nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law

of the United States or of any law of any State in which the expense is
incurred or paid.

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

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

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

s acommittee which has been requested by the candidate, by an authorized
committee of the candidate, or by an agent of the candidate to make the
expenditure, even though such committee is not authorized in writing.

Section 9034.4(e) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations provides
the following rules that apply to candidates who receive public funding in both the
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primary and general election. Any expenditure for goods or services that are used
exclusively for the primary election campaign are attributed to the primary committee’s
expenditure limits; any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the
general election campaign are attributed to the general election limits. The costs of a
campaign communication that does not include a solicitation are attributed based on the
date on which the communication is broadcast, published or mailed. Media producticn
costs for media communications that are broadcast or published both before and after the
date of the candidate’s nomination are attributed 50% to the primary election limits and
50% to the general election limits. Distribution costs, including such costs as air time
and advertising space in newspapers, shall be paid for 100% by the primary or general
election campaign depending on when the communication is broadcast or distributed.
The relevant date for determining whether an expense is for the primary or general
election is the candidate’s date of nomination.

Section 9035.1(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states,
in part, that no candidate or his authorized committees shall knowingly incur
expenditures in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination that in the
agpregate exceed $10,000,000 as adjusted under 2 U.S.C. §441a(c).

Section 441a(b) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code makes
publicly-funded candidates subject to expenditure limitations. Section 9033(b)(1) of Title
26 of the United States Code requires that, to be eligible to receive public financing in the
primary election, a candidate must certify to the Commission that, inter alia, he or she
and his or her authorized committees will not incur qualified campaign expenses in
excess of the expenditure limitation. Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States Code
prohibits candidates or political committees from knowingly making expenditures in
violation of the primary election expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §441a(b).

BACKGROUND

During the audit fieldwork, the Audit staff requested station documentation and
VHS formatted tapes for all media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee by its
media vendor. Further, the Audit staff requested bank statemnents, including alf
enclosures, for all bank accounts maintained by the media vendor and used to make
payments for media ads placed on behalf of the Primary Committee.” The Primary
Committee stated initially that bank statements for the media vendor’s account used to
handle the Primary Committee’s activity, although requested would not be provided to
the Audit staff because the bank account used by the media vendor also contained activity
related to other clients. Subsequently, the Primary Committee provided certain canceled
checks purported to represent checks issued by its media vendor for Primary Committes
media buys; station documentation for certain media flights was also provided.’

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

Media flights represent a period of time in which one or more media ads were placed.
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Based on our review of the documentation made available, the Audit staff
determined that the Primary Commitiee’s media vendors were Squier Knapp Och
Commumcahons (SKQ) and November 5 Group, Inc. (Nov 5). Primary Committee
media ads® that aired in June 1995 through March 1996 were placed by SKO, starting in
May 1996 through August 21, 1996, all Primary Committee media ads were placed by
Nov 5.5 Both SKO and Nov 5 maintained at least one bank account each at the National
Capital Bank of Washington. From these accounts, funds were disbursed to television
stations in payment of media ads on behalf of the Primary Committee. Accordingto a
newspaper article (The Washington Post, Sunday, January 4, 1998, A Section) Robert D.
Squier, William N. Knapp, Mark Penn, Douglas Schoen and Dick Morris were each a
partner in Nov 5.

Mr. Squier and Mr. Knapp are partners at SKO, the Primary Committee’s
principal media vendor. Mr. Penn and Mr. Schoen are partners at Penn + Schoen
Associates, Inc. (PSA) the Primary Committee’s polling firm.® Mr. Morris was a media
consultant.

In addition, the Audit staff noted instances where canceled checks issued by
SKO/Nov 5 contained annotations such as “DNC” or “DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL
COMM/STATE PARTY.” Station documentation (also known as station affidavits)
issued by the broadcast station contained information such as the date, time, name or
other reference to ad aired, amount charged for air time, and the television station that
aired an ad, as well as a section that contained the name of the advertiser and product. In
many instances, the advertiser/product section contained references such as “democratic
national committee”, “dnc/clinton gore ‘96" or “dne.”

On July 2, 1997, the Commission issued subpoenas to the Primary Committee,
SKO, and Nov 5 in order to obtain media reconciliations, station documentation not
previously provided, all bank statements, all canceled checks and debit advices issued by
the media vendor on behalf of the Primary Committee and all deposit tickets/slips and

‘ Throughout this Memorandum, “Primary Committee ad” refers to an advertisement paid for by
the Primary Committee. It does not include ads that may be related to the primary election but
were paid for by the DNC or Democratic state party committees.

* No Primary Committee media ads were placed during the period August 1995 through February
1996.

It appears that the results of polls, advertising tests and mall tests were used to  develop media

ads.
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credit advices associated with the depos:t of Primary Committee funds into any
account(s) maintained by SKO or Nov 57

Counsel for the Primary Committee responded on behalf of the Primary
Committee, SKO and Nov 5. In response, media reconciliations, ail missing station
documentation for flights, and a VHS tape of Primary Committee media ads were made
available for review. SKO and Nov 5’s bank statements and enclosures represented as
specifically related to Primary Committee transactions were also made available.
However, the bank statements contained redactions.

In order to obtain all bank records related to these accounts, the Commission
issued a subpoena to the National Capital Bank of Washington on September 3, 1997, for
all bank statements, enclosures, including canceled checks, deposit items and all debit
and credit advices for the identified accounts maintained and used by SKO and Nov 5.
The period covered was April 1995 through December 31. 1996, The National Capital
Bank of Washington (the Bank) submitted bank statements, and all enclosures which
could be retrieved from the Bank’s records systems for the accounts requested.

On January 16, and 30, 1998, the Commission issued additional subpoenas to
SKO and Nov 5 in order to obtain additional media documentation including media
reconciliations (in electronic format), certain bank records, VHS tapes, and station
documentation for all advertisements paid from the SKO and Nov § accounts by or on
behalf of the DNC or any state or local party committee, or was associated in any way
with the DNC or any state or local party committee. The period covered was April 1.
1995 through August 28, 1996,

The Audit staff reviewed all documentation provided by the Primary Committee
and all documentation received as a result of the above subpoenas. Our review found that
during the period June 1995 through August 28, 1996, media ads were placed by SKO
and/or Nov 5, the cost of which was funded directly or indirectly by the Democratxc
National Committee (the DNC).® The cost of the DNC media ads was $42,373,336.°
During the same period Primary Committee media ads were placed by SKO and/or Nov
5, the cost of which ($11,731,101) was funded by the Primary Committee.

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

? Media reconciliations were prepared by the media firm and contained information such as, client

name, flight date, ad name, broadcast stations used, check number used to pay a specific station,
gross billing, net paid to station, net due to stations, commission charged, amount due from client
and amount received from client.

Audit work performed to prepare this Memorandum did not include an examination of the DNC’s
or state parties’ bank or other internal financial records. Disclosure reports (DNC/State party
committees) filed with the FEC were reviewed.

This figure represents the amount due to broadcast stations relative to ads placed and aired
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to either SKO’s or Nov 5's bank accounts. In the case of one state party committee, the
Pennsylvania Democratic Committee, it was noted that in excess of $4,000,000 was
wired to identified accounts maintained by SKO and Nov 5. Credit advices included with
SKO’s and Nov 5’s bank statements identified the funds as wire transfers originating
from CoreStates Bank. These credit advices contained the foliowing notation
“CORESTATE PHIL [apparently Philadelphia] ORG=COMMERCIAL LOAN
HARRISBURG HARRISBURG FIS ORG #0101 PA 00”.1°

ANL 'L

The chart below depicts the dates of and amounts due to broadcast stations
relative to the placement of Primary Committee ads and DNC ads'' undertaken by SKO
and/or Nov 5. This information was obtained from media reconciliations prepared by
SKO and/or Nov 5.

10 On February 28, 1998, the Commission issued a subpoena to CoreStates Bank in order to obtain

any and all documentation associated with the apparen commercial loan. To date a satisfactory
response has not been received.

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

ATTACHMENT
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Primary Committee Ads DNC Ads
RunDates  Amounts Run Dates  Amounts
due to stations due to stations

06/27/95-  $2,034,274

07/24/95
08/16/95-  $15,692,881
03/05/96
03/08/96 - 538,932 03/07/96 - 2,487,795
03/25/96 03/27/96
03/30/96 - 5,021,284
05/03/96
05/04/96 - 1,185,882 05/04/96 - 3,293,351
05/31/96 05/31/96
06/01/96 - 11,169,521
07/09/96
07/09/96 - 7,972,013 07/10/96 - 2,764,251
08/21/96 08/21/96
08/21/96 - 1,944,252
08/29/96
Total 811,731,101 $42,373,336

Initially, during the period June 27, 1995 through July 24, 1995 only Primary
Committee ads were aired. During the period August 16, 1995 through March 5, 1996 no
Primary Committee ads aired; however, nearly $15.7 million was spent by the DNC to
broadcast DNC ads. The next period, March 7, 1996 through March 27, 1996, both
Primary Committes and DNC ads were aired. This pattern continued through August 21,
1996. Only DNC ads aired during the period from August 22, 1996 to August 28, 1996
{the Candidate’s date of ineligibility).

To recap, first only Primary Committee ads were run (6/27/95 - 7/24/95), then
only DNC ads (8/16/95 - 3/5/96), followed by both Primary Committee and DNC ads run
(3/16/96 - 8/21/96). Finally, no Primary Committee ads were placed after August 21,
1996; however, during the period August 21, 1996 through August 28, 1996, placement
cost for DNC ads, totaled $1,944,252.

As can be easily identified, two distinct patterns exist. They are: 1) periods of
time when only Primary Committee ads were aired and periods of time when only DNC
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ads were aired; and, 2) periods of time when both DNC and Primary Committee ads were
aired.

EYIDRENCE OF COORDINATION

The items discussed below indicate coordination and cost sharing between the
Primary Committee and the DNC. Documentation with respect to allocations of cost
between the Primary Committee and the DNC has not been reviewed. Therefore, the
Audit staff offers no opinion on the reasonableness of such allocations.

Shared Production Expenses

On May 8, 1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.96 for
production expenses related to shoot in Iowa (2/10/96 - 2/11/96), dubbing/shipping costs
and film shoot and travel expenses. Attached to the invoice was a breakdown of expenses
which totaled $21,211.91. These expenses were allocated equally between the Primary
Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee paid SKO $10,605.96 toward these
expenses. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the DNC’s

payment. On the same date, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee $10,605.68 for
expenses associated with “Shoot footage of Clinton at White House for Video -

bt ‘lowa/New Hampshire’.” Supporting documentation for all related sub-contract expenses
e was annotated with the DNC’s account code. The Primary Committee paid SKO
£ $10,605.68 on May 31, 1996

In another instance involving SKO, the Primary Committee was invoiced
$23,076.90 for expenses related to B-roll shoot (2/29/96 - 3/20/96). Attached to the
invoice was a breakdown of expenses, which totaled $46,153.80. These expenses were
atlocated equally between the Primary Committee and the DNC. The Primary Committee
paid SKO $23,076.90. Information is not available at this time with which to verify the
DNC’s payment.

Finally, on September 16, 1996, SKO invoiced the Primary Committee
$15,829.65 for expenses associated with an ad entitled “Nobody”. Supporting
documentation includes an invoice from Interface Video Systems, Inc. for
dubbing/satellite charges totaling $1,215. Of the § detailed charges noted on this invoice,
three charges, totaling $984, were annotated C/G and two charges, totaling $231, were
annotated DNC. The SKO invoice included only the Primary Committee’s portion of the
dubbing and satellite charges ($984). The job title line states * ‘Nobody’ and ‘Them’ / 75
VHS and 23 BCSP/Mike McMillen.” The words “Nobody” and “Them” were annotated
C/G and DNC respectively.




As discussed below under The TV Ads, the Primary Committee ad
Nobody and the DNC ad Them were exactly the same in audio and video content.'? Both
ads ran in August, 1996.

Of the remaining 10 SKO invoices issued to the Primary Committee and
associated with production expenses, all but two contained annotations indicating DNC

related charges.

PLACEMENT OF ADS

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

During the period May 25, 1996 to May 31, 1996, Nov 5 on behalf of the
Primary Committee placed ads totaling $1,101,062. During the same period, Nov 5 on
behalf of the DNC placed ads totaling $563,253. The DNC ads and the Primary
Committee ads were placed with the same 112 broadcast stations. With respect to ads
place with 109 (of the 112) stations, the checks issued by Nov 5 to the stations on behalf
of the DNC or the Primary Committee were in the same amount. For example, during
this period, Nov 5 place ads at the broadcast station WCCOQ. Nov § issued check number
2146 in the amount of $13,855 to the station on behalf of the DNC for ads placed. This
- check was annotated “dnc/state party committee”. In addition, Nov 5 issued check
P number 2431 in the amount of $13,855 to the same station on behaif of the Primary
Committee for ads placed. However, it should be noted that the media reconciliation for
this period indicated that only $73,049 in ads were placed on behalf of the DNC. In
response to our inquiry, a representative of Nov 5 stated, “[t}he media buy was scaled
back considerably after the checks were sent to the stations. The stations kept the money
and applied the surpius o the next media buy placed by the DNC. The actual amounts
are reflected in the media reconciliations previously provided to you.”

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

Furthermore, for other DNC media flights and Primary Committee media
flights both covering the same time period, Primary Committee and DNC ads were
placed at the same stations, however, the amounts charged by the stations were not
exactly the same with respect to DNC ads versus Primary Committee ads as placed.

Another indicator of coordination between the Primary Committee and the
DNC involves a standard form memorandum for authorization of production and time

2 Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ..." appears superimposed on the video portion, for the

DNC ad the payer is the DNC or a state party organization, for the Primary Committes ad, the

payer is the Primary Committee. -
A'r'rmt __L%:
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purchased. One section of this memorandum states “The cost will be allocated

a % for the DNC and % for Clinton/Gore ‘96.” The next line states
“attorneys to determine.” The following individuals were named recipients of this
memorandum: Peter Knight (Primary Committee - Campaign Manager), Ted Carter
(Primary Committee - Chief Operating Officer/Deputy Campaign Manager), Harold Ickes
(then White House Deputy Chief of Staff), B.J. Thomberry (DNC Chief of Staff), Bill
Knapp (Media Consultant, SKO/Nov 5), Jeff King (DNC Finance Division), Doug
Sosnik (White House Political Affairs Director), Brad Marshall (DNC Chief Financial
Officer), Lyn Utrecht (Primary Committee ‘s General Counsel) and Joan Pollitt
(Treasurer - Primary Committee).

One authorization memorandum, dated July 3, 1996, from Haroid Ickes
:‘“ and Doug Sosnik to Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President)
authorized SKO to produce 1 spot. Within the section entitled “other” the memorandum

states:

Tobacco

1) C-G buy - $617,000 - 7/9 - 7/16

2) DNC buy - $1.1 [miltion] - 7/10 - 716
3) dubbing and shipping - ¢-g - $5,000

4) production - $14,000 - c-g

With respect to allocation, the memorandum states “attomeys to
determine”,

Nov 5 placed Primary Committee ads totaling $468,682 (First Time) and
$915,627 (Hold) during the period July 9, 1996 through July 16, 1996 and July 11, 1996
through July 18, 1996 respectively. Nov 5 placed DNC ads totaling $457,030 during the
period July 10, 1996 through July 16, 1996. The Primary Committee ad “First Time”
addresses children trying smoking for the first time. The DNC ad “Enough” includes,
among other topics, school anti-drug programs.

In First Time, President Clinton’s stated position to “stop ads that teach
our children to smoke” is contrasted to Dole’s stated position of opposing an FDA limit
on tobacco ads that appeal to children and his position that “cigarettes aren’t necessarily
addictive” and presents to the viewer a choice “Bob Dole or President Clinton who's
really protecting our children?” The DNC ad, entitled Enough (the audio and video
portion is very similar to DNC ads “Another” and “Increased” which also ran in late June
and early July, 1996) contrasts President Clinton’s stated accomplishments in the areas of
immigration, crime, and school anti-drug programs to stated positions attributed to
republicans or Dole/Gingrich such as opposing the protection of U.S. workers from
replacement by foreign workers and the stated consequences of “the Dole Gingrich
budget” such as to repeal 100,000 new police and less funding for school anti-drug
programs. The DNC ad concludes with “only President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs
our values.”

13

The Audit staff is not in possession of an ad(s) entitled “tobacco” in VHS format,
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The Primary ad mentions Bob Dole and his views which are contrasted to
President Clinton’s - the DNC ad mentions the Dole Gingrich budget and Dole Gingrich
attempts to cut funding to programs endorsed by President Clinton. The former presents
a stated choice Dole or Clinton, whiie the DNC ad presents the clear message that “only
President Clinton’s plan protects our jobs our values.” In the opinion of the Audit staff,
both ads are designed to garner public support for a certain candidate, namely President
Clinton and diminish public support for Bob Dole. A detailed discussion of the content
of all 37 DNC ads aired during the primary period is included below.

Another indicator of coordination is contained in an authorization
i memorandum from Jennifer O’Connor (then Special Assistant to the President) to Peter
Knight, B.J. Thornberry, Brad Marshall, Ted Carter, Joan Pollitt, Lyn Utrecht and Joe
Sandler (General Counsel of the DNC), with a copy going to Harold Ickes, This
memorandum relates, in part, “Harold has authorized payment of the following
Squier/Knapp/Ochs/ invoices with corresponding authorization forms. Authorization is
to pay only costs which meet the DNC and Re-elect policies, including travel policies.”
The memorandum listed authorizations to purchase both production and air time with
respect to the DNC and the Primary Committee.

Polli 13

In response to an Audit staff inquiry concerning various polis conducted
on behalf of the DNC and the Primary Committee, Mark Penn, as president of PSA,
stated in an affidavit that

“beginning in April 1995 until November 1996, I presented polling
results at meetings held at the White House residence, generally on
a weekly basis. The results were presented simultaneously to the
representatives of Clinton/Gore, the White House and the DNC
who were in attendance at these meetings.”

Mr. Penn also states he presented polling results to Senator Chris Dodd
and Donald Fowler, Co-Chairmen of the DNC, at separate briefings.

In response to our inquiry, Joseph E. Sandler, General Counsel of the
DNC, in a letter, dated April 8, 1998, to Lyn Utrecht, General Counsel of the Primary
Committee stated, in part:

“this will respond to your request for information about the
distribution of information from polls conducted by Penn, Schoen
& Berland (formerly known as Penn & Schoen) jointly for the Democratic

The Audit staff has not reviewed any of these “policy” documents at this time.
18 The Regulations, at 11 CFR 106.4 - Allocation of Polling Expenses - provides for the sharing of
poll results and allocation of costs related thereto.
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Nationali Committee (“DNC”) and either Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary
Committee or Clinton/Gore ‘96 General Committee, the costs of
polls have been shared by the DNC and one of the Clinton/Gore
committees.

The purpose of these polls, conducted during 1995 and 1996, was

to determine the Democratic Party’s message and political strategy for
purposes both of creating Party communications, including Party-
sponsored media and Party-created campaign materials, and of developing
message and strategy for the field operations run by the state Democratic
Parties, with assistance and partial funding by the DNC, on behalf of the
entire Democratic ticket in the 1996 general election.

I am advised that, to these ends:

(1) All poll results were made available in full to the DNC’s media
consultants (Squier/Knapp/Ochs, Message Advisors, Sheinkopf &
Associates and Marius Penczner, and November 5 Group) who created
Party issue advertising for the DNC and Democratic state party
committees, advertising which was run in 1995 and 1996.”

In the Audit staff’s opinion, the above items discussed under Production,
Ad Placement and Polling demonstrate that coordination between the White House,
DNC, SKOQ, Nov 5 and the Primary Committee existed with respect to the development
and placement of both Primary Committee and DNC media ads.

TBETY ADS

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

16 In the case of the DNC ads, there appears io be 59 ads which were then duplicated for use by
various state party organizations, The content of the ads used by the various state parties are
identical except for the 2 U.5.C. 441d(a)(3) statement (e.g., paid for by the Ohio Democratic

Party).
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As noted in the previous sections, there was apparently coordination between the
DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the production and placement of television
ads during the period from April 1995 to August 1996. The Final Report of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Senate - Investigation of Illegal or
Improper Activities in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns (the Senate
Report) provides additional information. According to the report, representatives from
the White House, the DNC, and Clinton/Gore would meet at the White House
approximatel)' once a week to discuss media, polling, speech writing and policy and issue
positioning."” In July, 1995, it was first explained that DNC funds would be use to pay
for ads during the primary campaign period.'® According to testimony provided by
Richard Morris, the General Counsel of the DNC and the General Counse! of the Primary
Committee “laid down the rules of what advertisements—of what the content of
advertisements and the timing of the media buys could be in connection with the
Democratic Nationai Committee advertising and in connection with the Clinton-Gore
advertising."” Finally, Exhibit 5-6 of the Senate Report - a memo for the President, Vice
President, Panetta, Ickes, Lieberman, Lewis and Sosnik only, apparently dated February
22, 1996, sets forth the amount of funds relative to DNC media buys and “CG” media
) buys from February 1996 through May 28, 1996. In summarizing the amounts for DNC
and CG buys, this language is included:

“8. Total Clinton Gore Money through May 28: $2.5 mil.

1. Unless Alexander is nominated and we cannot use DNC money
to attack him.

2. If Dole is nominated, we need no additional CG money for
media before May 28 since we can attack Dole with DNC
money

1 Senate Report at page 116, citing Morris deposition, p, 124.

» According to media records, the DNC ads first ran between 8/18/95-8/31/95.

1 Morris deposition, pp. 117-18 as cited in the Senate Report.
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9. Total DNC money now through May 28, $15,733,000”

The placement cost for DNC media buys for the period 2/13/96 through 5/31/96
was about $12 million; the placement cost for Primary Commiitee media buys for the
period 3/8/96 through 5/31/96 was $1.72 million.

Notwithstanding the excerpts from the Senate Report cited above, the evidence
developed during Audit fieldwork, in the Audit staff’s opinion, demonstrates that
coordination existed between the DNC and the Primary Committee concerning the
production of ads and the purchase of broadcast time to air those ads.

Our review of 37 DNC ads made available and which, according to station
invoices and the media firms’ reconciliations of DNC buys, ran during the primary
campaign period indicates that President Clinton, the candidate, was clearly identified in
these ads, and that the ads appeared to convey electioneering messages.

A review of the audio and video portions of each of the 37 DNC ads found that
: the candidate in addition to being featured in the video portion of ads is referred to during
the audio portion as “President Clinton”, “the 42nd president”, “the president” - in one
ad, the candidate’s voice is the entire audio portion.

In the case of three separate DNC ads which ran during the period 8-15-96
through 8-28-96, the audio and video content of the DNC ads are exact facsimiles? of
three separate Primary Committee ads (and nearly identical to a fourth) which ran during
the period 8-2-96 through 8-21-96. The ad number, name of ad and text appear at Exhibit
#1. The DNC paid nearly $2.1 million to run these ads (plus one additional - Risky,
discussed below) during the period beginning two weeks prior to the candidate’s
nomination at the convention. In August, 1996, the Primary Committee using its ads
with the same content as the DNC’s, paid $4.1 million to run ad flights containing these
ads.

Two pairs of ads (P11*' REAL TICKET CG13-30 & D795 DOLE/GINGRICH
DNC1228-30; P12 NOBODY CG14-30 &D796 THEM DNC1229-30) raise the question
of who should be in the oval office given the stated consequences “if it were Bob Dole
sitting here (in the Oval Office].” The last pair (P13 BACK CG(9-30 & D794 SCHEME
DNC1227-30) conveys to the viewer -“president clinton meeting our challenges bob dole
gambling with our future.” In the Audit staff’s opinion, all of the above ads contain an

10 Near the end of each ad a “PAID FOR BY ..." appears superimposed on the video portion, for the

DNC ads the payer is the DNC or a state party organization, for the Primary Committee ads, the
payer is the Primary Committee,

2 This identifier was assigned by the Audit staff to denote a Primary Committee ad (e.g., P1 through
P13); similarly to denote a DNC ad, the Audit staff assigned identifiers D] through D812,
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electioneering message - the content of each ad is designed to urge the public to elect a
certain candidate - namely President Clinton instead of Bob Dole.

The Audit staff identified five DNC ads which aired during 1996 in which the
candidate’s position on the budget, Medicare, education, taxes, assault weapons, welfare,
chiidren, the economy is juxtaposed to Dole’s positions or Dole’s legislative record (see
Exhibit #2 for text of ads). Three of the five ads (No, Proof, and Facts) ran between
3/29/96 and 5/3/96 in flights involving $5 million in placement costs to broadcast
stations. The voice-over relates to the viewer “Dole says no to the Clinton’s plans it’s
time to say yes to the Clinton plans yes to America’s families.”

The fourth ad, entitled Economy, discusses the President’s position on jobs,
unemployment benefits, women-owned companies, job training and interest rates and
points out that under “the Dole GOP bill” and “a Dole amendment” these areas of the
economy would suffer. This scenario is then contrasted with information on “today{‘s]”
economy - record construction jobs, lower mortgage rates, new jobs - highlighting “the
President’s plan for a better future.”

The fifth ad in this category, entitled Risky, contrasts the President’s tax cut or tax
proposals which would benefit working families against Dole’s legislative record on
taxes and the purported effect of these taxes on Medicare, education and the environment.
The Economy and Risky ads ran during the period 7/24/96 through 8/28/96 in flights
where the air time charges totaled nearly $4 million (Economy $2.0 million; Risky $1.94
million in same flight with Them mentioned above).

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

A L1 5 21

The third category of ads classified by the Audit staff involved 12 ads in which
the President’s record and/or positions are compared to the record and/or positions or
proposals represented as associated with “the Dole Gingrich budget ptan,” “Dole
Gingrich attack ad,” and “Dole and Gingrich” voting record or proposals. These ads, the
text of which is at Exhibit #3, portrays the President’s stated accomplishments on topics
such as Medicare, education, taxes, environment, budget, and immigration compared to
the attempts and seemingly undesirable effects of actions or proposed actions attributed to
Dole Gingrich. These ads ran in flights which aired during the period from 4/12/96
through 7-19-96 (one ad Table also ran during 1/18/96-2/1/96); the placement cost for
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flights totaled $18 million. Although Dole is “coupled” with Gingrich in these ads,
during this time period Dole was the “presumptive nominee.” The message conveyed to
the viewer is a choice between the President and his policies and Dole.

3 “ . 93

During the primary period mainly from 8/16/95 to 1/24/96,2* 13 DNC ads were
aired that discussed President Clinton’s position on topics such as Medicare, education,
taxes, welfare reform, environment, family medical leave, and a balanced budget; the
placement cost for flights during this period containing these ads was $13.35 million.
Against these positions, the stated positions, goals, and consequences of various
proposals tied to “republicans in Congress”, the republican budget, or just “republicans”
are discussed (see Exhibit #4). In 7 of these ads, although not mentioned in the audio
portion by name, Dole is pictured at least once during the video portion.

The remaining four DNC ads, entitled Dreams, Victims, Challenge, Welfare, are
thematic in nature and present topics such as the President’s college tuition tax cut, the
President’s balanced budget, the President’s plan for welfare reform, and the President’s
plan to address women victims of domestic abuse (see Exhibit #5). Three of the four
DNC ads ran in flights during the period 2/13/96 through 3/27/96; the DNC ad, entitied
Dreams ran 6/12/96 through 6/18/96. President Clinton is featured at least twice in the
video portion of each ad, and “the President’s plan “ or proposals made by the President
are mentioned in the voice-over or audio portion of each ad.

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that, based on information analyzed to date, the
placement of DNC ads was coordinated with the placement of the Primary Committee
ads. Further, the DNC ad campaign was developed, implemented, and coordinated with
the Primary Committee. Finally, it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the cost of the
DNC ad campaign, calculated at $46,546,476 (placement costs of $42,373,336 plus
commissions of $4,173,339) using records currently available, should be viewed as an in-
kind contribution to the Primary Committee or the General Commiittee.

The topic of the cost of DNC ads being viewed as in-kind contributions to the
Primary Committee was discussed briefly at the conference held at the close of audit
fieldwork. The General Counsel of the Primary Committee stated that the Commission’s
regulations and advisory opinions, and court decisions permit issue advertising by the
DNC and strongly disagreed with the Audit staff’s opinion that media ads placed and
aired on behalf of the DNC represent an in-kind contribution to the Primary Committee
and applicable to the overall expenditure limitation.

# Two DNC ads, entitled Help and Stop, ran between 3/29/96 and 5/31/96.
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Recommendation #2

Absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff will recommend
determine that an in-kind contribution in the amount of $46,546,476 has been received by
the Primary Committee or the General Committee. If it is determined that the
contribution was received by the Primary Committee, the amount will be attributed to the
Primary Committee’s spending limitation.

B.  APPARENT NON-QUALIFIED CAMPAIGN EXPENSES

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

Section 9033.11(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that each candidate shali have the burden of proving that disbursements made by
the candidate or his or her authorized committee(s) or persons authorized to make
expenditures on behalf of the candidate or committee(s) are qualified campaign expenses
as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9.

Section 9033.11(b)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, in
part, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, the candidate shall present a
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either: A receipted bill from the payee that
states the purpose of the disbursement; or if such receipt is not available, one of the
following documents generated by the payee: a bill, invoice, or voucher that states the
purpose of the disbursement; or a voucher or contemporaneous memorandum from the
candidate or the committee that states the purpose of the disbursement; or the candidate
or committee may present collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign
expense . Such collateral evidence may include, but is not limited to: Evidence
demonstrating that the expenditure if part of an identifiable program or project which is
otherwise sufficiently documented such as a disbursement which is one of a number of
documented disbursements relating to a campaign mailing or to the operation of a
campaign office; or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a pre-established
written campaign committee policy. If the purpose of the disbursement is not stated in
the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on the canceled check.

Section 9034.4(e)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that any expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the primary
election campaign shall be attributed to the expenditure limit for the primary. Any
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expenditure for goods or services that are used exclusively for the general election
campaign shall be attributed to the general election limit.

Section 9034.4(e)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that overhead expenditures and payroll costs incurred in connection with state or national
campaign offices, shall be attributed according to when the usage occurs or the work is
performed. Expenses for usage of offices or work performed on or before the date of the
candidate’s nomination shall be attributed to the primary election, except for periods
when the office is used only by persons working exclusively on general election
campaign preparations.

