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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DC 20403

April 30, 1991

] FRED S. EILAND
PRESS OFFICER

ROBERT J. COSTA
/¥ ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR
fi4_KUDIT DIVISION

SUBJ#O'I‘: PUBLIC ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL AUDIT REPORT ON THE DOLE
FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE

Attached please find a copy of the Final Audit Report on
the Dole for President Committee which was approved by the
Commission on April 25, 1991.

informational copies of the report have been received by

all parties involved and the report may be released to the
public.

Attachment as stated

cc: Office of General Counsel
Office of Public Disclosure
Reports Analysis Division
FEC Library
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON DC 204b3

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON THE
DOLE FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE

1. Background

A, Overview

This report is based on an audit of the D:cle for

President Committee ("the Committee”) to determine whether there
has been compliance with the provisions of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act") and the Presidential
Primary Matching Payment Account Act. The audit was conducted
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(a) which states that "After each
matching payment period, the Commission shall conduct a thorough
examination and audit of the qualified campzia~ expenses of every

candidate and his authorized committees who received payments
under Section 9037."

In addition, 26 U.S.C. §9039(b) and 11 C.F.R.
§9038.1(a)(2) state, in relevant part, that the Commission may
conduct other examinations and audits from time to time as it
deems necessary.

The Committee registered with the Federal Election
Commission on March 13, 1987. The Committee’s current mailing
address is in McLean, Virginia.

The audit covered the period from the Committee’'s
inception, February 1987, through April 30, 1988. 1In addition,
certain other financial activity relating to the Cecmmittee's
Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations was reviewed
through September 12, 1988. Records relating to the Committee's
state allocations were reviewed through March 19889.

The Committee reported an opening cash balance of $-0-
total receipts of $26,856,123.99, total disbursements of
$26,336,211.41, and a closing cash balance of $519,912.58 on April
30, 1988. Under 11 C.F.R. §9038.1(e)(4), additional audit work
may be conducted and addenda to this report issued as necessary.

This report is based upon documents and workpapers which
support each of the factual statements. They form part of the
record upon which the Commission based its decisions on the
matters in the report and were available to Commissioners and
appropriate staff for review.
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B. Key Personnel

The treasurers of the Committee from its inception to
the present are as follows:

Marynell D, Reece Inception - 5/18/88

James L. Hagen 5,/19/88 - 2/1/89

Scott E. Morgan 2/2/89 - 71/14/90

James L. Hagen 7/15/90 - Present
C. Scope

The audit included such tests as verification ¢’/ total
reported receipts and expenditures and individual transactions;
review of required supporting documentation; review of
contribution and expenditure limitations; and other audit
procedures as deemed necessary under the circumstances.

ITI. Audit Findings and Recommenuutions Related to Title 2 of the
United States Code

A. Apparent In-Kind Corporate Contributions

Under Section 441b of Title 2 of the United States Code,
it is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election at which presidential
and vice presidential electors or a Senator or Representative in,
or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be
voted for, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any of the
forgoing offices, or for any candidate, political committee or

other person knowingly to accept or receive any contribution
prohibited by this section.

Section 100.7(A)(1)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that the term "contribution" includes a
gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything
of value. The term "anything of value" includes all in-kind
contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 C.F.R.
§100.7(b), the provision of goods or services without charge or at
a charge which is less than the usual and normal charge for such
goods or services is a contribution.

1. Media Commissions

The Committee contracted with Multi Media Services
Corporation (MMSC) to provide media placement services and they

contracted with Ringe Media, Inc. (RMI) to provide media planning
and production.
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In return for the performance of these services,
the committee paid MMSC a commission equal to 4% of total gross
billings for commercials placed. 1In addition, the Committee paid
RMI a commission equal to 1.5% of gross billings for air time for
commercials produced by RMI. Therefore, the Committee paid an
overall commission of 5.5%.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff
recommended that the Committee provide evidence which demonstrates
that the 4% commission paid MMSC for media placement and the 1.5%
commission paid to RMI for apparent production costs do not
constitute the provision of services at less than the usual and
normal charge and thus are in-kind contributions from MMSC and
RMI. It was further noted that the Audit staff would review any
information provided and make additional recommendations with
regard to this matter.

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee Treasurer stated that they "...entered into
arms-length negotiation with Multi Media and reached an agreement
of four percent based on the expected amount of media purchases to

be made by DFP#*/ during the campaign.”™ The following statement was
provided by the president of MMSC:

I hereby swear that to the best of my knowledge the fee
charged the Dole for Pres: ..ut Committee Inc., by my firm
was competitively priced for the presumed magnitude of
the expenditures. The fee was well within "market

levels" based on the contractual arrangements my firm had
at that time.

The Audit staff acknowledges that the trend in the
advertising industry is toward a fee arrangement and accepts the
representations made by the president of MMSC.

The Audit staff notes that for this analysis, the
1.5% paid to RMI for production costs was combined with the 4%
commission paid to MMSC for placement fees in order to compare the
overall commission to the more common situation where these
services were provided by a single firm. It is our opinion that
based on the industry trends and the statement made by the

president of MMSC, the two firms involved were reasonably
compensated.

Recommendation #1

The Audit staff recommends no further action with regard to
this matter.

*/ DFP refers to the Dole for President Committee.




2. Non-Salaried Staff Members Employed by Others

During the review of disbursements, the Audit staff
noted six Committee staff persons who received no salary from the
Committee*/. However, materials contained in Committee files
(business cards, letterhead, stationery, correspondence, etc.)
indicates that these persons were employed by other organizations.
No information was available to determine if these employees were
receiving regular salary payments from their other employers while

volunteering for the Committee, or if they were using vacation
time.

If four non-Senate staff persons were receiving
salaries from incorporated entities while in a non-vacation
status, possible corporate contributions from their employers to
the Committee may have occurred. If their regular employers were

not incorporated, it appeared likely that excessive contributions
had been received.

At the exit conference, the Committee was provided
with a list of the six staff persons involved along with their
employers, and were requested to provide information to the Audit
staff regarding any outside salary received by these persons.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff
recommended that the Committee take the following action:
° Provide evidence that the two staff persons

apparently employed by Senator Dole's office were
on the U.S. Senate payroll.

Provide information regarding salaries received by
the other four staff persons from other employers
while performing volunteer services for the
Committee. 1If one or more of these persons were
being paid by their regular employers, evidence
indicating whether regular vacation time was being
charged. Otherwise, value determinations would be

necessary as well as refunds to their regular
employers.

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee Treasurer stated that a number of volunteers
were employed while working for the Committee and that he suspects
this is a common situation. He notes that they "...made it very
clear that work done in behalf of DFP was to be done on an

individual’s own time, whether after normal hours or on vacation
or other leave time."

*/ Two of these six staff persons were apparently employed by
Senator Dole’s U.S. Senate office.




AR LT R Ty
L et

Included with the Committee’s response are
statements from four of the six Committee staff persons who
received no salary from the Committee. One of these four was
apparently employed by Senator Dole’s U.S. Senate office. He adds
that they were unable to locate the other two individuals listed.

Based on the documentation provided by the
Committee, the Audit staff accepts the Committee’s explanation.

Recommendation #2

The Audit staff recommends no further action with regard to
this matter.

B. Disclosure of Contribution Reattributions

Sections 434(b)(3)(A) and (B) of Title 2 of the United
States Code state that each report under this section shall
disclose the identification of each person who makes a
contribution to the reporting committee during the reporting
period, whose contributions have an aggregate amount or value in
excess of $200 within the calendar year, together with the date
and amount of any such contribution and each political committee
which makes a contribution to the reporting committee during the

reporting period, together with the date and amount of any such
contribution.

Under 11 C.F.R. §104.8(d)(3), if an itemized
contribution is reattributed by the contributor(s) in accordance
with 11 C.F.R. §110.1(k), the treasurer shall report the
reattribution in a memo entry on Schedule A of the report covering
the reporting period in which the reattribution is received. The

memo entry for each reattributed contribution shall be reported in
the following manner:

(i) The first part of the memo entry shall disclose all
of the information for the contribution as it was originally
reported on Schedule A;

(ii) The second part of the memo entry shall disclose
all of the information for the contribution as it was reattributed

by the contributors, including the date on which the reattribution
was received,

During the review of contributions, the Audit staff
identified an apparent problem with the Committee’s FEC disclosure
reports. Contributions received by the Committee which were less
than or equal to $1,000 and for which a reattribution letter had
been submitted to the Committee were not amended on the FEC

reports, unless the letter was received in the same reporting
period as the contribution.




This situation was brought to the Committee’s attention
during the audit fieldwork and a comprehensive amendment was filed
on November 18, 1988 which materially corrected this disclosure
problem.

Recommendation #3

As in the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommends no

further action regarding the contribution reattribution disclosure
problem discussed above.

c. Possible "Testing the Waters" Expenditures Made by
the Dole for Senate Committee

Section 9034.4(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that even though incurred prior to the date an
individual becomes a candidate, payments made for the purpose of
determining whether an individual should become a candidate,
as those incurred in conducting a poll, shall be considered
qualified campaign expenses if the individual subsequently becomes

a candidate and shall count against the candidate’s limits under 2
U.S.C. 44la’b).

such

Section 100.8(b)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that the term "expenditure" does not
include payments made solely for the purpose of determining
whether an individual should become a candidate. 1If the
individual subsequently becomes a candidate, the payments made are
subject to the reporting requirements of the Act. Such
expenditures must be reported with the first report filed by the

principal campaign committee of the candidate, regardless of the
date the payments were made.

Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that a contribution includes a gift,
subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money or anything of
value by any person for the purpose of influencing any election

for Federal office. The term "anything of value” includes in-kind
contributions.

The Audit staff reviewed the disclosure reports filed
with the Federal Election Commission by the 1386 Dole for Senate
Committee (DFS) to determine if any of the disclosed activity
appeared to relate to the Presidential campaign. A group of
transactions were identified as possible testing-the-water
expenses. A request for the records relating to these
transactions was made by the Audit staff and again by the

Commission. After both were refused, the requested records were
subpoenaed by the Commission.

The Audit staff reviewed documentation related to
21 DFS distursements paid between April 24, 1986 and December 18,
1986. Eighteen of these payments were to payees located in
Michigan which were possibly related to the Michigan Caucus held




in August 1986. The other three items were for newspaper
subscriptions in Iowa and New Hampshire.

Based on our review of the documentation, the Audit
staff noted that the 18 disbursements to Michigan payees appeared
to be related to a Detroit fundraiser held on July 1, 1986.
However, the documentation does not provide any information as to
whether this event was for the candidate’s Senate campaign or if
it was possible "testing the waters™ activity for his Presidential
campaign. No solicitation materials related to this event were
made available for our review. However, none of the contributions
raised at the event appear to have been received by the Committee.

At the exit conference the Committee Treasurer
stated that he had obtained affidavits from a 1986 DFS consultant
attesting to the fact that this event was related to the
candidate’'s Senate campaign. This consultant was later a Dole for

President employee. No affidavits were provided to the Audit
staff.

In the Interim Audit Report, it was recommended
that the Committee provide the affidavits attesting to the fact
that this event was related to the candidate's Senate campaign,
and all relevant documents including copies of any solicitation
materials associated with the event.

The Committee’s response to this recommendation
included a copy of an affidavit from Kirk Clinkenbeard which
states that in 1986, Senator Dole was seeking reelection to the
United States Senate from Kansas; that a fundraiser was held in
Michigan on July 1, 1986; that the fundraiser was for the
exclusive benefit of Dole for Senate Committee; and that no other
committee received any of the funds from the fundraiser. The

Committee also states that none of the requested solicitations
were found,

The Audit staff notes that the fundraiser was held
in Michigan rather than Kansas; that the event was held in the
month preceding the Michigan election of precinct delegates, the
first step in the selection of Republican National Convention
delegates; that the Dole for Senate Committee had sufficient
excess campaign funds to transfer $1,150,000 to the Committee; and

that Senator Dole received 71% of the vote in the 1986 general
election.

The Commission determined that this activity was

not related to testing the waters and therefore no further action
is warranted.

Recommendation $#4

Based on the Commission’s determination, no further action is
necessary with regard to this matter.
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D. Itemization of Contributions from Political

Committees
and Unregistered Organizations

Section 434(b)(3)(B) of Title 2 of the United States
Code states that each report shall disclose the identification of
each political committee which makes a contribution to the
reporting committee during the reporting period, together with the
date and amount of any such contribution.

The Committee’s receipt records were reviewed to
determine whether all contributions from political committees were
itemized. The Audit staff determined that 35 contributions from
30 committees, totaling $14,030.00, were not itemized as required.

Twelve of these contributions, from 11 unregistered organizations,
total $2,235.00.

The Committee was provided a schedule of these items at
the exit conference.

At the exit conference, the former Committee Treasurer
stated that they had employed strict controls for the recording of
contributions in excess of $200 and that it was possible that some
of the ones under $200.01 could have been recorded under an
individual’s name (such as the treasurer of the PAC) and that
these items may have been reported in the unitemized contributions
total. He added that some of the contributions in excess of $200

could have been itemized on the FEC reports under an individuval’s
name.

The Audit staff notes that the explanations provided by
these Committee officials are reasonable since our reconciliation
of the Committee’s bank accounts to their disclosure reports
resulted in immaterial differences.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee file amended Schedules A-P to correct the
itemization of contributions from political committees and
unregistered organizations.

The Committee Treasurer states in his response to the
Interim Audit Report that they agree that the Committee received
15 of the 35 contributions noted in the report, but that 8 of
these items are "not political committees as defined in the
Regulations and are below the $200.01 itemization threshold." He
further states that "if the Commission believes it appropriate,
DFP will amend its reports to reflect these contributions."” He

adds that the remaining 7 contributions "should be reported and
DFP will so amend its reports.”

The Audit staff notes that 11 C.F.R. §104.3(a)(4)(ii)
requires all committees to itemize the identification of each
contributor and the aggregate year-to-date total for such
contributor for all committees (including political committees and
committees which do not qualify as political committees under the
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Act) which make contributions to the reporting committee during

the reporting period, together with the date of receipt and amount
of any such contribution.

The Committee's response further states that the
Committee has no record of the other 20 of the 35 contributions
noted in the report. The Treasurer again points out that one of
these contributions ",...falls under itemization threshold as it is
not a ‘political comittee’." The Committee adds that for the 6
contributions {(out of these 20) for which the auditors have check
copies, they believe that "they may have been earmarked
contributions itemized under the name of the actual contributor”
and that "[{f)lor those which the auditors got their information
from the E Index, DFP believes it either did not receive the
contributions or that they were treated as earmarked."™ He

concludes that "DFP is ready to amend its reports at the direction
of the Commission."

The Committee’s suggestion that some contributions may
have been reported in the name of an individual reiterates
comments made at the exit conference. Though the Committee has

provided no additional information in the response to the Interim
Audit Report, the following is noted.

Of 35 contributions noted in the Interim Audit Report, 6
totaling $680.00 appear to have been earmarked and are deleted
from the finding. Six contributions totaling $700.00 are recorded
in the Committee’s contribution data base in the name of an
individual but are not itemized on Committee disclosure reports.
All but one of these is $200 or less. Seven contributions are
both recorded in the name of an individual and itemized on the
Committee's reports under the recorded name. These seven
contributions total $3,350.00.

An additional seven items are found recorded in the
Committee’s contribution data base under the contributing
committee’s name but are not found itemized on Committee
disclosure reports. Only two of these contributions are in excess
of $200.00. These total $1,785.00., The remaining 9 contributions
totaling $7,515.00 were taken from the contributing Committees’
reports and no further information is available concerning these
contributions. The Audit staff has not deleted these items given
the apparent problems that the Committee had with the recording of

contributions from political and other committees in the name of
individuals.

In summary, the Committee has apparently received 29
< *t.ibutions totaling $13,350.00 from political and other
conmittees which are not itemized or are incorrectly itemized.
vThe Audit staff acknowledges that some portion of these may have

been earmarked contributions for which no evidence of the
sarmarking is available.
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The Committee's response to the Interim Audit Report did
not include amended Schedules A-P to correct the itemization
problem noted above. Due to the immaterial total of these

omissions, the Commission determined that no further action isg
warranted.

Recommendation #5

Based on the Commission’s determination, no further action is
necessary with regard to this matter.

E. Dole for President Delegate Committees

The Audit staff identified eighteen delegate committees
apparently formed to support Senator Dole’s campaign. Fifteen of
these committees were located in Illinois and three in Maryland.
Senator Dole authorized thirteen of these delegate committees on
amendments to his Statement of Candidacy. Four of the five non-
authorized delegate committees filed Statements of Organization

with the Federal Election Commission and listed the Committee as
an affiliate.

1. Prohibited Contributions (Delegate Committees)

Under Section 441b of Title 2 of the United States
Code, it is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution or
expenditure in connection with any election at which presidential
and vice presidential electors or a Senator or Representative in,
or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, Congress are to be voted
for, or in connection with any primary election or political
convention or caucus held to select candidates for any of the
forgoing offices, or for any candidate, political committee or

other person knowingly to accept or receive any contribution
prohibited by this section.

Section 103.3(b)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that, contributions that present
genuine gquestions as to whether they were made by corporations may
be, within ten days of the Treasurer's receipt, either deposited
into a campaign depository or returned to the contributor. 1If any
such contribution is deposited, the Treasurer shall make his or
her best efforts to determine the legality of the contribution.
If the contribution cannot be determined to be legal, the
Treasurer shall, within thirty days of the Treasurer’s receipt of
the contribution, refund the contribution to the contributor.

Section 103.3(b)(4) states that any contribution
which appears to be illegal and which is deposited into a campaign
depository shall not be used for any disbursements by the
political committee until the contribution has been determined to
be legal. The political committee must either establish a
separate account in a campaign depository for such contributions
or maintain sufficient funds to make all such refunds.




Based on our review of the available delegate
committee records, the Audit staff identified 14 contributions
from corporations, totaling $1,350, which were not refunded or not
refunded in a timely manner.*/ These contributions were made to
the Sixth Congressional District Delegate Dole Committee
(Illinois), Dole for President 17th District Committee (Illinois),

and the 20th Congressional District Dole Delegates Committee
(Illinois).

This matter was not noted in the Interim Audit Report
because the records used to make this determination had not yet
been obtained for our review. Due to the immaterial total of

these items, the Commission determined that no further action is
warranted.

Recommendation #6

Based on the Commission'’'s determination, no further action is
necessary with regard to this matter.

2. Apparent Excessive Contributions (Delegate
Committees)

Section 44la(a)(1)(A) of Title 2 of the United
States Code states that no person shall make contributions to any

candidate with respect to any election for Federal office which,
in the aggregate, exceed $1,000.00.

Section 110.1(k) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that any contribution made by more
than one person, except for a contribution made by a partnership,
shall include the signature of each contributor on the check,
money order, or other negotiable instrument or in a separate
writing. A contribution made by more than one person that does
not indicate the amount to be attributed to each contributor shall
be attributed equally to each contributor. 1If a contribution to a
candidate on its face or when aggregated with other contributions
from the same contributor exceeds the limitations on
contributions, the Treasurer may ask the contributor whether the
contribution was intended to be a joint contribution by more than
one person. A contribution shall be considered to be reattributed
to another contributor if the treasurer of the recipient political
committee asks the contributor whether the contribution is
intended to be a joint contribution by more than one person, and
informs the contributor that he or she may reguest the return of
the excessive portion of the contribution if it is not intended to
be a joint contribution; and within sixty days from the date of

*/ Section 103.3(b) of the Code of Federal Regulations was
amended effective April 8, 1987. However, it is the
opinion of the Audit staff that t!.:» contribution refunds

were not made within a reasonabl: time as required by the
previous regulation.




the treasurer’s receipt of the contribution, the contributors
provide the treasurer with a written reattribution of the
contribution, which is signed by each contributor, and which
indicates the amount to be attributed to each contributor if equal
attribution is not intended.

Section 103.3(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that contributions which
exceed the contribution limitation may be deposited into a
campaign depository. If any such contributions are deposited, the
treasurer may request redesignation or reattribution of the
contribution by the contributor in accordance with 11 C.F.R. §
110.1(b), 110.1(k) or 110.2(b), as appropriate. 1If a
redesignation or reattribution is not obtained, the treasurer
shall, within 60 days of the treasurer’'s receipt of the
contribution, refund the contribution to the contributor.

Section 103.3(b)(4) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that any contribution which
appears to be illegal and which is deposited into a campaign
depository shall not be used for any disbursements by the
political committee until the contribution has been determined to
be legal. The political committee must either establish a separate
account in a campaign depository for such contributions or
maintain sufficient funds to make such refunds,

Section 441a(f) of Title 2 of the United States
Code states that no candidate or political committee shall

knowingly accept any contribution in violation of any limitation
on contributions.

Section 110.3(a) states that for the purposes of
the contribution limitations, all contributions made or received
by more than one affiliated committee, regardless of whether they
are political committees, shall be considered to be made or
received by a single political committee.

As noted above, the Interim Audit Report
recommended that the Committee provide the records for the
delegate committees which are affiliated with the Dole for
President Committee. At the same time, reguests were sent by the
Commission directly to the delegate committees and subpoenas for
records were sent to the delegate committees’ banks. The records
obtained from these requests and subpoenas were reviewed to

determine if any contributions in excess of the limitations had
been received.

It was determined that one individual had made an
excessive contribution to the Delegates for Dole - 8th
Congressional District-Illinois in the amount of $150.00 and that
two individuals had made excessive contributions to the Sixth
Congressional District Delegate Dole Committee (Illinois) when
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their contributions to the Delegate Committee were aggregated with
their contributions to the bole for President Committee. The
excessive portion of these two contributions totals $1,040.00.

Since the delegate committee records were not obtained
or reviewed prior to the completion of the Interim Audit Report,
this matter was not addressed in the Interim Audit Report. Due to

the immaterial total of these items, the Commission determined
that no further action is warranted.

Recommendation #7

Based on the Commission’s determination,

no further action is
necessary with regard to this matter.

F. Matters Referred to the Office of General Counsel

Other matters noted during the audit have been referred
to the Commission’s Office of General Counsel.

I1I. Findings and Recommendations Related to Title 26 of the
United States Code

A. Calculation of Repayment Ratio

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

; Section 9038.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of
) Federal Regulations states, in part, that the amount of any
. repayment sought 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 total amount of deposits of contributions
and matching funds, as of the candidate’s date of ineligibility.

The formula and appropriate calculation with respect to
the committee's receipt activity is as follows:




LT e Ty N T TR s w Ly
e Ep T q:._m;«:_ﬁ__g'yjrzng*:ﬁ: ks
SRS

-14-

Total Matching Funds Certified through the
Date of Ineligibility - 3/29/88

Numerator plus Private Contributions Received
through 3/29/88

$6,604,354.65
= .278907

$6,604,354.65 + $17,075,095.59

Thus, the repayment ratio for non-qualified campaign
expenses is 27.8907 percent.

B. Determination of Net Qutstanding Campaign Qbligations

Section 9034.5(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations requires that within 15 calendar days of the
candidate’s date of ineligibility, the candidate shall submit a
statement of net outstanding campaign obligations which contains,
among other items, the total of all outstanding obligations for

®

= qualified campaign expenses and an estimate of necessary winding
~ down costs.

T
O

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

The Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

~ (NOCO) is the basis for determining further matching fund

entitlement. Senator Dole’s date of ineligibility was March 29,
- 1988. Consequently, he may only receive matching fund payments to
. the extent that he has net outstanding campaign obligations as

defined in 11 C.F.R. §9034.5.

The Committee filed a NOCO statement which reflected the
Committee’s financial activity at March 29, 1988 and filed revised
NOCO statements with each subsequent matching funds request. The
Audit staff analyzed the Committee’s September 12, 1388 NOCO,
which accompanied their final matching funds request, and made
adjustments to the NOCO by reviewing the Committee’s financial
activity as of that date. A review of the Committee’s financial
records through February 28, 1989 and the Committee’s disclosure
reports through December 31, 1990 was performed to adjust the NOCO

figures. The Committee’s NOCO as adjusted by the Audit staff
appears below:
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pDole for President
Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

as of September 12, 1988 a/

ASSETS

Cash in Banks

Accounts Receivable

Capital Assets
TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES

Accounts Payable for
Qualified Campaign
Expenses as of 9/12/88

Contribution Refunds:
Paid between 9/13/88-
12/31/90
Due for Excessive
Contributions:
Inds/Pol. Comtes
Campaign America
pDue for Prohibited
Contributions

Total Contribution Refunds
Payments for Non-Qualified
Campaign Expenses 3/30/88-

9/12/88

Winding Down Costs
Salaries/Consulting
Adnin and Finance

Additional winding Down
Costs Noted Subsequent
to Interim Audit Report

Estimated Winding Down

Costs (as of 12/31/90)

Total wWinding Down Costs

Checks Voided Subsequent

to Interim Audit Report

TOTAL LIABILITIES

$115,972.78
178,868.43 b/
4,500.00

155,262.17 ¢/

$ 5,900.00 4/

13,975.00
42,247.248 e/

_60,842.38

122,964.62

(33,582.65) £/

40,222.44 ¢/
51,466.22 c/9/

63,308.27 h/

11,305.75 h/

166,302.68

(42,854.20) h/

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

$299,341.21

368,092.6.
$(68,751.4;
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Notes to September 12, 1988
Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations

All figures shown were determined as of 9/12/88 unless
otherwise noted.

Accounts Receivable includes refunds, rebates and
reimbursements received between 9/13/88 and 12/31/90. Amounts
received between 9/13/88 and 11,/30/88 were verified via the
Committee’s Accounts Receivable records. Figures between

12/1/88 and 12/31/90 are per reports filed and are subject to
audit verification.

These amounts include actual payments and estimated amounts

based in part on Committee disclosure reports and are thus
subject to change.

Contribution Refunds paid between 9/13/88 and 12/31/90
include refunds of prohibited contributions, contributions
with incorrect payees and other refunds. Figures included
are per reports filed and are subject to audit verification.

Excessive in-kind contribution related to testing the waters

expenditures made by Campaign America (See Finding
I11.C.12.).

Under 11 C.F.R. §9034.4(b)(2), an expenditure which is in
excess of any of the limitations under 11 C.F.R. Part 9035
shall not be considered a qualified campaign expense, which
precludes such expenditures from inclusion in the NOCO
presentation as set forth at 11 C.F.R. §9034.5. These
expenditures were determined by the Audit staff to be

allocable to Iowa or New Hampshire and are included in
Finding C.9. and 10.

Admin and Finance includes travel costs, rent, office space,
other overhead costs and fundraising.

These figures are subject to audit verification.
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Therefore, as of September 12, 1988, the candidate's
maximum remaining entitlement was $68,751.41. Using the
Commission's matching fund records and the Committee’s disclosure
reports as verified by the Audit staff, it was determined that the
Committee received $19,962.83 in private and public funds between
September 13, 1988 and September 30, 1988, the date of receipt for
the Committee’s final matching funds payment.

Conclusion

As of September 30, 1988, the date of receipt for the
Committee’s final matching funds payment, the candidate had not
received matching funds in excess of entitlement. This analysis

is subject to change based on future adjustments to the NOCO
statement.

c. Use of Funds for Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses -
Allocation of Expenditures to States

Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the United States Code
states, in part, that no candidate shall knowingly incur qualified
campaign expenses in excess of the expenditure limitations
applicable under section 44la(b)(1)(A) of Title 2.

Section 9038.2(b)(1)(A) of Title 11 of the Code of

Federal Regqulations provides, 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 purposes other than to
defray qualified campaign expenses. Section 9038.2(b)(2)(ii)(a)
states that an example of a Commission repayment determination
under paragraph (b)(2) of this section 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 C.F.R. §9035.

Sections 44la(b)(1)(A) and d4la(c) of Title 2 of the
United States Code and Section 9035(a) of Title 26 of the United
States Code provide, in part, that no candidate for the office of
President of the United States who is eligible under Section 5033
of Title 26 to receive payments from the Secretary of the Treasury
may make expenditures in any one State aggregating in excess of
the greater of 16 cents multiplied by the voting age population of

the State, or $200,000, as adjusted by the change in the Consumer
Price Index.

Section 106.2(a)(1l) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that expenditures incurred by a
candidate’s authorized committee(s) for the purpose of influencing
the nomination of that candidate for the office of President with
respect to a particular State shall be allocated to that State.

An expenditure shall not necessarily be allocated to the State in
which the expenditure is incurred or paid. 1In the event that the
Commission disputes the candidate’s allocation or claim of
exemption for a particular expense, the candidate shall
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demonstrate, with supporting documentation, that his or her
proposed method of allocation or claim of exemption was
reasonable. Further, 11 C.F.R. §106.2(c) describes the various
types of activities that are exempted from State allocation.

Section 106.2(c)(5) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that an amount equal to 10% of
campaign workers salaries and overhead expenditures in a
particular State may be excluded from allocation to that State as
an exempt compliance cost. An additional amount equal to 10% of
such salaries and overhead expenditures in a particular State may
be excluded from allocation to that State as exempt fundraising
expenditures, but this exemption shall not apply within 28
calendar days of the primary election.

Section 106.2(b)(2)(iv) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that overhead expenditures
include, but are not limited to, rent, utilities, office

equipment, furniture, supplies, and telephone service base
charges.

For the 1988 election, the expenditure limitation for
the State of Iowa was $775,217.60 and for the State of New
Hampshire was $461,000.00. The Committee provided computerized
worksheets to the Audit staff that indicated allocable costs to
Iowa and New Hampshire of $793,230.82 and $462,462.20
respectively, as of October 31, 1988. These totals agreed with

the totals disclosed by the Committee on its FEC Form 3P, Page 3
as of March 31, 1689.

The Audit staff reviewed the Committee’s allocation
worksheets and analyzed the Committee’s allocation methods. Based
on this review the following additions to the Committee’s
allocation totals are required.

1. Twenty-Five Percent Fundraising Exemption -
Travel, Events - Senator Dole and Events -
Elizabeth Dole

The Committee applied a 25 percent fundraising
exemption to the following expense code categories: Travel
(Intra-state), Events - Senator Dole, and Events - Elizabeth Dole.
The Committee did not apply the exemption to expenses within 28
days of either primary election.

The Committee Treasurer stated that the 25 percent
exemption was taken to reflect the fundraising efforts associated
with these three categories. He explained that whenever Senator
Dole and Elizabeth Dole were traveling, they would make a request
for contributions. Twenty-five percent was selected by the
Committee as a "reasonable" judgment of what these requests were
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worth to the Committee’s fundraising efforts. No explanation for
the inclusion of the Travel category in this calculation was
offered by the Committee. No other evidence to support this
exemption was provided.

