














Y*henever an estimate of a popuiation value is made from a sample, there will be
uncertainty associated with 1. Here. the Audit Staff has estimated that the population of
contributions contains 362.115.81 in improper reatributions. Given that it is an estimate of the
uriknown actual population value. we must consider the precision of the estimate. This
estimate’s margin of error is one-third the size of the estimate. This is quite imprecise by
statistical norms. While an acceptabie leve! of precision is a manter of opinion/policy. such an
opinion or policy must take into account the purpose of the estimate. Here the purpose of the
estimate is to determine an amount that the Committee must repay to the government. [n the
interest of fairness, one would expéct the necessity of 3 very precise estimate — one that didn’t
produce a large range of possible values. The Audit Staff states that its desired leve] of precision.
for the error rate is less than 4 percentage points, which it obtained with this samf)le. While 8 +/-
4% margin of error may be acceptable t;c;r'relaﬁvely large error rates (g.4,, 50%), it creates wide.-.
ranges surrounding low estimates such as 10%, or lower. For example, if the Audit Smﬁ' hadt
estimated an error rate of 2% with a +/- 4% margin of error, the uncertainty is so large as to
render the estimate essentially useless.

To increase the precision of the estimate, the Audit Staff would need to expand the
sample. An expanded sample would necessarily improve the precision of estimation for the error
rate and hence for the dollar amount of improper reattributions. Alternatively, the Commission
could reques: repayment of the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval. The Commission
would be conservative in requesting $41,295 as the repayment determination (assuming 31 errors
in the sampie). This is the amount that the Commission is reasonabiy confident does not exceed
the true population value. We are familiar with the practices of the Internal Revenue Service and

it employs this conservative approach when using statistical sampling as an audit technique.
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When the IRS determines an amount to be repaid to the government based on a sample. 1t uses

the lower bound of its confidence interval to compute the repayment arnount.’

W

} See ¢.g., Statistical Sampling Report (Attachment 1 to IRS Memorandum Re: IRS
Statistical Sampling System), attached hereto as Exhibit A-3.
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Septemper 1950

ViTa
DENNIS J. AIGNER

Present Position: Professor of Management and Economics, Graduate School of
Management, University of California, [rvine

Associate Dean for Business Management, Bren School of
Environmental Science and Management, University of California.

Santa Barbarz
Education:

UCLA 1955-58, Engineering-Mathematics, no degree

UC Berkeiey 1958-63:(1) Agricultural Economics, B.S. (1959); (2)
Statistics, M.A. (1962}, (3) Agricultural Economics, Ph.D. (1963).

Relevant Work Experience:
1960-62, Mathematical Statistician, USDA, Forest Service, Berkeley
1962-66, Assistant Professor of Economics, University of Illinois

1964-66, Director, Computer Lab, College of Business Administration,
: University of llincis -

1966-67, Associate Professor of Economics, University of lllinois

1967-70, Associate Professor of Economics, University of Wisconsin-
Madison

1967-73, Director, Programming and Computation Service, Data and
Computation Center for the Social Sciences, University of
Wisconsin-Madizon

1970-76, Professor of Economics, University of Wisconsin-Madison,

1970, Summes, Visiting Professor of Economics, University of Hawaii

1970-71, Visiting Professar, Center for Operations Research and
Econometrics (CORE), Universite Catholique de Louvain

(Belgium)

1971-76, Chairman, Social Systems Research Institute, University of Wisconsin-
Madison

1976,  Spring, Resident Consultant, The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California

1976-88, Professor of Economics, University of Southern California
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1976-79. Co-Director, Modelling Research Group, USC

1978-79, Acting Chairman. Department of Economics, USC

1$79-87, Chairman, Depantment of Economics, USC

1982, Fall. Visiuing Professor, Department of Economics, University of Wasconsm-
Madison
1685, Spnng, Visiting Professor, Depantments of Econometrics, University of

Amsterdam and University of Geneva
1986, Fall, Visiting Professor, Department of Econometrics, University of Sydney
1988-97, Dean, Graduate School of Management, University of California, Irvine

1988-present, Professor of™Management ard Economics, Graduate School of
Management, University of California, {rvine

1997, Fall, Faculty Associate, Harvard Institute for Intemational Developmenz.
Harvard Umversuy

|998-presens  Associate Dean f¢ Business Management, Donald Bren School of
Environmental Science and Management, University of Californis, Sams
Barbara.

Teaching Areas:
Econometrics, Statistics, Microeconomic Theory, Operations Research

Honors:

Fulbright Scholar, Beigium, 1970-71

Fellow, Econometric Society (elected 1972)

H.L Romnes Faculty Fellow, University of Wisconsin, 1976

American Suatistical Asscciation Visiting Lecturer in Statistics, 1980-{983

Fulbright Scholar, [srael, May 1983

Cited in- Whe's Who in Economics (MIT Press) 1982, 1984; (Edward Elgar)
1999: Who's Who in America (Marquis Wha's Who, Ina) 1984~ .

Albert S. Raubenheimer Award for Excellence in Schoiarship,
Teaching and Service, USC, 1985.

Award for Teaching Excellence, Division of Social Sciences and.
Communications, USC, 1986.

Studies in Economerrics in Honor of Dennis J. Aigner, a special issue of the
Journal of Economerrics, 1993. _

Daniel G. Aldrich, Jr. Award for University Service, UCI, 1996.

Bren Fellow, UC Santa Barbara, 1998-
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-Publications:

S00KS. MONOGRAPHS, REPORTS
Principles of Stausucal Decision-Making, Macmitlan, 1968

Basic Economerrics, Prentice-Hall, 1971, Prentice-Hall series in [nternational
Management and series in Mathematical Economics.

Latent Variables in Socioeconomic Models, edited (with A.S. Goldberger), North-
Holland Pubiishing Co., 1977

Modelling and ;’7 orecasting Time-of-Day and Seasonal Electricity Demands, edited {with
A. Lawrence), Journal of Economerrics (Annais 1979-{), North-Hoiland Publishing Co..

. January 1979,

Experimental Design in Economerrics, edited (with C. Morris), Journai of Econometrics
(Annals 1979-2), North-Hoiland Publishing Co., September 1979.

Mbndelling and Analysis of Electricity Demand by Time-of-Day, edited, Report EPRI EA-
1304, Elézcm'c Power Research Institute, Palo Alto. CA, Deeg:ber 1979. o

Electricity Demand and Consumption by Time-of-Use: A Survey (with D. Poirier), Repors
EPRI EA-1294, Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, CA, December 1979

Specification and Estimation of Frontier Production, Profit and Cost Functions, edited
(with P. Schmidt), Journal of Economerrics (Annals 1980-2), North-Holland Publishing

Co., May 1980.

Welfare Econometrics of Peak-Load Pricing for Electricity, edited, Journal of
Economerrics (Annais [984-3), North-Holland Publishing Co.,'September 1984

Topics in Applied Regression and Time Series Analysis, edited, Journal of Econometrics
(Annals {987}, North-Holland Publishing Ca., May 1987.

Causality, edited (with A. Zellner), Journal of Econometrics (Annals 1988), North-

* Holland Publishing Co., September/October: 1983.

Latent Variables Modals, edited (with M. Deistler), Journal of Economarrics (Annals
1989), North-Holland Publishing Co., May 1989

Contributions to Ecorometric Methodology in Honor of T. W, Andarson, edited, Journal
of Economerrics (Annals 1990), North-Holland Publishing Co., Apri/May 1990.
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ARTICLES

"An Esumanon Procedure for Range Compositicn Problems.” Journal of the American
Siaustical Associanon, Vol 50 (March i963) pp 308-i9

"Errces of Measurement and Least Squares Esumation in a Simple Recursive Mode! of
Dyramuc Equilibrum.” Ecorometrica, Vol. 34 (April 1966), pp 42432

“An Interpretve Input Routine for Linear Programumung,” Commumcations of the
Associaticn for Compuier Machinery, Vol 10 (January 1967), pp. 23-26

"On the Deterrrunants of Income Equality” (with A.J Heins), American Economic Review,
Vol. LV1I {March 1967), pp. 12-25.

"On the Measurement of Income Equality” (with A.J. Heins), Review of income and
Wealth, Series 13 (March 1967), pp. 12-25.

"A Simple Model of Information and Lending" (with C.M. Sprenkle), Journal of Finance,
Vol. XXI1I {(March 1968), pp. 151-66.

"On Estimating the Industry Production Function” (with.S. Chu), American Economic
Review, Vol. LVIII (September 1968), pp. 826-39.

"A Linear Approximator for the Class Marks of a-Grouped Frequency Distribution with
Esggcial Re‘,f;;:gg; to the Unequal Interval Case,” Technomerrics, Vol. 10 (November
19 )t pp‘ - -

“The Determinants of Member Bank Borrowing: A Critique" (with W.R. Bryan), Journal
of Finance, Vol. XXIII (December 1968), pp. 832-7.

"Problems im Making Inferences from the Coleman Report: Commens,” American
Sociological Review, Vol. 35 (April 1970), pp: 249-52.

"Estimation of Pareto's Law from Grouped Observations® (with A.S. Goidberger),
Journal of the American Stanstical Associasion; Vol. 65 (June 1970), pp. 341-51.

"Cross-Section and Time Series Tests of the Permanent Income Hypothesis® (with J.
Simon), American Economic Review, Vob. LX (June 1970), ppe. 7 i2-23.

"The Estimation of Moments for a Pareto Distribution Subject to Both Sampling and
Grouping Errors," Review of the Internasional Statistical Institute, Vol. 38, No. 2 (1970),
pp. 210-20. -

*A Specification Bias Interpretation of Cross-Section vs. Time Series Parameter
Estimates” (with ). Simon), Western Economic Jowrnal, Vol. 8 (June 1970), pp. 144-61.

"On the Log-Quadratic Law of Production” (with S.F. Chu and M. Frankel), Southern
Economic Journal, Vol. XXX VT (luly 1970), pp. 32-9.

"On the Specification Bias for k-Class Estimators” (with §.F. Chu), Economerric Annual
of the [ndian Economic Journal, Vol. 17 (1970), pp. 671-89.
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"A Model of Short-Run Bank Behavior” 1wath W R Brvan), Quarterly Journal of

Econormics, Vol 83 (February 1971). pp 57-118

"Safety Margins and Profit Mawmizauen in the Theorv of the Firm" (with R.H. Dav and
KE Slrn({)tf). Journal of Political Economy, Val. 79 {(November/Decamber 1971), bp_
1293-15301.

"A Compendium on Estimation of the Autoregressive-Moving Average Model from Time
Senes Data.” /nternanonal Ecoromic Review, Vol. 12 (October 1971), pp. 348-371

"Bounding Constraints in Certain Linear Programming Problems and the Principle of
Safety First," European Economic Review, Vol. 3 (April 1972), pp. 71-81.

