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STATE OF ARIZONA 
CITIZENS CLEAN ELECTIONS COMMISSION 

MUR: No. 16-004 CORIN HAMMOND 
STATEMENT OF REASONS BY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

On behalf of the Citizens Clean Elections Commission (“Commission”), the Executive 

Director hereby provides the Statement of Reasons showing there is no reason to believe that 

violations of the Citizens Clean elections Act and/or the Commission rules (collectively, the 

“Act”) may have occurred.  

I. Procedural Background 

On September 13, 2016, Constantin Querard (“Complainant”) filed a complaint 

(“Complaint”) against Corin Hammond (“Respondent”), a participating candidate for the House 

of Representative in Legislative District (Exhibit A). On October 4, 2016, Respondent submitted 

a Response (Exhibit B). Complainant submitted supplemental information on October 7, 2016 

(Exhibit C). On October 11, 2016, Respondent, through her attorneys, filed a supplemental 

Response (Exhibit D). Additionally, on November 15, 2016, Complainant submitted 

supplemental information to the Commission regarding a similar complaint in MUR16-005 

against eight Democratic participating candidates (Exhibit E).   

II. Alleged Violations and Analysis 

A. Alleged Violations & Response  

1. Complainant made the following allegations:  

a. Respondent’s pre-primary report had numerous payments to one person for 

office supplies and the like but did not break down the subvendor as required by 

rule.  

b. That a Facebook post by Respondent indicated that a person who was hired for a 

Democratic Party Fellows program would be able to work for Respondent and 

other candidates, including federal candidates.  Respondent reported spending 
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$6,000 on a Democratic Party Campaign “buy in” on August 24, 2016.  

Complainant believes an equal amount should have been paid by the federal 

candidates, according to the Complaint, based on the Facebook post.   

c. Complainant Querard concedes however that “[t]here is nothing wrong with the 

Arizona Democratic party acting as the vendor in this case and running the 

coordinated program , so long as each candidate” pays proportionately. 

Complainant asserts that under the advertisement on Facebook, which promised 

$1,000 a month, 15-18 fellows would be needed to justify what he perceives to 

be the total expense. This assertion, of course, is premised on the assumption that 

such fellows did in fact work on three specific campaigns mentioned in the 

Facebook advertisement.   In a supplemental filing, Complainant asserts that 

Respondent’s response was inadequate and that further spending required 

documentation.1 

2. The Response states the following:  

a. With respect to itemization, five days prior to the Complainant filing the 

Complaint, Commission staff had already notified Respondent of the 

necessary amendments to the reported expenditures (Exhibit F). As 

Respondent states in her Response, the corrections were made and the 

amended campaign finance report was filed on September 15, 2016. 

                                                            
1  Over Respondent’s objection, the Executive Director accepted the supplemental filing.  
Respondent is correct that the Commission’s rules do not provide for such supplements, or, rolling 
complaints.  On the other hand the Commission takes public comments on all agenda items.  In the 
Executive Director’s view accepting the supplement was the appropriate course. Although no response 
was ordered or required, Respondent did provide a supplemental Response (Exhibit D). Complainant filed 
yet another supplemental argument on MUR 16-004 in his response to MUR 16-005.  No response to that 
surreply was ordered. See MUR 16-005 for a further discussion of the problem of rolling complaints and 
the potential for unfairness to Respondents.   
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b. Respondent states that the “coordinated campaign” expenditure was not a joint 

expenditure with the two federal candidates identified in the Facebook post 

relied upon by Complainant. Respondent states the Facebook posts advertising 

a paid fellowship for LD11 that are contained in the Complaint are not 

evidence that the candidates are sharing expenditures. They are a part of a 

coordinated campaign plan “that never came to fruition because no fellows 

were ever hired.” The $6,000 Respondent paid to the Arizona Democratic 

Party for the coordinated campaign was for several “turnout-inducing 

services” such as phone calls, door knocks, and volunteer recruitment during 

the primary election period.  Respondent attests the expenditure was made 

during the primary election and properly reported on her campaign finance 

reports.   

B. Analysis  

1. Failure to itemize 

Participating candidates must identify the full name and street address of the person and 

the nature of the goods and services and compensation for which payment was made. A.R.S. § 

16-948(C). In addition, A.A.C. R2-20-110(C)(3) requires candidates to identify subcontractors or 

vendors when reporting expenditures on the campaign finance reports.  

Complainant alleges Respondent failed to identify subvendor information on 

expenditures made to Evelyn Lathan. However, five days prior to the Complainant filing the 

Complaint, Commission staff had already notified Respondent of the necessary amendments to 

the reported expenditures (Exhibit F). As Respondent states in her Response, the corrections 

were made and the amended campaign finance report was filed on September 15, 2016.   
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For the reasons set forth above, there is no reason to believe a violation of A.R.S. § 16-

948(C) and A.A.C. R2-20-110(C)(3) occurred.  