Section 9034.4(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states
that all contributions received by an individual from the date he or she becomes a
candidate and all matching payments received by the candidate shal] be used only to
defray qualified campaign expenses or to repay loans or otherwise restore funds (other
than contributions which were received and expended to defray qualified campaign
expenses) which were used to defray qualified campaign expenses.

Section 9034.4(a)(5)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
states that gifts and monetary bonuses shall be considered qualified campaign expenses,
provided that all monetary bonuses for committee employees and consultants in
recognition for campaign-related activities or services are provided for pursuant to a
written contract made prior to the date of ineligibility and are paid no later than thirty
days after the date of ineligibility.

Section 9034.4(b)(8) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, states
that the cost of lost or misplaced items may be considered a nonqualified campaign
expense. Factors considered by the Commission in making this determination shall
include, but not be limited to, whether the committee demonstrates that it made
conscientious efforts to safeguard the missing equipment; whether the committee sought
or obtained insurance; the type of equipment involved; and the number and value of items
that were lost.

Section 9034.4(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
that any expenses incurred after a candidate’s date of ineligibility are not qualified
campaign expenses except to the extent permitted under 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(3). In
addition, any expenses incurred before the candidate’s date of ineligibility for goods and
services to be received after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, or for property, services,
or facilities used to benefit the candidate’s general election campaign, are not qualified
campaign expenses.

Section 9038(b)(2)(A) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that if
the Commission determines that any amount of any payment made to a candidate from
the matching payment account was used for any purpose other than to defray the qualified
campaign expenses with respect to which such payment was made it shall notify such
candidate of the amount so used, and the candidate shall pay to the Secretary an amount
equal to such amount.
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Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states that the amount of any repayment sought under this section shali bear the same
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non-qualified campaign
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility.

Section 9038.2(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment determinations made
under this section as possible, but not later than three years after the close of the matching
payment period. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate under 11
CFR §9038.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section.

1. General Election Expenses Paid by the Primary
Committee

During our review of vendor files, expenses were noted that
appeared to further the Candidate’s general election campaign for election but were paid
by the Primary Committee. Each is discussed briefly below:

a Bismarck Enterprises

The Primary Committee paid Bismarck Enterprises
$22,984™ for catering services provided on August 29, 1996 at the Democratic National
Convention (the Convention). These services were provided after the Candidate’s date of
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) and therefore are considered a general election expense. It
appears that the Primary Committee is contending that the Candidate’s date of
ineligibility was not until August 29, 1996, the last day of the Convention, because under
Democratic Party rules the nominee for the office of President does not become the
candidate of the Democratic Party of the United States until he or she has completed his
or her acceptance speech to the Convention.*

The Primary Committee provided a letter from Sam
Karatas, Director of Food and Beverage Bismarck Enterprises, which states that the
Primary Commitiee utilized several suites and banquet facilities during the Convention
on the dates of August 26 through August 29. Mr. Karatas states further that food and
beverages were provided to nineteen suites during this period. He also states that on
August 27, a luncheon buffet was prepared for Mrs. Gore. Mr. Karatas adds that a small
banquet was also set up in the President’s waiting lounge on August 29 before he went on
the main stage.

B The catering charges include equipment rental and gratuities which were pro rated by the Aadit

staff based on a percentage of the catering charges for August 29th to the total catering charges.

The Primary Committee submitted 2 letter challenging the Commission’s determination that the
candidate’s date of ineligibility is August 28, 1996. The Committee argued that the date should be
August 29, 1996. The Commission denied the Primary Committee’s request.
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It is the opinion of the Audit staff, that neither Mr. Karatas
nor the Primary Committee has provided documentation or evidence which demonstrates
that the catering services provided on August 29, 1996, the day after the President
received the nomination, were goods and services used exclusively for the Candidate’s

primary election campaign.
b. AT&T Capital Corporation

The Primary Commiitee entered into a lease agreement
with AT&T Capital Corporation for equipment. The term of the lease was for 18 months
commencing on June 1, 1995, It appears, based on documentation, that the Clinton/Gore
‘96 General Committee, Inc. was to have assumed the lease after the Candidate’s date of
ineligibility (August 28, 1996) through November, 1996. The total lease payments
including sales tax were $422,826. The General Committee’s allocable share was
$94,133% of which the General Committee paid only $30,397. The balance, $63,736,
paid by the Primary Committee should have been paid by the General Committee. The
Primary Committee in its response acknowledged that the General Committee should
have paid $93,464, based on its calculation.® Accordingly, the Audit staff included on
e the Primary Committee statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations an account
i receivable from the General Committee in the amount of $63,736.

c. Salary and Overhead

The Primary Committee paid salary and overhead
expenses, totaling $340,579, that were incurred subsequent to the Candidate’s date of
ineligibility. For example, the Primary Committee paid all costs associated with the
Little Rock office for the pericd August 29, 1996 through December 5, 1996. Staffin
this office, according to Committee records, were working on both primary contribution
processing and GELAC contribution processing. These expenses are attributable to the
general election and should have been paid by the General Committee/GELAC pursuant
to 11 CFR 9034.4(e)(3). The Audit staff determined based on our review of the Primary
Committee’s records pertaining to its allocation of salary and overhead that $192,288 in
expenses are attributable to the General Committee and $148,29] to the GELAC. With
respect to that portion of salary and overhead expenses attributable to GELAC
($148,291), it should be noted that the GELAC as of Jaauary 31, 1997 reimbursed the
Primary Committee $94,972. Therefore, expenses for salary and overhead, totaling
$53,319 ($148,291 - 94,972), is due the Primary Comunittee from the GELAC and
$192,288 is due the Primary Committee from the General Committee.

Schedules were provided to the Primary Committee at a
conference held on March 18, 1998. The Primary Committee has not responded other

This amount was derived by pro rating $30,397 for three days in August, [996 plus $30,397 each
for September, October and November.

% The difference between Audit and the Primary Commitiee is $669.
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than to state it believes winding downing expenses, consisting of salary and overhead,
should be permissible subsequent to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility.

Recommendation #3

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

(a)  With respect to item 1(a) evidence or documentation that the goods and
services were used exclusively for the Candidate’s primary election
campaign or evidence that the General Committee has reimbursed the
Primary Committee $22,984.

(b)  With respect to item 1(b) evidence that the balance, $63,736, paid by the
Primary Committee is not exclusively related to the general campaign or
evidence that the Primary Committee has received a reimbursement from
the General Committee for $63,736.

(c)  With respect to item 1(c) documentation which demonstrates that the
expenses for salary and overhead paid by the Primary Committee
subsequent to the Candidates date of ineligiblity represented the cost of
goods and services used exclusively for the Primary election campaign or
evidence that the Primary Committee has received reimbursements from
the General Committee ($192,288) and the GELAC ($53,319).

Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the expenses at issue were, in fact,
exclusive to the primary election campaign or evidence that the Primary Committee has
received reimbursement from the General Committee, totaling $279,008 ($192,288 +
$63,736 + $22,984), and $53,319 from the GELAC, the Audit staff will recommend that
the Commission make a determination that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata
repayment of $105,036 ($332,327 x .316062) to the United States Treasury pursuant to
26 U.S.C. 9038(b)(2).%

7 This figure (.316062) represents the Primary Committee’s repayment ratio, as calculated pursuant

to 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(2)iii).
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2. Apparent Bonus Payments

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

In addition, M&C billed the Primary Committee on August 30,
1996 for an additional $30,000, which the Primary Committee paid on September 30,
1996. The invoice to the Primary Committee was annotated “Remaining Primary
Invoice.” Although the agreement stated it may be further extended, renewed or amended
upon written agreement of the parties, there was no provision in the original agreement or
any amendments to the agreement which covered this billing and/or payment made on
September 30, 1996. A Primary Committee representative stated the vendor performed
extra work than was originally anticipated and, therefore, was paid an additional $30,000.

Subsequently, the Primary Committee submitted a written response
which stated that the $30,000 payment was actually owed by the General Committee, not
the Primary Committee. M&C was actually owed a total of $95,000 under the General
Committee contract, but was only paid $65,000 on October 10, 1996 by the General
Committee. Further, the Primary Committee states because M&C mistakenly billed the
$30,000 to the Primary Committee, committee staff paid the invoice as directed.
Although the Primary Committee stated a copy of the “misdirected invoice” was included
with its response, it was not. Finally, the Primary Committee states that the General
Committee will reimburse the Primary Committee $30,000, representing the amount paid
and owed to M&C,

In support of its current position, the Primary Committee provided
a copy of a consuiting agreement between M&C and the General Committee. This copy
was not signed by either party.2® Subsequently, the Primary Committee made available a
copy of the “misdirected invoice.”

The unsigned agreement between the General Committee and
M&C specified an effective date of August 30, 1996 and a termination date of November
30, 1996. It further states M&C was to be paid $95,000 within 30 days of execution of

the agreement.

Since the General Committee’s agreement appears to be effective
as of August 30, 1996, it is unclear why M&C would mistakenly issue an invoice on the
same date and for only $30,000, when, in fact, the entire amount ($95,000) to be paid,

The Primary consulting agreement is signed by the Primary Committee and M&C.
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pursuant to the agreement, was due within 30 days of execution. On September 30, 1996,
when M&C did directly issue an invoice to the General Committee, it was for only

$65,000.

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that, based on the information
provided to date, that the $30,000 invoice was not intended for the General Committee.
Further, the payment appears to represent a bonus that was r:ot provided for in its
agreement with the Primary Committee and was not paid within the time period provided
at 11 CFR 9034.4(a)(5)(ii).

Recommendation #4

The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this
memorandum, the Primary Committee provide a copy of the executed contract (signed by
all parties and dated) between the General Committee and Morris & Carrick. In addition,
a signed statement frora M & C which explains in detail why M & C billed the Primary
Committee for $30,000 on August 30, 1996, when the Primary Committee cbligations
under its contract were fulfilled.

Absent adequate documentation to demonstrate the expenses at issue were, in fact
qualified campaign expenses, the Audit staff will recommend that the Commission make
a determination that the Primary Committee make a pro-rata repayment of $9,482
($30,000 x .316062) to the United States Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(2).

C.  SHERATONNEW YORK HOTEL & TOWERS

Section 441a(a)(2)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no
multicandidate political committee shall make contributions to any candidate and his
authorized political committees with respect to any election for Federal office which, in
the aggregate, exceed $5,000.

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

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

The Primary Committee made payments to the Sheraton New York Hotel
& Towers (the Sheraton) totaling $252,555. One of the payments was a wire transfer on
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January 4, 1996 in amount of $134,739, which appeared to represent a deposit. In
addition, the Primary Committee received and paid an estimated bill for an event in the
amount of $117,816.

In response to the Audit staff’s inquiry, the Prin.ary Committee provided
the following chronology regarding the payments made to the Sheraton. The payment of
$134,739 pertained to an event scheduled to occur in January, 1996, This event was
subsequently canceled. The Sheraton sent the Primary Committee a refund of
$103,260;29 a cancellation fee of $31,479 was charged. This event was then rescheduled
to February 15, 1996. On February 8, 1996, a $117,816 payment was made to the
Sheraton for the February 15, 1996 event. Finally, the Primary Committee stated the
DNC invited some of its donors to the event, and based on the number of DNC attendees
and the expenses incurred by DNC staff, the DNC paid $19,832. The Primary Commiitee
provided a copy of an invoice issued by the Sheraton to the Primary Committee, dated
= March 8, 1996, in the amount of $142,322 plus a copy of an estimated bill issued by the
Sheraton to the DNC for $19,832.

Costs itemized on the DNC’s estimated bill were: dinner ($13,200), floral

($446), linen ($185), stanchions, ropes, pipe and drape, ($220), Clinton-Gore/DNC office
rental ($610), Clinton-Gore/DNC office phone/fax/printer ($671), and sleeping rooms

($4,500). Comparison of the charges listed on the Primary Committee’s invoice versus
the charges listed on the estimated DNC bill, revealed that except for dinners ($$13,200)
floral ($446) and linen ($185), the remaining categories of itemized charges on the
DNC'’s estimated bill do not appear on the Primary Committee’s invoice — the Primary
Committee’s invoice apparently represents all charges bilied by the Sheraton for the
event. The expenses representing the difference, $6,001 ($19,832 - 13,831) appear to be
related to the event, even though not included on the Sheraton’s March 8, 1996 invoice.
Consequently, absent additional documentation, the Audit staff cannot determine how, or
if, expenses totaling $10,675,% as reflected on the Sheraton’s invoice issued to the
Primary Committee were paid.

The cost of the event appears to be a qualified campaign expense; the
Sheraton invoice references a “Clinton/Gore ‘96 Reception/Dinner.” Further, this event
does not appear to represent a joint fundraising effort in which the DNC could have been
a participant. Absent documentation demonstrating that the expenses paid by the DNC
are expenses NOT in connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination, the Audit

A copy of the refund check was provided.

Apparent total cost of event, $142,322 less $117,816 paid by the Primary Committee, less $13,831
paid by the DNC which can be associated with charges reflected on the invoice for the event.
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staff considers the amount paid by the DNC to be an in-kind contribution. Further, the
value of the apparent in-kind contribution ($19,832) has been added to the amount of
expenditures subject to the overall limitation.

Recommendation #8

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

a) The final invoice issued by the Sheraton to the DNC;

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

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

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

D. EXPENDITURE LIMITATION

Sections 441a(b)(1)(A) and (c) of Title 2 of the United States Code state,
in part, that no candidate for the office of President of the United States who is eligible
under section 9033 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury may make
expenditures in excess of $10,000,000 in the campaign for nomination for election to
such office as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index published each year by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor.

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the Internal Revenue Code states, in part,
that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified campaign expenses in excess of the
expenditure limitation applicable under section 441a (b)(1)(A) of Title 2.

Section 9032.9(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part, that a qualified campaign expense is one incurred by or on behalf of the candidate
from the date the individual became a candidate through the last day of the candidate’s
eligibility; made in connection with his campaign for nomination; and neither the
incurrence nor the payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the United
States or the State in which the expense is incurred or paid.

Sections 9033.11(a) and (b){2)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations state, in part, that each candidate shall have the burden of proving that
disbursements made by the candidate or his authorized committee are qualified campaign
expenses as defined in 11 CFR 9032.9. For disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee,
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the candidate shall present a canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a bill, an
invoice or voucher from the payee stating the purpose of the disbursement.

Sections 92034.4(e)(5) of Title 26 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states, in relevant part, that the production costs for media communications that are
broadcast both before and after the date of the candidate’s nomination shall be attributed
50% to the primary limitation and 50% to the general election limitation.

Sections 9038.2(b)(2Xi)(A) and (ii)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations state, in part, that the Commission may determine that amount(s) of any
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for the
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. Further, an example of a
Commission repayment determination under paragraph (b)(2) includes determinations
that a candidate, a candidate’s authorized committee(s) or agents have made expenditures
in excess of the limitations set forth in 11 CFR 9035.

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states, in part, that the amount of any repayment under this section shall bear the same
ratio to the total amount determined to have been used for non qualified campaign
expenses as the amount of matching funds certified to the candidate bears to the
candidate’s total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility.

The expenditure limitation for the 1996 Primary election for nomination
for the office of President of the United States was $30,910,000.

From its inception through December 31, 1997 the Primary Committee
reported net operating expenditures (subject to the limitation) of $30,727,701.

Our analysis of expenditures subject to the limit indicated, based on
information made available during fieldwork, that the limitation had been exceeded by
$46,067,914. i

Certain adjustments made by the Audit staff to reported expenditures
subject to the limitation are detailed below.

Based on a review of the Primary Committee’s expense printouts
and work sheets, it was determined that there were additional expenses as well as other
headquarter departments that were entitled to the compliance exemption. The total
amount of expenditures that were considered exempt legal and accounting is $363,668.
This amount will be subtracted from expenditures subject to the limit pending
amendments to be filed by the Primary Committee.
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The Primary Committee allocated as 100% exempt compliance all
expenses incurred in the legal and matching fund cost group. Legal and accounting
expenses incurred solely for the purpose of ensuring compliance with the Federal
Election Campaign Act do not count against the overall expenditure limitation. In
addition, costs associated with the preparation of matching fund submissions are
considered exempt legal and accounting. However, “costs associated with the preparation
of matching fund submissions” does not include data entry or batching contributions for
deposit. Likewise, the cost of legal services, including the review and enforcement of
committee contracts, is not viewed as 100% exempt compliance. The Primary
Committee did not charge any of these expenses to the expenditure limitation.

: The Primary Committee’s contributions were processed in its Little
Rock, Arkansas Headquarters. The contribution process included not only those

= activities that relate to the preparation of matching fund submissions, but also included

i data entry and batching of contributions for deposit. Its legal department performed

i duties such as negotiating contracts as well as the collection of rent due from a tenant,
both of which are not related solely to ensuring compliance with the Act.

In response, the Primary Committee states “[tlhe Committee has
allocated 100% of staff attorney Ken Stern’s time to accounting since he primarily
provided services not directly related to compliance.” In addition, the response states that
“other staff attorneys were assigned to compliance activities with minimal time
committed to other services.”

With respect to the Matching Fund Submission Department, the
Primary Committee stated that “all of the costs allocated by the Committee to Department
145 {Matching Fund Department} were related to processing contributions.” The Primary
Committee submitted a calculation for staff who performed data entry, batch processing
and other duties unrelated to matching funds. The Primary Committee calculated 17.33%
of the duties performed by Matching Fund Submission staff related to accounting.

The Primary Committee appears to concur with the Audit staff that
the legal department and the matching fund department were not performing 100%
exemnpt activities. However, the Financial Control and Compliance manual provides that
each allocable cost group must be allocated by a single method on a consistent basis. The
Primary Committee may not allocate costs within a particular group by different methods,
such as allocating the payroll of some individuals by the standard 10 percent method, and
other individuals by a committee-developed percentage supported by records indicating
the functions and duties of the individuals. However, different cost groups may be
allocated by different methods.

Therefore, it is the opinion of the Audit staff, that an 85% exempt
legal and accounting allocation for the legal department and the matching fund
department is a reasonable and consistent method of allocating the activities in these cost
groups. This allocation will add $395,187 to the overali expenditure limitation.
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3. Refunds and Rebates Incorrectly Offset Against the
Exnenditure Limitat

The Committee allocated costs associated with its headquarter
departments either 100%, 85% or 5% to exempt legal and accounting and the remainder,
was allocated to operating expenditures. Therefore to insure the accuracy of the
calculation of expenditures subject to the limit, if an asset or service when purchased or
provided was allocated 85% to exempt legal and accounting and 15% to operating, the
proceeds from the sale of that asset or a refund related to that service should be credited
85% exempt legal and accounting and the remaining 15% to operating. During our
review of refunds and rebates received by the Primary Committee, it was determined that
certain amounts were offset 100% against the overall expenditure limitation. The correct
allocation of refunds and rebates will add $170,857 to the overall expenditure limitation.

4.  Amounts Duc the General Committee and the GELAC
a. Salary and Overhead

The GELAC paid the Primary Committee $151,757 for
salary and overhead of Primary Committee staff who worked on GELAC activities prior
to the Candidate’s date of ineligibility. However, except for the periods when the office
is staffed only by persons working exclusively on general election campaign preparations
are such expenses considered a general election expense. Expenses for salary and
overhead that were allocated between the Primary Committee and the GELAC were not
exclusively general election in nature, and therefore were primary expenses. Based on
our review of GELAC documentation, we determined that $62,879 in salary and
overhead expenses were associated with staff working exclusively on GELAC.
Accordingly, the Primary should reimburse the GELAC $88,878 ($151,757 - $62,879).
Of this amount ($88,878) only $23,033 was applied by the Primary Committee as an
offset to expenditures subject to the limitation. Therefore, the Audit staff has added
$23,033 to the overall expenditure limitation.

b. Sublease Payments

The Primary Committee paid rent to 1100 21st Association
Ltd. Partnership for the months of July and August. The General Committee paid rent for
office space for the remaining months of September through November. During the lease
period the Primary Committee subleased a portion of its office space to the firm
Dickstein, Shapiro, Morin & Oshinsky LLP (DS). The sublease rent payments, totaling
$76,716, were deposited into the Primary Committee’s account and subsequently offset
against expenditures subject to the limitation. The Audit staff calculated that the Primary
Committee owes the General Committee $39,451.*' The Primary Committee in its

a This amount was derived by pro rating $14,033 for three days in August, 1996 plus $14,033 each
for September, October, and November less the amount of rent ($4,007) paid by the Primary
Committee which should have been paid by the General Committee for the period 8/29/96-

8/31/96.
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response calculated that the Primary Committee owed the General Committee $43,005,
However, the Primary Committee did not consider in its calculation rent that the General
Committee should have paid for August 29 - 31. This will add $39,451 to the overall

expenditure limitation.

Shown below is the calculation of the expenditures subject
to the limit:.
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CLINTON/GORE '96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.
ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO LIMITATION

AMOUNT REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31, 1997 $30,727,701
LESS:
ADDITIONAL HEADQUARTER DEPARTMENTS AND EXPENDITURES $363,668 A/
if CONSIDERED EXEMPT LEGAL AND ACCOUNTING
2; FOR AMENDMENTS TO BE FILED
ﬁ‘f EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO THE LIMIT PENDING $30,364,033
£ AMENDMENTS TO BE FILED
{F
G ADD:
gg DEBTS OWED BY THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31, 1997 $104,759 B/
i 15% FOR LEGAL DEPARTMENT AND MATCHING FUND DEPARTMENT $395,187 C/
fii NOT CONSIDERED 100% EXEMPT COMPLIANCE
REFUNDS, REBATES AND THE SALE OF ASSETS $170.857 D/

INCORRECTLY OFFSET AGAINST THE LIMIT

PAYABLE TO CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL ELECTION COMPLIANCE $23,033 £/
FUND FOR SALARY AND OVERHEAD PRE DOI

DUE TO CLINTON/GORE "96 GENERAL COMMITTEE £85.487 F/
CONVENTION TRAVEL $46,036
SUBLEASE PAYMENTS $39,451
IN-KIND COGNTRIBUTION FOR EVENT COSTS £19,832 G/
SUBTOTAL $31,163,188
AT
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LESS:
DEBTS OWED TO THE COMMITTEE AT DECEMBER 31, 1997 $361,860 W/
AMOUNT DUE FROM CLINTON/GORE '96 GENERAL COMMITTEE $87,159
BISMARK ENTERPRISES $22,984
AT &T PHONE LEASE $63,736
GTE $439
EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION AT $36,714,169
DECEMBER 31, 1997
PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LIMITATION $30,910,000
AMOUNT OVER{UNDER) ($195,831)

If the DNC Media expenses (see Finding I11.A.) are determined tobe a
contribution in-kind to the Prismary Committee, the following will resuit:

DNC MEDIA EXPENSES $46,263,745
EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION $76,977,914
PRIMARY EXPENDITURE LIMITATION $30,910,000
EXPENDITURES IN EXCESS OF PRIMARY SPENDING LIMITATION 46,067,914
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FOOTNOTES

A. This amount represents additional headquarter departments as well as expenses
that are considered exempt legal and accounting subject to amendments to be
filed. See Finding II1.D.1.

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

e C.  This amount represents 15% of the legal department and the matching fund
department expenses that, based on a review of salary and overhead, are not
= exclusively matching funds or legal costs. See Finding II1.D.2.

D. This amount is for refunds, rebates and the sale of assets that were offset 100%
against the limit by the Primary Committee. However, the documentation
indicated that only a portion of the refund (15% to 95%) should have been offset
against the expenditure limit. See Finding I11.D.3.

E. This amount represents the amount, pre date of eligibility, of salary and overhead
, expenses that were offset against the limit, the balance was an offset to exempt
legal and accounting expenses. See Finding II1.D.4.a.

F. This represents travel from the Democratic National Convention paid by the
General Committee (see General Committee’s ECM, Finding I11.C.1.) and
sublease payments (see Finding II1.D.4.b).

G. This represents an apparent in-kind contribution by the DNC for event expenses.
See Finding I11.C.

H. A refund from the November 5 Group is due the Primary Committee according to
its Year End 1997 disclosure report.

L The amount due from the General Committee for Bismarck Enterprises and
AT&T are amounts paid by the Primary Committee but should have been paid by
the General Commiitee. See Finding II1.B.1.a. and b. The GTE amount of $489
is a Primary refund that was mistakenly deposited into the General Committee’s
bank account.

ATTACHMENT
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Recommendation #6
The Audit staff recommends that, within 60 calendar days of service of this
memorandum, the Primary Committee demonstrate that it has not exceeded the spending
limitation at 2 U.S.C. 441a (b)(1)(A). Absent sucha demonstr"txon, the Audit staff will
recommend that the Commission determine that $13,412,198* is repayable to the U.S.
Treasury.” If it is determined that the in-kind contribution is on behalf of the General

Committee there would be no repayment by the Primary Commiitee, since the limitation
at 2 U.S.C. 441a(b)(1)(A) would not have been exceeded.

Section 9034.5 (a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires
that within 15 calendar days after the candidate’s date of ineligibility, the candidate shall
submit a statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which reflects the total of all
net outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses plus estimated necessary
winding down costs.

In addition, Section 9034.1 (b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that if on the date of ineligibility a candidate has net
outstanding campaign obligations as defined under 11 CFR §9034.5, that candidate may
continue to receive matching payments provided that on the date of payment there are
remaining net outstanding campaign obligations.

President Clinton’s date of ineligibility was August 28, 1996. The Audit
staff reviewed the Committee’s financial activity through December 31, 1997, analyzed
winding down costs, and prepared the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign
Obligations which appears below.

3 This amount may require a downward adjustment pending final resolution of the repayment

matters noted at Finding Ii1.B.

It should be noted that the pro-rata repayment based on the amount in excess of the limitation
would be $14,560,317 (846,067,914 x .316062), however, the repayment amount can not exceed
the amount of matching funds received by the Primary Committee. The Primary Committee
received $13,412,198 in matching funds.

ATTACHMENT
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CLINTON/GORE ‘96 PRIMARY COMMITTEE, INC.

STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS

as of August 28, 1998

as determined through December 31, 1997

ASSETS
Cash in Bank
Cash on Hand
investments in U.S. Treasuries

Accounts Receivable:
Accrued interest
Vendor Deposits
Due from GELAC
Clinton/Gore ‘86 GGeneral Committee
Vendor Refunds

Capital Assets

Total Assets

OBLIGATIONS

Accounts Payabie for Qualified Campaign Expenses
Refunds of Contributions

Federal Income Tax
Amount Due GELAC
Amount Due General Committee
Amount Due U.S. Treasury - Stale-dated Checks

Actual Winding Down
December 6, 1996 - December 31, 1997

Estimated Winding Down Expenses
Januery 1, 1998 - December 31, 1999
Total Obligations
Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (Deficit)

$ 3,380,408
202
2,148,940

9,171
54,833
151,757
87,159
385,568

497,427

4,316,509
7,275

165,480
38,879
46,036
38,154

1,822,556

£,170,900

(1)

()
3
(4)
{5
®

M

®
®

(10)
{n

(12
(13}

(14

6,723,653
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FOOTNOTES TO NOCO STATEMENT

Audited Bank Reconciliation at 8/28/96 which includes stale-dated checks dated on or before date
of ineligibility added back to cash in bank balance.

Accrusd interest income is recognized from 7/25/96 - 8/28/96.

This amount represents an analysis of Committee’s work sheet dated 4/25/97 relative to
outstanding deposits; however, it appears that the Committee failed to recognize the receipt and
deposit of certain pre-date of ineligibility deposiis.

This amount reflects GELAC reimbursements to the Primary Committee for GELAC salaries and
overhead expenses initially paid by the Primary Committee on or before 8/28/96. An offset
($88,879) was calculated by the Audit staff to reflect the expenses of individuals not working
exclusively on GELAC matters (sce Note 11).

This amount represents: (a) Primary Committee payment ($22,984) tc Bismarck Enterprises for
catering services provided to the General Committee; (b) an amount ($63,736) paid by the
Primary Committee through July 1996 for an AT&T phone lease in excess of the amount as
calculated per Primary Committee workpapers; (¢) a GTE refund ($439) addressed to the Primary
Committee but erroncously deposited by the General Committee.

Amounts deposited post date of ineligibility for ransactions made on or before date of
ineligibility; also includes a reported outstanding amount ($361,860) at year-end ‘97 from Squier
Knapp Ochs (SKO).

Recognition of gross capital assets including software and licensing fees less depreciation of 40%,
Reflects actual accounts payable through 12/31/97 absent a reduction to accounts payable for post
date of ineligibility stale-dated checks and winding down costs.

Represents contributions dated 8/28/36 or before and refunded to contributors.

This amount reflects the tax liability for investment income and interest from deposits realized and
recognized for the periad 1/1/96-8/28/96.

This offsets the GELAC reimbursement to the Primary Committee at Note 4; the difference of
$62,878 represents the allowable reimbursement by GELAC for staff working 100% on GELAC
matters prior to date of ineligibility.

This amount represents; (a) DNC Convention related travel on TWA paid ($40,900) by the
General Committee; (b) a leg of DNC Convention travel from Chicago to Cape Girardeau, MO
relative to the Primary Committee that was paid (85,136) by the General Committee.

Primary Cominittee’s outstanding checks to vendors or contributors that have not been cashed.
This amount is based on the Primary Committee’s actual 1997 year-end winding down expenses.

ATTACHMEN?
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F. PRIMARY STALE-DATED CHECKS

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

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

f The Audit staff recommends that within 60 calendar days of service of this
memorandum, the Primary Committee present evidence that the checks were not

: outstanding (i.e., copies of the front and back of the negotiated checks), or that the
outstanding checks were voided and/or that no Primary Committee obligation exists.