"A Note on Verificaticn of Computer Simulation Models,” Management Science: Theory,
Vol. 18 (July 1972), pp. 615-19. i

*An Errors-in-Variables Model in Which Least Squares is Consisteny.” /nternanional
Economic Review, Vol. 14 (February 1973), pp. 256-7.

*Simulation and Aggregation: A Reconsideration” (with S.M. Goldfeld), Review of
Economics and Statistics, Vol. LV (February 1973); pp. 49-60.

“Regression with A Binary Independens Variable Subjecs 10 Errors of Observation,”
Journal of Econometrics, Vol. | (March 1973), pp. 49-60.

"On the Estimation of an Econometric Model of Shorz-Run Bank Behavior,” Jowrnal of
Econometrics, Vol. | (Septembes 1973), pp. 201-208:

"On Optimal Financing of Cyclical Cash Needs” (with C.M. Sprenkie), Journal of
Finance, Vol. 28 (Decembes 1973), pp. 1249-53.

"Estimation and Prediction from Aggregate Data when Aggregates are Measured More
Accurately Than Their Components” (with S.M. Goldfeld), Economerrica, Vol. 42
{January 1974), pp. 113-134.

"Parameter Estimation from Cross-Section Observations on an Elementary Queueing
System,” Operations Research, Vol. 22 (March-April 1974), pp. 422-28.

"An Agmrnm Econometric Framework for Estimating a Labor Supply Function from
the SEQ File,” /nternational Economic Review, Vol. 15 (February 1974), pp. 59-68.

* Asymptotic Minimum-MSE Prediction in the Cobb-Dougilas Modet with a Multiplicative
Disturbpzce Term," Economertrica, Vol. 42 (July 1974), pp. 73748,

"MSE Dominance of Least Squares with Errors of Qbservation,” Journal of.
Economerrics, Vol. 2 (December 1974), pp. 365-72.

“{dentification and Normalization: A Note" (with T. Sawa), Journal of Economerrics,
Vol. 2 (December 1974), pp. 389-92.
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"On the Expianatery Power of Dummy \anabie Ragression” (with A.S Goidberaer ane
G Kalton). [niernational Economic Review. Voi 16 (June 1975), pp 303-10

"On the Estimation of Production Frontiers” (with T Amemiva and D §. Potirier),
/nternanonal Economic Review, Vol 16 (June 1975). pp. 377-96

"{dcntiﬁgatiop and E§:ima:ion of Dynamic Shock-Error Models* (with A. Maravall), in
Latent Variables in Soctoeconomic Modeis, D ). Aigner and A.S. Goldberger (eds.),
North-Holland Publistung Co . 1977, pp. 349.63.

“Statistical Theones of Discrimination in Labor Markets" (with G. Cain), /ndustriai and
Labor Relauons Review, Vol 30 (January 1977), pp. 175-87. (Reprinted in O.
Ashenfelier and K. Hallock (eds.). 7he International Library of Crincal Writings in
Economics: Labor Economics, Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd., 1995.)

"Application of Pre-Test and Stein Estimators to Economic Data* (with G. Judge),
Economerrica, Vol. 45 (July 1977), pp. 1279-88. :

"Formulation and Estimation of Stochastic Frontier Production Functions® (with C.A K.
Loveil and P. Schmidt), Journal of Economerrics, Vol. 6 (July 1977), pp. 21.38.

*Bayesian Analysis of Optimal Sampie Size and a Best Decision Rule for Experiments in -
Directgl.o?d Control,” Journal of Econometrics {Annals 1979-1), Vol. 9 (January 1979),
pp. 209-21, . .

"A Brief Introduction to the Methodology of Optimal Experimental Design,” Jourral of
Econometrics (Annals 1979-2), Vol. 11 (September 1979), pp. 7-26. :

»Sample Design for Electriciy Pricing Experiments: Anticipated Precision for  Time-of-
Dga_}( Pricing ;E;p%r;mem," Journal of Economerrics (Annals 1979.2), Vol. 11 {September
1979), pp. 195-205.

"Correcting for Truncation Bias in the Analysis of Experiments in Time-of-Day Pricing of
Electricity” (with Jerry A. Hausman), The Bell Journal of Economics, Vol. 11 (Spring
1980). pp. 131-42. (Reprinted in E. Suomsdorfer and G. Farkas (eds.), Evaluation
Studies Review Annual, Vol. 5, Sage Publica:ion% Inc., 19800

"{ndustrial and Commercial Demasd for Electricity by Time-of-Day: A California Case
Study® (with C. Chung), The Energy Journal; Vok. 2 (July 1981), pp: 91-110.

"Testing the Joint Billing Effect Hypothesis” (with D. Keane), The Energy Journal, Vol. 3
(July 1982), pp. 113-28. |

"Southern California Edison’s Domestic Time-of-Use Experimem” (with L. Lillard),
Award Papers in Public Utility Economics and Regulation, Institute of Public Utilities,

Michigan State University, 1982, pp. 181-233.

“An Analysis of Commercial and Industrial Response to Time-of-Use Rates” (with J.
Hirschberg), The Energy Journal, Vol. 4 (1983), pp. 103-26.
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"Econcmetric Modelling witk Latent Vanables” (with A, Kapteyn. C. Hsiao. zn
Wansbeek), Hamdbock of Economerrics. Vol 2. edited by Zsi Grliches and..‘jﬁgh‘;f\.e!
Intnligator, North-Holland Publishing Co | 1984, pp 4321.93

"Time-of-Day Electrcity Consumption Response 1o Temperature and the Ownership of
Air Conditicring Appliances” (with L. Lillard), Journal of Business and Fconomic
Staustics, Vol. 2 (Januarv 1984), pp. 40-33.

"Measunng Peak-l.oad Respanse from Experimentai Data” (with L. Lillard), Journal of
Bus:ness and Economic Stausucs, Yoi. 2 (January 1984), pp. 21-39 N

"Conditional Demand Analysis for Estimating Residential End-Use Load Profiles: A
Preliminary Analysis" (with C. Sorooshian and P. Kerwin), The Energy Journal, Vol. §

(July t984), pp. 81-98.

"Estimation of Time-of-Use Pricing Response in the Absence of Experimental Data: An
Application of the Methodology of Data Transferability” (with E. Leamer), Journal of
Economerrics (Annals 1984-3), Vol. 26 (September/October 1984), pp. 205-28.

"The Welfare Econometrics of Peak-Load Pricing for Electricity," Journal of
- Economamrics (Annais 1984-3), \_’ol. 26 (SepwnberlOctober 1984), op. 1-16.

"The Residential Time-of-Use Pricing Experiments: What Have We Learned”” Chapter |
in Social Experimentation, edited by Jerry A Hausman and David Wise, University of

Chicago Press, 1985, pp. 11-48. _

"Commercial/Industrial Customer Response to Time-of-Use Electricity Prices: Some
Experimental Results” (with 1.G. Hirschberg), The Rand Journal of Economucs, Vol. 16
(Autumn 1985), pp. 341-55. .

"On Student Evaluation of Teaching Ability” (with F. Thum), Jexrnal of Economic
Education, Vol. 17 (Fall 1986), pp. 243-66.

"Optimal Experimental Design for Error Components Models® (with P. Balestra),
Economerrica, Vol. 56 (July 1988), pp. 955-71.

"Me and My Shadow: Estimating the Size of the U.S. Underground Economy from Time
Series Data® (with F. Schaeider and D. Ghosh), Chapter 14 in W. Barnete, et al. (eds.),
Dynamic Econometric Modelling, Cambridge University Press, 1988, pp. 297-334.

"On Econometric M;thodology and the Search for Causal Laws®, The Economic Record,
Vol. 64 (Decembes 1988), pp. 323-26.

"Self-Selection in the Residential Electricity Time-of-Use Pricing Experiments” (with K.
Ghali), Journal of Applied Economerrics, Vol. 4 (December 1989), pp. S131-S144.

"Latent Variables®, inJ. Eatwell, et al. (eds.), The New Paigrave: Economerrics,

Macmillan, 1990, pp. 118-122.
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"Sampie Design Considerations for Talephone Time-of-Use Pricing Expeniments wi
Application to OCT-Australia” (with D Fiebig). in A. deFontenay.get alp, (eds.), wth &
{elecommumcations Demand Modelling, North-Holland Publishing Co ., 1930, pp. 279-
298, ST

"Expenmental Design for Direct Metering of Residential Electricity End-Uses” (with P.
Schonfeld), Chapter {4 in ] Gabszewacz, 2t al. (eds.). Economic D'eczs:on-x\-iakmg:
Games. Economerrics and Opumization. Elsevier North-Holland, 1990, pp. 303-325

"A Random Coefficient Approach to the Estimation of Residential Eng-Use Load
Profiles” (with D. Fiebig and R. Bantels), Journal of Econometrics, Voi. 50 (December

1691}, pp. 297-327

"Data Pooling and Self-Selection: A Mixed Effects Hierarchical Approach” (with K.
Ghali), Chapter § in W.E. Griffiths, et al. (eds.). Readings in Economerric Theory and
Practice, North-Holland Publishing Co., 1992, pp. 103.42.

"The Response of Small and Medium-Size Business Customers to Time-of-Use (TOU)
Rates in [srael” (with J. Newman and A. Tishler), Jownal of Applied Econcmetrics, Vol.

9 (1994), pp. 283-304.
"The Response to Residential Time-of-Use Electricity Rates in Israet® (with M. Amit and

A. Tishler), Chapter 35 in D. Berry, ¢t al. (eds.), Bayesian Analysis in Staustics and
Econometrics: Essays in Honor of Arold Zeiingr, John Wiley & Sons, 1996, pp. 409-22.

FORTHCOMING:

“Statistical Sampling and Analysis in Litigation™, to appeaz in D. Slottie (ed.}, The Role of
the Academic Economist in Litigation Support, Elsevier Science Publishers, 1999,

Grant History

NSF "The Computation and Data Library Capabiiities for Research in the
Social Sciences” (with Richard Day), April 1, 1968 t0 March 31,
1970. $232,900.

NSF "An Econometric Investigation of Short-Run Bank Behavior,” February
1, 1970 to luly 31, 1972. $62,500.

NSF "Computation and Data Library Capabilities for Social Science
Research,” January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1972. $110,000.

NSF "Structural Modeiling with Unobserved Variables” (with Arthur S.
Goldberger), September 1, 1973 to August 31, 1976. 3146,000.