2.  Failure to pay for proportionate share of joint expenditures 

Commission Rule R2-20-110(A)(4) defines a joint expenditure as an expenditure that is 

made “when two or more candidates agree to share the cost of goods or services.” Accordingly, 

the Rule requires candidates to report expenditures made in conjunction with other candidates 

and for each candidate to pay his or her proportionate share of the expenditure.  However the rule 

still requires an agreement between two or more candidates.   

Complainant alleges the “coordinated campaign” or “buy-in” campaign that the Arizona 

Democratic Party offered to Respondent should be a “joint expenditure” because of the 

Respondent’s social media postings regarding a paid fellow program.  Complainant believes 

Respondent made a joint expenditure with federal candidates Ann Kirkpatrick and Tom 

O’Halleran to hire a paid fellow.  He believes if it was a “coordinated campaign” all should have 

paid the same amounts and he was unable to confirm the federal candidates also paid $6,000 for 

a paid fellow/coordinated campaign.2  

Respondent denies any agreement among candidates occurred and thus denies that a joint 

expenditure occurred.  Absent this element, there is not a joint expenditure.  Respondent made 

the expenditure during the primary election period, reported the expenditure on her campaign 

finance reports, and provided information in her Response regarding the nature of the services 

provided through the coordinated campaign. Therefore, there is no reason to believe a violation 

of R2-20-110(A)(4) occurred.  

III. Investigation After Reason to Believe Finding 

                                                            
2  For the reasons stated in MUR 16-005, there is no reason to believe the expenses were not direct 
campaign expenses authorized by A.A.C. R2-20-702 and were not for primary election purposes.  
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If the Commission determines by an affirmative vote of at least three (3) of its members 

that it has reason to believe a respondent has violated a statute or rule over which the 

Commission has jurisdiction, the Commission shall notify such respondent of the Commission's 

finding setting forth: (i) the sections of the statute or rule alleged to have been violated; (ii) the 

alleged factual basis supporting the finding; and (iii) an order requiring compliance within 

fourteen (14) days.  During that period, the Respondent may provide any explanation to the 

Commission, comply with the order, or enter into a public administrative settlement with the 

Commission.  A.R.S. § 16-957(A) & A.A.C. R2-20-208(A). 

After the Commission finds reason to believe that a violation of a statute or rule over 

which the Commission has jurisdiction has occurred, the Commission shall conduct an 

investigation. A.A.C. R2-20-209(A).  The Commission may authorize the Executive Director to 

subpoena all of the Respondent’s records documenting disbursements, debts, or obligations to 

the present, and may authorize an audit. 

After fourteen (14) days and upon completion of the investigation, the Executive Director 

will recommend whether the Commission should find probable cause to believe that a violation 

of a statute or rule over which the Commission has jurisdiction has occurred.  A.A.C. R2-20-

214(A).  Upon a finding of probable cause that the alleged violator remains out of compliance, 

by an affirmative vote of at least three (3) of its members, the Commission may issue of an order 

and assess civil penalties pursuant to A.R.S. § 16-957(B).  A.A.C. R2-20-217.   The Commission 

may order the repayment of funds expended in violation of A.A.C. R2-20-702.  A.A.C. R2-20-

704(B).   

 

     Dated this 17th day of January, 2017. 
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By: s/Thomas M. Collins 

              Thomas M. Collins, Executive Director 
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Sara Larsen

From: Amy Jicha
Sent: Thursday, September 08, 2016 8:37 AM
To: corinhammond@gmail.com
Cc: Sara Larsen
Subject: ***Campaign Finance Reports-Amendments Needed***

Importance: High

Ms. Hammond, 
 
I have completed the review of your Pre-Primary Election and Qualifying Period Recap Campaign Finance 
Reports. The reviews yielded the following: 
            Pre-Primary Election Report: 

 The following reimbursement expenditures are missing itemized (subvendor) information as 
required by A.A.C. R2-20-109(B): 

o Every line item featuring Evelyn A. Lathram (14 total) 
o Corin Hammond on 6/23/2016 

 The following item needs clarification: 
o GODADDY.COM on 7/01/2016 

 The memo line features David Hammond. If this individual was reimbursed, we 
need documentation that he is a family member as required by A.A.C. R2-20-
702(C)(4) and itemized subvendor information as mentioned previously. 
Additionally, should David have been reimbursed, his name should be 
documented rather than “GODADDY.COM.” 

Qualifying Period Recap Report: 
 The following reimbursement expenditure is missing itemized (subvendor) information as 

required by A.A.C. R2-20-109(B): 
o Michael Carroll 

 
Please provide the missing information and file an amended campaign finance report by September 15, 2016. 
Please let me know once you have filed the amended report and contact me or Sara Larsen 
(sara.larsen@azcleanelections.gov) if you have any questions. Thank you.  
 
Best, 
‐‐ 

Amy Jicha 
Voter Education and Legal Intern 
Citizens Clean Elections Commission 
1616 W. Adams St., Suite 110 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
p. 602.364.3539 
f. 602-364-3487 
 
 
 
To ensure compliance with the Open Meeting Law, recipients of this message should not forward it to other
board members of the public body.  Members of the public body may reply to this message, but they should not
send a copy of the reply to other members. 
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