Absent such documentation, the Audit staff will recommend that the Commission
determine that $38,164 is payable to the United States Treasury.
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Exit Conference Memorandum on EXHIBIT #1
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 1

DNC AND PRIMARY COMMITTEE ADS HAVING SAME AUDIO AND VIDEO
CONTENT
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER]

P11 REAL TICKET CG13-30
D795 DOLE/GINGRICH DNC1228-30

THE OVAL OFFICE IF IT WERE BOB DOLE SITTING HERE HE WOULD HAVE ALREADY
CUT MEDICARE 270,000,000,000 DOLLARS TOXIC POLLUTERS OFF THE HOOK NO

TO THE BRADY BILL 60,000 CRIMINALS ALLOWED TO BUY HANDGUNS AND SLASHED
EDUCATION PRESIDENT CLINTON STOOD FIRM AND DEFENDED OUR VALUES BUT
NEXT YEAR IF NEWT GINGRICH CONTROLS CONGRESS AND HIS PARTNER BOB DOLE
ENTERS THE OVAL OFFICE THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM

P12 NOBODY CG14-30

D796 THEM DNC1229-30
THE OVAL OFFICE IF DOLE SITS HERE AND GINGRICH RUNS CONGRESS WHAT
COULD HAPPEN MEDICARE SLASHED WOMEN'S RIGHT TO CHOOSE GONE EDUCATION
SCHOOL DRUG PROGRAMS CUT AND A RISKY 550,000,000,000 DOLLAR PLAN
BALLOONS THE DEFICIT RAISES INTEREST RATES HURTS THE ECONOMY PRESIDENT
CLINTON SAYS BALANCE THE BUDGET CUT TAXES FOR FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION
STANDS UP TO DOLE AND GINGRICH BUT IF DOLE WiNS AND GINGRICH RUNS
CONGRESS THERE WILL BE NOBODY THERE TO STOP THEM

P13 BACK' CG09-30

D794 SCHEME DNC1227-30
AMERICA'S ECONOMY IS COMING BACK 10,000,000 NEW JOBS WE MAKE MORE
AUTOS THAN JAPAN HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE NOW BOB DOLE ENDANGERS IT ALL
WITH A RISKY LAST MINUTE SCHEME THAT WOULD BALLOON THE DEFICIT HIGHER
INTEREST RATES HURT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN TAX CUTS FOR
FAMILIES COLLEGE TUITION TAX CREDITS HEALTH INSURANCE YOU DON'T LOSE
CHANGING JOBS WELFARE REFORM GROWTH PRESIDENT CLINTON MEETING QUR
CHALLENGES BOB DOLE GAMBLING WITH OUR FUTURE

! A Primary Committee ad entitled GAMBLE is nearly identical to BACK and SCHEME, the
differences are: raise interest rates instead of higher interest rates; harm the economy instead

of hurt femilies,
ATTACHMEHT
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Exit Conference Memorandum on EXHIBIT #2
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 2

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

D303 NO DNC550-30
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT
WE'RE GOING TO VETC BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES

D324 PROOF DNC580-30
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT
WE'RE GOING TO VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DOLE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT BANS ASSAULT WEAPONS DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLANS IT'S TIME TO
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLANS YES TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES

D346 FACTS DNC602-30
WE SENT HIM THE FIRST BALANCED BUDGET IN A GENERATION AND HE VETOED IT
WE'RE GOING TC VETO BILL CLINTON THE FACTS THE PRESIDENT PROPOSES A
BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTING MEDICARE EDUCATION THE ENVIRONMENT BUT DULE
IS VOTING NO THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES FOR 40,000,000 AMERICANS DOLE
VOTES NO THE PRESIDENT DEMANDS WORK FOR WELFARE
WHILE PROTECTING KIDS DOLE SAYS NO TO THE CLINTON PLAN IT'S TIME TO
SAY YES TO THE CLINTON PLAN YES TO OUR FAMILIES AND OUR VALUES

D767 ECONOMY DNC1200-30
REMEMBER RECESSION JOBS LOST THE DOLE GOP BILL TRIES TO DENY NEARLY
1,000,000 FAMILIES UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HIGHER INTEREST RATES
10,000,000 UNEMPLOYED WITH A DOLE AMENDMENT REPUBLICANS TRY TO BLOCK
MORE JOB TRAINING TODAY WE MAKE MORE AUTOS THAN JAPAN RECORD
CONSTRUCTION JOBS MORTGAGE RATES DOWN 10,000,000 NEw JOBS MORE WOMEN
OWNED COMPANIES THAN EVER THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN EDUCATION JOB TRAINING
ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR A BETTER FUTURE
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D797 RISKY DNC1230-30
BOB DOLE ATTACKING THE PRESIDENT BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR

15,000,000 WORKING FAMILIES PROPOSES TAX CREDITS FOR COLLEGE BOB DOLE
VOTED TO RAISE PAYROLL TAXES SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES THE 90 INCOME TAX
INCREASE 900,000,000,000 IN HIGHER TAXES HIS RISKY TAX SCHEME TO HELP
PAY FOR IT EXPERTS SAY DOLE AND GINGRICH WILL HAVE TO CUT MEDICARE
EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT BOB DOLE RAISING TAXES TRYING TO CUT MEDICARE
RUNNING FROM HIS RECORD
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12 DNC ADS - CLINTON’S POSITIONS VS “DOLE GINGRICH” POSITIONS
{NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER]

D212 TABLE DNC420-30
THE GINGRICH DOLE BUDGET PLAN DOCTORS CHARGING MORE THAN MEDICARE
ALLOWS HEADSTART SCHOOL ANTI DRUG HELP SLASHED CHILDREN DENIED
ADEQUATE MEDICAL CARE TOXIC POLLUTERS LET OFF THE HOOK BUT PRESIDENT
CLINTON HAS PUT A BALANCED BUDGET PLAN ON THE TABLE PROTECTING
MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT THE PRESIDENT CUTS TAXES AND
PROTECTS OUR VALUES BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH JUST WALKED AWAY THAT'S
WRONG THEY MUST AGREE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET WITHOUT HURTING AMERICA'S
FAMILIES

D348 SUPPORTS DNCé610-30
THIS DOLE GINGRICH ATTACK AD HAS THE FACTS ALL WRONG PRESIDENT CLINTON

g SUPPORTS TAX CREDITS FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BUT WHEN DOLE AND

£ GINGRICH INSISTED ON RAISING TAXES ON WORKING FAMILIES HUGE CUTS IN
= MEDICARE EDUCATION CUTS IN TOXIC CLEANUP CLINTON VETOED IT THE

é; PRESIDENT'S PLAN PRESERVE MEDICARE DEDUCT COLLEGE TUITION SAVE ANTI

H

i DRUG PROGRAMS BUT DOLE GINGRICH VOTE NO NO TO AMERICA'S FAMILIES THE
PRESIDENT'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES

D379 PHOTO DNC641-30
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL FIVE DAY WAITS BACKGROUND
CHECKS BUT DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO 100,000 NEW POLICE BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED NO WANT TO REPEAL
IT STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT DOLE
AND GINGRICH NO AGAIN THEIR OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT CLINTON'S
PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR VALUES

D404 BACKGROUND DNC680-30
60,000 FELONS AND FUGITIVES TRIED TO BUY HANDGUNS BUT COULDN'T BECAUSE
PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED THE BRADY BILL BACKGROUND CHECKS DOLE AND
GINGRICH VOTED NO AND NOW WANT TO REPEAL THE ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN
100,000 NEW POLICE PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERED DOLE AND GINGRICH VOTED
NO STRENGTHEN SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS PRESIDENT CLINTON DID IT
REPUBLICANS PLAN TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS OLD WAYS DON'T WORK PRESIDENT
CLINTON'S PLANS THE NEW WAY MEETING OUR CHALLENGES PROTECTING OUR
VALUES

ATTACRMENT
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D433 FINISH DNC710-30
HEADSTART STUDENT LOANS TOXIC CLEANUP EXTRA POLICE ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS
DOLE GINGRICH WANTED THEM CUT NOW THEY'RE SAFE PROTECTED IN THE 96
BUDGET BECAUSE THE PRESIDENT STOOD FIRM DOLE GINGRICH DEADLOCK
GRIDLOCK SHUT DOWNS THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN FINISH THE JOB BALANCE THE
BUDGET REFORM WELFARE CUT TAXES PROTECT MEDICARE PRESIDENT CLINTON
SAYS GET IT DONE MEET OUR CHALLENGES PROTECT OUR VALUES

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

D483 SIDE DNC770-30

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

i e
mta g

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

fis PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES

D592 VALUES DNC1040-30
AMERICAN VALUES DO OUR DUTY TO OUR PARENTS PRESIDENT CLINTON PROTECTS
MEDICARE THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO CUT MEDICARE
270,000,000,000 PROTECT FAMILIES PRESIDENT CLINTON CUT TAXES FOR
MILLIONS OF WORKING FAMILIES THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO RAISE
TAXES ON 8,000,000 OF THEM OPPORTUNITY PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES TAX
BREAKS FOR TUITION THE DOLE GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO SLASH COLLEGE
SCHOLARSHIPS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETS OUR CHALLENGES
PROTECTS OUR VALUES

D697 INCREASED DNC1120-30
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES ‘

D732 ENOUGH DNC1160-30
ANOTHER NEGATIVE REPUBLICAN AD MISLEADING PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASED
BORDER PATROLS 40 PERCENT TO CATCH ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS RECORD NUMBER OF
DEPORTATIONS NO WELFARE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS REPUBLICANS OPPOSED
PROTECTING US WORKERS FROM REPLACEMENT BY FOREIGN WORKERS THE DOLE
GINGRICH BUDGET TRIED TO REPEAL 100,000 NEW POLICE DOLE GINGRICH TRIED
TO SLASH SCHOOL ANTI DRUG PROGRAMS ONLY PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN
PROTECTS OUR JOBS OUR VALUES
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Exit Conference Memorandum on EXHIBIT #4
Clinton/Gore ‘96 Primary Committee, Inc. Page 1 of 4

13 DNC ADS - CLINTON’S POSITIONS VS “ THE REPUBLICANS’ ” POSITIONS
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, BOLD TYPE IS GINGRICH SPEAKING]

D1 PROTECT DNC10-30
MEDICARE LIFELINE FOR OUR ELDERLY THERE IS A WAY TO PROTECT MEDICARE
BENEFITS AND BALANCE THE BUDGET PRESIDENT CLINTON WHO CUT GOVERNMENT
WASTE REDUCED EXCESS SPENDING SLOWED MEDICAL INFLATION THE REPUBLICANS
DISAGREE THEY WANT TO CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS CHARGING
ELDERLY 600 MORE A YEAR FOR MEDICAL CARE 1700 MORE FOR HOME CARE
PROTECT MEDICARE BENEFITS OR CUT THEM A DECISION THAT TOUCHES US ALL

D10 MORAL DNC11-30
AS AMERICANS THERE ARE SOME THINGS WE DONE SIMPLY AND SOLELY BECAUSE
THEY'RE MORAL RIGHT AND GOOD TREATING OUR ELDERLY WITH DIGNITY IS ONE
OF THESE THINGS WE CREATED MEDICARE NOT BECAUSE IT WAS CHEAP OR EASY
BUT BECAUSE IT WAS THE RIGHT THING TO DO THE REPUBLICANS ARE WRONG TO
WANT TO CUT MEDICARE BENEFITS AND PRESIDENT CLINTON IS RIGHT TO
PROTECT MEDICARE RIGHT TO DEFEND OUR DECISION AS A NATION TO DO WHAT'S
MORAL GOOD AND RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY

D19 EMMA DNC54-30
PRESERVING MEDICARE FOR THE NEXT GENERATION THE RIGHT CHOICE BUT
WHAT'S THE RIGHT WAY REPUBLICANS SAY DOUBLE PREMIUMS DEDUCTIBLES NO
COVERAGE IF YOU'RE UNDER SIXTY-SEVEN 270 BILLION IN CUTS BUT LESS THAN
HALF THE MONEY REACHES THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND THAT'S WRONG WE CAN
SECURE MEDICARE WITHOUT THESE NEW COSTS ON THE ELDERLY THAT’S THE
PRESIDENT'S PLAN CUT WASTE CONTROL COSTS SAVE MEDICARE BALANCE THE
BUDGET THE RIGHT CHOICE FOR OUR FAMILIES

D38 SAND DNC120-30
THERE ARE BELIEFS AND VALUES THAT TIE AMERICANS TOGETHER IN WASHINGTON
THESE VALUES GET LOST IN THE TUG OF WAR BUT WHAT'S RIGHT MATTERS WORK
NOT WELFARE IS RIGHT PUBLIC EDUCATION iS RIGHT MEDICARE IS RIGHT A TAX
CUT FOR WORKING FAMILIES IS RIGHT THESE VALUES ARE BEHIND THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PLAN VALUES REPUBLICANS IGNORE CONGRESS
SHQULD JOMN THE PRESIDENT AND BACK THESE VALUES SO INSTEAD OF A TUG OF
WAR WE COME TOGETHER AND DO WHAT'S RIGHT FOR OUR FAMILIES

Areacmueyr___ 1O
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D58 FAMILIES DNC170-30
OUR FAMILIES NEED MEDICARE BUT NOW WE LEARN THE TRUTH NOW WE DON'T GET
RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY
SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION
BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO WITHER ON THE VINE AND NOW THE
REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS WANT THE PRESIDENT TO CUT A DEAL AND JUST LET
MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT WILL VETO ANY BILL
THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR HARMS THE ENVIRONMENT THE
PRESIDENT BELIEVES WE MUST DO OUR DUTY BY OUR PARENTS AND PROVIDE OUR
CHILDREN WITH OPPORTUNITY

D78 THREATEN DNC200-30
THE TRUTH ON MEDICARE NOW WE DON'T GET RID OF IT IN ROUND ONE BECAUSE
WE DON'T THINK THAT THAT'S POLITICALLY SMART WE DON'T THINK THAT'S THE

; ; RIGHT WAY TO GO THROUGH A TRANSITION BUT WE BELIEVE IT'S GOING TO
WITHER ON THE VINE MEDICARE WITHER ON THE VINE BUT PRESIDENT CLINTON
i WILL VETO ANY BILL THAT CUTS MEDICARE BENEFITS EDUCATION OR THE

iid ENVIRONMENT NOW REPUBLICANS THREATEN TO CLOSE THE GOVERNMENT DOWN [F
THE PRESIDENT WON'T CUT MEDICARE AND EDUCATION NO DEAL THE PRESIDENT
WILL DO RIGHT BY OUR ELDERLY AND OUR CHILDREN THREAT OR NO THREAT

D120 PRESIDENTS DNC261-30
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE

D99 FIRM DNC270-30
THE CONSTITUTION PRESIDENTS HAVE USED THE POWER IT GIVES THEM TO
PROTECT OUR VALUES THAT'S WHY THE 42ND PRESIDENT IS STANDING FIRM FOR
HIS BALANCED BUDGET PLAN THE PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET PROTECTS OUR
ELDERLY REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS CUT MEDICARE 270 BILLION DOLLARS THE
PRESIDENT'S BALANCED BUDGET SECURES OPPORTUNITY FOR OUR CHILDREN
REPUBLICANS CUT EDUCATION 30 BILLION THAT'S WHY THE PRESIDENT IS
VETOING THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET STANDING UP FOR WE THE PEOPLE
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D141 PEOPLE DNC300-30
BELLE 1S DOING FINE BUT MEDICARE COULD BE CUT NICHOLAS IS GOING TO
COLLEGE BUT H1S SCHOLARSHIP COULD BE GONE THE STAKES IN THE BUDGET
DEBATE JOSHUA'S DOING WELL BUT HELP FOR HIS DISABILITY COULD BE CUT
PRESIDENT CLINTON STANDING FIRM TO PROTECT PEOPLE MATTHEW BOUGHT A
HOUSE BUT WILL THE WATER BE SAFE TO DRINK MIKE HAS A JOB BUT NEW TAXES
IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET COULD SET HIM BACK PRESIDENT CLINTON SAYS
BALANCE THE BUDGET BUT PROTECT OUR FAMILIES

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

D185 SLASH DNC390-30
AMERICA'S CHILDREN MILLIONS PUSHED TOWARD POVERTY BY HIGHER TAXES OVER A
MILLION GET SUB STANDARD HEALTH CARE EDUCATION cUT 30,000,000,000
BILLION ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION GUTTED DRASTIC REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS
BUT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN PROTECTS MEDICARE MEDICAID EDUCATION
ENVIRONMENT AND EVEN REPUBLICAN LEADERS AGREE IT BALANCES THE BUDGET
IN SEVEN YEARS CONGRESS SHOULD NOT SLASH MEDICARE AND MEDICAID IT
SHOULD BALANCE THE BUDGET AND DO OUR DUTY TO OUR CHILDREN

D429 HELP DNC705-30
FAMILY MEDICAL LEAVE SO MOTHERS CAN CARE FOR THEIR BABIES PRESIDENT
CLINTON GOT IT PASSED REPUBLICANS OPPOSED IT MORE HELP FOR SMALL
CLASSES TEACHING READING AND MATH PRESIDENT CLINTON GOT (T PASSED
REPUBLICANS WANT TO CUT HELP TO SCHOOLS LOW COST VACCINE TO IMMUNIZE
CHILDREN AGAINST DISEASE PRESIDENT CLINTON PASSED IT REPUBLICANS
OPPOSE IT THE REPUBLICANS WILL DO ANYTHING ANYTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT
CLINTON'S PLAN PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN MEETING OUR CHALLENGES
PROTECTING OUR VALUES
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D299 STOP DNC540-30
ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE FOR ALL PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PLAN CHILD

SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR MOTHERS AND THEIR CHILDREN EDUCATION JOB
TRAINING MORE POLICE WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON AND THE DEMOCRATS WANT FOR
AMERICA REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NOTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON
REPUBLICANS CUT SCHOOL LUNCHES CUT HEADSTART CUT CHILD HEALTHCARE
REPUBLICANS WILL STOP AT NCTHING TO STOP PRESIDENT CLINTON STAND FIRM

CHILDREN ARE COUNTING ON YOU
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4 DNC ADS - DREAMS, VICTIMS, CHALLENGE, WELFARE
[NOTE: NON-ITALIC IS VOICE-OVER, UNDERSCORED IS CLINTON SPEAKING]

D508 DREAMS DNC830-30
I WANT TO BE AN ARCHEOLOGIST COLLEGE PROFESSOF. PALEONTOLOGIST THE
PRESIDENT SAYS GIVE EVERY CHILD THE CHANCE FOR COLLEGE WITH A TAX CUT
OF 1,500 DOLLARS A YEAR FOR TWO YEARS MAKING MOST COMMUNITY COLLEGES
FREE ALL COLLEGES MORE AFFORDABLE | WANT TO BE. AN OCEANOGRAPHER
PRESCHOOL TEACHER AND FOR ADULTS A CHANCE TO LEARN FIND A BETTER JOB
THE PRESIDENT’S TUITION TAX CUT PLAN i'M GOING TO FIND A CURE FOR
CANCER BECAUSE YOU'RE NEVER TOO OLD TO LEARN OR TOO YOUNG TO DREAM

D276 VICTIMS DNC500-30
EVERY YEAR IN AMERICA 1,000,000 WOMEN ARE VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC ABUSE IT
IS A VIOLATION OF OUR NATION'S VALUES IT'S PAINFUL TO SEE IT'S TIME TO
CONFRONT IT THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
WORK NOT WELFARE TO ENCOURAGE STRONGER FAMILIES IMPROVE AND ENFORCE
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LAWS 1,000,000 WOMEN A TEST OF OUR NATIONAL
CHARACTER A CHALLENGE WE WILL MEET

D241 CHALLENGE DNC450-30
RICA WAS Btll :

D253 WELFARE DNC470-30
FAMILIES DESTROYED CHILDREN'S DREAMS LOST THE LEGACY OF OUR PRESENT
WELFARE SYSTEM THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN INCREASE CHILD SUPPORT ENFCRCEMENT
REDUCE TEEN PREGNANCY WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS STRICT
TIME LIMITS ON WELFARE BENEFITS TEACH VALUES IN OUR SCHOOLS NO WORK NO
WELFARE RESCUE CHILDREN FROM THE DESTRUCTIVE WELFARE SYSTEM WE CAN
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Date: August 7, 1995

To: Chair Fowler, Bobby Watson and Joe Sandler
6 From: Bradley Marshall
?E | Re: Msdia Refund Checks
fil
K 1 have attached a list of checks we have received from Mandy Grundwaid's firm for media
{G refunds from last fall's campaigns. The amounts represent funds which we sent 0 sate
i parties for them 1o then turn around and send back to Mandy for media buys. The refunds
14 are for unplaced buys. The refunds are really ours sincs we did not intend o make a
% coatribution to the various state partics when we sent them ths monsy. In cther words the
i state partics were simply & conduit for the buys so we could get 2 more favorable Ha:d/Soft
& o
@
8 . . We nesd to contact each of the state parties and arrange for them w0 swap chocks with us, 3o
= L ¢®  we can get this money back in our accounts. Esch of the refunds contain & Federal and 2
fH Wﬂ Non-Federal component so we need 1o make sure the money is returned in the correct split.

« T would propose that we use this *found” money to pay off the 1984 POTUS travel bills if the
* various entities who owe for the trips, do not come through with their shage of thesa bills.
Since these bills are almo a year old, we should make this deizrminagion soon.

MBDINEERLEER one 3075231

DNCO68-00349

A TAUAR __La____
roge | of




MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator Dodd
FROM: David Gitletie

DATE:  August 8, 1995
i~

7 RE: Today’s meeting with Fowler, Sosnik, and Eckes
fii You may vant to raise tha following issues st this
s afesznoon’s aseting with Chairman Fowlar, Harold Ickes and Doug
N Sesnik lnclude:
{5
i Madicars Advartiaspentas
ia As yeu kaow, tha WVhite House i3 planning to run madicare ads
E this sonth paid for by the DNC. Attachsd ere the scripts. As-
ok you can ses, in two of the scripts, “Cad” and "Dad - version 2,"
{3 Eadisare. If the ONC is going to pay for theso, T think ve
£ should demand that the voice-cver be changad to {nclude a pit on
- Republicans in cCongrese. You vill rezeaber, this point cams up
i3 at the principles zsssags meating last weelt.

fL It lecks like we will likely have to pay for the ads with

404 fadera) (hard) and 40% non~federal (soft) monsy. 7This {is an
sstimate that could chanqge once Vo sae the ada.

currently, thoe ONC has about 3.8 million caah~-on-hand.
Howevar, only about $400,000 1a fedaral (hard) monsy. §insa
: R SUE hBllls O BRAG A A GRLLE of Lager -

Acgespding te boug, Harold vas to mast vwith the Presidant
yisterday to discuss the Perot veaksnd. ¥ou aze schaduled 20
speak on Friday night for about 22-235 minutes. All tha speakers
will spaak as viduzls, nat as part of & pansd. Purtharmars,
Maak MeClarty is going down snd speaking &t 5130 pa on Priday.

sommunications pirector:

Gen FYowlar wvas in Mev York yestorday and mat with David
Eichanbavm, 3 candidate for the comsunications director alet.

IBEImEEERAMAE pve 3394506

DNC226-02905

srmacmeyt 1S
Poge ._a.—— ot la |

O\
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You met vith David long batore I aven started ut the DRC.
Attached is his regums.

Staka Paxty Buaingss:

In our ragular calls to the atakts chalrs, a regquest caas in
frem Mike Patarson, the state chair in Iowa. A day to bring
Jowans to the White Houre was schuduled for Scpteiber i4. The
date has nov bhaan pushed to Novanber. Petarson hoped to raise
$30,000-45,000 on ths event but fsara that sincs The Presidant
will ba in Ioua in Octoher, a Novomber date will ROt work. He
n{::d that you urgs Doug to put a Septambar date bsck an tha
ca ar.

Dodd Cantex:

You DAy vant to plant the szed of & serious policy speech by
the Presidant at the oz;ninq of the archive. The thess of
Nur. can ba used aany powarful contaxts == both
internationsl and demastic. A saylous desp apesch could edd to
tha day's testivities.

AN EREEERAGE prC 3394507

DNC226-02906

armacEuEN? 1N
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Auguat 17, 1998

MEMORANDUXM FOR CRAITGIAN
DO0D
oC: DOvE SOSNIK
fu FRON;: Narold xckn@
Pt
;;; SUBJECT: August DMC timeebuy
'
L
’*‘; This confirms my talephons conversation with Shairpan Yowler on
Tueaday 15 August absut the approxizataly $900,000 for the DNC
in nedicare tv spot time-huy. He informed me that day that it would
(R b8 possible to savae $130,000~175,000 in "hazd™ wmoney if the spots
’ wers purchased by individugl state democratic committesas in a
in swvep arrengement with the DNC rathar than being puzrchased
% directl the DNC, and he asked vhsthéer he could hold off 3 day
ok in purchas the spots to giva time to offectuata the swaps. I
£ ; phone confsereanced in wvith Pill Knapp, of the Sguler firm, who
is i describad the procass that would be required in terms of releasaes
. ard transfors of woney, ete., as well as recutting the tag line
- for ths spots from "peid for by the DHC" to "paid for™ by the
= respactive danocratic state committeag, and the Chnoirman decided
fil it vas not vorth the hassle. What I am not clear about is gince

the DNC knev the prior wesk that this tima-buy was qoing tc ba
purchased by the DHC and would be up in a variety of diffarent
atatecs, vhy steps wars not taken at that time to mgke the
appropriate aprangamantg to have the varicus democratic statas
connittees ryn the 8dg 8o that the DNC could conmarve hard
d:u-u vhich, I have besn lad to believe, it has s real shortage
of.

Hewld, -
wnw'ﬂow{md‘mmw W%M .

Ve maddy o {% Izh ﬂ"””“% Ho bu,_g were maels, (10 eal(-A
ﬁu:{fﬁ %Wcl T!w:}s g_,{mj-a,a W a2 we Coudsl howe oine
. /tw, wr bntzo Yt wo e Sing o l""z’g' e quy St hasi 1o
vAia l~: whot +talp o1 Wity A.gub F.um Mo uawoa.éc[ Ao
Mfm. Dorn 33 Aug 95

HANIENBFEIREAR pne 3250520

DNC174-00967
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' ﬂa Donald L fouler. Nutsanad L » Chritupher ). Dodd. Conenl £ e

octobar 3, 1893

Yia ovarnight Delivery

Honorabls Bynus Gibson, Chair
Arkansas Demccratic Party
1300 W. Capitol

Little Rock, AR 72201

Dsar 3ynum:

As discussed on today’s conferencs call, the DNC is proposing
that the Arkansas Democreatic Party asponscr a telavision
sdvertisement, to be run in the Little Rock market, attacking tha
Republicans &nd proscting the Democratic Party’s position on
Medicare. A tapa of the proposad advertisemsnt is enclosad, along
vith a copy of the script. The DNC would provida you with all of
the funde necessary to run the advartisements. It is up to you
whether to have the state party sponsor these advertisemsncs.

If this neets witk your approval, the advartisssents weuld run
this wvask, poasibly beginning &s early as Wednesday.

As discussed, the DNC campaign division will ko in touch with
your staff to ansver questions and provide any additional
inforpation nseded, and our Chiaf Financial Officer Brad Marshall
will ba in toush with your staff to discuss the maechanics of

paysent.

If you have any quaations or concarns about this propossd
advertising campaign, plsase do not hssitats to call me directly.

¥ith best regsards,
Sincsrely yours,
DM

Donsld L. Fowlsr
National Chairman

Democratic Party Hesdgquaniers * 430 South Capitol Streer, S.E. * Washington, D.C. 20003 + 202.863.8000 * FAX: 202.453.0174
Poud for i the Democraine N C Contributions to the Democratic Nationgl Commltor are 204 Iy desta v

NERR pNC 3374112

DNC180-02595
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Qctober 3, 1998

¥ia Ovearnight Delivecy

Honorabie 81ill Pross, Chair

W
f

1 Californies Democratic Party
i 8440 Santa Monica Blvd.
Y Los Angales, CA 90069
2 Dear Bill:
(g As discusased on today’s canferenca call, ths DNC is proposing
i that the california Damocratic Party aeponsor & television
i advertisement, to be run in the ¢hico-Redding, Sacramssnto~Stockton,
= and Santa Barbars markets, attacking the Republicens and promoting
. the Democratic Party’s position on Medicare. A tapo of the
of proposed advertissment is enclesed, along with a copy of tha
{5 script. The DNC would provids you with all ef thae funds neceasary
2 to run the advertissments. It is up to you vhather tc have the
o state party sponsor thesss advertisemants.
fi If this maats with your approval, tha sdvertisssants vculd xun

this veak, possibly beginning aa sarly a2 Wsdnesday.

As discussed, tha DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your pstaff to ansver questions and provide any sdditional
inforsation needed, and our Chisf Financial Officer Brad Marshall
will ba in touch with your staff to discuss the mechanice of

paymant.

If you hava any qQuestions or concarns about this propcsad
sdvertising ceapeign, pleass do not hesitats te call me directly.

with bast reogards,
Sincerely yours,
D

Deonald L. Powler
National Chairman

Dermocretic Porty Hesdquarters « 430 South Capitol Street, S.E. + Washingion, D.C. 20003 + 202.663.8000 * FAX: 202.063.6174
Pod for b the Democran: Natiengl Committer Lontrndunions fo the Democraii Nationgd Commyiiee nre ot tax dedustibis

-

ERDEURENENIE pNc 3373

DNC180-02596
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l ,ua rDunald 1. Fowler. Nptinuud { han @ Chentopher §. Oudd. Graenl Chae

October 3, 199%

Yia ovarpight Dalivepy

Honerable Mike Besatty, Chair
Colorado Democratic Party
770 Grant Strest, Ste. 200
Danvar, CO 30203

Dsar Mike:

As discusged on today’s conferance call, the DNC is proposing
that the Colorade Damocratic Party 6pensor a television
advertisssent, to be run in the Denver markst, attacking the
Republicans and proseoting the Democratic Party’s pesition on
Madicers. A tape of the proposed advartisament is enclosed, along
with a copy of ths script. The DHC would provide you with all of
the funds necessary to run the advertisemsnts. It is up to you
whather te have tha gtate party sponsor thesse advartiseasnts.

If this meets with your approval, the advertisemants would run
thie wesk, posaibly beginning as early 2s Wednesday.

As discuaaed, ths DNC campajgn division will be in touch with
your staff to answer gquestions and provide any additional
information necdaed, and our Chief Financial Officer Brad Marshall
will be in touch with your stagf to discuss tha machanics of

payment.

