FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

January 29, 1999

MEMORANDUM

TO: RON M. HARRIS
PRESS OFFICER
PRESS OFFICE

FROM: ROBERT J. COSTA
ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR
AUDIT DIVISION

SUBJECT: PUBLIC ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL AUDIT REPORT ON
BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.

Attached please find a copy of the final audit report and related documents on
Buchanan For President, Inc. which was approved by the Commission on January 14,

1999,

Informational copies of the report have been received by all parties involved and
the report may be released to the public.

Attachment as stated

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



SUNSHINE ACT NOTICES
AGENCY: FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION BILLING CODE: 6715-01-M

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED DATE & TIME:

WEDNESDAY | JANUARY ]2, 2000-

. 10:00 A M.
:.:_ ORAL HEARING: BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE, INC.
;: THE HEARING HAS BEEN POSTPONED AT THE REQUEST OF THE
BUCHANAN COMMITTEE AND IT WILL BE RESCHEDULED FOR A
LATER DATE.

* k k Kk k ¥ x X

PERSON TO CONTACT FOR INFORMATION. Ron Harris, Press Officer
Telephone (202) 694-1220

Signed:
Mary W. Dgve
Acting Secretary of the Commission

Received at the FEDERAL REGISTER January 11, 2000
Publication Date: Januarv 13, 2000
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION SEP Zi ” 12 K 93
WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

September 23, 1999

MEMORANDUM
TO: The Commission

THROUGH: James A. Pehrkon
Staff Director

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble /
Generai Counsel

6)’ ' Kim Bright-Coleman \W("

Associate General Counsel

Rhonda J. Vosdinghi™
Assistant General Counsel

Delanie DeWitt Painter [ | @ 0

Attomey

Angela T. Whitehead H/V) r}/

Law Clerk

SUBJECT: Buchanan for President, Inc. Request for Extension of Time to Respond to Notice
of Repayment Determination (LRA #512)

On July 15, 1999, the Commission determined that Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for
President, Inc. (collectively, “the Committee”) must repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1) and 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(1)(iii). Under 11 C.F.R,

§ 9038.2(c)(2)(1), a candidate may dispute the Commission’s Notice of Repayment
Determination by filing, within 60 days of the Comumission’s notice, written materials that
legally and factually demonstrate no repayment or less repayment is due'. The Committee’s
response to the Commission’s Repayment Determination is due September 27, 1999. The
Committee requests that the Commission grant it a 15-day extension, until October 12, 1999, to
make its response. Attachment.

: If the Committee does not dispute the Repayment Determination, the repayment to the United States
Treasury is due within 90 days. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(d)(1).



Memorandum to the Commission

Buchanan for President, Inc. — Request for Extension of Time
(LRA #512)

Page 2

The Commission does not routinely grant extensions of time to committees to respond to
repayment determinations. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.4(a). However, the Commission may grant such a
request if the candidate submits it at least seven calendar days prior to the expiration of the
applicable time period and demonstrates good cause for the extension. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.4 (b)
and {c). Any extension of a 60-day response period may not exceed 15 days. 11 C.F.R.

§ 9038.4(c).

The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission grant the Committee’s
request for an extension. The Committee’s application for extension was submitted on
September 14, 1999, 13 days before the expiration of its response period, and was therefore
timely. See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.4(c). Further, the Committee explained that the matter is factually
and legally complex and additional time is required to examine the Commission’s method and
conclusion. Attachment. The Committee also noted that because it was unable to examine the
Commission’s conclusion prior to the Notice of Repayment Determination, it needed sufficient
opportunity to do so after receiving the Notice. /d

The Office of General Counsel agrees that this matter requires extensive analysis of
intricate legal and factual information. Therefore, good cause exists to grant the Committee’s
request for an extension of time. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.4(c). If the Commission approves this
recommendation to grant an extension of time, the Committee’s response will be due by
October 12, 1999,

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission:

1. Approve Buchanan for President, Inc.’s request for a 15-day extension of time to
respond to the Commission’s Notice of Repayment Determination; and

2. Approve the appropriate letter to Buchanan for President, Inc. notifying them of
the Commission’s decision.

Attachment
Letter from John Duffy to the Federal Election Commission, September 14, 1999



1330 Connecticin Avenue, NW

. l‘ STEPTOE & JOI‘:[NSON LU’JI Washington, DC 20036-1735

Telaphons 202.429.3000
Facsimile 202.429.3902
wWww.s Ztoe.com

John J. Gutly
202.424.8020
jdutty@sieptos.com

September 14, 1999

‘ Federal Election Commission
= 999 E Street, N.W.
= Washington, D.C. 20463

i

“’m Re:  Buchanan for President, Inc. — Repayment Determination (LRA # 512)

i .

i Dear Commuissioners:

We are submitting on behalf of Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™) a

I, request for an extension of time to respond to the Commission’s Notice of Repayment

o Determination. The Committee’s response is now due on September 27, 1999, and we request a

15-day extension of time up to and including October 12, 1999. The Commission’s audit finding
f}f is both factually and legally complex, and additional time is necessary to examine the method by
i which the Commission made this determination and the concluston that it reached. Unlike the

ordinary audit process, the Committee has had no opportunity to examine the Commission’s
conclusion pnor to the release of the Notice of Repayment Determination.

If you have any questions concemning this matter, please don’t hesitate to contact
the undersigned.

f

ATTACHMERT ..

rags [ of .

WASHINGTUN PHOENIX LOS ANGELES Moscow ‘ ALMATY
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGCTON, D.C. 20463

August 5, 1999

MEMORANDUM
TO: The Commission

THROUGH: James A. Pehrkon
Staff Director

Gl
o’

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble Ult’d b
General Counsel

Kim Bright-Coleman " \fb
Associate General Counsel

Lorenzo Holloway w'd Q’ '

Assistant General Counsel
Jamila Wyatt
Attorney %\A)

SUBJECT: Buchanan for President, Inc. Request for Extension of Time to
Submit Information After Oral Presentation {(LRA #466)

On January 14, 1999, the Commission determined that Buchanan for President,
Inc. (the “Committee”) must repay $44,791 to the United States Treasury. As part of the
Committee’s response to the repayment determination, it made an oral presentation
before the Commission on July 21, 1999. In the past, the Commission has allowed
presidential committees five business days to submit additional information after the oral
presentation. Therefore, the Committee’s additional documentation was due on July 28,

1999.

By letter dated July 28, 1999, the Committee submitted some of the additiona)
documentation. However, the Committee requests additional time to submit more
documentation. Attachment 1. The Committee states that due to “unexpected
circumstances,” the Committee’s treasurer, Scott Mackenzie was unable to gather all of
the documentation relevant to Ms. Angela Buchanan’s expenses before the July 28, 1999
deadline. Attachment 1. The Committee states that Mr. Mackenzie will be able to
provide the documentation “on or before Friday, August 6, [1999].” Id The Committee
also states that it was unable to obtain credit card statements from the account of



Memorandum to the Commission
Extension of Time Request

Buchanan for President, Inc. (LRA #466)
Page 2

Greg Mueller, a former Committee employee, however these statements would be
available “within one week.” Attachment 1.

In a letter dated August 2, 1999, the Committee submitted information clarifying
its initial extension request, and asking the Commission to allow the Committee until
August 13, 1999 to submit additional documentation. Attachment 2. The Committee
noted that immediately following the oral hearing, Mr. Mueller contacted his credit card
company and requested the relevant statements. However, the credit card company was
unable to provide the documentation before July 28, 1999. /d. In addition, the letter
stated that the Committee’s treasurer, Mr. Mackenzie was unable to gather the necessary
documentation due to illness. Attachment 2.

The Office of General Counsel notes that presidential committees may submit
legal and factual materials disputing the initial repayment determination prior to the oral
presentation. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2). However, the Commission’s regulations do not
provide for the submission of additional documentation subsequent to the oral
presentation. Nevertheless, the Commission has permitted presidential committees five
business days to submit additional documentation related to the issues raised at the oral
presentation.

The Commissicn does not routinely grant extensions of time. 11 C.F.R.
§ 9038.4(a). However, the Commission may grant an extension upon a showing of good
cause. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.4(c). The Office of General Counse] believes that the
Commission should grant the Committee’s request for an extension. The Committee
made an effort to submit the information within the five day period after the hearing, and
it has submitted some documentation. The Committee states that Mr. Mueller attempted
to gather the relevant documents from his credit card company, however, the company
was unable to provide the Committee with the documents by July 28, 1999. Attachment
2. The Committee also notes that it was unable to provide al} of the necessary
documentation because the Committee’s treasurer has been suffering from “a severe and
chronic bronchial infection.” [d. Mr, Mackenzie attempted to gather all of the relevant
materials, however, due to his medical condition, he was unable to submit all of the
documents by July 28, 1999. Id. Therefore, good cause exists to grant the Committee’s
request for an extension of time. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.4(c). Thus, the Office of General
Counsel recommends that the Commission grant the Committee 16 days' to submit

i The Commission’s regulations state that if a candidate seeks an extension of a 60-day response
period, the Commission may only grant the candidate one extension not to exceed 15 days. 11 C.F.R.

§ 9038.4(c}. In light of the fact that the Committee is seeking an extension of a five day response period
rather than a 60-day response period, the Office of General Counsel believes that it is appropriate to grant
the Committee a 16 day extension.
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Memorandum to the Commission
Extension of Time Request

Buchanan for President, Inc. (LRA #466)
Page 3

additional documentation.? If the Commission approves this recommendation, the
documentation will be due by August 13, 1999.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission:

1. Approve Buchanan for President, Inc.’s request for 16 days to
submit additional documentation after the oral presentation; and

2. Approve the appropriate letter to Buchanan for President, Inc. notifying
it of the Commission’s decision.

Attachments

1. Letter dated July 28, 1999, from John Duffy to the
Office of General Counsel (without attachments).

2. Letter dated August 2, 1999 from John Duffy to the
Office of General Counsel clarifying extension request.

? A request for an extensien of time is usually required to be submitted seven calendar days before
the expiration period. 11 C.F.R. §9038.4(c). However, given that the Committee had only five business
days after the oral hearing to submit the additional information, the Office of General Counsel believes that
an extension is appropriate in this case.
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Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

65, I €2 G gz of
;

Dear Commissioners;

We are submitting on behalf of the Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. (the
“Committee™) its response to the information requested by the Commission during the July 21
oral hearing. Our submission consists of four parts.

Section 1 addresses the invoice for $8,212.65 from the West End Travel, which is
attached as Appendix 1. The Audit Staff has asked for additional evidence that this invoice was
not paid by the campaign. The Committee now provides in Appendix 2 a statement from Mr.
Buchanan’s money market account showing a debit for a check to the West End Trave! in the
amount of the invoice, and a statement from Mr. Buchanan indicating that he paid for these
tickets personally and that campaign funds were not used to pay for them. The Committee had
previously submitted a statement from West End Travel confirming that the travel referred to by
this invoice was paid for by Mr. Buchanan and was not paid for by the Committee (Appendix 3).

Section 2 addresses reimbursements to Mr. Greg Mueller. The Audit Staff has
declined to treat the payments made by the Committee to Mr. Mueller as qualified campaign
expenses, because, according to the Audit Staff, the Committee has not provided adequate
“documentation” with respect to those expensés. The Committee has submitted, to support a
finding that these expenses were incurred, a contemporaneous memorandum prepared by the
Committee’s Treasurer, Scott Mackenzie, attaching a docyment entitled “Report on Greg
Mueller’s Travel Expenses and Reimbursements.” The mémorandum was prepared to show that
the Committee had reimbursed him for all of the expenses he had submitted for reimbursement.
The report shows the details of each expenditure for which the Committee reimbursed Mr.
Mueller, including the date incurred, the type of expense, the vendor of the goods or services
received, the location of the expenditure, and the method of payment. In response to the requests
of various Commissioners, we have included in Appendix 4 the following:

ATTACHMENT ‘ .
Page \ —~of 2.

WASHINGTON PHOENIX LOS ANGELES moscow ALMATY



Otfice of the General Counsel

July 28. 1990
Page 2

a. The original cover letter to the memorandum, which was dated December 4,
1996.

b. A statement from Mr. Mueller indicating that he had received this document

detailing his expenses in early December, 1996.

c. Finally, we are in the process of obtaining the annual statements of activiiy for
1995 and 1996 from Mr. Mueller's American Express account, which he used during the
campaign and constituted the bulk of the expenses for which he was reimbursed. We expect the
statements to be available within one week, and we will submit them immediately upon receipt.

We believe this additional documentation demonstrates fully the reliability of this
contemporanecus memorandum as a basis for concluding that the reimbursement of Mr.
Muelier’s expenses constituted qualified campaign expenses.

e Section 3 addresses the issue of the documentation for the “additional” expenses
that the Committee has “offset” against the “duplicative” reimbursements that the Audit Staff
identified as being made to Ms. Angela Buchanan and Mr. and Mrs. Pat Buchanan. Mr.
Mackenzie, the Committee’s Treasurer, has supplied documentation for all of the expenses of
Mr. and Mrs. Pat Buchanan and has supplied documentation for the majority of expenses for Ms.
Angela Buchanan (Appendix 5). Due to unexpected circumstances, however, Mr. Mackenzie
was unable to gather all of the documentation for Ms. Angela Buchanan. Mr. Mackenzie has
indicated that he will be able to provide that documentation on or before Friday, August 6.
Therefore, the Committee respectfully asks for that additional amount of time to submit that
additional information.

Finally, we have shown for each of the categories of alleged non-qualified
campaign expenses identified by the Audit Staff the amount of non-qualified expenses alleged to
have been expended by the Committee, the amount of the repayment that would be associated
with each of these amounts in controversy, and the amount of repayment that would be required
if the Committee’s position were adopted (Appendix 6).

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please don’t hesitate to give me
a call.

Sipcerely, ™
%{)hnl uffy
|

A RN,

rm-_a. R 4 _% _
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Jdoha J. Putty
102.479.8020
{dutiy@staptos.com

August 2, 1999

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Commissioners:

We are submitting on behalf of the Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. (the
“Committee™) a request for an extension of time, up to and including August 13, 1999, to submit
the additional material requested by the Commission during the July 21 oral hearing,

Promptly after the cral hearing, the Committee contacted Mr. Mueller, who in
turn, promptly comtacted American Express; however, American Express could not forward Mr.
Muellar the records in time for them to be filed on July 28, 1999,

For sometime now, Mr. Mackenzie, the Committee’s Treasurer, has been under a
doctor's care for a severe and chronic bronchial infection. Subsequent to the oral hearing his
symptoms worsencd and prevented him from re-assembling the documentation for Ms. Anpela
Buchanan. A portion of that documentation had, according to Mr. Mackenzic, been misplaced
and his physical condition made it impossible for him to conduct a search for these records prior

to July 28.

The Committee has requested an extension until August 13, 1999 in an abundance
of caution; although it fully expects to have the material before then. It will, of course, file the

material promptly upon receipt.

If you have any questiof§ concerning this inatter, please don’t hesitate to contact
me.

WASHINGTON PHOENIX LOS ANGELES MOscow ALMATY

ATTACHMENT 2

Page | of 1,
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WASHINCTON, O C 20463

MEMORANDUM
TO: The Commission . N I
N, A AT !
THROUGH: James A. Pehrkon ~ o 47
Staff Director ' ‘
FROM: Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

BY: Kim Bright-Coleman l%(/

Associate General Counsel

Lorenzo Holloway P Y-
Assistant General Counsel

Jamilal. Wyatt _ ' .
Attorney v

SUBJECT:  Patrick Buchanan Request for Oral Hearing (LRA #466)

On January 14, 1999, the Commission determined that Patrick Buchanan and the
Buchanan for President Committee. Inc. (the “Committee”) must repay $44,791 to the
United States Treasury. On March 25, 1999 the Committee submitted its written
response to the repayment determination and requested the opportunity to address the
Commission in open session in order to demonstrate that a lesser repayment is required.
11 CF.R. §9038.2(¢)(2)11). See Attachment. The Office of General Counsel
recommends that the Commission grant the Committee’s request for an oral hearing and
schedule the oral hearing for July 21, 1999,

Publicly-financed presidential committees may respond to a repayment
determination by submitting written legal and factual materials to demonstrate that no
repayment. or a lesser repayment, is required. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(i). The
commiitee may request an opportunity to address the Commission in open session.

11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(i1). The committee should identify in its legal and factual
materials the repayment issues it will address at the oral hearing. /d. The Commission
may grant this request by an affirmative vote of four of its members and inform the
committee of the date and time set for the oral hearing. /d.



Memorandum to the Commissicn
Buchanan for President Committee, Inc.
Oral Hearing Request (LRA #466)
Page 2

The basis for the Commission’s repayment determination was that the Committee
used public funds to defray nonqualified campaign expenses. In the Committee’s legal
and factual materials, the Committee provides documentation and explanations it believes
will show that disbursements made to various entities and individuals were made in
connection with seeking the nomination, and therefore, are qualified campaign expenses.
11 C.F.R. § 9032.9(a).

The Office of General Counsel believes that an oral hearing will provide the
Committee with an opportunity to respond to any questions related to the documents
submitted by the Committee in response to the repayment determination. Accordingly,
this Office recommends that the Commission grant the Committee’s request for an oral
hearing.

Should the Commission approve our recommendation, the Office of General
Counsel proposes that the same procedures used for previous oral hearings during the
1996 election cycle be followed. Pursuant to these procedures, the Office of General
Counsel will prepare an agenda document containing materials relevant to the
Committee’s oral hearing. This document will be provided to the Commission and to the
Committee prior to the date of the hearing.

At the presentation, the Chairman will make an opening statement. The
Committee will then be given 30 minutes in which to make a presentation on the issues
raised in the legal and factual materials submitted by the Committee. See generally
11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)}2)(ii). Foliowing the presentation, individual Commissioners, the
General Counsel, and the Audit Division may ask questions. /d The letter to the
Committee will inform the Committee of these procedures and also state that any
additional materials the Committee may wish to have the Commission consider should be
submitted to the Office of General Counsel within five (5) days following the
presentation,

RECOMMENDATIONS

_ The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission:

| Grant the request of Patrick Buchanan and the Buchanan for President
Committee for an oral hearing as provided at 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(it);

2. Schedule the oral hearing for July 21, 1999, and
3. Approve the appropriate letter.
Attlachment

Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. response dated March 25, 1999.
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March 25, 1999 e
T oG
re) )
T
5 g
Larry Noble
General Counsel
6th Floor
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW

Washington, DC 20463

Dear Mr. Noble:

We submit herewith on behalf of the Buchanan for President Committee its
written response to the Report of the Audit Division.

We request an opportunity o address the Commission in open session, on the
issues raised in this response, to demonstrate tjal a lesser repayment is required.

WASHINGTON

‘ery truly yours,

Y
oo
JTehnJ. D'.\Afﬁ* P
vl
/g// \‘\
\ v\
..‘ \
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

RESPONSE OF THE
BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT COMMITTEE, INC.
TO THE
REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION

The Buchanan For President Committee, Inc. {(Committee) submits the following
response to the Report of the Audit Division on Buchanan for President Committee, Inc.,
{Report) and in particular, to Section III B. of the Report.

In response to the Exit Conference Memorandum, The Committee has supplied
the Audit Division with documentation for most of the disbursements for campaign expenses that
the Audit Division had concluded were either insufficiently documented or non-campaign
related.

The Committee also submitted with that response information addressing the
Audit Division's contention that duplicate and undocumented expense payments had been
received by Shelly Buchanan and Angela Buchanan. It submits additional such information

today.

3 m f"’:?ﬁ

——
w Bd e

Mr. Buchanan and his wife. Shelley incurred numerous expenses on behalf of
Buchanan for President. These expenses were paid by credit card (American Express and
VISA): cash or check. Reimbursement checks for these expenses were issued either to Shelley
Buchanan or directly to American Express.

The Committee has compiled a listing of all documented expenses' (Appendix A)
and has determined that after eliminating all undocumented and duplicate payments the
candidate and his wife are due an additional reimbursement of $648.00.

Similarly, the Committee’s submission (Appendix B) shows that, for Angela
Buchanan. total documented expenses submitted for reimbursement were $40,725.94 and total
payments made to Ms. Buchanan or directly to her credit card issuers equaled $41,907.69. Thus.
although in some cases the Committee’s records may not have accurately identified the
particular expenses to which particular disbursements should have been attributed, the total
amount of reimbursement received was not significantly in excess of the total amount of
qualified campaign expenses submitted for reimbursement, and properly paid by the
Committee.

' Back-up for all expenses listed in this report have been provided to Mr. Gray Hashee of
the FEC Audit Division. Additional copies of the supporting documentation will be made
available upon request.

ATTAGHMENT |
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The Committee objects to the fatlure of the Audit Division to accept the
documentation submitted for the following persons and suppiies the following additional
explanations:

Greg Mueller

During the campaign, Mr. Mueller and the Committee differed as to whether

Mr. Mueller had been reimbursed for the full amount of the expenses that he had submitted. To

resolve this dispute Scott Mackenzie reviewed Mr. Mueller’s expense reports and the attached

documentation, the Commitiee’s expense authorization requests, and checks drawn to Mr.
Mueller and produced a report which was previously submitted to the Commission. This report
was prepared in December, 1996. Subsequently Mr. Mueller’s expense reports and the
associated documentation were lost. The Audit Division has declined to accept the disbursements
made to Mr. Mueller for reimbursements as qualified campaign expenses because no
documentation of the expenses has been presented. The Committee believes that Mr.
Mackenzie's report constitutes a contemporaneous memorandum, which adequately documents
the expenses incurred by Mr. Mueller and should be accepted in lieu of the lost documentation,
. The memorandum was prepared for purposes unconnected with compliance with FEC's

) requirements and this independence, in our opinion, gives it particular reliability,

West End Travel

During the campaign the candidate and his wife traveled on personal business to
Europe. Plane tickets for their travel were purchased through West End Travel. By error the
company billed the tickets to the Committee. The Committee never paid for the tickets, and
informed West End Travel that the tickets should be billed to the candidate personally. The
candidate personally paid for these tickets as shown on the statement of account provided
previously to the Commission. The Commuttee redacted irrelevent materials from that document
to avoid placing personal information about Mr. Buchanan on the pubiic record. The Committee
would be willing to share the original of the document to the Audit Division if it was deemed
necessary or to obtain a copy of the check. again if deemed necessary. A confirming statement
from West End Travel is submitted as Appendix C.

Bob Surrick

Mr. Surrick 1s an attorney who was hired by the campaign to defend a delegate
pledged to Mr. Buchanan from a law suit challenging her eligibility 1o serve as a delegate.

ATTACHMENT 1
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K.B. Forbes

Mr. Forbes received a check as a severance payment. It was incorrectly described
as an advance on salary.

John Condit

Mr. Condit received three payments of $825.00 per month for three months for
living expenses in connection with his temporary relocation from Ohio to Northern Virginia. The
payments were in the nature of a monthly stipend to compensate for increased living expenses

rather than an advance on reimbursable expenses, and the Committee did not expect to receive
any documentation of those expenses.