Neither the Act nor the Commission’s Regulations
provide for a fundraising exemption for these expense categories.
In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff noted that in the
staff’s opinion the Committee had not demonstrated that 25 percent
fundraising exemption is reasonable. It was also noted that,
absent the submission of documentary evidence to demonstrate that
these exemptions are reasonable, the amounts excluded by the
Committee from the Iowa and New Hampshire expenditure limitations
($28,450.36 and $13,997.06, respectively) had been included in the
Audit staff’s calculation. Finally, the Committee was requested
to submit evidence which revealed the nature of the fundraising

appeal for each event, how the appeal was delivered and the amount
of resulting contributions.

In response to the Interim Audit Report, the

Committee Treasurer cites 11 C.F.R. §100.8(b){(21)(i) which he
quotes as follows:

"*Any costs incurred by a candidate...in connection
with the solicitation of contributions are not expenditures if
incurred by a candidate who has been certified to receive
Presidential Primary Matching Fund Payments...’'"™ He continues
that "’{iln connection with the solicitation of contributions’ is
defined at 11 C.F.R. §100.8(b)(21)(ii) as meaning’...any cost
reasonably related to fundraising activity...’'"™ The Treasurer I
states that "without the transportation of Senator and Secretary

Dole through Iowa and New Hampshire, its fundraising appeal would
have been zilch."

In response to the Audit staff’s Interim Audit
Report request for evidence which reveals the nature of the
fundraising appeal for each event, how the appeal was delivered
and the amount of resulting contributions, the Committee states
that "[t)lhe nature of the fundraising appeal was ’'Please give
money,’ the appeal was delivered by voice and the amount received
is irrelevant."” The Treasurer further argues that the direct
costs listed in 11 C.F.R. §100.8(b)(21)(ii) are not exclusive and
that they must only be reasonably related to fundraising. He adds
that "[t)he fact that the Audit staff does not believe the
transportation and event costs associated with the Senator and
Secretary represent ’'reasonable’ fundraising costs does not

preclude them from being such costs"™ and adds that the Committee
took only 25% of these costs as exempt.

The Treasurer concludes that without these costs,
the Committee would not have raised much money and that "a
reasonable person might believe that 25% of such costs were
reasonably associated with fundraising."
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The Audit staff reiterates that in order to exempt
from allocation the expenditures included in the three categories
discussed above, documentation supporting a2 fundraising appeal
which can be associated with the expenditures is necessary. Since
no such documentation was provided in the Committee'’s response to

the Interim Audit Report, no adjustment to the allocations has
been made.

2. Fundraising Exemptions - Direct Mail Costs

The Committee separated their direct mail costs
into two categories: Postage/Printing and Newsletter/Postcards.
For allocation purposes, the Committee excluded a percentage of

these direct mail costs as fundraising. This percentage varied
from item to item.

The Audit staff reviewed the documentation related
to the Iowa and New Hampshire direct mail costs which had been
given fundraising exclusions by the Committee to determine if
these exclusions were supported. These mailings were targeted for
these two states. The auditors did not accept the fundraising
exclusions for the costs which had no solicitation samples
available to review or for costs which had solicitation samples
without a request for funds.

The Committee excluded the following amounts as the
fundraising share of the direct mail costs:

Iowa $217,643.73
New Hampshire $ 43,877.56

Based on the Audit staff’s review of supporting
documentation regarding these direct mail costs, we were able to
verify $23,369.76 of the $217,643.73 excluded by the Committee for
Iowa, leaving the solicitation of funds unverified for direct mail
costs of $194,273.97 ($217,643.73 - $23,369.76). The Audit staff
applied a 100% fundraising allocation to the $23,369.76 of direct
mail costs which contained a fundraising appeal resulting in a
credit of $20,370.42 for items not allocated 100% by the
Committee. The adjusted unverified Iowa total is $173,903.55
($194,273.97 - $20,370.42).

The Audit staff reviewed the Committee’s allocation
worksheets regarding Iowa direct mail costs and noted purposes

such as postcards announcing town meetings, Iowa newsletters,
announcement letters, etc.

For New Hampshire, the Audit staff was able to
verify $129.50 of the $43,877.56 excluded by the Committee. 1In
addition, the Committee includes an adjusting journal entry in the
amount of $(6,418.91) for which no support has been provided.
Therefore, the Audit staff was unable to verify $43,748.06 of the
$43,877.56 excluded by the Committee for New Hampshire ($43,877.56
~ $129.50). The Audit staff applied a 100% fundraising allocation
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to the $129.50 of direct mail costs which contained a fundraising
appeal resulting in a credit of $129.50 for items not allocated
100% by the Committee. The adjusted unverified New Hampshire
total is $43,618.56 ($43,748.06 - $129.50).

The Committee was provided copies of workpapers in
support of the auditors' figures.

The Committee’'s response to the Interim Audit
Report includes explanations and documentation related to Iowa
direct mail costs which the Committee believes documents a 50%

fundraising exemption for several items noted as unverified by the
auditors.

Based on our review of this information, the Audit
staff has determined that of the $173,903.55 noted as unverified
Iowa direct mail costs, $121,967.77 of these costs contained a
direct fundraising appeal. 1Included in this amount is postage
which as a result of material submitted can be associated with a
particular solicitation. 1Included in this amount is postage which
as a result of documents submitted can be associated with a
particular solicitation. The remaining $51,935.78 ($173,903.55 -

$121,967.77) is still unverified and is allocable to the Iowa
state limit.

The Committee’s response did not address the
$43,618.56 of unverified New Hampshire direct mail costs and

therefore $43,618.56 is allocable to the New Hampshire state
limit.

it should be noted that the Audit staff applied
100% of the direct mail costs which contained a fundraising appeal

to exempt fundraising, as opposed to the 50% requested by the
Committee.

3. Allocation of Intra-State Phone Calls Paid for
With Telephone Credit Cards

Section 106.2(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that expenditures incurred by
a candidate’'s authorized committee(s) for the purpose of
influencing the nomination of that candidate for the office of

President with respect to a particular State shall be allocated to
that State.

The Audit staff reviewed Committee headquarters
telephone bills from April 1987 through March 1988 to determine
the total amounts of intra-state :1ore calls made in Iowa and New
Hampshire which were charged on Co:nittee telephone credit cards.
The Committee did not allocate these intra-state calls to the
appropriate states. No explanation for this omission was provided
by the Committee.
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The total of intra-state calls, adjusted for the
10% compliance and 10% fundraising exemptions, are as follows:

Iowa $23,280.46
New Hampshire $ 1,696.44

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee states that they agree with these
allocations.

4. Phone Bank Operations

Section 106.2(a)(1l) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regqulations states, in part, that expenditures incurred by
a candidate’s authorized committee(s) for the purpose of
influencing the nomination of the candidate for the office of the
President with respect to a particular State shall be allocated to
that State. An expenditure shall not necessarily be allocated to
the State in which the expenditure is incurred or paid.

Section 110.8(c)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that for State limitations,
expenditures for fundraising activities targeted at a particular
State and occurring within 28 days before that state's primary
election, convention or caucus shall be presumed to be
attributable to the expenditure limitation for that State.

The Committee had a phone bank operation located in
Kansas City, Kansas from July 1987 through February 1988 and
another in Wisner, Nebraska from October 1987 through February

1988. The auditors reguested copies of the phone bank scripts but
the Committee never provided them.

Kansas City Phone Bank

The Audit staff reviewed U.S. Sprint telephone
invoices which contained 42,544 phone calls from the Kansas City
phone bank, of which 5,587 (13%) were calls made to Iowa telephone
numbers. The total cost of the Iowa calls was $1,054.80. Calls
made to New Hampshire were determined to be immaterial.

To derive the Iowa share of the other related phone
bank costs, the Audit staff applied the 13% (Iowa percentage) to
the other cost categories on the phone bills: Federal Excise Tax,
Features Federal Taxes, Wats Equipment Charge and Volume Discount.
The total Iowa share of these costs is $73.01. The 13% was then
applied to Rent, Salaries, and Reimbursements related to the phone
bank. These costs were also adjusted for the 10% compliance and
10% fundraising exemptions. The total Iowa share of these costs is
$2,328.30. The total Iowa portion of the Kansas City phone bank
is therefore $3,456.11 ($1.054.80 + $73.01 + $2,328.30).

The Commitice 1id not allocate any of the costs
associated with the Kansas City phone bank to Iowa. At the exit
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conference, the Treasurer stated that the Kansas City phone bank
was set up to influence the entire country and therefore, the
costs are not allocable to Iowa. He cited 11 C.F.R.
§106.2(b)(2)(v) which states that expenditures for telephone calls
between two States need not be allocated to any State.

The Committee was provided with copies of

workpapers in support of the auditors’ figures at the exit
conference.

In the response to the Interim Audit Report, the
Committee stated that they agreed with the Audit staff’s
allocation of $73.01 to Iowa as the Iowa share of the other
related Kansas City phone bank costs. They also agreed with the
allocation of $2,328.30 to Iowa as the Iowa share of Rent,
Salaries and Reimbursements related to the Kansas City phone bank.

However, the Committee did not agree with the
allocation to Iowa of $1,054.80 of Iowa telephone call charges
made from the Kansas City phone bank. The Committee cited 11
C.F.R. §106.2(b)(2)(v) which states that expenditures for
telephone calls between two states need not be allocated to any
state. The Committee asserted that "DFP fails to see how such

plain language can be interpreted in any way except to exempt toll
charges from state allocation.”

The Committee added that they did not find any
language in the Regulations or appropriate Explanations and
Justifications, as cited by the auditors in the Interim Audit
Report, that refuted the "plain meaning” of 11 C.F.R.
§106.2(b)(2)(v).

The Committee also cited 11 C.F.R. §106.2(b)(1)

which states that unless otherwise specified under 11 C.F.R.
§106.2(b)(2), an expenditure incurred by a candidate'’'s authorized
committee(s) for the purpose of influencing the nomination of that
candidate in more than one state shall be allocated to each state
on a reasonable and uniformly applied basis. The Committee then
noted that "[i]n case anyone wonders if the toll charges involved
here qualify as an ‘expenditure’ for interstate calls, it should

be noted that DFP paid the cost of these calls directly and that
no third party was involved.

The Committee Treasurer additionally quoted the
Explanation and Justification from the February 4, 1983 Federal
Register which states that "Subsection (b)(2)(v) sets forth a new
method for allocating telephone charges other than base service
charges. All calls made within a particular State must be
allocated to that State. Calls made between two States, whether
or not using toll free service, are exempted from allocation."™ He
added that the phrase "are exempted fr-m allocation" was simple to
understand. The Committee Treasurer : . .itnued that "[i)ln the 1987
rewrite of many of the state allocation cegulations the Commission
again states that '[i)nter-state calls remain exempt from
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allocation under paragraph (b)(2)(v).'" He added that "I again do
not see any meaning beyond what that simple statement states" and
that "[{t}lhe Commission specifically considered the exemption and
chose not to change the language."

A similar issue arose in the audit of the 1984
presidential campaign of Senator John Glenn. 1In that case, the
Final Audit Report stated that the interstate telephone call
exemption was designed to eliminate the problems of trying to
allocate telephone calls between offices of a campaign committee.
Eventually, the dispute over these costs went to litigation. John
Glenn Presidential Committee v. FEC, 822 F.2d 1097 (D.C. Cir.
1987). The Commission maintained that the regulation only applies
when an expenditure is directed at attracting voters in more than
one state. The court accepted this as a "rational explanation of
the Commission’s regulations.” 822 F.2d at 1102. Since Iowa
voters alone were the objectives of the telephone expenses, the
court held that the "Commission reasonably concluded that the

governing prescription was contained in 11 C.F.R. §106.2(a)(1)."
822 F.2d4 at 1102,

Since the telephone calls from the Kansas City
phone bank were not exclusively targeted to Iowa, the Commission
has determined that the $1,054.80 of telephone charges for calls
made to Iowa are not allocable to the Iowa spending limitation.
However, the $2,401.31 ($73.01 + $2,328.30) of other costs
associated with the Kansas City phone bank are allocable to Iowa.

In their response to the Interim Audit Report, the Committee
agreed with this allocation.

Nebraska Phone Bank

The Committee had a phone bank operation in Wisner,
Nebraska.*/ The Audit staff reviewed the Great Plains
Communication telephone invoices which contained 445,914 toll
calls. Of these calls 338,675 (75.95%) were calls made to Iowa
phone numbers. The cost of these Iowa calls was $106,612.38.

To derive the Iowa share of the other related phone
bank costs, the Audit staff applied the 75.95% (Iowa percentage)
to the other cost categories on the phone bills: Equipment
Charges, Federal Tax, Volume Discount and Telephone Facility Fee.
The total Iowa share of these costs is a credit
of $(2,452.73). The 75.95% was then applied to Salaries and
Overhead Costs related to the phone bank. These costs were
adjusted for the 10% compliance and 10% fundraising exemptions.
The total Iowa share of these costs is $64,634.96. The total lowa
portion of the Nebraska phone bank is therefore $168,794.61
($106,612.38 + $(2,452.73) + $64,634.96).

*/ Wisner, Nebraska is located in northeast Nebraska about 40
miles from the Iowa border.
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buring the fieldwork the Committee Treasurer stated
that they allocated phone bank salaries and overhead costs to Iowa
but that the telephone calls made from the phone bank to Yowa were
not allocated to Iowa because they were considered interstate
calls and therefore not allocable pursuant to 11 C.F.R.
§106.2(b)(2)(v).

At the exit conference the Treasurer reiterated
that in his opinion, calls from Nebraska to Iowa were not
allocable to Iowa and the Committee had complied with the
regulations. The Audit staff explained that in our opinion, the

phone bank was set up primarily to target Iowa and therefore all
calls to lowa are allocable to Iowa.

Based on the rationale as set forth above, the
Commission has determined that since telephone calls from the
Nebraska phone bank were not exclusively targeted to Iowa, the
$106,612.38 of telephone charges for calls made to Iowa are not
allocable to the Iowa spending limitation. Since the Committee
allocated $64,136.94 in non-telephone costs to Iowa from the
Nebraska phone bank, the Audit staff concludes that a credit in
the amount of $(1,954.71) ($64,634.96 + ($2,452.73) - $64,136.94)
should be applied to the Committee’s Iowa allocations.

Conclusion

The Committee agrees with the Audit staff's additional
allocation related to the Kansas City phone bank for costs
associated with the phone calls made to Iowa. After the deletion
of the Iowa phone calls, the allocation to the Iowa spending
limitation for the Nebraska phone bank is overstated by a similar

amount. The resulting change to the existing allocations is
immaterial.

5. New England (NE) Regional Office

Section 106.2(b)(2)(iv)(B) of Title 11 of the Code
of Federal Regulations states, in part, that except for
expenditures exempted under paragraph (c) of this section,
overhead expenditures of a committee regional office or any
committee office with responsibilities in two or more States shall
be allocated to each State on a reasonable and uniformly applied
basis. For purposes of this section, overhead expenditures
include but are not limited to, rent, utilities, office equipment,

furniture, supplies and telephone service base
charges.

Section 106.2(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that in the event that the
Commission disputes the candidate’s allocation or claim of
exemption for a particular expense, the candidate shall
demonstrate, with supporting documentation, that :is or her

proposed method of allocation or claim of exemption was
reasonable.
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The Committee maintained an office in Manchester,
New Hampshire which they treated as a regional office for six
states in New England. The six states, along with the Committee’s

allocation percentages, and their respective primary/caucus dates
are as follows:

New Hampshire (60%) 2/16/88
Massachusetts (20%) 3,/08,/88
Maine (5%) 2/26/88
Vermont (5%) 3/01/88%/
Rhode Island (5%) 3/08,/88"
Connecticut (5%) 3/29/88

The Committee Treasurer stated that the allocation
percentages were developed in the Fall of 1987 and were based on a
weighted average of anticipated hours to be worked by "regional"
staff persons on each of the six states. The Audit staff asked if
any adiustments to these percentages were made by the Committee
during the operation of the regional office or after it ceased to

exist to reflect actual experience. The Treasurer responded that
no adjustments were made.

A request was made by the auditors that the
Committee provide any planning documents used for the set-up and
operation of the Manchester office as the NE Regional Office. The
Committee Treasurer stated he would attempt to locate any
documentation related to the planning of the regional office.

In an attempt to evaluate the reasonableness of the
Committee’s allocation of the Manchester office as the NE Regional

Office, the auditors performed a number of analyses to identify
the activities which related to the states involved.

a. Review of Payroll and Overhead Costs

A review was performed to identify payroll and
overhead costs which the Committee allocated directly to the six
states. With this information, a determination was to be made as

to the extent the Committee offices located in the NE Region
functioned autonomously.

The Committee allocated $123,550.54 of payroll
costs (Salaries**/ - $43,937.39, Consultants - $79,613.15) directly
to the six states whereas $86,348.36 of payroll was allocated to
the NE Region. 1In addition, the Committee allocated $110,810.51
of overhead costs directly to the six states whereas $86,668.67 of
overhead was allocated to the NE Region. Categories of overhead

costs include Telephone (Intra-state), Rent/Utilities, Supplies
and Equipment (see Attachment 1).

r/ Non~binding Primary. Republican Caucus - 4/26/88.

**/ 1Includes FICA calculations as determined by auditors.
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The Audit staff noted that of the $43,937.39 {n
salaries allocated directly to the six states by the Committee,
$~-0- was allocated directly to New Hampshire. Massachusetts
received the largest portion - $37,085.69. Of the $79,613.15 in
consultant fees allocated to the six states, only $15,313.55 was
allocated directly to New Hampshire by the Committee. Therefore,
direct charges to New Hampshire represent only 12% of salaries and
consulting fees direct charged to the States within the region.

The Audit staff further noted that of the
$110,810.50 allocated to the six states for the overhead
categories, only $15,241.11 (or 14%) was allocated directly to New
Hampshire by the Committee. Massachusetts again received the
largest portion - $56,052.93 (or 51%).

It is the opinion cf the Audit staff that based on
the Committee's direct allocations of payroll/overhead to the NE
Region states, the Committee had independent offices in all these
states but did not acknowledge an office for New Hampshire. For
example, the Committee made direct allocations to New Hampshire of
payroll and overhead in the amount of $30,554.66, compared to
Massachusetts - $107,383.62, Maine -~ $28,574.47 and Vermont -
$35,838.79. The primary dates for Massac' .setts, Maine and
Vermont were 3/8/88, 2/26/88 and 3/1/88 respectively, whereas the

New Hampshire primary was held on 2/16/88 and is traditionally the
most significant primary in the region.

b. Review of Staff Vendor Files

The Audit staff reviewed all available vendor files
and travel reimbursement documentation for Committee staff whose
salaries or consulting fees were included in the payroll costs
allocated to the NE Region by the Committee. A determination was
attempted as to whether these employees appeared to be performing

"regional"” activities or activities associated with just one of
the states.

Of the five staff persons whose salaries were
allocated to NE Region, four of them traveled extensively for the
Committee, However, these four persons only left New Hampshire
occasionally and no trips to the other states were documented
after October 24, 1987. The Audit staff noted that many of these
trips were to Boston, Massachusetts for staff training and staff
meetings. The available documentation did not indicate any
training or meetings occurring in New Hampshire. The fifth person
apparently did not travel. Because of the nature of the available
documentation, the Audit staff was unable to determine the
assignments or projects these persons were involved in during
their employment with the Committee.

The Regional Director for the New England Region
worked out of the Committee’s headquarters in Washington, D.C.
after 6/1/87. His consulting fees were allocated 100% to
Fieldstaff - Consultants (i.e., National Operations). A review of
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his vendor files revealed that he traveled from D.C. to New
Hampshire frequently for short visits and occasionally visited the
other NE states. Again, no documentation was available to
determine the projects he worked on.

Of the three staff persons whose consulting fees
were allocated to the NE Region, one was the Executive Director
for the Massachusetts state office. A review of his vendor files
did not show him leaving Massachusetts while employed by the
Committee, The Committee originally allocated his $18,500 in
consulting fees to NE Region but later adjusted it by
reclassifying $15,500 of these fees to Massachusetts.

The second consultant, who was a resident of
Vermont, was the Executive Director for the Vermont office and the
only staff person for the Maine office. He primarily traveled in
Vermont and Maine with a few trips to New Hampshire. The Committee
originally allocated his $15,500 of consulting fees to NE Region
but later reclassified $14,000 of these fees to Vermont.

The third consultant performed computer services
from 8/9/87 through 2/27/88. Because she was a Manchester, New
Hampshire resident and had no travel reimbursements, the auditors
concluded that she worked at the Manchester office. This person
received eight checks from the Committee for her services - five
were allocated to NE Region - Equipment ($1,522.50, 8/9/87-
11/14/87), one was allocated to New Hampshire - Consultants
($457.50, 11,/15/87-12/19/87), one was allocated to NE Region -
Consultants ($365.00, 12,/20/87-1/31/88) and the final one was
allocated to New Hampshire - Consultants ($142.50, 2/1/88-
2/727/88). The auditors were unable to identify the projects she
worked on from the available documentation.

c. Review of Committee’s NE Region Allocations

The auditors performed a review of the available
supporting documentation for all the Committee's allocations to
the NE Region account codes to evaluate the allocations. Direct
allocations by the Audit staff to the six states was undertaken
based on our review of the vendor files (see Attachment 2).

Based on our review of the information made
available, it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the Committee
has not demonstrated that the office in Manchester, New Hampshire
functioned as a regional office. Therefore, the Audit staff has
determined that the $150,506.55 of costs allocated to the NE
Region by the Committee are allocable to New Hampshire. Since the
Committee has allocated 60% of this total to New Hampshire through
its regional allocations, the additional allocation to New
Hampshire is $54,341.62, determined as follows:

S R




Audit Allocations to
New Hampshire

Additional Portion to
New Hampshire

LESS:

Audit Allocations of New
England Regional Expenses to
Other 5 NE Region States

Overallocated % to
New Hampshire

Additional New Hampshire
Allocation

d. Committee Comments

$150,506.55

x .40
60,202.62

9,768.33

x .60
{(5,861.00)
$5¢4,341,62

At the exit conference the Committee Treasurer
stated that control of the offices in the other NE states was from
the office in Manchester, New Hampshire and that expenses
allocated directly to these states does not preclude the use of
percentage allocations in a regional office concept. The former
Treasurer stated that the "regional" office in Manchester remained
open after the New Hampshire primary (2/16/88) which he believes

supports their regional allocations.

It appear

s from the auditors

review of the vendor files that the NE Region’s salaried employees
were paid for the last time on 3/2/88 for the period 2/16/88-
2/29/88, or one pay period after the New Hampshire primary. No
records were available to show the duties of the NE Region office

or employees.

At the exit conference, the Committee was provided
with copies of work papers in support of the auditors’ figures.

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee Treasurer explains that "[alt the beginning
of the campaign, DFP knew that a number of New England states
would have early electoral tests of one sort or another" and that
"[blecause of this, it was important that we utilize our resources
in the months leading up to the various tests so as to maximize

our success."

The Committee Treasurer states that in June of
1987, the Committee reviewed its staffing needs for the six New
England states and they determined to sf*- up a
New Hampshire. He further states that ...the
some part, made with the beneficial affects it
spending limit problem”™ but that "the decision

regional office in
decision was, in
would have on the
was primarily made
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because of the understanding that the region’s top people would
necessarily spend most of their time in New Hampshire and

therefore that state made the most sense to host a regional
office."

He continues by stating that "[o)Jnce a decision was
reached to place a regional office in New Hampshire, staff was
asked to review the duties of the five New England staff people
and make a determination of how much time each was expected to
spend on New Hampshire versus the other New England states over
the next several months as a whole. For any given week the time
actually spent on one state or another might be different but 1I
thought it appropriate to have an allocation formula based on the
entire campaign rather than adjust it from one week to the next."

The Committee provided a copy of a memo dated June
23, 1987 in which the Treasurer points out that with the exception
of the 70% estimated for the New Hampshire Executive Director, all
employees were estimated to spend 40% of their time on New
Eampshire (see Attachment 3). The Committee Treasurer states that
"{gliven the extreme doubt with which I knew the auditors would
view a regional office, I set the regional allocation to 60% for
New Hampshire, 20% for Massachusetts and 5% for the other four
states.”™ The Committee also provided a New England Regional
Committee newsletter from November 1987 which contains articles

regarding the Committee’s regional approach to the New England
states (see Attachment 4).

The Committee takes exception to the Audit staff’s
analysis of the direct costs to the other NE Region states. They
state that "[tlhe fact that DFP chose to have a regional office
does not preclude it from having offices in the states covered by
that regional office. That would be like saying that because we
had a national office, we shouldn't have offices in the field. Of
course we had significant direct costs in the states outside of
New Hampshire, we were trying to win everywhere."

The Audit staff contends that based on our analysis
of direct costs allocated to the NE Region states that it appeared
that the Committee had independent offices in the five states
other than New Bampshire. Since the direct costs allocated to New
Hampshire were minimal, the "Regional Office” more closely
resembled a New Hampshire state office than a regional office.

The Committee points out that the Audit staff notes
that $173,017 of payroll/overhead was allocated to the NE Region
but that the Audit staff does not acknowledge that 60% of that
figure was allocated to New Hampshire via the NE Region
allocations. This 60% allocation is acknowledged in several
places in the interim audit report. They add that they believe
that a state with a regional office would have little in direct
costs but would have the lion share of regional costs, which they
point out is supported by the auditors’ figures.

DGR T E S
7 3
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The Committee also contends that the Audit staff
does not mention that the Committee paid $700 in January for
another office in Manchester, New Hampshire and over $3,000 for
space it took over from the Haig Committee, which was all
allocated directly to New Hampshire. They add that as in the
other states, the Committee had space dedicated directly to New
Hampshire. The Audit staff points out that the Committee paid
$1,400 on November 30, 1987 to the same vendor that the $700 was
paid to in January 1988. This $1,400, for one month’'s rent plus a
$700 security deposit, was allocated to the NE Region. Also, of
the $3,013.66 paid to the Haig Committee in February 1988; $66.66
was for rent, $47 was for utilities and $2,900 was for the
purchase of yard signs.

Therefore, office rent allocated by the Committee
directly to New Hampshire totalled only $766.66. Contrary to the
Committee'’s assertion, these expenses, which they direct charged
to New Hampshire, were taken into account by the Audit staff as
1llustrated by Attachment 1, which was also attached to the
interim audit report. Available documentation does not allow a
determination to be made regarding that portion of NE Region rent
expense which relates solely to New Hampshire.

In the Committee’s response, the Treasurer states
that he was confused by the $150,506.55 figure on page 21 of the
Interim Audit Report. This figure was the portion of costs
allocated to the NE Region by the Committee which the auditors
determined, from a review of the available supporting
documentation, was allocable to New Hampshire.

The Committee also takes exception with the Audit
staff’s statement that the New Hampshire primary is traditionally
the most significant primary in the region. The Committee states
that they are not claiming that New Hampshire was unimportant and
that the 60% allocation reflects this belief.

The Committee further states that if the Audit
staff does not believe the allocation formula was reasonable then
the Audit staff should provide the Committee with the allocation
formula it deems as reasonable. Without documentation in support
of the programs, activities and staff assignments involving the
six states deemed NE Region states by the Committee, the Audit
staff is unable to determine an allocation formula. 1If these
materials had been provided by the Committee to the Audit staff
when requested during the fieldwork and again in the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee’s allocation formula could have been
reviewed for reasonableness or an alternative could have been
proposed once it had been demonstrated that the Manchester office
was actually a regional office.

The Audit staff concludes that, based on available
information, the Committee’s Manchester, New Hampshire office
functioned primarily as the New Hampshire office. As noted above,
the New Hampshire primary is traditionally the most significant
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primary in the region. The Committee acknowledges this in their
response to the interim audit report and notes that their 60%
allocation of the NE Region to New Hampshire reflects the State’'s
importance. The Audit staff also believes that 60% is conceivably
a reasonable allocation of any regional expenses incurred by the
Committee. As noted in the Interim Audit Report and discussed
above (Page 20), the Committee allocated no salary and relatively
small amounts of consulting and overhead directly to New Hampshire
(see Attachment 1). For the majority of expenses related to the
New Hampshire office, the Committee does not distinguish between
expenses which were incurred for their New Hampshire campaign and
those which may have been "regional®". Rather, the regional
expense allocation was applied to the total of these two types of
expenses. This point is demonstrated by Attachment 3. 1In this
memorandum, the Committee makes estimates of the portion of
certain individuals’ time that would be dedicated to New Hampshire
versus regional work.*/ However, when the allocations were done,
rather than applying the regional allocation formula to the
regional portion of these salaries, it was applied to the sum of
the New Hampshire and regional portions. No documentation is
available to allow the Audit staff{ to determine the regional
versus New Hampshire portions of tnec expenses associated with the
NE Region. Finally, it is noted that when all salaries, overhead
and other expenses for the states in the NE Region are taken

together, the Audit staff’s New Hampshire allccation represents
only 46% of the total.

No changes have been made to the Interim Audit Report
allocations.

6. Compliance Exemptions - Media Costs

Section 106.2(B)(2)(1i)(B) states that expenditures
for radio, television and similar types of advertising, including
any commission, purchased in a particular media market that covers
more than one State shall be allocated to each State in proportion
to the estimated audience. It further states that the allocation
shall be done using industry market data.

Section 106.2(c)(5)(i) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that exempt compliance costs
are those legal and accounting costs incurred solely to ensure
compliance with 26 U.S.C. 9031, 2 U.S.C. 431 AND 11 C.F.R. Chapter
I, including the costs of preparing matching fund submissions.
The costs of preparing matching fund submissions shall be limited

to those functions not required for general contribution
processing.

Section 441d(a)(l) of Title 2 of the United States
Code states that whenever any person makes an expenditure for the

%/ No information is available to determine if these estimates
proved to be accurate.
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purpose of financing communications expressly advocating the
election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate, or solicits
any contribution through any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, outdoor advertising facility, direct mailing, or any
other type of general public political advertising, such
communication, if paid for and authorized by a candidate, an
authorized political committee of a candidate, or its agents,
shall clearly state that the communication has been paid for by
such authorized political committee.

The Committee applied a 10% compliance exemption to
their media costs which according to the Committee treasurer

represents the costs incurred for including the disclaimer notice
required by 2 U.S.C. §441d(a) on broadcast media. The amounts
exempted by the Committee were as follows:

Iowa $16,061.46
New Hampshire $13,961.15

The Audit staff disagrees with the Committee's
application of compliance exemptions to their media costs.