NSF "The Role of Linear Hierarchical Models in Applied Econometrics”
(with Yoel Haitovsky), July 1, 1979 to April 30, 1981. §115,951.
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NSFE "Developrient of 3 Generic Economernic Mode! for Assessing the
Weltare [mplications of Time-of-Day Pricing for Households." March
i, 1984 (o February 28, 1985 $75.137 Extension to August 31,
[98& 319 454

EPA "Workshop on Capital Markers and Environmental Performance”, September |
1998 to August 31, 1959 $18,020. Extension to August 31, 2000

Conflerences & Presentations (recent)

“Demography and Distrust: The Latino Challenge to Civil'Rights and Immigration Policy
in the 1990s and Beyond,” 3@ Annual Symposium, La Raza Law Journal and
Chicano/Latino Policy Project, UC Berkeley, March 1994 (presented paper).

“Immigration and the American Mosaic,” The Manhattan Institute and The Pacific
Research Institute, San Francisco, April 1994 (presented paper).

“California Immigration 1994," California Policy Seminar, Sacramento, April 1994
(presented paper).

"Reengineering UC Departments—A Case Presentation” (with R. Owens), UC
Management Institute, July 1994. o ; -

"Immigration: Past, Present and Future,” Graduate School of Business Administration
and Leadership. Monterrey Institute of Technology (Mexico), February 1995.

"Infcrmation Technology and Its Impact on Higher Education in the Yesar 2000," Taiwan
National University, May 199%. :

“Information Technology and Its Impact on Higher Education in the Year 2000," Hong
Kong Baptist University, May 1995,

“Making Effective Use of Faculty in Developing a Strategic Plan,” AACSB Annual
Meeting, Los Angeles, April 1996 (szssion co-leader).

"Measuring Performance in Higher Education,” UC Management Institute, July 1996.

“The Elusive Notion of Leadership,” Graduate School of Business Administration and
Leadership; Monterrey Institute of Technology (Mexico), March 1997.

“Business and the Environment: Toward a New Relationship,” Graduate School of
Business Administration and Leadership, Monterrey Institute of Technology
(Mexico), May 1999.

“Business and the Environment: Toward a New Relationship,” Central American Institute
of Business Administration (Costa Rica), May 1999
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Professiona] Service (recent) !

* Cormuuttee on the National Energy Médei\ing System, Energy Engineering Bcard.
Nanonal Research Council, 1390.92

Amernican Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business. Business Accreditation Comuruttee,
1993-95 {Accreditation Site Visit Teams' Unuversity of Virginia (Darden),
Washington Unyversity {St Louis)), 1996-97 Nominating Commuttee, 1995-97

Academic Program Review Team, College of Business, Arizona Stare University, 1996

Panel to Study the Research Program of the Economic Research Service, Committes on
National Statistics, National Research Council, 1997-1998.

American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business, Accreditation Site Visit Team

T (Chair), Simon Schaol of Business, University of Rochester, 1958,
ﬁ::
= .
b -t Study Co-Director, Orange County Executive Survey, University of Califernia Irvine,
:M'" . 1994-98; Director, 1999-present.
il
& Other Service (receat)

P Workers' Compensation Rate Study Commissic_m‘(Chair). State of California, 1950-92.

e U.S. Service Academy Review Board, 1992.
U Southern California Edison Company, Research Policy Board, 1992.95.

o

- ' Design Team, California Virrual University Initiative, 1997-98. '
Community Service {recent).

Indusinial { eague of Orange County, Board of Directors, 1989-3% (Chair, ILGC Tax
Equity Subcomsmittee, 1992 & 1993.)
- Jr. Achievement of Scuthern California, Board of Governors, 1993-199%:

International Forum for Corporate Directors, Advisory Board, 1993-1998.
Association for Corporate Growth, Advisory Board, 1992-1997"

Board of Trustees, World Affairs Council of Orange County, 1995-present.
Board of Trustees, South Coast Repertory, 1996-1999.

10 uuam%ant__\?____

Lor 4




g

ha t

.,.. .
et B “"ﬂ"Eﬁ!

Patrick G. Goshtigian

Vice President. Anatysts Group/Economics

601 S. Figuerca. Suite 309; Los Angeles. CA 90017
{213) 896-4541

proshuglan/e ag-1ac.com

WWW.2g-inc.com

Education

M.B.A., The Anderson School at UCLA

B.S.. Economics. Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Chartered Financial Analyst

Professional Experience
March 97 — present Vice President, Analysis Group/Economics, Los Angeles, CA

July95-March 97  Sr. Associate, Analysis Group/Economics, Los Angeles, CA

Dec 92 - July 95 Associate, Analysis Group/Economics, Los Angeles, CA
July 91 —Dec 92 Sr. Research Analyst, Analysis Group/Economics, Los Angeles, CA
June 89 - July 91 Research Anaiyst, Analysis Group/Economics, Los Angeles, CA

Selected Consuiting Assignments
cegtisrical Analvs

Mr. Goshugian has applied sophisticated econometric techniques in numercus cases. In addicion

he has sigmficant expenence in sampie design and implementation.

Q Fortune 500 Shipping Company: Led the tesm that sampled and snalyzed thousands of
invoices to estimate the total freight costs charged to a particular customer.

Q Los Angeles County Deparoment of Health: Using sampling and databare analysis. evaluated
timeliness of medi-cal psyments during various time periodx

Q  Southern California Gax Company: Constructed statistical modet to evaluate the i unpu:t of
commercial demand side management programs.

Proguct Liabili
Mr. Coshtigian has combined statistical techniques with cash flow modeling to construct
corm.>r=hensive models of potential damages resulting from product liability.

Q  Fortune 500 Chemical Manufacturer: Developed a financial model of potential liability
incorporating disease incidence and prevalence rates given various settiement alternatives and

continued litigation.
ATTACHMEL p
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Patnek G. Coshngian Page 2

J  Asbesios Manwaciurer Developed stansucal model to forecast conunued claims against a
company given information concerting the current claim experience,

Q2 Internatioral Chemical Manufacturer: Deveioped financial model of potential liability at a
target company to advise the board of directors of acquirer.

Enterrainment

Mr, Goshtigian has significant experience applying economic and financiai concepts in the'
entertainment industry.

Q MGM/DANJAQ v. Sony Corp.. er. al.: Evaluated performance of MGM [PO given Sony
announcemant regarding James Bond film production. Conducted valuation of the James

Bond franchise.

‘Q  Garry Shandling v. Brad Grey, et. al.: Calculated vaiue of several tslevision production deais.
Evaluated the economics of the television syndication market,

Securiti
Mr. Goshtigian has evaiuated and critiqued damage claims in numerous securities litigation c.ues

"urider SEC Rule 10b-S. Through event study analyses, he has assessed the mwmhty of
allegations of fraud and re-constructed appropnate value lines,

Q Meris Laboratories Securities Litigarion: Evaluated 10b-5 claims involving failed acquisition
and alleged accounting improprieties. Applied loss causation principles and won case through
summary judgement.

Q AHI Healthcare Securities Litigation: Evaluated 10b-5 and Section 11 damzge claims.
Applied principie of loss causation to assess effects of failed acquisition on stock price.

Q TriTeal Securities Litiganion: For a software manufacrurer, applied loss causation principles 1o
Section 11 damage claims.

Q  Software Toolworks Securities Litigation: Evaluated damages presented by the SEC for select
members of the board of directors based on alleged improper revenue recognition .

Q Newport Pharmaceunicals Securities Litigation: Evaluated 10b-5 damage claim fora
pbarmaceutical company that failed in late stage drug trials.

Q Xidex/Anacomp Insider Trading: Performed event studies to evaluate the statistical
significance of stock price movements for both the target and acquirer in a merges.

Iny Suitabili I Rish lysi
Mr. Goshtigian has assessed the suitability of a variety of complex financial insruments and
consulted extensively on the evaluation of investment risk.

g P :
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Califormia State Auditor: Examined all charactenisucs of Orange County's multi-biiljon dellar
nvestment portfoiio. Assessed the ex-anze nskiness of the portfoiio and the suitability of
various compiex financial instruments given the funds’ objecrives.

Hawailan Insurance Commissioner: Evaluated-a failed derivative investment strategy used in
the large fixed income portfolio of an insurance company. Determined the viabilitv of the
strategy and the effectiveness of its implementauon by examining the dramatic increase in the
portfolic’s nsk profile over nms.

Cinye Colleges of Chicago v Westcap Securities: Assessed suitability of morigage secuniues
investments for the colleges’ operating fund. Evaluated performance and calculated damages.

Ward v. Herrington: Evaluated suitability and calcuiated damages of invesunents made by a
broker for a high net worth couple.

-Valuation
Mr. Goshtigian has applied a widé range of valuation methods in a variety of industries.

3

Q

Local Telephone Company: Consmructed an extensive financial model of cash flows associated
with the local phone service market to evaiuvate the impact of new competition.

Agricultural Company: Developed an intricate casb flow model to value an agriculturat
concern under different operating scenanes and determine the safety of a lender’s coilateral.
Utility Project: Evaluated and critiqued investment bank valuation of a utility project. Assess
project viabiliry. ' .

Major Commercial Bani: In the context of determining the fair acquisition price for several
savings and loan branches by a bank, consulted regarding valuation and the estimation of core
deposit levels,

Savings and Loan: Applied option pricing theory to value the collsteral of non-recourse loans
to determine if the loans were fairly priced.

Life Insurance Company: Applied option pricing theory and tradirional comparable analysis to
value mortgage bonds purchzsed by the company.

Casino: Quantified loss of value due to breach of merger contract

Internet Start-up: Developed pro-forma valuation model of 8 pianned inteynet company that
was denied funding by a venture capital firm. (co-authored expert report with R. Sherwin)

ontrast Disnutes apd Commerical Litigation

Mr. Goshtigian has extensive experience constructing “but for” models to evaluate damages

arising from contract disputes and commercial litigation.

o

3

ACQ Holdings v. Dynamic Circuits, inc.: Analyzed potentisl merger synergies and performed
valuation of a high tech company.

Lapine Technology v. Kyocera. Inc.: Analvzed the profitability and viability of a computer
peripheral manufacturer and the likelihood of conducting an initial public offering.

ATTACHMENT _ E
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R&al Esrate and Environmeantal : z

Mr. Goshtigian has extensive expenence applying sophusiicated valuation technigues to real estale,

3 For several engagements, Mr. Gasntigian has assessed aﬁegcd damages incurred through the —
presence of asbestos and other environmental hazards in commercial properties. o

A Commercial Bank: Evaluated and critiqued opposing =xpert’s damage model based ana
valuation ot a large real estate development project.

Other Consulting

Q  State of Wisconsin Investment Board: Provide monthly and quarterly analysis of general
performance charactenstics of several portfolios.