If you have any guestiona or concerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, plesass do not hesitate to cgll me directly.

with best ragards,
Sincerely yours,
P Yam

bonald L. Pouvlaer
National Chairman

Pt jor v tie Democratic National Comminer Contnbunoru o the Desocrgir Nanonal Commuter are nol 1y v v
~gip~

RESIERIRBRUGR prC 3374114

Democrasic Party Hesdquarers » 430 South Capirol Streer, $.E. * Washington, D.C. 20003 + 202.663.5000 + FAX. 202.463.8174
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Cctobar 3, 1993

vis Overnight ODalivery

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Demccratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahesseas, FL 23201

Daar Terrie:

As discussed on today’s conferance call, tha DNC is proposing
that the Florids Democratic Party sponser a television
advaertissment, to be run in the Miani-Pt. Lauderdale and Tempa-St.
Pate mparkets, attacki the Ra licana and promoting the
bemocratic Party’s poaition on Medicars tapa of the proposed
advertisemsnt is enclosed, aleng with Y copy of tha acript. The
DRC would provide you with all of ths funds necessary to run the
advertisements. It is up to you whether to have ths state party
sponsoy these advertisements.

If this meets with your approval, tha advartisemsnts would run
this veak, possibly beginning as early as Wednesday.

Ae discussad, the DNC campaign division will ba in touch with
your staff to ansver Questions and provide any additional
information needed, and our Chief Pinancial 0fficer Brad Marshall
will ba in touch withk your staff to discusg the machanics of
paysant.

If you have any questions or concerna about this proposed
advertising campaign, plsase do not hesitate to call == directly.

With beat regards,
Sincerely yours,
DV

Donald L. Powlar
National Chairman

Democratic Parcy Hesdquariers * 430 South Capitel Steeet, S.E. * Washington, D.C. 20503 » 202.253,8000 » FAX: 202.863.2174
Aud for tn the Democrgne N 1C ter Cunind 16 the Democraie Nanongl Comsttes arr ot tax derio ibis
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Cectober 3, 1995

Yis overnicht Dellvexy

Honorable Gary LaPaille, Chair
Democratic Party of Illinois
439 Mesrchandise Mart

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Gary:

As discussed on teday’s conference call, the ONC is proposing
that the Illinois Democratic Party oponsor & television
advertisemant, to be run in the Peoria, Rockford, and Springfield-
Dacatur markets, attacking the Republicans and premoting tha
Denocratic Party‘s position on Hedicare. A taps of tha proposed
advertisement is enclosed, along with a copy of the script. The
DNC would provide you with all eof the funds necessary to run the
advertisemante. It is up to you vhether to have the state party
sponsor thase advertisssenta.

1f this meets with your appréval, the advertisementa would run
this veek, possibly baginning as early zs Wednesday.

As discussed, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your statf to answer questions and provide any additiomal
information needed, and our chief FPipancial officar Brad Harshall
will be in touch wvith your staff to discuss the nechanice of

payment.

If you have any quastions or concerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, pieass do not hesitats to call me dirsctly.

With best regarda,
Sincaraly ycurs,
D

ponald L. Powler
National Chalirman

Democratic Party Headguarters » 430 South Capitol Street. S.E. + Washington, D.C. 20003 » 202.853.8000 » FAX: 202.863.81%4
Patd for i the Demacraiie Mational Commuttes Cuntniduuons to the Democrane National Comuntter are woe ing deductekic .
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Octobar 21, 1985

Yia Cvernight Delivery

Honorable Victoria Murphy, Chair
Maine Democratic Party

12 Spruce Streset

Augusta, NE 043)2-%5258

Daar Victoris:

A3 discusssd on today’s confarenca call, the DNC is proposing
that the Mains Damocratic Party sponsor a telavision advertisement,
to be run in tha Portland ME narkat, attacking the Republicans and
promoting the Damocratic Party’s positicn on Medicare. A tape of
the proposed advertisament is enclosed, along with a copy of the
acript. The DNC would provide you with all of the funds nacasgary
to run the advartisemsnts. It is up to you vhather to have the
state party sponsor these advartisaoents,.

If this paets with your approval, the advertisaments would run
this veek, possibly baginning as asarly as Wadnapday.

As discussaed, the DNC caapaign division will ba in touch with
your staff ¢to answver gquestions and provida any additional
intorsation needed, and ocur Chief Pinancial Officer Brad Mesrshall
will be in touch with your staff to discuss the nechanics of

paymrent.

If you have any queations or concerns asbout this proposed
advertising campaign, please do not hasitate tc call me directly.

With beat regards,
Sincerely yours,

D~

poneld L. Fowler
National Chairman

Pord jor bn the Demoeratic Notonal Commuitee Contrpulions 10 she Dewmoeranr Naional Commatiee are nel fris ilostsn teee,

DNC180-02600

Democrutic Party Hendquarters » 430 South Capitol Strece, S.E * Washingion, D.C. 28003 » 202.863.0000 « FAX: 202.863.8174

ERERE pre 3374117
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October 3, 199%

3 via Overnight Delivary
=
{4 Honorable Mark Brever, Chair
ﬂg Michigan Demccratic Party
= 606 Townsend
= Lansing, MI 48%1)
g; Dear Mark:
5 As discussed on today’s confarance call, the DNC is proposing
5 that the Nichigan Democratic Party sponsor & talavision
-+ advertisemant, to ba run in the Detroit, Fiint-Saginaw, Greaan Bay-
=t Appleton, and Traverse-Cadillac mazksets, attacking the Republicens
= and promoting the Democratic Party’s position on Kedicare. A taps
% of the proposed advertisesent is enclosed, slong with a copy of the
= script. The DNC would provide you with all of tha funds necessary
= to run the advertisements. It is up t0 you whethar tc have the
fu state party sponsor these advertisesants.

If this peats with your appreval, ths advertisoments would run
this veek, possibly bsginning zs early as Wednasday.

As dlascussed, the DNC caapaign division will be in touch with
your steff to answer guestions and provide any additionel
inforaation needed, and our Chief Financial Officer Brad Marshall
vill bs in toueh vith vour etaff to discuss the mechanics of
paysant.

If you have mny questions or concerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, please do not haesitate to call ms directly.

With best regards,
Sincerely yours,

Y

Donald L. PFowlar
National Chairman

Democratic Pasty Hendguarters + 430 South Caputol Sereet, S.E. « Washington, D.C. 20008 » 202,853.8000 * FAX: 202.883.81%4
Paud for by the Demorratie National Commtice Conrnbuions 1o the Democraiir Nationa] Commultes are a0l tay drtos ikl
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Octobar 3, 1995

via Overniaht Delivery

Honorable Mark Andrew, Chair
Minnesota Damocratic Party
352 Wacouta Street

st, Paul, XY 55101

Dear Mark:

As discussed on today’s conference call, the DNC is proposing
that the Minnesota Democratic Party sponsor a telavision
advertisssent, to be run in tha Duluth-Superior and ¥inneapolis-3st.
Paul markete, sttacking tha Republicens and promoting the
Damocratic Party‘’s position on Medicars. A tepe of the proposed
advertisesent is enclosed, along with a copy of the script. The
DNC would provide you with all of the funds necessary to run the
advertisements. It is up te you whathar to have tha gtate party
spenser thage advertisaments.

If thie Bsats with your approval, the advertisements weuld run
this vagk, possibly beginning as early as Wednasday.

As discussed, thes DNC campaign divisien will be in touch vith
your staff to ansver gquestions end provide any additional
information needad, and our Chief Pinanciel Officer Brad Marshsll
vill be in touch with your staff to discusa the mechanics of
payzent.

If you hava any quastions or concarns &bout thia proposed
advertising campaign, plesse do not hasitate to call me directly.

With bast rasgards,
Sincaraly yours,
3 Y) ae e

Donald L. Fowler
National Chairman

Dem ic Party Headquartens * 430 South Capitol Street, 5.5, © Washiagton, D.C. 20023 + 202.553.8000 * FAX: 202.063.8174
P for i the Democrane N { € Cantni ta the Democraie Nanornal Commlise gre nol dus Aodnit

DEENBRER pNC 3374119

DNC180-02602
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Octobar 3, 1995

Yia Qverpight Dalivery

Honcrable Judith Hope, Chair
Nev York Democrstic Party

60 Bagt 42 Street, Suite 1819
NHaw York, WY 10188

Dear Judith:

As discussed on today‘'s confarence ¢all, the DNC is planning
to run talevision advartisemants in Xaw York, in the Burlington,
Elmira, Syracuse, Utica and ¥atertown markats, attacking the
Republicans and promoting the Deamocratic Party‘'s pesiticn on
Medicare. A taps of the proposed advertisament is einclosesd, anlang
vith a copy of the script., The DNC will be paying for thase
advertisesents and the ads will rur undar our disclaimer ("Paid for
by the Democratic National Committee®).

If thie neats vith your approval, the advertigsasnts would run
this week, possibly begqinning ae early as Wsdnesday.

As discussed, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your staff ¢to ansver Qquestions and provide any additional
information nasded.

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

With baest regards,
Sincerely yours,

ponald L. Povlar
Hational Chajirman

Deaocratic Party Headquanars * 430 South Capito! Street, S.E. * Washingtos, D.C. 20403 » 202.885.0000 * FAX. 202.963.8174

Paud for & the Drmocratie Natwonul Communrs Coninbutwns 10 the Democranic National Commuiter are agl tav dedu tiive

DNC180-02603
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October 3, 199%

Yia ovarnight Delivaxy

Honorable John Sullivan
34 £, Bridge Strect
Osvego, NY 10165

Dear John:

As discussed on today's confersnce call, the DNC is planning
to run talevision cdvertisements in Nev York, in the Burlington,
Elmira, Syracusa, Utica and Watertown sarkets, attacking the
Republicans and promoting the Desscratic Party's position on
Medicara. A tape of the proposed advartissment is enclosed, along
with a copy of tha script. The DNC will be paying for these
advertisenents and the ads will run undar our disclaimer ("Paid feor

by the Dsmocratic National Committee"}.

If thias weets with your approval, the advartigaments wvould run
this veak, possibly baginning ss aarly as Wednasday.

Ao discussed, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your staff to answer gquastions and provide any asdditional
inforeation nssded.

If you have any guestions or concerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, please do not hesitata to call me diractly.

With bast regards,
Sincerely yours,
i

Donald L. Fowler
National Chairman

Democratic Party Headquarters * 430 South Capiiol Streer, $.E. * Washingron, D.C. 20093 + 202.863.8000 » FAX: 202.863.8174

Paud ur & the Democrate Nanona! Commitier Contributions to tAr Demorvatic Naionu! Commutiee nte nut tun tledu tilde

BEEEG pNe 33742l

DNC180-02604
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october 3, 1995

¥ia ovexnight Delivery

Honorabls David J. Laland, Chair
ohic Damocratic Party

37 West Broad Straet, Suite 410
Columbus, OH 43213

Dear Davia:

As discussed on today’s conferance call, the DNC is proposing
that the Ohio Democratic Party sponsor & tslevision advertigsment,
te ba run in ths Clevaland and Toledo xarkets, attacking the
Republicans and promoting the Democratic Pparty's poaition on
Medicara. A taps of the proposed sdvertiseasnt is snclosed, Rlong
with a copy of the script. The DKC would provide you with sll of
the funds necessary to tun the advertisementa. It is up to you
vhether tc hava the state party sponsor thass advartissmante.

If thie msats with your approval, the advertisaments would run
this wveek, possibly beginning as sarly as Wednesday.

Az discuseed, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your staff to answver guestions and provide any asdditional
inforzation needad, and our Chief Pinancial Officer Brad Msrshall
will be in touch with yosur staff to discuss the wmechanics of

payment.

If you have &ny gquestions or concerns abcut this preposed
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly.

With bsst regards,
Sinceraly yours,
Do

Donald L. Fowiaer
Hational Chairman

Democratic Party Hesdquarters * 430 South Capitol Streey, 5.E. * Washingion, D.C. 20003 * 207.063.8000 + FAX: 207 4638174

Pad 1or M tar Bemocratie Natwnal Commitiee Contabutivns tu the Democratic Navwnl Commdier are w0l tus vt

~-
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October 3, 1995

viz Ovarnieht Delivery

Honorable Joe Carmichael, Chajir:
Miasouri Demccratic Party

419 East High Street

Jafferson City, MO 65101

Dear Joe:

As discussed on today’s confersnce Call, ths DNC is proposing

that the Missouri Democratic Party sponsor a telavision
adverticesent, to be run in tha Columbia-Jefferson City and Bt,
Louis m®markets, attacking the Republicans and prosoting tChe
Damocratic Party’s position on Medicsara. A tape of the proposed
advertisenant is onclosed, along with & copy of the ecript. The
DNC would provide you vith all of the funda nacessary to run the
advertisenants. It is up to you whether to hava the state party
sponsor these advartisaments.

If this mects with your approval, the advertisemants would run
this waek, possibly beginning as sarly as Wednseday.

As discussed, the DNC campaign divigion will ba in touch with
your staff ¢o anaver gquestions and provide any additional
inforpation naeded, snd our Chief Financigl 0fficer Brad Marshall
will bs in touch with your staff to discuss the mechanics of

paymsnt.

If you have any gueations or concsrns about this proposed
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate toc call me dirsctly.

With best regards,
Sincsraly yours,
_DM

Donald L. FowWler
National Chairman

Demecratic Party Headguarters ¢ 430 South Capitol Streat, $.E. + Washingion, D.C. 20008 « 202.863.3000 » FAX: 202.863.8174
Puud jor bn the Democratic National Commailter Contmbutions 1o the Demortatic Natonal Commuier are noi (@y dediy i+
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October 3, 15993

Yia_ovarnight Delivery

Henorabls Hark 5. Singal, Chair
Pennsylvanis Demccratic Party
510 North Third Styset
Harrisburg, PA 17103

Dear Mark:

As digcussed on today’s conference csll, tha DNC is propoaing
thaet the Pannsylvanla Desmocratic Party sponscr & television
advertisemsnt, to bhe run in the Harrisburg-York-lLancester,
Johnstoun-Altoona, Philadelphia, and Vilkaas=-Barra-Scranton xarkets,
attacking the Republicans and promoting the Democratic Party’s
position en Nedicare. A tape of tha proposed asdvartisssent is
snhclosed, plong with a copy of the script. The DNC would provigu

t

you with ail of the funds neceasary to run the advertissments.
is up to you whethsr to have thae stats pariy sponsor these

advertisenants.
IZ this meats vith your approval, the advertisements would run
this weak, possibly beginning os sarly as Wednasday.

As discusaad, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your staff to answer questions and provide any sdditional
information needed, and our Chief Pinzncial Officer Brad Marshall
will be in touch with your staff to discuss the mechenice of

payment.
If you have any questions or concerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, plesse do not hesitata to call ms directly.
with bast raegards,
Sincersly yours,

Do

Donald L. Fowlier
Hational Chairman

Puid par br the Democratc Ngitonat Commuire. Contnbutions 10 the Democrane Natwnul Coastitite are not dan dedties t5,
-l

‘ '-15:'
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Democratic Pasty Hesdquarsers * 430 Souch Capicol Sreet, S.E ¢ Waghingron, D.C. 30003 * 702.563.8000 = FAX: 102 863.8174
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October 3, 1595

Yia Qvarnight Delivery

Honorable Richard James, Chair
Rhode Islond Demacratic Party
100 Cottage Streat

Pavtucket, Rhode Island 02860

Dear Richard:

As discussed on today's confaorence call, tha DHC is planning
to run tslevinion advertissments in Rhoda Island, in the Providence
sarket, attacking the Republicens and prometing ths Damocratic
Party's position on Medicare. A tapec of the prapessd advartissment
is enclosed, along with & copy of the script. The DNC will be
paying for thess advertiscmente and the zds will run under our
disclaimar ("Paid for by tha Democratic National Committee®).

If thie nests with your approval, the advertisamente would run
this veak, possibly baginning as early as Wedneosday.

As digcusesd, the DNC campaign division ¥ill ba in touch with
your etaff to ansver questions and provide any additional
information neaded.

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

with best regards,
3incerely yours,
DU

Donald L. Fowier
Rational Chairman

Democrstic Party Headgquarters ¢ 430 South Capitol Streer, S.E * Washingen, D.C. 20083 * 202.563.0600 + FAX: 202.863.817¢

Peud for » the Democratae National Commuitee Coutnbunions io thr Demecratic Naional Commitiee are nod tox dafnsihls

MBNAEE pNC 3374125
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Octohar J, 1995

¥ia overrnight Delivery

Honcrabla Bark Sostarich, Chair
Wisconsin Democratic Party

222 State Streest, Ste. 400
HMadison, WI 53703

Deax Mark:

As discussed on today’s conforence call, the DNC is proposing
that tha Wisconsin Dezocratic Party oapondor e telavision
edvartisenent, to he rTun in the MHadison and Milwaukea markets,
attacking the Republicens and promoting the Damocratic Party’s
position on Medicarae. A tapa of ths propossd advertisesent is
enclomed, along with a copy of the script. Tha DNC would provide
you with all of the funds nacessary to run ths advartisemsnts. It
is up to you vhether to have the state party sponsor those
advertissments.

If this nsats with your approval, the advsrtisaments would run
this week, possibly bzginning as sarly as Vednesday.

As discussed, the DNC campaign division will be in touch with
your staff to ansver qQuestions and provide any additional
infornation nesded, and our Chief Financial officer 8Srad Narshall
will- ba in touch wvith your staff to discuse the mechanics of
payzent.

I1f you hava any guastions or concerns about this proposed
advertis canpaign, plaease 4o not heaitate to call me directly.

With best ragards,
Sincarely yours,
DW

bonald L. Fewler
National Chairman

Paud for by the Demucratic Nanonal Committes Contriburionms (o the Drmocratic Nottonal Commtire are ot iy dettiisbly

-

Damocratic Party Hesdgquartery » 430 South Capitol Street. 3.5 * Washingron, D.C. 20003 » 202.065.0000 * FAX: 202.863.8174

DBRIEENRBEEEE oNC 3374126
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March 29, 1996

Via Overnight Delivery

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 23201

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
a new talevision advertisement to be run in the Orlando,
Tallahasseae, Panama City, Jacksonville, Ft. Myers and Tampa-St.
Paete markets, in place of the two spots currently running for this
week’s buy. The advertisement, entitled "No", highlights ths
efforts of Majority Leader Bob Dole to oppose tha President’s
proposals for a balanced budget, welfare reform and tax relief for
working families, and the assault weapons ban. A tape of the
advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously
been faxed to you.

This advertisement would be run with the funds you have
already sent to the media firm for this week’s buy.

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

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

If you have any gquestions or c¢oncerns about this proposed
advertising campaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly.

With best regards,

s;EFerely yoirs,
(e

Donald L. Fowler
National cChairman

Enclcsures

N13757

democratic P:m\ Heudquarler\ * 430 South (.apltul Street, S.E. ¢ Washington. D, (, NS o 202,863 8004 » FANX; 202.363.8174
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PHONE: 202-863-8000 PFAX: 202-488-5025
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april 12, 1996

Via overnight Delivery
Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair

Florida Democratic Party
517 N. Calhoun Street

3ui Tallahassea&, FL 23201

H Dear Terrie:

it :

fid The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
& a3 new television advertisemant to be rrun in the Tallahassee and
{5 Tampa-St. Pete markets, in place of the spot currently running.
[n The advertizement, entitled *“Supports", responds to the RNC’s

: current ad attacking the President and Democrats for opposing the
Republican tax plan, and poxnts out that it is the President and

N the Democrats who are proposing tax credits for families with
iF children and tax cuts for working families as part of a budget plan
= that preserves Medicare, protects the environment, helps with
% college tuition and saves anti-drug prograns. A tape of the
5 advertisement is enclosed. A copy ©f the script has previously
;E been faxed to you.

The ad currently running, "No", will continue te run in the
Panama City, Orlando, Jacksonville, and Ft. Myers markets.

These advertisements would be run with the funds you have been
asked to wire te the media firm.

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

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you

have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, pleagse do not hesitate to call us directly.

Sinserely yours,
~

>y

‘ 3 )
Christopher J. Dodd Donnld L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair

Enclosures

(13740

AYemacratic Pariy Headyuarrees » 450 South Capitol steeer, s b 0 Washingion, 1,0, 20005 o 202 9659000 * FAN: 2024038174
"o t. . \ . L S . Y e e, Y TR P
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April 12, 1996

-+ Honorable Art Torres, Chair
California Damocratic Party
8440 Santa Monjica Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 50068

Deaayr Art:

The DNC is proposing that the Califernia Dsmocratic Party
sponsor a newv talsvision advertisement to ba run in the 5an Diego,
Chico-~-Radding, Sacramenco-Stockton, and Santa Barbars markets, in
place of the apot currantly running. The advertisement, entitled
nsupports®, responds to the RHC’s current ad attacking the
President and Damocrats for opposing the Republican tax plan, and
points out that it is the President and the Cemocrats who are
propesing tax credits for families with children and tax cute for

working families as part of a budgst plan that prasarves Medicarae,
£ protects the environment, helps with college tultion and saves
= anti-drug programs. A tapa of the advertisement is anclosed. A

copy of the script has previocusly baen faxad to you.

fii These advertisemants would be run with the funds you have been
asked to vire to tha media firm. .

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

The. DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any quastions you or your ¢tsff may have. Of courss, if you
have any dquestions or concerns about this proposad advertising
cazmpaign, pleass do not hasitate to call us directly.

Sincerely yours,

chrdesdpher’J. Dodd Dondld L. Fouwlar
General Chair Hational cChair

Enclosures

Demscrade Party Headaquartere * 430 South Caupisol Srwes, S.E. *+ Washingies, D.C. 20093 * 202.863.8000 * FAX: 202.5853.8174
Pad for by the Domecrntir Nanonal Commutter Contndunons to the Democrrans Notioral Commuise are nof ny deductibly
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april 12, 1996

i I " ! 3 Ol . ) . :' . 7 . -.‘ ‘. . .
.. Honotuhls Terrie Brady, Chair’ 3 e
Florida Democratic Party

517 R. Calhoun Strest
Tallahassese, FL 23201

' Dear Terris:

Tha DRC is proposing that ths Florida Demccratic Party sponsor
a nay television advertisanaent to be run in ths Tallahasses and
Tampa-5t. Petas markets, in place of the spot currently running.
The advertisement, entitled "Supports", responds to tha RNC’s
current ad attacking tha Presidant and Democrats for opposing the
Republican tax plan, and points out that it is the President and
the Democrats who are proposing tax cradits for families with
children and tax cuts for working femilies as part of a budget plan
that preserves Madicara, protacts the environment, halps with
college tuition and saves anti-drug prograss. A taps of the
advertisemaent is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously
been faxad to you.

- The ad cuyrrently running, "No*, will continue to run in the
Panana city, orlando, Jacksonville, and Ft. Myars markecs.

Thaza advertisezants would be run with the funde you have beaen
asked to wire to the media firm.

b4 tbis meats with your approvel, the new advertisemaent would
run atarting as ezrly as -tomorrow, Saturday April 13.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any guestions you or your staff may have. Of courss, if you
have any questions or concerns abcut this proposed advertising
campaign, pleasas 4o not hasitate to call us diractly.

W t regacds,
Sincsrely yours,
,’ | L
Christophar J. Dodd Deriald L. Fowler
Ganeral Chair National Chair
Enclosures

Democratic Party Hesdquarsers * 430 South Capitol Sareet, 5.L. « ‘Washington, D.C, 20003 * 202.863.3000 » FAX: 202.865.8174
Puud for by the Demogratue Nanona! Commitier Contnusions ¢ the Democrane Nacerss! Committer are nol 10 dednriible
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April 12, 19%6

..

Via qvernight Delivary

Honorable Michswl Fetarson, Chair
Iowa Democratic Party,

431 East Locust -

Das, Moines, IA 50309

Deaz Mike:

-

The DNC is proposing that the Iowa Democratic Party sponsor a
naw television advartisemant to be run in the Des Moines market in
place ofthe spot currantly running. The advertisemant, antitled
"Supporta®, respends to tha RNC’s current ad attacking the
President and Democrats for opposing the Republican tax plan, and
peintas ocut that it is tha Presidant and the Democrata who are
proposing tax credits for families with children and tax cuts for
working families as part of a budgel plan that presarves Medicare,
protects the environment, helps wvith collega tuition and saves
anti~-drug programs. A taps of the advertisemant is enclosed. A
copy of the script.has praviously bhasn faxaed to you.

The ad currently running, "No®, will continue %o run in the
c.d:r Rapids, Davenport, Sioux City and Rochaster~Mason City
markets.

Theae advartisements would ba run with the funds you have basn
asked to wire to the media fira.

If this meeats with your approval, the nev advertisement would
run Starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13.

The DNC caxpaign and communication divisions ara available to
ansver any questions you or your staff may have. Of coursa, if you
have any questions or concerns about this propossd advertising
canpaign, please do not hasitata to call us diraectly.

regards,
sg:%;y yours,
u, J. Dodda Donald L. rovlo:'.
Gansral Chair National Chair

Enclosures

Demucracic Parcy ieadquarers *» 450 South Capimt Sawet, S.E + Washingroz, D.C. 20003 * 201.563.8080 » FAX: 202.663.8174

Faud for by the Democratic Nanenal C . Cortributions o the Dewecratic Natonal Commuter ar? nol to drrfuetiide
-
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[ 'ga l Donald L Fowler, Natiaual Chan * Chriscopher ). Dndd, Cenerad Char

-~ April 12, 1996

Honcrable Bob Babbags, Chair .
Rentucky Demacratic Party .

" P.0.. Box 694 . )
Frankfort, KY 40602

Dsar Bob:

The DHC is propesing .that the Kentucky Damocratic Party
sponsor a new talavision advartissmsnt to bs run in the BEvansvilie
and Paducah markets, in place of the spot currently running. The
advartisament, entitled ®“Supporia, responds to the RMC's currsnt
ad attacking the Presidant and Democrats Zor oppoging the
Republican tax plan, and points ocut that it is the President and
the Dasmocrats who are proposing tax cradits for families with
childran and tax cuts for working families as part of a budgst plan
that preservaes Msdicare, protects the anvironment, helps with
college tuition and saves anti~drug programs. A tape of the
advertisement is anclossd. A copy of the script has praviously
bean faxed to you.

The ad currently running, "No®, will centinue te run in the
Louisville and Lexington markets.

These advertissments would be run with the funds you hava baen
agked to wire to the madia ficm.

If this meats with your approval, the naw advertisement would
* run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13.

»

The DNC campaign and compunication divisions are available to
answear any guestions you or your staff may hava. Of coursa, if you
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
canpeign, plenss do not hasitate to call us directly.

w regaxds,
Sincerxely veurs,
: 1 b
\a_ Dodd Donald L. Fowler
Ganseral Chair National chair
Enclosuras

Democrutic Party Hesdauasters ¢ 430 South Capitol Smest, S.E. * Washingiws, D.C. 20023 + 202.583.5000 * FAX: 102.383.8174
Pud for by the Demacrahe Natonal Commites Contnbuuions to the Democratie Natisnal Commilee are not 103 drduwenbly
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Honorakle Victoria Murphy, Chair ‘ .
Maine Democratic Party ‘

12 Spruce Straet
Augusta, ME 04332-5258

Daar Victori_l:

The DNC is proposing that the Mains Democratic Party sponsor
a new television advertisemant to be run in tha Portland market, in
place of the spot currently running. The advertisament, entitled
“Supports”, responds to tha RNC’s currsnt ad attacking the
Presidant and Democrats for cppoeing the Republican tax plan, and
points out that it is the President and the Dsmocrats who are
proposing tax credite for families with children and tax cuts for
working families as part of a budgat plan that pressrvas Medicare,
protects the environment, helpa with collage tuition and saves
anti-drug pregrams. A tsps of tha advertisspment is sncloged. A
copy of tha script has previously baen faxad to you,

The ad currently running, "No”, will continue to run in the
~ Bangor and Presque Isls markets.

These advartisements would be run with ths funds you have bean
asked to wire to the media firm.

If this mests with your approval, the new advertisement would
run starting as early as tonmorrow, Saturday April 13.

The DNC campaign and compunication divisions are avallable to
answar any questlons you or your staff may have. Of courss, if you
have any questions or concerns abcut this proposed advertising
cappaign, pleass do not hesitata to call us dirsctly.

W, regards,
* Sincarsly yours,
opher . Dodd bonafd L. Powler
Ganaral Chair National Chair
Enclosuree

Demccratic Purty Headguariers * 430 South Capite! Street, S.E. * Waghingron, D.C. 20083 ¢« 202.663.5800 * FAX: 202.843.6174
Paid for by the Demacrane Nanonal Commuee Conintutions is the Drmocrane National Committes are nek 1 dedi tible
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April 13, 19%6

.

. T .

Honorakle Mark Brewer, Chair
.Michigan Democratic Party
§06 Towvnsend

Langing,. MI 48933

Dear Mark:

The DNC is proposing that the Michigan Demecratic Party
spondor a nev television advertisenent te ke run in the Daetroit and
Lansing narkets, in place ofthe spot currently runnhing. The
advertisemant, entitled "Supperta®, responds to the RHNC’s current
ad attacking the President and Desmccrats for opposing the
Republican tax plan, and points out that it iz the President and
tha Damocrats who are proposing tax credits for families with
children and tax cuts for working families as part of a budget plan
that pressrves Medicars, protects the environment, helps with
college tuition and savas anti-~drug programs. A tape of the
advertizenent is enclosad. A copy of the script has previously
baen faxad to you.
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The ad currently running, "No®, will ¢ontinue to run in the
Flint, Traverse City and Grand Rapids markets.

These advertisements would ba run with the fundse you have besen
asked to wire to the media firm.

—
Kz

If this meets with your approval, tha nev advertisemant would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
ansver any questions you or your staff nay have. Of courss, if you
have any questions'ocr concerns about this proposed advertising
cappaign, pleasa do not heaitate to call us directly.