Dave Scott

Mr. Scott has refunded a duplicate payment of $29.62, ?‘l‘fl} name should be

deleted from the duplicate payment list. /
4

ott Mackenzie ”~ N\
easurer, \\/‘

March 25, 1999

3 ATTACHMENT \
T Page ‘:Lr of L




BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT

APPENDIX A

SHELLEY S. BUCHANAN
EXPENSE R.EIMBURSEMENTS
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LISTING OF ALL DOCUMENTED EXPENSES
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SHELLEY S. BUCHANAN
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENTS

SUMMARY

Mr. Buchanan and his wafe, Shelley incurred numerous expenses on behalf of Buchanan for
President. These expenses were paid by credit card (Amerncan Express and VISA): cash or

SS90 08006808088848

.W: check. Remmbursement checks for these expenses were issued either to Shelley Buchanan or
.‘,E directly to Amencan Express.

.

‘ .Ji The committee has compiled a hsting of all documented expenses' and has determined that
®: after eliminanng all undocumented and duplicate pavments that the candidate and his wife are
. due an addinonal reimbursement of $648.

s

| E
.;—J ACCOUNTING SUMMARY

‘ U O P O T OSSP USSR OO NPT

Hoe

-1

B

. rican Express

Campaign Related Expenses S 94,491.54

Commurttee Retmbursements $(86,884.86)
Under-Payment S 7.0006.08
Shelley S. Buchanan

Campasgn Related Expenses § 28,976.59

Commuttee Reimbursementy $(33,934.50)
Over-Payment $(6,957.91)
Net Under-Payment § 64877

" Back-up for all expenses listed 1n thus report have been provided 10 My Gary Hashee of the FEC Audn Diwision. Addional
copies of the supporung documentanon wall be made svadable upoa request.
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|

$94,491.54

Paid to
Amex

$86,884.86
s 5 J
e E Under Payment
JE $7,606.68
: T

:ZE.;Q
|

Campaign
Related
Expenses

Campaign
Reimbursements

|
|
¥

Paid to
8. Buchanan

$35,934.50

Over Payment
$6,957.91

Net Under Payment
$648.77




Patrick J. & Shelley S. Buchanan

Expenses Reimbursement Payments

R I I ™Y

[ Date Check # Payee Amount Subtotals |
04/06/95 136 American Express 5 10.000.00
12/27/95 10518 American Express s 15.000.00
04/05/96 1641 American Express $ 50.000.00
05/08/96 2007 - American Express $ 11.884.86
$ 86.884 .86
. 02/08/95 116 Shelley Buchanan $ 321.96
¥, 05/10/95 532 Shelley Buchanan $ 1.521.33
P= 11/24/95 10460 Shelley Buchanan $ 4.541.81
b i 12/27/95 10519 Shelley Buchanan $ 4.549.40
oy 07/08/96 2210 Shelley Buchanan s 10.000.00
» i 09/03/96 2318 Shelley Buchanan $ 15.000.00
¥ b 35.934.50
fz Total Paymenis for Travel & Subsistance $ 122.819.36
._3:

1o
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Patrick J. Buchanan/Shelley S. Buchanan

Travel & Subsistance Expenses - Submitted

Amount Duplicate or Amount
Reference Submitted Un-Documented Documented
EAR # 0112 $ 32196 % - $ 321.96
EAR # 1060 h) 7100 § - 3 71.060
EAR # 1244 $ 1,45033 § - 3 1,450.33
EAR # 1438 $ 2477801 % - $ 24,778.01
EAR # 3704 $ 1541591 § 43697 $ 14,978.94
EAR# 4272 $ 503640 $ - $ 5,036.40
EAR # 5790 3 52,106.84 3% 6,362.13 § 45,744.71
Memo # 951222 $ 4,840.29 § - $ 4,840.29
Memo # 960401 $ 544760 $ 127.00 $ 5,320.60
Memo # 960401a $ 455762 §% . $ 4,557.62
Memo # 960509 $ 222677 % - $ 222677
Memo # 960708 5 370506 % - $ 3,705.06
Memo # 960708a b 455344 § - $ 4,553 44
Memo # 960708b $ 14000 § - $ 140 00
Memo # 960916 3 9200 % - § 92 00
Memo # 961114 $ 11600 % - $ 116.00
Memo # 961995 3 553500 % - 3 5,535.00
Totals $ 13039423 § 692610 $ 123,468 13

ATTACHMENT | ﬁ.‘
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Patrick J. & Shelley S. Buchanan

Expenses Submitted for Reimbursement by EAR

| Date  Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01712/95 Misccllancous $ 12196 EAR #0112 BFP Expenses MclLean American Express
02/13/95 Misccllancous § 71.00 EAR #1060 BFP Expenses McLean American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 1717 EAR #1244 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach. FL. American Express
03730/95 Car Rental S 56694 EAR #1244 Hertz Palm Beach. FL American Express
131/10/95 Lodging s 37842 EAR #1244 Adam's Mark - McLean VISA
03/30/95 Lodging ) 467.80 EAR #1244 Ritz-Carlton McLean American Express

Subtotal S 1,450 33

ag/29/95 lodging s 28675 EAR #1418 Hyant Dallas American Express
OR/29/9% Lodging $ {6 48 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
08729795 Lodging 3 23338 EAR #1474 Embasscy Suites Charlotte, NC American Express
O8/29/95 Lodging $ 146602 EAR #1438 Embassy Suites Des Moines American Express
(Rr249/95 Lodging $ 63747 EAR #1438 Hyatt Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 6549 EAR #1418 Best Western Council Blfs. |A American Express
(8/29/95 Lodging $ 1894 EAR #1438 Hyau Dalias American Express
118/29/95 Lodging s 107.63 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Indcpendence. OH  American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 171.09 EAR #1438  Holiday Inn Mason City, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 6867 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Waterloo. 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 7728 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
(8/29/95 Lodging 3 323.05 EAR #1438 Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 65.25 EAR #1438 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, 1A American Express
08729795 Lodging $ 339.82 EAR #1438 Meridian Boston American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ [40.44 EAR#{438 Days Inn Ottumwa, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 271.61 EAR #1438 Bedford Village Inn Bedford, NH American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 11435 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Concord, NH American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 20981 EAR #1438 Best Western Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals $ 158 28 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Ottumwa. 1A American Express
08/29/95 Meals b 15202 EAR #1438 M's Restaurant Omiaha. NE American Express
08/29/95 Mecals 1) 3600 EAR #1418 King Sca Chinese Rest Souix City, A American Express
08/29/95 Mecals s 2827 EAR #1438 Garden Cafe Council Bifs. 1A American Express
08729195 Meals $ 6500 EAR #1438 Noak's Restauran| Des Moines Amesican Express

lelaled Expenses

"Page * 1
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{ Date  Expense Type  Amount  Reference Merchant City Payment Method|

08/29/95 Meals 3 89.00 EAR #1438  Outback Steakhouse Cedar Rapids. 1A' American Express

08/29/95 Meals S 119.00 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Boston American Express

08/29/95 Mcals s 267 00 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express

08/29/95 Meals s 284 25 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express

08/29/95 Telcphone $ 515 EAR #1438 GTE Airfonc Qak Brook. IL American Express

08/29/95 Telcphone s 7.73 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL American Express

08/29/95 Telephone $ 1030 EAR #1438  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express

(8/29/95 Telephone $ 30.96 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express

08/29/95 Telephone $ 545 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL.  American Express

09/29/95 Lodging $ 122.67 EAR #1438 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 4104 EAR #1438 Traveler Motel Berlin, NH American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 113.40 EAR #1438 Hilton Las Vepas American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 10714 EAR #1418 Hilton Ocala, FL American Express

09/29/95 Lodging $ 17951 EAR #1438 Hyatt Greenville, SC American Express

09/29/95 Lodging b 12808 EAR #1418 Adam’'s Mark Columbia. SC American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 56243 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester. NH American Express

0972995 Lodging s Y6 0 EAR #1418 The Wilcox Inn Atken. SC American Express

092495 Lodging 3 31254 EAR #1438 Laughlin Ney Las Vegas American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 104 34 EAR #1438 Radisson Orlando. FL American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 8184 EAR#I4I8 Residence Inn Gainesville, FL Amcrican Express

09/29/95 Lodging $ I8 18 EAR #1438 Ridisson Orlando. FL American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 195 40 EAR #1418 The Highlander inn Manchester. NH American Express

09/29/95 lLodging 3 {216 96) EAR #1438 Balsams Grand Holel Dixville Nch. NH  American Express

09/29/95 Lodging s 110.00 EAR #1438 Eastgate Motor Inn Littleton, NH American Express

09/29/95 Lodging $ 212769 EAR #i438 Hilton Pittsburgh, PA American Express

09/29/95 Meals s 8564 EAR #1438 Cafc Pavone Manchesier, NH American Express

09/29/95 Meals s 20000 EAR #1438 Hennessy's Columbia, SC American Express

09/29/95 Meals $ 168 51 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester. NH American Express

09/29/95 Mecals $ 18.00 EAR #1438 Don Alelandros Las Vegas American Express

09/29/95 Meals $ 99.00 EAR #1438 Steak & Ale Gainesville, FL American Express

b 0%/29/95 Meals $ 175.00 EAR #1418 Puritan Back R Restr Manchester. NH American Express
‘E ; 09/29/95 Miscellaneous  § 7449 EAR #1438 EMS Manchester. NH American Express
1% 09/29/95 Telephone ) 41.20 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
::E 09%/29/95 Telephone $ 5923 EAR #1418 GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL Amcrican Express
b (19/29/95 Tclephone $ 1378 EAR #1438 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. 1L American Express
019/29/95 Telcphone $ 515 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL American Express

ﬁ; —_— 09/29/95 Telephone b 515 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone $ 29.72 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville. FL American Express

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method )

10/29/95 Lodging s 3536 EAR #4138 Embassey Suiles Tampa. FL American Express

10/29/95 Lodging s 261 00 EAR #1438 Sheraten Cedar Rapids, 1A American Express

10/29/95 Lodging ) 8480 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Spring Lake, NJ American Express

10/29/95 Lodging $ 20767 EAR#I438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express

10/25/95 Lodging 3 21886 EAR #1438 Best Western Fort Dodge, 1A American Express

10/29/95 Lodging $ 181 87 EAR#1438  Marriott Newark, NJ American Express

10/29/95 Lodging S 27548 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express

10/29/95 Lodging $ 271.50 EAR#I438  Montelcone Hotel New Orleans, LA American Express

10/29/95 Lodging 3 213.64 EAR #1438 Marmiott Newark, NJ American Express

10/29/95 Lodging $ 396.73 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH ~ American Express

10/29/95 Lodging H 836) EAR #1438  Comfort Inn Yokenportsmih, NH American Express

10/29/95 Lodging $ 43901 EAR Y1438 Marriott Greenville, SC American Express

10/29/95 Lodging s 16304 EAR #1438 Marriott Orlando. FL American Express

10/29/95 Lodging s 24910 EAR #1438 Hilion Mesa, AZ American Express

10729795 Lodging $ 3T 79 EAR #1438 Marriot Omaha. NE American Express

10/29/95 Lodging S 31061 EAR #1438 Hoiel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express

1072995 Lodging 3 218 51 EAR #1438 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, 1A' American Express

10/29/95 Lodging b} 11200 EAR ALY Marrnott Orlando. FL Aumngrican Express

10729195 Lodging $ M 51 EARWI43R Best Western Clinton, 1A American Express

10/29/95 Miscellancous  § 3429 EAR #1438 Presidents Rvr Clb Davenport. [A American Express

10/29/95 Meals $ 150.00 EAR #1438 Cafe Paradiso Tampa, FL American Express

10/29/95 Meals s 3108 EAR #1438 Garden Cafe Council Blfs, 1A American Express

10/29/95 Mecals s 10500 EAR #1438 Austins Omaha, NE American Express

© 10/29/95 Meais b 12800 EAR #1438 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express

10/29/95 Meals $ 105.40 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express

{0/29/95 Meais s 68.02 EAR #1438 The First Edition Sioux City, TA American Express

11/28/95 Airfare s 1.224.00 EAR #1438 Delta Airlines Fairbanks, AK American Express

11/28/95 Airfare s 1,224.00 EAR #1438 Delia Airlines Fairbanks, AK American Express

11/28/95 Airfare $ 641.00 EAR #1438 United Airlines McLean American Express

11/28/95 Lodging $ 21969 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express

11/28/95 Lodging $ 87.69 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express

A 11/28/95 Lodging $ 169.57 EAR #1438 Captain Cook Hotel Anchorage. AK American Express
§ = 11/28/95 Lodging $ 13.21 EAR #1438 Shifo Portland Portland. OR American Express
& 11/28/95 Lodging $ 168.37 EAR #1438 Hyatt Buffalo, NY American Express
_{\)_E 11/28/95 Lodging s 116.11 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Latham. NY American Express
= 11/28/95 Lodging $ 16945 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juncau, AK American Express

o 11/28/95 Lodging 5 19942 EAR #1438 Fairbanks Princess Fasirbanks, AK American Express
M - 11/28/95 Lodging $ 348.31 EAR #1438  Hilion Chicago American Express

lated Expenses Page 3-
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| Date Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
11/28/95 Lodging s 22027 EAR #1438 The Clifl Hotel San Francisco American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 1.599.61 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 484 37 EAR #1418 Ritz-Carlton New York American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 1299 EAR #1438 Ritz-Catlton New York American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 10989 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Latham, NY American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s {82.18 EAR #1418 Huntington Hotel Melville, NY American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 30510 EAR #1438 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 31.34 EAR #1438 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
1/28/95 Lodging s 30962 EAR #1438 Best Western Sedona, AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 305.45 EAR #1438 Woodlands Plaza Hotel Flagstaff, AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 141.60 EAR #1438 Hilton Phoenix. AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 250.00 EAR #1438  Marriott Orlando, FL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 131.72 EAR #1438 Matriott Denver American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 3300 EAR #1438 Hospitatity nn Pensacola, FL American Express
11728195 Lodging 1 111 50 EAR #1438 Sheraton Windsor Locks.CT  American Express
11/28/95 Lodging M 15912 EAR #1418 Sheraton Windsor Locks.CT  American Express
1172895 Lodging 3 19912 EAR #1438 Marrioft Cleveland American Express
1172845 Lodging 3 256 51 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester. NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 17193 EAR #1438 Hanover Inn Hanover, NH Amcrican Express
11/28/95 Meals s 102 00 EAR #1438 Puritan Back R Restr Manchester, NH American Express
11/28/95 Mecals s 000 EAR #1418 Angus Steak Ranch Penisacola, FL American Express
11/28/95 Meals s 186 40 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines Americar Express
11/28/95 Meals $ 16000 EAR #1438 Charlie's Crab Palm Beach, FL American Express
11/28/95 Miscellaneous § 6999 EAR #1438 Host International Anchorage, AK American Express
11/28/95 Meals H 21100 EAR #1438 Cole's Restaurant Buffalo, NY American Express
11/28/95 Telephone 3 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone § 1120 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone 5 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone $ 1442 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone b 77.29 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL Aumnerican Express
. 11/28/95 Telephone 3 792 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL Amcrican Express
§ = Subtotal § 2177801
- = —— = — =3
()
- 02/28/95 Airfarc $ 201050 EAR#31704  USAir McLean Amecrican Express
é 02/28/95 Airfare b3 202050 EAR #3704  USAIr McLean Amcrican Express
02/28/95 Lodging h) 68294 EAR #3704  Holiday lnn Phocnix. AZ Aerican Express
Y 02/28/95 Lodging $ 545.13 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/28/95 Lodging 3 20691 EAR #3704  Hilion Boston American Express
PJB Travel Related Expenses Page 4 of 18 3/24/99




DYV

o

PJB Tra

l— Date  Expense Type Amount Refercnce Merchant City Payment Method |
02/28/95 Meals $ 3300 EAR #3704 Quigley's Washington D.C.  American Express
02/28/95 Miscellaneous  § 1075 EAR #1704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
03/3H95 Airfare $ 2108 (K1 EAR #3704 Northwest Airlines Detroit, Ml American Express
03/30/95 Airfare b3 599 000 EAR #3704 Delta Airlines Palm Beach. FL American Express
03/30/95 Airfare s 95 00 EAR #3704  Dclta Airlines Columbia, SC American Express
03/30/95 Airfare s 9500 EAR #3704  Dchia Airlines Columbia, SC American Express
0331795 Airfare b S99 00 EAR #3704 Dclia Airlines Palm Beach. FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s 3717 EAR #3704  Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 510.49 EAR#3IT04  Ritz-Carlion Naples, FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 14055 EAR #3704  Dobson Ranch Inn Mesa, AZ American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s 1023) EAR #1704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
03/30/95 Lodging 5 14433 EAR #1704  Embasscy Suites Des Moines American Express
03/30795 Lodging s 8490 EAR #3704  Biack Hawk Hoyel Davenpon. A American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s 9150 EAR #3704  Sheraton Charleston, SC American Express
0¥30/95 lodging $ 264 59 EAR #3704 Marriott Bloomingten, MN  American Express
0¥V3/9s Lodging H 13500 EAR Y4 Marnion San Dicgo American Express
01095 Lodging s 15425 EAR#I704  Town & Countny Hotel San Dicgo American Express
0330795 Lodging 5 216 69 EAR#IT04  Town & Country Hotel San Dicgo ~ Amcrican Express
09/2/95 Telephone $ 20218 EAR #3704 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
09/14/95 Telephone 5 S000 EAR #3704 Molorola Chicago Checking
102/95 Telephone S 21438 EAR #1104 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
10/07/95 Telephone $ 41231 EAR #3704 Molorola Chicago Checking
10/08/95 Tani s 18400 EAR #3704  A-lLimo McLean Checking
10/10/95 Meals $ 1700 EAR #3704  Host International San Francisco VISA
10/10/95 Supplics $ 2500 EAR #3704 EMS Manchester, NH VISA
11724/95 Bar Tab s 42665 EAR #3704  MacAnhur Beverage McLean Checking
11/24/95 Telephone $ 4002 EAR #3704 Motoroia Chicago Checking
11/25/95 Telephone b 20084 EAR #3704  Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
12/02/95 Telephone $ 308.38 EAR #3704  Bell Adantic McLean Checking
1I/10/95 Miscellancous  § 110,00 EAR #3704 The Costume Gallery Manchester, NH VISA
11710795 Meals $ 37.51 EAR #3704  Town Clock Inn Dubuque. 1A VISA
H/10/95 Telephone $ 2269 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone 3 57.18 EAR#ITu4  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, [L VISA
11710795 Telephone $ 545 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Ouk Brook, IL VISA
11/1/95 Telephone b) 832 EAR#3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
L1/1795 TFelephone $ 1120 EAR #3704 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, 1L VISA
11/14/95 Telephone § 11.20 EAR #3704 GTE Airfone Oauk Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone h) 1694 EAR#IT4  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

>lated Expenses Page 5
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[" Date  Expense Type Amount Refevence Merchant City Payment Method |
11/10/95 Telephone S 3993 EAR #3704  GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. IL VISA
12/20/95 Telephone $ 105.16 EAR #1114  Motorola Chicago Checking
12/22/95 Miscellancous § 5318.18 EAR #1704  Alexandria Florist Alexandria, VA Checking
12/22/95 Miscellancous § 97707 EAR #1704  Classic Tents Alexandria, VA Checking
12/31/95 Miscellaneous § 38980 EAR #3704  BFP Expenscs Mclcan Undoc/Duplicate
12/10/95 Telephone S 3862 EAR#3IT04  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone $ I1.20 EAR#3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone s 3419 EAR#IT04  GTE Airfone Oak Braok, IL VISA

Subtotal $ 1541591

08/10/95 Limo s 186.00 EAR #4272 A-1 Limo McLean Checking
07/29/95 Airfare s 100.00 EAR #4272 TranWorld Air St. Louis, MO American Express
47/29/95 Airfare $ 7500 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
07/29/95 Airfare $ 7500 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
07729/95 lLodging 5 5574 EAR #4272 Villa Hotel San Maieo, CA Amcrican Express
7729795 Lodging $ 541 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Pasadena. CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 7504 EAR #4272 Hohday Inn Dubuque, [A Amencan Express
07/29/95 Lodging ) 270718 EAR #1272 Wyndham Franklin Plasa  Philade{phia Amecrican Express
02/29/95 Ledging s 664 82 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging 5 56.29 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging 5 32761 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Luguna, CA Aunerican Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 1375 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Luguna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 55410 EAR#12T2 Ritz-Carlton San Francisco American Express
07/29/95 Lodging 3 19788 EAR #4272  Hyau Sacramento, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 15497 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Pasadcna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 16211 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 193.23 EAR #4272 Marriolt S1. Louis. MO American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 1182 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 19.44 EAR #4272 Hyau San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 31,80 EAR #4272 Hyatl San Dicgo American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 185.50 EAR #4272 Marriott Detroit. Ml American Express
07/2995 Lodging s 131.73 EAR #4172 Radisson Omaha. NE Amcrican Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 16689 EAR #4272 Radisson Omaha. NE American Express
07/29/95 Lodging ) 131 6% EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines ‘American Express
47/29/95 Lodging ) 19708 EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines Auncrican Express
07/29/9S Lodging S 11.37 EAR #4272  Rcd Lion Hotels & Inng Glendale. CA American Express
047/29/95 Lodging $ 8834 EAR #1272 Counyard Phoenix, AZ American Express
07/29/95 Ladging $ 5943 EAR #4272 Holiday Inn Phoenix, AZ American Express