The cited regqulations on media allocation make no
provision for a compliance allocation. Further, the definition of
a compliance cost speaks in terms of cost solely to ensure
compliance. The section goes on to explain one category of
expense where an incremental cost analysis is used to determine
which costs will be considered solely to ensure compliance. Though
not contemplated by the regulation, if a similar analysis was
attempted on media, the incremental cost would appear to be at the
production stage rather than for air time. Production costs need
not be allocated to any state.

Some exceptions to the "solely to ensure
compliance™ test have been provided by Commission regulations.
These relate to salary and overhead costs for both state and
national headquarters operations. Percentages are given for
compliance deductions for these categories of expenses. These

exceptions are, however, very specific and narrowly drawn and do
not cover broadcast media.

.

At the exit conference, the committee treasurer
referred to advisory opinion 1988-6 which allowed the allocation
of 50% of media air time costs to fundraising if a request for
funds as short as 3 seconds occurred. The Audit staff does not
believe that a deduction for compliance is analogous. First, the
advisory opinion notes that ads have two purposes, the raising of
funds and influencing of voters. The required notice does not add
a third reason for running the broadcast, but is required as a
condition of accomplishing one or both of the two campaign
purposes. Second, to qualify for a fundraising exemption, 11
C.F.R. §100.8(b)(21) requires that expenditures need only be "in
connection with the solicitation of contributions" while to
qualify as a compliance expense, 11 C.F.R. §100.8(b)(15) requires




that expenditures be "solely to ensure compliance."

At the exit conference, the Committee was informed
of the Audit staff’s position. No documentation supporting the

Committee’s application of a 10% compliance exemption to broadcast
media costs has been provided.

In the Committee's response to the Interim Audit
Report, the committee reiterates that they incurred costs to air
the required disclaimer. They further state that "[w]hether or
not DFP would have incurred such costs in any event is, at best,
difficult to determine. DFP believes 10% was reasonable, the
auditors did not."

Since the Committee did not provide any
documentation in support of their application of a 10% compliance
exemption to broadcast media costs, no adjustment will be made to

the auditors’ allocations for the compliance exemptions related to
media costs.

7. Broadcast Media

Section 106.2(b}(2)(i)(B) of Title 11 of the Code
of Federal Regulations requires that expenditures for radio,
television and similar types of advertisements purchased in a
particular media market that cover more than c.e State shall be
allocated to each State in proportion to the estimated audience.
This allocation of expenditures, including any commission charged

for the purchase of broadcast media, shall be made using industry
market data.

The Committee contracted with Multi Media Services
Corporation (MMSC) to provide media placement services and they

contracted with Ringe Media, Inc. (RMI) to provide media planning
and production.

The Audit staff reviewed all available radio and
television station invoices to determine if Committee allocations
to Ilowa and New Hampshire were reasonable. The reasonableness of
the allocations was tested by referring to the Arbitron television
market share percentages and the Arbitron Ratings Radio Station
Reference Report (1987 edition).

The major difference between the Committee’s media
allocations and the allocations determined by the Audit staff was
due to the auditors’ use of the Arbitron Radio book for New
Hampshire. At the exit conference, the Treasurer stated that he
was unawave of the existence of this book. The Committee had used
the television percentages for their radio allocation which for
New Hampshire resulted in a much lower allocation figure.
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The allocation figures for broadcast media are as

follows:
Audited Committee Difference
Iowa $163,210.60 $160,614.62 $ 2,595.98
New Hampshire 176,907.39 139,611.50 37,295.89

Therefore, the additional allocations are $2,595.98
and $37,295.89 to Iowa and New Hampshire respectively.

The Committee was provided with copies of work
papers in support of the auditors’ figures.

The Committee agrees with the Audit staff’s
additional allocations regarding broadcast media.

8. Media Commissions (Production)

The Committee paid RMI a commission equal to 1.5%
of gross air time costs for all placemer*s of commercials produced
by RMI. This was in addition to the 4% ¢ ~ission paid to MMSC
for commercials placed and a $40,000 monthly fee paid to RMI. No
allocations were made by the Committee to Iowa and New Hampshire
for the 1.5% commission paid to RMI. At the exit conference the
Treasurer stated that the RMI commissions were considered
production costs and therefore not allocable to the state limits
pursuvant to 11 C.F.R. §106.2(c)(2). However, the auditors contend
that the amount of these fees was dependent on the usage of the
commercials and was therefore directly related to air time.

The following amounts were allocable:

Iowa $177,642.75 x 1.5% = $2,664.64
New Hampshire $199,205.42 x 1.5% = $2,988.08

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit
Report, the Committee takes exception to these allocations. They
state that "...its contract with its media producer (Ringe Media)
called for a flat monthly fee plus an additional payment based on
the extent we used the commercials he produced."” The Committee
adds that they do not understand the relevance of the auditors’
contention that the amount of these fees was dependent on the
usage of the commercials and was therefore directly related to air
time. They continue that a producer would receive more funds as
the frequency of airing the commercials increased and that they do
not know what "directly related to air time" has to do with the
fee being considered a production cost.

Although the Committee feels that the 1.5%
commissions paid to Ringe Media, Inc. were media production costs
and ther~fore not allocable pursuvant to 11 C.F.R. §106.2(c)(2),
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the Audit staff contends that the 1.5% of gross billings for
time paid to RMI is a cost of media placement and like other
costs is allocable to Iowa and New Hampshire.

air
such

S. Individuals’ Travel and Salary

Section 106.2(b)(2)(ii) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that salaries paid to persons working
in a particular state for five consecutive days or more, including
advance staff, shall be allocated to each State in proportion to
the amount of time spent in that State during a payroll period.

Section 106.2(b)(2)(iii) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that travel and subsistence
expenditures for persons working in a State for five consecutive
days or more shall be allocated to that State in proportion to the
amount of time spent in each State during a payroll period. For
purposes of this section "subsistence"” includes only expenditures
for personal living expenses related to a particular individual
traveling on committee business, such as food or lodging.

Section 106.2(c)(5) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that an amount equal to 10% of campaign
workers’ salaries and overhead expenditures in a particular State
may be excluded frcm allocation to that State as an exempt
compliance cost. An additional amount equal to 10% of such
salaries and overhead expenditures in a particular State may be
excluded from allocation to that State as exempt fundraising

expenditures, but this exemption shall not apply within 28 days of
the primary election.

The Audit staff reviewed the vendor files related
to Committee staff travel in Iowa and New Hampshire to identify
travel and salary costs which although allocable were not
allocated to these states by the Committee.

This review revealed that expenditures for intra-
state travel and subsistence had been incurred by staff persons in
Iowa and New Hampshire who were in these states on five or more
consecutive days but were not allocated to the states by the
Committee. The related payroll costs for these persons was also
calculated and included as expenses allocable to these states. The
payroll was calculated for the period of time in which these
persons were documented as being in these states and was adjusted
for the compliance and fundraising exemptions as appropriate.

Based on this review, the Audit staff determined
that the following travel and salary cost totals be allocated to
Iowa and New Hampshire:
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Iowa New Hampshire

Travel $46,584.43 $51,309.52
Salary 60,793.78 15,039.73
TOTAL $107,.378.2]) $66,349,25

The Committee was provided schedules of these
travel and salary costs at the exit conference.

In the Committee’'s response to the Interim Audit
Report, they provide arguments on a few of the travel and salary
costs allocated to Iowa and New Hampshire by the auditors.

The Audit staff allocated to Iowa the salary of Tom
Synhorst (co-Regional Director for Iowa) for paydays from March
13, 1987 through March 1, 1988 (also see Exhibit H). The
Committee agre-s with the Iowa allocations for the salary payments
for paydays January 1, 1988 through February 15, 1988 ($7,059.78).
They disagree with the allocation of his 1987 salary payments
($42,867.20) and one salary payment covering the period February
15, 1988 through March 1, 1988 which the Committee notes was after
the Iowa caucus ($2,418.98) Salary payments allocated to Iowa by
the Audit staff totaled $52,345.96.

The Committee states that for the 1987 salary
payments, the auditors need more than a person’s position to
allocate the costs to Iowa. They add that they do not believe
that the auditors have any record of Mr. Synhorst being in Iowa
more than four consecutive days and that "[t]lhis is not because we
were being cute and hiding his expenses somehow."™ The Committee
further states that "...in the beginning, Mr. Synhorst was
responsible for Kansas, a state DFP placed a great deal of
importance in" and that "Mr. Synhorst returned to Washington on a
regqular and frequent basis."” The Committee then states that "Mr.
Synhorst may have violated the four day rule at some point of
which I am unaware, but I believe the burden is still on the Audit
staff to make such a showing."

The Audit staff notes that it included Tom
Synhorst's 1987 salary payments as allocable to Iowa because of
his position as co-Regional Director for lowa, because the
Committee provided him with an apartment in Des Moines, lowa from
March 1987 through February 1988 and because we were unable to
determine from the documentation provided by the Committee the
exact dates Mr. Synhorst was in Iowa or when he had returned to
his permanent residence in Washington D.C., which he apparently
did quite frequently. The auditors did note, from airline
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reservation*/ and expense reimbursement documentation, at least
sixteen occasions where Mr. Synhorst appeared to be in Iowa for
five consecutive days or more.

As far as the inclusion of the paycheck covering
the period February 15 through March 1, 1988, which the Committee
disagrees with, the Audit staff notes that we included his salary
through the end of February because the Committee paid for the
rental of his Des Moines apartment for the month of February. The
available documentation for Mr. Synhorst’s expenses indicates that
he was in Iowa through the date of the lowa caucus (2/8/88), but
that the auditors were unable to determine if he remained in Iowa
through the end of February. Based on the Committee’s argument,
the Audit staff has deleted the $2,418.98 of salary to Tom
synhorst for the February 15 through March 1, 1988 pay period.

The Committee objects to the auditors' allocation
of one-fifth of a payment ($597) to Long Lines Limited for airfare
which represents Tom Synhorst’s share of the payment. He was one
of the five Committee officials on the flight. They state that
the trip was in April of 1987 and that "[u]nless the auditors have
evidence that he had broken the four day rule this charge should
be removed." The Audit staff notes that the date of travel was
April 14, 1987, that the trip was within Iowa only, and that
according to airline reservation documentation for Tom Synhorst,
he was in Iowa from April 8 through April 15, 1987. Based on this
information, the $597 allocation to Iowa will remain unchanged.

Given that Committee records do not establish Mr.
Synhorst's whereabouts, his position with the campaign, and his
association with a Committee-provided apartment in Des Moines, the
Audit staff made no further adjustments to Mr. Synhorst’s salary.
when the Commission considered this matter, it was determined that
$17,858.87 of his 1987 salary was allocable. This amount is based
on the number of days during 1987 that available documentation
indicated he was in Iowa for periods of five consecutive days or
more. This documentation generally established an Iowa arrival
date and an Iowa departure date but did not always account for his
whereabouts for each of the days in between.

Next, the Committee disagrees with $15,377.20 in
air charter service charges which the auditors have allocated to
Iowa. This figure is comprised of amounts from three payments.

The first amount allocated by the auditors to Iowa
was $3,448.00 for two flights on February 7, 1988. the first
flight was from Omaha, Nebraska to Ft. Dodge, Iowa and included
Senator and Mrs. Dole and six other Committee officials and staff.
It should be noted that the Audit staff considered this Iowa

*/ This information shows only reservations not actual £flights

and does not include travel not arranged by the Committee’s
travel agency.
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intra-state travel because the entourage attended an event in
Glenwood, lowa prior to flying to Ft. Dodge, Iowa via an Omaha,
Nebraska airport. The second flight was from Ft. Dodge, Iowa to
Des Moines, Iowa with the same eight persons aboard.

In the Committee’s response, they point out that
Mrs. Dole was in Iowa from February 7 through 9 (less than five
days) and therefore her costs were not allocable. The Audit staff
concurs with this statement and therefore backs out her share of
these two flights, as well as an additional share for the
Committee staff person who accompanied her on these trips. The

adjusted total for the first amount is therefore $2,586.00
($3,448.00 - $862.00).

The second amount allocated by the auditors to Iowa
was $6,091.20 for two Iowa intra-state flights for Senator Dole
and five other staff members who were in Iowa for at least five
days. No change to this amount has been made.

The third amount allocated by the auditors to lowa
was $5,838.00 which, according to the check tissue, was for "air
travel E. Dole and staff."” The auditors were unable to
determine from the Committee's records where this trav-1 occurred,

when this travel occurred, and except for Mrs. Dole, ..o the
travelers were,

The Committee provided documentation which
demonstrated that this payment was for inter-state travel and

therefore not allocable to Iowa. The Audit staff has adjusted the
allocable amount to Iowa by $5,838.00.

The Committee further objects to the $5,212.18 in
Visa card charges which the auditors have allocated to lowa. This
total is for six charges ($5,128.42) by Senator Dole, for which
the transaction dates were 12/29/87 for one item and early
February 1988 for the other five items, and one charge by Mrs.
Dole {($83.76) with a transaction date of 2/7/88. The 12/29/87
charge by Senator Dole ($72.02) was for a purchase at Radio Shack
in Keokuk, Iowa and the other five charges by Senator Dole in
early February 1988 were travel-related and were around the

February 3 through February 9, 1988 time period he was documented
to be in Iowa.

Since Mrs. Dole was documented to be in Iowa from
February 6 through February 9, 1988, the Audit staff concurs with

the Committee for this item and has deleted the $83.76 from Iowa
allocation.

The Committee states that it is confused over the
auditors' allocation of charges to New Hampshire related to costs
incuwrred at the Merrimack Hilton.

The Committee made 2 payments to the Merrimack
Hilton totaling $9,184.88. The first on August 24, 1987, was a




deposit for "election night/week."™ This $4,000 was allocated to
New Hampshire by the Committee. The second payment was $5,184.88
made on January 28, 1988 and represents the balance due on the
charges. Of this amount, $802.50 was allocated to New Hampshire
by the Committee. The amount billed by the Merrimack Hilton
includes charges for Senator Dole and Committee staff between
February 9 and February 16, 1988. Among these charges are a suite
for one week for the Doles ($1,917.44), one staff room
($1,917.44), two rooms for seven nights ($1,168.44), ten rooms for
three nights ($2,503.80), uvse of the grand ballroom ($802.50), and
an unspecified charge of $714.76. The Audit staff allocation of
$4,221.88 was determined as follows:

Total Payments $ 9,184.88
Less: Press Filing Room ( 160.50)
Committee Allocations (4,802.50)
Additional Allocation S 4,221,88

The charge for the ten rooms for 3 nights is
included though the documentation does not indicate who, if
anyone, occupied the rooms. This charge is therefore allocable
under the general allocation provisions of 11 C.F.R. §
106.2(a)({1). Since no d--umentation was provided by the Committee

to refute the auditors’ allocation, the $4,221.88 amount remains
unchanged.

10. Non-Travel and Salary

During the review of vendor files the Audit staff
noted non-travel and salary costs which were allocable to Iowa and
New Hampshire but were not allocated to these states by the
Committee. Examples of costs in these categories include meeting
expenses, car rentals, telephone, event expenses, and newspaper
subscriptions. The Audit staff determined that non-travel and
salary costs, which were allocable to Iowa and New Hampshire,
totaled $64,008.61 and $34,170.96 respectively.*/

The Audit staff provided schedules of these non-
travel and salary costs to the Committee at the exit conference.

Iowa

The Committee objects to the following charges
allocated to Iowa by the Audit staff:

*/ These allocable amouuw.s have been reduced due to Polling
Expenses having been moved to section 11 below ($16,200.00
in Iowa and $14,697.52 in New Hampshire).




{a) Southwestern Bell, $379.95

The Committee states that the equipment was
sent to Iowa for the announcement tour but did not remain there
since it was used by the advance staff after Iowa. The Audit
staff notes that since no information was provided regarding
how long the equipment was used in Iowa, the $379.95 allocated to
Iowa remains unchanged. The invoice date for this equipment was
November 24, 1987 so it is possible the equipment was in Iowa for
at least two months through the date of the lowa caucus (2/8/88).

{b) R.G. Dickinson & Co., $72.00

The Committee states that this item was
charged to an account which was subsequently allocated to lowa.
The Audit staff concurs and has deleted this item.

{c) RST Marketing, $32,189.33

The Committee provided a sample of the
fundraising letter from Senator Chuck Grascley (Iowa) which the
auditors agree demonstrates that the cc-* Aassociated with this
mailing are exempt fundraising. Of the $,.,189.33 allocated by
the auditors, $25,880.86 was related to the Grassley mailing and
has been deleted. 1In addition, since the Committee allocated 10%
of the cost of this mailing to the Iowa state limitation

($2,875.65), the auditors have allowed a credit in this amount to
Iowa.

The Committee did not provide any information
regarding the remaining $6,308.47 paid to RST Marketing, so that
amount will remain allocated to Iowa.

{d) Postmaster, $7,076.41

This item was included in the documentation
provided to the Committee at the exit conference but was not
included in the Interim Audit Report figures. The Committee was

provided with the revised documentation shortly after the exit
conference.

New Hampshire

The Committee also objects to the following charges
allocated to New Hampshire by the Audit staff:

(a) Southwestern Bell, $379.95

For the reasons provided earlier under Iowa
for this vendor, the $379.95 allocated to New Hampshire has not
been adjusted.




(b) Manchester Union Leader, $85.80

The Committee states that this charge was for
a subscription for the national office. The Audit staff concurs
and has deleted this item.

{c) State of New Hampshire, $1,000

The Committee states that they thought filing
fees were exempt. The Audit staff contends that the $1,000 filing
fee is allocable to New Hampshire.

(d) Thomas Rath, $10,855.25 -

The Committee states that Mr. Rath was a
national consultant who lived in New Hampshire but worked for the
national committee. They add that his travel expenses will
reflect this and that "[jlust because someone has his checks
mailed to his home in New Hampshire does not mean that New
Hampshire is all they knew about."

The Audit staff notes that they reviewed
invoices related to Mr. Rath's consulting firm, Rath & ¥Young, and
allocated costs, such as telephone conferences, which involved
Committee staff known to be New Hampshire campaign personnel.
Also included are costs related to any intrastate New Hampshire
travel. Overall expenses and adjustment credits noted on each
invoice were prorated by the auditors based on the percentage of
time determined to be New Hampshire related.

The auditors note that costs not related to
New Hampshire were not allocated to New Hampshire, as suggested by
the Committee. The total costs allocated to New Hampshire was 41%
of the total amount billed.

(e) william Landau, $3,000

The Committee states that this charge was for
a van wreck in Massachusetts and that even though New Hampshire
was written on the supporting documentation, it occurred in
Massachussetts. Since the documentation supports this

explanation, this charge has been deleted from New Hampshire
allocation.

11. Polling Expenses

Section 106.2(b)(2)(vi) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that expenditures incurred for the

taking of a public opinion poll covering only one state shall be
allocated to that state.

The Interim Audit Report explained that the
Committee made payments totaling $621,435.28 to the Wirthlin Group
for polling services. It was further explained that the Audit
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staff reviewed the available documentation related to these
payments, but that it was not possible to determine if the
Committee’s allocation of the expenses to spending limitations was
correct because the documentation did not detail the coverage of
the polls. The only exceptions were three payments related to
Iowa and New Hampshire Focus Groups. These payments total
$16,200.00 for Iowa and $14,697.52 for New Hampshire, and were

included in Finding II.E.10., Non-Travel and Salary Costs, of the
Interim Audit Report,

In the Interim Audit Report it was recommended that
the Committee provide documentation related to polls conducted by
the Wirthlin Group that would establish in which state the polls
were conducted. It was also noted that after the documentation
was reviewed additional recommendations may be forthcoming.

In response to the Interim Audit Report

recommendations the Committee states that "Iowa was the obvious

place to assess national media. The voters were more aware than
?: any other state other than New Hampshire. Calling something an

Jowa Focus Group does not mean that the expenditure was intended
X to influence Iowa voters.”™ The Committee’s response also states
- that one payment of $479.52 was for interstate travel and

therefore not allocable. No documentation related to any of the
- polling expenses was included with the Committee's response.

Subsequent to the receipt of the Comnittee’s
response to the Interim Audit Report, the Commission issued
subpoenas to both the Committee and the Wirthlin Group requiring
- the production of the necessary records. The records provided

indicate that the Committee conducted two public opinion polls in
- the State of Iowa and three in New Hampshire. The cost of these
polls requires allocation to the state spending limitations.

The records produced also showed that the Committee
A commissioned one Focus Group in Iowa and two Focus Groups in New
- Hampshire. The pollster’s reports were provided for the Iowa

Focus Group and one of the two conducted in New Hampshire. These
reports make it clear that the commercials being evaluated were
produced specifically for use in Iowa or New Hampshire. They also
indicate that the participants in the Focus Groups were all
residents of the state involved. Finally, it is noted that both
Focus Group reports indicate that the participants were also asked
to view commercials being aired by one or more of Senator Dole'’'s
opponents. At the time of the Interim Audit Report only one of
the two New Hampshire Focus Groups had been identified. The cost
of both were included in the allocable amount by the Audit staff.
It was also l@acned that the $479.52 payment, which the Committee
states is interstate travel, was travel related to one of the New
Hampshire Focus Groups, and as such is allocable.
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A final item identified from the review of the
polling records is a $4,000.00 per month retainer paid for the
months of January through March of 1988. A prorata portion of

this retainer has been allocated to Iowa and New Hampshire by the
Audit staff.

The Commission has determined that the Focus Groups
and the pro rata share of the monthly retainer are not allocable.
The remaining allocable polling expenses are as follows:

Iowa New Hampshire
Allocable Polling Expenses $ 57,486.25 $ 57,578.50
Less:
Committee Allocations {35,989.00) (25,942.00)
Additional Allocations $ 21,497.25 S 31,636.50

12. "Testing the Waters" Expenditures Made by
Campaign America

Section 9034.4(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states that even though incurred prior to the
date an individual becomes a candidate, payments made for the
purpose of determining whether an individual should become a
candidate, such as those incurred in conducting a poll, shall be
considered qualified campaign expenses if the individual
subsequently becomes a candidate and shall count against the
candidate’s limits under 2 U.S.C. 44la(b).

Section 100.8(b)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of
Federal Regulations states, in part, that the term "expenditure”
does not include payments made solely for the purpose of
determining whether an individual should become a candidate. 1If
the individual subsequently becomes a candidate, the payments made
are subject to the reporting requirements of the Act. Such
expenditures must be reported with the first report filed by the

principal campaign committee of the candidate, regardless of the
date the payments were made.

Section 100.7(a) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that a contribution includes a gift,
subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money or anything of
value by any person for the purpose of influencing any election

for Federal office. The term "anything of value" includes in-kind
contributions.

The Audit staff reviewed the disclosure reports
filed with the Federal Election Commission by Campaign America
(CA), a registered multicandidate committee associated with the
candidate. The review was intended to determine if any of the
activity disclosed by CA appeared to relate to the Presidential
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campaign. A group of transactions were identified from the CA
reports which were questioned as possible testing-the-water
expenses. A request for the records relating to these
transactions was made by the Audit staff and again by the

Commission. After both were refused, the requested records were
subpoenaed by the Commission.

Campaign America registered with the Commission in
March 1978. As background, Attachment 5 shows Receipts,
pDisbursements and year end Cash On Hand for each year from 1978
through 1988. A significant increase in activity is noted in 1986
and the first quarter of 1987. According to a copy of a

newsletter provided by CA Senator Dole is the "Honorary Chairman”
of CA.

As noted above, certain records were obtained from
CA via subpoena. The records obtained were for the period August,
1986 through April 1987 and included cancelled checks and related
invoices for disbursements to vendors and persons shown on CA
reports as having an Iowa or New Hampshire address. The Interim
Audit Report presented an analysis of the documents obtained along
with related activity noted in CA reports. Based on that
analysis, the Interim Audit Report concluded that the records
indicate the possibility of a "testing-the-waters" campaign by CA
on behalf of the Committee. It was also noted that the
information obtained was limited to payees with an Iowa or New
Hampshire address and therefore omitted many possible

"testing-the-waters” disbursements made to payees with addresses
outside of those States.

The Interim Audit Report also stated that the
disbursements which were considered potential "testing-the-waters"”
in Iowa total $210,049.41. Of that amount, $173,826.46 was
believed attributable to the Iowa spending limitation. 1In New
Hampshire the total was $24,775.11 with $23,329.73 attributed to
the spending limitation. 1It was also noted that for purposes of
the review the "S5-day rule" as set forth in 11 C.F.R. §
106.2(b)(2)(iii) was not applied because the persons involved were
CA personnel not Presidential Committee workers. Though the
allocable amounts were stated in the report, they were not
included in the preliminary calculation of amounts in excess of
the Iowa and New Hampshire spending limitations pending the

Committee’s response to the Interim Audit Report and the review of
additional records.

In the Interim Audit Report it was recommended that
the Committee provide all documents associated with disbursements
made by Campaign America and/or any state level account, division
or committee which relate in any way to lowa or New Hampshire for
the period January 1, 1986 through March 31, 1987.
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In addition, the Committee was requested to provide
the following:

1. The script(s) used for the telemarketing program that was
conducted in lowa in October and November, 1986;

2. The follow-up letter(s) used for the telemarketing

program that was conducted in Iowa in October and
November, 1986; and

3. All documents including, but not limited to invitations,
hand-outs, press releases, flyers, transcripts, and

speeches which relate to appearances made by Senator
Pole in Iowa and New Hampshire.

In a separate letter to CA's Treasurer, the
Commission requested that CA provide documents relating to
disbursements made by Campaign America in Iowa and New Hampshire
in connection with the presidential campaign of Senator Robert
Dole that were not previously provided and specifically:

"1. All documents relating to all disbursements made by
Campaign America Iowa Division and Campaign America New Hampshire
from January 1, 1986, to March 31, 1987. This request includes,
but is not limited to invoices, canceled checks, debit memoranda,
bank statements, signature cards, and accounting records.

"2. The following documents:

a. the script(s) used for the telemarketing
program that was conducted in Iowa in October and November, 1986;

b. the follow-up letter(s) used for the

telemarketing program that was conducted in Iowa in October and
November, 1986; and

c. All documents including, but not limited to
invitations, hand-outs, press releases, flyers, transcripts, and

speeches which relate to appearances made by Senator Dole in Iowa
and New Hampshire."

' In its response to the Interim Audit Report the
Committee treasurer states that "DFP strongly, but respectfully,
objects to this recommendation. The two are separate committees.
DFP is not required to maintain CA’s records nor has it maintained
such records. As such, DFP is unable to provide any regquested
records.” The Comnittee provided no further information.

However, Counsel for CA responded to the request
for records made of that committee. Though denying any CA
disbursements were in connection Senator Dole’s presidential
campaign, copies of documents, including bank statements invoices
and cancelled checks for expenditures relating to Iowa or New
Hampshire were provided. 1In addition, CA provided the script and




related documents used for the telemarketing program in Iowa; a
follow up letter associated with the telemarketing effort, and

several documents relating to CA speeches made by Senator Dole in
Iowa and New Hampshire.

The conclusions presented below are based on an
analysis of the documents provided by CA in response to the

request for records, material obtained via subpoena and discussed

in the interim audit report, CA and other committee disclosure
reports, and Committee records.

a. Iowa

The Audit staff concludes that CA engaged in
Presidential testing-the-water activity in 1986 and 1987 and that
portions of that activity are allocable to the Iowa spending

limitation. Specific programs and types of expenses are discussed
below:

i. Telemarketing

The largest single program that CA conducted
in Iowa appears to be a telemarketing program which took place in
October and November of 1986. According to the telemarketin
contract, the phone calls were to begin on October 16, 1986 and be
N completed by October 30, 1986. The election date was November 4,
O 1986. The contract stated that people who responded favorably to

the survey would be sent a follow-up letter. An additional series

of phone calls was added later and were to be completed by
November 2, 1986.

~—\
- The Reports Analysis Division questioned CA
: about the telemarketing program. 1In a letter from Judith Taggart,
~ CA Treasurer, dated June 24, 1987 it was explained that this
program was "to determine the best means for supporting 1986 state
e and federal candidates"™ and "no lowa candidates were named in this
effort, thus the expenditure was general party building.” 1In

correspondence, this telemarketing effort is referred to as either
Iowa Phone Program, Get Out the Vote Program, or survey.

In a letter from the telemarketing firm to the
treasurer of CA, the telemarketing firm noted that "Floyd Brown,
your field representative for this region has been extremely

helpful in making this survey most successful for Senator Dole."
(emphasis added)

The Audit staff reviewed the CA disclosure
reports to identify candidates and committees supported by CA
between October 16, and November 4, 1986. Only $7,750 was spent
by CA in direct support; $3,000 for Federal candidates, $2,500 for
State candidates and $2,250 for local party committees. 1In
addition, in-kind disbursements totaling $9,791.98 for the

follow-up mailing mentioned in the telemarketing contract were
reported to seven state candidates.
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In response to the Commission’s request for
records associated with the interim audit report, CA submitted
additional documentation for the telemarketing program.

An early August 1986 CA internal memorandum
states that the purpose of the program would be "To assist
Governor Branstad and other state and local candidates in Iowa by
conducting a GOTV program featuring the Majority Leader" (emphasis
added). Under "outline™ the memo states that Republican voters
would be called and asked their position on state and local
elections, whose endorsement would make them more likely to
support the GOP candidates, queried about their attitude on farm
policy, and finally, tested on their level of participation.

Certain respondents then were to receive a follow-up letter. (See
Memorandum at Attachment 6)

Campaign America also submitted what appears
to be a proposal from the telemarketing firm. The proposal is
addressed to Mr. Tom Synhorst (see discussion of Mr. Synhorst’s
activity below). Though the proposed program is more ambitious
than that carried out, the proposal lists three major objectives:

1. To contact 228,000 Iowans and determine
whether the endorsement of each of seven prominent individuals is

more or less likely to influence their supporting the Governor in
the November election.

2. To record each person’s attitude to the
above mentioned questions and store this information for future
telemarketing based on their response. Those showing a favorable
response to a particular individual’s endorsement were to be
re-contacted within the final weeks before election,

3. To cost effectively provide high quality
and accurate survey data that can be utilized throughout the
project at the client’s discretion. (See Attachment 7).