W rogards,
Sincerely yours,
) | Y~
chris ar 3. Dodd Dena L. Fowler
Genaral Chair Nationzl Chair
mlamz;ea

Democratic Party Housdguurtars * 430 South Caplul Soen, S.E. » Washingoo, D-C. 20088 o 20T.053.8008 + PAX: 202.863.0174
Pad for by the Democrane Nanonal Commitee. Contnbutions s the Democreie Nanonal Commitier are not Jax deduciible
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Roncrable Jan Jenkins, Chair -

l I Donald L. Fowler. Nefional Charr o Christopher J. Dodd. Ceneral Clan
April 12, 1996

Nevada Democratic Party -
1785 East Sahrz Avenus, Suits 4-96
Las Vagas, NV 85104 ) -

Dear Jan:

The DNC is proposing that the Nevada Democratic Party sponsor
a nev talevialon advertisexent to be run in the Las Vegas market,
in place of the spot currantly running. The advartisement,
entitled "Supports“, responds to the RNC’s current ad attacking the
President and Democcrats for opposing the Raspublican tax plan, and
points out that it is the President and the Dsamocrats who are
proposing tax cradits for families with childron and tax cuts for
vorking families as part of a budget pian that preserves Medicare,
protects the savironment, helps with collage tuition and saves
anti-drug programs. A tapa of the advertisement is enclosed. A
copy of the script has pravicusly been faxed to you.

The ad cuzrrently running, “Ne®, will continue to run in the
Reno narkst.

These advartisements would be run with the funds you have boasn
asked to wire to the medie firm.

If this nests with your approval, the nsv sdvertissment would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 1i3.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
ansver any guastions you or your staff may have. Of coursa, if you
have any quastions or concarns about this prcposed. ldvcrtinng
canpaigp ase 40 not hesitate to call us directly.

% regards,

Sincerely yours,
D W

chris¥ophar Y. poas Donald L. Pewler
General Chair Fational Chair

Enclosures . “

Dewmocratic Hesdquarters » 436 South Capiwt Street, $.L. * Washingon, D.C. 20003 « 202.829.0080 + FAX: 202.263.3174

Farty
Paid for by the Donocrar Nanonal Comsutes. Contnbunions (o the Democrane Nationgl Commnitee are nol i1 dedncidle
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April 12, 1995

Honorable bavia J. Leland, Chair B
Ghio Democratic Party

. 37 ¥Wast Broad "Straeaet, Suita 430
Colunbus, OH 43215%

Donr Davia:

The DNC is proposing that the Ohie Dewmocratic Party sponsor a
new telsvision advertisement to be run in the Clesveland market, in
placa of the spot currently running. Tha advertisement, entitled
“Supports", responds to the RNGC’s current ad attacking ths
President and Democrats for oppesing the Republican tax plan, and
points ocut that it is the President and the Damcocrats who are
proposing tax credits for rfamilies with children and tax cuts for
warking families as part of a budget plan that prasarves Medicare,
protects the environment., helpe with colleage tuition and savas
anti-drug programs. A taps of the advartiseasnt is snclosed. A
copy of the mcript has pravicusly besen faxad te you.

The ad currently running, "Wo®, will continue %o run in the
Toledo, Cincinnati, Dayton and Youngstown markets.

These advaertisements would he run with the funds you have been
asksd to vwire to the media firm.

If this weets with your approval, the naw advertisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 13.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
canpaigh, pisass do not hoszitate to call us dirsctly.

W regards,
Sincersly yours,
- _D
Chri ey J? Dodd Donald L. Fowlay
Ganaral Chair National Chair
Enclosures

Pasd for by the Desocratic Nanenal Commistee. Contribrutions fo the Democretic Nanona! Contmutter are £0f aay, dedae ide
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‘April 12, 1996

@

Honorabla Margarst Carter, Chair
Cregon Democratic Party

711 3.W. Alder #1306

Portlamd, OR 97205

Dear Jana:

The DNC is proposing that the Orsgon Damocratic Party sponsor
a nsv talevipion advertisemant to bs run in ths Portland markst, in
place of the spot currently running. The advertisement, entitled
"sSupports®, responds to tho RNC’s current ad attacking the
President and Damocrats for opposing tha Republican tax plan, and
points out that it is the President and the Democrats who ars
proposing tax credits for families with children and tax cuts for
working families as part of a budget plan that preserves Medicare,
proteacts the environment, helps with college tuition and saves
anti-drug programe. A taps of the advertisemant is enclosed., A
copy of the script has previocusly bean faxsd to you.

The ad currently running, “No", will continus to zrun in the
Medford and Bugene narkets. .

Thaese advertisezents would be run with the funds you have been
asked to wire to the media firms. '

If this meets with your approval, the nev advertisesent would
run starting aes o=Erly as toporrow, Zaturday April 11.

The DNC campaign and communication divizions are avallable to
ansver any questions you or your staff may hava. Of course, if you
have any questions or concernhs about this proposed zdvartising
campaign, please ¢o not hesitute to call us directly.

ragards,
Sinceraly yours,

christopher J. Dodd MD L. Fowlar
General Chair Natiopal Chair

Enciosuzas

Democratic Paety Hendquarters + 430 Seuth Capisol Swrees, $.X. + Washingeon, D.C. 20003 + 202.865.5008 * FAX: 201.883.8174
Puaxd jor i the Democratie Natianal Commdater Comirvdntions fo the Drnocratic Nalienal Ceamutter nre nod iy e filide
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. April 12, 1996

Honorabls Bill White, Chair '
Texas Damocratic Party

815 Rrazos : .
Austin, TX 728701 -

Dear Bili:

The DNC is running a nev tealsvision advertisament the Beaumont
market, under our own disclaimer. The advertisement, entitled
“gupports”, responds to the RNC’s current ad attacking tha
President and Democrats for opposing the Republican tax plan, and
points out that it iz the President and the Dencocrats who are
preposing tax cradits for families with childran and tax cuts tor
working families as part of a budget plan that preserves Medicars,
protecta the aenvironment, helps with collegae tuition and saves
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advertisemant is enclosed. A
copy of the script has previocusly bsen faxed to you.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
ansver any questione you or your staff may hs&ve. Of courss, if you
have any Quastions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campalgn, blease do not hesitate to call us directly.

Sinceraly yours,

Chris J-Qnr Jf Dodd Donald L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair

Enclosurss

.

Democraiic Parry Hesdquarsess * 430 Soutk Capitol Sawet, S.E. + Woshington, D.C. 20003 + 302.863.4000 * FAX: 202.663.8174
Pnud for bn the Demprraix N i C Contnb 1o the Demorrane Nanongl Commutter are not 1nx clrlieivlde

fEg pNC 3079726

DNC068-01678
ATTACHMERT

N L
rage. 1@ or 13~ _ |0 ofF %



‘I" b
) 0108 < COAIEE
88

Donuld L. Fowler. Nutinnal Chaer * Christopher J. Dodd. General Clnnr

April 12, 19%6

via Overnight Delivery
Honorable Paul Berendt, Chair

Post 0ffica Box 4037 -
Seattls, WA 98104

Dear Paul:

The DNC is proposing that the Washington Democratic Party
sponsor a nev televigion advertisement to ba run in the Seattle
markat, in place of the &pot currantly running. The advertisement,
antitled “Supports”, responda to tha BNC’s current ad attacking the
President and Damocrats for opposing the Republican tax plan, and
points out that it is the Prasident and the Dewmocrats who are
proposing tax credits for families with children and tax cuts for
working familiese as part of a budget plan that praserves Medicars,
protacts the environment, helps with collage tuition and saves
anti-drug programs. A tape of the advartisemant is enclosed. A
copy of the script has previcusly been faxsd to you.

{5 The ad currently running, "No®, will continue to run in the
P Spokane and Yakina markets.

Thasa advertisements would be Tun with the funds you have been
asked to vire to the madia firm.

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

Tha DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to |
answer any quastions you or your staff may have. Of courss, if you
have any questions or ccncerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, p se 30 not hesitate to call us directly.

4 cegards,
Sincersely yours,

\ v

opher’>Y. Dodd ponaid L. Powler
Ganeral Chair National Chair

Enclosures

Democratic Party Hesdquartern ¢ 430 Sowth Capitol Strvet, S * Washingos, D.C. 30005  202,863.3000 * FAX: 202.863.8174
Faut for by the Democretic Naaonal Commuter. Conirbutions o the Demorranie Nefional Commufee are nol iny dede fide
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' Honorable Mark Sostarich; Chair .. _ . -
Wisconsin Demccratic Party o ‘ -
- 222 Stata Streat, Ste.. 400 | - .
Madigon, WI 53703 -

Dear Mark:

The DNC is proposing that the Wisconsin Democratic Party
sponsor a new television advertisement to be run in the Madison
market, in place of the spot currently running. The advertisement,
antitlead “Supporta¥, responds to the RNC’s currant ad attacking the
President and Democrats for oppozing the Republican tax plan, and
peints out that it is the President and the Cemocrats who are
proposing tax credits for families with children and tax cuts for
working families as part of a budget plan that pressrves Medicare,
L protects the environment, helps with college tuition and savaes

= anti-drug programs. A tape cf the advertisemant is enclosed. A
copy of the script has previously been faxed to you.
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The ad currantiy running, "No*, will centinue to run in the
Grean Bay, Milwaukea, LaCrosse and Wausan markets.

A

These advartisemants would be run with the funds you have been
asked to wire to the media firm.

e
T

If this mests with your approval, the nav advertisement would
run starting as early zs tomorrow, Saturdsy April 13.°

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any questions or concerna about this propssed mdvertisinq
campaign, please do not hasitate to call ue directly.

Sincarsly yours,

1 U~A~’

Dodd Donald L. Fowler -
Ganeral Chair National Chair :

Enclosures -

Democrazic Party Hasdqueriers ¢ m&nthc:pmlSmS.E. Weshington, D.C, 20008 = 202.563.5000 + FAX: 202.882.2174
Paid jor iy the Democratze National C trd. 1o the Democralx Naiana! Commuter are not tax drductible
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April 19, 1996

Via overnight Deljvery

Honorahle Terrie Brady, Chajr
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Streaat
Tallahassee, FL 23201

Dear Terria:

The DNC is proposing that the Fleorida Democratic Party sponsor
a new television advertisement to be run in the Orlanda, Panama
City, Jacksonville and Fort Myers markKets. The advertisement,
entitled "Photo", highlights the opposition of Speaker Gingrich and
Majority Leader Dole to the Brady bill that the President got
passed, and calls for resisting the current gffoerts of Ginqgrich and
Dole to repeal the provisions of the President's crime plan fer
100,000 new police and for strengthening school anti-drug programs.
A tape of the advertisement is anclosed. A copy of the script has
previously been faxed to you.

The ads currently running, “No" and "Supports®, will continue
to run in the Tampa-St., Pete and TallahasSee markets.

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday April 20.

The DNC campaign and communication divisionsg are available to
answear any questions you or your staff may have. 0f course, if you
have any gquestions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call me directly.

With best regards,
Sincerely yours,

(Y

Donald L. Fowler
National Chair

Enclosures
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April 26, 1996

: {ant Deli

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahassea, FL 213201

Dear Tarrie:

The DNC is proposing that tha Florida Democratic Party
substitute, for the advertisement currently running entitled
“photo," a new advertisement entitled "Background." The new
advertisemant includes certain language changas reflecting the
impact of the Fiscal 1996 budget agreement, and continues to call
for support for the President’s proposals for fighting crime& and
helping schools in the face of opposition by the Republican
lsadership in the Congress. A tape of the advertisemant is
encloged. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to you.

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

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

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly.

best regards,
Sincerely yours,

Page .| of 1
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Christopher J. Dodd Donald L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair
Enclosures
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May 3; 1996

Via Overnight Delivery

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 23201

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
a new advertisement, entitled "Finish." The advertisement
highlights the fact that the President's budget priorities were
protected in the 1996 budget because the President stood firm,
despite opposition from the Republican leadersnip, and calls for
support for the President®’s 7-year balanced budget plan. The spot
would run in the Orlande, Tallahassee, Panama City, Tampa«St, Pete,
Jacksonville and Pt. Myers markets. A tape of the advertisement is
enclosed. A copy of the script has previously been faxed to you.

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday May 4.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available tg
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, il
you have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly.

best regards,
Sincerely yours,

\ DT

Christopher J. Dodd Donald L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair
Enclosures

013751

Bemocrawe Party Hudqu.mer\ . 430 South (.aplml Street. S.b. * Washinton, D.C. 20005 * 202KEL80N0 « FAX: 2028638174
froed e b E thm tre Neitisapinad B o seviiins U artieins R R N SIS SIS A TR

CLND16-00023

;:::ffffﬂT af. , l cy@-‘




_o o
I8 MO L A

Dol L. Feandor Noredd 1 i 0 |1|'h|n|n)"-| T AR THE I

R

May 21, 1996

via_overnidl 1

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calkoun Streat
Tallahassee, FL 23201
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Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
a new advertisemant, entitled "Same.” The advertisement highlights
the fact that the President’s budget priorities were protected in
the 1996 budget because the President stood firm, despite
opposition from the Rapublican leadership, criticizes the latast
62 Republican budget plan and calls for Congressional action on the
= President’s plan. The spot would run in the Jacksonville, Ft.
L Myers, Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City and Tampa-St. Pete
H markets. A tape of the advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the
script has previously heen faxed to you.

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday May 22.

The DNC campaign and communication divisiens are avallable to
answer any guestions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly.

‘f best regards,

Sincerely yours,

) Py

oéhat J. Dodd Donald L. Fowlar

bod

chris
General cChair National Chair
Enclosures
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May 31, 1996

Yia overnight Delivexy

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Straet
Tallahassea, FL 23201

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
a nevw advertisement, entitled "Side." The advertisement calls
attentjon to the oppogition of Republican leaders to the
President’s legislative accomplishnents reflecting our national
valueg; highlights the fact that the President’s pricrities werae
protected in the 1996 budget despite Republican opposition; and
calls for Congressional action on the Prasident’s plan. The spot
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville,
Ft. Myers and Tampa-S*. Pete markets. A tape of tha advertisement
is anclosed. A copy ©of the script has previously been faxed to
yoeu.

If this meets with your approval, the new advertisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Saturday, June 1.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any quest).ons you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any questions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly.

sinfjfely yours,
l

best regards,

Chr :'opher’J. Dodad Donald L. Fowler
General Chair National chair
Enclosuras
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June 11, 1996

Via Overnight Delivery
Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Streez
Tallahassee, FL 23202

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Demccratic Party sponsor
a new advertisement, entitled "Dreams.” The advertisement promotes
the President’s proposal to provide tax credits of £1,500 a ysar
for two years of college tuition, covering the cost of attending an
average comnunity college and making all collegaes more affordable.
The spot would run in the oOrlando, Tallahassse, Panama City,
Jacksonvilla, Ft. Myers, and Tanpa-St. Pete markets. A tape of the
advertisement is enclosed. A copy of the script hasg previously
been faxed to you.

If this meets with your approval, the naw advartisement would
run starting as early as tomorrow, Wednesday June 12.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any guestions or concerns abcut this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us diractly.

best regards.

‘ Sincerely yours,

ChriStopher J. Dodd Dénald L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair

Enclosures

13731
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June 14, 1996

Yia Overnight Delivery
Honorable Terria Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL- 23201

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Democratic Party sponsor
a new advertisement, entitled "Defend.” The advertisement critizes
the Republican budget proposal and promotes the Presidant’s
proposal to pravide tax credits of $1,500 a yaar for two years of
cecllege tuition, covering the cost of attanding an average
comnunity college and helping adults go back to schocl. The spot
would run in the Orlando, Tallahassee, Panama City, Jacksonville,
Ft. Myers, and Tampa-St. Pete markets together with the
advertisement currently running, entitled "Dreams“. A tape of
"Defend” is enclosed. A copy of the script has presviously been
faxed to you.

If this meets with your approval, "Defend" would run starting
as early as tomorrow, Saturday June 15.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
answer any questions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any guestions or concerns about this proposed advertising
campaign, please do not hesitate to call us directly.

bast regards,
Sincerely yours,

LU
AT IR
Cnristopher J. Dodd Doriald L. Fowler
General Chair National Chair
Enclosures
10730

Democratic Party Headquarters * 130 South Capitol Street. S.E. * Washingron, D.C. 20003 * 202.863.8000 ° FAX: 202.863.8154
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Juns 26, 1996

via Qvernight Delivery

Honorable Terrie Brady, Chair
Florida Democratic Party

517 N. Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 23201

Dear Terrie:

The DNC is proposing that the Florida Damocratic Party sponsor
an advertisement, entitled "Values.2.” The advertisement calls for
support of the President’s budget plan and contrasts it with the
Republican leadership’s budget proposal. The spot would run in the
markets where "Defsnd® is currently running. A tape of "Valuss.2"
is enclosed. A copy of the script has previously bsen faxed to
you.

If this meets with your approval, "vValues.2" wculd run
starting as early as tomorrow, Thursday, June 27.

The DNC campaign and communication divisions are available to
ansver any guestions you or your staff may have. Of course, if you
have any quaestions or concerns about this proposed advertising

Aighs please do not hesitate to call us directly.

best ragards,
Sincerely yours,

chr e¥opner) 5. Dodd Donald L. Fowler
General Chair Naticnal Chair
Enclosuraes
n13773
Demonratic Parts Hudqu.mrr- e 450 wuth (...apuml Street, S0 \\.nlam ston, D.C. 20003 o 2028638000 ¢ FAX: 202.863.8174
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21 Novamber 1995

MEMORANDUM TO CHAIRMAN DODD
" CHAIRMAN FOWLER

<c JOE SANDLER
BOBBY WATSON
BILL KNAPP

FROM HAROLD ICKES (G0

RE Monies owed by various Dsmocratic scate
parcties to Squier. Knapp as of 21 November
1958

Bill Knapp informed me =cday (Tuesdsy) chat varicus
Samocracic state parcies oweu nis 2irm approx.macely $2.4 mallion
for taievision time buys p.aced chrough the stace parties for :he
period 11 Qctober through 40 November. I don't Xnow wnat the
legal ramificacions are. bu:t his firm 18 not a bank for the DNC
1 crusc that you will take :mned.ace gteps te rectify this
sicuation.

T suggest that the weex 1mmediavely 7:ll.wing TnandSyivine .
wa have a meecing with Mr. “napp Lo difCusy hew CAi procsdure
can be made more efficient anc z.mely.

Honptd),
(;\"W a Cffw%&_mm Cold sedaduled w/

2o 30 Loy £, P aﬁg‘lmm (2arom).
Bﬂ’ow wp o Hus Yo vrade stue Hhed T e

ANl 5

 Confidential Information

(EARMYREBERRE DN 3097447
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282 436 €797
1722:95  10:04 202 456 §787 CHIEF OF STAFF Qoos

Owed Squisr Enapp. by saie,
patties 2z gl 1121195
For pericds
11.17 October $41,000
1925 October $39,000
26 October - 11 November 339,000
2-10 Novembes $266,000
10-16 November $336,000
. 17-30 Novamber 31,167,000
pi g Sat/ Sun 25/26 November _$300.000
{ $2,408,000
(5
Hx
{r
iy
b
fii

Confidential Information
EHEIEAERRARER o~ sooress

DNC071-03293
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April 12, 1995

MEMORANDUN POR HAROLD ICRES

FROM: JOE SANDLER

SUBJECTS DIVISION OF ACTIVITY BETWEEN RR-ELECT AND DNC
Attached is an outline addrassing the ions you raised

vith respect te legal rules governing the division of activity,

including tha work of consultants, betvesn the ORC and the re-

election committes, and with respect to the impact of a primary
challange. This outline raflects discuseicns awong Bruce, Lyn,
Cheryl and mysaif and has bean ravicwed, revised and approved by

Brucs, Lyn &rd Cheryl, and Bobby.

cc: Chalrsan Powler
Cheryl Mills

Lyn Utrecht
Bobbhy Watson

WEHIEAEREERAR oV s1zsss
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--tor oxuplc:

e Diraction of country

e TFavorability/job performancs of Danocrats in
ganarsl, Damocrats in Congrass

¢ Dans ve. GOP on who would do a batter job on
isgum, who do you trust mors to do X (managa the
oconcmy, cut the deficit, mensgs foraign policy,
ate. )

® More/lass likxely to vots for somsona who supports
President’s Clinton’s policies on various issuss

® More/less likely to vota Democratic after hearing
particular Presidential statement

® opinions on issuea, including ratings of specific
«lements of Administration positions/proposals
(would you favor walfare reforz plan that does X,
Y, 2

® u’:-ct on the Party or candidates of aligning
with the Presidant ganerally or on particular
iasues (wvould you ba more or ilsss likaly to vote
for a Democrat for Congress, genarally, for
Governor, sete. if hs generally suppertad the
President, if he supportsd Prssident Clinton’s
pesition on X, ete.)

[ S St e b LY . AR Sk RS PR A ‘PR
individuals/isasuss in that context--for examplie:

° l'wornbuity/job performance ratinga of the

Preaident

O Favorability/job performance ratinge of GOP
ta: Dole, Gramm, Alaxander, Wilson et. al.

(h\\t Gingrich questions OK for DNC to pay)

° Questions testing impact on prosid.ntial

preferenca (after thinking about X, hsaring X does

that make you mors or less likely to vota for

Fresident Clinton, vote for Dole, etc.)

¢ JIsgue impact on presidantial prelerenca (would

You be wore or lass iikaly to vote for President for

scascone who favors X)

DNCC20-00039
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2
3. Cantractual arrangemant:

e EBach pollster will have s contract with DNC and
a separate contract vith re-alection committas.

¢ Polle will be joint. BDased on review by counsal,
DNC and re—-slect will agree in advence on hov to
split the costa given tha types of questions in the
proposed poll.

@ DNC and ra-elect will then be separately invoiced

, accordingly.
Y
o 4. Under the abova arrangesent, DEC and re-elect/White
"y Houss principals and officials can all see rasults from
ff:; entire poll--not just the gquestions for vkich they paid.
s ». CSopguiting/eanazal Strategy/Rlasaiag
Et (e.g. Carvilla & Begala; Dewsy Sguare for producing
3t plans, reports, providing oral and written advice)
ok ' '
] ¢ Freparing for coordinated csmpsigne
E ] Stratagies for various elamentn of the
= electorate (base vota, crtagorios of psrsuadables,
i 2tc.)
Y ] Advice on massage~-for Powlsr and Dodd
speaches/nedia appearances, DNC communications,
eto.

* New Hampshire plan/Iova plan

* Mvice/reports/mencs te POTUS/VPOTUS, ssnior WH
political officials and ra-elaction campaign
officials

o Attandance at neatinge specific to re-slection

canpaign

3. Contractual arrangapantt
. Each consultant vwill have a contract with DNC and
a separate contract with the re-alect. Each
contract will define tha scope of vork appropriste
to the contracting antity (DNC versus ra-elect).

s Must be preparad to shov actual work product

INNBIEERERRARR prC 3112870
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3
=under each contract.

Infxantructure/Fisld Organ -

(e.g., on the ground organizing =znd wvotsr contact
activity {(Dewey Sguare, other operatives in kay statas);
product designed for such activity (NCEC targaeting)).

1. [N A0 B ) +{ Fal) L. ) )
including
e MNCEC targsting for usa in all key scates in the
’96 genarsl alection (however we want to define
than)
¢ Organizars in key stztea to build netvorke, work
with state parties and groups, do politics with
activists and elacted officials, for ‘96 genaral
election.
s Organizing to increase Damocratic voter turnout
genarally in primariesj/caucuses (not for a
particular candidate).

¢ Operatives in New Hampshire, Iova alssvhera
engaged in orgenising apsscifically for the primary
or caucus.

o Targeting dats or other product for specific uss
by thoss operativas in gansrating vote Zfor the
Preaident in thoze contests.

3. Contrectual arrahgemant:

s Rach consultant will Rave its ovn contract with
the DNC and, 1f needad, 2 sopsrata contract with
ths re-slact.

o PFroduct for usa specifically by the re-slect
o (.., BCEC targeting data for uea in a specific
pT or caucus) muast be ordered by and paid for
by tha re-elect.

uadia

1. DNC_capn pay fonr consultants providing nedia
advics/sxiting/crastive/time  buving _for Party and
EPragidant in his capacifiy as Party lesder

® Genaral oral/writton advice to President and DNC
Chairs on Party/Aduinjistration msesage

¢ Spaschwriting for generic political evanta (e.q.,
Katsz spesches for Gridiron, ™ Radio

DNC080-00049
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=Lorrespondents, atc.--assuming ocurrent escopa of

mk)

Mike Sheshan’s work with Party ang
Mninilt:ation officials. (He voluntoers his time
tor the President),

® Ganeral cral/written advics on 2adia and meseage
te ’f.:.cl:m on communicationa to ba undartaken by
Ta-8

¢ Genarzl oral/written advice on Esdia and msssags
to re-elact officials and staff

e Creative sarvices, prod\wtlon. tine buying for
ra-elect matsriuls cnd

3. Contractual arrangamant:

e D¥C and re-slgct sach have thelr ocwn contracts
for media consultantis), if any, to ba naned

s Sheshan vould have contract wvith DMC only

L] llutz would Zontinune to have contract with DNC
only

3. DRixect mall

DNC and re-slect each have (or will have) their owm
contracts with Malchow.

7. ¥hlta Noune Sunsort
1. Includes:

. ¢ DNC-paild veluntsers at the White House (assuming
e curxent raesponsibilities, not work for re-elasct)
_Q e Trinkets
W e Pelitical travel not mnmod by any antity and

pelitical travel on behal? of candidates but unpaid
(excluding travel for the re-eclact itsaif)

® Partigan »eetings and ovents at Vhlte Housge
{bxoakfasts with Demsccratic MHambers of Congrass,
atc., but not avents specifically for re-alect
donors)

* Gonaral mesting and antartainment sxpensee

¢ Christmas cards

¢ Christass receptions and entertainmant

DNC030-00042
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e These activities are undertaken for the Presidant
in his capacity as Party loader--not as &
ocandidats

° nlcmtopnythcumninnn aven
aftar Push bssame candidats for re-election .

Be Sanaral Rporeash. Use of Joint poliaz and common
consultants, and other forns of cocparation by wc sxclusivaly
wvith the re-alect (to the exclusion of asny challanger(s)) are
justifisd bdecause:

1. DNC has always basgun to support and work for tha
nemines e soon as it was clear tha reca was ovar. Thet
situation exiots right now., Non-~frivolous figuras may
ssek the nomination but thers is no doubt about tha
outocas. Tha DHC cannot afford to rofrain from laying
the groundwork for a succesaful genaral alsction.

2. Tha Prasidant is tha leader of the Party and tha DNC
hap the right and obligation to sypport him in that rals.

3. The DNC/Demtcratic Purty has an institutional stake
in the success of the Presidency becausa it affects tha
slecticn of Democrats at avary lavel in 199§.

4. There is no legal inpedimant to tha tbove epproach.
The DNC charter reguirzs nautraliity but this languagg=-

o Applies by its terms onrly to the conduct of the
delegata sselection process itaelf?

o Contamplated a contested nomination for an opan
seat=--not an incumbent Frasident

¢ RBag never praventsd DNC Zrom beginning work and
planning for ganeral elaection in fuyll cecoparation
with nominees (subject to elsction lav restraints)
a8 eoon &3 nomination vas effactively locked up—
bave not vaited until Convestionm.

Tany

Yhite House Buppert. Paynent for White House suppert is
1mu1.a, in pareicular, becauss

1. Political activity cannot be paid for with
appropriated funds.

WH“ DNC 3112873
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3. “These activities are undertskean by the President in
m capacity as party lsader and banesfit the Party as a

le.

¢ Christmas cardn apd trinkstas--used for friande
and supporters

o Dumocrats~only meatings and braakfasts

° Other sntartainsant--curriss goodwill anang
diffarent groups and soguants of the public, to the
banefit of tha Party genarally.

3. Precsdent: the RNC paid for thssa sctivitiaes in late
1991 evan after Buchanan beosme a8 candidate for the GOP

nomination. *‘

DNC030-00044
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Thia letter constitutes the agresment with the Media Team,
consisting of Squier/Knapp/Ochs Communicaticns, Hank Shainkopf and
Marius Pencznsr Productions, to provide campaign asrvices to the
Clinton/Gora ‘96 Primary Committee, Inec. (“Conmittee™).

22 June 1995

These sarvices shall include the following, as requested bf the
Committaa:

1. Ganeral canmpaign consulting with specific
emphasis on communications;

2. Production of radio and televisien
communications;

3. Radio and talevimsion buying servicesa.

The fas for these services shall be the standard fiftean {(15%)
percant conmmission on 2ll radio and television media purchased
{"media buys" or "time buya™) by the Committas for tha first
$2,400,000 of time buy. The commission for any subsequent time
purchased by the Media Team, if any, on behzlf of the Committes,
shall be subject to mutual agreemant of ths parties to thie
agreenent.

Praduction, consulting and research e¢xpenses will be charged at
cost and will be evidenced by detailed invoices submitted to the
Committaa, prior to payment by the Committee. Subject to the last
sentence of this paragraph, payment of estimated production costs
for each flight of media will be due at ths same time funds are
wired to pay for the time buy. Wheras production occcura in advance
of the actual time buy, the Committes will ba provided with an
invoice detailing the estimated coat. In any event, the Cocmmittae
will have up to seven {7) working days following receipt by it of
an invoics to pay the invoics.

The Madia Team will provide ths Committes with a complete and
detailed accounting of the production account monthly. At each
accounting, any prepaid amounts in excess of actual costs will be
credited te the Committes, and any production costs in excess of
the prepaid amount will ba billed ta the Committas.

Long digtance phone costs and ressarch expsnses in connection with
production, consulting and media buying activities for tChe
Committee will ba billad at cost.
CLuNTON/GORE ‘96
P.O. Box 19300 WasHiNGgTON, D.C. 2003%5-g300 PHONE 202/331-1906
Baid for by the ClingoniGowe ‘G Primary Commitres, Inc.
Contribusrans 10 Clinton/Gore ‘96 are not Tax Dedurtibla.

e =

CLNG17-00134
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Travel and personal expenses fincurred in connection with the
Committee, including expsnses for both production and consulting,
will be billed to the Committee at cost. No asingle expansa in
excass of §$5,000 shall ba incurred on behalf of tha Committea
without the prior written consent of Tthe Committee.

It is agreaed that the maximum amount for production, resaarch,

consulting and other expenses and costs, in tha aggragate, for thae
2uf TV ads produced by the Media Team in connaction with TV ads aired
i3 by the Committee during lats June and July 1995 (including such
costs and expenses in relationship to TV ads initiated or produced
but not aired) shall not exceed $36,000. Any costs or expenses in
. excaess of $36,000 for production, research, consulting or
oy otherwise, in connection with such TV ads for that periocd of time
: (whether or not aired) shall be paid for by the Msdia Team from the
i standard commisasion referred to abovs.