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
07/29/95 Lodging $ 1892 EAR #4272 Counyard Phocnix, AZ American Express
07/29/95% Lodging S 183 14 EAR #4272 Red E.ion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
07/29/95 Meals S 6713 EAR #4272 Noah's Restaurant Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Meals $ RO 25 EAR #4172 Brads's San Dicgo American Express
07729/95 Mcals $ 9193 EAR #4272 Puntan Back Rm Restr Manchester. NH American Express
07/29/9% Meals $ TR () EAR #4272 Heost International Detroit. Ml American Express
07/29/95 Mcals $ 11300 EAR #1272 The Drover Omaha, NE American Express
07/29/95 Meals LY 76 () EAR #4272 Imperial House Dcs Moines Amcrican Express
Subtotal $ 501640
01/31/95 Airfare s 764 00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
031/31/98 Airfare s 764 (X EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
0131/95 Airfare 5 614 0} EAR #5790 USAir McLean Amecrican Express
01731195 Airdfare 5 61400 EAR#5TH USAIr McLean American Express
MAIMS Awfare s 871 00 EAR #5790 Uniled Airhnes MclLean Amcrican Express
01731795 Aarfare s 1.871 () EAR #5790 United Airlines McLcan American Express
01115 Lodging s 59000 EAR #5790 Radisson Baton Roupe American Express
01/11/95 Lodging ] 272 18 EAR #5740 Holiday 1nn Manchestier. NH American Express
02/28/95  Asrfare s i 894 K} EAR #5790 United Airlines Mclean American Express
02/2898 Asrfarc s 1894 ) EAR #5790 United Airlincs Mclean American Express
02/28/95 Lodging $ 46 81 EAR #5790 Marriott Scottsdale. AZ American Express
03/28/95 Lodging $ 81 80 EAR #5790 Loew's Anatole Dallas American Express
03/29/95 Airfare $ 799 00 EAR #5790 American Airlines McLean Amcrican Express
03/29/95 Airfare $ 799 00 EAR #5790 Amencan Airlines McLean American Express
03729/95 Lodging ) 136.00 EAR #5790 Loew's Anatole Dallas American Express
03/31/95 Meals $ 183.00 EAR #5790 The Palm Washinglon D.C.  American Express
03/31/95 Meals $ 138.00 EAR #5790 La Colline Washington D.C.  American Express
04/28/95 Lodging b 2i7.41 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Atlanta American Express
04/28/95 Lodging $ 26275 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Atianta American Express
04/28/95 Lodging ] i8.89 EAR #5790 Dobson Ranch Inn Mesa. AZ American Express
04/28/95 Lodging $ 160.13 EAR #5790 Best Western Rosemont. iL American Express
04/28/95 Lodging $ 88 48 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City. 1A American Express
04/30/795  Airfare $ 6000 EAR #5790 America Wesl Tempe, AZ American Express
04/30/95  Airfare b 630.00 EAR #5790 America West Tempe, AZ American Express
04730795 Airfare $ 60.(0 EAR #5790 America West Tempe. AZ American Express
04730795 Airfare $ 157 00 EAR #5790 Dclia Airlines Huntsville. AL American Express
04730495 Airfare 5 15700 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Huntsville. AL Amcrican Express
04/30/95 Airfare L 292,60 EAR #5790 USAir Manchester, NH American Express
slated Expenses Page 7
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I_ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Metho—d]
04/30/95 Airfare s 292 00 EAR #5790 USAir Manchestcr, NH American Express
04/30/95 Airfare s (428 00) EAR #579H) Northwest Airlines Minneapolis American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 6913 EAR #5790 Hampton Inn Omaha. NE American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 16305 EAR #5790 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 8400 EAR #5790 Hyatt Daltas American Express
04730095 Lodging S 18911 EAR #5790 Holiday nn Manchester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 216,44 EAR #5790 Marrioft Huntsville, AL American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 16272 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Phoenix, AZ American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 1613 EAR #5790 Marriott Denver American Express
04/30/95 Lodging 3 143 3% EAR #5790 Marriott Denver American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 62045 EAR #5790  Holiday Inn Manchester. NH American Express
04/30/95 Meals s 105 10 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Reslr Manchester. NH American Express
04/30/95 Meals s 151 00 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford. NH American Express
04/30/95 Meals S 9501 EAR #5790 The Garden Cafe Otnaha, NE American Express
04/30/95 Meals s 25 84 EAR #5790 Hyatl Dallas American Express
0473495 Meals 3 Zig 11 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford. NH American Express
04730795 Meals s 104 (K} EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester. NH American Express
14730795 Telephone ) 3348 EAR#57%0 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
03/30/95 Telephone ) 3863 EAR#5790  GTE Asirfone Oak Brook. iL American Express
05/31/95 Airfarc $ 06 00 EAR #5790 Dcha Airlines Cincinnati American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s i11.64 EAR #5790 Hyatt Orlando. FL American Express
(5/31/95 Lodging 3 53 80 EAR #5790 Hyant Orlando, FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 13369 EAR #5790 Hilton LaFayette, LA American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 4750 EAR #5790 Ramada Inn Metairie. LA American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 436 46 EAR #5790 Sheraton Metairic, LA American Express
05/317195 Lodging $ 3410 EAR #5790 Broadwatk Plaza Rehoboth, DE American Express
{}5/31/95 Lodging $ 102.60 EAR #5790 Henrlopen Hotel Rehoboth, DE American Express
15/31/95 Lodging 3 54171 EAR #5790 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore, MD Amencan Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 167.00 EAR #5790 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore. MD American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 415 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 135.10 EAR #5790 Hetiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
(05/31/95 Lodging $ 257.89 EAR #5790 Radisson Florence. KY American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 33.18 EAR #5790 Sheraton Tampa. FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 10704 EAR #5790 Sheraton Tampa. FL American Express
05/31/95 Meals $ 80.00 EAR #5790 Rusty Rudder Dewey Beach. DE - American Express
O5/31/95 Meals ) 2700 EAR #5790 Murphy’s State House Concord. NH American Express
00/29/95 Lodging L) 162 00 EAR #5790 Hotel Fort Des Meines Des Moines Amcrican Express
06/29/95 Lodging 3 22151 EAR #5794 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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r Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

06/29/95 Lodging s 22067 EAR #5790 Hotel Somersel Somerset, NJ American Express

06/29/95 Lodging S 301 85 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Del Mar, CA American Express

06/29/95 Lodging 5 2327 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Del Mar, CA American Express

06/30/95 Lodging S 11294 EAR #5790 Best Western Lavale, MD American Express

06/30/95 Lodging $ 245 44 EAR #5790 Sheraton Cedar Rapids. IA  American Express

06/30/95 Lodging L 19175 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenville, SC American Express

06/30/95 Lodging s 404 58 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenville, SC American Express

06/30/95 Miscellaneous § (150.17) EAR #5790 Counts Western Wear Washington B.C.  Aunerican Express

06/30/95 Meals $ 6100 EAR #5790 Amalgamated Spirit Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express

06/30/95 Meals s 116 00 EAR #5790 Ruth's Chris Steak House  Arlington, VA American Express

06/30/95 Miscellancous  § 796.30 EAR #5790 Counts Western Wear Washington D.C.  American Express

06/30/95 Telephone $ 2.58 EAR #5190 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook, IL American Express

(8/3E/95 Meals $ 171.61 EAR #5790 Bedford Vitlage Inn Bedford, NH American Express

(8/31/95 Mcals S 95.00 EAR #5790 Hunan Lion Vicnna, VA American Express

09/30/95 Mcals s 97000 EAR #5790 Ritz Carlton McLean American Express

09/30/9% Miscellancous  § 104 50 EAR #5790 Macy's McLean American Express

12/31/95  Aurfare 3 5250 EAR #5790 USArr McLean American Express

12/35/95  Aarfare $ 52 50 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express

12/31195  Aarfarc $ 519 (ki EAR #5790 Arerican Airlines Shreveport, LA American Express

12/31/95 Airfarc ) 51900 EAR #5790 American Airlincs Shrevepon, LA American Express

12/31/95 Airfare s 53900 EAR #5790 American Airlines Shreveport, LA American Express

12/31/95 Airfare $ 2000 EAR #5790 Deita Airlines Allanta American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 107.11 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 284 98 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Dubuque, [A American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 15263 EAR #5790 Haliday Inn Manchester, NH American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 21840 EAR #5790 Marrion Des Moines American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 75.57 EAR #5790 Heoliday Inn Mason City, A American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 1.233.19 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 126.61 EAR #5790 El Congquistador Resort Tucson, AZ American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 84.22 EAR #5790 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, 1A American Express

o 12/31/95 Lodging $ 56.53 EAR #5790 Fairfield Inn Ottumwa, 1A American Express
i 3 12/31/95 Lodging $ 124.88 EAR #5790  Besl Western Burlington, 1A American Express
5 12/31/95 Lodging $ 126.61 EAR #5790 El Conquistador Resort Tucson, AZ American Express
% 12/31/95 Lodging $ 508.55 EAR #5790 Ritz-Carlton Phaoenix, AZ American Express
= 12/31/95 Lodging $ 219.38 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 284 85 EAR #5790 Holiday tan Roswell. GA American Express

g, 12/31/95 Lodging $ 120.20 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 117.11 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA Amcrican Express
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| Date

Expense Type

Amount

Reference

Merchant

City

Payment Method |

12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
12/31/95
01729196
4729796
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
U1/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01729196
01729/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
01729196
01/29/96
01/29/96
01/29/96
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Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Meals
Meals
Meals
Meals
Meals
Meals
Mecals
Telephone
Telephone
Airfare
Airfare
Arfare
Airfarc
l.odging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
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88 80 EAR #5790
110.50 EAR #5790
(126 61) EAR #5790
11537 EAR #5790
6195 EAR #5790
39000 EAR #5790
13559 EAR #5790
54.00 EAR #5790
104,00 EAR #5790
136,000 EAR #5790
51.74 EAR #5790
109.20 EAR #5790
2556 EAR #5790
545 EAR #5790
18527 EAR #5790
185 27 EAR #5790
185 27 EAR #5790
18527 EAR #5790
159 () EAR #5790
80 82 EAR #5790
146.10 EAR #5790
79 86 EAR #5790
9299 EAR #5790
41176 EAR #5790
132.78 EAR #5790
82.47 EAR #5790
137.64 EAR #5790
290.30 EAR #5790
100.73 EAR #5790
134.00 EAR #5790
5800 EAR #5790
301.36 EAR #5790
194 40 EAR #5790
9568 EAR #5790
741,52 EAR #5790
31.39 EAR #5790
104.56 EAR #5790
71.69 EAR #5790

Hillon

Hilton

El Conquistador Resort
Marriotl

Best Western

Ritz Carlton

Ralph & Kacod's
Qutback Steakhouse
Cafc Pavone
Puritan Back Rm Restr
Fisherman's Bay
Red Lobster

GTE Airfone

GTE Aidfonc

Delta Airlines
Delta Airhines
Dcha Airlines
Della Airlines
Hillon

Comfort Inn

Hillon

Ramada Inn
Sheraton

Holiday Inn
Sheraton

Holiday [nn
Holiday Inn
Village Resort
Haliday Inn
Bedford Village Inn
Sanstone Inn
Sheraton

The Highlander Inn
Hilton

Ritz-Carlton
Ritz-Carlton
Adam's Mark
Adam's Mark

Page 10 of 18

Baton Rouge
LaFayelte. LA
Tugson, AZ

Des Moincs

Fort Dodge, 1A
McLean

Bossier City, LA
Cedar Rapids. 1A
Manchester, NH
Manchester. NH
Otlumwa, 1A
Roswell, GA
Qak Brook, IL
Qak Brook. IL
Boston

Boston

Boston

Boston

Sioux City, [A
Memphis, TN
Anchorage. AK
Shreveport, LA
Cedar Rapids, 1A
Manchester, NH
Cmaha, NE
Dubuque, TA
Seattle, WA
Spirit Lake, 1A
Monroe, LA
Bedford, NH
Fort Dodge. 1A
Cedar Rapids. [A
Manchester. NH
Baton Rouge
New York

New York
Cotumbia. SC
Columbia, SC

American Express
American Express
American Express
Amcrican Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
Aumerican Express
Aunerican Express
American Express

American Express”

American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
American Express
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[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

01/29/96 Lodging $ 31804 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express

01/29/96 Lodging $ 465 75 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia. SC American Express

01/29/96 Lodging $ 141 38 EAR #3790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express

01/29/96 Lodging s 21 () EAR #5740 Hiltan Baton Rouge American Express

01/29/96 Lodging S 23 16 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express

01/29/96 Lodging H 5306 EAR #5790 Omni New Orlcans, LA American Express

01/29/96 Lodging $ 497 40 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchesier, NH ~ American Express

01/29/96¢ Lodging s 20201 EAR #5790 Hilton New Orleans, LA American Express

01/29/96 Lodging s 16201 EAR #5790 Hilton Chicago American Express

01/29/96 Lodging s 74 52 EAR #5790 The Highlander Inn Manchester. NH American Express

01/2996 Lodging 5 29282 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express

01/29/96 Lodging s 52 58 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express

01/29/96 todging s 701 78 EAR #5790 Marriout Des Moines American Express

(11729/96 Lodging $ 719 80 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moincs Atmerican Express

01/29/96 Mcals s 201 ) EAR #5790 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express

01229796 Mceals $ Y125 EAR #5791 Cafe Pavone Manchester. NH Amecerican Express

057299 Meals 3 4O 00 EAR #5790 Copeland's Baton Rouge American Express

01729/96 Meals ) 1S EAR #5790 The First Edition Swoux City. [A . American Express

01/29/96 Meals $ 1875 EAR #5790 Pour La France Cafe Denver Amecrican Express

M/29/96 Mcals $ 6731 EAR #5791 TG Friday's Cedar Rapids. A American Express

012996 Meals $ 7259 EAR #5790 Austins Omaha, NE American Express

01/29/96 Meals $ 43900 EAR #5790 Brennans Restaurant New Orleans. LA American Express

01/29/96 Meals $ 99 (KF EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford. NH American Express

01/29/96 Miscellancous  § 17597 EAR #5790 Timberiand Factory North Conway, NH Amcrican Express

01/29/96 Miscellancous $ 599 EAR #5790 Timberland Factory North Conway, NH American Express

U1/29/96 Supplics s 58.90 EAR #5790 Benjamin Books Denver American Express

U1/29/96 Telephone $ 42.81 EAR #5790 GTE Airone Oak Brook, IL American Express

01/29/96 Telephone $ 15.68 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express

02/29/96 Airfare $ 403.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines Chicago American Express

02/29/96 Airfare $ 403.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines Chicago American Express

o e (2/29/96 Lodging $ 254.85 EAR #5790 Marriott Boston Amcrican Express
§ = 02/29/96 Lodging $ 9441 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
&2 02/29/96 Lodging $ 6000 EAR #5790  Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids. [A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 21231 EAR #5790 Holiday inn Davenport, 1A American Express

= 02/29/96 Lodging $ 68.25 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Cedar Rapids. I[A  Aincrican Express
02/29/96 Lodging 5 102431 EAR #5790 Marriotl Des Moines Amecrican Express

02/29/96 Lodging $ 683.25 EAR #5790 Hyatt New Orleans. LA American Express

02/19/96 Lodging 5 142.26 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Lake Charles. LA American Express
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[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City ‘Payment Method |
02/29/96 Lodging $ 98.12 EAR #5790 Holiday 1nn Lake Charles, LA  American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 17313 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Monroc. LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 188.79 EAR #5790 Holiday inn Lake Charles. LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 24089 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Masan City. 1A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 782,59 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
02/29/96 Meals 3 T80 EAR #57%) The First Edition Sioux City. 1A American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 18 () EAR #5790 Puritan Back Run Restr Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 210.00 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
02/29196 Meals $ 120.01 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 176.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Rests Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Miscellancous § 299.98 EAR #5790 McCade, Inc. Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals 5 116.000 EAR #5790 Black Angus Phoenix, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 102.00 EAR #5790 Pier D'Orleans Mesa, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals S 152.47 EAR #5790 California Dreaming Greenville. SC American Express
02/29/96 Misccllancous  § 6,362.13 EAR #5790 BFP Expenscs MecLcan Undoc/Duplicate
Subtotal § 5210684
12/22/95 FR Event $ 977.07 Memo 951222 Classic Tents McLean Checking
43/19/95 F/R Event 5 1.549.41 Meme 951222 MacAnhur Beverage McLcan Checking
10/06/95 F/R Event s 688 96 Memo 951222 MacArnhur Beverage McLean Checking
12/08/95 F/R Eveat $ 1,624 85 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
Subtotal $  4.840.29
05/k0/95 Gas $ 1807 Memo 960401 Chevron Del Ray Beach FL  VISA
05/10/95 Gas 3 2315 Memo 960401 Mobil Newcumber, PA VISA
05/10/95 Ledging ) 156 29 Memo 960401 Comfort Inn York, PA VISA
05/10/95 Taxi $ 4500 Memo 960401 Yellow Cab Denver VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 4635 Memo 960401 GTE Airfonc Qak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 18.03 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 38.63 Memo 96040! GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 5.15 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
pl 05/10/95 Telephone $ 25.75 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
%= 05/10/95 Telephone $ 30.90 Memo 96040t GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
é 05/10/95 Telephone 3 5150 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL .VISA
5] 05/10/95 Telephone 5 3348 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
=] 05/10/95 Telephone s 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
o 05/10/95 Telephone $ 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Ouk Brook. 1L VISA
r 05/10/95 Telephone ) 773 Memo 96040] GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

PJB Travel Related Expenses Page 12 of 18 3/24/99
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| Date  Eipense Type _ Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method}

05/10/95 Telephone $ 1030 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

05/10/95 Telephone 5 1030 Memo 960401 GTE Aarfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

05/10/95 Telephone s 773 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL VISA

05/10/95 Telephone S 31 48 Mcemo 900401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

05/10/95 Tclephone $ 23 18 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL VISA

05/10/95 Telephone s 12 88 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

08/10/95 Lodging $ 21392 Memo 960401 Park Plaza Boston VISA

08/10/95 Lodging s 17519 Memo 960401  Marriott Kansas City, MO VISA

08/10/95 Lodging S 555.05 Memo 960401 Embassey Suites Coraopolis, PA VISA

08/10/95 Lodging $ 304.94 Memo 960401 Theos Lawion, 1A VIsA

08/10/95 Meals s 29.04 Memo 960401 WH Smith Boston VISA

08/10/95 Meals s 100 00 Memo 960401 Legal Sea Foods _ Boston VISA

08/10/95 Meals s 132.060 Memo 960401 Hannah Java Tavern Merrtmack, NH VISA

08/10/95 Mecals s 20700 Memo 960401 Greenhouse Cafe Amherst, NH VISA

18/10/95 Mcals S 60 71 Memo 960401 Nouvelle Omaha, NE VISA

UB/10/95 Meals b 97 00 Memo 960401 Wild Bills Red Blull, CA VISA

08710795 Mecals S 56 42 Memo 960401 Ritz Carlion San Francisco ViSA

0871095 Telephone $ 3090 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Breok. IL Visa

08/10/95 Telephone S 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Ouk Brook, IL VISA

08/10/95 Telephone ) 340 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA

09/10/95 Lodging $ 134 40 Meno 960401  Kenmore Inn Fredricksburg VA VISA

10710795 Meals $ 17.00 Meme 960401  Host International San Francisco VISA

10/10/95 Miscellaneous  $ 49.99 Memo 960401 EMS Manchester, NH VISA

10/10/95 Miscellaneous  § 152.50¢ Memo 960401 Wallachs Manchester, NH VISA

11/10/95 Lodging s 37.51 Memo 96040F Town Clock Inn Dubuque, 1A VISA

11/10/95 Miscellaneous  $ 110.00 Memo 960401  The Costume Gallery Derry. NH VISA

11/10/95 Telephone $ 22.69 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

11/10/95 Telephone $ 57.18 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

11/10/95 Telephone $ 545 Memo 96040 GTE Airfonc OGak-Brook, IL VISA

11/10/95 Telephone s 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, 1L VISA

11/10/95 Telephone $ 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

il 11/16/95 Telephone $ 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

‘§ = 11/10/95 Telephone $ 16.94 Memo 960401 GTE Airone Oak Brook. IL VISA

Y] 11/10/95 Telephone $ 3993 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

‘QE 12/10/95 Meals 13 51.20 Memo 960401  Edward Paim Beach, FL. VISA

=5 12/10/95 Telephone $ 1120 Memo 960408 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

‘ 12/10/95 Telephone $ 3419 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. 1L VISA

5l 12/10/95 Telephone $ 38.62 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
PJB Tr ‘elated Expenses Page 1> '8 199
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01/10/96 Lodging $ 17.15 Memo 960401 Hilton Baton Rouge VISA
01/10/96 Lodging s 127.19 Mecmo 960401  Younkers Sioux City, 1A VISA
01/10/96 Lodging s 3578 Memo 960401  Younkers Sioux City, IA VISA
01/16/96 Lodging ] 29 66 Mcmo 960401  Younkers Sioux City, 1A VISA
01/10/96 Lodging 5 23 85 Memo 960401  Younkers Sioux City, [A VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone S 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Paim Beach, FL VISA
01/16/96 Telephone 5 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone LY 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960411 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
1/§0/96 Telephone $ 8 32 Memo 960401 GTE Airone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/H96 Telephone s 8 32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
011107196 Telephone s 14 07 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01710796 Teiephone ) 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone Y 14.07 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone -} 5.56 Memo 960401 ATET AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 8.35 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville. FL VISA
01710796 Telephone b 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 7.73 Memeo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Tclephone $ 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Aitdone Palm Beach, FL VISA
0110/96 Telephong b [5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ [5.45 Memo 9604G1 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone A 15.45 Memo 960431 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA
' b 01/10196 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfane Oak Breok, 1L VISA
§ -2 01/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
4 02/10/96 Meals $ 269.98 Memo 960401 The Cutting Co Des Moincs VISA
&E 02/10/96 Meals s 72 60 Meto 960401 Monroe's Rest & Bar Mason City. 1A VISA
B (2/10/96 Meais $ 72.75 Memo 96041 The Cutlting Co Des Mainces VISA
r3 02/10/96 Supplies $ 10118 Memo 960401 Walgreen Des Moines VISA
g 02/10/96 Supplics ) 15987 Mcmo 9604 Walgreen Des Moines VISA

3/24/99
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[ Date  Eapense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
02/1/96 Telephone H 1407 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10096 Telephone s 16 29 Mecmo 960401  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, [L VISA
02/1/96 Telephone H 1545 Mcmo 96l GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/1/96 Telcphone 3 1545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s | 85 Memo Y6048l GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 158 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. 1L ViSa
02/10/96 Telephone 5 545 Mecmo 960401 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/14/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brock. L VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo Y6040) GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone 3 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. L VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 8 32 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 15200 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 48 55 Mema 9604001 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone 5 11 06 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 106 87 Memo 960400 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
(2/10/96 Telephone H 545 Memo 960401 GTE Aidone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telcphone 3 545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Tclephone s 545 Mcmo Y60401  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L VISA
02/10/96 Telcphone $ 6292 Memo 966401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, {L VISA
02/10/96 Telephone ) 7442 Memo 96040 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
(2/10/96 Telephone s 832 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 3131 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone 5 74 42 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telcphone 3 8.32 Mcmo 460401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL ViSA
02/10/96 Telephone 3 68.67 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VIisSA
02/10/96 Telephone S 15.45 Memo 96040t GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
Subtotal $ 544760
01/25/95 Telephone $ 147.42 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
02/25/95 Telephone s 190.00 Memo 966401a Bell Atiantic McLean Checking
03/15/95 Telephone s 211.24 Memo 9604012 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
03/15/95 Telcphone $ 182 00 Mcmo 960401a Molorola McLean Checking
03/20/95 Telephone $ 120.00 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean " Checking
04/13/95 Telephone $ 142.37 Memo 9604(1a Beil Atlantic McLecan Checking