Included with the telemarketing documents is a
copy of the script apparently used in the program. It contains
six questions. The first two ask if the respondent supports
Governor Branstad and his statewide ticket, and a named Republican
candidate for the legislature. The third and fourth questions are
the same, but request a first and second choice. The question is
which of the listed leaders’ endorsement would most likely cause
the respondent to vote for a candidate in the 1986 general
elections. The list of leaders contains the names of eight
Republicans, including Senator Dole, who were, at that time,
considered presidential hopefuls. Question five asks for approval
or disapproval of the Reagan administration farm policy and
question six seeks to determine respondent participation in the
election process. Six participation choices are given; General
Elections, Republican Primaries, Presidential Caucuses, County
Republican Convention, Contributions to Republican Candidates,
Volunteer for Candidates. By late October 1986, few of these




choices would seem to be relevant to the 1986 election cycle.
(See Attachment 8).

Two documents showing survey results were
provided. The first is on the telemarketing firm’'s letterhead,
dated October 31, 1986, and addresses only questions 3 and 4. The

analysis provides "B.D. responders" for each question. (See
Attachment 9)

The second document is a computer printout and
appears to be a more thorough analysis of the results. The

results for questions 3 and 4 are entitled President, 1lst and
President, 2nd.*/ (See Attachment 10)

It is the opinion of the Audit staff that
given the gquestions asked during this survey and that Governor
Branstad appears to be a supporter of Senator Dole (see discussion
below of "Agricultural Summit"” held in late November 1986 and
co-hosted by Senator Dole and Governor Branstad), the primary
purpose of this telemarketing effort was testing-the-waters and
the costs are allocable to Iowa. Campaign America paid the
telemarketing firm $70,859.65 for their services.

In addition to the expenses discussed above,
C» paid a wWashington area firm $8,010.67 to purchase and edit the
Iowa Republican voter tape, print survey cards, print labels,
keypunch telephone canvass card data, update the master file with
survey data, and print selected "Dole favorable" labels. These
costs are also allocable to Iowa. Campaign America also made
three payments in early 1987 to this vendor for services described
as selecting and printing of Dole favorables; computer tapes of
Dole favorable (first choice), Dole favorable (second choice); and
selecting and printing labels for persons in selected Iowa
counties. These invoices suggest use of the survey data with
respect to CA events in Iowa during January and February 1987.
The three payments total $979.60 and are allocable to Iowa.

The Committee used the services of this same
vendor and made payments to the vendor in excess of $400,000.

Campaign America provided documentation for
the telemarketing follow-up letters. The cost of printing and
mailing 58,000 letters was $11,091.98. An apparent draft of the
letter was submitted. The letter encourages the addressees to
vote for Governor Branstad and points out Senator Dole's
leadership on agricultural issues. (See Attachment 1l1)

r/ On the copy of the telemarketing script provided by Ca,

Senator Jesse Helms is lsited among the leaders for
questions 3 and 4. On the summary of survey results,
Senator Helms has been replaced by Alexander Haig.
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Campaign America reported these expenses as
in-kind contributions to seven Iowa candidates. The cost of thisg
letter is allocable to Iowa,.

The Commission determined that only the tele-
marketing expenses CA paid to a Washington area firm in the
amounts of $8,010.67 and $979.60 are allocable. Attachment 12 is
a summary of the telemarketing expenses.

ii. Events

The CA records made available indicate that at
least 19 events, speeches, or meetings were held in lowa between
March 31, 1986 and Februvary 23, 1987. These records also indicate
that Senator Dole was present for 17 of the events. Though the
available records do not establish the nature of all of the events
the following items are noted:

In mid April 1986, CA paid expenses for receptions
in Wapello, Iowa. Available records do not

establish the attendees or the purpose of the
event.

In early May 1986, Senator Dole and 8 other persons
were in Iowa for the Iowa Republican Congressional
District Conventions.

° In June 1986, Senator Dole and three others were in
Iowa for the lowa Republican Convention.

In late July 1986 Senator Dole is shown as the
"Special Guest" at a picnic in Atlantic, Iowa
sponsored by the Fifth District Republican Party.

° In late August, 1986 Senator Dole and 6 others were
in Iowa for the Iowa State Fair. CA paid for a
backdrop and flags which were delivered to the
fairgrounds.

In mid September 1986, Senator Dole and three

others were in lIowa for "Senator Grassley Birthday
Events".

In mid October 1986, a "Steering Committee Meeting”

was held in Des Moines. At least four CA personnel
attended.

In late October 1986 Senator Dole visited at least
three cities in lowa along with six other persons
whose expenses were paid by CA.




In late November, 1986 Senator Dole and Iowa
Governor Terry Branstad hosted a "farm summit® in
Des Moines. CA paid travel expenses for Senator
Dole and 4 other persons.

In early December 1986, Senator Dole and three
others traveled to Iowa for an address by Senator

Dole before the Iowa Sheriff’s and Deputies
Association.

In mid January 1987. Senator Dole traveled to Iowa
for an address before the Iowa Lumbermens
Association. Other documentation submitted

suggests that other groups may have been addressed
during this time.

In late January 1987, Senator Dole traveled to Iowa
to address the "AGC". The documentation indicates
the topics related to the construction industry.

Campaign America sponsored at least three "Town
Meetings" in Iowa. Documentation provided
indicates that the events occurred on 2/7/87 in
Orange City, Iowa; 2/12/87 in Dubugque, Iowa and
2/22/87 in Des Moines. These events appear to be
similar to the events of the same name sponsored by
the Presidential Committee. The 2/22/87 Town
Meeting occurred after the beginning of the
Presidential Committee activity. (The Committee’s
earliest reported expenditure is 2/10/87 and the
Committee’s first bank account opened on 2,/18/87).

The invitation postcards were printed by the same
Iowa firm who printed the later cards for the
Committee. The postcard for the February 22, 1987
town meeting appears to be the same size and format
as those used by the Committee, and uses the same
photograph of Senator Dole. No samples for the
others are available. The postcard for the
February 22, 1987 event begins with the message
"With the 1986 campaign behind us, Republican
voters and candidates clearly have major challenges
ahead in 1988. During this meeting I would like to
hear your views and concerns while sharing some of
my own with you regarding our shared Republican
future." A flyer associated with the same

printing bill is entitled "Bob Dole on the Issues"
and includes a quote from the Washington Times of
January 15, 1987 which begins "If Sen. Robert Dole

is running for the White House, he’'s off on the
right foot."

In addition on February 7, 1987 Senator Dole
addressed the lowa Bankers Association in Sioux




City. 1In the text of that speech Senator Dole
comments "Sioux City is one of my favorite places.
In fact, lately, any place in or near lowa is one
of my favorite places.” (See Attachment 13, p. 1)
In a memorandum dated February 18, 1987 titled
"Iowa talking points" under the sub heading
"General Objectives of Iowa Talking Points™ the
following appears:

"Offer Iowans a Friend in the White House. 1If
candidates are confronted with guestions: How
should your PAST commitments assure lowans that if
you are elected Iowa will have a friend in the
White House..." (emphasis in original). (See
Attachment 14, p. 4)

Finally, on February 23, 1987 CA paid for a
breakfast for 53 people in Davenport, Iowa. The
talking points memorandum noted above begins with a
section titled Quad Cities Issues.*/

During the period covered by these meetings
and events Senator Dole appears to have made 17 trips to Iowa and
visited 18 different cities some repeatedly. The costs associated
with these events which are not included elsewhere total
$76,403.80 of which $30,268.81 is allocable to lowa.

The Commission determined that of the events
discussed above, only the expenses associated with the three Iowa
Town Meetings (2/7/87, 2/12/87, 2/22/87) and the 2/23/87 Breakfast
Meeting in Davenport, Iowa are allocable. These expenses total
$14,684.35. Attachment 15 includes a listing of events and
associated expenses.

iii. Campaign America Iowa Staff

In addition to the Iowa activity discussed

above, CA records show a significant staff effort in lowa during
1986 and early 1987.

- Floyd Brown: Mr. Brown’s mailing address is
in the Washington D.C. area. Available records indicate that he
was on the CA payroll effective mid March 1986 through late
February 1987. He was on the Committee payroll effective March
16, 1987 with the title of Regional Director for IL, IN, IA, ND,
SD, WI, MN, NE, and MO.

During his employment at CA, records reviewed
indicate that Mr. Brown made 29 trips to Iowa of 1 to 6 days in

duration. He was in Iowa before and/or during nearly all CA Iowa

*/ Quad Cities are comprised of the following: Davenport, IA;
Bettendorf, IA; Moline, IL; and Rock Island, 1IL.
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Also the postage for the follow up letters
associated with the telemarketing program ($5,850.00) was

apparently paid by Mr. Synhorst in Des Moines during the later
part of October and reimbursed by CA. A memo from Mr. Synhorst
apparently faxed from Senator Grassley's office reguests checks
for postage, printing and mailing. The postage check was made
payable to Mr. Synhorst. According to the documentation submitted,
the printing and mailing checks were dated October 27, 1986 and

were "Federal Expressed"” to Mr. Synhorst at Senator Grassley'’'s Des
Moines campaign office.

Mr. Synhorst is shown in Committee files as
the addressee for telephone and electric bills for the Committee’s
Des Moines apartment beginning on February 17, 1987 for the
electric service and February 13, 1987 for telephone service.

Both of these dates are during his employment with CA and before
the final CA Town Meeting. Two of his expense vouchers paid by CaA
in February contain charges for the security deposit and the first
rent payment for the apartment. Mr. Synhorst notes that this is
where he and the "National Staff" will stay when in lowa. Mr.
Synhorst also submitted an expense reimbursement request to the
Presidential Committee dated February 4, 1987 to cover a clipping
service. This request was made while he was employed by CA.

Mr. S'nhorst is shown on the Committee’s staff
list as a regional director for Iowa and Kansas.

Mr. Synhorst' salary and expenses total
$20,955.78. The amount allocable to the Iowa spending limitation
is $17,688.78. As with Floyd Brown, the 5-day rule is not
considered to be applicable. A schedule of Mr. Synhorst'’s
activity is at Attachment 17.

In addition to Messrs. Brown and Synhorst, CA
retained the services of seven individuals with Iowa addresses

during parts of 1986 and early 1987. Each is briefly discussed
below.

- Jane Voights: Ms. Voights was employed
between mid June and the end of August 1986. She had a telephone
in her name which CA paid for and which was referred to as CA’s
Iowa telephone. Her expenses were for car rentals, meals,
mileage, supplies, lodging, stamps, etc. There was one shipping
bill which described the contents as "Campaign Literature." The

date and location to which the material was shipped corresponds to
a late July event in Atlantic, Iowa.

Available records indicate that Ms. Voights
was associated with at least four meetings or events in Iowa. One
in late June at the time of the Iowa Republican Party convention,
a late July event where Senator Dole was to appear, an early
August meeting in Des Moines, and an October event in Council
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events, trips by Senator Dole and for various meetings with Ca
Iowa based staff. (See above.) During a number of these trips

Mr. Brown paid for his expenses as well as those of other staff
persons.

As noted in the discussion of the
telemarketing program, a letter from the telemarketing firm in Des
Moines refers to Floyd Brown as CA’'s field representative for that
region. In late October he attended a "Steering Committee
Meeting™ in Des Moines. A note on records relating to a late
November, 1986 trip states that he will meet with one of the Iowa
CA staff concerning the "90 day plan.” 1It is noted that this trip
occurred after the 1986 election and that 90 days from the date of
the trip would correspond to the beginning of Committee activity.
Mr. Brown's expenses for this trip were paid by CA.

Though Mr. Brown travelled to other states on
occasion, it is the opinion of the Audit staff that the records
reviewed to date indicate that Mr. Brown'’s primary focus was on
the state of Iowa and that when viewed in light of the other CA
activities discussed below, his salary and expenses should be
considered testing-the-waters expenditures. Attachment 16 shows
Mr. Brown’s travel and salary. Payments to Mr. Brown totaled
$47,823.40, of which $38,052.40 is allocable to the Iowa spending
limitation. (See also Attachment 15 - Events)

As noted above, given that during this time
Mr. Brown was not a Committee staff person, no attempt has been
made to apply the 5-day rule at 11 C.F.R. § 106.2(b)(2)(iii).

- Tom Synhorst: Mr. Synhorst appears to be the
second CA staff person who has a Washington D.C. area address and
whose primary focus was in Iowa. Mr. Synhorst received consulting
payments of $1,000 per month which appear to cover the period
April through December of 1986 and salary for January/February
1987. The earliest expense request noted from Mr. Synhorst is for
a trip in January 1987. However, other documents reviewed
indicate that he was in Iowa earlier on several occasions
beginning in March of 1986. 1t was also noted that Mr. Synhorst
received consulting payments through November of 1986, as well as
expense reimbursements, from the 1986 re-election campaign of Iowa
Senator Grassley. Given his involvement in that campaign, it
seems likely that he visited Iowa earlier in the year 1986 while
receiving consulting payments from CA.

It was also noted that Mr. Synhorst held
meetings or job interviews with several persons in Iowa. With the
exception of one expense reimbursement these persons were not paic
by CA, but in at least two cases, worked for the Committee.

The proposal from the telemarketing firm whict
handled the telemarketing program discussed above was addressed tc
Mr. Synhorst and dated August 1986.
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Bluffs. Consulting fees and expenses for Ms. Voights total
$5,049.89. The entire amount is allocable to the Iowa spending
limitation. Ms. Voights received no payments from the Committee.

- John Rehmann: Mr. Rehmann was a paid
consultant from July 1986 to January 1987. His expense reports
indicate meals, telephone, and supplies. Like Ms. Voights he is
associated with the late July event where Senator Dole was to
appear.

He notes having attended a "strategy committee
meeting" on October 22, 1986. He also notes expenses involved
with the leasing of office space and gives an approximate location
in Des Moines. CA shows no payments for lowa office space but the
Committee's Iowa office was located in the vicinity mentioned by
Mr. Rehmann. Mr. Rehmann’s consulting and expenses total
$3,734.13, of which $3,729.43 is allocable to Iowa.

The Committee paid Mr. Rehmann consulting fees
and expenses from mid-December, 1987 to mid-March, 1988.

- Cal Hultman: Mr. Hultman was paid a
consulting fee from September 1986 until March 1987 and travel

expenses. He notes having attended the October 22, 1986 "steering
committee meeting"” in Des Moines.

He also is associated with the late October,
1986 event noted above under Jane Voights. Mr. Hultman's fees and
expenses total $12,022.61, of which $12,016.00 is allocable to
Iowa. The Committee made no disbursements to Mr. Hultman.

- Penny Brown: Ms. Brown was paid a consulting
fee for December 1986, and January 1987. She also received

expense reimbursements. Available documentation indicates that
Ms. Brown was associated with a December 7, 1986 visit by Senator
Dole. (See Event listing at Attachment 15) Total payments to Ms.
Brown are $5,947.02, of which $4,892.42 is allocable to Iowa. The
Committee made no payments to Ms. Brown. Like Mr. Synhorst, Ms.
Brown was an employee of the Grassley Committee in 1986.

- Jeff Nelson: Mr. Nelson was paid two
consulting payments, one in November, 1986, and one in January,
1987. These payments total $3,500.00 and are considered allocable
to Iowa. Mr. Nelson received no payments from the Committee.

- Carol Lehmkuhl: Ms., Lehmkuhl was paid one
consulting payment of $1,200 on March 4, 1987. She received her
first Committee salary check on April 1, 1987 and was shown by the
Committee as the Des Moines Office Manager. Like Mr. Synhorst and
Ms. Brown , Ms. Lehmkuhl was an employee of t»2 ~“rassley Committee
in 1986. The $1,200 payment is allocable to Iowa.
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- Wythe Willey: Mr. Willey received one $4,000
consulting fee to cover January and February 1987. He received no
payments from the Committee. This payment is considered to be
allocable to Iowa.

The Commission determined that only the CA
Iowa Staff expenses associated with the three Iowa Town Meetings
(277,87, 2/12/87, 2/22/87) and the 2/23/87 Breakfast Meeting in
Davenport, Iowa are allocable. These expenses total $5,155.31 for

F. Brown and T. Synhorst and $5,059.39 for other Iowa based staff.
Attachment 18 is a listing of the Iowa staff expenses.

iv. Miscellaneous Iowa Expenses

Finally, there are a number of other Iowa
expenses not included in the above categories. These include

miscellaneous travel to Iowa, postage for Iowa mailings, charter
costs for a trip to Cedar Rapids, and expenses for a December 1986
Washington, D.C. breakfast meeting concerning Iowa
telecommunications. These expenses total $3,746.93 of which
$3,097.93 is allocable to the Iowa spending limitation. Since
none of these expenses are associated with the three Town Meetings
or the Davenport Breakfast Meeting, the Commission determined that
they are not allocable. (See Attachment 19)

The expenses discussed above indicate that CA
engaged in activities in Iowa during 1986 and early 1987 which

appear to be for the purpose of advancing Senator Dole’s candidacy
for nomination for the Office of President. The expenses show a
significant staff presence in the State, a series of events and
meetings many of which were attended by Senator Dole as well as
addresses to various Iowa groups by the Senator. A substantial
telemarketing program was undertaken to determine Senator Dole’s
strength compared to likely Presidential opponents and to identify
potential supporters. 1In 1987, the CA Iowa staff also appear to
have been making preparations for the Committee's Iowa effort. It
is also noted that Senator Dole was seeking re-election to the
Senate from Kansas in 1986.




A summary of CA's Iowa expenses is shown

below:
Iowa Non-
ITowa Allocable Allocable
Category Amount Amount
Telemarketing Program $ 8,990.27 $ ~0-
Events 14,684.35 6,522.50
IA Staff Expenses:
F. Brown and T. Synhorst §,155.31 1,476.00
Iowa Based Staff 5,059.39 -0-
Miscellaneous ) -0- -0-
TOTAL $33,889,32 $7.998.50

b. New Hampshire

Similar to Iowa, CA was active in New Hampshire in
the later part of 1986 and early 1987. Though the program appears
to be smaller, the types of activity are similar and the
conclusion concerning testing-the-waters is the same,

i. Events

Like Iowa, CA held a number of New Hampshire
meetings, events or groups of events between March 1986 and
February 1987. Available records indicate nine such events and it
appears that Senator Dole was in attendance at seven of the nine.
Listed below is specific information about these events.

e A meeting and luncheon for 18 people, including

Senator Dole, was held in New Hampshire in early
March 1986.

In mid June 1986, Senator Dole and at least 2 other

CA staff attended a "Rudman Event" in Manchester,
New Hampshire,

Donald Devine*/ and Paul Russo were in New
Hampshire between June 18 and 20, 1986.

¢ A series of events were held in New Hampshire
between August 24 and 29, '"7S Senator Dole was in New Hampshire
for the majority of this tiwm Available records make note of a
photo opportunity, a Dole banquet and a luncheon. One expense

*/ According to documents provided by CA, Donald J. Devine was
the "Consulting Director" for CA.




voucher refers to the "Liberty Weekend." 1In addition to some New
Hampshire residents who were reimbursed for expenses, at least §
others were in attendance including Secretary Dole. A bill from a
photographer includes a charge for making a video tape of the
Liberty Weekend. A memorandum from Suzanne Niemela notes that
money was collected at the door of one event and paid directly to
the restaurant. This memorandum also notes that seven checks made
payable to the "Dole Committee" were collected and that Ms.
Niemela needed assistance in cashing them. She states that
"{tlhey should be deposited in the Campaign America PAC or ’'Dole

Committee’ and a new check should be cut for the Greenhouse
Restaurant.”

® Campaign America paid for a hospitality suite on

October 5, 1986 for the "Republican Convention."

o On October 24, 1986, Suzanne Niemela rented a
backdrop, podium and public address system for a news conference.

° Between December 11 and 13, 1986, Senator Dole made

two trips to New Hampshire, On December 12, food was purchased
for a meeting. Also, a meeting room was rented and refreshments
for 40 guests were ordered. Records further indicate that Senator
Dole addressed the Portsmouth Rotary Club on December 11, 1986 and
the University ~f New Hampshire commencement on December 13, 1986.
° Senator Dole visited two locations in New Rampshire

between January 24 and 26, 1987. On January 25, CA paid for
brunch for 67 people.

° Senator Dole was in New Hampshire on February 16,

1987 to address the Keene Rotary Club. Campaign America paid for

a hospitality suite and refreshments for 90 people and a breakfast
for 60 people.

Expenses for these events not considered
elsewhere total $25,148.10, of which $16,025.71 is allocable to
the New Hampshire spending limitation.

The Commission determined that none of
the expenses associated with the events discussed above are
allocable. Attachment 20 is a listing of these events.

ii. Voter Lists

The auditors reviewed documentation
related to 117 payments, totaling $3,136.26, to various New

Hampshire towns f~c¢ the purchase of Voter Lists. The dates of
payments for these lists were between October 16, 1986 and January

29, 1987, althouyh it appears that the initial request was made by
letter, signed bv Ms. Niemela, on October 3, 1986.
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iii. Telephone Expenses

Campaign America paid for a business
telephone in New Hampshire. No record of payments for any office
facility is noted in the available records and the documentation
provided does not show an address. The telephone bills indicate
that the service was maintained by CA between October 1, 1986 and
February 24, 1987 at a cost of $2,223.16. Of this amount,
$1,381.03 is allocable to the New Hampshire spending limitation.
It was also learned that the Committee paid the telephone bill for

the same telephone number covering the period February 25 to March
24, 1987.

iv. New Hampshire Staff

. Campaign America employed three persons
who appear to have worked on the New Hampshire programs.

Paul Russo: Mr. Russo was a Washington
area consultant. Campaign America’s reports indicate that Mr.
Russo received his first consulting payment on April 1, 1986.

This payment was likely to cover the month of March, 1986. His
first expense reimbursement is reported as a March 12, 1986
transaction. No documentation was submitted by CA for payments
made to Mr. Russo before June 1, 1986. 1In addition, no
documentation was submitted for a June 30, 1986 expense
reimbursement. Available documentation indicates that between the
beginning of June 1986 and the end of August, 1986, all of Mr.
Russo'’'s travel was to New Hampshire. No travel reimbursements are
reported after the August, 1986 trip. Mr. Russo received his last
consulting payment on October 3, 1986.

A copy of a memorandum from Mr. Russo
indicates that he had hired Suzanne Niemela (see below) "to work
the New England Region for Campaign America, establishing a 'desk’
in Concord, New Hampshire." As noted below, Ms. Niemela worked
only in New Hampshire. It is alsc noted that Mr. Russo made a
trip to Iowa during the first week of May, 1986.

Mr. Russo’s consulting payments for June
through August, 1986 are considered to be New Hampshire expenses.

These payments total $13,461.12 of which $12,341.63 is allocable
to the New Hampshire spending limitation.

The Committee made no payments to Mr.
Russo. Attachment 21 is a schedule of the CA payments to Mr.
Russo considered to be allocable to New Hampshire.

Suzanne Niemela: Ms. Niemela was hired
effective July 1, 1986. On or about August 1, 1986, Ms. Niemela
moved from Massachusetts to Concord, New Hampshire. Her moving
expenses were paid by CA. Available documentation indicates that
with the exception of one trip to the Washington D.C. area, Ms.
Niemela worked exclusively in New Hampshire. She received
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consulting fees during the period July 1986 to February 1987 and
expense reimbursements covering activity from September 1986 to
February 1987. Expenses include phone, travel, supplies, copiers,
typewriter rental, etc. Beginning in March 1987, Ms. Niemela
received a salary from the Committee and is shown by the Committee
under New Hampshire staff - Regional Advance and Scheduling,

Attachment 22 shows CA payments to Ms.
Niemela, Payments related to New Hampshire total $17,959.91 with
$17,818,.26 being allocable to the New Hampshire spending
limitation.

Finally, documentation was submitted for
a New Hampshire trip made by a Mr. Jim Murphy on February 26 and
27, 1987. The only other payment to Mr. Murphy by CA was a $1,250
consulting payment reported on March 12, 1987. Committee records
indicate that Mr. Murphy was to be the Northeast Regional
Director. A March 11, 1987 Letter of Agreement between the
Conmmittee and Mr. Murphy also notes that he was to be paid $1,250
as a consulting fee for the period March 1, to March 15, 1987.
The amount was paid on March 13, 1987. Committee documentation
also indicates that Mr. Murphy was expected to live in the Boston
area for the duration of the Campaign. On March 11, 1987, Mr.
Murphy drove his car to Boston to "Begin Job." Mr. Murphy was
later named the head of the Political Field Division and moved to
the Washington area. He was on the Committee’s payroll effective
March 16, 1987. Total payments for Mr. Murphy by CA are $1,590.60
of which $1,417.50 are allocable to New Hampshire.

The Commission determined that none of
the expenses associated with the New Hampshire Staff expenses

discussed above are allocable. A summary of CA's New Hampshire
expenses is shown below:

New Hampshire New Hampshire
Category Allocable Amount Non~-Allocable Amount
Events $ -0~ $ -0-

Voter Lists 3,136.26 -0-
Telephone 1,381.03 842.13
NH Staff Expenses:
Niemela/Russo -0- -0-
Jim Murphy -0- -0-

TOTAL $4.517,29 $ 842,13
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The expenses discussed above indicate
that CA engaged in activities in New Hampshire during 1986 and

early 1987 which appear to be for the purpose of advancing Senator
Dole’'s candidacy for nomination for the Office of President. The

expenses show a staff presence, a series of political events and
an effort to accumulate voter lists.

The Audit staff also learned that Campaign
America had committees registered at the state level in both Iowa
and New Hampshire. Though both the Interim Audit Report and the

request made to CA asked for information on these committees, no
information has been provided.

Presented below is an overall summary of the
CA activity which is considered testing the waters.

Non

State Allocable State Allocable

Iowa $33,889.32

$ 7.,998.50

New Hampshire 4,517.29 842.13

Total $38,406,61 $ 8,840,63
Grand Total $ 47.247.24
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13. Recap of lowa and New Hampshire Allocations

Presented below is a recap of allocable costs to
Iowa and New Hampshire.

Iowa New Hampshire
Amount Allocated by $ 793,230.82 § 462,462.20
the Committee
Audit Additions:
1. Twenty-Five Percent 28,450.36 13,997.06
Fundraising Exemption
(Travel, Events)
2. Fundraising Exemptions- 51,835.78 43,618.56
Direct Mail Costs
3. Credit Card Phone Calls 23,280.46 1,696.44
(Intra-state)
4. Phone Banks -0~ -0-
5. NE Regional Office -0~ 54,341.62
6. Compliance Exemptions- 16,061.46 13,961.15
Media Costs
7. Broadcast Media 2,595.98 37,295.89
8. Media Commissions 2,664.64 2,988.08
(Production)
9. Travel and Salary Costs 73,161.62 66,349.25
10. Non-Travel and Salary 35,179.99 31,085.16
Costs
11. Polling Expenses 21,497.25 31,636.50
12. "Testing-the-Waters"”
Expenditures Made
by Campaign America 33,889.32 4,517.29
Total Allocable Amount $1,081,947.68 $ 763,949.20
Less: Expenditure
Limitation (775,217.60) (461,000.00)

Amount in Excess of
of the Limitation

$_306,730.08

$

302,94
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As explained above, the Audit staff has determined
that the Committee has exceeded the expenditure limitation in Iowa
by $306,730.08 and in New Hampshire by $302,949.20 for a total of
$609,679.28. Shown below is the calculation of the amount

repayable to the U.S. Treasury as a result of these expenditures
in excess of the state limitations:

Amount in Excess of the State

Expenditure Limitations $609,679.28
Times the Repayment Ratio from

Finding III.A, .278907
Repayment Amount 70,043.82

Recommendation #8°

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make an
initial determination that $170,043.82 is repayable to the United
States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.s.C. 9038(b)(2).

Repayment Amount: $170,043.82

D. Apparent Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses - Delegate
Committees

Section 9038.2(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that the Commission may determine that
amount{s) spent by the candidate, the candidate’s authorized
committee(s), or agents were not documented in accordance with 11
C.F.R., §9033.11. The amount of any repayment sought under this

section shall be determined by using the formula set forth in 11
C.F.R. §9038.2(b)(2)(iii).

Section 9033.11 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
authorized committee{(s) are gqualified campaign expenses. For

disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee the candidate shall
present one of the following:

A receipted bill from the payee that states the purpose
of the disbursement; a cancelled check negotiated by the payee and
a bill, voucher or invoice generated by the payee stating the
purpos: of the disbursement, or a voucher or comtemporaneous
meme - ndum from the candidate or committee that states the purpose
of th-> disbursement. Where neither a receipted bill nor
siLpructing documentation as described previously is available, a
canrelled check negotiated by the payee that states the purpose of
t.e disbursement is required. Where a cancelled check stating
pucvose is not available the committee may present a check and
collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign expense.




N/ 01 64768

3

LT eIty e s e
LR AT aal T e T T
1Y AR A
2gges

—64-

Such collateral evidence may include, but is not limited to,
evidence demonstrating that the expenditure is part of an
identifiable program or project which is otherwise sufficiently
documented or evidence that the disbursement is covered by a
pre-established written campaign committee policy.

For all other disbursements the candidate shall present
a cancelled check negotiated by the payee that states the

identification of the payee, and the amount, date and purpose of
the disbursement.

The Audit staff reviewed all available records and
delegate committee disclosure reports pertaining to eighteen
delegate committees apparently formed to support Senator Dole's
campaign. Fifteen of these committees were located in Illinois
and the remaining three were located in Maryland. Senator Dole
authorized thirteen of these delegate committees on amendments to
his Statement of Candidacy. Four of the five non-authorized

delegate committees filed statements of organization with the FEC
and listed the Committee as an affiliate.

During the review of disbursements made by the delegate
committees, the Audit staff noted that $46,821.90 in disbursements
were not documented in accordance with 11 C.F.R. §9033.11.

At the exit conference the Committee Treasurer stated
that he was still attempting to obtain the missing documentation
from the delegate committees. A listing of the missing

documentation was provided to the Committee during the fieldwork
and again at the exit conference.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended
that the Committee submit documentation which demonstrated that
the above expenditures are qualified campaign expenditures and
absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff would recommend that
the Commission make an initial determination that the Committee
make a pro rata repayment of $13,103.95 ($46,821.90 x .279868*/) to
the United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2).

In the Committee’'s response to the Interim Audit Report,
the Treasurer states the following:

The problem is that the Illinois committees came at
the end of our candidacy. The individuals "running"
the committees went their various ways and with them
went their records. I realize that this is not an
excuse but I want to make it clear to the Commission
that these committees wer~ ‘o used in anyway to
skirt the limits but rather were used for their
stated purpose of attempting to win delegates from

A4 It should be noted that the repayment ratio was revised to

.278907 subsequent to the Interim Audit Report.




various congressional districts. The expenditures
made by these committees were legitimate campaign
expenditures. However, I realize that they do not
become "qualified" campaign expenditures until there
is some record. I ask the Commission to show
leniency with regard to these committees and accept

as much as possible of the expenses for which any
kind of record exists.