. OTHER . CONSULTANTS

This agreemesnt doas not give tha Media Team axclugive rights with
i respect to any services to be provided to tha Comrmittes, and
;- nothing in this agreament shall prevent the Committee from using
other consultants/entities to preform any or all of tha services or
activities describsd in this agreement at the sole discration of
the Committece.

EEC_INFORMATION

The Media Team shall maintain and provide to the Committee in a
timaly fashion all nacessary information for reporting to the
Fadsral Election commiasion ("FEC"), including allocations to state
spending limits. This information will bs providad to the
Committss’s Controller as soon 2s practicable after each media buy,
but in no event later than the last day of the pertinaent FEC
reporting period. During 1995, the dates are June 30, 1995, .
September 30, 1995 =nd Deceamber 31, 1998, During 1996, the
information must ba submitted to the Committes by the and of each
calendar month. In addition, the Media Team will maintain and
provide to the Committee in a timely fashion all information
regarding media refunds as necesgary for reporting toe the FEC.

REIMBURSEMENT POLICY

In order to obtain reimbursement of approved axpanses, any clain
for relmbursement of expenses shall be supported by appropriate
receipts and other documentation as required by the FEC.

CLNCG17-00136
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SONFIRENTIALITY

The Media Team agress that it will not at any time, in any fashion,
form Or manner, aeaither directly or indirectly, disclose or
communicats to any person, firm or corporation, any non-public or
proprietary information concerning the Coxmittee or any other
information deemed confidential by the Committee. Only authorizad
Committee parsonnal will be permitted to communicate with the press
onh any Committee matters. If a member of the prass contacts the
Media Team, the call or other ccummunication ahall ba rafarred to
the Committee representativa designated by its Board of Directors.
The Media Team agrees that it will requirs any aemployaas or
consultant in a managemant capacity under this agrasmant to axecute
a similar agreamant regarding confidentiality.

The Madia Team agraes that all work product, files, lists,
docunenta, art work, computar records, and other materials
{collectively "materials®) produced or obtained in furtherancs of
this agreement become and remain the exclusive property of the
Committee and shall be deemed works for hire created for the
Committee for the purpcose of tha Copyright Law of 1976; and all
copyright and any other rights in and to such materizls shall
beloeng toc the Committee. The Media Teanr is authorized by the
Committee to usae data solely for the purpose of fulfilling the
terms of this agreement. The Madia Team shall promptly turn over
all such materials to the Committea at the termination of this
agreenant, and the Media Team shall not havae any right to rstain or
use fuch materials without the express writtan congent of the
Committae.

The relationship between the Media Team and the Committee shall be
that of indepandent contractor, and nothing contained in the
agresment shall be construed to constitute the Madia Team as an
employee, partner, joint venture or agent of the Committes, other
than as specifically set forth in writing executaed by the partias.

NOTICES

All notices and consents required or permitted hersunder ghall be
suff . cient if given in writing and eithaer hand-delivered or mallaed
by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receaipt requestesd, to
the other party at the addresg get forth below or to such othar
addressed as either party may designate by like notice.

A, If to Media Team, then sand notice(s) to:
Squier, Knapp, Ochs Communications

511 2nd Straet, N.E.
Washington, DC 20002

CLN017-00135
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B. If to Committee, then send notice(s) to:

Lyn Utrecht, Esquire
CLDARER, RYAN & LEONARD
S8uite 1100

818 Connecticut Avenus, N.¥W,
washingten, D.C. 20006

ZERMINATION

This agreement may be terminatad at will by sither party upon five
(3) days written notice, vhich time begins running with the date of
actual receipt of the notice by the party to whom notice is being
given, if hand deliversd, or with the post mark if the notice is
mailed. In the avent aither party selects to terminate this
agreement, it is agreed that all expenses incurred by the Madia
Tean on behalf of the Committee prior to termination will be
reimbursed to the Madia Tean.

This agreement shall be governed by the laws of Washington, DC.
Any lawsuit or other legal action taken to enforcs any part of this
agreepsnt shall be bhrought only in the courts located in the
District of Columbia.

For the Madia Tean 7 For Clinton/ Gore ‘96

Primary Committea

CLNO17-00137
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MEMORANDUM -TO THE PRESIDENT
cc THE VICE PRESIDENT
LEON PANETTA

ERSKINE BOWLES
MARGARET WILLIAMS

JACK QUINN

FROM HAROLD I
DOUG SOSNIK

SUBJECT Certain isgues regarding the 1996 ra-elect
affort

. There are a number of issues relating, either directly or
indirectly, to the 1996 Re-elect campaign which need to be
focused on shortly after Labor Day. The purpose of this
memorandum is to describe some of the more important of those
issueg 80 an to give you the opportunity to consider them cver
the Labor Day break and to raquest additional information, if you
wiah. ,

The issues are not listad in any particular order of
importance, and soms of the peints below ars informational only.

1. "Polirizal Calendar": Tab A describas key dates/events
of the *political calendar” betwesn now and Tuesday 5 November
1996. It also contains a block calendar for September 1995
through November 1996,

2. Electoral map: Tab B contains electoral maps. We need
a meseting shortly after Labor Day to focus on the slectoral map
and the implications for strategic, tactical and budgetary
purposes,

3. R&ls enzhip betw - .
As described below, tbero ara a numbar of dccisions :hau

RNG:
‘nead to be made in September and early October which, to some

extent, will depend upon decisions about the rslationghip between
the White House, the ‘'35 Re-elect and the DNC regarding the re-
election campaign. The facts that Whits House "controls” tha
schedule, and that the Preaident and the Vice Prasidant, to a

- great extent, "contral® the "message*, by definition gives the

Whica Housa a critical role in the Rp-elect campaign.

Staffing of the ‘96 Re-slect and tha Political Department of
the White House will, in no small measure, be influenced by the
decision as to whether the re-election campaign will primarily be
run by the White House or by the '96 Re-elect. In addition, if

FEC-4433
Sub. &/23/%7
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there is no primary challenge, the DNC probably should play a
significant rele. If it is to do so effectively, however,
certain staff changes at the DNC will be necegsary.

Tab C describes a number of key personnel decisions
regarding the White House, the ‘96 Re-elect, and the DNC many of
which need to be made shortly after Laber Day.

4. 96 primapy C/G Re-alack:

a. Location: Washington, D.C., Chicago, Little Roek,
" alsewhere? (There is aufficlent spaca ac 2160 M
Street, Washington, D.C. to run both a primary
campaign and a general eslection campaign.)

b. EKev pexacpnsl:

(i) Campaign ce-chair or co-chairs. (Given the
probable importance of the women's vote,
prominent women should be included.)

(ii) Campaign manager/campaign director.
(iii) Political Director.
{iv) Communications Director (Ann Lewis).

(v} Press 3Secretary.

(vi) Field Director. -

{vii) Darecror of Administration (function
performed by David Watkins in 1932}.

{(viii) 1Issues Direcror
(ix) Delegate Selection Coordinator
(x) Scheduler -

c. When to bagin ataffing the early primary/caucus
ptates.

(i) Igwa: Mike Tramanting has been hired by the
‘96 Re-elect, effective 1 August, at
$6,000/month to run Icwa. He has asked to be
permitted to hire Steve Brody at
§5,000/month, but this dacision has been held

2
: FEC-3534
Sub, 572397
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in abeyance., In addition, the Re-elect
should have a press person on the ground in
Iowa by nid Saptember.

Naw Hampsbiza: Michasl Whoulay is oversseing
New Hawpshire. But, hs has strongly
recommended that Migk Baldik be put on the
‘96 Re-elect payroll at $3,000/month te work
New Hampshire on a full tine basis. 1In
additcion, the Re-elect will need a press
secratary on the ground in Neaw Hampshire by
mid Septembar.

California: BIll Wardlaw has agreed to be
the C/G Re-elact's chair for California, but
urges that Joho Smergan be relocated to
California by nid October, if he is to run
California day to day.

d. Budget/fundraising:

Accapt federal matching funds or not? (The
federal governmant will match the £irst 5250.
in contribuctions from an individual on a $i
for $1 basie.) Legally the Re-elect can wait
until early January 1996 to decide whathar
federal matching funde are to be accepted,
but, as explained below, that dacision nseds
to be made within the next few weeks. If
federal matching funds are accepted, the Ra-
elact can spend only about $32 million pre
Convention, plus $6.4 million for
fundraising, plus legal, accounting and
compliance cogts {(for an estimated total of
about $43.4 million).

{a} Although lagally, the deciaion
whether to accept faderal natching
funds does not have to be mada
untlil early January 19596, it should
be made by sarly Septembar. Terry
McAuliffe and Laura Hartigan should
be involved in that decision.

(b} 1f federal matching funds are pot
accepted, then the $1,000 limit per

contribucor remaine in effect and
no faderal matching funds may be

3 FEC-443%
Sub. 6/23/97
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accepted by the campaign, but there
will be no pre Convention spending
limits imposed on the campaign.

() The currsnt fundraising plan of
approximately $43.4 million
includes an estinmsted $514.7 million
in federal matching funda. It is
expected that the $43.4 million
will be spent as follows: $32
million for campaign related

{5 activities; $6.5 million (20% of
e $32 million) for fundraising coats
. (if fundraising costs exceed $6.5
i willion, the azdditicnal costs are
fii taken out of the $32 million
s thereby reducing the amount
i available for campaign ralated
i expendituzres); and $4.9 million for
{F legal, accounting and compliance
1% sxpendivures (if thaese expsnses are
8 h%gh:r, more can be raiged te cover
them) .
-y
o (d) Thus, if the Re-elact decides not
B to accapt federal macching funds,
" additional tims and costg will be
o involved in raising the 514.7
ftd million, at $2,000 per

contribution. If theaa costs are
factored in., the $14.7 million is
really worth mozre like $16 or $17
million. And this doas not tzkae
into acecunt the diversion of the
time of the President, Vice
Pregident, HRC and Mrs. Gore which
will ba neaded to raise thea 5$514.7
million plus {(at $1,000 per
contributor maximuem), which could
otherwise ba used for non
fundraising campaigning or

.- fundraising for the DCCC, DSCC or
the DNC, or raising cocordinated
campaign funds for the general
election, or funds for individual
candidates.

FEC-3434
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Sourcas of funding subatancizl
media purchase besginning Seprembar
19595 in the $5 - 510 million range,
include:

(i} the DNC,
(i1} cosliicion of cutsgide
groups, including uniomns,
Dece, DSCC, atg., or
(iii) the Ra-elect

- DNG: The DNC will pay for tha
nearly $900,000 for thes August
1995 madicare spot time buy.
Legally the funds paid by ths
DNC must be 60% "hard* or
*federal® and 40% “soft”. The
August 1995 time buy will
deplete the DNC’s “hard«
dollar account. The DRC is
still paying off the debt
incurred last year. Brad
Marshall, the DNC's
comptroliler, satimates that
the DNC ceuld borrow 54
million, AL ROSE, by early
September on a 60/40 hard/uoft
spliec.

Although the DNC direct mail
has excecded expactations,
competition by the Re-elect
diract wail . coupled
with substantially fewar DNC
fundraising evants scheduled
for the President, the Vice
President, HRC and Mrs. Gore,
during the last 5 months of
1595, compared to the first &
monche of the year, probably
will result in a substantial
reduction of DNC imcome during
the last 6 montha compared to
the nsarly $231 million for the
firat 6 months.

- outgida groupg: Various
unions and other entities plan

FEC-4437
Sub. 6s23/97
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to spend approximately $3
million or ao on medicare
ralazed TV spots in selected
markets during September 1995,
The problem will be to get
agrsament on the message and
markets. Although
agreement among the DNC,
uniens, DCCC, DSCC, arg. is
:nlikely, it may be worth a
Y.

Bg-glect: The Re-slact will
have 55 - 510 million
available to spend during
Septenber through Novamber
1995. This, however, is a
madier decision. If that
amsunt is to be apant, the
totzl spent by tha end of
Nevembar for TV spots will be
approximately $13.3 million
{52.4 million for June/July,
$.9 million for August, 510
million Septembar through
Novamber). A decision to have
the Ra-elect spend even $5

- million during September -

Novembar 1995, not to spaak of
$1¢ million, will effectively
mean the Re-alect will not be
able to accept federal
matching funds, the acceptance
of which limits pre Convention
spending, for other than
fundralaing and
legal/accounting/compliance,
to $32 millien.

If the Re-siect spends $512.5
or 80 {$2.% million June/July
and $10 million Ssptember -
November 1995}, and if, as
goms expect, the putative
Republican nominee is
effectively selected by early
April, we will, in effect,
face a S month general

FEC-2438
Sub., /23757
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election period of April -
August for which the Re-elect
will either have faw funds, or
will have to ralge substantial
additional funds, in ordsr for
the President to hold his own
during the April - August
period. If ths Republicans
have spent most of their money
during a bruising primary (and
that will not neceasarily be
the case, if ona of the
candidates takes & strong and
early lead in the
primary/caucusas}, the Re-
alect would prasumably be able
to "get by” during the April -
August period wich fewar
dollars. That is, however, a
time during which the
Pregident should be in a
streng financial position to
be able to raally hammer the
Republicans geing into their
early August conveation.

While in theory, it makes szense to
try to move your numbers up during
Saptember through November 1535, it
only makes sense if thexe is
asgurances that the Re-elact will
be able te raise the monies to run
the apprepriate levels of media
during the primary/caucuses as well
as the April - August period. It
is erivical to take into account
that evan if the frontrunning
Republican candidate has spant
virtually all of hia pre Convention
monies by April, the Republicans
have a broad range of allies that
can make "indeperident® saxpesndicures
during the April through Augusc
period that will aot be subject to
the spending limits imposed on the
Republican putative nominea
{assuming he electas to accept
federal matching funds) and which

7 FEC-4439
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could be very harmful to tha
President, mogt espacially if the
Re-elect does not have sufficient
funds to respond effectively. 1In
addition, the RNC appears to be
well financed and could undoubtedly
design "generic" ads that cculd
damage the Damocrats in gensral and
wash over against the Presidant
during tha April - August pericd.
(If cthe President and others ars

& raising the 514.7 million that
fé otherwise would have come from
federal funds, they will not be
{® available to raise funds for the
fii DNC to run similar "ganeric® ads.)
=1
0 The plain fact is that unlike the
ot Republicans’ allies, the Democrats
{F simply do not have allies that
] would or could conduct similar
E] rindependent’ expenditures in
ofe support of the Prasident. Thus,
ol che decision abocut spanding during
o the September - Novamber 1995
g pericd bacomes all the more
£ cricical.
i {(g) 1If the Re-elact decides not to

accept federal matching funds, and
exsgads the $32 million pre :
Convention spanding limie, it will
undoubrtedly be subject to a fire
storm of criticism from the good
government campaign finance reform
groups and editorialist. It will
alzo substantially undercut tha
Presidant's srgument to Parot and
othar voters that he is serious
about campaign finance and lobbying
reform.

(h}] Thera is cie possibility, of
course, that the putative
Republican nominee may decide not
to accept federal matching funds.
Weare that cthe case, it may changa
the dynamics substantially.

-]
- FEC-4440
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{ii} ~ As of 31 July, about $11,310,000 have
been raised by the Re-elesct (not
including the approximately $5 million
in eligible federal match for thac
awount) . '

As of 31 July, Re-elact expendictures
total $S,700,000, including $2.4 million
for the June/July media production and
tima buy. Cash on hand wase $5,718,000.

(iil) A proposed budgst based on 332 million
spending will be resdy by early next
waek (Spg, Tab D) which will show the
proposed allocations for media, polling,
fundraising, field, state cperations,
staff, central headguartars, and
accounting/legal/compliance expeanses.
There should bs a budget and fundraising
mesting wichin 2 weoks after Labor Day
to raview thae priorities draft budget.

5. Kev early stareg: Decigions nesd to be mads about the
pre Convention staffing and spending for all key atztes,
especially the early primary/caucus states. {Attachad as Tab E
is the current schedule of primaries and caucua dates.) These
decisions cannot ba made until overall budget decigions, scme of
which are discussed above, have bean made.

Proposad pre Convention budgetz aras being developed for the
key early states, which will be ready for discuesion after Labor
Day.

6. Political atxuctuxes ip kev states; Beginning after
Labor Day, C/G Re-elact leadership will begin organizing in the
individual states. A balance must be struck batween the desire
of pecple in these various states to organize and "gat going" on

-behalf of the Re-elect effort, and holding expenses down until

next year -- especially if the general election will affectively
begin in April and if the C/G Re-elect campaign accepcs federal
matching funds.

Doug Sosnik and Craig Smith have prepared preliminary memcs

" tor 34 key states which are attached as Tab F.

7. '95% zaceg: There are 3 gubermatorial races (Louisiana,
Missisaippi and Kentucky) and the state legisiative races in
? FEC~4541
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Virginia where the Democrats narrowly control both houses. These
races will be closely watched as an indication ¢f the appeal of
the Democratic party generally and that of the President in
particular. There have bsen several meetings with the DNC
regarding these racea. The DNC has budgeted $250,000 for
contributions to each gubernatorial race and $250,000 for the
state legislative campaign in Virginia. ({There are state
legislative races in New Jarsey as well, but givent the margins by
which the Republicans hold both houses, che DNC has decided pno:
to put substantial money into those races.)

Rather than spreading DNC contributions, directed
contributions and other rasources avenly among the 3
gubernatorial races, it may be more politically effective to
focus on only 2 of the 3 races. If the Democrats can win 2 of
the 3 gqubernatorial seats and hold the majorities in the Virginia
legislative house3, we will at least have held our own. Were
Democrats to lose 2 of the 3 gubernatorial races, that would ba
interpreted as a "loas”.

8., Voter registration: Hugh Westbrook and Gary Baron are
continuing their nen partisan voter registration activity through

a 501(¢) organization. In the view of many, they are much more
effective and cost efficient than the DNC with regard to voter
registration. Thersfore, whatever resources that ordinarily
would be plowad into DNC votaer ragistration efforts, should be
directed to the Westbrcok/Baron nen partisan operation. The DNC
should engage in only a minimal voter ragistration effore.

9. Aabgentee balloting/early votjng: The DNC is preparing a
memo for each state regarding absentee balloting and early voting
in 1996, after which it will prepare plans for key general
elecrion states in that ragard.

10. Regruiting candidates fox 2296: The DCCC, the DSCC and
the DGA and, to a lesser extent, the DNC are focusing on
candidate recruitment for next year.

11. QNGQ: Depanding on its role, and, to some extent,
whether the President will face a "primary" challenge, decisions
ragarding both budgat and staffing of the DNC need to be made.

a. Budger: Chairman Fowler originally submitted a
$41.7 million expense budgetr for calendar ‘95. As
of 28 June, he submitted a revised calendar '95
expense budger of $36.7 million.

10 FEC-4442
Sub. 5/23/97
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The calendar ’'95 DNC payroll (as of 7 August 1995)
is approximately $6.2 million fer approximately
143 people of which 7 ($251,000/year) “volunteer®
thair time to White House oparations; 4
{$168,000/year) ars for the Arkansas office; and 3
{$155,000/ywar} are for Vice Preasidential liaigon.

The DNC had receipts for ths last 6 months of
approximately $23 million, of which, scme $8

million were from direct msil., Substantially
fewasr Presidential, Vice Presidential and HRC

Wi fundraising events hava been acheduled for the

i August - December 1395 period compared to the

= first 7 months of this year. In addition,

{F although dirsct sail receipte have excaeded

{ii expectations, compstition from the '36 Re-elect

5 will probably reduce direct mail income to the DNC
i for the balanca of 199S. Thus, it is expected

v that the DNC will raise substantially less in the
{7 second half than the $23 million received during
HH the first 6 months of 19%5.

g

. I1f the political activicy of the DNC is either to
,E continue at the sames level or increase,
{: fundraising efforts will have to be substantially
= stepped up.
gé Decisions need to be made about the DNC calendar

1596 operating budget, which, if 1992 is any

gauge, will run $40-42 millien. In addition,
thars will be the coordinated campaign budget,
which hag been estimated ar approximately an
additional $25 wmillion for 1996.

b. Staffing: The DNC's top staff is not particularly
strong. Although there has been substantial
improvemant in the operation and functioning of
tha DNC since Chairman Fowler and Chairman Dodd
took over, if the DNC is to play as effective a
role as possible in 1996, the top staff needs to
be strangthensd. Recommendations are made at Tab

. c.

c. Einance chair: Truman Armold has resigned as the
DNC’s finance chair, effective as of the date a
new person accepte the position. Suggestions are
made at Tab C.

11 FEC-4443
Sub. &/23/97
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13. : The operztions and
staffing for the Democratic Natienal Convention, as well as the
relationship between Debra DelLee and Mayor Paley, Bill Daley and
tg: Chicage Host Committee, appear to bs in reslatively good
ahape.

a. Budget: The federal government pays the total
amount to put on the national convention. The
slightly over $12 million in federal payments have
already been paid to the Democratic National
Convention Committes ("Convention Committee")
which is prohibited from spending more than the
amount paid by the federal government.

In addition, the Chicago Host Committee, a
citizens group of leading Chicagoans, is permitted
to raise additional monies to spend in connection
with the Convention.

Based on conversations among Dabra Delee, Don
Fowler, Mayor Daley and Bill Dalaey, it is
astimated thae, in addicien to the $12 millicn
from the federal government, the following will be
raised in funds or in-kind:

$7 million -~ Chicage Host Committee
6 million - State of Illinois
3 million - in kind from Chicago
10 million - City of Chicago (but only if

this approximate amount cannot
ke raised ocherwisze)

This approximately $38 millionm (including the $5i2
million in federal funds), is less than the
approximately $44 million called for by the
contract batwasn tha Convention Commictee and the
City of Chicago. Both Ms. DelLee and Chairman
Powlar are confident, howavar, that the Convantion
can be succesafully run with approximately §35
million in cash and an additional $§3 million in
kind.

" b, gtaffing: Actached as Tab G, is a schedule with
proposed staff positions and, proposed staff for
some of the top Convention positions. The only
scaff who have baen hired to date, are
and her immediate staff, Janat Gresn. as one of
the 3 Deputy CEOs, who will be in charge of

12 FEC-3484
Sub. &/23/97
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logistics and arrangamencs, and her asaiztant
Batgy Eberling.

M3, Delee wants tc hire Janice Lachanca. whose
resume is attached as Tab H, as the Deputy CEO for
Production, Communication, atae. A director of
communications and, in addition, a press
secratary would be hired to work under that Deputy
CEQ.

She is also interested in hiring Mighasl Rrown
(Secretary Ron Brown’s son) as the third Depucy
CEC of the Convention.

These and many of the other staffing decisions
outlined at Tab B need to he discussed and sectled
as socn as pogsible after Labor Day.

fundraising: Traditionally, the Convention has
been ussd by the DNC, DCCC, DSCC and the DGA to
raise funds for those respactive committess.
Attached as Tab I is an 8 August 1995 memorandum
to Hareld Ickes from R. Scott Pastrik, urging that
this practice be continuad for the 1996
Convention.

!

Iz addition, the Chicago Host Committea wants to
use the Convention as a fundraising mechanism by
permitting corporations or other entities
“gponscr" certain elements of tha Convention.
Attached at Tab J is their preliminary proposal
{which is besing revised). For exanmple, Ameritech
wants to "sponsor® the wedia pavilion (the
building next to the Conventiom building that wiil
house the media) for which it would pay a sum of
money to the Host Committes and, in return, would
have its namas cn the media pavilion and would have
other benefits at the Convention.

In additicn, Mg. DelLae proposes to permit the Host
Committee to have soma 10 of the 150 available sky
boxes which the Host Commictee would, in curn,
"gell"” to ics concributars. Likewise with the
DCCC, DSCC, the DGA and che DNC with respect to
sky boxes.

13
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Memorandum to the President 14 August 1995
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0029757

Given the curzent situation regarding some of the
fundraising technigques of the DNC, whichk the
Preasident has ordered to be discontinued, we need
to decide on how the Convention is to be handled
in this regard.

Brodycgion: It is my understanding that
Thomasaon will be very involved in working on thae
production of the Convention. Basad on very
recent conversations with Jugan Thomagea, it is
also my understanding that Harry very much wants

, Wwho wig the coverall producer for the
last Convantion, %o produce tha tachnical aspects
of the ‘96 Convention. Bassd upon my recent
meeting with Shaven Spialbearg, he may well be
interssted in working with Harry regarding the
overall production of the Conventien.

If there is any disagzreement regarding this aspect
of the Convention, we need to discuss immediately
after Labor Day. ‘

: A medel for the propossd podium for tha
Convention has heen constructed. Debbie DelLea
would like to show it to the Presidant, the Vice
Fresident, HRC and Mg, Gorg by the end of
Septamber SO0 that construction plans can ba gotten
underway.

13. gcalifornia:

In addition to deciding who will zun Czlifornia on
a day to day bagis, and if it is to be John
Emerson, when he is to wove to California (Bill
Hardlaw recommanda late this year at the latsst),
focus neads to ba dirscted to the potential
petition to recall Governeor Wilaon, which Jesse
Jackson has bean discussing publicly. This could
be very detrimantal to the President’s re-election
aefforta in California were it to go forward.
Acecordingly to John Emszscn, there is little, if
any, enthusiasm among lesading Califormia
Democratic political leaders for this to go
forwaxd.

Focus alac needs to be placed on the anti

atfirmacive action proposition which will _

undoubtedly be placed on the 1996 general election
14
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ballot in California as well as in other states.
The DNC is preparing a memcrandum regarding
similar propositions in other states. According
to John Emersen, nearly 700,000 valid signacures
ars needed to qualify such a petition, which in
reality, means at least 1 million. He says the
group promoting this proposition is broke, but he
points out that Governor Wilson can't afford not
golglve the proposition on the November 1996
allot.

Qther fundraising: Attached at Tab X is a copy of my
14 August 1995 memorandum to the Prasident and Vice
President regarding fundraising for the varicus other
entities and committees for 1995 and 1956.

Ksy azguments for the 1996 general alaction: We need
to begin focusing on the key arguments for tha 1596
general election:

a. for Clinton/Gore
b. against Clinton/Gore

¢. Clinton/Gore proposals for 2nd term, j.e., for the
future _

d. for the Republican candidste
e. against the Republican candidate

i :  Terry and Laura expect
to effectively wrap up the fundraising for ‘96 Re-elect
by the end of this year ($38 million including
applicable federal match), unless the Re-elact decideas
noct to accept federal matching funds. The balance of
the money, approximately $5.4 wmillion will be raised by
way of 6 diresct majil soiicitatione next year.

There will remain, howaver, a great deal of fundraising
of approximataly $75 million for 1996: $40 million DNC
1996, $2% million 1996 coordinated campaigns, $10
million general election legal/accounting compliance
account. (This does not include fundraising for ths
DSCC, DOCe, DGA, individual candidatas and selected
state parties.) It's not clear what eithar Terry or
Laura want to do, after the completion of the
fundraising for tha Re-elect, but I do not think that

15
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Memorandum to the President 14 August 1995
' 0029759

Terry, at least, wants to carry on only as a
fundraiser. Given the substantial damands for
fundraising in addition to the needs of the Re-alact,
we nieed to digcusas what role you want to agk Terry and
Layra to continue in that regarxd.

17. PBresident's involvement in campaign planging:
Beginning September you probably need to have a regular waekly
political meeting with scme of the White Houge political staft
{in addition to the regular Wednesday night meetings in tha
reaidence) which perhaps should include Senatcr Dodd and Chairman
Fowler. Additionally, we urge you to consider setting aside 15
to 30 minutes sach day during your daily phene/office time for
political updates on activities.

18. Allocgtion of time: Need to determine how much of the
time of the Prasident, Vice President, HRC and Mra. Gore, ahould
be allocated to the ‘96 re-election campaign during the next 4 to
5 months.

19. Ra-allocation of White House ataff: Seriocus
consideration ahould be given to modest reallocation of White
House staff from, for example, Domaatic Pelicy Couneil, National
Economic Council and administration, gg, Political Department,
Fublic Liaison and Communications.

20. Time buvipg for the Re-eleqt: Serious considaration
should be given to retaining a time buying firm other than The
Media Team of Squier, gt al. The argumants for retaining a
saparate time buying group are szet forth in my memorandum to the
P:gliden: and the Vice President, dated 24 July 1995, attached as
T. L.

21. peputy Chief of Staff: The decision of who to replace
Erskine as DCOS in not far off. {les Tab C for suggestions.

22. . Counmel: The decision of who to replace Ab Mikva when
he resigns, as is apparently expected, is also not far off. Se=

- Tab C for suggestions.

Please let either of us know if you want additional
infnrmation.

. 16
FEC-4448
Sub. &/23/97

DNC011-01561




[

0025755

23 October 1995

FROM:

SURIECT:

DNC bedget

As 3 result of our mesting va 20 October it it my wndarsisading thar:

1.
3

s

Quly spyroxinately $110,000 bao besn raised (other thas by a lne of credis
from & bank) for the saticipater) $10 million media
The DNC has a tine of credit firr $7 millics, of whick $4 millicn is “hard”
(federal) and $3 million is “30f)®, snd e antire proteeds from Gat line of
credit will, iff nacsstery, so towards the $10 million media buy whick is
expoctad 10 &k piacs befors e end of November.
Axcording o Chajrman Fowler, 23 of 20 Octobes 1997, only 31 million has
basn drsws agzinst the §7 millicn Bne of cradit.
With sespect to Oregon, there will be & dizner In Washingion, DC nstended by
tha Presidest which is expectad to relse approximasely $1 million doliam
groes. In addithon, spproximatsly $385,000. 0t is expacted o be raised by
direct mafl from the following 4 somves:

- DNC direct mail lists

= C/Q *98 Re-sdoct mazad-cut individual donory

= DNC donors lin

« C/G ‘96 Re-cisct poo-maxed-out donoss
Previouzly, I hed requestar of Bobby Wsznon that 8 seperase baalk accouat be
opensd by the DNC for the madia fimd zad, in addition, that another bank
account be opened for coondinited campaign theds. Baasd on oo srations

FEC-0435
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with Bobby, it is my wderstanding tat theen 2 nzw acoounts have bemn
esiablished. Please provids me with tie name of each acooum,

6.  Pimally, my nows from the prior mesting beld in ibe Rovmvelt Room
concaraing the DNC budget tadizeted that you and Kal Malchow expectad
soms $4 t $4.5 million to be vaised by direct mzil in 1995, If my noies aro
sccorsts {n thae regard, 1 don't uadersand wity thal GRORs was net Showe o
the budget documants prassiied 8 the 20 October 1993 budges mesting.