PJB Trave' ™alated Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
05/20/95 Telephone $ 25.11 Memo 9604013 Motorola McLean Checking
06/01/95 Telephone $ 537.00 Memo 960301a Bell Atlantic MclLean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone 5 235.16 Moo Y60401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone s 22.00 Memeo 9604013 Motorola McLean Checking
07/26/95 Telephone s 193.05 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
07/26/95 Telephone $ 257.21 Memo 960401 1a Motorola McLean Checking
08/11/95 Telephone s 22.00 Memo 96040ta Motorola McLean Checking
08/22/95 Telephone § 203.76 Mcmo 96{4(11a Bell Atiantic McLean Checking
09/15/95 Telephone S 28.00 Memo 9604¢1a Motorola McLean Checking
10/10/95 Telephone $ 30100 Memo 96040ta Bell Atlantic Mck.ean Checking
[1/11/95 Telephone $ 600.00 Memo 960401a Bell Atfantic Mcl.ean Checking
+17/21/95 Telephone $ 581.30 Memo 9604¢t1a Bell Atlansic McLcan Checking
11/24/95 Telephone h 413.00 Memo 9604012 Motorola McLean Checking
11/25/95 Telcphone s 40.00 Memo 9604012 Motorola McL.can Checking
12/20/95 Tclephone $ 106 1} Memo 9604t11a Moteorola McLcan Checking
Subtotal s $.557 62
3/30/90 Meals $ 410 (0 Memo 96059 Hampton Street Columbia. SC American Express
0396 Meals s 97.000 Mcmo 960509  Boston Steak House Greenville, SC American Express
03/30/96 Mcals s 9510 Memo 960509 Outback Steakhouse Columbus. GA American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 280 00 Memo 960509 Ruth’s Chris Steak House  Memphis, TN American Express
03/30/96 Meals b 170.080 Memo 960509 Old San Fran Stcak House  Dallas American Express
03730/96 Meals $ 192 09 Mcemo 960509 Brennans Restaurant Houston, TX American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 92.00 Memo 960509 Marnott Chicage American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 112.03 Meme 960509 BeechTree Flint, Ml Ametican Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 54 0 Memo 960509 Marrioll Chicago American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 27500 Memo 960509  Chicago Road Steak House Dearborn. Ml American Express
03/34/96 Meals 5 88 00 Memo 960509 Hunan Lion Vienna. VA American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 89.65 Memo 960509 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 27200 Memo 960509 Ritz Carlton McLean American Express
Subtotal $§ 222677
03/29/96 F/R Evenl $ 688.00 Memo 960708 Miguel Yanos McLean Checking
03/28/96 F/R Event $ 64506 Memo 960708 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
03/10/96 F/R Event $ 167500 Memo 960708 Chevy Chase Caterers Mclean Checking
05/10/96 F/R Evenl $ 697.00 Memoe 960708  Alexandria Florist McLean Checking
Subtoetal $ 3.705 .06

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
05/30/96 Lodging 5 125 83 Mcmeo 9607082 Sheraton Charlotte. NC American Express
05/30/96 Lodging b 99 68 Mecmo 960708a thilion Sioux City, 1A American Express
05/30/96 Lodging 5 96 10 Mcmo 9607083 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Baise, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 10693 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Inns Boise. ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging $ 227 40 Memo 4607083 The Westbank inn Idaho Falis, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging S 3745 Memo 960708a Best Western Pocatcilo, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging ) 228.97 Mema 9607082 Radisson Raleigh, NC American Express
05/30/96 Meals s 127.70 Memo 9607082 Irregardless Raleigh, NC American Express
05/30/96 Meals s 93 79 Memo 960708a Carvers Charlotte, NC American Express
05/306/96 Meals $ 148 (X) Memo 960708a The Chart House Boise, ID American Express
05/30/96 Meals $ 18 00 Memo 960708a Jakes Idaho Falls, ID American Express
06/29/96 Lodging s 23817 Mcmo 960708a Marriott San Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Lodging S 69 07 Mcmo 9607(18a Best Western Bozeman, MT American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ 191 09 Mcmo 960708a Crown Sterling Birmingham. AL Amcrican Express
06/29/96  Lodging $ 11772 Memo 960708a Crown Sterling Birmingham. AL American Express
06/299 Lodging ) Y7 Tt Memo 960 7T08a Sheraton Billings, MT American Express
06729/ Lodging $ 108 90 Memo 960708 Embassey Suites Monigomery, AL American Express
06/29/90  Lodging 3 434 11 Memo 2607082 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Scattle. WA © American Express
06/29/96  Lodging s 419 81 Memo Y60708a Red Lion Holels & Inns Scattic, WA American Express
D6/29/96  Lodging $ 164 59 Memo 9607082 Adam's Mark Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96  Lodging s 130.8% Memo 960708a Adam's Mark Mobile, AL American Express
06/29196 Meals § 8314 Memo 9607082 Anthony's Des Moines American Express
06/29/96 Meals s 323.000 Memo 9607082 Ruth's Chris Steak House  Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Mcals $ 23500 Memo 960708a Etla's Scafoed Scattle. WA American Express
06/29/96 Meals ) 153.20 Memo 9607082 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA Aunerican Express
06/29/96 Meals s 232.00 Memo 9607082 Morton's San Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Mcals b 125.00 Memo 960708a Juliano's Billings. MT American Express

Subtotal s 4.553.44

06/10/96 Meals $ 140.00 Memo 960708b O'Brian's Bozeman. MT VISA
09/07/96 Limo s 92.00 Memo 960916 A-l Limo McLecan Checking
(5/10/96 Tclephone $ 116.00 Memo 961114 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
01/31/95 Per Diem 5 45.00 Memo 961995 03 days '« $15/day McLean Cash
02/28/95 Per Diem $ 135,00 Memo 961995 09 days ‘@ $15/day McLean Cash

PJB Tra»
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[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
03/31/95 Per Diem s 450.00 Memo 961995 30 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
04/30/95 Per Diem s 360,00 Memo 961995 24 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
05/31/95 Per Diem s 405.00 Memo 961995 27 days «@ $15/day McLean Cash
06/30/95 Per Dicm $ 43500 Mcmo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
07/31/95 Per Dicm S 390.00 Memo 961995 206 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
08/31/95 Per Diem s 255.00 Memo 961995 17 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
09/30/95 Per Diem s 31500 Mcmo 961995 2] days an $15/day McLean Cash
10/31/95 Per Diem $ 360.00 Mcmo 961995 24 days @ §$15/day McLean Cash
11/30/95 Per Diem 5 390.00 Mema 961995 26 days @ §$15/day McLean Cash
12/31/95 Per Diem $ 405.00 Mema 961995 27 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
01/31/96 Per Diem s 435.00 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash

- 02/29/96 Per Diem $ 43500 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
03/31/96 Per Diem S 405.00 Mcmo 961995 27 days @ $15/day McLcan Cash
04/30/96 Per Diem $ 60.00 Memo 961995 04 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
05/31/96 Per Dicin s 165.00 Memo 961995 || days @ $15/day McLean Cash
06/30/96 Per Dicm $ 90 00 Memo 961995 06 days @ $t5/day McLean Cash

Subitotal 3 5,515.00

PJB Travel Refated Expenses

Page 18 of 18

gg;gg_gmqmﬁétgcvo.'mou...dd..n

3/24/99



. e r e T TP OOYOWP W
- riag, wwmy gmn e e
E—E& a m H .J;r B é:j ﬂ:ﬂ &:3! e H"§ I el !

Patrick J. & Shelley S. Buchanan

Expenses Submitted for Reimbursement

| Date Expense Type Amount Reference Merchang City Payment Method]
01/12/95 Miscellancous § 12196 EAR#OLI2 BFP Expenscs McLean Ametican Express
01/25/95 Telephone s 147 42 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
01/31/95% Per Diem $ 4500 Memo 961995 03 days . $15/day McLean Cash
01/31/95 Ledging $ 272.28 EAR 4579 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/31/95 Lodging $ 5900 EAR #5790 Radisson Baton Rouge American Express
01/31/95 Airfare s 187100 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
01/31/95 Airfare $ 1.871.00 EAR #57% United Airlines McLean American Express
01711795 Airfare $ 61400 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01/731/95 Airfare H 614000 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01731795 Airfare s 764 00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
011195 Aarfare b 764 Y EAR #5790 USAr McLean American Express
0271 wys Musceltancous  $ 100 EAR #1660 BFP Expenscs McLean American Express
02125195 Telephone 3 190 00 Mema vodoty Bell Attanisc McLean Checking
02/28/95 Per [wem s 135 00 Memo 901995 09 davs @ $15/day McLean Cash
(12/38/95 Lodging $ W69l EAR #3704 Hilon Boston American Express
02/28/95 Muscctlancous $ 1175 EAR #3704 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH Amcrican Express
02/28/95 Lodging s 54513 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/28/95 Lodging $ 68294 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Phoenix, AZ American Express
02/28/95 Lodging b 46.81 EAR #5790 Marriott Scotisdale, AZ American Express
02/28/95 Meals s 4300 EAR #3704 Quigley's Washington D.C.  American Express
02/28/95 Airfare 5 1.894.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLcan American Express
02/28/95 Airfare $ 1.894.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
02/28/95 Airfare $ 201050 EAR#3704  USAIr McLean American Express
02/28/95 Airfare $ 2,010.50 EAR #3704  USAnr McLean Amcrican Express
03/10/95 Lodging $ 378.42 EAR #1244 Adam's Mark McLean VISA
03/15/95 Telephone $ 211.24 Memo 9604012 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
= 03/15/95 Telephone h) 182.00 Memo 9604012 Motarola McLean Checking

g < 03/19/95 F/R Event $ 1.549.41 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage Mcl.ean Checking
03/20/95 Telephone $ 120.00 Memo Y6040 1a Molorola McLean Checking
03/28/95 Lodging $ 81.80 EAR #5791 Loew’s Anatole Dallas American Express
03/29/95 Airfare $ 799 00 EAR #5790 American Airlines MecLean American Express -
03/29/95  Airfare $ 799 0 EAR #5790 Anicrican Airlines McLcan American Express

?5 — 03/29/95 Lodging $ 13600 EAR #5790 Loew's Analole Dallas American Express

FSPJB Travel Related Expenses Page 1 of 17 3
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| Date  Expense Type  Amount __ Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

03/30/95 Lodging s 8490 EAR #3704  Black Hawk Hoyel Davenpont, [A American Express
03/30/95 Lodging 5 37.17 EAR #1244 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach. FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s (37.17) EAR #3704  Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s 37.17 EAR #3704  Brcakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Airfare s 95 EAR #3704  Dclta Airlines Columbia, §C American Express
03/30/95  Airfare 1 9500 EAR #3704  Delta Aitlines Columbia, SC American Express
03/30/95 Airfare s 59900 EAR #3704  Dcha Airlines Palm Beach. FL American Express
03/30/95 Airfarc s 59900 EAR #3704  Dclia Airlines Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging ) 140.55 EAR #3704  Dobson Ranch inn Mesa, AZ American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 14433 EAR #3704  Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express
03/30/95 Car Rental $ 566.94 EAR #1244 Hertz Palm Beach, FL American Express
-03/30/95 Lodging s 10231 EAR #1704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
03/30/95 Lodging S 13500 EAR #3704  Marriont San Diego American Express
03/30/95 Lodging 3 264 59 EAR #3704  Marriolt Bloomington, MN  American Express
03/30/95 Airfare s 2.108 () EAR #3704 Northwest Airlines Detroit. Ml American Express
0Y30/95 Lodging s 467 80 EAR #1244 Rits-Carlton McLean American Express
010/95 Lodging s 51049 EAR #3704  Ruts-Carlion Naples. FL American Express
0330795 Lodging $ 9150 EAR #1708 Sheraton Charleston. SC Amcrican Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 15425 EAR #3704 Town & Couniry Hotel San Dicgo American Express
U3/30/95 Lodging s 216 69 EAR #3704  Town & Country Hotel San Diego American Express

03/31/95 Per Diem b 450.00 Memo 961995 30 days ‘@ $15/day McLean Cash
03/31/95 Meals s 13800 EAR #5790 La Colline Washington D.C.  American Express
03/31/95 Meals L I83 .00 EAR #5790 The Palm Washington D.C.  American Express

04/14/95 Telephone $ 14237 Memo Y60401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking

04/28/95 Lodging s 16013 EAR #5790 Best Western Rosemont, [L American Express
04/28/95 Lodging $ 1839 EAR #5790 Dobsen Ranch Inn Mesa, AZ American Express
04/28/95 Lodging s 88 48 EAR #5790 Hillon Sioux City. A American Express
04/28/95 Lodging s 21741 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Allama American Express
04/28/95 Lodging $ 26275 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Atlania American Express

04/30/95 Per Diem $ 360.00 Memo 961995 24 days 4 $15/day McLean Cash
. 04730795 Airfare b3 6000 EAR #5790 America West Tempe. AZ American Express
Eg 04/30/95 Airfare s 60 00 EAR #5790 America Wesl Tempe. AZ American Express
04730795 Airfare b3 60 0 EAR #5790 Amcrica West Tempe. AZ Amcrican Express
]\-E 04/30/95 Meals $ 218 11 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford. NH American Express
" 04/30/95 Meals 5 15000 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford. NH American Express
04/3/95  Airfare $ 157.00 EAR #5790 Delia Airlines Huntsville. AL American Express
Es — 04/30/95  Airfare $ 157.00 EAR #5790 Delia Airlines Huntsville, AL Amcrican Express
04/30/95 Teiephone $ 3148 EARW#5790  GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL American Express

PJB Travel Related Expenses Page 2 of 17 3/24/99
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| Date  Eipense Type Amount Refercnce Merchant City Payment Method |
04/30/95 Telephone S 1863 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 6913 EAR #5790 Hampion inn Omaha, NE American Express
04/3(495 Lodging s I89 13 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester. NH American Express
047395 Lodging $ 62045 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH Amcrican Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 26305 EAR #5790 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express
04/30/95 Mcals s 2583 EAR #5790 Hyatt Dallas American Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 84 00 EAR #5790 Hyvatt Dallas American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 36 13 EAR #5790 Marriott Denver American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 14339 EAR #5790 Marriott Denves American Express
04/30/95 Lodging $ 216 44 EAR #5790 Marriott Huntsville, AL American Express
04730795 Airfare $ (428 (K1} EAR #5790 Northwest Airlines Minncapolis American Express
04/30/95 Meals s 14 00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Meals $ 10510 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rin Restr Manchcester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Mcals $ 950t EAR #5790 The Garden Cale Omaha, NE American Express
03/30/95 Ayrfare $ 292 () EAR #5790 USAir Manchester, NH American Express
4/30/95  Aurfare ) 292 00 EAR #5790 USAir Manchester, NH Amcrican Express
(4730795 Lodging $ 162 72 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotcl Phocnix, AZ Amcrican Express
05/10/95 Gas s I8 07 Memo Y6401 Chevron Del Ray Beach.FL  VISA
05/10/95 Lodging s 156 29 Memo 96041 Comfort Inn York. PA ViSA
05/10/95 Telephone 3 515 Memo 960408 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
115/10/95 TFclephone Y 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Ouk Brook, 1L VISA
(15/10/95 Telcphone 5 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Tclephone $ 773 Memo ¥6040¢ GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telcphone $ 7.73 Memo 96040}  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 10.30 Memo 96040t GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone 5 10.30 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L VISA
05/10/95 Telephone 5 12.88 Memo 960401 GTE Airfonc Qak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 18,03 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 23.18 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone 5 25.75 Memo 960301 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 30.90 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 33.48 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
05/10¢/95 Telephone ] 33.48 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 38.63 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone 5 46 35 Memo 960401  GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
05710495 Telephone ) 5§50 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Gas $ 23.15 Memo %60401 Mobil Newcumber, PA VISA
05/10/95 Taxi 5 4500 Memo 960401 Yellow Cab Denver VISA
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[ _Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Mecchant City Payment Method |
05/20/95 Telephone ¥ 25.11 Memo 9604013 Motorola McLean Checking
05/31/95 Per Diem b 40500 Memo 961995 27 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
05/31/95 Lodging $ 34.10 EAR #5790 Broadwalk Plaza Rehoboth, DE American Express
05/31/95 Airfare s 306.00 EAR #5790 Deha Airlines Cincinnati American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 167.00 EAR #5790 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore, MD American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 541.71 EAR #57%0 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore, MD American Express
05/31/195 Lodging $ 10260 EAR #5790 Henlopen Hotel Rehoboth, DE American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 133.69 EAR #5790 Hilton LaFayette, LA American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 425 EAR #57%0 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 135.10 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH  American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 5380 EAR #5790 Hyatt Orlando, FL. American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 131.64 "EAR #5790 Hyatt Orlando, FL American Express
05/31/95 Meals s 27.00 EAR #5790 Murphy's State House Concord, NH American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 25789 EAR #5790 Radisson Florence, KY American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 47.50 EAR #5790 Ramada Inn Metairie, LA American Express
03/31/95 Meals s 80 00 EAR #5790 Rusty Rudder Dewey Beach, DE  American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 3318 EARASTYO Sheraton Tampa, FL. American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 107.04 EAR #5790 Sheraton Tampa, FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 436 46 EAR #5790  Sheraton Metairie, LA American Express
06/01/95 Telephone s 537.00 Memo 960401a Bell Adantic McLean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone s 23516 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone s 22.00 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
06/29/95 Lodging s 221.51 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
06/29/95 Lodging s 462,06 EAR #5790 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express
06/29/95 Lodging s 22067 EAR #5790 Hotel Somerset Somerset, NJ American Express
06/29/95 Lodging $ 23127 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Del Mar, CA American Express
06/29/95 Lodging s 301.85 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Del Mar, CA American Express
06/30/95 Per Diem $ 435.00 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
06/30/95 Meals s 61.00 EAR #5790 Amalgamated Spirit Cedar Rapids. A American Express
06/30/95 Lodging $ 112.94 EAR #5790 Best Weslern Lavale, MD American Express
06/30/95 Miscellaneous § (150.17) EAR #5790 Counts Western Wear Washington D.C.  American Express
06/30/95 Miscellanecus  $ 79630 EAR #5790 Counts Western Wear Washington D.C.  American Express
06/30/95 Telephone $ 258 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
06/30/95 Lodging $ 191.75 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenvilte, SC American Express
06/30/95 Lodging b 404 .58 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenville, SC American Express
06/30/95 Meals s 116 0 EAR #5790 Ruth's Chris Steak House  Arlington, VA American Express
06730195 Lodging s 24544 EAR #5790 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, fA  American Express
07/26/95 Telephone $ 193.05 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date  Eixpense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
07/26/95 Telephone Y 25721 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
07/29/95 Meals s 80.25 EAR #4272 Brady's San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 38 34 EAR #4272 Courtyard Phocnix, AZ American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 109.21 EAR #4272 Courtyard Phoenix, AZ American Express
07/29/95 lLodging 5 13161 EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 197.08 EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 5943 EAR #4272 Holiday Inn Phoenix, AZ American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 7504 EAR #4272 Holiday Inn Dubuque, [A American Express
07/29/95 Meals S 78.00 EAR #4272 Host International Detroit, MI American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 31.80 EAR #4272 Hyatt San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 49.44 EAR #4172 Hyatt San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 197.88 EAR #4272 Hyatt Sacramenta, CA American Express
07/29/95 Meals s 76.00 EAR #4272 Imperial House Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 185.50 EAR #4272 Marrioft Detroit, Ml American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 193.23 EAR #4272 Marriott St. Louis, MO American Express
07/29/95 Meals H 67 13 EAR #4272 Noah's Restaurant Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Meals $ 9393 EAR #4272 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
07/29/95" Lodging s 13173 EAR #4272 Radisson Omaha, NE American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 166 B9 EAR #4272 Radisson Omaha, NE - American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 11.37 EAR #4272 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging 3 183.14 EAR #4272 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging b 541 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Pasadena, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 13.75 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Luguna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging ) 56.29 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 154.97 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Pasadena, CA American Express
07/29/935 Lodging s 32761 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Luguna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 55410 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton San Francisco Amecrican Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 664.82 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 14.82 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 162.11 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Meals h 113.00 EAR #4272 The Drover Omaha, NE American Express
07/29/95 Airfare s 10¢.00 EAR #4272 TranWorld Air St. Louis, MO American Express
07/29/95 Airfare s 7500 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
07/29/95 Airfare $ 7500 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 5574 EAR #4272 Villa Hotel San Mateo, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 270.78 EAR #4272 Wyndham Franklin Plaza  Philadelphia American Express
07/31/95 Per Diem $ 390.00 Memo 961995 26 days i $15/day McLean Cash
08/10/95 Limo $ 186.00 EAR #4272 A-1 Limo McLean Checking

" Related Expenses
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[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

08/10/95 Lodging s 555.05 Memo 960401 Embassey Suites Coraopolis, PA VISA

08/10/95 Meals $ 207.00 Memo 960401  Greenhouse Cafe Ambherst, NH VISA

08/10/95 Telephone s 5.15 Memo 960401 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook. IL VISA

08/10/95 Telephone L 3 30.46 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L VISA

08/10/95 Telephone s 30.90 Memo 96040t GTE Airfone Oak Brook, 1L VISA

08/10/95 Meals S 132.00 Memo 960401 Hannah Java Tavern Merrimack, NH VISA

08/10/95 Meals $ 300.00 Memo 960401 Legal Sea Foods Boston VISA

08/10/95 Lodging 5 175.19 Memo 960401 Marriott Kansas City, MO VISA

08/10/95 Meals $ 60.71 Memo 960401 Nouvelle Omaha, NE VIsA

08/10/95 Lodging s 21392 Memo 960401 Park Plaza Boston VISA

08/10/95 Meals 5 56.42 Memo 960401 Ritz Carlton San Francisco VISA

08/10/95 Lodging 5 304.94 Memo 960401 Theos Lawton, [A VISA

08/10/95 Meals s 29.04 Memo 96040F WH Smith Boston VISA

08/10/95 Meals $ 97.00 Memo 960401 Wild Bills Red Bluff, CA VISA

08/11/95 Telephone s 22.00 Memo 9604013 Motorola McLean Checking
08/22/95 Telephone 5 203 76 Mema 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking

08/29/95 Telephone b3 545 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksenville, FL American Express
08/29/95 Lodging 3 27161 EAR #1438 Bedford Village Inn Bedford, NH American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 6549 EAR #1438 Best Western Council Bifs, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 209.8) EAR #1438 Best Western Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 6525 EAR #1438 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 323.05 EAR #1438 Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids. A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 140.44 EAR #1438 Days Inn Ottumwa, [A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging M 23338 EAR #)438 Embassey Suites Charlatte, NC American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 1,466.02 EAR #]438 ‘Embassy Suites Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals ] 119.00 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Boston American Express
08/29/95 Meals $ 15828 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Ottumwa, [A American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 28.27 EAR #1438 Garden Cafe Council Blfs, IA American Express
08/29/95 Telephone s 5.15 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
- 08/29/95 Telephone $ 7.73 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, 1L American Express
E =3 08/29/95 Telephone $ 10.30 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
e = 08/29/95 Telephone $ 30.90 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
‘ g 08/29/95 Lodging $ 77.28 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, [A American Express
& 08/29/95 Lodging $ 116.48 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
" 08/29/95 Lodging $ 68.67 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Waterloo, TA American Express
(08/29/95 Lodging ] 107.63 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Independence. OH  American Express
(8/29/95 Lodging 3 114.35 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Concord, NH American Express
08/29/95 Lodpging $ 171.09 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Mason City, 1A American Express

PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date Eipense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
08/29/95 Lodging s 1894 EAR #1418 Hyan Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 28675 EAR #1418 Hyatt Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 63747 EAR#¥I418 Hyatl Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 3600 EAR #1418 King Sea Chinese Rest Souix City, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 33982 EAR #1418 Meridian Boston American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 15202 EAR #1438 M's Restaurant Omaha, NE American Express
08/29/95 Meals $ 6500 EAR #1414 Noah's Restaurant Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 8900 EAR #1438  Outback Steakhouse Cedar Rapids, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 267.00 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 28425 EAR #1418 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
08/21/95 Per Diem $ 255.00 Memo 961995 17 days @ $15/day Mcl.ean Cash
08/31/95 Meals $ 271.61 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford, NH American Express
08/31/95 Meals s 9500 EAR #5790 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
09/02/95 Telephone S 202,18 EAR #3704  Bell Alantic McLean Checking
09/10/95 Lodgirg s 134 40 Memo 960401 Kenmore Inn Fredricksburg. VA VISA
09/14/95 Telephone s 5600 EAR #1704  Motorola Chicago Checking
09/15/95 Telephone S 28 00 Memo 9604012 Motorola McLean Checking
09/29/95 Lodging s 12808 EAR #1418 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
19/29/95 Telephone 5 2972 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging S (216.96) EAR #1438 Balsams Grand Hotel Dixville Nch, NH  American Express
09/29/95 Meals L 8564 EAR #1438 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH Auerican Express
09/29/95 Meals S 48.00 EAR #1438 Don AleJandros Las Vegas American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 110.00 EAR #1438 Eastgate Motor Inn Litileton, NH American Express
09/29/95 Miscellaneous § 7449 EAR #1438 EMS Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Telephone s 5.15 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone $ 5.15 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone s 41.20 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL Aumerican Express
09/29/95 Telephone s 4378 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone b 5923 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Meals $ 20000 EAR #1438 Hennessy's Columbia, SC American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ [13.40 EAR #1438 Hilton Las Vegas American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 22769 EAR #1438 Hilton Pittsburgh, PA American Express
09/29/95 Lodging M 307.14 EAR #1438 Hifton Ocala, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 562.43 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 12267 EAR #1438 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express
09/29/95 Lodging S 179.53 EAR #1438 Hyau Greenville, SC American Express
’__ 09/29/95 Lodging s 3254 EAR #1438 Laughlin Nev Las Vepas American Express
09/29/95 Meals 5 108.51 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
PJB Tras  “elated Expenses Page 7 -
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| Date  Expepse Type  Amount____ Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
09/29/95 Meals s 17500 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 18.18 EAR #1438 Radisson Orlando, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 10434 EAR #1438 Radisson Orlando, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 83.84 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Gainesville, FL American Express
09/29/95 Meals ) 99.00 EAR #1438 Steak & Ale Gainesville, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging 3 19440 EAR #1438  The Highlander inn Manchester, NH Aumerican Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 96.30 EAR #1438  The Wilcox Inn Aiken, SC American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 41.04 EAR #1438 Traveler Motel Berlin, NH American Express
09/30/95 Per Diem 3 315.06 Memo 961995 21 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
09/30/95 Miscellaneous § 104.50 EAR #5790  Macy's McLean American Express
09/30/95 Meals s 97.00 EAR #5790 Ritz Carlton Mclean American Express
10/02/95 Telephone s 21438 EAR #3704  Bell Atlantic Mclean Checking
10/06/95 F/R Event ) 688.96 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
10/07/95 Telephone s 41231 EAR #3704  Molorola Chicago Checking
10/08/95 Taxi $ 18400 EAR#3704 A-)Limo McLean Checking
10/10/95 Telephone s 301 00 Memo 9604¢1a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
1/10/95  Supplies $ 2500 EAR#3704 EMS Manchester, NH VISA
10/10/95 Miscellaneous 4999 Memo 460401 EMS Manchesier, NH VISA
10/10/95 Meals 3 17.00 EAR #3704  Host International San Francisco VISA
10710795 Meals L} {17.00) Memo 960401 Host International San Francisce VISA
10/10/95 Meals 3 1700 Memo 960401 Host International San Francisco VISA
10/10/95 Miscellaneous  § 152.50 Memo 960401 Wallachs Manchester, NH VISA
10/29/95 Meals 5 10500 EAR #1438 Austins Omaha, NE American Express
10/29/95 Lodging 3 70.53 EAR #1438  Best Western Clinton, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging 3 218.86 EAR #1438 Best Western Fort Dodge, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging ) 8480 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Spring Lake, NJ American Express
10/29/95 Meals 3 150.00 EAR #1438 Cale Paradiso Tampa, FL American Express
10/29/95 Meals $ 128.00 EAR #1438 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging b 8863 EAR #1438 Comfort Inn Yokenportsmth NH American Express
g s 10/29/95 Lodging S 34536 EAR #1438 Embassey Suiles Tampa, FL Amenican Express
E 10/29/95 Meals s 31.08 EAR #1438  Garden Cafe Council Blfs, IA  American Express
\}Ug 10/29/95 Lodging $ 24910 EAR #1438 Hilton Mesa, AZ American Express
B 10/29/95 Lodging S 27548 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
U\ 3 10/29/95 Lodging $ 207.67 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
o 10/29/95 Lodging $ 396.73 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
A T T 10/29/95 Lodging $ 330.63 EAR #1438 Hotel Fori Des Moines Des Moines American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 132.00 EAR #1438  Marriott Orlando, FL American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 163.04 EAR #1438 Marrioft Orlando, FL American Express
PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date  Ezxpense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
10/29/95 Lodging $ 18187 EAR #1438 Marriott Newark, NJ American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 213.64 EAR #1438 Marriott Newark, NJ American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 30779 EAR #1438 Marriott Omaha, NE American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 439.03 EAR #1438 Mariott Greenville, SC American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 271.50 EAR #1438 Monteteone Hotel New Orleans, LA American Express
10/29/95 Miscellaneous § 3429 EAR #1438 Presidents Rvr Clb Davenpont, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Meals S 10540 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Resir Manchester, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 218.53 EAR #1418 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, JA  American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 261.00 EAR #1438 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express
10/29/95 Meals s 68.02 EAR #1438 The First Edition Sioux City, 1A American Express
10/31/95 Per Diem ] 360.00 Memo 961995 24 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
11/10/95 Telephone s 545 EAR#3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone S 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone H 832 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. iL VISA
11710195 Telephone $ 1120 EAR #1704  GTE Airfonc Qak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone s 1120 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone S 1694 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 16.94 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone 3 2269 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L VISA
11/10/95 Telephone S 2269 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone s 3993 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Teiephone s 39.93 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone s 5718 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 57.18 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/16/95 Miscelfaneous § 110,00 EAR #3704 The Costume Gallery Manchester, NH VISA
11/10/95 Miscellaneous § (110.00) Memo 960401 The Costume Gallery Derry, NH VISA
- 11/10/95 Miscetlaneous § 110.00 Memo 960401 The Costume Gallery Derry, NH VISA
g -3 11/10/95 Meals b3 37.51 EAR #3704  Town Clock Inn Dubuque, A VISA
E 11/10/95 Lodging s 37.51 Memo 960401 Town Clock Inn Dubugque, [A VISA
E 11/11/95 Telephone 3 60000 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
3 11/21/95 Telephone 5 581.30 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
%ﬂﬁ 11/24/95 Bar Tab $ 42665 EAR #3704  MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
o 11/24/95 Telephone s 40.02 EAR #3704  Motorola Chicago Checking
B 11/24/95 Telephone $ 413.00 Memo 9604012 Motorola McLean Checking
11/25/95 Telephone 5 200.84 EAR #3704  Bell Adantic McLean Checking
PJB Tra lated Expenses Page 91
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[ Date Expense Type  Amount  Reference Merchant City Payment Method]
11/25/95 Telephone s 40.00 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
11/28/95 Meals s 140.00 EAR #1438 Angus Steak Ranch Pensacola, FL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 792 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL-  American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 309.62 EAR #1438 Best Western Sedona, AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 1,599.61 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 169.57 EAR #1438 Captain Cook Hotel Anchorage, AK American Express
11/28/95 Meals h 160.00 EAR #1438 Charlie's Crab Palm Beach, FL American Express
11/28/95 Meals s 211.00 EAR #1438 Cole's Restaurant Buffalo, NY American Express
11/28/95 Airfare s 1.224.00 EAR #1438 Delta Airlines Fairbanks, AK American Express
11/28/95 Airfare 5 1,224.00 EAR #1438 Delta Airiines Fairbanks, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 199.42 EAR #1438 Fairbanks Princess Fairbanks, AK Ametican Express
11/28/95 Telephone $ 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone § 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone b} 11.20 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Broaok, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone $ 7442 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 7729 EAR #1438 GTE Airlone Gak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 17193 EAR #1438 Hanover Inn Hanover, NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 141.60 EAR #1438 Hilton Phocnix, AZ American Express
112895 Lodging $ 3831 EAR #1438 Hilton Chicago American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 256.51 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 3300 EAR #1438 Hospitality Inn Pensacola, FL American Express
11/28/95 Miscellaneous § 6999 EAR #1438 Hos! International Anchorage, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging ) 182.18 EAR #1438 Huntington Hotel Melville, NY American Express
11/28/95 [.odging b 168.37 EAR #1438 Hyatt Buffalo, NY American Express
11/28/95 Lodging S 131.72 EAR #1438 Marriott Denver American Express
11/28/95 Lodging ) 19932 EAR #1438 Marriott Cleveland American Express
11/28/95 Lodging M 250.00 EAR #1438 Marriott Orlando, FL American Express
11/28/95 Meals s 102.00 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 3334 EAR #1438 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
11/28/95 Lodging 3 305.10 EAR #1438 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 109.89 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Latham, NY American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 116.11 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Latham, NY American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 1299 EAR #1438 Ritz-Carlton New York American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 484.37 EAR #1438 Ritz-Carlton New York Amencan Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 110.50 EAR #1438 Sheraton Windsor Locks.CT American Express
11/28/95 Ledging s 15932 EAR #1438 Sheraton Windsor Locks,CT  American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 13.21 EAR #1438 Shilo Portland Portland, OR ~ American Express
11/28/95 Meals $ 186.40 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
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{ Date  Eipense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
11/28/95 Lodging $ 120 27 EAR #1438 The Clift Hotel San Francisco American Express
11/28/95 Airfare s 641.00 EAR #1438 United Airlines McLean American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 8769 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging b 169 45 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging S 219.69 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 305.45 EAR #1438 Woodlands Plaza Hotel Flagstafl, AZ American Express
11/30/95 Per Diem 3 3190.00 Memo 961995 26 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
12/02/95 Telephone $ 308 38 EAR #1704  Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
12/08/95 F/R Event $ . 1,62485 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
12/10/95 Meals $ 51.20 Memo 960401 Edward Palm Beach, FL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone $ 1120 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone s 11:20 ‘Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL ViSA
12/10/95 Telephone L 3419 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone s 34.19 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone $ 3862 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telcphone s 18 62 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
12/2t495 Telephone $ 10516 EAR #3704  Molorola Chicago Checking
12/20/95 Telephone s 106 00 Memo 9604012 Motorola Mcl.ean Checking
12/22/95 Miscellaneous § 53818 EAR #3704  Alexandria Florist Alexandria, VA Checking
12/22/95 Miscellancous § 97707 EAR #3704  Classic Tenls Alexandria, VA Checking
12/22/95 F/R Evem S 977.07 Memo 951222 Classic Tenls MclLean Checking
12/31/95 Per Diem S 405.00 Memo 961995 27 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
12/31/95 Airfare s 539.00 EAR #5790 American Airfines Shreveport, LA American Express
12/31/95 Airfare s 539.00 EAR #5790 American Airlines Shreveport, LA American Express
12731/95 Airfare Y 539.00 EAR #5790 American Airlines Shreveport, LA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 6295 EAR #5790 Best Western Fort Dodge, TA American Express
i2/31/95 Lodging b 124 388 EAR #5790 Best Western Burlington, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Miscellaneous  § 389.80 EAR #3704  BFP Expenses McLean Undoc/Duplicate
12/31/95 Miscellaneous $§ (389.80) EAR #3704  BFP Expenses McLean Undoc/Duplicate
12/31/95 Lodging s 8422 EAR #5790 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Meals s 104.00 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Airfare L 20,00 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Atlanta American Express
12/31/95 Lodging M (126.61) EAR #5790 El Conquistador Resont Tucson, AZ American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 126.61 EAR #5790 Et Conquistador Resont Tucson, AZ Armerican Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 126.61 EAR #5790 El Conquistador Resort Tucsen, AZ American Express
12/31/95 Lodging L 56.53 EAR#57%0 Fairfield Inn Ottumwa, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Meals s 5274 EAR #5790 Fisherman's Bay Otiumwa, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Telephone $ 545 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, 1L American Express

‘lated Expenses
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{_Date __ Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
12/31/95 Telephone $ 25.56 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 88.80 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 110.50 EAR #5790  Hilton LaFayette, LA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging S 75.57 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Mason City, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 107.11 EAR #57%0 Holiday Inn Cedar Rapids, IA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging S 117.11 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA American Express
12/31195 Lodging $ 120.20 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 152.63 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 284 .85 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 284 98 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Dubuque, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 123319 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 11537 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 21840 EAR #5790 Matriot{ Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 219.38 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Meals s 5400 EAR #5790  Outback Steakhouse Cedar Rapids, A American Express
12/31/95 Meals $ 136 00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Meals 1 13559 EAR #5790 Ralph & Kacoo's Bossier City, LA American Express
12/31/95 Mcals s [09.20 EAR #5790 Red Lobster Roswelt, GA American Express
12/31/95 Meals s 390.00 EAR #5790 Ritz Carfion McLean American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 508.55 EAR #5790 Ritz-Carlton Phoenix, AZ American Express
12/31/95 Airfare $ 52.50 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
12/31/95 Airfare 5 52.5¢ EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.5 Memo 960407 AT&T AirOne Jacksonvilie, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 8.35 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Anrfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memao 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Mempo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/50/96 Telephone ¥ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone b 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Paim Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Memo 96040f GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach. FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 5 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA

PJB Travel Reiated Expenses
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Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01/10/96 Telephone s 7731 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 7.73 Memo v60401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Aiffone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01710796 Telephone $ 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airdone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 832 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 1 1407 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 407 Memo 960401 GTE Airdone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone 0ak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 1) 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Lodging $ i7.15 Memo 960401 Hilion Baton Rouge VISA
01/10/96 Lodging $ 23 85 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City, 1A VISA
01/16/96 Lodging s 2966 Memo 96040] Younkers Sioux City, JA VISA
01/10/9 Lodging 3 3578 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City. 1A VISA
016 Lodging $ 127 19 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City. 1A VISA
0H2%/9% Lodging 5 7169 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
0172%/96 Lodging $ 104 56 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Ledging s 143 38 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 31804 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 465.75 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 7259 EAR #5790 Austing Omaha, NE American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 134 00 EAR #5790 Bedferd Viliage inn Bedford, NH American Express
01/29/96 Supplies $ 58.90 EAR #5790 Benjamin Books Denver American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 439.00 EAR #5790 Brennans Restaurant New Orleans, LA American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 93.25 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 99.00 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 80.82 EAR #5790 Comfort Inn Memphis, TN American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 140.00 EAR #5790 Copeland's Baton Reuge American Express
01/25/96 Airfare $ 185.27 EAR #5790 Delia Airlines Boston American Express
01729/96 Airfare h) 185.27 EAR #5790 Delia Airlines Boston American Express
01/29/96 Aisfare $ 185.27 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Boston American Express
01/29/96 Airfare s 18527 EAR #5790 Delta Airfines Boston American Express
01/29/96 Telephone k3 42.81 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
01/29/96 Telephone $ 4568 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 24.16 EAR#5790  Hilton Batonr Rouge Americar Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 9568 EAR #5790  Hilton Baton Rouge American Express

rlated Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type  Amount  Reference Merchant City Payment Methad |
01/29/96 Lodging $ 146.10 EAR #5790  Hilton Anchorage, AK American Express
(11/29/96 Lodging S 159.00 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, IA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging S 16201 EAR #5790 Hilton Chicago American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 200.00 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express
01/29/96 Ledging s 202 01 EAR #5790 Hilton New Orleans, LA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 292 82 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 52.58 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 8247 EAR #5790  Holiday Inn Dubuque, 1A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 5 100.73 EAR #5790  Holiday Inn Monroe, LA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 3 137.64 EAR #5790  Holiday Inn Seatile, WA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 414.76 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 497.40 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 701.78 EAR #5790  Marriott Des Moines American Express
01/29/9¢ Lodging S 719 80 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
01729/96 Lodging S 53.06 EAR #5790 Omni New Orleans. LA American Expiess
01/29/96 Mcals s 48 75 EAR #5790 Pour La France Cafe Denver American Express
01729/96 Lodging 3 7986 EAR #5790 Ramada Inn Shreveport, LA American Express
0i729/96 Lodging $ 11.39 EAR #5790 Ratz-Carlion New York American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 741 52 EAR #5790  Riwz-Carlton New York American Express
0i/29/96¢ Lodging $ 58.00 EAR #5790 Sanstone Inn Fort Dodge, [A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging S 9299 EAR #5790  Sheraton Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 132.78 EAR #5790  Sheraton Omaha, NE American Express
01/29/96 Lodging S 30136 EAR #5790  Sheralon Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 201.00 EAR #5790  Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 67.33 EAR #3790 TGl Friday's Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 11500 EAR #5790 The First Edition Sioux City, IA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 74.52 EAR #5790 The Highlander Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 194 40 EAR #5790 The Highiander Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96¢ Miscellaneous § 5.99 EAR #5790 Timberland Factory North Conway, NH American Express
01/29/96 Miscellaneous $ 175.97 EAR #5750 Timbertand Factory North Conway, NH American Express
(1/29/96 Lodging s 290.30 EAR #5790 Village Resort Spirit Lake, IA American Express
01/31/96 Per Diem L 435.00 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
02/10/96 Telephone S 3106 Memo 260401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonviile, FL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone b 106.87 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonviile, FL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 1.55 Memo 960401 GTE Aifone QOak Broak, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone b 1.55 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

ﬁ PJB Travel Related Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

02/10/96 Telephone S 545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 3 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

02/16/96 Telephone s 545 Memoe 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, {L VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 5 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 8.3 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 832 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone b 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 4 1407 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephane $ 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 15 45 Memo 960401  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 9604¢1 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA

02/10r96 Telephone 5 16 29 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, I VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 5 1131 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. L VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 3 48.55 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone b 62.92 Memo 96040] GTE Airfonc Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 68.67 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, 1L VISA

02/10/96 Telephone s 74.42 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone 5 74.42 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Meals s 72.60 Memo 960401 Monroe's Rest & Bar Mason City, [A VISA

02/10/96 Meals 5 72.75 Memo 960401 The Cutting Co Des Moines VISA

02/10/96 Meals $ 269.98 Memo 960401 The Cutting Co Des Moines VISA

02/10/96 Supplies $ 101.13 Memo 960401 Walgreen Des Moines VISA

02/10/96 Supplies S 159.87 Memo 960401 Walgreen Des Moines VISA

02/29/96 Per Diem s 43500 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day Meciean Cash

02/29/96 Miscellaneous $  (6.362.13} EAR #5790 BFP Expenses McLean Undoc/Duplicate
02/29/96 Miscellancous § 6,362.13 EAR #5790 BFP Expenses MecLean Undoc/Duplicate
02/29/96 Meals $ 116.00 EAR #57%0 Black Angus Phoenix, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 120.01 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 152.47 EAR #5790 California Dreaming Greenville, SC American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 210.00 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 60.00 EAR #5790  Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 68.25 EAR #5790  Hcliday Inn Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express

PJB Tra ‘ated Expenses Page 15
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[ Date  Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
02/29/96 Lodging s 94 41 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Lodging 5 98.12 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Lake Charles, .A  American Express
02/29/96 Lodging S 142.26 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Lake Charles, LA  American Express
02/29/96 Lodging L 173.13 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Monroe, LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 188.79 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Lake Charles, LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 21231 EAR #5790 Haliday Inn Davenpart, 1A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging S 240.89 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Mason City, 1A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 683.25 EAR #5790 Hyau New Orleans, LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging b1 254.85 EAR #5790 Marriott Boston American Express
02/29/96 Lodging S 782.59 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
02/29/96 Lodging L 1,024.31 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
02/29/96 Miscellancous § 299.98 EAR #57%0 McCade, Inc. Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 102.00 EAR #5790 Pier D'Orlcans Mesa, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 176.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Resir Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Mecals 5 180.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester. NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s T8.00 EAR #5790 The First Edition Sioux City, 1A American Express
02/29/96 Airfare s 40300 EAR #5790 United Airlines Chicago American Express
02/29/96  Aurfare s 40300 EAR #5790 United Arrlines Chicago American Express
03/28/96 F/R Event $ 64506 Memo 960708 MacAnhur Beverage McLean Checking
13/29/96 F/R Event $ 688.00 Memo 960708 Miguel Yanos McLean Checking
03/30/96 Meals $ 112.03 Memo 960509 BeechTree Flint, Mi American Express
03/30/96 Meals L3 9700 Memo 960509 Boston Steak House Greenville, SC American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 192.09 Memo $60509 Brennans Restauran Houston, TX American Express
03/30/96 Meals 5 275.00 Memo 960509 Chicago Road Steak House Dearborn, Ml American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 410.00 Memo 960509 Hampton Street Columbia, SC American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 88.00 Memo 960509 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
{3/30/96 Meals 5 8965 Memo 960509 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 54.00 Memo 960509 Marriott Chicago American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 92.00 Memo 960509 Marriolt Chicago American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 170.00 Memo 960509 Old San Fran Steak House Dallas American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 95.00 Memo 960509 Outback Steakhouse Columbus, GA American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 272.00 Memo 960509 Ritz Carlton McLean American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 280.060 Mecmo 960509 Ruth's Chris Steak House ~ Memphis, TN American Express
03/31/96 Per Diem $ 40500 Memo 961995 27 days @ $15/day Mcl.can Cash
04/10/96 F/R Event s 1,675.00 Memo 960708 Chevy Chase Caterers McLean Checking

o 04/30/96 Per Diem $ 60.00 Memo 961945 04 days @ $15/day McLean Cash

" 05/10/96 F/R Event $ 697.00 Memo 960708 Alexandria Florist McLean Checking
05/10/96 Telephone $ 116.00 Memo 961114 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
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| Date Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
05/30/96 Lodging s 3745 Memo 9607083 Best Weslern Pocatello, ID American Express
05/30/96 Meals s 931 79 Memo 960708a Carvers Charlotte, NC American Express
(45/30/96 Lodging s 99.68 Memo 960708a Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
05/30/96 Meals s 12770 Memo 9607083 Irregardless Raleigh, NC American Express
05/30/96 Meals s 118.00 Memo 960708a Jakes Idaho Falls, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 22897 Memo 9607082 Radisson Raleigh, NC American Express
(5/30/96 Lodging s 96.10 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Innis Boise, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 106.93 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Inns Boise, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 12583 Memo 960708a Sheraton Charlotte, NC American Express
05/30/96 Meals $ 148 00 Memo 960708a The Chart House Boise. ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging ) 227.40 Memo 960708a The Westbank Inn Idaho Falls, 1D American Express
05/31/96 Per Diem s 165.00 Memo 961995 11 days /@ $15/day McLean Cash
06/10/96 Meals S 140.00 Memo 960708b O'Brian’s Bozeman, MT VISA
06/29/96 Lodging s 130.89 Memo 9607082 Adam's Mark Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Lodging s 164.59 Meme 9607083 Adam's Mark Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Meals s 83,14 Memo 960708a Anthony's Des Moines American Express
06/29/9 Lodging $ 69 07 Meme 960708a Best Western Bozeman, MT American Express
06/29/96 Lodging 5 11772 Mecmo 9607083 Crown Sterling Birmingham. AL American Express
06/2919¢ Lodging s 191 09 Memo 9607082 Crown Sterling Birmingham, AL - American Express
06/29/96 Lodging 3 HI8 90 Memo 9607083 Embassey Suites Montgomery, AL American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 235.00 Memo 960708a Ena's Scafood Seattle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Meals 5 153.20 Memo 9607082 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 125.00 Memo 960708a Juliano's Billings, MT American Express
06/29/96 Lodging s 23837 Memo 9607083 Marriott San Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Meals s 213200 Memo 9607082 Morton's San Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ 434.11 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Inns Seattle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Lodging s 439.81 Memo 9607082 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Seattle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Meals b 323.00 Metno 9607082 Ruth's Chris Steak House Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Lodging s 97.70 Memo 960708a Sheraton Billings, MT American Express
06/30/96 Per Diem 5 90.00 Memo 961995 06 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
09/07/96 Limo s 92.00 Memo 960916 A-] Limo McLean Checking