The Committee’s response includes the same incomplete
delegate committee records provided to the Audit staff during the
fieldwork. However, the auditors obtained most of the necessary
records as a result of requests sent to the delegate committees or
subpoenas sent to the banks where the delegate committees had
maintained their accounts.

These requests were sent to the thirteen delegate
comnittees authorized by the committee and one delegate committee
not authorized but which noted on a bank confirmation statement
that the Committee Treasurer was an authorized signatory on the
bank account. Subpoenas were sent to the banks where these
fourteen delegate committees had maintained their accounts.t/

Based on the Audit staff's review of the subpoenaed
records, we determined that $13,470.04 in disbursements made by

the fourteen delegate committees were still not documented in
accordance with 11 C.F.R. §9033.11.

Recommendation #9

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make an
initial determination that $3,756.89 ($13,470.04 x .278907) is

repayable to the United States Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C.
9038(b)(2).

Repayment Amount: $3,756.89

E. Stale-Dated Committee Checks

Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states that if the Committee has checks outstanding to
creditors or contributors that have not been cashed, the Committee
shall notify the Commission of its efforts to locate the payees,
if such efforts are necessary, and to encourage them 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.

The Audit staff reconciled the Committee's reported
activity to its bank activity through September 30, 1988 and

*/ Requests for records were not sent to the four
non-authorized delegate committees.
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determined that the total amount of outstanding checks was
$201,142.82. A review of the Committee’s bank statements and
cancelled checks for the period 10/1/88-2/28/89 indicated that
$90,917.21 had been paid and $460.82 had been rejected for stale
dates by the bank leaving $109,764.79 in outstanding checks. This
outstanding check balance consisted of 214 checks.

O0f these, 141 are contribution refund checks. The
remaining are to individuals and vendors in payment for various
obligations. It is recognized that some number of the non
contribution refund checks may represent checks that were voided
but for which no record of the voided checks was found.

In the Interim Audit Report, the Audit staff recommended that
the Committee present evidence that:

a) the checks were not outstanding (i.e., copies of
the front and back of the negotiated checks); or

b) the outstanding checks were voided (copies of the
voided checks with evidence that no committee
obligation exists, or copies of negotiated
replacement checks); and

c) the Committee attempted to locate the payees to
encourage them to cash the outstanding checks.

The Audit staff added that they would review any
information provided and would recommend that the Commission make
an initial determination that any amounts which remain outstanding
are payable to the United States Treasury.

In the Committee’s response to the Interim Audit Report,
they stated that they have voided a number of the outstanding
checks and would like to review these with the Audit staff. The
Audit staff met with the Committee to review the actions taken by
the Committee regarding the stale-dated checks.

Based on this review, the Audit staff determined that
the Committee has 178 checks, totaling $71,733.23, which remain as
outstanding. 1Included in this total are 142 contribution

refundst/ and 36 payments tc individuals and vendors for various
obligations.

In summary, the Audit staff determined that as of
September 30, 1988, the revised total amount of stale dated
outstanding checks is $71,733.23.

&/ According to a Committee official, fouc of these
contribution refunds, totaling $2,446, were voided by the
Committee because they were returned as undeliverable.
These four items were reported as nugatives on the
Committee’s disclosure reports.




" Recommendation #10

: The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make an
; initial determination that $71,733.23 be paid to the United States
. Treasury pursuant to 11 C.F.R. §9038.6.

Payment Amount: $71,733.23

F. Recap - Amounts Repayable to the United States Treasury

Presented below is a recap of the amounts recommended by
the Audit staff as subject to the repayment provisions of 26
U.S.C. §9038(b)(2) and 11 C.F.R. §9038.6.

Expenditures in Excess $170,043.82
of the State Limitations
(See Finding II1.C.)

Non-Qualified Campaign 3,756.89
Expenses - Delegate

Committees (See Finding

I11.D.)

Outstanding Checks (See 71,733.23
Finding III.E.)

Total Recommended Repayment $245,533,94

y 397001 6497
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Dole for President Committee
Audited Nevw England Region Allocations

Allocations ss Determined by the Audit Staft

Account
Code Name
NR MA vT e cr
1. Political Bvents $ .00
(vw/o Sen.)
2. Tour Events-NB $ (176.96)
3. Intez-State 9.0%
Travel
4. Salacies 68,737.44
(Including PICA)
s, Consul tants 579. 40 2,400.00 $1,200.00
6. Telephone (Non- 4,791.96
Inter) .
7. Rent/utilities 0,635.64
8. Supplies 11,940.57 920.03 87.20 $61.60 $42.12
9. mulpe'ﬂt ‘s.’,‘oz’ ’.2.30.‘
10. pPostage/Printing 8, 0084.56 1,644.98
11. Newsletter Expense 1,101.80
TOTAL 1150.506.55 '@..290..5 $1,287.20 $61.60 $42.12
- /,/' \ \.‘

- $9.768. 13
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2,500 Cheer Dole Wildly
at Manchester Announcement

Mote than 2.500

stage a bleacher

sCreamung SUDporters
£-eetec Senavor Bob
Jole along with Mrs.
Dole and Robin Dole.
cunng a rousing an-
nouncement raily heid
“ovemper Sthin
Manchester. N H. The
rally dubbed an
“almest flawless
soltical event” by the
state s largest news-
caper surpassed the
expecrations of many
sohtical observers in
New Hameshure.

= feed it in the aif |
ey vicrory In the airin
*he stare of New
Hampshire © Dole told

secnon heid 75
members of the 10th
Mourntain Division ang
their wives Some of
the formes soldiers
were attifed in blue
blazers and Alpine
hats. Others wore
white snow uruforms
and camed skis and
whute rifles. Dole was
senously wounaes 1n
Word War il whue
sering as a Secona
Lieutenant with the
division in italy
Dunng a 20-minute
speech, marked
several umes by
applause. Dole:

the gowd. * Promised he
Dole was flanked on  would go aker the
one side by hundreds  fedesal budget defigit
of young people — without raising
mempers of the Youth  income raxes,
for Dole organzation * Pledged to
in New England. On continue hts concemn
the other side of the for the poor. hanar-
A Regional Approach
to New England
*/ feit the ground country, symbohzing
shake under my feet the spint of the nanon
at my first conacx

with a New England
Town Meeong.: —
Thomas Jefferson
Here in New Eng-
land. we like to thunk
of oursetves as 2
distinct region of the

more absolutely than
any other reqion. Afer
all at the beginnung,
New England was
Amenca.

Bob Dole knows

continued. inside...

capped ana disabled.

+ Called for ment
Dpay for reacness.

* Vowed to
cefend the nghes of
the unbom.

* Promsed o
fight for a line tem
vero for the Presi-

recerved a foud round
of applause when he
said. *i don t thunk
there s anyone tn
Amenca for whom
there $ better odds
that he il be the 41st
President of the
United States.” L ]
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Sen. Dole greeted by thousands as he enrers
Manchester, N.H. Rally, Novemper 9th.

New Campaign Video
Ready for Home Viewing

The technotogy of
the 1680°s is beang
apphed to the Dole for
President ampaign in
the form of home
wigeo parnes that will
be heid accss the
country in the coming
weeks.

The nanonal cam-
paign has produced
an affecning 20 minute
film descnbing
Senator Dole s life and

creer. it shows wity
he can provide the
common sense
leader-hin this country
will need in the
1990’s.

We need you to
hold a | 3me video
panty dunng the
maenth of November,
To get Invotved. all
you neec 1S your TV/
VCR re'-esnments and
some friends wno are

interested in Anding
out about Bobd Do
The campaign wall
provide a complese
suppor package.
.ndudlng the wdea.

If you are interessed
in hosting a Bob Doile
wvideo party. contact
your Dole State
Coordinaror or the
New England Regonal
Heagquarersin
Manchester. NH
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A Regional Approach to New England, cont....

about New England-
ers. We share many
vajues wath Mid-
westemers — upright,
fierce'y iIndenendent,
harg-working That s
wity the Bob Dole
campaign has taken a
regionai approach to
New Engtand.

Our regtonal head-
guarers ts lochted at
852 L.m Street in
Manchester, N H.
Allan Walker former
Chief of Staff to Sen.
Warren B Rudman R-
N H sregional fieid
coordinaror for New
ing‘and. Allants a
~ative New Englanaer

up these Exacurdve
Olrecrors s a regional
suDporT saf based in
Manchester that
ndudes a Press
Secrerary Youth
Coordinaror and
Schedutes’Advance
Operagons Coordina-
tor.

The Senator and
Mrs. Dole have not
been left out of this
regioras apsroach. For
obvious reasons they
are spencing a lot of
tme tin New Hamp-
shire But they ve aiso
made recen: sTons In
3uriingron ana Cabot.
“T Pormana Ogon-

Mrs. Dole did her
graduare work n

Boston and skied New*

Hampshire's White
Mounmrairs during her
grguare years. Sen.

Aside fom the
obvious tmportance of
New Hampshire on
February 16 New
Engtanc conrains two
“Super Tuesazy”
sTates — Massacine
sats and Rhode

Sen Dole acdressas 2 500 enthusiastic
supponers in Manchester.

Talking About Bob Dole
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Pace 2 of 4

LR D

'Slane. When Varmont + Senator Bob Dole wniauely qualified ©
ana has a great deal of curt and Case Eliza- noids Its primary on has been a stong ang  ceal with the chal-
sounca: exsenence v beth, ME. Windsor March 1. itwill sand  STCCTVE legisiaror for ;nrges aang Amen-
-nus pan of the Locks, Stamford and alone as the onty 27 yﬁe—arr‘& He has ied i S'Odlv- Dole has
country New Haven CT. War-  prmary etection that  [he ASNS and cast the o et o e
£ach of the six wick, R1.. Boston, weex — atracnng Sig- YOUgthOtestlr;sup— St’m’ism mh @on-
states has an Exear  Peabody. Worcester,  nificant national port of the Reagan smu- :n i M’w‘g‘;‘
tve Direcor Bacung  and Springfield. MA.  attendon. v E‘f’“m'c reforms. the s,
amm-Rudman coupled with a record
deficit reducdon legs-  of compassion for the
fation. aid to the :isabéed and those
: Nlcara Freedom ess forrunare.
;e:lvuﬂampshlm ;:gmmm, ;; Prcf:;: 3 ::]km ﬁgmuﬁnrd the The Dole foc Presi-
Vermormnt March 1 Primary 17 delegares® grﬁ:rd:: ::jgamg‘c gfg: rml 7o jo:;% :‘ the
Massachusetts March 8 Primary 52 delegates » The Senator s key earty stares as well
Rhode Island  March 8 Primary 21 delegares background his ablilty  as nanonally, Polls are
Connecdan March 29 Primary 35 delegares to overcoeme bersonal  Showang suppatt for
*beauty contest adverssity and his the campagns growth
expenence makes him  everywhere 'i'

A Triple Play ... Dole . .. Brock ... Wirthlin

Three big names
have recently signed
on with the Dole cam-
paign at the natonal
level.

Ellzabeth Dole
Elizabeth Dole gave
up her position as
Secrerary of Transpor-
tation on September
30th so she could
cevote herself, full-
time to Senator Dole’s
mpagn.

Ars. Dole kicked off
<r campagh for her
nusband with & swing

through her native
south that began on
Zctober Sth.

Speaking to a gowd
in Knaxville, Tenn.,
Dole spoke of her
husband's leadership
positions In the Senate
and his batde to over-
come wounds he
recetved in WW L,

“As you aan see, |
belleve in him
strongly, and that's
why | gave up my full-
time position.” she
told the cowd,

Wlillam Brock

The Dole campaign
grabbed another one
of President Reagan's
cabinet members with
the enlistment of

Labor
Wiiilam Brock to be
Natonal Chalrman of
the Dole campaign.
Brock is a former
Senator from Tennes-
see and Craiman of
the Republican
National Committee.
Brock Is a highty-
respecsed manager.
Hls depamuoe from the
Department of Labor
promoted The Wash-
ington Past to dub
the move a great gain
for the Dole campaign
and added, "Mr, Brock
has served, not fust
the administration, but
the country well.”

Senator Dole, ara
news conference
announcing the Brock
move. said, "Adding
Blll Brock to our team
ts a major polidcal
coup. Besides belng a
dose personal friend
formanyyears. he isa
political veterar < .
the south. one of the
stars of the Reagan
cabinet.”

Richard

Wirthiin
President Reagan s
long-time polister,
Richard Wirthlin,
announced In late
October that he ures

jolning the Dole team
as {ts polister.

“Bob Dole s the
fght man for our
tmes, Americans in
1988 want a take~
charge {eader who
gesrequits. .. Hels
the maost electable
Republican in the
strong field of cand}-
dates.” Wirthiin szid.

Wirthlin and hs
assoclates hxve
conducred movre than
2.000 poiltical stuxties.
He has served as Chief
Polister for Repudican
presidental cancii-
dates in five previous
contests, S

e
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Leadership Announced
in N.H. and Other States

Rudman Endorses Dole

Saying “he has the

strength and experi-
ence needed to lead

this nanon tnro the
nex: gecage © Senaror
Warren B Rudman, R-
N H. recentty en-
dersed Bob Dole for
Presicent

At news confer-
ences in Mancnesrter,
Parsmouth Lebanon
anc Keene NH.,
Laran naicated he
~enevea Dole would
se the “thougntiul,
-~orougn ana
stragnt-rikung leader
this COURTY neecs as
1t next president.”

“'m thniled to have
the acave support of
sOmecne as weil-
known and respected
as Senaror Rudman is
in New Hampeshuie ©
Dote sad “His visible
assistance 1n New
Hamegsnhite ang agoss
the countty wifl be a
~emencous asset to
our camoaign.” Dole
agaed.

Wwaman said he
exceced to spend
mast of his free ume

1Cth Mt DNV Alumry

cheer Dole s officdal
announcement.

Youth .

on the Move

Whether a football
game or a politcal
campagn. nothing
martches the enthusi-
asm of college & HS
stucents Our NE
Youth Coordinator.
Ken Fredette. (Manch-
ester, N H ), has been
organuung campuses,
large & smail. agoss
New England.

Proiects have in-
c'uced a bitzing of
the Darmmouth/Univ.
of NH foorpall game.
recaving the attenuon

In the coming months
campagning for Dole.

Several fomer
Rudman staff mem-
bers have been
workng for months on
the Doie campaign in
New England.

Vore than 250
Renuptican acivists
¢ pan of the Bob
Dole Acvisory.
Executve finance and
Steenng Committees
n New Hamosnire. in
add!tion to Sen.
Warren B Rudrman (R-
N H.) as Hongcrary
Chalman. the Dole
effort in the Grante
State ts tooped off by
N H. House Speaxer,
W Douglas Scamman:
former Govemnor?
Wajtesr Petersomn:
Executve Counalor
Peter Spauiding- State
Treaswer Georgne
Thomas. and former
Congressman Perkins

chatred by three long-
rime acoviss tn
Connecnaut Republl-
can potttics. Former
Stare Senare Mlnortty
Leader Richara C.
Bormto former Viee-
Chatrman of the Stare
Repuptican Party.
Betsae Osbome: and
John Becxer. former
Raoubtican Town
Chauman of
Creemanch are leading
e Do.e efort.

Ten state reqislators
are on the Dofe ream
in Conrecaar. as weil
as former Congress-
man Abner W Sibal

In Vermont Senartor
Robert Stafford and
former CGovemor
Richara Snelilng are
honorary co~chairmen.
House Minonty
Leager Michael
Bemhardt. and State
Reoresentative Sarah
Geer are working on
the Dole team.

In Massachusetts.
eleven sare represen-

o oo ~.

enaors
ers at Manchescer rauly.

ratves a state senator
and two members of
the Resublican State
Commutee are key
players in a core
advisoty group. State
Senator Peter Weber,
Assisaant House
Minority Leader Kevin
Polrer Rep. Peter
Torkiidsen, Rep. Ins
Holland ang State
Committeeman Gil

Rudman and Dole greee Dole support-

rolb Aoy i g Gt (HAPE B avie b 80 A

Holtand. among
others, have been

Whip Arthur M. Reaat
Il and former GOP
Chairwoman Leila
Mahoney ts working
with victory tn ming
on March 8th.

~y

L

of The NY Times.
Many students sup-
plied their energy &
SUPPOIT at Senator
Dole’'s Leadership an-
nouncement in Aug.

write or call Ken

peg &

L~ e

RN
-

If you know young
peopie who woukd
enjoy working on the
campaign, they aan

FreSen— .

i
_} Aug.87.

<y

TR~

2 Between Apr. 86

% and Sepe 87, the

: Gallup Foll showed

£ the margin narrowing
¥ fom 32'to 21 potnts.

1 TIME Magazne's poli
showed the gap dos~
ing from 49 polnts In
May 86 to 24 potnts In

The Wall Street
Jounai/NBC News poli

3%:- *% of Repubdlican primary
* T votes sh

%’. of 33 pc.nts in Aug.

<l & gap
‘86. The same poll, a

i.yeulatcr.showedl
¥ gapofonrt 1%

T Nadonal uils con-
sistenty show & 2-way
race. A June Harrts Poll
showea Dolewrth 27%
ang Bush wath 319, A
recent CBS/New York
Times poll shows Bush

“ o, UIE At L3,

Polls—Dole Closes on Bush...

wnth other candidxies
at 10% or less,

In Key Easly Stares .,

In the most recerx
Des Molnes Register
poil, Dole beats Bush
319 to 29% among
likely cauaus arten-
dees.

In New Hampshire,
a poll dane for Sen
Rudman among
Republicans who have
voted In recent
primaries, puts Bush at
37% and Dole at 22%
— with no one else in
double digits. When
those polied were
Informed of Sen.
Rudman s support for
Senaror Dole. the gap
berween Bush anc
Dole in New Hamp-
shire ciosed to less _,
than 10%. ®

N
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Finances —
Look Good

The Dole campaign
is making grexc
progress in the area of
fundraising. Dole
rased money at a
faster rate than any
other candlidate,
Democrat or Republ-

‘9 dunng the
mally-slow sum-
mes quartesr Dole
rased aimost $4
rmililon from jul. to
Sept That brings the
tctal AMount raised to
apgroximately $8
mullon. Funds are
azwing In at a rare of

$1.3 milllon a month
and Senaror Dole

expecTs to faise the
full $14 milion
allowed by law.
Beyona this encour-
aging hews are indica-
tons that the Bush
campalgn is soending
money faster than
Dole. As of earty Oct..
Bush had spent $2
miilion more than
Dole. Remember that
all ampaigns aking
marching funcs are
subiect to a2 nadonail
spencing cap of $27
million. Spenaing
rates are tmpormndv

4

T w e mnate

Your Action
Agenda

{.Seta goal of
eniisung 5 - 10 Dole
supportess each week.

2. Give names & -
addresses to the focal
HQ or the NE Regional
HQ In Manchester
(603) 623-6680.

3 Hold a home
video party for Doie.

4. Write a check t©
Dole for Presdient
Commitee, 1828 L
St.. NW, Wash., DC
20036

Bob ang Elzabeth
Dole are counong on
3°0ur acoTve support

_~

e
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1 DOLE FOR PRESIDENT
NEW ENGLAND HEADQUARIERS

852 ELM STRELT
MANCHESTER. NH 03101

Paid for by the DOLE FOR PRESIDENT Committee

From the Clipping File . ..
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enced debater and a

master of one-lners.”
Aa}g& ﬁze Wor!d—l before the onslaught wm. vV Shannen
“He fts the profile of primaries on “Super The Baston Gicbe
Yew Hampeirn = NL Commecticnt of the president whom  Tuesday,” nexx March .
eponal Headquarers 00, B 3224 It looks as if the
852 Om Street Danen. CT 04820 many Amercans, 8. Dole is widely for the Republican
Vanchester NH. 03102 (203) 2325144 dislifusioned aRer {1 viewed as a compett-  °cf g f | mpmunu—
1603) 6236680 Peter A. Michal. years of two succes- tor with the potendal prwm alr
Jm Carrau. Exeazve Direcor sive Washington to win ln six o more - R :dy
Exeauave Direcror Rbode Island outsiders, now say of the states holding o das two’ _
ireliverny P Roed oumis ey want acompe-  primaries of cauases wam.don a;“‘c'
chn MAOTI6 (&01) 8584725 oy "‘“ds:'om"e gﬁ?u@?uﬁz ;75 . (N.H.)schubuczm o
(S17) 482.3822 Rven, ashin who . l
Sob Dawaon. Executve Director knows his way about The Washington Post Dool:'d £ 3 lrge
Exequove Direcrr Maine and will get things T i a
Vermem PO. 3ox 189 done."The Economise, Acguss New England- ; h of g ©
PO Bcx 687 Avgua, ME 04330 Londen England “Dole wouid be the ourth o }u{yvmt
White River anc3on. VT (2071 622.3899 N Wolfeboro.
35001 Norrman (Skio) Watts Republican Party’s Carroll Co
80) 457-1881 Execuave Director Aguss the Coungy-  strongest candidate. Independent AL
Noman (Skip) Wars, ~ “In the 11 critical He Is a good public n :J
Ixecunve Direcror @ tests of sirengrns speaker, an expesi- v
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CAMPAIGN AMERICA -~ REPORTED
RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS BY YEAR

CASH AS
REPORTED REPORTED CALCULATED FROM
!555 RECEIPTS DISBURSEMENTS COLUMNS 1 AND 2
1978 $ 205,096.00 $ 197,395.00 $ 7,701.00
1979 33,905.00 41,522.00 84.00
1980 13,500.00 13,188.00 396.00
Q 1981 -0- 173.00 223.00
o 1982 285,356.00 251,934.00 33,645.00
& 1983 846,698.00 269,371.00 610,972.00
= 1984 426,219.00 585,767.00 451,424.00
© 1985 417,971.00 390,423.00 478,972.00
:: 1986 2,929,341.00 2,859,148.00 549,165.00
;: 1987 2,417,616.00 2,916,978.00%/ 49,803.00
— 1988 1,363,777.00 1,108,898.00 304,682.00
e TOTAL $8,939,479.00 $8,634,797.00

*/ 'of this amount, $2,088,536.00 was expended between January 1,
1987 and April 30, 1987.
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MEMORANDUM FOR DON DEVINE

FROM: BILL LACY

DATE:

AUGUST 8, 1986

SUBJ: IOWA '86 PROQJECT

As you know,

1.

2.

Towa is a crucial state for the GOP,.

Sanator Grassley looks o.k., but Governor Branstad is in a
fight for his life.

Secause of tha agricultural situation, Iova has national
significance-- heavy GOP lcsses there woulld ._ode ill for
realignzaent and would ke a decisiva setkack for th
Fresident's farm policy.

Once a solid GOP state, Iowa is turning Democratic. Stopping
the slide there in '86 could give us soma ideas to apply to
slipping GOP midwestarn fortunes. To addrass these concerms,

I would like to propecse this concept for an Icwa '86 campaign
assistance program:

Durpese; To assist Governor Branstad and other state and

local candidates in Iowa by conducting a GO TV program
featuring the Majority leader.

Backaround; Midterm turnout is traditiocnally lowver
especially when the party in power faces sericus economic
problens. In 1982, economic circumstances led to large
numbers of Republicans voicing thair protest by not voting.
Similar circumstancas exist in Icwa in 1986 because of the

farn econony; so it is critical to reach out to low-intensity
votars.

outline: Republican votars will be called, asked their
position on state and local elections, whose eandorsement would
rake them more likaely to support tha GOP candidates, queried

about their attitude on farm policy, and finally, tested on
their lavel of participation.
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MEMORANDUM FOR DON DEVINE
; PAGE TWO

lov participation Republicans dissatisfied with farm policies
who support the state and local GOP ticket will then be
called. A massaga from Senator Dole urging thez to turn out

will te delivered. The target group will also receive a
lettar of endorsemeant.

In short, we'll use our resocurces in a carefully targeted wvay
to elect =cre Republicans in Iowa.

Let me kncw what you think.

, 317016498
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PROPOSAL FOR
MR. TOM SYNHORST

August 19, 1986

Ob jectives

1. To contact approximately 228,000 lowans and determine whether
the endorsement of each of seven prominent °ndividuals is more or less

likely to influence their supporting the Governor in the November elec-
tion.

2. To record each person's attitude to the above mentioned
questions and store this information for future telemarketing based on
their rec--~se, Those showing a favorable response to a particular

{ndividua. s endorsement will be recontacted within the final few weeks
before the election.

a 3. "o cost effectively provide high quality and accurate survey
data that can be utilized throughout the project at the client's discre-

D tion.

-~

<

QO

o

~

4, A manual system of filing will be used as a back-up to the
client's automated system.

5. The project will require a total of nine weeks to complete.
the final two weeks before the election will be utilized to contact the
people who responded favorably to a particular endorsement.

6. Llewis & Associates will have input and control over“designo-l

layout of the telemarketing cards, as well as other variables affecting
efficiency and performance.

M Assumptions

The following assumptions are based on several years of experience
in similar types of projects. Each figure {s conservative and
realistic: Lewis L Associates expects to exceed these figures through
improvement of performance variables we can control. These assumptions

will provide an excellent measure of the maximum time and cost involved
to complete this project.

1. Approximately 15 contacts will be completed per telemarketing
hour.

2. Approximately 17.5% of the peaple surveyed will need to be

called back shortly before the electior . cause they responded favorably
to a particular endorsement.

3. The survey data will be entered into the master file by the
client to enable those people who responded a particular way to be
sorted, counted and later re-printed on cards for follow-up calls.
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Estimated Costs

The following estimates of the project's cost are based on the
assumotions mentioned before., This estimate reflects the maximum cost
per contact the client can incur on this project. If Lewis & Associates
completes the project in less than the estimated hours, the client wil}
only be charged for actual telemarketing hours rather than the esti-

mated,
228,000 Original contacts
x 17.5% Favorabe response rate
39,900 Estimated follow-up contact required
228,000 Original contacts
+39,500 Follow-up contacts
’§E7f§66 Total estimatea contacts requirec
+ 15 Contacts per hour
17,860 Telemarketing hours
7 Cost per telemarketing hour
o+ b . Total estimated cost
> $ 27.50 Cost per telemarketing hour
+ 15 Contacts per telemarketing hour
~ ¥ 1.8 Cost per contact
-
“ Schedule
_ August 25-29 Make final preparations for project
September 1 {Week #1) Begin project
- September 8 (Week #2)
September 15 (Week #3)
~ September 22 (Week #4)
September 29 {Week #5)
October 6 (Week #6)
- October 13 (Week #7)
October 20 (Week #8) Begin calling favorable responses
~ October 27 (Week #9) Complete calling favorable responses
November 3 (Week #10) Project completed
November & Election Day

The calling hours of the project will be 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday
through Sunday.
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HELIO. MY NAME IS

AND I AM CALLING FROM CAMPAIGN

AMERICA, A POLITICAL ACTION CCMMITTEE,

CAN YOU KEZAR ME ALRIGHT?

l. WILL YOU BE SUPPORTING THE REPUBLICAN CANDIDATE FOR GOVERNOR,

TERRY BRANSTAD, AND EIS STATE-WIDE TICKET?

YES
NO
UNDECIDED

2. WILL YOU ET SUPPORTING

» ZOUR LOCAL REFUBLICAN
CANDIDATE FOR THE LEGISIATURE?

YES
NO
UNDECIDED

3. OF THE FOLLOWING LIST OF LEADERS, WHO'S ENDORSEMENT WOULD

MAKE YOU MORE LIKELY TO VOTE FOR A CANDIDATE ON NOVEMBER 4TH?

HOWARD BAKER
GEORGE BUSH
BOB DOLE
JESSE HELMS
JACK KEMP
PAUL LAXALT
BOB FACKWOOD
PAT ROBERTSON

]
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IOWA '86 PROGRAM ID SCRIPT
PAGE TWO

4. WHICH OF THESE LZADER'S ENDORSEMENT WOULD HAVE THE NEXT MOST

IMPACT ON YOUR DECISION TO VOTE NOVEMBER 4TH?

HOWARD BAKER
GEORGE BUSH
BOB DOLE
JESSE HEIMS
JACK KEMP
PAUL LAXALT
BOB PACKWOOD
FAT ROBERTSON

(Y]]

CN AN IMPORTANT MATTEIR AFFECTING IOWA, DO YOU AFPROVE OR

DISAPPROVE OF THE JOB THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION IS DOING ON
FARM POLICY?

APFROVE
DISAPPROVE
NO OPINION

IS THAT STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT (APPROVE) (DISAPPROVE)?

FIRALLY, I WOULD L3IKE TO ASK YOU WHICH OF THESE ACTIVITIES
YOU PARTICIPATE IN:

gi/lx)l()"Q')QG

GENERAL ELECTIONS

REPUBLICAN PRIMARIES

PRESIDENTIAL CAUCUSES

YOUR COUNTY'S REPUBLICAN CONVENTION
CONTRIBUTIONS TO REPUBLICAN CANDIDATES
VOLUNTEER FOR CANDIDATES

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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Ootehbar 22, 1986

Dear Fellow Republican:

I an writing you today on a matter of urgent izportance te
Iowa,

Governor Terry 3Branstad needs your vote on Tuesday,
Novezber ¢,

It is eepecially izportant that you and your family vota
this election day. Many chocsa not to votes in =idter= elections.
This must not happsna this critical yvear,

This rmakes your vote--and tha vots of avery zember of your
Zamilyweveary critical,

lat =e explain why. Govaernce Terry Branstad has beean a
trezandous ally ¢Z z=ine in the L..tle to rake Anerica's farmars
conpetative again. He's providing leadarship to solve the
problex=s of rural and small tewn America.

As the Senator of a midwestern agricultural state, I know
Zirsthand of the struggles fanily farzers have faced in the last
Zev years. Not all politiclians havae understood.

But Terry Branstad has. He's led the charge to {=preve your
agricultural situation in Ieva and in the nation as well. Aas

Senats Majority lLeader, I have consulted with hi= on farm zattars
cn nore than one occasion.

The Govermnor is an effective voice for Icwa here in

washington, on agriculture and othsr issues. And that's
{=portant.

But I've also vatched his efficient management of your state

government--gaving ycu, ths taxpayer, milliecns of dollars. Ana
he's worked to bring mere jobs to Iowa.

Under the Governcr's leadership, I sae a bright futurs ahead

for Iowa. Please nzake surs ve don't lese that opportunity. Be
surs to vota.