@ First Interstate Bancorp: Deveigped an inncvative method to evaiuate mutual fund

Q _Regional Stock Exchange: Working closely with an academic affiliste, consulted with the .
Mofmmgucmmmmwwwmmm -

Analysis Greap/Ecencmics Issus Briefs-

“Using Statistical Sampling to Manage Litigation Costs™
“Evaluating the Suitability of Collateralized Mortgage Obligations™

W___—q-——
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EXhitig A-3

[Radacted to protect
taxpayer privacy)

INTERMAL REVENUE SERVICE

T0:

FROM: Janes C. Eng, CAS IRS Los Angeles
Bt

k ©  SUBJECT: -IRS Statistical Sampling System, VER3ION 3.0
= (IRS 85353 Ver 3.0).

The IRS $5S V3.0 wae designed for use by IRS perscnnel in the
parformance of their duties during an exasmination in which
statistical saspling is being used as an audit technique. The

- cystem contains prograns shich 2id in the development of their
statistical sampling applications.

The syastem consiste of programs to generate randomw number
tets in sorted and unsorted sequenced and can exlude specific
random nusmber ranges, and to apprailse the audit results of
the statistical sapple. Random number seeds can bte
seli-generated or provided by the user. An exaaple of the
. random nusberw report geserated for the audit of the Repairs,
Line 14 sample is attached. e

;ff L] i'!:j! ji‘ » ﬁ:‘ﬁ I:.:.E {r:-'.;i n ﬂ"ﬁ" E;ha

]

- - ‘Appraisal methods available included in the sampling system -
are mnean, difference, combined ratio, and combired regresaion
nethods. Separate ratic and regresaion computations can also
be abtained on a specific request bacis. The system is
designad to automaticsllv eelant the optisum (Fost pracinel
ectimgror. AVwever, this can be overiaaeA T tne "user wishas
td see information concarning arother estimator. Variable
sampling was used in our appllication. i

The variable sampling option is used to creste data files
containing the reported sasple data and the findings froms ocur
examination. The system will evaluate (sppraise) the findings
iaput and provide & number of reports regarding the findings.
Anong the options available during the appraisal process ig 2
sanple size detersination to show the sample eises that would
be required 12 & finer precision (sasller sampling error) is
desired (for & cout/audit tise benefit analysis).

I have attached copies of the sumsary reports produced by the
IRS S38 Ver 1.0 including random nusber sats, appraisal
results, estimator comparisons, computed precisions and cvs,
and sanmple size determination table for increased precision.

Pleaga call ne if you have any questions regarding cur
tatistical sampling.

Page X _or_ Y| _
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Attachments:
1. Statistical Sampling Repore.
2. Statistical Appraisal Report - Susmary of Populaticn and
Sample Information.
X Statistical Appraisal Report - Summary of REatimators.
4 * * " ~ Samnple Size Detearmine To
« 7 laprove Precizion (Diff estimator is typical for all
esatizators). .
. 5. Saaple Liating. -
6. SCE Repairs Line 14 - Proposed Adj For LVIL 882.
T. Random Sasple Selection (V3.0).
8.

DR Transactions Randomly Jelected -of Line 14 chairi_.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON D C 2tdud

October 22, 1997

To:

Through:

From:

Subject:  Buchanan for President, Ing. —-Referral bised on Review of lemm&
Contributions Submitted for Mmhmg

Background

During the Dollsr Unit Ssmple (DUS) review of contributions! of Buchanan fos
President, Inc. (the Committes), the Andis Staff noted a significane numbee of items whicls
were resitributions of ail or & poction of & contribution to anothee individuak Some of.
these resttributions were to apperent non-related parties and other non-spousel family
members, The reattributions were often made to more than ons individusk. In the Audis
staff’s opinion, the Committes’s carrespondence with the contributors did not fully
disclose the definition of an scceptable restivibution and the ownezship/cogtrol of funds
(see Attachmens ). Tha Committes sppears to have pursued the restiributions for the:
purpose of acquiring additional matching funds.

Genenally, MWWme’M
Wmmmmmmmwm
regarding the reattributed fimds:

! The Audit Staff expects to inchuda in the Exit Conference Memorandum findings for Receipt of
Excesaive Currency, Itemization of Contributions, and Omission of Disclosure Information for

Contributions.
‘mﬂ
Fagy o2 -
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"(3xxx.xx) of the above mentioned contribution represents my
personal funds and my personal contibution to Buchanan For
President, and that [ mainrain equitable ownership of the
account.”

The word “account” above refers to the'bank account upon which the contribution
instrument was drawn.

Upon evaluation of these documents, questions were raised about the validity of
reattributions made to apparent non-related individuals and noa-spousal family members;
specifically, donative intent and ownership/conwol of funds. For example, a cashier’s
check for $8,000 was reattributed to cight members of the same family. All cight
reattributed contributions were submitted for $250 in matching funds. In another case, an
individual made 35 contributions totaling $9,325; $1,300 was refunded (31,125 to the
contributor and $175 directly to the U.S. Treasury) and $7,225 was reattributed to nine
different individuals. The Committee submitted matching fund requests totaling $3,125
for the original coptributor and the nine reattributees. Even if the reattributions were:
acceptabie, the amount submitted was $625 mexmofthcmmmnﬂomuo '

contributors at $250 each = §2,500).

Identification of Population

Due to the situations noted above, the Audit staff perfortned additional testing of
reattributed contributions to determine the extent of the problem. Using muitiple audit
steps, the Audit staff identified ail contributors who were invoived with resitridwations.
All contributions recorded in the Cornmittee’s data base for thess individusls were
compared to the Matching Fund submissions to determine which contributions the
Committee submitted for matching. This comparison identified 7,278 contributions
totaling $910,508 which were submitted fog $650,961 in matching funds..

In an effort to quantify the doiisr value of the contributions which may have beens
improperly matched, the Audit staff used DUS sampling procedures to selecs 325 sample
items from this populatios. Of the sample items selected, 132 contributions werss
reattributed to other individuals and were reviewed further by Audit staff. Nineteen (19)
of these reattributed items cither were or would bave been errors in the originah:
submissions and were not reviewed further. The remaining 113 sampie items were ther
reviewed to determine acceptability of the reattribution. The Audit staff identified 48
unacceptable reattributions which were classified as follows:

No. of Errors Description
2 Reattribution of a business check (not a corporation) - unable to

verify ownership of funds.

‘ﬂlﬂot_d__
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The following errors were unacceptable reattributions to individuals not named as
an account holder on the face of the wrirten instrument:

22 . Reattribution to an individual with a different sumame.

24 Reattribution to an individual with the same surname but
apparently not a spouse.

The evaluation of the 48 sample errors indicated a 14.9% error rate and a tolerable
sampling error of + 4.0%. Based on the achieved error rate, the projectad dollar value of
the errors in the populaticn would be $97,238 (+ $26,064).

The problem is further amplified whet the reattribution of the nineteen (19) items
noted above (that were not included in the sample review because they either were or
would have been errors int the original submissions) were examined. The number of
nmcepublemmbuuonsmwm Munngmmmeofwmmda

sampling error of £ 4.5%..

Documentation

anlly,theAMﬂStaﬂpuiormednlOﬂ%mewofthecouﬂibuﬁm
reattributions and matching fund submissions of the original contritastors® associated with
the 48 errors noted above. Also included in this 100% review, wers five other relevang
individuals whose contributions and reatrributions were illustrative of the problem.
Complete histories were prepared for 50 contributors which detailed all contributions,
reattributions and amounts submitted for matching (Exhibits 1 - 50). Reaitributions were
identified as acceptabie or unaceeptable and contributions submitted for matching were
identified as matchable or non-matchable. Thess individuals accounted for coniributions
totaling $106,417, of which $55,005 was improperly reattributed to others. The
Committee submitted $33,045 of these unacceptable reattritntions for matching (see
Attachment 2).

Recommendations. -
Given that the above described activities/transactions raise serious questions of
non-compliance under 11 CFR §110.1 (i) and (k) and possibly 2 U.S.C. §441(f) we fecl =

referral to your office is warranted at this time. In addition, the stated impect on the
Matching Fund program znd resulting repayment raises questions under 11 CFR §9034.3

b Forty-five (45) contributors, including one contributor with 2 unacceptabie resttributions and one

contributor with: 3 unacceptable reanributions,
‘Q‘
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{g) and (i). Consideration must be giver 10 developing the evidence for thisby use of a
cenfirmation procedure targeted at the appropriate population.

Further, given that the repayment aspect of thisquestion could be presented in the
audit report, we feel that agreement should be reachad with your office as to our approack
as soon as poscible, and certainty before any presentation to the Commissioners. We
expect to conduct the end of fieidwork coaference in the near future,

The Audit statY is available to provide assistance or answer any questions you
may have regarding these findings. Please contact Gary Hache or Wanda Thomas at 219~

3720 as needed.

Attachment No. ! — Committee Form Letter Sent to Contributors Regarding
‘ Reattribution of Contribution
Attachment No. 2 — Summary of Contributor Histories for Referral to OGC

Exhibits Nos. 1 - 50

ATTACHMENT
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FECERAL ELECT'ON CoMNISSION

May 13, 2000
MEMORANDUM
TO: Lawrence Ngble

General Counsel

=

THROUGH: James A. Pehrion Q ~
Staff Director -

. =
FROM: RobertJ. Coste - ﬂ. N
Assistant Staff Director .-

Audit Division <3

Rick Halter £2- }.ifrsem
Dep. Asst.Staﬁ'Duector .

Wanda J. Thomas
Audit Manager’

Lead Audi
Gary Hache -

SUBJECT: Buchanan for President, Inc. - Analymofkapomwdwc-mmmons
chaymmnammmandOrﬂng(LRA#ﬂz)

The Audit staff has reviewed the Commiitee’s response, dated October 12, 199%
to the Notice of Repsyment determination, the Mexch |, 2000 Oral Hearing transcript and:
related materials provided and submits this analysis of the contentions and conclusions
presented by the Committee’s Counsel and statistical experts.

Sampliag vs. 100% Review

In its October 12, 1999 response to the Commission’s Repayment Determination,
the Committee objected to the Audit staff's use of sampling to review the contributions at
issue. The Committee stated, “The meve fact that the records are voluminous and that a
review thereof would be time consuming for the Department does not, in our view; justify
the use of the sampling method.™ At the oral hearing, Mr. Duffy argued that “Although
there are 7,220 contributions. ..the FEC has been able in its sample 1o quickly eliminate:

HOi$1tn 59"
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' Response to Notice of Repayment Determination and Request for Oral Hearing; hfﬁﬂhm B“t ﬁ’
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$¥-percentulthose. So, pasically the univense that they have o survey s somewhere
around 1.000 tems. . That ;sn't w hat [ would dascnbe as a number that 5 50 burdensome
ind onerous as to jusnty sampling.”™” Mr. Duity does not understand the magnitude of
such an undertaking. For a 100% review. the Audit staff would have to perform the
‘ollowing audit steps:

1) The onginal documentation {check copy) for each matched contribution
would have to be retnieved for raview. (Subrmssxons L-7 were paper copy;’
submissions 8 and above were submitted on a CD);

b} Each matched contmbution would have to be checked against matching fuad
records 1o determine if the onginai conmbunon wag reattributed to another
prior to submission for matching;

¢) If the matched contribution was a reattribution, the reattribution form wouid

, . have to be retrieved for review;

d) A matching fund history for each contributor identified in step ¢ would have

to be obtained for review;

¢) The workpaper files for the submission in which the contribution wag
submitted for matching would have 10 be reviewed to determine if the
matched contribution was a sampie item; - _

f) If the matched contribution was not a santple item, thc matched contribution

= would be reviewed to determine if it would have been an error ir an original
= g) The reattribution documentation would have to be reviewed to determine if

the reattribution was valid according to our established criteria. —
h) Anymnsnlhngﬁomthnpmwonldmmhmﬁnbevenﬁedbya .

mail survey.