Total $ 123468.13
" Related Expenses Page 17 ~17
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Patrick J. & Shelley S. Buchanan

American Express Expenses

[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01/12/95 Miscellaneous § 32196 EAR #0112 BFP Expenses McLean American Express
01/31/95 Lodging $ 27128 EAR#5TH Holiday Inn Manchester. NH ~ American Express
01/31/95 Lodging s 59.00 EAR #3790 Radisson Baton Rouge American Express
01/31/95 Airfare s 1.871.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
01/31/95 Airfare 5 1.871.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
01/31/95 Airfare 5 614.00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01731795 Airfare $ 614.00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01/31/95 Airfare s 764.00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01731795 Airfare $ 764.00 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
02/13/95 Miscellancous $ 71.00 EAR #1060 BFP Expenses McLean American Express
02/28/95 lLodging s 20691 EAR #3704  Hilton Boston American Express
02/28/95 Miscellancous § 1075 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/28/95 Lodging $ 54513 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/28/95 Lodging S 68294 EAR#3IT04  Holiday Inn Phoenix, AZ American Express
02/28/95 Lodging $ 46 81 EAR #5790 Marriott Scottsdale, AZ American Express
02/28/95 Meals h) 4400 EAR #3704  Quigley's Washington D.C.  American Express
02/28/95 Airfare S 1.894.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
02/28/95 Airfarc $ 1.894.00 EAR #5790 United Airlines McLean American Express
02/28/95 Airfare s 2,010.50 EAR #3704  USAiIr McL.ean American Express
02/28/95 Airfare 5 2,010.50 EAR #3704 - USAir MecLean American Express
(13/28/95 Lodging s 8180 EAR #5790 Loew's Anatole Dallas American Express
03/29/95 Airfare S 799.00 EAR #5790  American Airlines McLean American Express
03/29/95 Airfare s 799.00 EAR #5790 American Airlines McLean American Express
03/29/95 Lodging b 136.00 EAR #5790 Loew’'s Anatole Dallas American Express
03/30/95 Lodging ) 8490 EAR #3704  Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, [A American Express
03/30/95 Lodging s 37.17 EAR #1244 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL, American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ {37.17) EAR #3704  Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/%5 Lodging s 37.17 EAR #3704  Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Airfare $ 9500 EAR #3704  Delta Airlines Columbia, SC American Express
03/30/95 Airfare b 95.00 EAR #3704  Delia Airlincs Columbia, SC 'American Express
03/30/95 Airfare 3 599.00 EAR #3704  Delia Airlines Paim Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Airfare b 599.00 EAR #3704  Delia Airlines Palm Beach, FL American Express
03/30/95 Lodging $ 140,55 EAR #3704  Dobson Ranch Inn Mesa, AZ American Express

PJB American Express Expenses Page 1 of 12 3/24/99
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| Date  Eipense Type  Amount  Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

03/30/95 Lodging $ 14433 EAR #1704  Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express

03/30/95 Car Rental s 566 94 EAR #1244 Henz Palm Beach, FL American Express

03/30/95 Lodging 5 102.31 EAR #3704  Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express

03/30/95 Lodging $ 13500 EAR #3704  Marriott San Diego American Express

03/30/95 Lodging s 26459 EAR#T04  Marriott Bloomington, MN  American Express

03/30/95 Airfare $ 210800 EAR#I704  Northwest Airlines Detroit, M1 Americar Express

03/30/95 Lodging s 467 80 EAR #1244 Ritz~Carlton McLean American Express

03/30/95 Lodging s 53049 EAR #3704  Ritz-Carlton Naples, FL American Express

03/30/95 Lodging $ 93.50 EAR #3704  Sheraton Charleston, 5C American Express

03/30/95 Lodging $ 15425 EAR #3704  Town & Country Hotel San Diego American Express

03/30/95 Lodging $ 21669 EAR#3T04  Town & Country Hotel San Diego American Express

03/31/95 Meals s 138,00 EAR #5790 La Colline Washington D.C.  American Express

03/31/95 Meals s 183.00 EAR #5790 The Palm Washington D.C.  American Express

04/28/95 Lodging S 16013 EAR #5790  Best Western Rosemont. 1L American Express

04/28/95 Lodging $ 1889 EAR #5790  Dobson Ranch Inn Mesa, AZ American Express

04/28/95 Lodging b3 88 48 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express

144/28/95 Lodging $ 2{7 41 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Allanta American Express

04/28/95 Lodging L3 26275 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hate! Atlanta American Express

04730195 Airfare b 60 0 EAR #5790 America Wesl Tempe. AZ American Express

04/30/95 Airfare ) 60.00 EAR #5790 America West Tempe. AZ American Express

04/30/95 Airfare 3 60.00 EAR #57%0 America Wesl Tempe, AZ American Express

04/30/95 Meals S 218 11 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford. NH American Express

04/30/95 Meals 5 {5100 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express

04/30/95 Airfare s 157.06 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Huntsville, AL American Express

04/30/95 Airfare s 15700 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Huntsville, AL American Express

04/30/95 Telephone $ 3348 EAR#57%0 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express

04/30/95 Telephone s 3863 EAR #5790 GTE Airfonc Oak Brook, IL American Express

04/30/95 Lodging 3 69.13 EAR #5790 Hampton Inn Omaha, NE American Express

04/30/95 Lodging s 189.13 EAR #5790 Holiday Inrn Manchester, NH American Express

o 04/30/95 Lodging § 620.45 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH Amgrican Express
§ ;.3 04/30/95 Lodging § 263.05 EAR #5790 Hotel Fort Des Moines Des Moines American Express
& 04/30/95 Meals b 2584 EAR #5790 Hyatt Dallas American Express

E 04/30/95 Lodging s 8400 EAR #5790 Hyatt Dallas American Express

:‘3 04/30/95 Lodging $ 36.13 EAR #5790 Marrioft Denver Amnerican Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 143.39 EAR #5790 Marriott Denver American Express

g l_. 04/36/95 Lodging $ 216.44 EAR #5790 Marriott Huntsvilie, AL American Express
04/30/95 Airfare b} (428.00) EAR #5790 Northwest Airlines Minneapolis American Express

04/30/95 Meals b 104 00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express

. { : Express Expenses Page 2
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04/30/95 Meals s 105 10 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rim Restr Manchester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Meals s 95.01 EAR #5790 The Garden Cafe Omaha, NE American Express
04/30/95  Airfare s 29200 EAR #5790 USAir Manchester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Airfare ) 29200 EAR #5190 USAir Manchester, NH American Express
04/30/95 Lodging s 162.72 EAR #5790 Wyndham Hotel Phoenix, AZ American Express
05/31/95 Lodging 5 3410 EAR #5790 Broadwalk Plaza Rehaboth, DE Amterican Express
05/31/95 Airfare s 306.00 EAR #5790 Dela Airlines Cincinnati American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 167.00 EAR #5790 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore, MD Asmerican Express
05/31/95 Lodging M 54171 EAR #5790 Harbor Court Hotel Baltimore, MD American Express
G5/31/95 Lodging s 102.60 EAR #57% Henlopen Hotel Rehoboth, DE American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 133.69 EAR #57% Hilton LaFayette, LA American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 425 "EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 135.10 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 53.80 EAR #5790 Hyatt Orlando, FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 13164 EAR #5790 Hyatt Orlando, FL American Express
05/31/95 Meals s 27.00 EAR #5790 Murphy's State House Concord, NH American Express
05/11/95 Lodging 3 25789 EAR #5790 Radisson Florence, KY American Express
05/31/95 Lodging $ 47.50 EAR #5790 Ramada [nn Melatrie, LA Ametican Express
05/31/95 Meals $ 80040 EAR #5790 Rusty Rudder Dewey Beach, DE ~ American Express
05/31/95 Lodging S 33.18 EAR #5790 Sheraton Tampa, FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging s 10704 EAR #5790 Sheraton Tampa, FL American Express
05/31/95 Lodging S 436 46 EAR #5790 Sheraton Metairie, LA American Express
06/29/95 Lodging 5 221.51 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City, [A American Express
06/29/95 Lodging b 46206 EAR #5790 Hotel Fori Des Moines Des Moines American Express
06/29/95 Lodging $ 220.67 EAR #5790 Hotel Somerset Somerset, NJ American Express
06/29/95 Lodging s 23.27 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Del Mar, CA American Express
06/29/95 Lodging L 301.85 EAR #5790 L'Auberge Det Mar, CA American Express
06/30/95 Meals $ 61.00 EAR #5790 Amalgamaled Spirit Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express
06/30/95 Lodging s 112.94 EAR #5790 Best Western Lavale, MD American Express
06/30/95 Miscellaneous § (£50.17) EAR #5790 Counts Western Wear Washington D.C.  American Express
06/30/95 Miscellaneous § 796.30 EAR #5790 Counts Weslern Wear Washington D.C.  American Express
06/30/95 Telephone s 2.58 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL American Express
06/30/95 Lodging b 4 191.75 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenville, SC American Express
06/30/95 Lodging $ 404,58 EAR #5790 Hyatt Greenviile, SC American Express
06/30/95 Meals $ 116.00 EAR #5790 Ruth's Chris Steak House  Arlington, VA American Express
06/30/95 Lodging $ 245.44 EAR #5790 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
07/29/95 Meals s 80.25 EAR #4272 Brady's San Diego American Express

; 07/29/95 Lodging 5 88.34 EAR #4272 Courtyard Phoenix, AZ American Express
ﬁi PJB American Express Expenses Page 3 of 12
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[ Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
07/29/95 Lodging s 109 21 EAR #4272 Courtyard Phoenix, AZ American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 131.61 EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 197.08 EAR #4272 Embassey Suites Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 59.43 EAR #4272 Holiday lnn Phoenix, AZ Armerican Express
07/29/95 Lodging ) 7504 EAR #1272 Holiday Inn Dubuque, [A American Express
07/29/95 Meals s 78.00 EAR #4272 Host International Detroit, Ml American Express
07/29/95 Lodging S 3180 EAR #4272  Hyatt San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 49.44 EAR #4272 Hyatt San Diego American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 197.88 EAR #4272  Hyatt Sacramento, CA  American Express
G7/29/95 Meals s 76.00 EAR #4272 Imperial House Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Lodging S 18550 EAR #4272 Marriott Detroit, M1 American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 19323 EAR #4272  Marriot St. Louis, MO American Express
07/19/95 Meals b 67.13 EAR #4272 Noah's Restaurant Des Moines American Express
07/29/95 Meals s 9393 EAR #4172 Putitan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 13173 EAR #4272 Radisson Omaha, NE American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 166 89 EAR #4272 Radisson Omaha. NE American Express
07/29/95 Lodging S 1137 EAR #4272 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
(17/29/95 Lodging $ 18314 EAR #1272 Red Lion Hetels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 541 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Pasadena, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 1375 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Luguna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 56.29 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlton Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 154.97 EAR #4272 Ritz-Carlion Pasadena, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging ) 32761 EAR#IT2 Ritz-Cariton Luguna, CA American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 554.10 EAR #4172 Ritz-Carlton San Francisce American Express
07/29/95 Lodging $ 664.82 EAR #1272 Ritz-Carlton Marina Del Ray American Express
07/29/95 Lodging s 1482 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Lodging S 162.11 EAR #4272 Stouffer Denver American Express
07/29/95 Meals s 113.00 EAR #4272 The Drover Omaha, NE American Express
07/29/95 Airfase $ 160.00 EAR #4272 TranWorld Air St. Louis, MO American Express
o 07/29/95 Airfare S 75.00 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
§ E 07/29/95 Airfare $ 75.00 EAR #4272 USAir New York American Express
Tl T 07/29/95 Lodging 3 5574 EAR #4272 Villa Hotel San Mateo, CA American Express
&E 07/29/95 Lodging b3 27018 EAR #4272 Wyndham Franklin Plaza  Philadelphia American Express
1 3 08/29/95 Telephone $ 545 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL American Express
08/29/95 Lodging S 271.61 EAR #1438 Bedford Village Inn Bedford, NH American Express
2 - 08/29/95 Lodging 5 65.49 EAR #1438 Best Western Council Bifs, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging b 209.81 EAR #1438 Best Western Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 65.25 EAR #1438 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, 1A American Express
”\3 PJB A “n Express Expenses Page 4 -~ *? ~ g9
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L Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
08/29/95 Lodging s 323.05 EAR #1438 Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids, lA  American Express
08/29/95 Lodging b 140.44 EAR #1438 Days Inn Ottumwa, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 233.38 EAR #1438 Embassey Suites Charlotte, NC American Express
08/29/95 Lodging § 146602 EAR #1438 Embassy Suites Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 11900 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Boston American Express
08/29/95 Meals $ 158.28 EAR #1438 Fisherman's Bay Otiumwa, 1A American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 28.27 EAR #1438 Garden Cafe Council Bifs, IA  American Express
08/29/95 Telephone s 515 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, L American Express
08/29/95 Telephone S 7.73 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
08/29/95 Telephone $ 10.30 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
08/29/95 Telephone s 30.90 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, 1L American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 77.28 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, IA American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 116.48 EAR #1418 Hilton Sioux City, IA American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 68.67 EAR #1438 Hofiday Inn Waterloo, [A American Express
(8/29/95 Lodging ) 107 63 EAR #1418 Holiday Inn Independence, OH  American Express
08/29/95 Lodging 3 114135 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Concord. NH American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 17109 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Mason City, A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ i1894 EAR #[438 Hyatt Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Lodging s 28675 EAR #1438 Hyant Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Lodging 3 63747 EAR #1418 Hyatt Dallas American Express
08/29/95 Meals Y 36.00 EAR #1438 King Sca Chinese Rest Souix City, A American Express
08/29/95 Lodging $ 339.82 EAR #1438 Meridian Boston American Express
08/29/95 Meals S 15202 EAR #1438 M's Restaurant Omaha, NE American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 65.00 EAR #1438 Noah's Restaurant Des Moines American Express
(8/29/95 Meals s 89.00 EAR #1438 QOutback Steakhouse Cedar Rapids. IA  American Express
08/29/95 Meals s 26700 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
08/29/95 Meals 3 28425 EAR #1438 Steak & Chop Des Moines American Express
08/31/95 Meals $ 271.61 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford, NH American Express
08/31/95 Meals $ 95.00 EAR #5790 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 128.08 EAR #1438 Adam’s Mark Columbia, SC American Express
09/29/95 Telephone $ 29.72 EAR #1438 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging 3 (216.96) EAR #1438 Balsams Grand Hotel Dixville Nch. NH  American Express
09/29/95 Meals $ 8564 EAR #1438 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Meals $ 48.00 EAR #1438 Don AleJandros Las Vegas American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 110.00 EAR #1438 Eastgate Motor Inn Litileton, NH American Express
09/29/95 Miscellancous  § 7449 EAR #1438 EMS Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Telephone $ 515 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone $ 5.15 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
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[ Date  Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
9/29/95 Telephone s 4120 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. 1L American Express
09/29/95 Telephone s 43178 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
09/29/95 Telephone s 5923 EAR#¥1438  GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL American Express
09/29/95 Meals s 20000 EAR #1438 Hennessy's Columbia, SC American Express
09/29/95 Lodging L 11740 EAR #1438 Hilton Las Vegas American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 22769 EAR #1438 Hilton Pittsburgh, PA American Express
09/29/95 Lodging S 307.14 EAR #1438 Hilton Ocala, FL. American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 562 43 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 12267 EAR #1438 Hotel Fart Des Moines Des Moines American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 179.53 EAR #1438  Hyaut Greenville, SC American Express
09/29/95 Lodging $ 3254 EAR #1438 Laughlin Nev Las Vegas American Express
0%/29/95 Meals s 108.51 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
09/29/95 Meals - 17500 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rin Restr Manchester, NH American Express
19/29/95 Lodging s 18 18 EAR #1418 Radisson Orlando. FL American Express
9/29/95 Lodging 5 104 34 EAR #1438 Radisson Orlando, FL American Express
09/29/95 1odging $ 83 84 EARW¥INIS Residence Inn Gainesville. FL American Express
09/29/95 Meals $ 9900 EAR #1438 Steak & Ale Gaincsville, FL American Express
09/29/95 Lodging s 194 40 EAR #1418 The Highlander lnn Manchesicr. NH American Express
092995 Lodging s 96 30 EAR #1438 The Wilcox Inn Aiken, SC American Express
09/29/95 Lodging ) 1104 EAR #1438 Traveler Motel Berlin, NH American Express
09/30/95 MisceHancous § 104,50 EAR #5790 Macy's McLean American Express
09/30/95 Meals s 97.00 EAR #5790 Ritz Carlton McLean American Express
10/29/95 Meals s 105.00 EAR#]438 Auslins Omaha, NE American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 70.53 EAR #1438  Best Western Clinton, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging S 21886 EAR #1438 Best Western Fort Dodge, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 84 80 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Spring Lake. NJ American Express
10/29/95 Meals b 150.00 EAR #1438 Cafe Paradiso Tampa, FL American Express
10/29/95 Meals $ 128.00 EAR #1438 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging S 8863 EAR #1438 Comfort Inn Yokenportsmth, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 34536 EAR #1438 Embassey Suites Tampa, FL American Express
10/29/95 Meals s 31.08 EAR #1438 Garden Cafe Council Blfs, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging 5 24910 EAR #1438 Hilton Mesa, AZ American Express
40/29/95 Lodging $ 27548 EAR #1438 Hilton Sioux City, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Lodging S 207.67 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 396.73 EAR #1438 Holiday [nn Manchester, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 33063 EAR #1438 Hoatel Fort Des Maines Des Moines American Express
10/29/95 Lodging s 13200 EAR #1418 Marriott Orlando. FL American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 163,04 EAR #1438  Marriott Orlando, FL American Express
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[ Date  Eipense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method]
10/29/95 Lodging 5 181.87 EAR #1438  Marriott Newark, NJ American Express
16/29/95 Lodging 3 213.64 EAR #1438 Marrioit Newark, NJ American Express
10/29/95 Lodging 3 307.79 EAR #1438 Marmiott Omaha, NE American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 439.03 EAR #1438  Marriott Greenville, SC American Express
10/29/95 Lodging S 271.50 EAR #1438 Monteleone Hotel New Orleans, LA American Express
10/29/95 Miscellaneous § 34.29 EAR#[438 Presidems Rvr Clb Davenport, 1A American Express
10/29/95 Meals b 10540 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
10/29/95 Lodging S 218.53 EAR #1438 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, [A  American Express
10/29/95 Lodging $ 261.00 EAR #1438 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, IA  American Express
10/29/95 Meals s 68.02 EAR #1438  The First Edition Sioux City, 1A American Express
11/28/95 Meals s 140.00 EAR #1438 Angus Steak Ranch Pensacola, FL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone $ 7.92 EAR #1438  ATA&T AirOne - Jacksonville, FL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging ) 3J09.62 EAR#1438  Best Western Sedona, AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 1,599.61 EAR #1438 Breakers Hotel Palm Beach, FL American Express
11728795 Lodging $ 169.57 EAR#I438  Captain Cook Hotel Anchorage, AK American Express
11/28/95 Meals ) 16000 EAR #1418 Charlic's Crab Paim Beach, FL American Express
11728/95 Meals s 211 00 EAR #1438 Cole's Restaurant Buffalo, NY American Express
11/28/95 Aurfare S 1.224.00 EAR #1438 Delta Airlines Fairbanks, AK Aunerican Express
11728195 Aurfare s 1.224.00 EAR #1438 Delta Airlines Fairbanks, AK American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 19942 EAR #1438 Fairbanks Princess Fairbanks, AK American Express
11/28/95 Telephone $ 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL Ainerican Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 545 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 11.20 EAR #1438 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 7442 EAR #1438  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Telephone s 77.29 EAR #1438 GTE Airfonc Qak Brook, IL American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 17193 EAR #1438 Hanover Inn Hanover, NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 14160 EAR #1438 Hilton Phoenix, AZ American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 34831 EAR #1438 Hilton Chicago American Express
11/28/95 Lodging s 256.51 EAR #1438 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 33.00 EAR#)438 Hospitality Inn Pensacola, FL American Express
11/28/95 Miscellaneous § 69.99 EAR #1438 Host International Anchorage, AK American Express
11728/95 Lodging s 182.18 EAR #1438 Huntington Hotel Melville, NY American Express
i1/28/95 Lodging $ 168.37 EAR #1438 Hyat1 Buffalo, NY Amcrican Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 131.72 EAR #1438 Marriol Denver ‘American Express
11/28/95 Lodging $ 19932 EAR #1438 Marriolt Cleveland American Express
11728795 Lodging $ 250.00 EAR #1438 Marriott Orlando. FL American Express
11/28/95 Meals $ 102.00 EAR #1438 Puritan Back Run Restr Manchester. NH American Express
11/28/95 Lodging ) 33.34 EAR #1438  Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express
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11/28/95 Lodging s 105 10 EAR¥I418 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Glendale, CA American Express

[1/28/95 Lodging s 10989 EAR #1438  Rcsidence Inn Latham, NY American Express

11/28/95 Lodging s 116 11 EAR #1438 Residence Inn Latham, NY American Express

11/28/95% Lodging $ 1299 EAR #1438 Ritz-Cariton New York American Express

11/28/95 Lodging s 48437 EAR #1438 Ritz-Cariton New York American Express

11/28/95 Lodging s 1050 EAR #1438 Sheraton Windsor Locks.CT American Express

1§/28/95 Lodging S 15932 EAR #1438 Sheralon Windsor Locks,CT American Express

11/28/95 Lodging $ 13.21 EAR #1438 Shilo Poriland Pontland, OR American Express

11/28/95 Meals $ 18640 EAR #1438  Sieak & Chop Des Moines American Express

11/28/95 Lodging s 220.27 EAR #1438 The Clift Hotel San Francisco American Express

11/28/95 Airfare $ 64100 EAR #1438 United Airlines McLean American Express

11/28/95 Lodging s 8769 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express

11/28/93 Lodging s 169 45 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranofl Juncau, AK American Express