But don‘t stop thare. Be sura to vote for the GOP ticket:
[1ist statewide candidatas]}. And don't forget the Republican
candidates for the state Senate and Fousa. They'll ke a crucial

part of the Governor's ef£Iorts to get Icwa back on the right
track.
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Believe xe, a8 Majority leader of the United States Senate,
I recegnize the need for a teaam. Maks sure the Governoer can
continue his efforts with a strong team backing him up.

Pleasa vote for Terry Branstad on Novexber 4, and for his
tean. It's so very izportant for Iowa.

8incerely,
308 DOLE

P.§. Your vote can zake the differenca. 36 sure to gat cut
and vote for Governer Branstad and his tickat on election day.
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DOLE FOR PRESIDENT
Reviev of Campaign America Records -
Telemarketing ;
Tova Commission Det’d 5
. Allocable Iova Allocable {%
Payee Check # Check Date Amount Amount i
Levis & Associates .
Telemarketing Inc. 2945 10/14/86 $ 19,305.00 -0-
3265 11/03/86 42,120.00 -0-
%476 12/02/86 9,195.90 —0-
3310 11/06/86 238.75 -0- ;:4
Total $ 70,859.65 -0-
Ed Nichols Associates 3534 12/09/86 2,635.73 2,635.73
3533 12/09/86 2,656.14 2,656.14
3797 01/21/87 2,718.80 2,718.80
3949 02/13/87 238.75 238.75
4069 02/26/87 147.00 147.00 %
4099 03/02/87 593.85 593.85
Total $8,990.27 $8,990.27 :
Follov-Up Letter N:
Tom Synhorst (Postage) 3132 10/28/86 5,950.00 -0- P
U.S. Postmaster Des Moines 3086 10/23/86 1,300.00 -0-
MacDonald Letter Service 3123 10/27/86 2,683.52
ABC Mail Service 3122 10/27/86 1,015.00
ABC Mail Service 4146 03/11/86 143.46
Follov-Up Letter Total $11,091.98
Telemarketing Program Total $§90,941.90
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SENATOR BOB DOLE

ADDRESS TO THE 1OWA BANKERS ASSOCIATION

FEBRUARY 7, 1987

1 APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS THE ANNUAL LUNCHEON
OF THE IOWA BANKERS ASSOCIATION.I SIOUX CITY IS ONE OF MY
FAVORITE PLACES. 1IN FACT, LATELY, ANY PLACE IN OR NEAR IOWA IS
ONE OF MY FAVORITE PLACES. ’ (BRACKETS ADDE"
AS MANY OF YOU KNOW, I HAVE SPOKEN TO MANY IOWANS DURING THE

PAST FEW MONTHS. IT'S VERY EVIDENT THAT IOWANS HAVE THE SAME

INTERESTS AND CONCERNS AS PEOPLE IN MY HOME STATE OF KANSAS --

THEY WANT TO KNOW HOW TO SURVIVE IN SOME TOUGH ECONOMIC TIMES.
THEY WANT A PROSPEROUS NATIONAL ECONOMY, BUT THEY'RE ALSO

CONCERNED ABOUT THE ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF RURAL AMERICA.

SO I WILL BEGIN BY CONGRATULATING EACH OF YOU, BECAUSE AS THE
COMMERCIAL LENDERS TO THE FARMERS AND SMALL-TOWN BUSINESSMEN AND
WOMEN OF IOWA, YOU PLAY A CENTRAL ROLE IN KREEPING THE WHEELS OF
IOWA'S ECONOMY TURNING. IT'S NOT AN EASY JOB, BUT IT IS A

PARTNERSHIP THAT HAS ENDURED FOR MANY, MANY YEARS THROUGH THE BAD
TIMES AS WELL AS THE GOOD.

-1-
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A GRASS ROOTS APPROACH

1 AM PIRMLY CONVINCED THAT IF WE ARE GOING TO SOLVE THE
PROBLEMS FACING RURAL IOWA, RURAL NEBRASKA, RURAL KANSAS OR
ANYWHERE ELSE IN RURAL AMERICA, THE ANSWERS ARE GOING TO HAVE TO
COME FROM THE GRASS ROOTS AND NOT FROM POLITICIANS IN WASHINGTON

p.C.

IN NOVEMBER, GOVERNOR BRANSTAD AND I ORGANTZED THE
"REPUBLICAN TASK FORCE ON FARM AND RURAL AMERICA™ WITH THE FIRST
MEETING IN DES MOINES, IOWA, COMPOSED OF MIDWEST GOVERNORS,
SENATORS AND CONGRESSMEN. WITH SEVERAL NEWLY-ELECTED MIDWESTERN
GOVERNORS, WE FEL~ THAT REPUBLICANS HAD AN OPPORTUNITY AND A
RESPONSIBILITY TO DIELOP A CLOSER STATE AND NATIONAL
RELATIONSHIP ON FOUR I1SSUES IMPORTANT TO RURAL CITIZENS,
ESPECIALLY IN THE MIDWEST: FARM POLICY, ROURAL DEVELOPMENT, FARM
CREDIT AND AGRICULTURAL TRADE AND EXPORTS.

IN ADDITION TO GOVERNOR BRANSTAD, SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE IOWA

DELEGATION WERE PRESENT: REPRESENTATIVES JAMES LEACH, JIM
LIGHTZOOT, TOM TAUKE AND FRED GRANDY.

RORAL DEVELOPMENT

AFTER HOLDING MEETINGS IN DES MOINES AND CHICAGO, IT WAS THE
TASK FORCE'S CONSENSUS THAT, WHILE THE FARM PROGRAM IS

UNDOUBTEDLY A KEY PACTOR IN THE OVERALL RURAL ECONOMY, IT WILL

-2e
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TAKE MORE THAN CHANGES IN BASIC FARM LEGISLATION TO TURN THINGS
AROUND. WE HAVE EXPERIENCED THE EMOTIONAL ROLLER-COASTER OF
HOPES AND DISAPPOINTMENTS WHEN WASHINGTON CONSIDERS NEW PARM
BILLS. WHILE SOME IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE, THEY ARE OFTEN
TOOBROAD—BASED TO ADDRESS AND RESOLVE LOCAL PROBLEMS. MANY RURAL
COMMUNITIES AND BUSINESSES ARE IN CRITICAL DANGER OF COLLAPSE
NOW, AND WE NEED TO FOCUS ON WHAT CAN BE DONE THROUGH RURAL

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS TO SUPPLEMENT WHAT WE DO WITH FARM PROGRAMS.

IN PARTICULAR, WE NEED TO FIND WAYS TO DIVERSIFY THE
ECONOMIES OF FARM COMMUNITIES AND PROVIDE EDUCATION AND
VOCATIONAL TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES FOR FARMERS AND OTHER RURAL
CITIZENS. A NUMBER OF FARM STATES HAVE ALREADY DONE IMPORTANT
WORK IN THESE AREAS. WE NEED TO BEGIN TO COORDINATE EFFORTS AT
THE FEDERAL LEVEL WITH THE STATES AND PRIVATE ENTERPRISE AND MAKE

SURE OUR BASIC COMMODITY PROGRAMS DOVETAIL WITH THESE BROADER
INITIATIVES.

WE HAVE ALREADY STARTED IN THE SENATE ON SOME OF THESE
ISSUES. DURING CONSIDERATION OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY BILL ON
PEBRUARY 4, WE ADOPTED AN AMENDMENT BY SENATOR PRESSLER STATING
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST DO MORE TO ADDRESS THE SERIOUS
PROBLEM OF DETERIORATING BUS SERVICE FOR RURAL AMERICA. WE MUST

KEEP BASIC SERVICES IN RURAL AMERICA TO ATTRACT NEW BUSINESSES

AND PROVIDE NEW JOBS AND GREATER ECONOMIC ACTIVITY.

el s Ui B T
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RE-TRAINING FOR DISPLACED RURAL AMERICANS

1 AM GOING TO MAKE A RECOMMENDATION REGARDING JOB RETRAINING
PROVISIONS IN ANY NEW TRADE LEGISLATION CONSIDERED BY THE 100TH
CONGRESS. THE ADMINISTRATION'S TRADE BILL CONTAINS NEARLY S1
BILLION IN RE-TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR WORKERS WHO HAVE LOST THEIR
JOBS DUE TO INCREASED IMPORTS. CURRENTLY, 25 PERCENT OF ALL
AMERICANS LIVE IN RURAL CCMMUNITIES -- CTMMUNITIES THAT FACE
DIFFICULT ECONOMIC TIMES DUE TO A NUMBER OF FACTORS, INCLUDING A

SIGNIFICANT DECLINE IN AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS AND A RISE 1IN
AGRICULTURAL IMPORTS.

I MAY OFFER AN AMENDMENT DURING THIS YEAR'S TRADE DEBATE

EARMARKING NOT LESS THAN 25 PERCENT OF ANY JOB RETRAINING FUNDS

| 6 4 9 923

FOR WORKERS IN RURAL COMMUNITIES -- ALL THE WAY FROM FARMERS TO

9

HARDWARE STORE WORKERS THAT HAVE BEEN AFFECTED BY THE

/

AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY. ITS MY VIEW THAT IF 25 PERCENT OF ALL

4

AMERICANS LIVE IN RURAL AREAS THEY OUGHT TO GET AT LEAST 25

) 3

PERCENT OF THE JOB RETRAINING ASSISTANCE.

FARM PROGRAMS

ANOTHER CONCERN OUR REPUBLICAN TASK FORCE ADDRESSED 1S FARM

. CREDIT. PERSONALLY, I THINK MOST BANKERS WOULD SAY THEIR TWO

GREATEST FEARS WOULD BE (1) A SHARP REDU.U(ON IN COMMODITY
PROGRAM BENEPITS AND (2) THE COLLAPSE OF THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM.
THESE EVENTS COULD RESULT IN LOWER FARMLAND VALUES AND EXACERBATE
THE PARM DEBT PROBLEM.

! 2 -

.. . :.5.4 =
e e Y RGRACIFE o

- HEY __F_.-'." - , M : ':‘."'.' . 5‘3,'_
-):.‘-"'0 oy -“"‘4"‘-- e £ . l\"" . .‘:‘ o N hw“: s )




RTTACIERT AT
Page 35 of 10

THE ADMINISTRATION HAS NOTIFIED CONGRESS THAT IT WANTS TO
CHANGE THE 198§ FARM BILL. ONE PART OF THEIR LEGISLATIVE PACKAGE
WOULD CUT TARGET PRICES BY TEN PERCENT PER YEAR FOR THREE YEARS.
THIS WOULD REDUCE SPENDING ON FARM PROGRAMS BY ABOUT $20 BILLION

DURING FISCAL YEARS 1988-1992.

MY VIEW IS THAT OUR EFFORTS TO ADDRESS THE FEDERAL BUDGET
DEFICITS MAY WELL REQUIRE SOME REDUCTIONS IN SPENDING FOR
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS. WE ARE ALL FAMILIAR WITH THE FACT THAT
FARM PROGRAM COSTS HAVE RISEN FROM AN ANNUAL AVERAGE OF $3-S4
BILLION IN THE LATE 1970'S TO $25.8 BILLION LAST YSAR AND AN

ESTIMATED $25.2 BILLION IN FY-1987.

CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATION SHOULD KEEP IN MIND, HOWEVER,
THAT, TAKING INFLATION INTO ACCOUNT, THE FARM VALUE OF FOOD
ACTUALLY FELL DURING THE PAST DECADE, AND THAT AMERICANS NOW USE
ABOUT ONE-THIRD LESS OF THEIR DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR FOOD
PURCHASES -~ SO FARMERS MAY BE RECEIVING MORE OF THEIR INCOME FROM

THE GOVERNMENT, BUT THE REAL BENEFICIARIES ARE PEOPLE WHO EAT.

SO, 1 DON'T BELIEVE CONGRESS WILL APPROVE THE
ADMINISTRATION'S TARGET PRICE CUTS -- OR ANY MAJOR FARM PROGRAM

CHANGES UNLESS AND UNTIL WE SEE MEANINGFUL AND EQUITABLE ACTION
ON BUDGET DEFICITS.

. 3, . 3
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FARM CREDIT

WE ALSO WANT TC ENSURE THAT AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF CREDIT AT

REASONABLE RATES IS AVAILABLE TO FARMERS AND RURAL ENTERPRISES,

THIS MEANS MAINTAINING THE VIABILITY OF THE COOPERATIVE FARM
CREDIT SYSTEM. BOT IT ALSO MEANS THAT OUR EFFORTS TC ASSIST

{ STRUGGLING FARMERS AND THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM MUST NCT DRIVE

COMMERCIAL LENDERS OUT OF THE FARM LOAN BUSINESS.

-

CHAPTER 12

I HAVE HEARD FROM A NUMBER OF FARM BANKERS IN MY STATE WHO
HAVE CONCERNS ABOUT THE NEW CHAPTER 12 LEGISLATION, SPONSORED BY
IOWA'S SENIOR SENATOR, CHUCK GRASSLEY. THEY PARTICULARLY

QUESTION THE "ADEQUATE PROTECTION"™ PROVISIONS, WHICH ALLOW A

DEBTOR TO STAY IN BUSINESS BY WRITING DOWN FARMLAND CEBT TO ITS
CURRENT VALUE.

TO DATE THERE HAS BEEN NO RUSH TO THE BANKRUPTCY COURTS SINCE

ENACTMENT OF CHAPTER 12. AS OF JANUARY 22, THERE WERE ONLY 357
FILINGS IN THE 8TH CIRCUIT, WHICH INCLUDES IOWA AND SIX OTHER KEY
FARM STATES. THE LIMITED USE OF THE NEW CHAPTER 12 APPEARS TO BE
THE NEW TAX REFORM BILL, WHICH ENCOURAGES FARMERS WITH SERIOUS

PINANCIAL PROBLEMS TO WRITE DOWN LOSSES INSTEAD OF FILING FOR
BANKRUPTCY.

-6=
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I SUGGEST WE SHOULD GIVE SENATOR GRASSLEY'S LEGISLATION A
FAIR CHANCE TO WORK. CONGRESS WILL BE WATCHING CLOSELY TO SEE
WHAT THE REPERCUSSIONS ON FARM LENDING WILL BE. IF SIGNIFICANT
PROBLEMS ARISE AND CREDIT THREATENS TO DRY UP, WE ARE PREPARED TO

MAKE THE NECESSARY CORRECTIONS.

SECONDARY MARKET

1 UNDERSTAND A TASK FORCE HAS BEEN MEETING ON THE SO-CALLED

"SECONDARY MARKET®" CONCEPT COMPOSED OF THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM,

9 THE INDEPENDENT BANKERS, THE AMERICAN BANKERS AND INSURANCE
o~ COMPANY REPRESENTATIVES. SENATOR GRASSLEY HAS INTRODUCED
h LEGISLATION TO CREATE A SECONDARY MARKET AS A MEANS OF INCREASING
;; THE AVAILABILITY OF FUONDS FOR FARM LENDING.
- THE IDEA OF PACKAGING LONG-TERM FARM LOANS AND MARKETING THEM
~ THROOGH AN ENTITY THAT HAS AGENCY STATUS AND ACCESS TO THE BOND
MARKETS ~- EITHER THROUGH THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM OR THROUGH A

R

“"PARMER MAC®™ OR AN "AGGIE MAE"™ -- IS AN INTRIQUING IDEA THAT

DESERVES CLOSE EXAMINATION, ESPECIALLY IF IT COULD BRING MORE

CAPITAL TO RURAL COMMUNITIES AND COULD OFFER FARMERS LOWER
INTEREST RATES ON REAL ESTATE LOANS.

I THINK THERE SHOULD BE A FULL DISCUSSION OF THIS CONCEPT AND
HOW IT MAY BE PART OF OUR OVERALL APPROACH () THE FARM CREDIT
SITUATION THIS YEAR. I ENCOURAGE COMMERCIAL LENDERS TO WORK WITH
THE PARM CREDIT SYSTEM AND OTHERS AND CONTINUE TO EXPLORE WHAT

MAY PROVE TO BE A VERY USBFUL LENDING TOOL.

t s
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PROPOSED COMMITTEE HEARINGS

RECENTLY THERE HAVE BEEN QUITE A FEW PRESS REPORTS CONCERNING
THE FINANCIAL CONDITION OF THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM. CONGRESS HAS.
COME TO THE AID OF THE SYSTEM TWICE WITHIN THE LAST 18 MONTHS,
PASSING LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE BASIC GUIDELINES FOR REFORMS AND
GCIVING THE SYSTEM AND ITS BORROWERS MORE FLEXIBILITY IN DEALING
WITH THEIR PROBLEMS. THERE ARE MANY WHO SAY THE SYSTEM WILL NEED
SOME FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE SOMETIME THIS YEAR UNDER THE
1985 CREDIT ACT. THERE ARE MANY WHO FEEL THE SYSTEM COOULD BE

MORE CANDID ABOUT THE EXTENT OP ITS DIFFICOULTIES AND THE

TIMELINESS OF INITIATING A NEW DEBATE ON FURTHER REFORMS AND
RESTRUCTURING.

I HAVE WRITTEN SENATOR LEAHY AND SENATOR LUGAR ASKING THE
SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A FOUOLL DAY OF HEARINGS TO
INVESTIGATE THE FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM AS
WELL AS OTHER AGRICULTURAL LENDERS. SUCH A HEARING WOULD PROVIDE
AN OPPORTUNITY TO RECEIVE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE FARM CREDIT
ADMINISTRATION, THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM AND FROM COMMERCIAL
AGRICULTURAL LENDERS REGARDING MEASURES THAT MAY BE NECESSARY TO

ENSURE OUR FARMERS HAVE ACCESS TO AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF CREDIT AT
REASONABLE RATES.

I DON'T WANT TO BE CAUGHT WITH EVERYONE COMING TO CONGRESS
AND SAYING THAT THE SYSTEM NEEDS ASSISTANCE WITHIN A WEEK. THIS

IS AN ISSUE THAT DOES NOT NEED TO SURPRISE ANY OP US, SO WHY NOT

START NOW TO THINK ABOUT THE VIRTUES AND DRAWBACKS OF ANY

ALTERNATIVES TO HELP THE SYSTEM THROUGH TOUGH TIMES. CONGRESS IS

)
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GETTING TIRED OF PASSING LEGISLATION THAT EVERYONE SAYS WILL
“SAVE THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM™ -- ONLY TO FIND OUT THREE MONTHS

LATER THAT THE PROBLEM STILL EXISTS.

CONCLUSION

NOT LONG AGO, 1 SPOKE TO YOUR STATE SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION
ABOUT SOME OF THE ISSUES IMPORTANT TO THEIR MEMBERS AND TO IOWA.

AGRICULTURE WAS. AT THE TOP OF THE LIST.

THERE PRUBABLY WASN'T A SHERIFEF IN THE ROOM WHO HAD NOT FELT
THE EPPECTS OF THE DEPRESSED FARM ECONOMY. AND THE EFFECTS ARE

VERY REAL, FOR IT IS THE SHERIFF OR A DEPUTY SHERIFP WHO TAKES

THAT LONG DRIVE UP A FARMER'S LANE TO DELIVER A FORECLOSURE OR

EVICTION NOTICE.

LIKE THOSE SHERIFPS, YOU ALSO KNOW THE PROBLEMS OUR RURAL
ECONOMY FACES. AND I DOUBT THERE IS A PERSON IN THIS ROOM WHO
HASN'T FELT THE PAIN OF TURNING DOWN A FARMER - PERHAPS A

NEIGHBOR OR A FRIEND YQU'VE KNOWN FOR YEARS - WHO WAS LOOKING FOR

A LITTLE BREATHING ROOM, A SECOND CHANCE, A NEW HOPE FOR THE
FUTURE.
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BUT WHEN FARMERS ARE IN TROUBLE, YOUR BUSINESS - THE BUSINESS
OPF BANKING - IS ALSO IN TROUBLE. 1986 SAW RECORD LOSSES FOR IOWA
BANKS, ATTRIBOTABLE IN LARGE PART TO THE STATE'S DEPENDENCY ON AN

AGRICULTURE-BASED ECONOMY., BUT THERE MAY BE SOME GOOD NEWS
AROUND THE CORNER.

I KNOW THAT YOUR STATE BANKING COMMISSIONER IS PREDICTING
PEWER BANK CLOSURES IN IOWA THIS YEAR. AND IN WASHINGTON, WE'RE

LOOKING POR BETTER WAYS TO HELP BOTH THE FARMER AND THE BANKER.

NOW SOME WOULD SAY THAT WE IN WASHINGTON MUST PROVIDE ALL THE

~ SOLUTIONS. AND WE OFTEN TRY. BUT, AS I'VE SAID MANY TIMES

< BEPORE, WE IN CONGRESS CANNOT GUARANTEE THAT EVERYONE IN OUR

O SOCIETY SUCCEEDS. ALL WE CAN DO 1S STRIVE TO PROVIDE THE RIGHT
— KIND OF ENVIRONMENT WHERE PEOPLE HAVE THE OPPORTOUNITY TO SUCCEED
& - BUT WE CANNOT GUARANTEE SUCCESS.

- BUT IF WE WORK TOGETHER, PERHAPS WE CAN MAKE 1987 A BEGINNING
t? POR MORE SUCCESSFUL TIMES IN AGRICULTURE. I LOOK FORWARD TO

WORKING WITH YOU.

-10-
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BEVERLY HUBBLE TAUKE

400 0" Street S.W. 8203
Washington D.C. 20024
(202) 484-7134

T IITNATOR DOLE FABRUARY 13, 1987

FROM: BHT

RE: IOWA ‘CALKTNSG #NINDS

* CATERPILLAR PLANT CLOSING As confirmed 1a Tebruary 17 announcement, Jipag
aat 1,300 j3oibs daspite plant's track record as most productive CAT plant 1n 11SA;
its demiss dua to LI3S OF FOREIGW MARKESS, ~2lant will phase out during late
1987, 1988.

(TIE TO DOLE TRADE AGENDA M PROTEST IUWA AND U.S. JOBS... As nraven by Dole

hattles against unfair Canadian pork iaports and unfair ethanol imports <mostly

Brazil>, Bob Dole 18 committed to enforce U.S. trade laws, and denand free but
FAIR TRADE.

ALSO USEPUL HERE: Other Dole initiatives re: strong Jdollar, aggressive pursuit

of international markets, erosion of federal red tape/barriars to strong
trade.)

* NISSISSIPPI RIVER PROJECY: Officials in area

| 6 50@ 9

are pushing numbar of proposed

* Possible use of old Case building outside NDavenport as a museum or
tourist center, =nhancing viver area appeal to toarists,

~
. * W -State comulssion iarging construction of new bridge--old one viawed as
N suveraly i1nadequate link hatween lowa=-Illinovrs.
* Rivarboat gambling to Attrant muc< Hhusiness,
~
* Yew levies - could incluia fadecal funlds if citieg aatch funding,

* Rivar seen as centerpiece of long-range (20-year) development plan
pronoted by local asdia to unite Duad Clties more as single community; would
{nclude removal of commercial properties along rivar.

* These proposals have not really moved past promotion stage,

fy
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MLE/IOWA: KEY L1ssues PERRUARY 1347

IOWA TALKING POINTS

SUPPORT POR TOWA PARMERS

UNMPAIR CANADIAR PORK INMPORTS: Dole/Grassley 1nitiative led to PUNITIVE

DUTIES for Canadians dunmping potk unfaicly nn 1.S., with anormous stakes for
Iowa.

¢ UNPAIR BYHANGL IMPORYS:

Dole battles vs. unfair 2thanol imports, severely
jeopardizing cornyrowers & corn-based ethanol industry, at great ci3k to Iowa.
3uch battles havae stymied athanol isonrts, saving 3.3

3. 4] <7ancay about $900
million 1n lata 'BS - early '86 alone, according to =thavol .ndustry,

* BILL TO ADVANCE SPRING PAYMENTS, Dole-backed, would mean 72S5a - 750 million

marly dollars to Iowa faraers.

*

SOTL TILTH CRNTER, IOWA STATX UNIVRRSITY - Dole, supporting C.Grassley,
engineered restoratiocn of $11.1 u;k&ggg'to "ISU for research crucial in battle

for U.S. agriculture to compete ~ffectively in global markets, Study of new

growth options, new uses of U,S. food and fiber....to sustain the 7 out of 10
Iowa jobs now dependent on agriculture.

¢ 1985 PARR BILL:

Suggest keeping this tight with few key points:

(1) No bill wonuld please all farmears,

(2) Under REPUBLICAN-SHAPED progranms of past FIVE YEARS (1982-1936), MORE
WAS SPFNT ON AGRICULTURE ($104 BILLION astimate a3 of lagt Spring) than was
spent on ayriculture ducing priocr 18 YEARS! If cormitment to Amarican facmars
18 measured by Jdollars, the fact is that the [EPIRLICAN SENATE dalivered far
JraAter Support to dyriculture than praviously offered under NDamocratic control.

A d
(3) Suggest nmphasiy nn achievenents of faca pcograa, light acknowledgaent

of inevitahle inadaquaciag, “at ao n2wed Lo uss 2xtansive camarks to Jefead Faen
Aill. Sounds too defensivs,

TAX REFORM

-—aee

led Senate last year led way to most sweeping tax reform in 40 years.

]

"I'a sorry our party didn't put it in our 1984 platform,” groused
Democratic prasidantial hooaful Gary Hart, “but 1t got away froe us and

it's theirs now.® (Washingtoa Post).

* No wonder Democrats cringed at Republican-led raforas. Throujgh that
histaris avachaul, Republicans:

o Assurad LOMER RAYES for about 308 of all U.S, taxpaynrs.

——® ..

¥ T cew.
o Elfatnated about § NILLIOR POOR. £roa tha tax rolls..
. TS U :!’*_':.-:v-..;;",. L z?.._
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*

o Reduced the top rate »f 27% lowar than 4t any time qince 1931,

* DICOME TAX IRDEXING, engineerad by Repuhlicans, assure-l PRIMARY RILIEF ™)

P R

(Concentratml relinf for loe-i1nconme taxpayers who move up
narrov tax brackets fastar.)

TAX REFOR®, Cont'd

e DEMOCRATS MAY WIN THE RHETORIC BATTLE - but 1t's REPUBLICANS WHO HAVE

DELIVFRED TAX RELIEP t2 the very “workers, women, minorities and poor® for: whom
pDemocrats too often claim mxclusive concern.

¢ NEW CEALLENGE: TO BEAT BACK INEVITABLE DEMOCRATIC ATTEMPTS TO STRIP AWAY
*HOSE HARD-WON TAX BRZAKS! namsccrat-controlled House has already rejected
efforts to proteact tax relief froms early erosion.

................................ American
workers won suhbstantial ftag ~*li>f aadac tha MO0,F JATIH,

anad I'1 now aaciag TAX
d RELIST 2IRSERVALLIN A Inp prinrity on the Republican agenda.
A
S BALANCED AWDGET
* IN WY (DOLE) CROSAOR FOR BALANCED BUDGET ANENDWINT, I've traveled to Michigan
O & elsevherms to lobby legislators.... 32 states have adopted resolutions urging
constitutional amendment limiting taxes and requiring a balanced faderal
- budget. I'M COMAITTED TO A BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT.
& * SENATE BUDGET VOTE IN 1985 TO ELIMINATE 13 PEDERAL PROGRAMS, & restrict
~ epanding 1n hundreds of other prograns was a major victory towards budget
restraint.,,. . FOILED ONLY WHEN THZ HOUSE BAULKED!
‘ ¢ GRAMK-RUDMAN has been usaful in moving U.S. towards budgst control 3dut a
M ptatutr c4an be modified, postponed, or amanied by a simpla majority,..which is
- why wa neud tha Constitutinnal awendieant to forem Congcads to filscal

reaponsibiliey,

. “OMEN'S ISSUBS

Lu__slg..‘,m: Dole-backed logislatinn gave YOUNG WOMEN the right ta paali
naclier for pangion programs, and quarantssd OLDER WOMEN a shars of thairc
spouse’s rati{ramant incoma. (Because highest parcentage of women work during

early twentinm, exclusion of those workers from pension accrual proved a greatsr
11ability tn fumale than male workers).

v

-

® CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCENENT: Dole-backed legislation now allows state and

::'hnl qc'ﬂ"l.';-enu to WITHHOLD TAX REPUNDS from parents (nost often fathers)
:inquent On chi{ld support payments. Such child-support cnforcenment crucial to
lave enormuus economic pressura oftan confronting women who head households.
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* DISCRIMIRATORY LAWS: A Dole proposal would not allow fadaral funis for

anforenaant of laws with gander-isad .listiactiony,
MINORITY RIGHTS

*  VOTING RIGHES ACY: (Briefly explain stakas for black voters i1a some U.S.
coxaunitias)... "nla led Republican sapporr JITHRIT JHICH minoricy votmey in
Jua J.S. cownuniting whuld have LOST legal protection essantial 5 guarantae
their bagic Constitutional cights.

KIWORITY RIGHTS, Cont'd

——— > - - = .. -

Senate. Ressage to black Americans: Thes Party of Abraham Lincoln REMAINS hoae
of MANY OP US deeply committad to full freedom, rights, of all Aaericans.
(Note: Dlespite Iowa's minuscule minority population, Iowans of all stripes

are generally supportive or at least not antagonistic to this type social
issue.)