The Sampling Process.

First, the Committes’s experts concede that a properly executed DUS sample
could produce a relisble result and that in 4 DUS sampie comparing the mezn values of
the sample and the population, and finding them different, is not indicative of a biased
sample. As they sy, it is & manifestation of the DUS method. It is noted that the fact thas
this was a DUS sampls was not new to the Committee. At the hearing Mr. Duffy’s
assistant answered in tha afffrmative when asked if their expert knew that he was
considering s DUS sample: Apparently there was a miscommunication between the
Committee and its expert before the hearing. It is still not poasible to know what
information has been passed to the experty and how that information hag been filtered.

Mr. Duffy concludes that the validity of the FEC’s statistical analysis cannot be
established because the Audit staff has not produced information which reveals whether
the sample was properly designed or executed. To demonstrate proper implementatior,
Counsel states that “the Committee needs materials showing that probability weights

* Transcript of the March 1. 2000 Oral Hearing; pp.6-7. Attachment __ R
2 Page__ A of _]




were calculated for each 1zem n the pepulation and that the sample was drawn accounting
‘or these weights.”

The Commuttee's experts, Messts. Aigner and Goshtigian, correctly point out that
a properly executed DUS sample must apply probatiiity weights to each population item,
They contend that information has not been provided that establishes that the population
items have been properly weignted. The Committee is mistaken. To begin with, the -
expert's imtial conciusion that the sample was hiased was based on the fact that the mean
value of the sample was §155, while the mean value of the population was only $90.
This difference is due preciszly to the weighting that the Committee now states is not
demonstrated. The larger dollar values were more likely to have been selected because of
the weignting. The Committee demonstrated the weighting in its presentation at the oral
hearing. As the Committee states in the response each population item must be weighted
{n proportion o its share of the population vaiue. Hence the generic name of the
sampling technique, Probability inProportion to Size (PPS). That means that the larger
the share of the population a particular ransaction represents the more likely it is to be

3

&
3

HLE, o

i

HE
i selected in the sample®. This “weighting” is accomplished very simply in the Audit
= Division software. The dollar value of the population is converted to penmies. That is
. accomplished by simply multiplying the population value by 100. The sample is then
o selected from the number of pennies ift the population.. Following this technique, the
: more pennies that a specific transaction-accounts for, the more likely it is to be selected or
:}& the more “weight” it is assigned. Each transaction’s probability of being selected is

determined by the number of pennies that it accounts for compared to the total number of
pennies in the entire population. This procedure can be determined from the computer
tode that was provided to the Committee: Thus, unless the Committee does not believe
that the program listing provided is the one in use, the weighting question has been deait
with.

Messrs. Aigner and Goslitigian stated that materials such as input dats files,
program execution files, and program output files are also needed to demonstrate that the:
sampie design was properiy executed. This information was provided to the Committes
in the form of an Excel spreadsheiet containing the sample populations The actual data
input file required by the program is a file saved in 91032 formass whick; unless the .
Committes had access to 31032, would have been of littleuse to the thene. The fileisa
subset or saved file in the Matching Funds Database: As for program output, this.
information was also given to the Committee in the form of an Excel spreadsheet:
containing the sample items. The sample evalustion results were copied from 31032 and
pasted to a Word document which was given to the Committee: Messtx Aigner and

i

! Although this weighting is necessary for the DUS metiod, it can lead t0 erroncous resuit in soms
cases. For exampie, a population of many smail transaction with a few very large items could
fead to faisa conclusion because the few large items would account fos most of the sample items.
[n such a situation the population is best divided into a sample set and 2 100% review set, ot into
multipie sarmple sets. The computer software in use in the Audit Division has the ability to select
out very large transactions into a 100% review set. In the matching fund situation, this is nots

oblemn since the largest amount is $250.
i} Attachment ___ R
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Joshugian acknowledge rece;ving the printout of the sample evaluation (i ther jonnt
statgment: the Audit Saff provided the printed cutput from a program that extrapolates
the results of the audited sample to the population doliay vaiue.’

Although not discussed in the text of the Commuttee’s response, the second
footnote in Messrs. Aigner and Goshtigian’s statement mentions the use of an ertoneous
“T factor”. That conclusion is apparently based on a table found in the Emst and
Whinney study (PPS Sampiling Implementation Guide, 1979, page 52) which
recommends a T-factor of 1.96 for 30 or more degrees of freedom. In this case degrees of
freedom can be equated to the number of difierences observed in the sample. The factor
of 1.96 is the multiplier that reiates to a 95% reliability if a normal distnibution is
assumed. That is, in a normal distribution, if one moves 1.96 standard deviations to
either side of the mean, 95% of the area under the bell curve that defines the iteins will be
= actounted for. The DUS tmodel that the Audit Division software is based on uses the
Student’s T distribution, not the fiormal distribution. Unlike the normal distribution, the
) Student’s T distribution produces larger factors when smailer numbers of differences are
observed. However, as the number of observed differences increases the two
distributions approximate one apother. The table concludes that the two are .
approximately the same at 3C observed differences. However the sample evaluation
- ' soﬁwmduermmtherfumumngformulnhmhmmmm&wmmdMa
slightly more conservative approacir. As is pointed out in Messrs. Aigner and
Goshtigian’s statement, using the facmﬁvmthenbhmgwmnmepmmonnfthe
= estimate is somewhat better than noted in the documents.

The Committee also contends that the use of a precision of the estimatz of +/- 4%
1S too imprecise ta base a repayment on, or the repayment should ba based only on the
lower end of the range. The Committee goes on to explain thst although precision of the
estimate is a matter of policy, using 4% if, for example, the error rate were 2% would
render the estimate useiess. In the 2%/4% example the range of the estimate would be
between something greatey than 0% and 6%; greater than 0% since there would some:
errors in the sample so the population could not be completely devoid of error. But the
same is true if the erroe were 1% and the precision 2%, or the error.5% and the precision
1%. To follow the logie of the response, the lower the error rata in a population, the
larger the sample needs to be; that is, the less likety the occurrence of 2 msterial error, the
more time that should be spent proving that fact. Thst logic is counterintuitive. For this
very reasom, precision is set by policy. The Commission decidad that it could live withe
the precision that is used in the matching fund process. Interestingly, the precision of the
sample results in the IRS application submitted as pazt of the responss is neariy 5.8%.

To fully understand the question of precision of the sample estimates used in the
matching fund process, some history is necessary and a cleax understanding of how the
sample at issue fits into the matching fund process. When the sample procedure used in
the matching fund process was instituted, the precision of the estimates needed to be:
established. The consultants from Emst and Whinney felt that 5% would be sufficient.
That recommendation was a balance between reasonable accuracy and reasonable sample

Attachment R
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sizes. These decisions are by necessity a compromise. Although that degree of possible
vanation was considered significant, 1t was known that each candidare would make
multiple matching fund requesis and that most would be svaluatad via sampie.

Therefore, the sample procedure would be repeated a number of times for each candidate.
Since it is equally likely that any given matching fund payment will contain an
understatement as it (s that it will contain overstatement, it is very likely that over a
campaign's matchung fund hisiory, both overstatements and understatements will gceur,
In the end, due to the repetition of the sampling process, the overall result would be a
projection that would be more precise than the 5% established-for cach sample. There
was no way to determine mathematically how much better, but it was a near certainty that
it would be better than 5%. I[n subsequent years, the matching fund process changed and
each candidate now makes fewer submissions. When that cccurred, the Staff determined
that it would be appropriate to specify a mote stringent precision in recognition of fewer
repetitions of the sampling process, and the precision specified was reduced t0 4%. Asis
explained below, the sampie analysis at issue is nothing more than another repetition in
the overall matching fund sampling procesa.

The Committee alsa argues that at most the repayment should be based on the
lower end of the sample exror range *while acknowledging that payouts are based on the
mid-point of the sample range and that the Commission is free ts make the policy
determination on how the payouts will be made. The Committes states:

During the hearing the Audit Staff asked whether it would be mere-
consistent to seek repayment based on the midpoint of ihe Audit Staff’s
error estimate rather than the lower bound, since matching fimds are paid
tc committees based on the midpoint (foomote omitted}. Suck a policy
mixes apples and oranges. The purpose for which matching funds are paid
is unreiated to the purpose of repsyment determinations. In the payocut-
context, the FEC"s purpose is to promote congressional intent to publicly
finance campaigns. Arguments can be made for using either end of the
range of error estimates in the payout context. For example, if the FEC
desired to promots congressional intent to the fullest extent possible, the:
FEC could disburse matching fimds based on the lower bound; i.e,, payous
the greatest possible amount of matching funds.

¢ [n its responss, the Committen subenits two sheets that are represensed 10 be i [RS saple
determinstion. In that cese, an adjustoent $50,639.343.56 0 & population which totaled.
$141,018.809.38 iz proposed,. with s precision of $8,145,446.23 os nearly 5.8%. Ths estimats is
made using a stratified random sample of itema in the populstion using & Combined Regression
estimator. The reliability of the estimsse is 95% ons sided. That is, they were 95% certzin that
the misstaternent was at least $30,639,343.56 (point estimats of $38,784,790.04 loss the precision.
of $8,145.446.23), Since the analyyis is one-sided, it makes 0o commnent sbout how largs the:
misstaternent could be. The sammle siza appears to have been 150 at most. No explanation of the
purpose of the sample or the policy decisions that went into the determination to use the lower end
of the range is given. In general terms, the Audit Division's analysis in the Buchanan case is more

ngeros Attachment R
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(n fne repalmene contaxt. 11 CONMTAsL the FEC s purpose s completely
ifferent. The FEC 15 tuking away money 1o which a campaign imtially
was entitled. Taking away monsy s 3 correctve measure that requires
that rhe FEC demonstrate £Tor on the pan of the campatgn. As explained
above, where the FEC cannot demonstrate error with an acceptable degree
of precision and reliability, use of the jower bound of the error estimate is
warranted.