11/18/95 Lodging $ 21969 EAR #1438 Westmark Baranof Juneau, AK American Express

11/28/95 Lodging ) 30545 EAR #1438 Woodlands Plaza Hotel Flagstafl. AZ American Express

12/31/9% Aurfare s 51900 EAR #5790 American Airfines Shreveport. LA American Express

12731798 Aurfare $ 53900 EAR #5790 American Airlines Shreveport, LA American Express

12/31/95 Aurfare $ 531900 EAR #5790 American Aislines Shrevepont. LA American Express

12/31/95 Lodging s 6295 EAR #5190 Best Western Fort Dodge. 1A American Express

12/31/95 Lodging H 124 88 EAR #5790 Best Western Burlinglon, 1A American Express

12/31/95 Lodging - 8422 EAR #5790 Black Hawk Hoyel Davenport, |A American Express

12/31/95 Meals s 104.00 EAR #5790 Cale Pavone Manchester, NH American Express

12/31/95 Airfare s 20,00 EAR #5790 Delia Airlines Atlantla American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ (126.61} EAR #5790 El Conquistador Reson Tucson, AZ Asmerican Express

12/31/95 Lodging S 126.61 EAR #5790 El Conquistador Resort Tucson, AZ American Express

12/31/95 Lodging S 126,61 EAR #5790 E! Conquistador Resort Tucson, AZ American Express

12/31/95 Lodging 3 56.53 EAR #579¢ Fairfield Inn Qttumwa, A American Express

12/31/95 Meals $ 52.74 EAR #57%0 Fisherman's Bay Ottumwa, [A American Express

12/31/95 Telephone $ 5.45 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express

o 12/31/95 Telephone $ 25.56 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL American Express
5 E 12/31/95 Lodging s 88.80 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express
0 12/31/95 Lodging $ [10.50 EAR #579G Hilton LaFayelte. LA American Express
E 12/31/95 Lodging $ 7557 EAR #5790 Holiday 1nn Mason City. [A American Express
\\Jfg 12/31/95 Lodging $ 107.11 EAR #5790 Holiday 1nn Cedar Rapids. 1A American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ t17.11 EAR #5790  Holiday Inn Roswell. GA Amcrican Express

= 12/31/95 Lodging $ 12020 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Roswell, GA Amcrican Express
12/31/95 Lodging 5 152.63 EAR #5790 Holiday inn Manchester, NH American Express

12/31/95 Lodging $ 284.85 EAR #5790  Holiday lnn Roswell, GA American Express
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Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
12/31/95 Lodping s 284 98 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Dubuque, 1A American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 1.233.19 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 11537 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines Amcrican Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 21840 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Lodging $ 21938 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
12/31/95 Meals S 5400 EAR #5790 QOutback Steakhouse Cedar Rapids, JA  American Express
12/31/95 Meals 3 136.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Restr Manchester, NH American Express
12/31/95 Meals s 135,59 EAR #5790 Ralph & Kacoo's Bossier City, LA American Express
12/31/95 Meals S 109.20 EAR #5790  Red Lobster Roswell. GA American Express
12/31/95 Meals $ 390.00 EAR #5790 Ritz Carlton McLean American Express
12/31/95 Lodging s 508.55 EAR #5790 Ritz-Carlton Phoenix, AZ American Express
12/31/95 - Airfare $ 52.50 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
12/31/95 Airfare s 52.50 EAR #5790 USAir McLean American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 71.69 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging S 104 56 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 3 14338 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 11804 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Lodging ) 46575 EAR #5790 Adam's Mark Columbia, SC American Express
01/29/96 Meals 3 7259 EAR #5790 Austins Omaha, NE American Express
01/29/%6 Lodging ) 134000 EAR #5790 Bedford Village Inn Bedford. NH American Express
01/29/96 Supplies $ 5890 EAR #5790 Benjamin Books Denver American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 439.00 EAR #5790 Brennans Restaurant New Orleans, LA American Express
01/29/96 Meals ) 93.25 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Meals $ 99.00 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford. NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 8082 EAR #5790 Comlfort Inn Mempbhis, TN American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 140.00 EAR #5790 Copeland's Baton Rouge American Express
01/29/96 Airfare $ 185.27 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Boston American Express
01/29/96 Airfare s 185.27 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Boston American Express
01/29/96  Airfare $ 18527 EAR #5790 Della Airlines Boston American Express
01/29/96 Airfare s 185.27 EAR #5790 Delta Airlines Boston American Express
0§/29/96 Telephone $ 42,81 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
01/29196 Telephone $ 45.68 EAR #5790 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 24.16 EAR #5790 Hiiton Baton Rouge American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 95.68 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 146,10 EAR #5790 Hilton Anchorage, AK American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 159.00 EAR #5790 Hilton Sioux City. (A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging Y 16201 EAR #5790 Hilten Chicago American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 200000 EAR #5790 Hilton Baton Rouge American Express

Page 9 of 12
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01/29/96 Lodging $ 202.01 EAR #5790 Hilton New Otleans, LA American Express
01/29/9%6 Lodging $ 292.82 EAR #57% Hitton Sioux City, 1A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 52.58 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 8247 EAR #5790 Holiday Ian Dubuque, 1A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 100.73 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Monroe, LA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging S 137.64 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Scatlle, WA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 41476 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH  American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 49740 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 701.78 EAR #5790 Marriotl Des Moines American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 3 719.80 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 53.06 EAR #5790 Omni New Orleans, LA American Express
01/29/96 Meals S 4315 EAR #5790 Pour La France Cafe Denver American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 3 79.86 EAR #5790 Ramada Inn Shreveport, LA American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 31.39 EAR #5790 Ritz-Carlton New York American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 74152 EAR #5790 Ritz-Carlion New York American Express
01/29/96 Lodging $ 58 00 EAR #5790 Sanstone Inn Fort Dodge. 1A American Express
(41729/% Lodging $ 9299 EAR #57%) Sheraton Cedar Rapids. [A American Express
(11729796 Lodging b} 13278 EAR #5790 Sheraton Omaha. NE American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 3 30136 EAR #5790 Sheraton Cedar Rapids, {A  American Express
01/29/96 Meals s 201.00 EAR #5790 Steak & Chop Des Maines American Express
01/29/96 Meals I 67133 EAR #5790 TGl Friday's Cedar Rapids, JA  American Express
01/29/96 Meals S 11500 EAR #5790 The First Edition Sioux City, 1A American Express
01/29/96 Lodging 5 74.52 EAR #5790 The Highlander Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging s 194.40 EAR #5790 The Highlander Inn Manchester, NH American Express
01/29/96 Miscelianeous § 5.99 EAR #5790 Timberland Factory North Conway, NH American Express
01/29/96 Miscellaneous § [75.97 EAR #5790 Timberland Factory North Conway, NH American Express
01/29/96 Lodging b 290.30 EAR #5790 Village Resort Spirit Lake, 1A American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 116.00 EAR #5790 Black Angus Phoenix, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 120.01 EAR #5790 Cafe Pavone Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 152.47 EAR #5790 California Dreaming Greenville, SC American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 21000 EAR #5790 Chen Yang Li Bedford, NH American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 60.60 EAR #5790 Collins Plaza Cedar Rapids. A American Express
02/29/%6 Ledging s 68.25 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Cedar Rapids. FA  Amenican Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 9441 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 98.12 EAR #5790 Holiday [nn Lake Charles. LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 14226 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Lake Charles. LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 173.13 EAR #5790 Holiday inn Monroe, LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 188.79 EAR #57%0 Holiday Inn Lake Charles, LA  American Express

‘n Express Expenses
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[ Date Expense Type  Amount _ Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
02/29/96 Lodging $ 2i2.31 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Davenport, [A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 240.89 EAR #5790 Holiday Inn Mason City, §A American Express
02/29/96 Lodging s 683.25 EAR #5790 Hyatt New Orleans, LA American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 254.85 EAR #5790  Marriott Bosien American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 782.59 EAR #5790 Marriolt Des Moines American Express
02/29/96 Lodging $ 102431 EAR #5790 Marriott Des Moines American Express
02/29/96 Miscellaneous §$ 299.98 EAR #5790 McCade, Inc. Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 102.00 EAR #5790 Pier D'Orleans Mesa, AZ American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 176.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Reslr Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals $ 180.00 EAR #5790 Puritan Back Rm Resty Manchester, NH American Express
02/29/96 Meals s 78.00 EAR #5790 The First Edition Sioux City, 1A American Express
02/29/96 Airfare s 403 0 EAR #5790 United Airlines Chicago American Express
02/29/96 Airfare M 403.00 EAR #5799 United Airlines Chicago American Express
03/34/96 Meals b 112.03 Memo 960509 BeechTree Flint, MI American Express
03/30/96 Meals S 97.00 Memo 960509 Boston Steak House Greenville, SC American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 192.09 Memo 960509 Brennans Restaurant Houston, TX American Express
01U/96 Meals s 275 00 Memo 960509  Chicago Road Steak House Dearborn. Mt American Express
0330/96 Meals ) 410 00 Memo 960509  Hamplon Street Columbia, SC American Express
03/30/96 Meals 3 8800 Memo 900509 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA Amenican Express
03/30/96 Meals 4 89 65 Memo 960509 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
03/30/96 Meals 3 54.00 Memo 960509 Marriott Chicago American Express
03/30/96 Meals s $2.00 Memo 960509 Marriott Chicago American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 170.00 Memo 960509 Old San Fran Steak House Dallas American Express
03/30/96 Meals s 95.00 Memo 960509 Qutback Steakhouse Columbus, GA American Express
03/30/96 Meals $ 272.00 Memo 960509 Ritz Carlion McLean American Express
03730/96 Meals s 280.00 Memo 960509 Ruth's Chris Steak House ~ Memphis, TN American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 37.45 Memo 960708a Best Western Pocatello. [D Asmerican Express
05/30/96 Meals L 93.79 Memo 960708a Carvers Charlotte, NC American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 99 68 Memo 960708a Hilton Sioux City, 1A Amecrican Express
05/30/96 Meals § 12770 Memo 960708a Irregardless Raleigh, NC American Express
05/30/96 Meals s §18.00 Memo 960708a Jakes Idaho Falls, 1D American Express
05/30/96 Lodging $ 228.97 Memo 960708a Radisson Raleigh, NC American Express
05/30/96 Lodging $ 96.10 Memo 9607082 Red Lion Hotels & Inns Boise, ID American Express
05/30/96 Lodging s 106.93 Memo $60708a Red Lion Hotels & [nns Beise. ID Amencan Express
05/30/96 Lodging $ 12583 Memo 960708a Sheraton Charlotte, NC American Express
05/36/96 Meals s [48.00 Memo 960708a The Chart House Boise, ID Amencan Express
05/30/96 Lodging $ 227.40 Memo 9607082 The Westbank Inn Idaho Falls. ID American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ 130.89 Memo 9607082 Adam's Mark Mobile. AL American Express

PJB American Express Expenses

Page 11 of 12

3/24/99



efug
VLIV

2

P

ik

w TEF o D

P o Ty ™
LT & AT

£

| Date  Expense Tyvpe Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method !
06/29/96 Lodging ) 164.59 Memo 960708a Adam's Mark Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 8314 Memo 9607082 Anthony's Des Moines American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ 69.07 Memo 960708a Best Western Bozeman. MT American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ {17.72 Memo 960708a Crown Sterling Birmingham, AL  American Express
06/29/96 Lodging $ 191.09 Memo 9607082 Crown Sterling Birmingham, AL American Express
06/29/96 Lodging S 10890 Memo 9607083 Embassey Suites Montgomery, AL American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 235.00 Memo 9607083 Eua's Seafood Seattle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 153.20 Memo 9607082 Hunan Lion Vienna, VA American Express
06/29/96 Meals $ 12500 Memo 960708a Juliano's Bitlings, MT American Express
06/29/96 Lodging 3 238.37 Memo 960708a Marriott Sar Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Meals 5 232.00 Memo 96070G8a Morton's San Antonio, TX  American Express
06/29/96 Lodging 5 434.11 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Inns Seattle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Lodging 3 43981 Memo 960708a Red Lion Hotels & Inns Scaitle, WA American Express
06/29/96 Meals s 323.00 Memo 960708a Ruth's Chris Steak House ~ Mobile, AL American Express
06/29/96 Lodging § 97.70 Memo 960708z Sheraton Bitlings, MT American Express

Tolal $ 94491 54
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01/25/95 Telephone $ 147.42 Mcmo 960401a Bell Adantic McLean Checking
01/31/95 Per Diem s 45.00 Memo 961995 03 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
02/25/95 Telephone s 190.00 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
02/28/95 Per Diem s 13500 Memo 961995 09 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
03/10/95 Lodging $ 378.42 EAR #1244 Adam’s Mark McLean VISA
03/15/95 Telephone s 211.24 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
03/15/95 Telephone S 182.00 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
03/19/95 F/R Event $ 1.549.41 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
03/20/95 Telephone 3 120.00 Memo 9604012 Molorola McLean Checking
03/31795 Per Diem H 450.00 Memo 961995 30 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
04/14/95 Telephone ] 14237 Memo 96040 1a Bell Atlanlic McLean Checking
04/30/95 Per Diem $ 160 (0 Memo 961995 24 days @ §15/day McLean Cash
05/10195 Gas $ 1807 Mecmo 960401 Chevron Del Ray Beach.FL  VISA
05/10/95 Lodging 3 156 29 Memo 96041 Comdort Inn York, PA VISA
05/10/95 Telephone ) 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone s 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
95/10/95 Telephone $ 7.73 Meme 960401 GTE Airdone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 7.73 Memo 960401  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 773 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Ozk Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone LY 1630 Memo 960401 GTE Airione Oak Brook, 1L VISA
05/10/95 Telephone S 10,30 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ i2.88 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone s 18.03 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 23.18 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 2575 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 3090 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 3348 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 3348 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Telephone $ 3863 Memo 260401  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
15/10/95 Telephone s 46.35 Memo 960301  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/45 Telephone $ 5150 Mcmo 960301 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
05/10/95 Gas $ 23 15 Memo 960401  Mobil Newcumber. PA VISA
05/10/95 Taxi $ 4500 Memo 960301 Yellow Cab Denver VISA
PJB Cash, Checking VISA Expenses Page 1 of 6
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05/20/95 Telephone $ 25.11 Memo 9604012 Motorola McLean Checking
05/31/95 Per Diem s 40500 Memo 961995 27 days @ $15/day MclLean Cash
06/01/95 Telephone H 53700 Memo 9604012 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone b3 235 16 Memo 96040 1a Bell Atlantic Mclean Checking
06/15/95 Telephone $ 2200 Memo 9604013 Motorola McLean Checking
06/30/95 Per Diem $ 43500 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLcan Cash
07/26/95 Telephone $ 19305 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic Mclean Checking
07/26/95 Telephone $ 257.21 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
07/31/95 Per Diem ) 390.00 Memo 961995 26 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
08/10/95 Limo s 186.00 EAR #4272 A-1 Limo McLean Checking
08/10/95 Lodging ) 55505 Memo 960401 Embassey Suiles Coraopotis, PA VISA
08/10/95 Meals s 20700 Memo 960401  Greenhouse Cafe Ambherst, NH VISA
08/10/95 Telephone b} 515 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, 1L VISA
08/10/95 Telephone s 30 40 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
(R/10/95 Telephone s 30 90 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
08/1/95 Meals $ 132 00 Memo 960401 Hannah Java Tavern Merrimack, NH VISA
08/10/95 Meals $ 00 00 Memo 960401 Legal Sea Foods Boston ViSA
08/10/95 Lodging s 17519 Memo 960401  Marrioit Kansas City, MO VISA
08/10/95 Meals L1 60 71 Memo 960401 Nouvelle Omaha, NE VISA
08/10/95 Lodging 5 21392 Memo 960401  Park Plaza Boston VISA
08/10/95 Meals s 5642 Memo 960401 Ritz Cariton San Francisco VISA
08/10/95 Lodging $ 304.94 Memo 960401 Theos Lawton, [A VISA
08/10/45 Meals L) 2904 Memo 960401 WH Smith Boston VISA
08/10/95 Meals S 97.00 Memo 960401 Wiid Bills Red Bluff, CA VISA
08/11/95 Telephone 3 2200 Memo 9604013 Motorola Mclean Checking
08/22/95 Telephone $ 203.76 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
08/31/95 Per Diem ) 255.00 Memo 961995 17 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
0%/02/95 Telephone 5 20218 EAR #3704  Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
09/10/95 Lodging ) 134 40 Memo 960401 Kenmore Inn Fredricksburg VA VISA
09/14/95 Telephone $ 50.00 EAR #3704  Motorola Chicago Checking
09/15/95 Telephone 3 2800 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
09/30/95 Per Diem $ 31500 Memo 961995 21 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
10/02/95 Telephone $ 21438 EAR #3704  Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
H0/06/95 F/R Event ) 688.96 Memo 951222 MacAnhur Beverage McLean Checking
10/07/95 Telephone 3 41231 EAR #3704  Motorola Chicago Checking
10/08/95 Taxi 3 18400 EAR #1704  A-l Limo McLean Checking
10/10/95 Telephone 3 301.00 Memo 960401a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
10/10/95 Supplies 3 2500 EAR #3704 EMS Manchester, NH VISA
“hecking VISA Expenses Page2 °
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| Date  Expense Type  Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
10/10/95 Miscellancous  § 4999 Memo 960401 EMS Manchester, NH VISA
10/10/95 Meals b} 17.00 EAR #3704  Host International San Francisco VISA
10/10/95 Meals s (17.00) Memo 960401 Host International San Francisco VISA
10/10/95 Meals $ 17.00 Memo 96040t Host international San Francisco ViSA
10/10/95 Miscellaneous $ 152 50 Meme 960401 Wallachs Manchester, NH VISA
10/31/95 Per Diem S 160.00 Memo 961995 24 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
11/10/95 Telephone s 545 EAR #3704 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone ) 545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone 5 832 EARW¥I704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telcphone b3 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11710/95 Telephone $ 11.20 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. 1L VISA
11/10/95 Telephone N 1120 EAR#3704 GTE Airfone Ozk Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone s 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone ) 1694 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 16 94 Memo 960401 GTE Asrfone Oak Brook. IL ViSA
1i/10/95 Telephone 1) 2269 EAR #3704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone s 2269 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Ozak Brook. IL VISA
11710795 Telephone ) 3991 EAR #3704 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
1i710/95 Telephone s 1993 Meme 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
11/10/95 Telephone $ 5718 EAR#1704 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
11710/95 Telephone S 5718 Memo 96040} GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
11/10/95 Miscellaneous § 110.00 EAR #3704 The Costume Gallery Manchester, NH VISA
11/10/95 Miscellancous  § (110.60) Metmo 960401 The Costume Gallery Derry, NH VISA
11/10/95 Miscellaneous § 111,00 Memo 960401 The Costume Gallery Derry. NH VISA
11/10/95 Meals $ 37.51 EAR #3704  Town Clock Inn Dubuque. 1A VISA
11/10/95 Lodging $ 37.51 Memo 960401 Town Ciock Inn Dubugue. |A VISA
11/11/95 Telephone $ 600.00 Memo 96040t2 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
11/21/95 Telephone $ 581.30 Memo 96040(a Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
11/24/95 Bar Tab s 42665 EAR #1704  MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
11/24/95 Telephone $ 40.02 EAR #3704  Motorola Chicago Checking
11/24/95 Telephone b3 413.00 Memeo 9604012 Motorola McLean Checking
11/25/95 Telephone $ 200.84 EAR #3704  Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
11725195 Telephone $ 40.00 Memo 9604012 Motorola MclLcan Checking
11/30/95 Per Diem $ 390 00 Memo 961995 26 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
12/02/95 Telephone $ 308.38 EAR #3704  Beli Atlantic McLean Checking
12/08/95 F/R Event $ 162485 Memo 951222 MacArthur Beverage McLean Checking
12/10/95 Meals $ 51.20 Memo 960401 Edward Palm Beach, FL VISA
PJB Cash, Checking VISA Expenses Page 3 of 6 3/24/99
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12/10/98 Telephone $ 11.20 EAR#3704 GTE Aidone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone $ 1120 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brogk. 1L VISA
12/10/9% Telephone $ 3419 EAR#I704  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone -$ 34 19 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone $ 3862 EAR #3704 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
12/10/95 Telephone s 3862 Memo 96040] GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
12/20/95 Telephone S 105.16 EAR #3704  Motorola Chicago Checking
12/20/95 Telephone 3 106.00 Memo 960401a Motorola McLean Checking
12/22/95 Miscellaneous § 538.18 EAR #3704  Alexandna Flonist Alexandria, VA Checking
12/22/95 Miscellaneous $ 977.07 EAR #3704  Classic Tents Alexandria. VA Checking
12/22/95 F/R Event s $77.07 Memo 951222 Classic Tents McLean Checking
12/31/95 Per Diem s 405.00 Memo 961995 27 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
12/31/95 Miscellaneous § 389.8¢ EAR #3704  BFP Expenses Mclean Undoc/Duplicate
12/31/95 Miscellaneous  § (389.80) EAR #3704  BFP Expenses Mclean Undoc/Dupficate
01/10/96 Telephone $ 556 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL  VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 8 15 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
01/10/96¢ Telephone $ 545 Memo 960411 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01710/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 96040} GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 545 Mcmo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 3 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palin Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone S 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone ) 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Patm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephene b 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Patm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palin Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96¢ Telephoane H 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 5.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL ViSA
01/i0/96 Telephone s 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 5 7.73 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 7.73 Memo 96040) GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01710/96 Telephone $ 832 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone § 832 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone b3 14.07 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone b 14.07 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Palm Beach, FL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone 5 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, 1L VISA

PJB Cash Checking VISA Expenses
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |
01/10/96 Telephone s 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook. IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 15.45 Mcemo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone s 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Telephone $ 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA
01/10/96 Lodging M 17.15 Memo 960401 Hilton Baton Rouge VISA
01/10/96 Lodging S 23.85 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City. 1A VISA
01/10/96 Lodging $ 29.66 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City, 1A VISA
01/10/96 Lodging s 35.78 Memo 960401 Younkers Siaux City, 1A VISA
01/10/96 Lodging 3 127.19 Memo 960401 Younkers Sioux City, IA VISA
01/31/96 Per Diem s 43500 Memo 961995 29 days @ $15/day McLean Cash
02/10/96 Telcphone Y 31.06 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 106.87 Memo 960401 AT&T AirOne Jacksonville, FL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone 3 1.55 Memo 96040t GTE Airtfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96¢ Telephone H 1.55 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. 1L VISA
02/1%/96 Telcphone 3 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/1/96 Telephone S 545 Memo 96040} GTE Airfone Oak Brogk. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone b 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/11/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telcphone 3 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook. IL VISA
02/1¥/96 Telephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Tclephone s 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/9¢ Telephone $ 545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brock. IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 8.32 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 832 Memo 9604081 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, iL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone s 11.20 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 14.07 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone 5 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 1545 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 15.45 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 16.29 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone QOak Brook, IL VISA
02/11196 Telephone L) 31.31 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Qak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 4855 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone ) 62.92 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA
02/10/96 Telephone $ 68.67 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

PJB Cash, Checking VISA Expenses

Page 5 of 6
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| Date  Expense Type Amount Reference Merchant City Payment Method |