* MARTIN LOTHER KING HOLIDAY: Floor leader to navigate legislat:on through

WOTE: GEXERAL OARJFCTIVES QP IOMA TALKING POINTS

— - - - - —— ——

* ADDRESS VALUES IMPORTAYT TO IOWARS: Initiatives on agricultyral yanerally,

pork/corn spacifically, tie RJO to Yowa's best {ntarests far mora tightly than
ooseihla with any othar Republican hopaful, possibly than any Damocrat,

OFPER IOWANS A PRYEND IN THE WHITE HOUSE: If candidatas arn confronted with
question: Ho« should youf PAST =o3l1bae2ats agsuca lowany that if ysu are
elected Jowa will have a friend {n the White Housa,..., 1T%'s likely NO ONE could
answer that challenga as affactively as RFD. So we should make sure the
question is asked,..and asked...and askad. (7Jsing past as baromster of future)
<Useful in other farm states as vell, for that matter,...>

L——

L 4

(BRACKETS ADDEID)
OEPINE BOB DOLE WITH EBCOROMICALLY COMSERVATIVE ANU COMPASSIONATE SUBSTANCE:
A too-rare combination, but VERY APPEALING to Inwans, Strass thes
balanced-budget, tax control substance without wearing out the “conservative®
tarm; But also strass {aportant Dols hattles for women, poar, aiaoritiag,

handicappid for the consddrvativaewith-a='viish patuga caflnitiong s

IY TN

raisad in ptlot Iowa town meetings, S3Soam sattings may not wacrant such
=aphases, hat the 3,111 D05 RATIR) ghaald b i owl Mg Lygnas ralsald;

T OCIVTI/ITRORITY RIGHTS included herm primacily bacause thosa {isuas wece
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ACVIEW OF CANPAIGN ANESICA PAC RECORDS
SCHEDULE OF CVENTS AWD NEETINGS NELD IN IOWA BETWEEN 3/31/06-1/13/87
{SCE EXPLANATION OF COLUMN WEADINGS on Pace 10 of 10)
CVENTS:
DESCRIPTION OF EVENT/ . CHECK § TOWA TOWA OTHER nEewo ATTENDLES
DATE OF EVENT/ -. ALLOCASLE  TAVL-WON EXPENSES ENTRY (]
PAYES CHNECK DATE AnT ALLOCAPLE £xes (414
3/31/706-4/01/06 ATTENDEES :
. NELTING WELD AT NOTEL DSW SCHATOR DOLE
———— 708 SYNHORST
MOTEL FORT OSM 1098/4-24 140.19 ’ M GLASSNER
CXECUTIVE AIR TRAVEL 1092/4-24 1,294.50 5,959.38 D oEvImE
PLOYD BROWN 1003/4-07 254. 40 7 sRown
INTCRANATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 177%/4-01 T SOUCY-ROCK ISLAND, NEAR
FLOYD SROWN ¢ 290.00 DAVENPORT
ROBERT WALLACE 1929/3-31 36.00
ROBERT WALLACK 19%1/3-31 6.00
fTOM soucy 1011/4-08 345.64
SUBTOTALS: 1,022.41 5,9%9.13 544.40
4/04/86-4/09/86 ATTENDEES:
CVENTS & NECETINGS THROUGROUT TOWA SENATOR DOLE
—————— ——— FLOYD AROWN
CXECUTIVE JET AVIATION 1092/4-24 513,72 4726.2) JOL BARRETT
INTERNATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 1004/4-21 DOMALD DEVINE
FLOYD BROWN I 285.00
JOE BARRLTT 1014/4-0 193,30 226.68 168.57
JOE BARACTT 170}
INTEZRNATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 1773/4-01
OONALD DEVINE ' 224.00
SUBTOTALS: 8 2 e P e e 4 s = e e
707.10  4,9%0.2) 226.60 453.57
4/18/06
AN EVENT AT WAPALLO IOWA & A RECPUBLICAN DINNER @ DSM 4-24-66 ATTENDEES:
-------------- ladedadod dafudedbbabateded e et et ind 7 BROWN
IOWA DINING. 1056/4-10 1,396.02 J RENMAN
vew posT 5166 1857/4-10 27%.00
PAT PARSONS 1850/4-10 206.01
C NICKLIN 1859/4-10 18.9%9
% GEAST 1060/4-10 184.00
TLOYD BROWN 1905/4-29 909.37
JONN REHNAN 21%2/6-16 334.22
1,323.%9

1,18%.22

SUBTOTALS:

a
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ATTENDELS
e
SVENT

-

ATTENDELES :
SCNATOR OOLE
PAUL RUSSO
GLASSHER
sweeney
VARASSE
stGo
aROWN
SARRETYT
NLRRY

sSueungs

- e o > P D o S U o e M b o e o

ATTENDLLS:
STNATOR DOLL
J vVoiGnrs

7 SROwWN

D bEviINE

DESCRIPTION OF ERVERY/ CHBCK § 10MA TOMA OTNER ngno
OATE OF CYENT/ ] ALLOCABLE TRAVL-NOW (3144 }114] ENTRY
PAYES CHECR DATE ARY ALLOCADLE ' RXPS
4-30-06/5-03-06 *
JOWA CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICY CONVENTIONS
ROBEAT VANCSSE 1962/%-06 329.7
ROBERT VANRSSE 1972/5-09 274.04 200.93
WARREN SWEEREY 2373/7-2% 1%4. 47 §.00 $8.67
NOTEL PORT DOSM POR: 3042/%-21
ROBERT VANECSSE o 72¢6.0)
SCNATOR DOLE .. 141,65
PAUL RUSSO o 116.9%
MNIKE GLASSHER ’ 49.9%)
WARREN SWEELNCY [ 36.08
JOC BARARTY [ 70.120
STEVE 3EGO re 209,49
FLOYD BROWN . 445.9%0
JOC SARRETT 1009/4-21 197.3¢ 106.29
JOE BARRETT 1976/5-09
BRIAN BERRY 1945/5-09% 3$32.80
FLOYD BROWN 1984/9-14 6€75.9%0
STEVE SgGO 1938/9-09 61.79
PLOYD BROWN 2429/70-0% 250.94
TIBBEN FLIGNTS 1970/5-14 1,4%1.92
SUSTOTALS: 4,330.94 304.9) 296.9¢ 1,300.74
6/20,06-6/21/06
SOWA GOP CONVENTION
PLOYD BROWR 2203/6-2% 339.14
BRENT BARLER 2221/6-27 3.20 297.5%¢0
NOTEL FPORT DSH roOR: 2271/7-03
JANE VOIGNTS [ 176.06
MARRIOT NOTEL 2276/7-0) 196.00
FRED DOWIE 2275/7-0) 6).34
CITY OF OES NOINES 2270/7-6) 50.00
ALCXANDERS PHNOTO SERVICE 2291/7-07 0. N4
e ' 2323/7-17 34.32
COWAGRE, INC 2733/9-10 9313.00
ALEXANDRIA TRAVEL SCRVICE FOR: 2191/6-2)
DONALD DEVINE ve 232.00
INTERANATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 2361/7-02
FLOYD BROWN ' 464.00
647.60 1,462.%¢ 979.20

SUBTOTALS:

- o " o s o s o
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Page 3 ¢
DESCRIPYION OF EVENT/ cugex § SovA 10WA oTHER neno ATTLHDEES
OATE OF CVENT/ s ALLOCABLE  TRAVL-NOW cxPENSCS ENTRY ¢ 2
PAYESR CHECR OATE AnY ALLOCASLE zxps gvEnY .
ATTENDELS:

1/25/'6-1/2./.‘ JONR RENNAN LS
STH DISTRICT RAEPUBLICAN RVENT -~ ATLANTIC IOWA SEMATOR DOLE
J RENMAR 3338/11-11 475,18
SUBTOTALS : ° ] 47%.18
8/03/86-8/04/06 ATTENDEES :
NEZCTING ¢ ROTEL DSM sgn pott
- 7 BROWN
PLOYD BROWN 2506/0-19 65.96 B LACY )
NOTEL FORT DSH 2607/0-24 10%.14 D oEvimE
SOTEL PORY DSM 2407/0-14 M GLASSWER S
HOTELL PORY DSW FOR: 248%/8-14 JANE VOIGNTS P

JANE VOIGHTS v’ 9).06 :‘ﬂg;g
PRATT AUDIO VISUAL 2484/0-14 29.0) g
SURLINGTON INDUSTRIES POR: 2426/0-09 2,315,900 ’
e 0o 2311/7-29% 453,00

FLOYD BROWR 2371/7-28 903.00

SENATOR DOLE ve

MIKE GLASSNER o

ABNOR '

rLesSEN .o

MICKELS '

nELISIS e
INTERNATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 2468/0-12 5

DONALD DEVINE e 400.00 55

rLOYD BROWN 0 480.00 5

BILL LACY ve 400.00

- - - o
SUBTOTALS: 29.83  3,720.00 1,646.76 e
e o 0 o 0 2 e o 0 £ . S £ o A 5 £ o B o o o om0 o 0 e o ot e v e e a2 - *\ol’»
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L.-CRIPTION OF EVENT/ CHECK ¢ 1OMA 1OWA OTNER neno ATTENDEES
DATEC OF EVENT/ . ALLOCABLE  TRVL-NOW RAPENIES CHTRY [
PAYRE CHECK DATE AnY ALLOCABLE (381} SVENT

ATTENDEES:
8/22/86-0/23/86 SENATOR DOLE
IOWA STATE PAIR 7 BROWN
------- - ———— JOE KELLEY
PLOYD BROWN v 2%04y9-02 354.05% TON Soucy
JOE KELLY < 2908/10-10 12.28 " GLASSWNER
JoL KELLY ~2603/9-03 91.92 461.00 SILLL LACY
JoL KELLY 2634/9-05 137.40 BEN SCHWARMN
70N soucy 27176/9-23 .7 250,00
TON Soucy 28671/10-06 119.5) 27%.00
AUAN INC 2732/9-10 2,177.00
DSH PLYING SERVICE 2%41/0-22 791.00
TIBBEN PLIGNHTS 3299/11-09% 198.72 ,

MOTEL DSM FPOR: 2014/9-30
FLOYD BROWN o 204 99
JANE VOLIGNTS o 72.29
TON SAUCY . 2)9.59
SENATOR DOLE e 138.7%
BILL LACY o $8.29
MIKE GLASSNER v $0.71

BILL LACY 2976/0-20 15.00 418.78

8EN SCHVWARN 2635/9-09 2136.99 1%0.00 298.00

PRECHAN COMPANY 2661/9-10 68.12

SUBTOTALS: 2,236,158 3,%20.00 706.78 7112.1)

ATTENDESS:
9/19/06-9/21/06 STNATOR DOLE
SENATOR GRASSLEY BIRTHNDAY EVENTS J DAVIS
m—————— - J  RAUBER
JTrer DAVIS 2042/10-01 291.%7 17%.00 7 BROWN
J RAUBECR, JR 2039/10-01 85.49 489,00
PLOYD BROWN 2769/9-2) 266.94
NISSISSIPPI CHEMICAL CONMPARY 2738/9-18 2,602.04 $,205.66
INTERNATIONAL T RS ALEXANDRIA 2033/10-01

FLOYD 3ROWE e 440.00
377.06 3,464.04 3,205.66 706.94

SUBTOTALS:




e

Lt

Wi

T

57

T

for
&
B

3

=
2
{h

IR
Y

ke

3}

oty
f5

%@?
e

ATy
WieL

e

oy

<
o
33

18
e

f%‘«,

Y

)
s

s

1543

o

i
v

&

AREAGNG T

- - - - - - -

D oy e 0t s > e e e et o 2 e

»e°2LS CE'698°L LI 6TI6°C 6L COC :8IVI02ENS
00 $1IS 'X] S$48D30A INVC
62-01/31CC VINONVXITY SUNOL IVHOIAVNNIAINI
(IR TI DAY A ] TR ¢ Ti-11/0€6¢ 40080 IVIONYNIZ NYOIUBMNY
(T M1)] .o K10MUVA3D VEVS
8T-15/2L€C VINGNVXIIV SEA0L TYNOIIVHUIING
$2ND104 ¢ 06 ELY €t-11/26¢¢ WIONNVG3) VEVS
SYNIING D 16°6S . 281430 0TVNOO
#I0N¥va3D $ LY .o uno¥e 01014
ania30 @ 06°9¢ 0 WINSSVID 2¥IM
uROBE & Y11 .o 3700 ¥0ivVN3S
BINSSYID M (T3 74 7811 1804 7320M MAVHNEOVIE
2700 ¥O1IVN3S ————
:$2308333Y $Q14VE BVG3D°44NT8 T1ONN0D° LUO0INIAYO
20/82/01-90/LL/0%
00° 299 TN 11 66° 001 :$IVi02GNS
112X 11J 2z-01/000¢ HVYUNIS NNOr
6608 sL-01/8¢€1¢ svuaINN YD
00°0CS . 29v1 1118
6Z-01/21LC VINANVEITIV SUNOL IVNSOIAVHEIINM]
WYNNIE NNOF T81] .o INIAIG CIVHOO
n/YNIING TV 8 0t o 43¥1 11360
ANIA30 NOO TR IE oo CTTITTUL T
4291 1718 sI-1t/0LEC 1404 NSQG 24042 1310M
uMONE 0201J
:$330W3331V ONIZIIN 333LIMNOD DNINIIES
ss/te/01-98/12/0%
ANIAS saxs 278¥2011%¢ NV 24v0 223N 23avs
] augna S3EN2423 HON-TANE  370YI011V ) . /44343 40 31v0
$3308333¥ oMM ¥iNio ynol ¥nos 4 WIND /3N3A3 40 01341WIS30
' ¢ aflmg
Sy BHIDVILY N 0 o m o 1 0/ 0L S ¢

i \.Mi : Y
2o Eonwne g

. M%‘

" ; S T
SR, £ 8NN, SR A e APa s i v




R

- s o o -

- -
-

-

1$°000 ° 00°CIN‘'Z 90692 :8IVi0L8NS
' T 2E1 (T ) (T 111 WIONUVGSD YuVS
00° 082 0 ax0¥e 02014
(T 11 .o WIONEVOID VUVS
CT-T1/666C VINGNVESIV SUAOL IVHOIAVNEIINI
so°sLt1’L so-21/00¢¢ 032V¥04NOINI NVAW
e Lo-3/699¢ NNO¥E 2NN3E
6019 zo-r/¢L9ec NAOWS aX0714
WIONUYA2) VUVS
NNONS i1MN24 c——
NAO¥S Q2012 8033¥ID0SSY S$31iN430 9 $44383NS YAOT OLF $83UQAY §.32100
270Q B01VNIS 90/L0/21-90/20/21
:$2308243V
L9999 06°'506°'S [ 1aK 1% ] :$IVa03ENS
00° ¥l 12-1/c6L¢ I3AVES 40 GT8ON $.13138
CZ-T1/L09C MOIAVEOINOD IVIONVEES NVYOIININY
.o WIONUVAID VEvVS
00° 000 ' NMOUS G2013
HOTNYIE W $0-28/606¢ VINOWVEIIV SUNOL IVHOILIVNEILNI
AQNVED & [T 1Y+ 1e-t/u6Lc NOATIR 2804N1IV
2NNV NINESIWDNOD (T T 1 oL-1t1/56€¢C #0238 2¥O04UIY
BOV3T BYNSSINDNOD os- et (134 {9 to-21/6L0¢ S33VIO0SSY Y ¥3INEIT
GViSNVES NONBIA0D (138 11 sz-t1/09¢ NI0NNVA3D VEVS
WIONEVAID VHVS L9091 So-TV/LO0E MAONE GAO1d
NONAND VHaNVS -—— —— —
An0ES 02012 2003834403 LIMNAS JUNITNOIUDV/NSC @ DNILIIM
2700 NOAVN3]S s8/92/81-9%0/02/11
533NV
FTETY ) s4x3 218Y2011Y Ny 23Va 2O30) 3318vd
(] 282M3 SISNIANT HON-TANE  378YD011Y ) /34343 40 33v0
$320M3349 oMIMN ¥INio ynot yno1 0 2N /3N3A3 40 HO0134180830

7 q alwg

391 0/7¢C¢E¢

P P s
A T S SR

oo




BRE
.& :

A% =
% ¢
[T} 1 (T M 1] M *6°L0 :8IVA0LERS
(T 11 M ot-1/¢51ck HOILAVIAY 3AN
[T M 149 ge-t/t0¢ #aoue 01074
00°06¢C 0o LSUONNAS NOS
22-1/€00C VINGNVESIIV SUNOL TVYNOILVNEIAINI
anove 4 "6 3L ce-s/¢€2y NS0 3¥0J 330N
AS¥ONNAS 3
2700 838 J0Y 04 $$3¥40Y §.31700
:$330M34aY Le/ce/1-L8/32/%
920°00¢% (S ITM] L9°92K’t (Y 1) igjvsosens
00° 9L .o 4SUONNAES NOZ
£T~1/C08¢ VIONVESIV SEA0L IVNOIIVNEILNE
[N 1244 L9° 100 21-1/99¢L8 03 BIEVEASSY $.8VUSSSNISAS
00°069'1 [ T M{]] 60-3/609¢ oN3° 38DYNGD
11°961 1-1/eeLe 2SUONNAS NO3
Le°te .o ASUONNAS NOS
ol-z/026t 1804 BVO-VY-IN3N SIAV
unous 4 Ly 009 cE-c/8¢C20 ¥S0 1404 13308
J530NNAS 3 206°LS 20-2/090¢ #Noue Q1073
21700 u3s -
;533083439 HO3LVIO0SSY §.8VYNEIGMAT 03 SS38C0V $.3700
te/e/y
o o e B O B B e
JN3IAS s4%9 2I6Y2071Y anv 3390 BN 3%.%4
('] AUaNI S3SN3AND HON-TANE  3IEVI0TTIY ] /4M7 . 20 33v0
S330N324Y oMNaMN 3N wosl yanos o ¥IND /38343 2 91343185530
LO6Y

i, ANV @ 0% 21 0/
T Sk, N -
PO sy~ B S o AT W ST AT T




Gy e £ b P

e . - . " " € P " D = W O Dt 20 W e e P P P D P b T D P B T o B0 D 0P TR T PP P PR P P P P o 0P W w0

D R i T L L L L L L T TP P P T T T Lt D L L PP P P L T

givioiens

octtse’e 80°45% 00°€AE‘L  00°COC'T 0L USE'e
00° 491 ISNOHNAE WOl

00°06C . ISA0HNAS MOL
¥0-C/GOLY VISONVEETV $8N03 TYNOTIVNSIENI

1v804AX0IN] 03238

00°EBE’Y  00°CHL’Y 61-C/6086C
cCc-T/vtoy NOSTIH LU0JUIV SINTIOM 836

ot-9e sZ-C/9vEY HO31IH I804UIV SINION SSO
09°81T ¢ $INGSYIN W st-z/LS6T ¥313vWIS0d BN
00°29.°%1 1SHOHNAS § 1€-€/292y 8214838 1131 GIVNOGIWM
° 3709 403 VNIS e ety

SSAAMNILLY HEAa ‘ONTIZIN NROQL

L0/tT/t

e e = e e 08 S o O P B Y et S e D P D e e B GO W D B O e o P O e P e B P P P O > = e -

00°8CC

. e - -~ - - . . . e P S D P A e Y S D O O P o e R b B P e Y N D e -

vicens’t LE°890°T  0S°0C6e°C  0C°18C’T  vU“vee‘Y :8'vL0Z4NS

LE°TLE cT-L/vvON LSEOHNAS WOL
00°969 ‘e 1AE0HNAS WOL
00°065 . INNVI AT93n3E
0L-C/810% VIUANYXIIV SUNOL TYNOT SYNUDING
IMNNUNTT D 05°086°C 0S°CHE 90-2/206C SILUISNANT HINNYD
vicgel’t Innve n3se vi‘ges’y L-1/0c0€ ¥318v41804 BN
00° 611 1SB0HNAS 3 00°661 o1-9/0CEY 2J1NANSS E81131 GIVNOGIVN
31108 N38 B T e
$SAMINILLV UNTIBEH WROX
a61/eU/e

O P - - - -~ - - - - > " - - - - - - -

B L R LR T T
- . - - 00 e o 0 40 P s O O P > 08 O P O D R 8 o W A b P S W - - o o o 0 e

:8viniens

csemsees cmanmeman - .. e men .

£8°266°C 69°1v¢E 00°8C6’t  10°S9t‘C
69° 1€ 9z-2/CL0V 1SEOHNAS 0L
€9 0Ly €9° 0LV 01-9/0GECY 312°A838 ¥NI1TT ATVNDGIVH
TN sy eve‘e LT-1/€28C ¥318YUIB04 8N
08°vvE 60-¥/GVEY Y7 20 STINVANOD IHL

L1 AR 74
00°0E6°1 90-2/66OC TUCTIVIINNUUOD INIT ONOT

SS3UNIY NOILVIDOBRY SNINNYA YAOT § ALY ‘ONVEO " "NIL3IIN NAOL

1590HNAS ) LB6T1/7L0/T
1100 NI Tomeeees: s - ceee- Temreer————-
$SIIANALLY SLINT L3N NROL
4061

|- 114 ] 274v2071Y 1wy NAvd
NON-TABL 374v30T11Y ~ 8 /3NEA3 30 31ve
vnol a0l ¢ HIIHD /7IN803 30 NN 141¥DS36

alqelotty vi 1NINS
poujaseyeg [ AULNS
upysstIeno) S3IAONTLLY ONIN

.

‘é’%:‘: <8

SRR
-
®
G

SADVLIY 0 desS 91U/ LS ¢

- 3 PR -




ATTACH
\ . ' Pace 9 u.
DESCRIP11ON OF EVENT/ CHECK ¢ {7'7 1UMA OTHEN neno ATTCHULES Commissiun
UATE OF EVENI/ 3 ALLOCABLE  IWVL-NON EXFENSES LNIRY ° betermined
111 CHECK . DATE ANT ALLOCADLE (311 EVENT IA Allocable
2/23/07 ASIENDEES:
BREAKFAST MNKEYING, DAVENPORT SENATUR DOLE
ccmmmamea camm—- emescocemenon- M OLASSNER
KU1l AVIATIUN 3990/3-19 1,620.00 S WATTER T
PLACKHAUK HOTEL FOR: 4236/3-23 T SYNHORST Y
ZLOYD RNUWN e 41.42 F RMOUN
T0M SYNHURST . a1.42
8 MATTEN .. 41.42 41.42
MW GLASSHER e 60,33 60.33
SENATOX DOLE e 354,17 25417
TON SYNHORST 97.02
SUBTOTALS: 355.9¢  1,620.00 0 179.80 2L%5.94 ,ﬁ-
Ve
ey yeypmpapepepe e L L T L L L P L P L P L L L P L A L Rl LR L Ll Ll el ol ool Aol o f o Dol ol B R i Al Rl L R R R R R L N - - -  weresracsecnes :.3
SUSTOTALS: y
mremm o ————— cmmmm———— —————— 3/31/86  1,822.41 6,103,195 0 544,48
------------ B LT PR T TP 4/04706 707.10  4,726.23 226.68 4%3.%7
4/16/86 3,181,332 0 0 1,322.%9 ,
4/30/86  4,318.%4 204.92 2%6.96 1,380,774
6/20/80 647.G0  1,462.%0 0 979.20
7/2%/86 0 0 0 47%.10
87037606 29,83 3,726.00 0 1,6406.70
8/23/66 2,238.1%  3,%20.00 706,780  1,173.13
9/19/80 377.06  3,464.84 5,205.60 706.94
10721760 108,39 530,00 0 22%.01
10/37/806 303.79 3,929.67 7,569.32 572.64
11734/86 976.28  %,30%.%0 0 H1e.67
12/03/66 209.04 2,413.00 o 00,51
1/13/87 640.47  1,326.67 4,099.4) %8O .00
1721766 871.94 2,010.00 0 710.00 -
2/07/87 3,165.01  1,938.00 [ 341.69 . 2,992.%57 Vel
2/12/787 1,904.14 1,%8).50 2,9%0.%0 1,060.37 1,904.14
2/22/87 9,351.70  1,783.00 1,383.00 557.08 9,3%1.70
2/323/@7 395.94 1,630.00 [ 179.006 35%5.9¢ X
GRAND TOTALS: . 20,260,083 46,134.99 32,397.24 14,034.20 $112,825.34 14,604.35
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Definition of Columns:

Iowa Allocable Amount - These CA expenses are allocable
to the Iowa spending limitation. Since CA personnel are
not Committee employees, the "5 day rule" is not
applied.

Iowa Travel Non-Allccable - These expenses relate to CA
Iowa activity but are for interstate travel, interstate
, telephone expenses, etc., and as such are not allocable
: to the lowa spending limitation.

Other Expenses - These expenses do not relate to lowa
but were paid with a CA check which also paid expenses
related to lowa.

Mero Entry Expenses - These expenses are included in
amounts discussed with respect to the payee. They are
shown here only to provide a more complete picture of
the event and attendees.




ATIACIVENT 16
Page 1 of 5
DOLE FOR PRESIDENT
Capaign Amexica Expenses -
Floyd Brown
Non-Allocable
Payee Dates Check § Check Date Iova Aot Other Amont Salary
Floyd Brown 03/18/86-03/22/86 1804 04/07/86 $ -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 03/18/86 1775 04/01/86 -0-
Floyd Brown 03/23/86-1/26/86 1803 04/07/86 -0~
Federal Bxpress 03/25/86 2001 06/04/86 -0
Floyd Brown 03/16/86-3/31/86 Report 04/01/86 $1,185.92
Floyd Brown 03/30/86-04/01/86 1805 04/07/86 0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 03/30/86 1775 04/01/86 -0-
Floyd Brown 04/02/86-04/06/86 1805 04/07/86 33.02
Intex. Nat. Tours 04/02/86 1884 04/21/86 -0
Floyd Brown 04/01/86-04/15/86 Report 04/15/86 1,185.92
Inter. Nat, Tours 04/16/86 1884 04/21/686 ~0- -0-
Floyd Brown 04/16/86-04/18/86 1905 (4/29/66 216.98 29.02
Floyd Browm 04/19/86-04/25/86 1905 04/29/86 425.82 41.50
04/22/86-04/25/86 2425 08/05/86 129.30 -0
Floyd Brown 04/15/86-04/30/86 Report 04/29/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 04/29/86-05/04/86 1984 05/14/86 -0- 510.39
HT. PT. DM 04/29/86-05/04/86 2042 05/27/86 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 05/01/86-05/04/86 2425 08/05/86 -0- 0-
Floyd Brown (05/01/86-05/15/86 Report 05/14/86 1,185.92
HT. FT. DM 05/15/86-05/17/86 2078 06/02/86 -0- 0-
Floyd Brown 05/15/86-05/17/86 2149 06/16/86 -0- 646.15

Floyd Brown

05/16/86-05/31/86

Report

06/01/86

1,105.97
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Page 2 0of 5
Iova
Allocable  Non-Allocable
Payee Dates Check # Check Date Amount Iva Amount Other Amount Salary

Floyd Brown 06/09/86-06/11/86 2149 06/16/86 171.90 -0- -0-

06/09/86-06/11/86 2425 08/06/86 142.40 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 06/09/86 2144 06/16/86 0- 444,00 -0-
HT. FT. DSM 06/09/86-06/11/86 2151 06/16/86 129.94 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 06/01/86-06/15/86 Report 06/15/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 06/18/86-06/20/86 20 06/25/86 139.14 -0- 79.20
Inter. Nat. Tours 06/18/86 2261 07/02/86 -0- 464.00 -0-
Floyd Brown 06/26/86-06/29/86 2297 07/08/86 201.43 -0- 150.47

06/26/86 2425 08/05/86 8.50 0- -0-

Floyd Brown 06/16/86-06/30/86 Report 06/25/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 07/01/86-07/15/86 Report 07/15/86 1,185.92
Inter. Mat. Tours 07/16/86-07/17/86 2370 07/24/86 -0- 290.00 -0-
HT. FT. DM 07/16/86-07/11/86 239 07/28/86 138.07 -0- 49.90
Floyd Brown 07/16/86-07/17/86 2425 08/05/86 134.81 -0- -0-
HT. FT. DM 07/22/86-07/24/86 2397 07/28/86 120.06 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 07/22/86-01/23/86 2625 08/05/86 138.04 -0- -0-
Fed - Exp 07/23/86 2450 08/08/86 23.00 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 07/22/86 2430 08/05/86 -0- 247.00 -0-
Burlington Ind. 07/26/86 27 07/25/86 -0- 903.00 0-
Floyd Brown 07/15/86-07/31/86 Report 08/01/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 08/03/86-08/04/86 2506 07/03/86 51.56 -0- 14.00
Inter. Mat. Tours 08/03/86 2468 08/12/86 -0- 480.00 0-
HT. FT. DM 0B/04/86 2487 08/14/86 106.14 -0- -0-
Flod Brown 08/01/86-08/15/86 Report 08/15/86 1,185.92
Inter. Nat. Tours 08/18/86 240 08/05/86 -0- 370.00 -0-
Floyd Brown 0R/19%/86-0R/2V/86 250V, M/ /a6 154.85 -0- -0-
HT. FT. DM 08/19/86-08/23/86 14 U/ 0/86 4.9 0 0




Page Jof 5
Tova
Allocable  Non-Allocable

Payee Dates Check # Check Date Aot Iova Aont Other Amount Salary
Inter. Nat. Tours 08/27/86-08/30/86 2556 09/02/86 -0- 819.00 -0-
Floyd Browmn 08/27/86-08/30/86 2587 09/02/86 217.81 ~-0- 48.00
Floyd Brown 08/29/86 2766 09/24/86 118.56 -0- m1.77
HT. FT. DSM 08/27/86-08/30/86 2653 09/08/86 183.27 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 08/15/86-08/31/86 Report (8/29/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 09/01/86-09/15/86 Report 09/15/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 09/17/86-09/20/86 2769 09/23/86 266,22 -0- 0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 09/17/86 2833 10/01/86 -0- 440.00 -
HT. FT. DM 09/17/86-09/19/86 3370 11/18/86 103.686 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 09/16/86~10/01/86 Report 10/01/86 1,185.92
HT. FT. DM 10/08/86-10/10/86 370 11/10/86 91.18 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 10/08/86-10/10/86 2959 10/15/86 167.21 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 10/08/86 307 10/22/86 -0- 480.00 -0-
Floyd Brown 10/01/86-10/15/86 Report 10/15/86 1,185.92
Ar. FT. DM 10/15/86-10/17/86 1370 11/18/86 133.65 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 10/15/86 7N 10/22/86 -0- 620.00 -0-
HT. FT. DM 10/20/86-10/22/86 3370 11/1B/86 136.84 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 10/19/86-10/20/86 3867 02/02/87 6.00 -0- -0-
Black Hxic Hotel  10/27/86-10/28/86 272 11/04/86 47.64 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 10/16/86-10/31/86 Report 11/01/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 11/01/86-11/15/86 Report 11/15/86 1,185.92
Floyd Brown 11/24/86-11/26/86 3487 12/06/86 170.67 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 11/24/86 3515 12/26/86 -0- 480.00 -
Floyd Brown 11/16/86-11/30/86 Report 11/26/86 1,185.92
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Page & of 5

Towy Conmi ssion
Allocable  Nm-Allocable bet'd A
Payee Dates Check # (heck Date Amunt Iova Amount Other Amount Salary Allocable
Inter. Nat. Tours 12/04/86-12/07/86 3595 12/22/86 -0- 250.00 -0-
Floyd Browm 12/06/86 3867 /087 61.09 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 12/11/86-12/12/86 3595 12/22/86 -0- 480.00 Q-
Floyd Brown 12/11/86-12/12/86 3867 0Q/00/87 8.00 -0- -0-
Flond Brown 12/01/86-12/15/86 Report 12/15/86 1,185.92
Floyd Browm 12/15/86-12/31/86 Report 01/01/87 1,288.92
Floyd Brown 01/12/87-01/13/87 3867 02/02/87 57.98 -0- -0-
Floyd Brown 01/01/887-01/15/87 Report 01/15/87 1,288.92
Floyd Browmn 01/12/87 3867 02/02/87 5.25 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours o/21/87 3871 02/03/87 -0- 328.00 -0-
Floyd Brown 0v23/87 3867 02/02/87 7.00 -0-
Floyd Brown 01/16/87-01/31/87 Report 02/01/87 1,288.92
Floyd Brown 02/01/87-02/15/87 Report 02/13/87 1,288.00 644.00
Black HBawk Hotel 02/22/87-02/23/87 4236 03/23/87 41.42 -0- -0- 41.42
Floyd Brown 02/16/87-02/28/87 Report 02/21/87 1,288.92 1,288.92
Total Salary and Docimented Expenses 8,391.71 9,771.00 2,865.52 27,790.24 1,974.34
From Reports Only 10/01/86 125.9%4
10/10/86 451.15
11/06/86 107.95
01/19/87 119.42
02/10/87 527.30
03/18/87 318.69
$10,262.16 $9,771.00 $2,865.52 $?7,790.24 1,974 .34
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DOLE AR PRESIDENT

Campaign Mecica Bpenses -

Tom Synhorst

Payes Dates Check # Check Date
Tom Synhorst 04/01/86-05/31/86 Report 06/23/86
Tom Synhorst 06/01/86-06/30/86 Report 07/01/86
Tom Synhorst 07/01/86-07/31/86 Report 07/31/86
Tom Synhorst 08/01/86-08/31/86 Report 08/29/86
Tom Synhocst 09/01/86-05/31/86 Report 10/06/86
Federal Pxpress 10/23/86 29 11/065/86
Tom Synhorst 10/01/86-10/31/86 Report 11/01/86
Tom Synhorst 11/01/86-11/30/86 Report 12/02/86
Tom Synhocst 12/01/86-12/31/86 Report 01/07/87
Int. Nat. Tours 12/11/86 3595 12/22/86
Tom Synhorst 01/01/87-01/15/87 Report 01/15/87
Tom Synhorst 01/08/87-01/13/87 3792 0v/21/87
Avis Rent-a-Car  01/08/87-0V/13/87 3924 a10/87
Int. Nat. Tous 01/08/87 3803 01/22/87
Tom Synhorst 01/16/87-01/31/87 Report 02/01/87
Int. Nat. Towrs 01/19/87%/ 3803 01/22/87

*/ See Federal Bpress delivery to Hotel FT DM 1/22/87.