First, each time an amount is withheld from a matching fund request based on the
midpoint of a sample estimation, the process is very similar to the situation at hand.
Money is withheld (11 one case and recovered for the same reasons in the other using the
same analytical tools. Rather than apples and oranges, at best, the apt analogy is between
two vaneties of apples and varieties of red apples at that.  The Committee also misstates
the purpose of the analysis. It is not to “take away money to which a campaign initially
was entitled”, rather as the regulajory sections cited in the analysis suggests (11 CFR
§9038.2 (b)X1) Payments in excess of entitiement), it is to recepture funds to which the
Commitiee was never entitied. Had the information now available been available at the
time of the initial review of the matching fund submissions, the sample error rates in the
affected submissions would have been higher and the reduction to the amount requested,
] based on the midpoint of the sampie error range, would have been greater. The current
= analysis is simply an extension of that process, and in Order to approximnate the results of
the regular submission process, the estimate is based on the midpoint of the errozr range.

Secand, as part of the overzil sample analysis of matching funds requested and
paid to the Committes, the current analysis is inciuded in the sample repetition that
assures that the total amount paid to Committee is understated or oversiated by iess than
4%. Therefore, although any given calculation of non-matchable amounts, inciuding the
one at issue, could be overstated or undarstated by as much as 4%, the total paid 1o the
Committee is overstated or understaied by a lesser percentage.

The Survey Process and Ideatiffcation of Sample Errors

Mr. Duffy conciudes that the survey process was unfajr snd unrelisbie. Therefore
at least 2 of the 31 errors (Carlita Brown and Frederick Fox) which he stateg, were
established solety by means of telephone surveys should not be cownsted as errora. The
Audit staff is not persuaded by the Counsel's argument. Mr. Duffy also stated that two
other errors for which a written response was received (Anna Newton and Sheila
Thomsen) should not be counted as ervors, These errors have alresdy been addressed in
your Agends Document No. 00-23, Oral Hearing - Buchanan for President, Inc. (LRA
#512), dated February 22, 2000. However, additional clarification is necessary with
respect to the David A Thomsen sample exception. The Committes stated “There is no
evidence of a reattribution to her son other than the Staff’s notation of the ‘telephone
contact’.” The Committee is mistaken. Evidence exists in the form of additional
documentation included with the Committee’s submission for matching funds. The
documentation consists of a statement signed by David A. Thomsen, (Occupation,

ttachment R
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student) that $¢.000 ot'the contnbunion tidenudied as a S 1,090, check =1 {48 received
from Sheila Thomsen) represents 1S personal funds and that he mainiains equitable
ownership of the account. The statement is also signed by Sheila M. Thomsen. The
survey results indicats that the amount should have beer reaitributed to Sheila Thomsen's
spouse, David J. Thomsen. A follow-up telepnone call to Sheila Thomsen clarified that —
the reattribution in guestion was to her son David A. Thomsen and that she and her son
do not have a joint account. Furthermore, the Audit staff understands that David J.
Thomsen was contacted and indicated that he. not Sheila Thomsen, filled out the survey
form. Therefore the Audit staff concludes that the reatiribution is an error.

Finally, :he Commuttee states that 9 errors should not be counted as such because

thie Audit staff has erroneously defined “errors” as “reattributions by a contributor to a
person who ‘did not have the right to withdraw funds from the contributor’s bank
- accounts’. The issue of ownership of the funds used to make reattributions was dealt with
in the Notice of Repayment Determination, dated July 23, 1999,

Commission’s

' In the oral hearing thers was some discussion about the Commission’s Guideline
o for Presentation in Good Ordes (Guideline) possibly being more lenient than the

= regulations with regard to matching reattributed contributions.’ There is nothing in ther
Guideline that specifically states or indicates a rule for attributions or reattributions.
Rather, the Guideline at Chapter V, “Standsrd Exceptiorn Codes for Review of
Submissions”, addresses exceptions to the matchability requirements found ag 11 CFR
§9034.2. Problems with reattributed contributions submitted for matching would be
addressed in the Guideiine’s Exception Codes D, G-2 and G-3. Exception Code D,
Signature Discrepancies On Personal Accounts discusses signature discrepancies when
the written instrurnent is signed by someone other than the account holder or signed by an
individual not identified as an account holder or not signed by the individuat to whom the
contribution has been atiributed. Exception Codes G-2 and G-3 discuss problems with
written instruments which do not support the coatribution for which a matching amount
is requested or cannot be associsted with the listed contributor. Appendices 17 — 19 and
21 provide examples of the additional documentation tequired to establish the
matchability of these contributions. In each case, in either the description of the
exception code or in the relsted appendix, there is an indication that the listed contributor
is an account holder of the account on which the written instrument is deawn,

This comports with the regulations at 11 CFR §9034.2(c)1) which speaks to
checks drawn on joint checking accounts.

[f you have any questions, please contact Gary Hache or Wanda Thomnas.

* Transcript of March 1, 2000 Gral Hearing, p. 52. AttaChment 1
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Occupation_ oS, Neas Employer____

Concerung the coritrisuuon of $1300 G0, creck #1148 deposited wtito Buchanan For
President on 1196, I verify that

50 00 of the above mentioned contnibution regrasents my perscnal funds and my personal
contribution to Buchanan For Prasident. and that [ maintain equitable ownership of the
account.

~ -~ P e} .
Signature g‘é.’.J, IAS C\{"VMLL P Date C;»—é_-..fqg

a

Sheda M. Thomsen

Occupation H-mg_;“.t._g "j- Employer :Miﬂéﬂ i ﬂﬁ
I,

€1000.00 of the above mentioned contribution represents my personal funds and my

personal contribution to Buchanan For President, and that I maintain equitable ownership
of the account.

Signarure_-__ () ? _&gﬂ‘&
David Arthur Thomsen

If the above statement is not true, please s note.

Batch/Seq 15883-03

D“’-‘"}-«--«.L’.—'iﬂ—-
’ .
L -

X1

JUN 091396
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Cancemuny the zontnibutwn of $100 G0 znezi =1 020, d2oosuted iato Buznaran For

President on 2 16 96, [ veniy that

S0.00 ¢l the above mentioned contnibunion reprasents my personal funds and my personal
contributien to Buchanan For Presidant. and that | maintain equitable ownership of the
account.

SM W) ANS e pae 249

Sheiia M. Thomsen

Empiover -

Occupation

115

Signature

“Davnd Thom
oaup.-,uonM_ Employ er_z_j;

[£ the abov e statement is NOt (rue. piease SO note.

Baich Seq [4299-30
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QUESTIONNAIRE
J.D. Brown - {LRA #8132

The artached documents reviewed by the Federai (Hection Commissing indicate
that you made the following contrilutions to Buchanan for President, Inc, (the
“Committee™) during the 1996 presidertial primary election campeign, and thatall ora -
portion of these contributions were restiribined o the individual Tisted helow:

Date Amount
o [0320N3 $100.00
e 06/02/95 $25.00 —
L : 06/30/93 $10000_
= (0872495 $25.00
i Toen198 3100.00
{oonsms $200.00 |
020396 $100.00
02/209& $10000
- [03239¢ $200.00
% ﬂ! !m . $100.00
: 042996 —__1$100.00

Pleass suswer the quasticng by checking the approprists bess:
I. | made the contritwtions lissed shove, .

%_m

I your snswer is no, plesse list your contributions below by date and smoune. .

e = -

pey

2 Thea contridutions were made by checks drawn on 29 escrow of (Rl Socuune,

YES_|NO
]

..... -
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3 | reatiributed the following amount of my cantri : ) .
my bt # iyt .
individuai on the following dste: ributiass ‘0 the failowing

Narme Amount Dare_ -V
LPatoick Brown $100.00 35/1296 “/ e Mo ]

{f any of the above information is incotrect, please nte cotrections

4, Please provide the current mailing address for Patrick Brown,

26270 . .

Patrick Brown bad thw right o withdraw funds from sny of your bank accounts.

Did?wic_k&m;inmmmmmhﬂamﬁuimumﬁm@
H . - ]
25 Marcw 1999

To ANVSER THE ABOVE QUESTION = 1 wAD ROTIFIEDF . BY THE
COMMITTIE.OF THE LIMIT AND THE $100.00 coRTRIBUTION WAS
cREDITED TO PATRICK BRrOww. 1 BELISVED HE HAD SUPPORTED .

HE REIMBURSED ME FOR THE $100.00

THE CAMPAIGH IN THE PAST AND
-wiCH [ THOUGNT WAS THE SINPLEST wAY OF CLEARING TH1S uP.

Attachment ___1_
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July 30, 1998

. [ T _ . - Y
| / ] . : . ' i -
W - » § ' .
FEOERAL ELECTION COMMISSION . v . \1
, ¥ / N
NASRINCTON. O C 2046} \/ Lt i \
i{‘ \ng/ \ Y

Kathleen Jeffries
157 Gillete Street
Ranchester, WY 82839

;\
RE: LRA#512

Dear Ms. Jeffries: | Ll

On July 9, 1998, the Federal Election Commission ( the “Commistion™) sentyou the. N\
concerning certain contributions-made by you to Buchanan for President, Ine., the authorized: : Q
committes of Patrick J. Buchsnan, a candidsts for the Republican nominstion for President in '
1996. The Commission requested that you anywer the questionnaire and return it to s within 10
days of receipt. . -
Although more thuer 10 dsys have pessed since you should hxve received our letter, we

N
\
have received no response from you. Plesse complets your questionnaire and return it to us no

later than August 3, 1998 in the enclosed seif-addressed stemped envelops: If you did not s

receive our original letter or have misplaced the questionnaire, you msy uss ths enclosed copy.
If you have siready mailed us your questionnsirs, thank you for your assistancs.

Please contact me or Delbert K. Rigsby st (202) 654-1650 or at the Commiission’s toil :
free numbey, 1-800-424-9530, if you have any questions.. , \
‘ 1

Attachment____ T

Thank you for yous cooperatinn and assistance:

; P 3 of__a_g__\ _
J pillr JeA
AV ae |
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Delanie
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Kathleen JefTries - LRA 4466

DJocurents reviewed by the Federai Elaction Commissioa indicate that you made
the foilowing contribunions to Buchanan for President, [ne. (the “Commirtee™) during the -
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or a portion of these Jl/'
contributions were rearributed 1o the individuals listed bejow,

Date Amount
09/05/95 $100
11/06/95 $500
05/13/96 51,000
09/17/96 $600

1.
| ummknm&mmmwmwm
LW Conmgleo Cpyn pr—
d - A
2 ware tnada by checks drawa on sn sscrow oe trust account. v@f

3. xmﬁmmo{mmnmﬁo X lM

individusia on the following datess ' ‘ﬁ»)/
1

Nane AmOunk m | Yes- /, |Ne IA‘_ w

| Willard Jefities | 31,000 v/ "
[CalvinTJeffties | 300 _ 1011196 V_

If any of the above information i3 incorrect, pleass nots correction.