Plaass Int me know if anty of the foregoing is inecrrece.
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DATE: Nomnlnr 2, 1988

RE: Your macting tomarvow with Fowler, Iokes end Sosnlk

Tomorrow moming, Fridsy November 3, you will kave your regulasly scheduled
meeting with Fowler, Ickes and Sosnik.

We recommend that you raise the following three agenda items:

1)  Thepdncipials mesuage meetingy: As you know, they have been beld sporadically
over the last few weeks and, when thay are held, the attendance has been dismal. la
short, it i an embarrassment and 3 mitsrd opportuaity, The aext fow weeks ere key
and & cecordinated messsge strategy is nended. Staff coatinues to mee: swice 8 week
but a meeting of the principles is necesssry,

In shost, people will come if the agenda is felevant. Chairman Fowler controls the
moatings and belizves that they are held \o discuss policy. Onlyyoucanmnvime
him that he is wrong and that they are hidd to work on message and Sirategy

Senators, Congressmen, Govemors, eto.. hwmfmmdlsnnpﬂi:y Thm
mmwhmmgmmmm

2) DNC Advettisement You may want to request from Harold that you and Don be
consulted as decisions on what ads are to be run are made. You are put in a position
of dafending and discusting the ads but se not includad in any way in the process. It
would be helpful if you could be consultad zithey by Ickes, Morria or Squier a3
decisions ars made,

3 Elecrion day sig: While it is i00 early to predict what will happen next Tuesday, it
would be valysbls if you were to discusn what the White House is planning to say
aboue the elections, You are debating Haley Barbour ca Wednesday and knowing
what the Pretident and the Whits Housg is going 0 say, especially in a worst case
scenario, would be very heipful.

WERBNRERY ovc 359410

DNC226-02947
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MEMORANDUM TO CHAIRMAN DODD
CHAIRMAN FOWLER
MARVIN ROSEN
SCOTT PASTRICK
RICHARD SULLIVAN

BOBBY WATSON

BRAD MARSHALL

BRIAN BAILEY
From: Harold Ickes @
Re: DNC media fund

Attached is a salf lanatory 21 Novamber 1993 to me from Terry

McAuliffe, Laura Hartigan and Rick Lerner stating that they have

raised over $1.8 million for tha DNC media fund and axpect to be

able to raise another $430,000 by the close of the ysar, hringing
the total to nearly $2.3 million.

I would appreciats a rasponse from the DNC as to whether thay
agres with these figures and whether the monies have actually

come in.

Several veaks ago, I was told that only $100,000 had been raised
for the DNC media fund. Pased on the attachad menmorandum, I
trust that thers has been a substantial influx ¢f funda.

F nn}?\gs
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MEMORANDTM TS CHAIRVAN FOWLER
(5 CHAIRMAN 20DD
BORBY WATSONM

BRAD MARSHALL
MAGGIR WILLIAMS
RON XLATIN
DAVID STRAUSS

ROM HAROLD ICKES A~
RE ONCQ 1994 budgat, daced 30 Dacember 1993

Given the large amcunt of funds to be raised prior t3 =he
and of Octobsr thas year for the DNC'e operacing budges. .ts
madia budget, its coordinated campaign budgec. the 4¢1.a .4;
monies, tha GILAC fund and othar 2undraieing sccivitiaes, 1S
appedrs that the $%56 millien proposed hudget for tae DNC. ray
have Co be substantislly reduced. In order to facilizae a =ore
discriete and rational review of che proposad budgst, : requesc

that you submit to me, by close of business Wednesday 17 January,

a detailed description of che component pares of each of zhe 33
line i1cems in the DNC 1596 budget gsummary, cated 20 Dacarper
1998. 1If one or more of the component DArts for a par=::sular
line rtam involvas & subgiantial amount, - requéest SRhac &
separats analysis of that component part(s) be provided as well.

I would spprecizte 23 much decail as possible abauz zne §
line items {6-11) for “direct White Nousa Support” S0 I =an more

q!si}y detarmine what cuts, i1f any, can be made in chose azounce.

1 zlsc zequast that yoy submit 4 ligt of zhe cusren:
snployess of the ONC, grouped by deparzment, with zpe.r zaze >%
here and their annualized zace of pay.

Finally. I requast a writzen deecripeion sf any a-rangemen:
(vaxhial or otherwise) the DNC may have wizh any scate par:iy
regarding che smount of funds =0 be retainsd by Che acace party,

oF related enticy, with regpect to any ONC relacsd fundra:sing
thac occurs in ¢ stace.

Please wubmit che foraguing by closs of bueiness L7 January

Please call if you have any quascions.

Confidential Information

Iillllﬂﬂ“lﬂﬂ DNC 3039082

DNG067-02761
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MEMORANDUM
T Seuator Dodd
FROM:  David Gillette

DATE: January 30, 1996
RE: Today's DNC meeting with Iches & Scanik

At 2:30 pm you are schaduled w0 anend) 2 mesting with Don Fowler, Harold Ickes and
Doug Sosnik in order to discuss the DNC budjget and plans for the future. The agends may
evolve into & very specific discussion about how the budget can bs cwt, focussing both on
personnel and on program. In the most extreme case, ths DNC could become a "bank” 10

fund the year's media buy, the coordinated campeign and the reseezch operation.

Curready, the DNC budget of $121.5 million can be brolsen down in the following

way:

o Mewn

DNC operations $27.0 million
(includes research, communications,

constituent outreack, training,

elected official outreach, chairmen's

offices)

Fundraising 23.0 million
DNC media fund 28.4 million
DHNC coordinated campnign 25.0 millicn
DNC 441a(b) 12.0 million
(spent on behalf of candidates)

DNC GOTV media 5.0 million

(Specialty press — African
American, Hispanic, Asian, et2...)
Dedt retirement of state parties 1.1 millioa

(CA, MD) I,
$121.5 mililon

Harold has informed us that the media dudget is probebly wo low but we have not yet
receivad ae esimeie of how much they want © spend. Our original figure was based on

about $1.4 million per week for five months {January-March, September-Ocicber).
By wey of comparison, the DNC raised $84 million is 1992, te last presiden

tial

election yoar. Accounting for inflation, that $84 million would be in the mid-390's in 1596.

INRIEERERREER o~ 3606294
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DNC Budget Memo
Janary 30, 1996
Page two

[ know you have had several discussions with Marvin Rosen about the DNC's ability
to raise such 2 major sum. As of this morning, be is coafident that he can raise $30 -
$100 million, inciuding $30 million from direct mail. Marvia won't kaow for about six
weeks if $120 milllo s possible. To raise the $120 million, Marvin will need exceptional
ccoperation from the White House and believes thay a major and unprecedentzd outreach
program to donors and potential donors is nended.  Of the approximately $120 million that
needs to be raised, $30 million will come from direct mail (with an overhesd of $12 million)
and the remaining $90 million from the major donor program (with an overhead of about $11
million}., We have currendy exhausted our boatrowing authority of $7 million. We are asking
for more authority but, at best, we are talking; about a couple of million. Furthermore, the
bank wants payment on the money we owe pricr to the election.

1 believe the DNC is likely to be tolk] to spend more money on T.V. sometime thic
Spring. Even without additional T.V. spending, we will probably ased to flnd $10 820
million in savings. By cutiing the DNC drastiesly, basicslly baving it function s s bagk
« funding research, television, finance, a bore-bones communicaticos office, & campaign
divisica that moves money to coordinated :ampaigns aad scts merely 25 a {inkon 10
states, the DNC Cffice of the Secretary and the Chalr's offices ~ we could possibly save
$10-12 million. That would entail un end lo the training pregram, an end (o constitvent
outreach, the taying-off of ¢0-50 stuff peopie and most of ouyr consylitants. To save more
mosty, the coordinated campaign, now budgeted at $23 millloe, would peasibly oeed to
be cut.

Senator, cuts of this nature would change the shepe sad mission of the DNC. The
few DNC would almost singularly serve as s source of funds for the reelect and ignore the
other elements of the Democratic Party. The enhanced communications effort would come to
a halt, political outresch (blast-faxing, work with ethnic groups &ad media and continuing
outreach to elected officials) would be drastically cut back. [n short, money to bolster the
President’s reclection may be the best use of funds, nonetheless, it will not come cheap. To
do 30, we will likely alienate many groups and people and set-back some of the
communications goals you have et cut as priorities.

This memo constitutes a brief overvicw of the issues. [ have copies of the DNC
budget, line-by-iine, for your review,

HINAIARERAAREE o C 36506295
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March 18, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

THE VICE PRESIDENT
cc LEON PANETTA

DOUG SOSNIK
FROM: Harold Ickes 6%
SUBJECT: Contract between the C/G *96 Re-elect and The Media Team

{Squier & Knapp/ Morris/ Penn & Schoen/ g1, 3L)

On 14 March 1996, Doug Sosnik and [ met with Mark Penn and Bill Knapp, the designated
representatives of The Media Team (*Team®) (Squier & Knapp/ Morris/ Penn & Schoen/ g,
al), to discuss the terms and conditions for the contract between the C/G '96 Re-elec:
Committee (*Re-glect®) and the Team. (The last meeting for thess purposes had occurred
very late September 1995.) »

1. To date some $22.23 million has been spent by the Democratic National Committee :
("DNC") and the Re-elest on TV airtime (not including polling or production), of
which some $2.94 million has been spent by the Re-elect.

From that amount, the Team has been paid about $2,433,401 in commissions at an
average rate of 10.9%.

Penn and Knapp propose the Team be paid 9% commission on the next $60 million
of air time purchased and 4% on all iir time purchased thereafier, Assuming that,
beginning 18 March, the Re-elect/ and DNC spend an additional $60 million on air
time, under their most recent propossl, the Team would be paid some $7.833 million
total in commissions for the period /95 - 11/96 for an average of 9.6% (87.833
million divided by $82.0 miilion).

If the Re-elect and DNC spend $120 miilion on air time, as has been discussed, and
as described in section | of schedule A (dated 3/14/96) attached, rather than only $82
million, under the Team's proposal, it would be paid a rotal of $9.4 million in
commissions for the period 6/95 11/96 for an average rate of 7.8%.

FEC-40469
Sub. 6/23497
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Team s proposal: 0029332
§ commission i
First 22.23 millien 2,413,401 10.9%
Next 60.0 million 5,430,000 9%
Thereafter_38.0 million  _[.520.000 40%
$120.23 million  $9,353,401 7.8%

Prior to last week’s proposal, the Team's last proposal was made on 29 September
(attached as schedule B). Under that prior proposal, the Team would have been paid
$5.6 million in commissions on the first $82 million and $9.4 miflion in commissions
on $120 million of time buy.

/93 proposal J1426 proposal

s ission sffectize % 3 - .
$52 million time 5,600,000 6.8% 7,833,401 5.6%

$120 million ime 8,260,000 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8%

And under the Team’s $/93 proposal, tcial retainer fees through the general election
would have been $605,000 compared to the $364,000 under the 3/14/96 proposal.

The Team's 3/14/96 proposal only deals: with electronic media, polling and production
of TV spats. It does not inciude persuasion/ GOTV direct mail; development and P
placement of newspaper ads, production of radio spots, etc,

Given the complexity of the regulations of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC")
and the swrictness of the applications of those regulations io campaigns in general, and
to the media producton/ placement in particular, it is critical that the Team have the
experience and expertise or acquire the experience and expertise, to ensure that it and
the Re-elect comply fully and timely with all FEC regulations and guidelines. Failure
in this regard will result in time consuming and costly post November 1996 FEC
audits and possible fines which are a personaf liability of the presidential and vice
presidential candidates. In addition, the Team must be able t0 track the ads and ime
buys of the other presidential candidates and provide the Re-elect with timely (often
overnight) reports. This had been discussed among ourselves at some length, and it
has been decided to rely on the Team in this regard and not to include the Greer,
Margolis firm.

Retainer fees: Dick Morris is the only member of the Team »ho receives a monthly
retainer fee, in addition to his share of the ime buy commissions. Based on the
current agreements, he will be paid $354,000 in retainer fees for the period 12/94

z
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’ th!gh 11/96. See section 2 of schedule A awach®. Under the Team's 3/14/96

proposal, other members of the Team would not be paid monthly retainer fees.

Polling: It is estimated that Penn & Schoen will be paid nearly $4.0 million for
polling and voter research for the period 12/94 - 11/96. Sgg section 3 of schedyle A
attached. Presumably 3 profit is included.

Stan Greenberg is also under retainer by the DNC and conducts polling on a regular
basis.

jon: Production expense: for $120 million of TV media are estimated
by Squier/ Knapp at $2.58 million. S section 4 of schedule A attached.

Travel expenses: Travel, hotel and related expenses for the consultants must also be
paid. They are not included in the retainer fee or in the time buy commission.

Direct mail: At several of the weekly zvening meetings, Penn, Schoen and Morris
have alluded generally to targeted direct mail, No specifics have been forthcoming to
date. In the event such a program is carried out, it will undoubtedly involve additional
profit margins to whomever gets the contract for the program.

[ point out that Hal Malchow, who handles the fundraising direct mail programs for
both the DNC and the C/G '96 Re-elect, has developed targeted persuasion/ GOTV
direct mail programs and i3 very interested in being considered in this respect for the” *
C/G ‘96 Re-elect. o
Convention: We need to decide whether Frank Greer or Squier/ Knapp, or both, are

to be involved in the convention and, if <o, the compensadon/ fee to be paid.

Hold harmless re FEC gudity: Substantial amounts can be incurred by the Re-elect in
connection with post November FEC audits, and any such costs incurred by the Re-

elect and any fines imposed by the FEC on the Re-elect as the result of the failure to
strictly comply with FEC regulations, including the Team's failure to fully comply
with FEC regulations in connection with the production and placement of media,
become a personal liability of the Presidental and Vice Presidentiat candidates. The
general election legal and accounting compliance fund ("GELAC"), for which the Re-
alect expects to raise about $12 million, is for the purpose of paying for costs and
fines incurred in connection with FEC audits. I suongly suggest, however, that any
agreement between the Team and the Re-elect contain a hold harmless clayse in favor
of the Re-glect over a specified amount incurred in connection with costs and fines
resulting from FEC audits of media production/ placement. In order to ensure
enforcement of the hold harmless clause (assuming it is inciuded in the contract with
the Team), the Re-elect should hold in escrow $ million in commissions to
be paid to the Team until all FEC audils bave been completed. This will give the

3
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T ditional incentive to ensure it establishes the Wepability to ensure the Re-

elect's media production and placement is in comptiance with all FEC requirements.
Before the next meeting with Messrs. Penn and Knapp regarding tie financial arrangement
between the Re-elect and the Team, I would like to discuss the foregoing with you in order
10 determine what you think is an equitable arrangement,

Let's discuss.

4 FEC-4072
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March 25, 1996 0029421
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT SYETTLTRN NN T
THE VICE PRESIDENT s AT R
b

cc: V% | poN PANETTA gy 02

+ P EVELYN LIEBERMAN Asm

- Foohone BRUCE LINDSEY RO gy e

..::.-_“A___ DOUG SOSNIK T i

i L el

FROM: Harold Ickes (W%~ oD
SUBJECT: Contract with the consultants (The Madia Team) regarding polling,

production of medix and commission on airtime purchased

To date, neither the Clinton/ Gore '96 Re-elect {("Re-clect™) nor the Democratic
National Committee ("DNC”) have contracts with the so called Media Team (*Team*),
which is composed of Squier/ Knapp/ Dick Morris/ Penn & Schoen/ Hank Scheinkopf and
Marius Penczner. (I have seen little evidence of recent participation of Scheinkopf or
Penczner.)

l.  Commissions onn media air tima: I propose the following financial terms for the .
relationship between the Team and the DNC and the Re-elect. Since the amount to be paid

by the DNC and Re-elect, respectively, to the Team for the production of a specific
television spot, time buying, polling, mall testing, eic, , depenids upon a legal determination
by the DNC and Re-elect lawyers on a case by casz basis, the following proposal is for a
"comprehensive agreement” for both the Re-elect and DNC. (There would be a separacs
contract between the Team and the DNC and between the Team and the Re-elect.)!

On 14 March, Doug Sosnik and [ mat with Mark Penn and Bill Knapp, who represent
the Team. They made a proposal, summarized below (which is summarized in my
memorandum to the President and the Vice President, dated 18 March 1996, attached as
schedule A at tab 1), that would result in 37.8 million in commissions on the first §2 million
of time buy, for an effective rate of 9.6%, compared to their offer made in late September

iFrank Greer has offered to do the ime buy for the Re-clect at 4. 25% commission. It has
been decided not to have Frank participate with the Team. By her S January 1996 letter to
me, Jean Brooks, Vice President of Internationa) Communications Greoup, Inc. of Los

~ Angeles has offered a 2% commission fee on all time buys.

1
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1995 of !!6 million in commissions on the first $82 million time buy for an effective rate of

6.8%.
0029422
—_—%5proposal . 3[14/96 proposal
g ission effective % § . . )
$82 million ime 5,600,000 6.8% 7,813,401 9.6%
$120 million time 8,260,000 6.9% 9,353,401 7.8%

Although it is impossible to accurately predict how much airtime the DNC and Re-
elect will spend between July 1995 (the first time tv spots were aired) and November 1996,
given that the Re-elect and the DNC have already spent some $23 million on air time
beginning late June 1995 (most of which has besn spent since early October), it is safe to say

s that at least $80 miltion will be spent by 5 November, and probably closer to $100 million or
:?:: more.
?; I propose that the Team be offered the following terms with respect to time buy
. commissions. .
In First $80 million 6.25% $5,000,000
:F Next $20 million 4.75% " 950,000 ,
{5
& -Average on $100 million $5.95% 5,950,000
{3
fis Above $100 millien 4.0% TBD
-110 million ($400.000) 5.77% 6,350,000
-120 million ($800,000) 5.63% 6,750,000
-130 million ($1,200,000) 5.5% 7,130,000

Under. the proposal, if $80 million is spent on air time, the Team would be paid $5.0
million in commissions.

If, as is likely, $100 million is spent, commissions would be $5.95 million,
If $110 million is spent, commissions would be $6.35 million.
If $120 million is spent, commissions would bz $6.73 million.

2

- FEC-4111
Sub. $r23/97

DNCO011-061224

ATTACEMENT _ ZE
Page_ A __ ot X of 5




i

by
{T‘»

{E

)
£
L

In addition to time buy commissions, as shown on schedule B at tab 2, anached, it is
estimated that additional payments will be made:

-$364,000 retainer fee for Dick Morris 0029423

-$4,0 million for polling (which probably includes a profit
margin)
-$2.0 million for media production (which probably includes
a profit margin)
-travel and related expenses
This propesal does not include:
<$7.5 million for GOTV media (35.0 miition from the Re-elect and
$2.5 rillion from the DNC). It is expacted that this mediza will be
created and placed by *minority” media specialists,

-Fees, commissions and costs for any persuasion and GOTV mail.

-Costs for print ads.
The President: 1 agree with the proposed fees/ commissions. .
Let’s discuss . .
The Vice Presideat: _ T agree with the proposed fees/ commissions
Let's discuss

Given the complexity of the regulations of the Federal Election Commission ("FEC”)
goveming production and placement of medis, and the strictness with which the FEC applies
its regulations, considerable experience and expertise is required by the firms representing
the campaign in this regard. Failure of the media production/ purchasing firms to sirictly and
nmgu comply with all FEC regulations goveming this area and to pmvxdc on z timely

basis, appropriste documentation from each of the station for each of the time buys, can
result in additional post election audits by the FEC of the campaign, which costs will be tom

;. by the campiign, and which audits may result in fines imposed by the FEC. All such costs

and fines imposed on the Re-elect are personal liabilities of the Presidential and Vice

Fi 5'-7-41 12

DNC011-01225
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In order to insure that the campaign is adequately protested, I strongly urge that an
indemnification and hoid harmiess agreement be included in any contract(s) between the
Team, or any individual members thereof, and the Re-elect, and between the Team and the
DNC, by which the Team will indemnify and hold harmless the Re-elect and DNC for any
costs, damages, fines, etg,, and losses and court costs suffered by or claimed against the
campaign, or DNC, directly or indirectly, including, but not Limited to, any civil penalties by
the FEC against the campaign, its employees or ageats, "to the extent based on or arising
wholly or substantially out of any negligent acts, breaches of the contract, or failure by the
Team to respend to any requests of the campaign for documents or other assistance with
respect to any FEC audit, inquiry from the FEC or any branch of federal, state, or local
govemment.”

In order to insure compliance with hold harmless agreement, the Team should be
required to place in escrow the next $300,000 of media commissions paid by the Re-elect,

The President 1 agree with the hold harmless proposal
Let's discuss
The Vice Presidents I agree with the hold harmiess proposal
Let's discuss ‘
4
) FEC-4112
Sub. 4/23/97
DNC011-01226
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17 April 19%¢ - ,
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MENGRANTON 7O CHAIRMAN FOWLER 39 Mo
ce: Chairsan Dodd
3.J. Thornberry
Hazvin Rosen
Brad Marshall
Doug Sosnik
Koeren Hancox
rroat Harold Ickes
Ra: 15 April 1996 oweting

This confiras the masting cthat you and I and Doug Scenik Zazd on
15 april 1996 at your gffice during wviiich it was agread that all
sattars dealing with allocation and expenditurs of nonies
involving the Democratic National Comaittss (“DNC") including,
without limitation, the DHC’s opersting budget, media budget,
coordinated campaign budgat and any other dudget or axpanditura,
and fncluding axpenditurss and arrengesents in connection with
stata splits, directsd denations and other arrangesents whereby
mocnics from fundruising or other svents ars to ba transfsrred to
or otharwise allocated to gtate parties or othar political
anctitics and including any propossd transfar of budgetary icans
from DNC rolated budgecs to the Damosratic National Convention
budget, ars subject to the prigr approval of thae White House. It
vas agreed that a gEall vorking committes would bDa estzblished
wvhich would include Chairman Powler (or bhis raprassentative),
Chairnan Dodd (or hiz reprassntative), 8.J. Thernberry, drad
Marshall, Ksrvin Rosan, Doug Sosnik, and othexrs as say be agrees
to, to megt at lesst once weaskly, and sore oftan if necassary, to
ipplensant this agressent.

FEC-0931
Sub. 6/23/97

DNC010-00932
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pater 2 I 2 : Revised £/23/96
mémm =L 0
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD
‘ DOUG SOSNIK

E RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS
{;
b On Jdlu 1996, Squier, Knapp, Ochs was suthorized to:
?::r () priduec anomatics, not to exceed $ towal.
?E A< produce ‘ T.V. 5pots, not to excesd $___ total.
é PQ purchase $ in ime for ly commercials for the period
o @
ik ) ( ) purchase 3 in tme for dig commercials for the pericd

o

() other Snbicen

E _D_C;a_iu;{:}@ dovw - ?I Q- z2)ld
Céb»y.,w) Mz J(\nL- 3¢ ( = ?}10- ‘r’//{e < Srad(
) dobbunq + shigewrw - C-4 - $5,000
The cost will not exceed $ ? ——
o, =T 560 — C"f

{ )The cost wili be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

K) ‘Attom.eyc to determine

Vbt tin 27379/
signature

cc:  Peter Xnight Ted Cartee  Harold Ickes B.J. Thombesry LynUtrecht
Bill Knapp JeffKing  Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall " JoanPotlin




s 5 Revised 4/17/96
Datas )

MEMORANDUM
JENNIFER O"CONNCR

EAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK

AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAFP, OCHS

QEEB

1996, Squier, Krapn, Ochs wers quthasizad to:
anomatics, not to excesd $ " towl

() n———

( ) producs — T.V. spots, not to excead $ total,
wmsmmmmmmmmmum
Moy 23 o 44;3{!

()MSMNMMWWMWW «camarm

o

{ ) other

The cost will aot excesd $ l ='2H, D30

( )The cost will be aliocated 2 /OO % for the DNC and
% (or Clinton/ Gore '9%

m’lﬂy’ﬂdﬂm
€ Hrvasd 3 Ao .’d“’"&

Sighatare

ce:  Ted Caner Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
JedT King Doug Sosnik Brad Masshall foan Pollitt

[ERNISENERREIN oNe 3679272

DNC222-00529

stumgr 4O ___
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Ravies? 4117/9¢
Date: —
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICERS
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAFP, OCHS
14 Ga 1998, Squier, Knapp, Ochs were asthorized to:
}? p(m_z__anmmﬁa.mmms __ tonl,
f% { ) prodace T.V. spots, not to excesd $ total,
[41] ( ) purchase $ in tims for 1y commercisis for the period
N ( )purchase$____. s time for pufin commercials for the period —
% o .
] . ( ) othes
3]
‘The cost will oot exceed $
( )The cost will be sllacated at % for the DNC and

% for Clinton/ Gore '96

( ) Atomeys to determine
Mnm :/’1 (¥

ﬂmm
cc:  Ted Caner Harold fckes B.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
Jef King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshail Joan Pollitt

I REIEENEREERR onC 347927

DNC222.00528
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Revised 417/96
Datm:
MEMORANDUM
To: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
DOUG SOSNIE
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS
On 1996, Squier, Knapp, Ochs ware authorized o:
{ Yproduce _________ anomatics, not to exooed § . -
foprodoce [ T.V. cpots, not to excend 8 P
¢ ) porchas S_______ in time for 1y commereials for the pariod
® .
( )perchase $ in time for mdig con to the period
to
{ ) other

I<{The coat will be allocated at % fortheDNCad

( )Aw”dﬂ .

_ﬁ""-' I Ghen, 5.-/‘”7}__
signaiure

Ted) Carter Harold Ickes B.J. Lyn Utrecht
Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad ‘Mbmbury Ly Unch

(ERIEIERRUEE ove 47—

DNC222-00532
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Revised 417796
Dates D .
MEM UM

TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS

On_-’P’\IM B*D 1996, Squisr, Kaapp, Ochs wers authorized to:

()anm anomatics, not 1o excoed $ _total.

Dipoduce 1 T.V. spous, notto excecd $_3 e, JYS  wul.

()purchaseS______in time for iy commercials for the period

{ Ypurchass § in time for mdig commercials for the pericd

(X other 4%?&1@1& 1;'

4 S = ¥

The cost will notexceed 8___ 3, 14 S

( )The cost will be allocated at / % for the DNC and
Clinton) Gore '96

% for
) Mtomeys w determine
sy Bt €7 20 37
ugnature
cc:  Tod Carter Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Josn Pollitt

HEHEEREY pNC 3479274

DNC222-00531
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Ravised 4/17/96

Date: 5/ P!
/
MEMORANDUM
m o’m

HAROLD ICKES
DOUQG SOSNIK

AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAFP,

e

_AGJ}_&Q__ 1996, Squier, Knapp, Ochs weso -

o

in time for radio commercials for the period

( ) purchase S__

Mﬁuﬂ’”’“ﬁ“ﬁ—

‘The coat will 0ot excesd $

{ )The cost will be aliccsied ;¢ /JO % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore "96

( ) Attomeys to d .
Eehn Tl

Carer signature
Ted C Harold Ickes B.J). Lyn Utrecht
leff King Doug Sosnik Brd 'Mhmbury Lym U

- 76
(EEEIEHRRRER o~ 34792

DNC222-00533
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Reviged 4/1796
Date: Y
§ME'MO UM

JENNIFER O'CONNCR

HAROLD ICKES

DOUG SOSNIK

AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, ENAFP, CCHS

/ﬂ/w A0 1996, Squier, Knapp, Ochs wese authorised to:
()pmdmo anomatics, not to excead $ __tonl.
( )producs _______ T.V. spois, not o exceed $ total,
( ) purchase $ in time for 3y commercials for the period
0

(Ypurchase$ __________in tims for pdip commereiais for the period

The cost will not exceed $____| ][ LRAZ

( )The cost will be allocarsd st /{0 % for the DNC and
% for Clinto/ Gore '96

( ) Attermeys to determine
Y e b

signaiure
Ted Cartar Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Joft King Doug Sosnik Brzd Marshall Josn Pollit

MEEIEEEEERNAR DN 247929

DNC222-00548
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MEMORANDUM
JENNIFER O'CONNOR

FROM: HAROLD ICKES

DOUG SOSNIX

RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS
oo__flau 1T 1996, Squier, Esapp, Ocks wers authorzed to:
mu\lanu_é_mm.mwws SI,QQQ __tonl.
{ ) produce __T.V. sots, 1ot 10 exceed $, toul.
(dpurchass S in time for ty commercials for the period
0
¢ ) purchase $ in time for ridlip commareials for the period
o
( ) other

The coxt will not exceed $ SM

{ )Tbe cozt will be allocstad at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore "96
bQAmmdzumﬁn
Sy e TPz
signamirs
Ted Caner Harold Ickes 8.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
© Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshail Joan Pollict

EAEAENAEEAR e 3479289

DNC222-00546



et S‘IL Ravissd 4/17/96
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK

RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAFP, OCHS

On 1996, Squise, Knapp, Ochs were authorized to:
‘ () o smomatics, not ® axcosd 3 ol
{ ) produce T.V. spots, not © exceed $ totml,
$Q purchase $ | 403 SEO in time for tv.commercials for the period
g ©
E ()purchaseS _____in time for pylia commercials for the peried
»
: ( ) other

The cost will ot exceed $___ ) .0 Y14

( YThe cost will be allocated st JO0 & for the DNC and

% for Clinton/ Gore "96
( ) Attormeys o determine ﬂ V\g\—\i/

/  signamre
o Tod Cartae Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
Jef? King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshajl Joen Pellict

il DNC 3479268

B g

DNC222-00525
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Reviced 41796
Dotz ézléb

MEMORANDUM
JENNIFER Q’CONNOR

HAROLD ICXES
DOUG SOSNIK

AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS

QEgg

(0 1996, Squisr, Knapp, Ochs were authorized 1:
%] — O anomatics, not o excesd $__/, S A wal.
( ) producs T.V. spoty, not & excoad $ towal,
{ ) purchoso $ inﬁmfwn.mmmfwmam

o
in time for ;adig commercials for the pariod

( ) purchase §

( ) other

The comt will act excaed § 74[500

{ )The cost will bo allocated at % for the DNC pnd

% for Clinton/ Gore 96
)QAmynodmmhe /
Tod Caswar Harold lokes B.J. Thamberry ya Utrecht
Joff Xing Doug Somik Brad Masshall Joz=: Pollitt

BN MRRERA o sa75297

DNC222-00854
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Ravised ¢/17/96
Dute: ﬁ/f]_a..‘-,[ 5
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O"CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD KCXES
DOUG SOSNIK

RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, ENAPP, OCHS
On Mm 2 1996, Squier, Knxpp, Ochs were guthorizad to:

mm__i.ﬂﬂﬂ“-wbms F000 _  wul.