ATTACHENT 1)
Page 2 of 3
DOLE AR PRESITENT
Campaign America Expenses -
Tom Synhorst
Towa Cammission
Allocable  Non-Allocable pet'd IA
Payee Dates Check # Check Date Amont Iova Amount Other momt  Salary a)jlocable
Hotel FT. DSM 01/27/87-01/30/87 4235 03/23/87 706.77 -0- -0-
Federal Express 01/28/87 73 02/18/87 11.00 -0- -0-
Tom Synhorst 01/27/81-01/29/87 4057 /2687 229.08 -0- -0-
Int. Nat. Tours 01/Xv87 »n 02/03/87 -0- 215.00 -0-
Tom Synhorst 02/01/87-02/15/87 Report 02/13/87 1,507.52 753.76
Tom Synhorst 02/02/87-02/07/87 42073 02/26/87 341.69 -0- 0
Int. Nat. Towrs 02/03/87 k) 02/03/87 -0- 518.00 -0-
(Flight to Cedar Rapids)

Tom Synhorst 02/16/87-02/17/87 Repoct 02/22/87 1,455.52 1,455.52
Tom Synhorst 02/10/87-02/13/87 444 02/25/87 372.37 -0- 0 372.37
Int. Nat. Tours 02/10/87 &018 0/ 287 0- 696.00 0-
Tom Synhorst (2/18/87-02/24/81 4164 0)/12/87 557.9%0 -0- 0 557.90
Int. Nat. Tours 02/18/87 911 03/04/87 -0- 390.00 -0-
Blacdkhawk Hotel — 02/22/87-02/23/87 41.42 -0- 0- 41,42
Int. Nat. Tours 03/03/87 4109 03/04/87 -0- 390.00 -0-
Tom Synhocst Report 04/16/87 262.29
Grand Total $2,710.70 $3,267.00 $ 69.90 $14,978.08 3,180,.97
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Page 1 of 5
DOLE ROR PRESIDENT
Campaign Amexrica Bxpenses -
Iova Staff
Iova
. Allocable  Non-Allocable Other
Payee Dates Check § Check Date Asount Iova Amount Expenses Salary
JANE WHTCHYS
Jane Voights 06/15/86-06/30/86 2290 07/07/86 ' $ 400.00
Jane Voights 06/10/86-06/18/86 2343 07/11/86 $288.54
HT FT DSM 06/20/86-06/21/86 an 07/03/86 176.
Jane Voights 06/26/86-06/29/86 2905 10/09/86 103.36
Jane Voights 06/15/86-07/15/86 2905 10/09/86 319.26
Jane Voights 07/01/86-07/31/86 2454 08/11/86 800.00
Jane Voights 07/10/86-07/19/86 2455 08/11/86 118,57
HT FT DM 07/16/86-07/17/86 39 07/28/86 49.90
Jane Voights 07/13/86-07/28/86 2456 08/11/86 641.45
HT FT DM 07/24/86 2792 09/25/86 72.29
HT FT DM 07/26/86-071/21/86 2429 08/07/86 55.14
Jane Voights August - September 3165 10/28/86 .08
Jane Voights 08/01/86-08/31/86 Report 08/29/86 800.00
HT FT DM 08/04/86-0B/05/86 2485 (08/14/86 93.06
Jane Voights 08/03/86-08/05/86 2905 10/09/86 207.68
Jane Voights 10/25/86-10/28/86 1378 11/18/86 319.20
Int. Nat. Tours 10/25/86 3212 10/29/06 525.00
$3,049.89 -0- - $2,000.00

TOTAL  Jane Voights
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Payee Dates - Check §
Joln Relwarn Uniown 1917
Joln Relwarn 04W/04/86-05/26/86 2152
Joln Retwann 07/25/86-05/01/86 3335
Jahn Relmamn Lease Negot. s
Join Adhmarn 07/25/86-03/01/86 11315
John Retmasn 09/01/86-10/01/86 33%
Jaln Relwarn 10/01/86-10/31/86 W40
John Relmamn 11/01/86-01/19/87 3B44 and
459
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DUE AR Nt
Campaign America Bpuocg - Tova Statf
Tova Cammission .
Allocable  Non-Allocable Other Det'd:IAw
Payee Dates Check # Check Date Amount Tova Amoamt Bpenses Salary Allocable
CAL HID¥N

Cal Aultwan 09/01/86-09/15/86 2804 09/26/86 $ 750.00
Cal Aultsan 09/02/86-09/05/86 272 09/24/86 $ 29.76
Cal Bultman 09/07/86-09/12/87 2781 09/24/86 280.84
Cal fultran 09/16/86-10/31/86 3032 10/17/86 2,250.00
Cal Aultsan 09/16/86-09/19/86 2818 09/30/86 188.70
Cal Hultman 09/22/86-09/26/86 29%0 10/15/86 431.36
Cal Rultman 09/30/86 2951 10/15/86 114.63
Cal Bultman 10/05/86-10/15/86 139 11/18/86 6.61
Cal Bultsan 10/11/86 3139 10/28/86 85.22
Cal Bultsan 10/22/86 3138 10/28/86 88.99
Cal Aultsan 10/28/86 3304 11/06/86 48.20
Cal Hultman 11/01/86-11/15/86 Report 11/01/86 750.00
Cal Hultman 11/16/86-11/30/86 3374 11/01/86 750.00
Cal Hultwan 11/18/86 181 12/18/86 16.0
Cal Hultwan 12/01/86-12/15/86 Report 12/02/86 790.00
Cal Bultwan 12/16/86-12/31/86 3554 12/15/86 750.00
Cal Hultwan 01/01/87-01/15/81 Report 01/07/87 750.00
Cal Bultwan 01/16/87-01/31/87 3747 ov15/87 750.00
Cal Hultran 02/01/87-02/15/87 Report 02/02/67 750.00 375.00
Cal Hultwman 02/16/87-02/28/87 Report 03/02/87 750.00 750,00
Cal Hultman 03/01/87-03/31/87 4413 04/28/87 1,500.00 1,500.00

$1,516.00 .61 -0- $10,500.00 2,625.00

TOTAL  Cal Hultman




Int. Nat. Towrs
Permy Brown

Int. Nat. Tors
Pewy Brown

Pewy Brown
Pamy Brown
Pavy Bron

TOTAL  Persy Brown

10/07/86

11/20/86
11/20/86-11/21/86

12/01/86-12/31/86
12/03/86-12/09/86
01/01/87-01/31/87
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DOLE FOR PRESITENT el
' Capaign Amecica Brpenses - | a
Towa Staff '
Towm Cammission
Allocable  Non-Allocable Other Det'd .IA-: |
Payes Dates Chweck § Check Date Amount Iowa Amamt Bpenses Salacy Allocable
JEPY NS
Jeff MNelson nK% 11/11/86 $1,750.00
Jeff Melson 11 o247 1,750.00
TOTAL Jeff Nelson -0- -0- £0- $3,500.00
ORI, LML
Garol Lehwiah]l  Pebruary 1967 4100 0/0u/87 o 0 o L20.00 94286 & '
UTDR WILIEY
Wthe Villey 01/01/87-02/28/81 4263 03/31/87 -0- -0- £0- 4,000.00 1,491.53
Iow Staff Totals $5,625.24 $1,061.21 $ 4 $28,72.50 5,059.39
Total Iove Asant $ 35,448.95 523239 ,
less: Iowa Non-Allocable 1,061.21 =05 7%
Iova Allocable Amunt $ 3,387.7 =
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DOLR IR PRESIDENT
Caqpuign Amexica Aecords -
Iova Miscellanecus Expenses
Iow
. Allocable Nom-Allocable Other
Payee Dates Check ¢ Check Date Amount Iowa Ammmt Bxpenses
Joseph Barret 03/23/86-00/26/86 1M e
1814 04/08/86 $ 168.57
Grassley '86
Cosmd ttee NA I79% 01721787 1,100.00
Nostmaster R/A 2153 06/17/86 1,1720.00
WA yav, ] 01/23/86 132.00
WA 261 07/23/86 102.00
HT. FT. DSM
for S. Sego 05/14/86-06/16/86 2% 06/04/86 91.15
Elaine Saith /87 4261 03/31/87 188.56
Torchmark Corp. 12/23/86 3594 12/22/86 649.00 649.00
Vatergate Terrace 12/16/86 m 01/13/86 72.83
12/16/86 4162 00/12/86 72.82
TOTALS RIS £492.00 649.00
Total Iowm Amount $3,746.93

Less Non-Allocable Amunt 649.00
Iowa Allocable Amomt $2.097.9
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ATTACHMENT 20
Page 1 of 5

DOLE FOR PRESIDENT
REVIEW OF CAMPAIGN AMERICA PAC RECORDS
SCHEDULE OF EVENTS AND MEETINGS HELD IN NEW HAMPSHIRE SETWEEN:
3/02/86-2/26/081
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EVENTS :

W BT,

DATE OF EVENT/
PAYERE

llllilllllllllllllllll|l|llll|l|llll|llllll

DESCRIPTION OF EVENT/

o 0 S O e P Y B e B b O D O W Gy o o B i b P o B U P A S S D o D B P D A D D 20 B S M i G et S s o P S A e S B e P e e e P e
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- - 0 v 2 o o o T - B 2 A D O S A D (b e P GOt B Gt P g S

.unn EXPLANATION OF COLUMM MEADINGS oN eaGcc D Of &

CHECK § NH L] OTHER nEno ATTENDELES
& M.LOCARLE TRAVL-NON CXPENSES ENYRY [
CHNECE DATL ANOUNT ALLOCABLE CXpEuses EVENT

ATTENDEES

1906
3/02/86 PAUL RUSSO
NEETING @ MOLIDAY INN MAMNCHESTER, NN KIRK CLINKENBEARD
——— e rn————-— SENATOR DOLE
PAUL BUSSO 1638/3-12 14 Su 162.66
KRB CLINKENBEARD 1639/3-12 656.70
US JET AVIAYION 1694/3-19 1,567.79 3,135 58
SUBTOTALS: $71.20 1,567.79 3,498.24
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ATTEMDEES

6§/13/06-6/34/06
SCEATOR RAUDMAN CVENT-NM BRIAN BERRY
SENATOR DOLE & STAPP
PAUL RUSSO
SRIAN BERRY 2223/6-27 70.49 70.49
RIAN BERRY 2174/6-12) 93.49% 112.00
i»mr aU3SO 2248/6-30 495.06
-ANERICAR FINAMCIAL CORPORATION 2178/6-13 750.00 1,800.00
INSERNATIONAL TOURS ALEXAMORIA ~...\.-..
SRIAN BERRY 115.00
US TOBACCO ~.-o\.-~. 2,350.00 2,711.00
SUBTOTALS: 163.9¢ 3,216.00 4,693.49 495.06
—— . - - -
6/18/06-6/10/86 ATTENDEES :
NEETING/EVENT UNENOWN ¢ MANCHESTER DONALD DEVINE
- —— PAUL RUSSO
ANERICAN EXPRLSS FOK: 2194/7-08
DONALD DEVINE o 109.85
DONALD DEVINE o 201.36
PAUL .RUSSO 3249/6-30 96.57
nvnnn . OF S0STON POR: 2289/7-0?7
oo-»rmseacuun oo 202.72
TALS: 392.%7 201.36 96.5%7
€089 1 L /¢
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CHECK ¢

DESCRIPTION OF LEVENT/
OATE OF CEVENT/ 6
PAYEE

8/24/86-8/29/06
PMOTO OPPORTUNITY DALE BANQUET (8/26/86)

SEABROOK LUNCHEOM-(8/27/86}

INTERNATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 2586/9-02
+

CHRIS CUSHING '
CHRIS CUSHING v
SRIAN BLRRY '
BRIAM BERRY X
US TOBACCO 2537/8-12
SKYRASTER AIR TAX1 FOR: 2710/9- 1
‘SLIZABETH DOLE PLUS oONE' v
NEW BANPSUIRE MNELICOPTERS, INC 2657/,9-.0
ANERICAMN EXPRESS FPOR: 1878,10-07
DOMALD DEVINE v
AMERICAN ECXPRESS FOR: 2623/9-u%
DONALD DEVINE '
ALEXANDRIA POSTMASTER 2544/08-26

CARLY OF BOSTON FPOR:

DOMALD DEVINE

BALD PEAK COLONY CLUB POR: 2667/9-10
SENATOR DOLE o
CLIZABETH DOLE e
RIKE GLASSNER e

2649/9-08
o2

JOUN CUBBAGE 31235/10-30
SALD PLAX COLONY CLUB 3188/9-25
RAMADA INMN 1604/9~-0)
PLTER STAHL 3028/10-17
GRSENHOUSE RESTAURANT 3)e2/711-12
TONL PAPPAS & ASSGCIATES 819/9-30
PAUL RUSSO 2704/9-17
PAUL BUSS50 2845,10-07
SUZANNE BIERELA 21849/10-013

SUBTOTALS:

CHECX DATE

10/05/86
MEW HANPSHIRE REPUBLICAN CONVENTION
WILLIAN B LACY 33e0/11-11
MEW NAMPSHIRE HIGHWAY HOTEL 3207/10-29

INTERNATIONAL TOUNS ALEXAMDRIA 3071,/10-22
8 Lacy L

SUBTOTALS:
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ATTACUMENT
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NH Ni OTHER HEMO ATTENDEES
ALLOCABLE TRVL-NON EXPENSES ENTRY [
AMOUNT ALLOCABLE EXPENSES EVENT
ATTENDEES:
CHRIS CUSHING
BRIAN BERRY
ELIZABETH DOLE
SENATOR DOLE
SUZANNE NIEMELA
231.00 PAUL RUSSO
149 00 MIKE GLASSNER
81.00 JOHN CUBBAGE
2719 00 PETER STAHL
877.00
614.60
1,636.50
340.11 111.40
151.27 410.12
10.7%
171 o8
1,873,860
715.30 24.60
166,00
419.12
314.96
900.00
601,00
1,469 171
1,289.132
814.20
7,734.29 1,641.60 521.92 3,57).28
ATTENDEES:
BILL LACY
SUZANNE NWIEMELA
198.23 77 78
149.62
188.00
347.05 108.00 77.178

-

be 0o% > |« 7/ ¢




ATTACHMENT 20

Page 3 of 5
DESCRIPTION OF EVENT/ CHECK § NH CT}] OTHER wEKO ATTENDEES
DATE OF EVENT/ . ALLOCABLE  TRVL-NOM  EXPENSES ENTRY v
PAYEE CHECK DATE AMOUNT ALLOCAMLE EXPENSES EVENT
3} R i T T S IO EPU om0 0 00 o ot
& 10/24/06 ATTEMDEES:
&5 PRESS CONFERENCE @ CONCORD MH SUZANNE MEINELA
et .—-- SENATOR DOLE
. SUZANME NIENELA 3500/12-05 140.70
SUBTOTALS: 140.70
12/12/86-12/13/86 ATTENDEES:
SCUATOR OOLE ADDRESSES THE PORTSMOUTH ROTARY CLUB 12712 SENATOR DOLE
SEWATOR DOLE ADDRESSES THE UNIVERSITY OF MM AT COMMENCEMENT DURHAM, NH 12/13 SUZANNE NEINELA
HOLIDAY INN MANCHESTER 3664,1-07 202.75
MOLIDAY IMN MANCNESTER 3571/12-18 108.85
AMERICAN FINANCIAL GROUP 3606/12-2)3 %02.00 902.00
MEW MANPSMIRE HELICOPTER, INC 3684/1-07 795.00
NEW MAMPSHIAL HELICOPTER, INC 3685/1-07 912.06
SUZANNE NEIMELA 3654/1-07 $00.69
NEW ENGLAND CENTER YOR COMTINUING EDUCATION
rom:
SUSANNE WIEMELA 3650/1-07 121.70
SUBTOTALS: 2,039.46 902,00 902.00 622.39
1987 ATTENDEES:
1/24/87-1/26/87 JEFT? MANSFIELD
BAUNCE FOR 67 (1/15/87) SUZANNE NEIMELA
SCNATOR DOLE
JEPP MANSFIELD 4001/2-20 123.32 BRIAN BERRY
NOLIDAY M8 3786/1-20 100.00
SHERATON TARA 3773/1-19 195.00
BZD JACKEY NOUNTAIN VIEW 3976/2-18 572.18
NEM MANPSHIRE MELICOPTERS, INC 1884/2-0) 2,012.50
US TOBACCO 3808/1-2) 1,150.00

INTERNATIONAL TOURS ALLXAMORIA 3871,/2-03
SRIAM BERRY .
SUSANNE MIEMELA I%14/2-10

318.00

SUBTOTALS: 3,003.00 1,468.00
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ATTACHMENT 20
Page 4 of 5

A;
gkt DESCRIPTION OF EVENT/ cmgex ¢ " o NENO ATTENDEES
: DATE OF EVENT/ 3 ALLOCABLE  TAVL-NONM SXPENSES ENTRY [ ]
. PAYES CHECK DATE ANOUNT ALLOCASLE CXPENSLS EVENT
/16787 ATTENDEBES :
SENATOR DOLE ADDRESSES THE KEEME, MEW NANPSHIRL ROTARY CLUB SUSANNE NEINELA
SREAKTAST FOR 40 PEOPLE BRIAN BERRY
SCHATOR DOLE
THNE SOILEZRNOUSE €150/3-11 1,185.10
BANADA IuM 3%05/1-10 2%0.00
+BOCKENGMAN COUNTY RLPUBLIUCAN COMMITTEE
4048/2-25 150.00
JONN WNULAZER 4166/3-12 88.30
_INTEANATIONAL TOURS ALEXANDRIA 4018/2-20
. (SRIAN SERRY 139.00
SUZANNE NIERELA 163/3-12 396.99
SUBTOTALS: 1,673.40 139.00 396.9%9
SUNTOTALS: 3/02/06 671.20 1,%67.79 3,698.24
s /713786 163.94 3, 216.00 4,693.49 499.06
6/18/06 392.%7 101.36 6.57
8/24/06 7.734.29  1,641.60 $21.%2 3,573.28
10/05/06 347.0% 180.00 77.78
10/24/06 140.70
12/12/86 3,039.46 902.00 %02.00 $22.)9
1/24/06 3,00).00 1,468.00 820.48
/16786 1,673.40 139.00 396.99
9,096.39 6,153.47 $41,195.96

GRABD TOTALS:

16,025. 11 o.-~.\uM
} N - g o

Nm.waw.wo\w

hPEg LSO ILGC/ LS ¢
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DOLE FOR PRESIDENT

pefinition of Columns:

New Hampshire Allocable Amount - These CA expenses are
allocable to the New Hampshire spending limitation.
Since CA personnel are not Committee employees, the "§S
day rule” is not applied.

New Hampshire Travel Non-Allocable - These expenses
relate to CA New Hampshire activity but are for
interstate travel, interstate telephone expenses, etc.,
and as such are not allocable to the New Hampshire
spending limitation.

r¥ e Other Expenses - These expenses do not relate to New
- Hampshire but were paid with a CA check which also paid
o expenses related to New Hampshire.
- e Memo Entry Expenses - These expenses are included in
, amounts discussed with respect to the payee. They are
£ shown here only to provide a more complete picture of
O the event and attendees.
O
~
-
. .
~




m,‘,
AT B

e

Ry

Xe
Xp<

L e

A
g

24 3,"5

AT A e e,

——

A 73 ST A F S a T

" BRI, e e TRAONIERI

R I
,,J,Q,.‘ﬁs',ﬁm?;wu DT

TR

N P ey ey
RGP RS RS
S5

vk
X

S
:

A
HES
3

A

LR
4%

s

S,

T
B

s Ty
3 }:f«'ﬂ‘;}. o,

AL
&,

F-d

k%

\";

ATTACIMENT 21

Page 1 of 1
DOLE FOR PRESIDENT
Canpaign America Expenses -
Paul Russo
Nif
Allocable  Non-Allocable Other
Payee Dates heck # Check Date Asount N Amount Bxpenses Salary
Paul Russo 06/03/86 2247 06/30/86 $ 5.9 $ 11.00 -0-
Paul Russo 06/13/86-06/15/86 2248 06/30/86 477.56 12.50 -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 06/13/86 2144 06/16/86 -0- 115.00 -0-
Paul Russo 06/19/86-06/20/86 2249 06/X0/86 87.5?7 9.00 -0-
Paul Russo 06/01/86-06/30/86 Report 07/01/86 $ 2,500.00
Paul Russo 07/01/86-07/03/86 2355 07/21/86 401.51 12.50 -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 06/30/86 2261 07/02/686 -0 149.00 -0-
Paul Russo 07/01/86~07/31/86 Report 07/30/86 2,500.00
Paul Russo 07/16/86-07/11/86 2570 08/28/86 278.97 16.00 -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 07/16/86 2370 07/24/86 0~ 196.00 -0-
Paul Russo 07/23/86-07/24/86 2438 08/07/86 282.69 8.00 -0-
Inter. Mat. Tours 01/23/86 2468 08/12/86 -0- 161.00 -0-
Paul Russo 08/11/86-08/13/86 2521 08/22/86 508.16 16.50 -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 08/11/86 2547 08/26/86 -0- 197.49 -0-
Paul Russo (8/18/686-08/24/86 2845 10/07/86 1,279.87 9.50 -0-
Paul Russo 08/24/86-08/29/86 2704 9/17/86 1,469.71 -0- -0-
Inter. Nat. Tours 08/18/86 2547 08/26/86 -0- 196,00 -0-
Paul Russo 08/01/86-08/31/86 Report 03/05/86 2,500.00
TOTAL $4,841,63  5l.119.49 .0 8L00.0
New flampshire Allocable $12,341.63
N Haagshire Non-Allocable 1,119.49
Tote | ¥|
ge& ot /5




) 3 ;01 65034 ATTAGRNT 22
Pago 1| of 3
DOLE ROR PRESIZENT
Caspaign Aserica Bxpenses -
Suzanne Niemela
N
Allocable  Non-Allocable Other

Payee Dates Check § Check Date Amount Ni Asount Bxpenses Salary
Swame Niemela  07/01/86-07/31/86 2481 08/14/86 $ 1,500.00
Abt Associates  7/86-8/86 1208 10/29/86 0- 141.65 -0-
Szame Nieela  08/24/86-08/29/86 2849 10/0/86 767.70 0- 46.50
Swame Niemela  08/01/86-08/31/86 2643 09/08/86 1,500.00
Swame Niemela  09/01/86-09/30/86 2870 10/06/86 1,500.00
Suzaone Niemela  09/17/86-09/21/86 2946 10/15/86 217.41 -0- 173.25
Swzane Niemela  09/28/86-10/04/86 315 10/27/86 87.10 0- 0
Swamne Niemela  10/06/86-10/10/86 3167 10/28/86 137.93 0- 0
Swzane Nienela  10/14/86-10/17/86 3166 10/28/86 106.57 0- -0
Swame Niemela  10/20/86-10/25/86 3500 12/05/86 25577 0- -0
Concord Answering .

Service 10/01/86-10/31/66 229 11/05/86 50.00 0- 0-
Szamne Niesela  11/01/86-11/30/86 Report 12/02/86 1,500.00
Copy Craft 10/30/86 1295 11/05/86 39.00 -0 0- .
Suzamne Niemela  11/02/86-11/08/86 ? ? 60.23 -0- o
Swanne Niemela  11/09/86-11/15/86 ? ? w2.n 0- 0
Suzane Niemela  11/21/86-11/29/86 %53 01/07/87 58.68 0- -0-
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ATTAORENT 22
Vigw 2 01 )
Caspaign America Bxpenses - N
Suzanne Niemela
N
Allocable  Non-Allocable Other

Payee Dates Check § Check Date Aot N Amount Bpanses Salary
Cancord Ansvering

Service 12/01/86-12/31/86 3663 01/07/87 50.00 ~0- -0-
N.E. Center for

Continuing Bduc. 12/13/86 3650 0L/07/87 121.20 -0- ~0-
Swzame Niemela  12/07/86-12/11/86 3651 01/07/87 622.22 -0- -0- !
Swame Niemela  12/01/86-12/31/86 3531 12/09/86 1,500.00
Concord Answering

Service 01/01/87-01/31/87 3754 0v/15/87 104.00 -0- -0-
Swame Niemela 8/86 3570 12/18/66 460.00 -0 <
Szame Niemela  01/11/87-01/25/87 3914 2/10/87 1,205.% -0- -0- :
Szame Niemela  01/01/87-01/31/87 Report 01/07/87 1,500.00
Szame Niemela  (02/01/87-02/28/87 Report 0v/Xy87 1,500.00
Swzame Nienela ®/13/87 3951 02/13/87 500.00 -0- -0-
Seame Niemela  (2/09/87-02/14/87 4167 03/12/87 139.88 -0- -0-
Swzame Niemela  02/15/87-02/21/87 4163 Qi/1/87 432.61 -0- -0-
Suwzanne Niemela  03/01/87-03/31/87 Repoct 00/02/87 ' 1,500.00

Expenses from CA Reports
Suzanne Niemela
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NARKETING RESEARCH FROJECT

|m|r-_l°_v[§{ {%G

CUDE LATEGORY 101AL 2 NF COMPLFTFD X OF conrie

100 COMPLETED SURVEYS

110 R.D. RESPONDERS (Queation 13)

!

120 B.1). RESTONDERS (Question #4) -~
Total Complete Survewa A
s NOT INTERESTED L T
~
nn NISC #/ WRONG ¢ .
- R <
Total Completed Contacts __
(8N
1®
ACCIMULATED TOTAL AS OF: / 31 ( 86 J.
-—
W
CODE CATECORY TOTAL Y OF COMPLETED X OF COtrmi nr&
- CONTACTS SURVEYS _
100 COMPLETED SURVEYS 33,94 So-4 _é._‘{
1o N.N. RESPONDERS (Queettion #3) g so09 |1 2. Q’_:..l.
oIy g
120 R.D. RESTONRDERS eation #4) A
Qu " (O 589 R A

Total Completed Surveys S §| o2 _18 8

200 NOT INTERESTED 10,449 18-S
00 nISC 4/ WRONG # 349 5.6

Tota! Completed Contactse 6 ZI Lsa
W. 1)1
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tumK SURV S Ui AaLS e

S SURVEY CAROS:
o GOVERNO®P:
Et; REPUALICANS
~ OEMOCRATS
o UNDECIDED:
45 roTaL QC3PONSES:
n,

LEGISLATURE:
REPUBLICAN:
DEMOCRAT:
UNDECICED:

TOTAL RESPONSES:

ac

PRESIDENT, 1573
BAKER?
BUSH?
DOLE
HALG:
KEMPS
LAXALT®
PACKNHOOD:
ROSERTSONS
TOTAL RESPONSES:
PRESIDENT, 2ND:
BUSHS
OOLE
KEMPS
ROBERTSONS
7o} aL RESPONSES:

FAPMZ
APPROVE:
DISAPPRAOVE:
UNDECIDED:
TOTAL RESPONSES:

POLITICAL?
PC:
ce:
ocC:
w3
TOTAL RESPONSES:

29,021

19,5317
2,135
60998

28,570

19,73%
1,035
1,935

23,40°¢

1,544
6,279
$,026
169
560
100

95

142
1644524

30022
5,046
1,739
3058
14,110

T+755
0,569
11,225
27,750

6,149
16,5469
5,591
64851
Vh o259

68.1%
T.46%
26 .47

A&, I
1.3%

10.6%
42.97%
314,467
1.1%
‘.5‘
0.7
0.¢%
€18

39.88%
41.6%¢
12.2%

6.67

28.7%
30.9%
40.5%2

17.9%
42.5¢
19.5¢
20.0%

8USH
42.3%
1.9%
76.3%
23.97
40.6%
28.6%

16.5%
46,0%

- o eememee  emm el

—acnw ew

2ND CHOICE
DOLE KEMP ~~ ROSERTSON
YR 10.4% 3.2%
79.0% 11.28 _ T.9%_

1.0% 17.4%° 77 'S.3%
33.0% 22.5% 19.7%
45.5% 1.3¢2 12.8%
32.1% 35.7¢ 3.6%
$7.0% 16.5% 10.1%
30.7% 23.5v  1.8%

- msom@ees 0w

. mmmmetar e W emlees W@ t0O0
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