Attachment T~ _
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-List any other individual to whom you rearributsd any porunon of 20y contributior and
the amount and daze of the reatnbuncn.

Name
Address
Reatmbution Date

Amount Rearributed

. YES_|NO

"

DadWMIeﬁammmmymmhhmhmmw
: reattribution? )

-

5. pxmmmmmma:mxm

Calvm!eﬁmhdbdﬁtnwnﬂuwfmﬁﬁmmdmwmm

-

Did Calvin Jaeffiies give you sny monsy to make the contribution o¢ resttribution?”

- o

Attachment T
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QUESTIONNAIRE
‘99

§ 33 PA

iR | Owen A. Jones - LRA 4512

The attached documents reviewed by the Federat Election Commission indicate
that you made the following contributions t¢ Buchanan for President, [nc. (the
“Committee™} during the 1996 presidential prifnary election campaign, and that all or a
portion of these contributions were reattributed to the individual listed below.

Date Amount -
03/10/95 §1,000
07/27/95 $1,000

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:

1. [ made the contributions listed above.

YES NO
v

If your answee is o, pleass list your contributions below by date Ind amoun:

2 The contributions wers made by checks drawn on an eacraw of trust sceount.

YES |NO E
3. I reattributed the following amount of my contributions to the foilowing
individual on the following date:

Namer Aot Dater Yes No
Augusta Jones $250 09/12193 P
if any of the shove information is incorrect, pleass nots corrections.
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Page _ & of 20




...,,
i

i g

o

ok - e

i g:k -

-
,x‘?

I N

i g

::{, E‘iﬁl Hin

4.

Please provide the current maiiing address for Augusta Jones.

/2¢ Cheslevbielqd S 5.0

A ke s S G
: rA

Augusta Jones had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES

NO

[

Did Augusta Jones give you any money to make the contribution or reattribution?

[YES

NC)

v
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Dennis McCoy - LRA #466

Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indjcate that you made
the following contributions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee”) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or a portion of these
contributions were reattributed to the individual listed below.

Dats Amount
02/09/26 $200
03/29/96 $200
05/09/96 $200

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:

k. 1 made the contributions listed abave.

YES . {NO
X -

It‘yomanswuisno,pleuelﬁtyomconﬂibmimbelowhyd&emdamom

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or trust account.

YES |NO

I E . "\ /

3. I reattributed the following amounts of my contributions to the following
individual on the following date:

Name Amount Date Yes No

Michael McCoy $200 06/26/9 Y

If any of the above information is incorrect, please note corrections.

Attachment ____ T -
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Eist any other individual to whom you reattributed any portion of any coneibution and
the ammcunt and data of the reatribution.

Name
Address
Reattribution Date
Amoun: Reattributed

4, Please provide the current mailing address for Michael McCoy.

Michael McCoy had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

. [YES | NO
X,
Did Michael McCoy give you any money to make the contribution os
reatribution?- — )
‘ YES | NO '
X

Attachment ___T__
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Kimberly S. Harbaugh - LRA #512

The artached documents reviewed by tha Federal Election Commission indicate
that you made the following contribution to Buchanan for President, [nc. (the
“Committee’) during the 1996 presidential primary slecticn campaign, and that all ot a
portion of this contribution was reatwributed to the individual listed below.

Date Amount -
02728/96 $1,000

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:

s 1, 1 made the contribution listed above.
= Iy -1 YES NO
PR "

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount.

2. The contribution was made by a check dravwn cn an escrow og trust account,

YES | NO
= 1
3. { reattributed the following amount of my coatribution to the followizng individual
on the following date:
Name Amount Date Yes No
Joseph Phillips $250 0472796 4
If any of the sbove infarmation is incorrect, plesse note correctioas:

Attachment ____T" ,
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Please provide the current mailing address for Joseph Phillips.

Cwme Fled.col Conre. D-,,;

Loy sz n  CITSY.

Joseph Phillips had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES [NO
X
Did Joseph Phillips give you any money to make the contribution or
reatiribution?
YES | NO
. -

Attachment 1"
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QUESTIONNAIRE -
David K Shefrin - LRA #8512
The atiached documents reviewed by the F;dm! Flection Cammission indicaie =
thad you made the following contributions w Buchanun for President, 1nc. (the
“Commiti:”™) during the | 996 presidential primury claction campaign. urxl that all ura
pogtion ol these contributions were reauributed to the individual listed helow.
Dae Amoumns
11/01/95 3350 -
sl 02127196 $1.700
f_? Pleass answer ihe questicas by checking the sporoprists box:
;L LR | inade the contributions listed above.
= YES {NO
& i1’ your answez is au, plcase list your contributions below by date and amuouns.
i _”
2. The contributions were mads by chocks drewn ca an @scrow ur Lruss aceusune.
YIS [NO _
3 | mﬂmbﬂeﬂh following smount of my comributions 10 the futluwing
individuul on the mmm-
Nume Amousd Dassr Yo No | {
Michacl Sholrin $1.000 03/24/98 , 1
It my ol the above information is incorroet, please note currections.

Attachment __ T
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Please provide the current ailing address for Michaz! Shefrin.

PO ’/U D A Earmas..

FovFL W D 7 D I
Michael Shefrin had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank actuunts.

YES INO
rd
Did Michael Shefrin give you any money %o make the coptribution ot
reattribution? _
rd

Attachment ___1T_
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Patricia Cordova - LRA #512

QUESTIONNAIRE

swle G, = .

The attached documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate

that you made the foliowing contribution to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the
“Commirtee™) during the 1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or a
portion of this contribution was reattributed to the individual listed below:

Date

Amount

05/08/95

$1,000.00

Please answer the quastions by checking the appropriate box:

I.  Imade the contribution listed above.

———————

YES |NO | ) .

Ifyomm;wetisno.pleas list your contributions below by dste and amount.

$250°° - 5-4-95

2.  The contribution was made by a check drawn on an escTow or trist account.

3. [ reattritanted the following amount

Attachment ____ T

YES

'YES | NO

' Page___ 14 of

of my coctribution to the following individusl

on the following dates :
Nune Amount Date Yes No |
| Patricia Siive 25000 | 0372895 .
If any of the sbove information is incorrect, pleass note corrections,

-T'm not sure exacthly w,h
Lor here. -= My twio sisters|

and Shavron. Jaley) , my mother,

and T each

T wrote the Check —&r

at you are lookt,
[ RAcEy T
(PATRIC A& Sl

| ut 26672 n for +he
contribution o PeT Ruchonan tor Peesid T

oM My Glcoun

o
ake 1T easier (T TheuaNT! ), ~TRtuas EOnd‘
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4, Piease provide the current mailing address for Patricia Silva.

A/ 5 Ay pit X L

fwmf vt

Patricia Silva had the right to withdraw Runds from any of your bank accounts.

YES |NO
L~

o—

Did Patricia Silva give you any money to make the contribution or reattribution?

YES | NO -
I//'

Attachment _ T~
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QUESTIONNAIRE

(A
Jos
S '.')7 0‘7
Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate that you made
the following conwibutions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Commiitee™) during the
1996 presidential primary election canipaign, and that all or a portion of these
contributions were reattributed to the individuals listed below.

Barhara L. Watkins - LRA #466

Date Amount
06/15/95 $1,000
08/21/95 $25
04/22/96 $100
06/11/56 $100
07/16/96 3160

| 09723/56 $100

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriste box:

e ———

YES |NO

LX

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount.

1. I made the contributions listed above. - |

p.R The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or trust account.

YES _|NO |
X

3. [ reattributed the following amounts of my contributions to the following
individuals on the foilowing dates:

Name Amount Date Yes No
Patrick Watkins $250 07/07/9% X

William Watkins $250 07/07/95

David Watkins $250 08/08/95 ¥

Attachment ___ T

Page__ llo _of 20




a4 o ::;i" 1;;1 "

»

s

Yol
"

LW LEE L

e gl

FPENTY.
S TAA A \

rEQERAL ZLECTION
TEToww 351CR
LT SIx Il AL

[ 2]

] ;
PR N e

’ ?
Upp 18 3 28 mle@e provide the current mailing address for William Watkins.

//ﬁé_,gh<EWQp17

e AEA ool Kok

o3/

William Watkins had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

Did William Watkins give you any money to make the contribution or

reattribution?

t

y

YES | NO

P

"YES | NO
X

+
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Page |7 of _20



-
ot

sz o A

w DR

(R

QUESTIONNAIRE
Fraok Siclari - LRA #466 o dumiyg

Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate that you made
the following conmibutions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or a portion of these
contributions wers reattnbuted to the individuals listed below.

Date Amount —

04/17/95 $50 -

06/19/95 $50 )

08/04/95 $50

09/20/95 375

10/17/95 $25

11/22/98 $100

12/13/95 $25

12/19/95 $50

12/29/95 $50 B

01/22/96 ' $50 ’ -
02/16/96 5100 .
| 03/09/96 5}10_0

03727196 $75

04/24/96 350

05101/96 $50

06/07/96 $50

08/05/96 $50

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:
1. 1 made the contributions listed above.

o

[YEs_[%o

If your answer is no, plesse list youz contributions below by dste and amount.

Attachment ___ T
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2 The contributicns were made by checks drawn on an escrow or tust account.

YES INO
3. [ reattributed the folloewing amounts of r;1y contributions to the following
individuals on the following dates:
Name Amount Date Yes No
Ann Zaremba $50 07/04/96 "
Mary Anne Messina | 330 07/14/96 J

If any of the above information is incorrect, pleass note corrections.

List any other individual to whom you reattributed any portion of any contribution and
the amount and date of the resttribution.

Name
Address
Reattribution Datae
Amount Reattributed

Ann Zaremba had the right to withdraw funds fror any of your bank accounts.

YES |{|NO
o

Did Ann Zarembae give you any money to make the contribution or reattribution?

[YES
3 0

5. Please provids the current mailing address for Mary Anne Messins.

1D TWoHRLY RV E.
T Ay Joi ok

Attachment
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Mary Anne Messina had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank
accounts.

YES | NO
‘/_
Did Mary Anne Messina give you any money to make the contribution or
reattribution?
YES ANO —
L/r
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Anna L. Newton - LRA #466

Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate that you made

the following contributions to Buchanan for President, lac. (the “Committee™ during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that ail or a portion of these
contributions were reattributed to the individuals listed below.

lemt@equuﬁombycheéﬁqgtbaapmpﬁaﬁbox:

L.

Date Amount
03/07/95 5296
05/24/95 $50
06/21/95 $150
06/21/95 $100
07/14/95 $100
09/05/95 $296
11/24/95 $300
05/23/96 $100

il —

YES |{NO
X A

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount.

| I made the contributions listed above.