() prodece T.V. spots, 0ot tn exceed $ wotal.

( ) purchass § in time for ty commercials for the period

o
()purchess$____________in time for mio commercials for the period
o

{ ) other

The cost will not exceed $ ';;ogd

( YThe cont will be allocated as % for the DNC snd

% for Clinton/ Gore "96
Attormeys to determing

ﬂ Lbns s chn rm
e Ted Carer Harold lckes B.J. Thormberry  Lyn Utrecht

Jef? King Doug Somik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin

EEEIEEHHDEEE orc 349258

DNC222-00552
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Reviced 4/17/96
Datas '
MEMORANDUM

JENNIFER O'CONNOR

FROM:  HAROLD ICKES

DOUG SOSNIK
AUTHORIZATION TO SQUIER, KNAPP, OCHS

RE:
On

Z 1996, Squler, Raapp, Ochs wese authocized to:
{)produce _______ anomatics, not 10 exceed $ " toml,
() producs T.V. spots, 20t to exceed $ ol

WW’MhMMmmmum

/%,q o .
( )purchase § hﬁuﬁrﬁ' commercisls for the pariod

( ) other

The con will not excond $___[, 203 g£7

% for Clinton/ Gore 96

{ ) Attomaeys to determine
Uemts s e JT3HY

Tgnature
Ted Carter Harold Icioes B.J. Thomberry  Lyn Utrecht
Jeff King Doug Somik Brad Marshell Joan Pellint
RN REREEG prC 3479292
DNC222-00549

artacmeyr___ AO
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Revisod 4179
Detas 5\(.\“0
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O’CONNOR P
FROM:  HAROLD ICEES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

On ) !ih%h Iﬂfé 1996, Penn and Schoen wore suthosized to:
(X conduct & poll of sbout _ /() _ semples, ot ©0 exceed $_g10 000 _ toml.

( ) conduct mall tests for
( ) other

T.V.spots, ot toexceed 3 tonal.

The cost will % exceed $_30 000 .

{ )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC 2ad
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

MMmm

It will be conducted ce ﬂ%—b

o) g
_ signature
ce:  “Ted Carcer Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Joff Kiog Doug Sasnik Brad Marshall Joan Polliz
HSEIBIREYEEIR pC 3479203

DNC222-00550




Raoviesd 41776
Date: /‘\a.alt 8
MEMORANDUM
JENNIFER O'CONNOR

FROM: HAROLD ICKES

DOUQG SOSNIK
AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

Ca }'\0.»1\3 1996, Peno a5 Schoen ware suthorized to:

( ) conduct a pall of about amnples, notoexcesd $___________ todal,
() conduct mall wats for S T.V. spots, not £ exceed $_ 24,000 toial.
( ) other

The cost will not exveed $_24, 000 .
{ YThe cost will be allocazed &t % for the DNC snd
% for Clinton/ Gore 96
4 Attoreys to determine
It will be conductsd on
Vet wenn 1= /F170
, .
cc: Ted Camer Harold Tckes B.J. Thoenberty Lyn Utrecht
Joff King Doug Sosik Brd Marshall Joan Pollit
BEIMEREREBER orc 3475254

DNC222-00581

ATTACHUENT
Page 2\ or _{"]




fL

Revised /17196
Dates / /o
MEMORANDUM
T0: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM:  HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
on jﬂé‘{o {0 1996, Penn 30d Schosn wers suthorkaed to:
( ) conduct’s poll of sbout sarmpies, not 4o exceed $ total.
4 conduct mall tests for S0 _ T.V. sots, 0ot 1o enceed $ wal,

( ) other

Thie cost will not exseed $__¢, (OO

{ YTho cost will be allocated st % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore "96

_¥<J Atomeys to determine
It will be conducted on S/ /z/ ) S‘\[/
e
ot  Ted Carer Harold Ickes B.1. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Joff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Poilic
GIREENNELE oNC 3479296

DNC222-00553
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Revised 4/17/56

oSy
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM:  HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On /%Jr)? 1996, Pean and Schosn were autharized to:

( ) conduct a poll of sbout samples, nottoexcoad $___ total.

(Od.conduct mall tests for é T.V. spoiz, not to exceed $. gzadd total.

( ) other

The cost will sot exceed $_2 4, 400

{ )The vost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

(qQ Atiorasys to determing

It will be conducsed on _ Mz IE

Idteanad g adon ﬂ uly
. tignature
cc:  Ted Carver Harold Iekes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin

288
lmllﬂlilﬂiﬂll DNC 3479

DNC222-00545
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' Revised 4/17/96
Date: S] 17
mollmmm
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIX
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
#
, Oa 1996, Peen and Schoen were authorizad to:

( ) conduct a poll of about _L)0__ samples, not to exceed $_Y, £0__ ronal.
{ ) conduct mall tosts for T.V.spots, not oexceed $_______ tonl,
( ) other

e .
w fom, i o

Ay
{E

o,
wd R £

—y
o

®

LR B

EL LY w BB

g

Tho cost will not exceed $_ 20 00 .

( YThe comt will be allocated at % for tha DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '36

%\Amp o determing

Il-willhccmdundnn_/!l@)} 13 /‘/

agnaure

ec:”  Ted Canter Harold Ickes B.J. Thombersy Lyn Utrechi
Jeff King Doug Scsnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollint

EEIEINEBRERE prC 3479287

DNC222-00544
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Revisad 417/9%
Date: Sr’[{‘—
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNTFER 0'CONNOR
PROM:  HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
0
G On 1996, Pean and Schoes wers authorized to:
(R
[t} ( ) cooduct & poll of shout /58 _ samples, not o cxceed $_glill _ o),
i ( )emduamﬂmfdr_LQ_T.V.Mmtmms_[g_ﬂdd__m
;é: ( ) other e S0 Sl
ol
e
i
&
{2
il . >
The cost will not exceed $__J¢ 000
{ ¥The cast will be aliocated a2 % for the DNC ad
% foe Clinton/ Gore '96
,(»Q’Amtodmm‘u
It will be conducted on /77@'-/ /V
7
‘MM 7 Te)
signature
ce:  Tod Caner Harold Ickes B.J. Thombery Lyn Utrachi
Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Poilint
iR BRAHENE oNc 3479286

DNC222-00543

ATTACHMENT 4
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| Revied 4/17/56
Date: ___ S// 7
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER 0'CONNOR
FROM:  HAROLD
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

On 1996, Pena and Schosn wers suthorized to:

. Eooduct a poll of abowt __ 700 _ saroples, not 1o excoea $__Y, {00 el
( )} condeet mall tesiy for T.V.spots, not toexceed S_________ to;)

{ ) other

The cost will not exceed $__*, §00

( YThe cost will ba allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

AYY Auneneys to determine

It will be conducted ca (ﬁ%y /S
Hentd wrcbe 572008
signaturs

e Ted Carter Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht

Joff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollint

EEIEREREBER o 3479285

PNC222-30842
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, Revised 4/17/96
Dat: S:/ 1#
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On 1996, Penn and Schoen wers authorized to:

£ conduct a poll of about _</4'J_ sampies, not 10 excoed $_4,_£45 _ oml.

{ ) conduct mail tests for T.V. spots, not 10 exceed $ totsl.
{ ) other
The cast will not exceed $ .
{ )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinto Gore ‘96
D{Ammmdminc
10 will be conducsed o0 __ /24 /6.
174
Bess moitn <7 1
signamire
ce: " Ted Cartor Harold lckes 3.J. Thomberry Ly Utrecht
Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin

HREIEEREERAR oNC 3479284

DNC222-00541

umcmm___ﬂli
Page @ ot (7]




- Revised 4/17/9
Date: __ S } X0
MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER 0'CONNOR
FROM:  HAROLD ICXES
DOUG SOSNIX

RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

on /AM?@ 1996, Penn and Schoen were authesized to:

}Lm“i‘puofm 2006 amples, st to exceed $_3 {00 _ toul.

{ ) conduct mal) tests for T.V. spots, not to excoed $ totat,

( ) other
ey Acoa onll
L \ !
e The cost will ot exceed $_2 4 OO
{ )The cost will ba allocatad at % for the DNC and
% for Clintor/ Gose 'S6
}Qmwysmdmﬂim
It will be conducted on [’lﬂﬁ&@ .
e, A/ 4!
]
¢ . Ted Caner Herold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Teff King Doug Samik Brad Marshall Joan Pollic

RSN EHRIGY DN 347927

DNC222-00530

ATTACHMENT __fﬂ.__
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Revisad 4/17/3¢

Date:
MEMORANDUM

JIENNIFER O'CONNOR

HAROLD ICKES

DOUG SOSNIX

AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

ﬁddg\a 1996, Penn and Schoen were suthorized to:
ygmagndm samples, not to excead § total.
K)m.mnmfu_j’_'r.v.m.mmms total.
{ )other A

7
2 Colln  ISY ctbppenss  S/3
~2 fm__l&wiwm;_géﬁ_ o

The cost will not exceed 3

{ )The cost will be allocated & % for the DNC and
% for Clinipn/ Gore '96

96Aumysmduumim

It will be conductad on

Ymts 0 vamy r}\-/la
signamre

s Ted Carter Harold Ickes B.J. Thomnbesry Lyn Utrecht
* Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pellitt

ERRIAREAAHEN ove 347026

DNC222-00526

arracemnr 4l £
Page__[O oz )] _ te !
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Revised 4/17/96
sha
' MEMORANDUM
TO: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DQUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

On 17/@’ a& 1596, Pean and Schoan wery axtharized to:

3 sonduct & poll of about 806 samples, not to eacoed $_20,400 _ s,

{ ) conduct mall tests for T.V. spots, nat to excead $ o/l

{ ) cther

The cox will not exceed $_R4 AIO

( JThe cost will be sllocated at % for ths DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

(.{f Attoraeys to determine
It will be conducted on
ekl w13 1%
signature
cc:  Ted Carter Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
“ Joff King Doug Sonik Brad Marshall Joan Pollint

'
'mmml ‘\“’ !

RiJR pne 3479270

DNC222-00527
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' | Revised $/23/96
Date: 7] /
MEMORANDUM W /Y
T0: JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM:  HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING 0 0
—2H
On .,l x\\\] \ 1996, Penn and Schoen was aul.h}h(nﬂ to:

’b{\g’o)ndwa :gn of about _J O samples, not to excead $_ AT eriOoul.

( ) conduct mall tests for T.V. spots, not to exceed $ topal——
( ) other .

R
20,000 >k
The cost wiil not exceed SMQ__.
( )The cont will be allocated at % for the\DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore *96

tA-Atwomeys to determine

It will be conducted on_ Loy ) D
N

[ H

e/ Tl 3{ 1Y
signature

Peter Knight Ted Carter  Harold Ickes B.). Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Pean  Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin

FEC-4292
Sub. &/23/%7

-~

aracmeent Y | of &
Page [ __or [7]
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Revised 5/23/96
Date: ___+ \ \
MEMORANDUM < ;%
O JENNIFER O'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIX ’

RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On \XJQ\\.\\ \ 1996, Penn and Schozn was authorized to;
( ) conduct a poll of shout samples, not to exceed $ total.

P).conduct mall tests for __,8__ T.V. spots, not to exceed $_/O_ACJ)  total.
( ) other

! (gégiseo(, a 53%239 j:bgﬁan“
0cns S alNack ad

The cost will not exceed $ 10, 000

{ )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore 96

%dem_m:yswdumnine

It will be conducted on 0‘1 hf Q

Vo) BUn 3y

signature
cc:  Peter Knight Ted Carter  Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Penn  Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt
FECL-4290

Sub. &/23/97
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' Revised 5123196
Date: g! 13
MEMORANDUM #§* 3 °§
JENNIFER O'CONNOR

FROM: HAROLD ICKES

RE:

DOUG SOSNIK
AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING

On

ltwinﬁmdweden 3’[3

(-4

%&\&i\)& \3 1996, Penn and Schoen was authorized to:
Y keondudt a poll of about __{n 00 _ samples, not t0 exceed $_{3 #do total,

( ) conduct mall tests for T.V. pots, not to exceed $
( ) other 4@& ﬁAJﬂv’m/g @ $3-_5:5
30l _samile @ 93

total,

The cost will not exceed § !%9 QOQ.

( )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
: % for Clinton/ Gore *96

{ ) Attoreys to determine

ﬂ‘*‘-' Favx V/ ¥ 4
signature

Peter Knight Ted Carter  Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Penn  Jeff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollin

FEC-4284&
Sub. 6/23/97

sroacmne 4L \ ef !
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Revised 5/23/96
Date: ,3} 14
mgmnum 39
TO: TENNIFER U’'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On / \ sguif (Y 1956, Penn and Schoen was authorized to: .
,?Qeondtict a poll of about __ (- CC*  samples, not to exceed S__j 3, {00 1onal,
( ) conduct mall tests for _______ T.V. spots, not to excesd $ total, .
( ) other L)k ggenss & X3S
g Ace 1

The cost will notexceed $ 12 Y (O U

{ )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore ‘96

(/Q Attorneys to determin~

Itwillbéeonductedon ﬂ--'l! Y

-

bt/ Db € {1454
signature

cc:  Peter Knight Ted Canter  Harold Ickes B.J. Thornberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Penn  leff King Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt

FFC=4704
Sub. 5/23/%7
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~ Revised 5/23/96
Date: _§ ‘ 1

TO: JENNIFER O°'CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES

DOUG SOSNIX
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On A\J ‘l\.l%\’ H 1996, Penn and Schoen was suthorizad to;

() eonduct a poll of about samples, not to exceed $

total.

£)conduct mall tests for ___ ‘Em-_spuu. not 10 exceed $_[0 000 toal,
CeadlS

( ) other

Resernsea foo RNC “lan”

The cost will not exceed $_/0 () O

{ )The cost will be allocatad at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

€3, Attomeys to determine

ltwillbéconducwdon \JS‘[ \S

Hoots Bus o197
signature

cc:  Peter Knight Ted Carter  Harold Ickes B.J. Thornberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Pean Jeff King  Doug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt

FFC-4789

sub. ©/23/%97
Tmmm._ﬁ———- '
* Y
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Revised §/23/0¢

MEMORANDUM -
TO: JENNIFER Q’CONNOR
FROM: HAROLD ICKES
DOUG SOSNIK
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PENN AND SCHOEN FOR POLLING
On /¢ ugu1s f '/_SI_ 1956, Penn and Schoen was authorized to:

It will be conducted on __Alsg, /S

cel

p{):co/nduct apoll of about __[*/\0  samples, not w exceed $__/ Q' 469 raal.

( ) conduct mall tests for T.V. spots, not to exceed $ tatal,
( ) other LZ&J e 335
o @ 31

The cost will not exceed $__| 3, Y00

( )The cost will be allocated at % for the DNC and
% for Clinton/ Gore '96

(J-Atorneys to determine

Ll
ary/s
i

Peter Knight Ted Carter  Harold Ickes B.J. Thomberry Lyn Utrecht
Mark Penn  Jeff King DPoug Sosnik Brad Marshall Joan Pollitt

FEC-4287

Sub. 6/23/97
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- .4 96 19:%9 FROM:S 120824552464 TO: 202 963 9174 nnas:a:-
: (f\
GORE Y
13 Juna 19%4
Nr. william Xnapp
Sguier, Knapp
301 and Streat, MH.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002
Dear Billt —
By close of business (3 p.m.) Thursdsy (13 Juna), ploass provide
se vith budgets for proposed medis sxpenditures for the period 17
Juna ~ 29 August 1996. Please produce two hudgsts - one for the
DNC and ona for the Re-slect. Tha budgets should be on 2 veak by
veak paais and should shovw saparats line items for the following
categoriae:
1. Talavision time (including commiceion)
3. PFroduction
3. Production coats of animatios
4. Production cocsts of spots
S. Other production costs
6. Costs of ahipping apots to stations
7. Any other coste for which you will request
rainbureesant. For thess, pleaso add g footnote
aexploining wvhat thay are.
Plesee consult Joa Sandlar and Lyn Utrecht for the eppropriste
allocation.
Pleasa call Jannifer O’Conner if you have gQuastione.
L]
Sincersly,
oy L
Harold Ickes
ce: Doug Sasnik
Xaren Hancex
Jennifar ©‘Connor
Petor Knight
Joe Sandler
10 ew AN o Woapinna oo 130 NALe=UNB o AT A3 A0 s Ay NIZ S b
LY T Y I AR NI TR W N PR} " (TP Y PR G P TP IR I PO SR T VR TT] TR C TN U errRe SAvvram W VIO TETERRAT L RL DRI E
- @
(NDIMERNANER onc 3774l
' DNC183-01269

N, 0
ATTACHMENT o A
pegs. | _of A |
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Lyn Utrecht

12024852454

12024562964

TO: 202 863 8170 PRGE: 84

HENIREEEEBMER oNc 3387742

DNC183-01270

ATT.I.CMN’!__&-% J\ O.L CA
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June 24, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
THE VICE PRESIDENT

cc: LEON PANETTA
EVELYN LIEBERMAN

- MAGGIE WILLIAMS
i RON KLAIN
i _ DOUG SOSNIK
? KAREN HANCOX
JENNIFER O'CONNOR
PETER KNIGHT

oy,
i

ju—
oo
w

o s
SE T e B

FROM: Harold Ickes

— e, g,

frmn

SUBJECT: Financial terms with The November § Group

"

As the result of several recent meetings which included Mark Penn, Bill Knapp, me,
Doug Sosnik, Peter Knight, Karen Hancox and Jennifer O°Connor, we have reached

agreement on assumptions, methodology and calculations regarding financial terms with the
November § Group ("Group®). No agreement, however, has been reached on the financial

terms themselves, There is 2 substantial gap between my last offer of 21 May and the
Group's most recent ofier of 16 June — a difference of $1.7 million in commissions on $100

million gross time buy.

EPES o i

e

We are now at the point for you to make a final decision on the tarms you are
prepared (O agree to.
Summary:

The mast recent offer by the Group on a $100 million gross time buy would result in

commissions of $T°334 million. Their September offer on $100 million gross time buy would
result in $6.825 million in commissions. My last offer on $100 million gross time buy would

result in $5.698 in commissions.

The Group's argument that they should now be paid some $600,000 more in
commissions on $100 million gross time buy compared to their September offer

FEC-4048
Sub. &/23/797

ATTACHMENT L" 2
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" (notwithstanding that there have been no material changes smumsmnces or in the unit
costs of providing services) is that they have worked these past months without the security

of a contract.

Six options are set forth for your oonudcunon at the end of this memorandum, along
with a recommendation.

In making your decision, please keep in mind: 1) the Group's offer of September,
which is $600,000 lower in commissions (based on $100 million gross time buy) than their
most recent offer of 14 June, and which is also lower than their other offers of 18 April and
29 May; 2) that when they made their September 1993 offez, they expected to make a certain

*profit® ($6.2 million in commissions and retainer fees on $80 million gross time buy which
is the total ume buy they annmpmed at !he hme :hey made theu' Septsmber oft‘er). hut

ot e N N
ey T

- substanaal amount of their pmﬁt" 'up fmnt' and 4) it is important to structure a financial

, arrangement that permits the purchase of as much air time as possible, which implies an
agreement with a bonus incentive that provides for lower commission payments to the Group
between now and 5 November with the “balance® to be paid as a "bonus® after the election,
if you are re-clected.

e .

Beginning June 1995, to date (June 25, 1996), $43.2 million in gross media time has
been spent on paid TV spots, of which approximately $4. Imillion has been paid in
commissions and $37.6 million has been used to purchase air time.*®

Based on FEC reports®®, it appears that Dick Morris is receiving at least 29% of
commissions paid on time buy, in addition to his monthly retziner of $14,000. He also is
reimbursed for all travel refated expenses. Thus for the period July 1995-25 June 1956, he
has received an approximate total of $1.34 million (29% of $4.1 million total commissions
plus $154,000 for 11 months retainer) or an average of $122,091/ month.

= The fact that the $37.6 million plus the $4.1 million don‘t add $43.2 million, is because of
the <alculation method used by the Group for its early buys.

s* Prior to the fosmation of The November 5 Group, the Re-elect and the DNC were
required to rfeport to the Federal Elections Commission ("FEC®) the amount of time buy
commissions that Squier/ Knapp paid to Dick Morris, ¢t, al, Squier, &, al, reponedly
formed the Group partially to preclude having to disclose how the commissions are spiit up
among them. Thus since the Group was formed, on or about 14 February 1996, there is no
way of determining from FEC reports how time buy commissions are divided.

2

FEC-404§
Sub. 6,23/,
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0029353

Cumnuygmm mecia time buy is some $3 miflion gross on which a
commission of 7% net is being paid. That, combined with Dick Morris’ $14,000 monthly
retainer, mmmmmmplmmmymumthcempofw
(assuming 4.3 weeks/ month) or $860.000/ month. -

Time buys of $2 million gross/ week with a commission of 7% net, plus the Morris
$14,000/ month retainer, amounts to commission/ retainer payments to the Group of

$134,097/ week or $576,617/ moath.

Actual and estimated gross time buy, commissions, media production, polling and
travel related expenses for the period December 1994 - November 1996 are detailed in
schedule A, dated 6/24/96, attached as tab A.

¢ Schedule B, dated 6/4/96, attached as tab B, describes the different proposals made
i3 beginning with the Group's proposal of September 1995.

Schedule C, dated §/10/96, attached as tab C, details the estimated proposed time
buys for the period June 1995 through 4 November 1996,

The current positions are as follows:

; (millions)
1. Group's latest ~ $80 $6.239 8.64%
of 6/14 100 7.434 8.16%

£ 120 8.016 7.26%

©$57.3 pre-convention; balance in general

©$3.4 in commission (10.4% gross or 12.5% net on first $32.9 million in
gross time buy)

06.35% net on next $67.1 million time buy

#3.0% net on all over $100 million time buy

®Average 8.64% net commission on first $30 million time buy

®Average 8.16% net commission on first $100 million time buy

®Average 7.26% net commission on first $120 million time buy

(millions)
2. Mylagtoffex  $80 $4.791 6.5%
5129 100 5.698 6.14%
120 6.467 5.77%
#$58.7 pre-convention; balance post convention net
A 3
FEC-4030

Sub. S/23/97

Pm_L of
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©33.4 in commission (10.4% gross or 12.25% net on first $32.9 million in
gross time buy)

02.58% pet commission on next $47.1 million gross time buy

©4.75% pet commission on next $20 million

04,0% pet commission on all time over $100 miilion

o Average 6.5% net commission on first $80 millicn time buy

e Average 6.14% nct commission on first $100 million time buy

@ Average 5.77% net commission on first $120 million time buy

 (millions)

Gross time buy
3. Group's Sept.  $80 $6.175 8.33%
s offer 100 6.825 7.30%
i 120 7.425 6.58%

®When they made this offer, the Group assumed:

€350 million in post convention

©10% gross commission on first $10 millicn gross time buy

7% gross commission on next $20 million

©3% gross on remainder of pre-convention spending

®7% gross on $50 million in generai

e monthly retainers of $10,000 for Penn & Schoen and $15,000 for
Squier/ Knapp for 13 months October 1995-October 1996

#] point out that when they made their September 1995 offer, they
undoubtedly expected any final agreement would be lower then their
offer.

The important fact is that in making their high September proposal (seg item 1b of
schedule B), the Group expected that total media spending would be approximately $80
million gross ($30 million pre-convention and a maximum of $50 million post-convention).
Thus when they made their September 95 offer, they anticipated eaming some $6.175
million in time buy commissions and retainer fees for Squier and Penn plus $182,000 in fees
for Morris, for a total of 36.357 million, through 5 November 1996.

Under their September offer, they anticipated «aming about $7.6 million (including
$182,000 for the Moms retainer), on $100 million gross time buy.

On 14 Tune (:g item 6 of schedule B), the Group increased their offer by $64,000 to
$6.239 million in commissions on $8Q) million gross time buy and by $600,000 to $7.433

million on_3$100 million gross time buy,
Thus, their latest proposal of 6/14 (item 6 on schedule B) on $100 million gross time

FEC-43%]
Sub. &/23/97
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buy is $600,000 over their September proposal on $100 million (see item 1b on schedule B)
and $1.7 million over my last proposal (s&¢ item § on schedule B).

Group Sept. 98 $6.825 (3ce item 1b on schedule B)
Group 6/14/96 $7.433 (322 item 6 on schedule B)
My last offer $5.698 (see item 4 on schedule A)

. . .

Qption £1: Accept their September 1995 offer, but hold $750,000 back, beginning
immediately, which would be paid if you win the election. This would result in $6.825
million in commissions on $100 million gross time buy for an average of 7.4% net,

Qption #2: Accept their September 1995 offer without holding any commissions back
until after the November election. This would give them commissions of $6.825 million on
$100 million gross for an average of 7.4% nat.

Qption #3: Accept their last offer of &/14 of $7.433, but hold back $1 million until
after the election, to be paid only if you win. This would give them commissions of $7.433
million on $100 miilion gross, for an average of 8.1% net, if you win the election.
Otherwise, they would be paid $6.433 million in commissions.

Option #4: Split the difference of $1.127 million between my last offer and their
Septembder offer. This would give them a commission of $6.26 million on $100 million

gross, for an average of 6.8% nes.

Qption #3: Split the difference of $609,000 between their September offer and their
most recent offer of 6/14 so they would be paid $305,000 more than their September '95
offer, but the $305,000 would not be paid until after 5 November and only if you win. This
would give them a commission of $7.13 million on $100 million gross, for an average of
7.8% net.

Ontion #6: Accept their last offer of 6/14/96. This would give them $7.433 million on
$100 million gross for an average commission of 8.1% net.

5 FEC-40%2
Sub. A/23/97
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Summary of the 6 options:
o . Commissions Avenige %
Commissions post Total . commission Net to
before § November 35 November commissions on $100m  siations
Opt #1 $6.075 . $.750 $6.825 T74% n2t 94
Opt 12 $6.825 $-0- $6.825 74% net 917
o $6.433 $1.0 $7.433 8.1% net 92.1
i Opt #4 $6.261 $0- $6.261 6.8% net  92.2
i Opt#s  $6.825 $.305 $7.13 7.8% net 9.7
f opt#s  $7.433 $-0- $7.433 82%net  9L1
{5
(R .
9 Recommendation:
o I think all the options listed above are too high in their favor. My last offes of
i $5.698 million in commissions (which does not include the $182,000 additional money to be:
paid to Dick Morris as a separate retainer fee) (se¢ item #5 on schedule B) is more than .
(3 generous. Based on all the circumstances, however, I recommend option #1, which will give
i the Group exactly what they offered during September. (it will, in my opinion, give them

more than they, in fact, expected to get in a final negotiated deal.) Holding back $750,000 in
commissions to be paid only if you win, gives an additional incentive to them. This option
also permits the most money to be actually spent on time buy (net to stations) than any of the
other options.

As a fallback position, I recommend option #2, which is exactly their September
offer.

Peter Knight recommends accepting option #3 which is their last offer of 6/14, but
which holds back $1 million to be paid after the election only if you win.

Finally, with time buy ranging between $2 to $3 million/ week, it is imperative to

come to closure. thif"Week, or they will have what they want leaving us with little negotiating
room. ’

FEC-4053
- 6 Sun. &/23/97

r.itﬂ“—"‘%—z (o




. Schedule A ”l% 0029357

Actual and estimated gross time buy, commissions,
medh produet!on. polllng and tnvel related

Actual:
Dec "4 g0 31 May 96 (actusl)
®gross time buy (inc. commissions): $35.4 million (6!95-5131!96)
6 commissions: 3.6 million (6/95-5/31/96)
emedia production: 1.4 million (6/95-5/31/96)
®polling: 2.1 million (12/94-5/31/96)
otravel related expenses: .114 millien (12/94-5/31/96)*
: *very rough estimate and docsn’t include Squier figures
because they are mixed in with production
‘ egross time buy (inc. commissions): $23.3 million
e commissions: 1.34 million (based on 6.35% net)
emedia production: .986 million (est.)
= epolling: .626 million (1 June - 29 August)
£ etravel related expenses: .102 million (rough est.)
26 August - 30 Augusti
egross (inc. commissions): $.816 million
®commissions $.049 million
30 August to 5 November
®gross time buy: (inc. commissions): $43.7 million
®commissions: 2.51 million -
®media production: 2.4 million
<2 polling: 2.5 million (est.)
- ¢iravel related expenses: .120 million (rough)

The estimated expenditures above are based on the memorandum of 20 June 1996
from Squier/ Knapp to Harold Ickes, gt, al,, and the polling budget dated 20 June 1996 from
Penn & Schoen,

F-Er'-m)s
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Scheduyle B - Proposals
" 1. (Intemal - “Gsoss time buy method”)
Tmebuy Netto % Commission $Commission
Statlons
la. Group9Sept $80m $M4.1m 7.96% pet $55m
{wlo S/X-P/S
tetaines)
$100m $93.5m 6.95% net $6.5m
Ib. Group9 Sept $80m $74.1m 8.33% net $6.17 m
(ins. $/X-P/8
retainge)
$ 100m $93.5m 7.3% net $6.325 m
C/IG-DNC S$80m $75.29m 6.25% net $4Mm
11 April
$100 m* $94.39 m 5.95% net $5.61 m
Groupl18 $80m $71.5m 9.8% net $7.02m ’
April
$10m $90.5 m 8.8% net $7.97m
C/G 21 $80m §3.0m 6.5% net $45.79m
May
$ 100 m* $92.79 m 6.14% net £5.70 m
Group 29 $80m $71.99m 9.04% net $6.51m
May
$100 m* $91{.0Tm 8.14% net $742m
Groupl4d $80m $72.2m 8.64% net $6.24 m
June
$100m $91l.1m 8.16% net $7.43 m
FEC-405%
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* The commission on the $20 million added to the first $80 million to get to the first $100

million ig 4.75% nét for thess proposals because all parties have agreed on that commission
’ for the next $20 million.
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