» ] vy
e
2

rhg e b, LCAE 7A ¢ 4{3
7 ;- y - - —
N cO1Frs o= S gA A{MA‘_M )

The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or truss sccount.
YES [NO

Att&‘ChMent
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3, \@)}Ae following amount: of my contributions to the foilowing
individuals on the following dates:

Name Amgcunt Date Yes | No
James Newton $300 12/29/55 ik | e
Andrew Newton | S100 07/03/96 N & =

If any of the above information is incorrect, please note corrections.

List any other individual to whom you reattributed any porticn of any contribution and
the amount and date of the reaitribution.

. Name
. Reattribution Date
Amount Reattributed

= 4, Please provide the current mailing address for James Newton.

‘;2'1 AL AN ED SHIE
MHMYEBL S Fz.. 33205

James Newton had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES |{NO
25

Did James Newton give you any money to make the contribution or resttribution?

5. Please provide the current mailing address for Andrew Newtons.

i/ﬂ% 5&‘4_’&{5& BLVD.
~—7 £ -] I~ "33?07

Andrew Newton had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES |NO

X

AﬂEChment
Py \U\



. H_W»:; /giezuzeny money to make the contwibution or
YES | NO
(,,;M/f'g

&

i

» Dt B B

o

it

T .

Al
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Catherine Radecki - LRA #466

QUESTIONNATRE

Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate that you made
the following contributions to-Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee”) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that al} or a portion of these

contributions were reattributed to the individuals listed Below.

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:
1. I made the contributions listed above.

Date Amount
07/11/95 525
05/14/95 $38
11/15/95 $20
01/30/96 $25
02/19/96 31,000
03/12/96° $25

YES

NO

t.

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount.

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow gr trust acco

mi{ _6-1-1'& "
YES |NO

<
3. [ reattributed the foliowing amounts of my contributions to the foliowing
individuals on the following date:

Name Amount Date Yes No
Jean McMahon $250 03/25/96 .
Mary Strain $250 03/25/96 >
Cornelius Strain $250 03/25/96 Pe

Mtachment |/
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If any of the above information is incorrect, pisase note corrections,

. List any other individual 10 whom you reartributed any portion of any contri-bution and
the amount and date of the reattribution.

Name \. =
Address N
Reattribution Date T~

Amount Reattributed

4. Please provide the cuncnt;iz:iling address for Jean McMahon. J

’

it tdings ot ZE M 11 T¥3
7 /
Jean McMahon had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES | NO
Did Jean McMahon give you any money ¢ mnke the contribution or
reattribution? .
- YES NO

5. Please provide the current mailing address for Mary Strain.

1_3_;735’71- Choencit KU,

Sl 8l e §7

Mary Strain had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

[YES [NO

b

Did Mary Strain give you any money to make the contribution or reattribution?

YES |NO
oS

6. Please provide the current mailing address for Cornelius Strain.

/ﬂrrai 27 A fowgizds. Iid .
d 12:522 ‘Ssaﬁiz 2-"=<)§"pj
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Comelius Strain had the right o withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES NO
X
/
Did Cornelius Strain give you any money to make the contribution or
reattribution?
YES |{NO
X: -

Attadhmem | V
Page m -
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James A, Pettit, Jr. - LRA #4686

QUESTICONNAIRE

Documents reviewed by the Federat Election Commission indicate tkat you made
the following centributions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, dnd that all or a portion of these

contributions were reartributed to the individuals listed below.

Date Amount

05/19/98 550

08/30/95 $900

09/20/95 $100 e
05/28/96 $200

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:

L. I made ths contributions listed above. ,

YES /] NO

e

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount. -

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or trust account.

Pags

YES |NO
| X
3. [ reattributed the foilowing amounts of my contributions to the following:
individuals on the following date:
Name Amount Dats Yes No
| Julia Pettit $200 09/12/95 o
Emily Pettit $250 09/12/95 s |
James Doscher $250 09/12/95 rd
If any of the above information is incorrect, please note cormrections..
Attachment
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List any other individual 1o whom you reattributed any portion of any contribution and
the amount and date of the reatiribution.

Name : / ‘

Address yiayAI/R
Reattribution Date yavd M

Amount Reattributed 4 [

4, Please provide the current mailing address for Julia Pettit.

Julia Pettit had the right to withdraw funids from any of your bank accounts.

= : mgmu xc:? NO

Did Julia Pettit give you any money to make the ccntribution or reatiribution?

= . - ‘(

a 5. Please provide the current mailing address for Emily Pettit

97-30 108 Straes
Emily Pettit had the right to Bdd#ifly of your bank

Ay

YES |NO

Did Emily Pettit give you ay money to make the contribution or reattribution? - i

YES | NO

il

6. Plesse provide the current mailing sddress for James Doacher.

m...a.- . ’O-W
9750 108th 5p

RICHMOND Hy ) NY 11419

Attachment
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James Doscher had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES NO

Did James Doscher give you any money to make the contribution or reattribution?

YES |[NO

Attachment ___[1/
Page 3  of_3
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QUESTIONNAIRE  J; . J

John W. Kremer - LRA #466 LT

o

Documents reviewed by the Federal Eiection Commission indicate that you made _
the following contributions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or a portion of these
contributions were reattributed to the individuais listed below.

Date Amount
03/31/95 $30 -
06/30/55 $25
08/14/95 $30
09/26/95 $50
1171795 . $75
01715/96 $50
02/09/96 $50
02/17/96 $112
03/05/96 sioo0
03/239%6 $i10
04/25/56 $115
05/13/96 $50
"07/08/96 $115
08/06/96 $100

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:
1. I made the contributions listed above.

[YES_[NO
X

If your answer is no, please list your contributions below by date and amount.

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or trust account.
YES |NO
Attachment

Page “/‘L‘_ of _&



3.0 [ reattributed the following amounts of my contributions to the following

individual on the following dates:

Name Amount Date Yes No

David Kremer $1i5 09¢03/96 ){

David Kremer £100 09/26/96 d
7

If any of the above information is incorrect, please note corrections,

List any other individual to whom you reattributed any portion of any contribution and

Name

the amount and date of the reattribution.

Address

Reattribution Date

Amount Reattributed

4. Please provide the current mailing address for David Kremes. ?

Davidenabadtheﬁghﬂowithdmwﬁmdsﬁommyofyombgnkwcoums. '

YES

NG

X

Did David Kremer give you any money to make the contribution or

reattributions?

NO

-

X |

Attachment X’
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Shelia M. Thomsen - LRA #466 -

Documents reviewed by the Federal Election Commission indicate that you made
the following contributions to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee”) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that all or 4 portion of these

contriburions were reattributed to the individuals listed below.

Date Amount

01/30/95 $20 -

03/17/95 $250

06/27/95 $200

08/21/95 $50 ;

10/23/95 $50

11/02/98 $25 /-] / / v

11717/95 5400

01/22/96 $100 L) f‘f/'_ -—

01/31/96 $50 7 )9 ) 7""
) {02/16/96 $100 - 4-ﬂ = _

04/11/96 $1,000 - Sspr7

09/13/96 $75 <

Pleasemmthcquetﬁoqsbychecﬁngtﬁemmbox:

1. 1 made the contributions listed above.

pd

~ O (28283

NO

v

If your answer is no, plesse list your contributions below by date and amount.

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow o trust account.

11 .//@/

Wby

YES | NO,

Attachment ___Y
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3 I reattributed the following amounts of my contributions to the following
individuals on the following dates:

Name Amount Date Yes No
David J, Thomsen $100 03/20/96
_{-David A Thomsen ; $1,000 06/06/96
/ s

e 47 if any of the above information is incorrect, pleass note corrections.

List any other individual to whom you reattributed any
the amount and date of the reattribution.

on of any contribution and

. Name
Ta Address /
8 Reattribution Date e
Amount Reattribu

4, Please provide the current mailing-address for David J. Thomsen.

Jf/ly,f /o
= ) f"T -/ ,L’.'
S

5 David J. Thomsen had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank

YES

/ [
{oﬁprmoneytomake contributionor

———

—
7
5. Please provide the mailing address fof David A. Thomsen.
/ f)
~f
DavidA.Tbom!{ ﬂlerigbttowithdrawﬁ.mdsﬁnmyofyombank
accounts. | / P e
YES [NOT |
INVAYY/
Vo L
e Mtachment _ Y
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« » . /
Did David A. Thom... .1 give you any mogey to make the ibution or
reattribution? . /

/[

N0/

MES A
{_j// //

/]

/
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QUESTIONNAIRE -

Alyssa D. Humphreyes - LRA 4466 IR
Do_cumgnrs _reviewed by the Federal Election éomm.ission indicate thal you made =
the follow_mg contn‘puu‘oas to Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committes”) during the
1996 presidential primary election campaign, and that ail or 5 portion of these
contributions were reattributed to the individuals listed below.

[Date Amount )
05725795 5100 -
08/24/95 $200

I'09721795 $200
11/24/95 $400
03/15/98 $100
04719/96 $300

lemmeqwdombycbgckingthupmbox:
| 'ﬁﬁ??ﬁ“}
v

lfyoumisno.plmeﬁayowcomih:ﬁmbdwbdnemdmm

2. The contributions were made by checks drawn on an escrow or trust account.

YES htfi'
3 1 resttributed the following amounts of my contributions to the following
individuals on the following dates:

Name ‘Amount Date Yes No
|_I_Janny Humphreys { $300. ¢ Y i 9
Stuart Humphreys | 3250 - /o b/?{
LA,

Please provide the date of the $50 reauribution to Danny Humphreys.

Atachment 2.
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if any of the above information is incotrect, please note comections.

List any other individual to whom you reattributed any portion of any contribution and
the amount and date of the reatmbution.

Name e 66 .
Address a 3\
Reartribution Date IN U ~

Amount Reattributed

4. Please prqvide the current mailing address for 8anny Humphreys.

¢ p
It oy Vil Ddatl

Danny Humphreys had the right t¢ withdraw funds from any of your bank

accounts. © [0
. I'VES INO s endd & N1

it L By

3z

s [ wes Ws neme en
‘. o 2 leel: ot
- QlOzS Did Danny Humphﬂyg give: you zny money 1, make the contribution or "\k ke
8 reattribution? .
_ YES NG ecks S;’d"' N2>

..%M%_%%gmﬁ. 22\‘“'0“':“&‘

'S, Please provi tbenmentmuhngaddxmforSan 5

Stuart Hunpl:wyshndﬂmnghncmthdnwﬁmds&ommyofyombmk

eccounts. _ WV\?M

YES |NO F
\/“
i mo o make the contridyiti
Did Sum H;nphm give you any :-ey: the nm:eﬂﬂre“t Z
NM 4&. -SJ-o.k\ wioa. | 1ES &, Page___&__ of _.é:._
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