02/10/96 Telephone ) 74 42 Memo 96040}  GTE Airfone Oak Brook, IL VISA

02/10/96 Telephone $ 74 42 Memo 960401 GTE Airfone Oak Broak, IL VISA

02/10/96 Meals S 72 60 Memo 960401  Monroe's Rest & Bar Mason City, 1A Visa

02/10/96 Meals S 7275 Memo 960401 The Cutting Co Des Moines VISA

02/10/96 Meals H 26998 Memo 960301  The Cutting Co Des Moines VISA

02/16/96 Supplies s 101 18 Memo 960401  Walgreen Des Moines ViSA

02/10/96 Supplies ) 15987 Memo 960401 Walgreen Des Moines VISA

02/29/96 Per Diem $ 435.00 Memo 961995 29 days (@ $15/day McLean Cash

02/29/96 Miscellaneous §  (6,362.13) EAR #5790 BFP Expenscs McLean Undoc/Duplicate
02/29/96 Miscellaneous $  6,362.13 EAR #5790 BFP Expenses McLean Undoc/Duplicate
03/28/96 F/R Event S 645.06 Memo 960708 MacAnhur Beverage McLean Checking
03/29/96 F/R Event s 688 00 Mema 960708 Miguel Yanos McLean Checking
03/31/96 Per Diem 3 405.00 Memo 961995 27 days @@ $15/day McLean Cash

04/10/96¢ F/R Event $ 1,675.0¢ Memo 960708 Chevy Chase Caterers McLean Checking
04/1Y96 Per Diem $ 60 00 Memo 961995 04 days @ $15/day McLcan Cash

05/16/96 F/R Event $ 697 00 Memo 960708 Alexandria Florist McLean Checking
05/10/96 Telephone $ He 00 Memo 901114 Bell Atlantic McLean Checking
05/31/96 Pecr Diem $ 165 00 Memo 961995 14 days @ $15/day McLean Cash

06/10/96 Meals $ 140 0y Memo 96070G8b G'Brian’s Borzeman, MT VISA

46730796 Per Dicm S 9000 Memo 961995 06 days ¢ $15/day McLean Cash

09/07/96 Limo 5 92 (0 Memo 960916 A-1 Limo McLean Checking

Total $ 2897659
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APPENDIX B

Bay Buchanan
Buchanan for President
Reimbursed Expenses - Overpayment

Original FEC Audit Cmte Adjusted
Amounts Armounts Amounts
EAR's Submitted:
Angela "Bay" Buchanan $ 17,996.62 (at) $ 1797366 (20 $ 22,066.78 (a3
First Deposit 14,578.01 (1-b1) 8,746.06 (-02) 10,353.70  (1-b3)
Colenial 11,796.23  (lc1) 8,211.07 (<2 8,305.46 (I1<c3)
Subtotals $ 4437086 (a1) § 3493079 <« $§ 4072594 (-d3)
Checks Paid:
Angela "Bay" Buchanan $ 19,651.89 (ll-a1)
First Deposit 10,459.57 (H-a2)
Colonial 11,796.23 (il-a3)
Total Payments (41,907.69) (l1-a4)
Over-Payment , $ (1,181.75)
Summary:
Duplicate Payments $ 1,151.31 (lii-a1)
Undocumented Expenses 30.44
Amount Due to Committee $ 1,181.75
3/25/99

Bay Expenses_bfp
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Bay Buchanan
Schedule of Reimbursed Expenses - Adjusted

AR t Submitted NQCE's

Bay 0110 S 148468 § 148468 § - $ - 5 - $ -
Bay ol 167.00 - - 167.00 - 167.00
Bay 1028 23185 - - 23.85 - 23.85
Bay 1459 1,503.06 - - 1.503.06 - 1.503.06
Bay 1461 12532 - - 325.32 - 325.32
Bay 1803 216 99 - - 23699 - 236.99
Bay 1877 2299 - - 2299 - 22.99
Bay 18RS 97 02 - - 97.02 - 97.02
Bay 1943 18Y M) - - 389.00 - 389.00
Bay 2072 %12 57 - 812 57 - - -
Bay 2073 09 20 - - 6Y 20 - 69.2¢
Bay 2220 1M 32 - - 300,32 - joo.32
Bay 2251 454 6l - - 154 .61 - 454.61
Bay 2562 283.68 - - 283.68 - 283.68
Bay 2705 108.65 - - 408 .65 - 408.65
Bay 2914 1,335.10 1.015.17 - 319.93 797.27 1,117.20
Bay 2950 174.09 - - 174.09 - 174.09
Bay Ju7% 1.280.95 1.280.95 - - 766.74 766.74
Bay 3095 - - - - - -
Bay 3096 86.27 86.27 - - 18.01 18.01
Bay 3767 2.196.54 - - 2,196 54 - 2,196.54
Bay 6216 374.10 3410 - - [02.10 102.10
Bay 6217 843.83 843.83 - - 84383 843.83
Bay 6218 765.25 765.25 - - 765.25 765.25
Bay 6219 737.56 137.56 - - 737.56 737.56
Bay 6220 1.134.12 - - 1.134.12 - 1,134.12
Bay 6221 788.79 - - 788.79 - 788.79
Bay 6222 133144 - - 1,331 44 - 133144
Bay 6225 345.28 - - 34528 - 345.28
Bay 6226 24.36 24.36 - - 62.36 62.36

Subtotal $ 17,996 62 % 661217 § 81257 § 1057188 % 4.093.12 % 14,665.00

BayF ‘ses_bfp Schedul " of 2) /99



Bay Buchanan
Schedule of Reimbursed Expenses - Adjusted

: B
EAR Amt Submitted

NQCE's Dupes Audit Amt Add'l Doc's Adjusted Totals
Post Fieldwork 6780 % - s (I.308.45) $ - 5 40845 ¢ - $ [,408.45
Post Ficldwork "B -R" - (5.993.33) - 5,993.33 - 5.993.33
Subtotal § - $ (7401.78) § - s 7.401.78 % - $ 7.401.78
Bay Subtotal § 1799662 % (789.61) § 81257 % 17.973.66__§ 4.093.12 § 22,066.78

(al) (a2) {(ald)

First Deposit Ck #857 § 1O % L0 § - $ - $ . $ -
First Deposit 1451 J98 02 - - 198.02 - 39970
First Deposit 1641 404 44 - - 104 .49 - $04 .49
First Deposit 1817 922 - - 9.22 - 9.22
First Deposit 2002 640 50 - - 640,50 - 640.50
First Deposil 3029 3.1v238 137477 - 1.817.61 157.6% 1.975.30
First Dcposit Ck #1578 L1844 J.HB. 44 - - - -

First Deposit 3353 564.59 - - 564.59 - 564.59
First Deposit 3720 1.292 81 - - 1.292.81 - 1,292 81
First Depostl 1111 1.277.94 - 338.74 939.20 1,182 81 2,122.01
First Dcposit 4521 1.811.96 - - 1.B11.96 - 1.811.96
First Deposit 5486 867 .66 - - 867.66 265 46 1,133.12
Subtotal $ 1457801 §$ 549321 % 33874 0§ 874606 $ 1.60596 % 10,353.70

(bl (b2) (®3)
Visa Colonial 5485 b3 521219 § 0439 0% - $ 490780 % 9139 % 5.002.19
Visa Colomial 5788 6.584 .04 3.280.77 - 3,303.27 - 3.303.27
Subtotal § 11.796.23  § 358516 § - ) 8.211.07 § 9439 % 8.305.46

(ch (c€2) (c3)
Totals § 44.317086 §$ 8.288.76 § 1,151.3t  § 34.930.79 % 579347 § 40,725.94

(d1) (d2) (d3)

Bay Expenses_bfp Schedule | (2 of 2) 3/25/99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Checks

Payee Check # Date Amount Subtotals

Bay Buchanan 91 0110/95 8 1,484.68
Bay Buchanan 224 03/08/95 190.85
Bay Buchanan 459 04/13/95 1,500.00
Bay Buchanan 487 04/18/95 328.38
Bay Buchanan 807 07/11/95 1.627.77
Bay Buchanan 10179 08/16/95 4,000.00
Bay Buchanan 10443 11/14/95 496.96
Bay Buchanan 1464 11/28/95 1,000.00
Bay Buchanan 1586 04/04/96 1,023.25
Bay Buchanan 2026 05/13/96 3,000.00
Bay Buchanan T 2045 05/17/96 5,000.00
Subtotal (n-at) % 19,651.89
First Deposit J 453 04/12/95 § 398.02
First Deposit 527 05/08/95 404 49
First Deposit 797 07/11/95 649.72
First Deposit - Void 857 0717795 -
First Deposit 1190 10/10/95 2,000.00
First Deposit 1363 11/08/95 1,806.00
First Deposit 1486 12/04/95 1,249.78
First Deposit 1578 04/03/96 3,089.90
First Deposit 1714 04/10/96 867.66
Subtotai (t-a2) 10,458.57
Visa Colonial 1715 04/10/9%  § 521219
Visa Colonial 2008 05/08/96 6,584.04
Subtotal (1-a3) 11,796.23
Total Expense Reimbursement Checks (i-ad) $ 4190769
Bay Expenses_bfp Schedule H (1 of 1) 3/25/99
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-Bay Buchanan
Duplicate Expenses

ty
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Homy.

1 229
1 230

2 227
2 228

3 207
3 208

5 19
5 20

6 41
6 42

7 26
7027

8 33
8 34

9 45

YD) eded
IRENBIVILY

30

Bay Expenses_bfp

11/18/85
11/18/85

11/18/85
11/18/85

11/12/95
11/12/85

01/22/95
01/22/95

02/22/95
02/22/95

03/22/95
03/22/95

03/01/95
03/01/85

03/13/85
03/13/95

04/01/95
04/01/95

Lodging
Lodging

Telephone
Telephone

Telephone
Telephone

Telephone
Telephone

Telephone
Telephone

Telephone
Telephone

Telephone
Telephone

Oomni
Omni

Omni
Omni

Hilton
Hilton

CellularOne
CellularOne

CellularOne
CellularOne

CellularOne
CelluiarOne

Bell Atlantic
Bell Atlantic

AT&T
AT&T

Beii Atiantic
Beil Atlantic

Orando, FL
Oriando, FL

Oriando, FL
Qrlando, FL

Qakland, CA
Qakland, CA

Oakton, VA
Qakton, VA

Oakton, VA
Oakton, VA

Oakton, VA
Oakton, VA

Oakton, VA
Oakton, VA

Oakion, VA
Oakton, VA

Qakton, VA
Qakton, VA

Shedute 1 (1 of 1)

Providian Visa
Providian Visa

Providian Visa
Providian Visa

Providian Visa
Providian Visa

Checking
Checking

Checking
Checking

Checking
Checking

Checking
Checking

Checking
Checking

Checking
Checking

Total Submitted

EAR #3767
EAR #4111

EAR #4111
EAR #3767

EAR #4111
EAR #4111

EAR #2072
EAR #1459

EAR #1459
EAR #2072

EAR #1459
EAR #2072

EAR #2072
EAR #1459

EAR #2072
EAR #1459

EAR #2072
EAR #1459

Actual Expenses per FEC
Add'l Expense per Cmie \@

Total Duplicate Expenses

184.17
184.17

154.57
154.57

88.79
98.79

184.47
184.47

337.79
337.79

241,98
241.98

11.40
11.40

8.90
8.90

28.03
28.03

2,500.20
(1,250.10)
(98.79)

1,151.31

(at)

IS |15

3/25/99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Ref ate Expense Type Merchant City Psyment Mathod  Miles Envelope Amount
9 01/22/95 Telephone CeilularOne Oakton, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 184 .47
11 01/22/95 Telephone CeliularOne Oakton, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 $ (184.47)
20 02/22/85 Telephone CeliularOne Oakton, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 337.79
21 02/22/95 Telephone CellularOne Oaklon, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 $ (337.79)
26  03/01/95 Telephone Bell Atlantic Qakton, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 11.40
28 03/01/95 Telephone Bell Atlantic Qakton, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 $ (11.40)
33 03/13/95 Telephone ATET Oaklon, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 8.90
35 03/13/85 Telephone AT&T Oaklon, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 3 (8.90)
42  03/22/85 Telephone CellularOne Oakion, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 241.98
43 (0¥22/85 Telephone CellularOne Oakion, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 3 (241.98)
45  04/01/95 Telephone Bell Atlantic Oaklon, VA Checking EAR #2072 $ 28.03
47  04/01/95 Telephone Belt Atiantic Oakion, VA EAR #1459 EAR #2072 3 (28.03)
$ -

o]
[

Bay - ses_bfp Envelopr W 13) 99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Exponse Mor;Ea
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102
101
100
103
106
104
111
.A.
115
114
123
122
124
128
127
128
137
139
138
141
144

07/12/95
07/12/95
07/12/95
07/13/85
07/14/95
07/14/95
07/30/95
07/30/95
08/02/95
08/02/95
08/18/95
08/18/95
08/19/95
08/20/95
08/20/95
08/20/95
09/02/95
09/05/95
09/05/95
09/06/95
09/07/95

Bay Expenses_bip

Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Telephone
Telephone
Meals
Meals

Per Diem
Meais

Per Diem
Meals
Parking
Per Diem
Meals

Per Diem
Meals

Per Diem
Lodging

GTE Airfons

GTE Airfone

GTE Airfone
Comfont Inn
Courtyard
Courtyard

GTE Airfone

GTE Airfone
Oscars Restaurant
Oscars Restaurant

Host int'l

Noah's Ark Ristorante
Airport -Parking

Holliday Inn
Vie de France

Marriott

Oakbrook, Il
Oakbrook, !l
Oakbrook, i
Navarre Beh, FL
Tallahassee, FL
Tallahassee, FL
Oakbrook, It
Oakbrook, Il
New York

New York

Des Moines, 1A
Detroit

Des Moines, |A
Des Moines, |A
Dulles

Des Moines, IA
Des Moines, |1A
Des Moines, |A
Des Moines, |1A
Des Moines, IA
Des Moines, 1A

Envelopes (2 of 13)

First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
EAR #2582

First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
EAR #2582

Cash

First USA Bank
Cash

Crestar Visa-MC
Cash

Crestar Visa-MC

EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914
EAR #2914

(85.80)
10.30
5.15
37.66

(37.65)
30.00
4.41
30.00
71.80
38.00
30.00
10.81
30.00
2.98
30.00
514.11

BB PN A PAD A DOPDPHABHAD OGN,

1,117.20

3/25/99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Amount

R
Payment Method  Miles

City Envelope

136 09/01/95 Telephone Bell Atlantic Oakton, VA Checking EAR #3075 $ 350.95
143  09/07/85 Lodging Marriott Des Maines, IA  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #3075 $ 514.11
142 09/07/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, IA Crestar Visa-MC EAR #3075 $ 131.79
145  09/07/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, IA  EAR #2914 EAR #3075 $ {(514.11)
150 09/22/95 Airfare Continental Airlines Newark, NJ Crestar Visa-MC EAR #3075 $ 272.00
154 09/22/95 Per Diem Oakton, VA EAR #3075 $ 10.00
153 (089/22/95 Parking Car Park Dutles Cash EAR #3075 $ 2.00

$ 766.74

ses_bfp Envelope £13) ‘99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

|_Ref

‘ Date

‘Expomo 6rchant )

City

ayment Method  Miles

Envelope

Amount

67
68
80
86
91
93
370

06/01/95
06/01/85
06/18/85
06/16/95
06/20/95
06/20/95
06/19/96

Bay Expenses_bfp

Telephone
Telephone
Meals
Meais
Parking
Parking
Gas

Bell Atiantic

Beli Atlantic
Ristorante il Borgo
Ristorante il Borgo
Atlantic Garage
Allantic Garage
Shell

Oakion, VA
Oakton, VA
McLean, VA
McLean, VA

Washington D.C.
Washington D.C.

Vienna, VA

Envelopes (4 of 13)

Checking
EAR #2251
Cash

EAR #2073
Cash

EAR #2251
Gas Card

EAR #3096
EAR #3096
EAR #3096
EAR #3096
EAR #3096
EAR #3096
EAR #3096

39.61
(39.61)
23.15
(23.15)
5.50
(5.50)

18.01

A € & N O € D

18.01

3/25/99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Envelope

Amount

'Exponn Type Merchant City Payment Method _ Miles
15% 09/22/95 Airfare Continental Airlines Washington D.C. Crestar Visa-MC
152 09/22/95 Airfare Continental Airlines Washington D.C. EAR #3075
156 09/24/95 Lodging Marriott Newark, NJ Crestar Visa-MC
ses_bfp Enveloper €13}

EAR #6216
EAR #6216
EAR #6216

272.00
(272.00)
102.10

__102.10

99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes
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Expense Merchant ty

160 10/02/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Qakbrook, I} First USA Bank EAR #8217 3 60.05
161 10/05/95 Parking Car Park Dulles Cash EAR #5217 $ 12.00
164 10/09/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, i First USA Bank EAR #6217 $ 177.87
163  10/08/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrogk, Il First USA Bank EAR #5217 $ 16.94
166  10/10/85 bLodging Hotel Syracuse Syracuse, NY Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 182.89
165 10/10/95 Lodging Hotel Syracuse Syracuse, NY Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 88.53
173 10/12/95 Meals B S Des Moines, 1A Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 30.79
172 10/12/95 Airfare USAIr Manchester, NH  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 23.00
178  10/14/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, il Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 62.92
175 10714/95 Per Diem New Hampshire EAR #5217 $ 30.00
177  10/14/85 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrock, I} Creslar Visa-MC EAR #6217 $ 19.82
176 10/14/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, i Cresiar Visa-MC EAR #6217 3 14.07
184 10/18/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Qakbrook, H First USA Bank EAR #6217 $ 28.44
183 10/18/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrock, 1 First USA Bank EAR #6217 $ 545
188 10/19/85 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, Il First USA Bank EAR #6217 $ 54.30
187 10/19/85 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, i First USA Bank EAR #5217 3 19.82
186 10/19/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, I First USA Bank EAR #6217 3 16.94

$ 843.83

Bay Expenses_bfp Envelopes (6 of 13) 3/25r99



E efey

&0

IRBOVLLY

22

|

Bayr

Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

PN 1 I iy By

St R
Date Expense Type Merchant City Paymaent Method  Milas Envelope Amount

206 11/12/95 Lodging Hillon Qakland, CA First USA Bank EAR #6218 $ 163.55
205 11/12/95 Lodging Hillon Oakland, CA First USA Bank EAR #6218 $ 145.78
212  11/12/95 Telephone ATA&T Airfone Jacksonville, FL  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6218 $ 26.41
213  11/12/95 Telephone AT&T Airfone Jacksonville, FL.  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6218 $ 26.41
214 11/12/85 Telephone AT&T Airfone Jacksonville, FL  First USA Bank EAR #6218 $ 15.84
211 11/12/95 Telephone ATAT Airfone Jacksonville, FL  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6218 $ 10.57
210 11/12/95 Telephone ATAT Airfone Jacksonville, FL  Crestar Visa-MC EAR #6218 % 528
237  11/22/85 Telephone CellularOne Oaklon, VA Checking EAR #5218 $ 371.41

$ 765.25

ses_bfp Envelopr ~f 13) /a9



o |

TR D R T g

Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Date ty ymon nvelope

18 . 02/21/95 Gas Shell MclLean, VA Gas Card EAR #6219 $ 10.24
240 12/01/95 Telephone Bell Atlantic Oaklon, VA Checking EAR #6219 $ 155.68
241 12/04/85 Postage US Postmaster Nashville, TN Checking EAR #6219 3 64.00
247 12/18/85 Shipping Detta Dash MclLean, VA VISA Colonial EAR #6219 $ 108.38
249 12/19/95 Meals Eim St Deli McLean, VA Cash EAR #6219 $ 14.25
251  12/22/95 Telephone CellularQne Oakion, VA Checking EAR #5219 $ 385.01
$ 737.56
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

£

Ref  Date

ciy

B R

aymen - __Envelope Amount
232 11/19/95 Lodging Marriott Orando, FL Providian Visa EAR #6226 $ 264.32
235  11/19/95 Parking Airport Parking Bulles Cash EAR #6226 $ 38.00
231 11/19/85 Lodging Marriott Orando, FL EAR #4111 EAR #6226 $ (264.32)
367 05/05/98 Gas Mobil Oakton, VA Gas Card EAR #6226 $ 24.36
$ 62.36
ses_bfp Enveloper 2f13) ~/89
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

3 2 2203
Expense Type Merchant

s

W DV L U

City Payment Method  Miles Envelope

63  05/16/85 Lodging Harbor Court Baltimare, MD Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 168.00
64  05/18/95 Lodging Holiday tnn lowa City, [A Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 211.28
69 06/05/95 Lodging Hilton Kenner, LA Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 162.04
71 06/09/95 Lodging Embassy Suites College Park, GA Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 97.44
125 08/20/95 Lodging Hampton Inn Ames, JA Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 68.20
133  08/21/95% Lodging Marriott Des Moines, |A  Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 246.15
132 08/21/95 iodging Marriolt Des Maines, tA  Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 229.89
131 08/21/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, IA  Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 199.08
130 08/21/95 lLodging Marriott Des Moines, 1A Providian Visa EAR #3029 % 154.56
129 08/21/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, IA  Providian Visa EAR #3028 b} 77.28
135 (08/23/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, A Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 82.88
140 09/06/95 Lodging Marriolt Allanta Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 200.00
146  09/08/95 Lodging Hyatt Greenville, SC Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 52.50
147 09/14/95 Miscellaneous Late Payment Fee Oakton, VA Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 13.00
148 09/14/95 Miscellaneous Over Limit Fee Oakton, VA Providian Visa EAR #3029 $ 13.00

$ 1,975.30

Envelopes (10 of 13) 3/25/99

Bay Expenses_bfp
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Date Expense Type Merchant City Fayment Method  Miles Envelope Amount
207 1112/95 Lodging Hilton QOakland, CA Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 98.79
208 11/12/95 Lodging Hilton Oskland, CA Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 98.79
217 11/14/85 Lodging Cpt Morgans Pinin Calumbia, SC Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 147 11
220 11/15/95 Lodging The Breakers Palm Bch, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 242 00
224 11/17/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Qakbrook, I Providian Visa EAR #4111 3 34.19
223 11/17/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, li Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 14.07
221 11/17/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, Il Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 8.32
222 11117/95 Telephone GTE Airfone Oakbrook, 1 Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 8.32
230 11/18/95 Lodging Omni Orlando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 184 .17
227 11/18/95 Lodging Omni Orando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 154.57
226 11/18/95 Lodging Omni Orlando, FL EAR #3767 EAR #4111 $ {154.57)
225 11/18/85 Lodging Onmni Oriando, FL EAR #3767 EAR #4111 $ (184.17)
234  11119/95 Lodging Omni Orlando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 105.92
233 11/19/95 Lodging Omni Orlando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 79.03
236 11/20/95 Lodging Marriott Orlando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 264.32
238 11/24/95 Meals Stouffer Ren Rest Orando, FL Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 219.00
239 11/29/95 Lodging Marriott Des Moines, IA  Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 138.03
242 12/07/95 Lodging Sheraton Tucson, AZ Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 227.85
243  12/07/95 Lodging Sheraton Tucson, AZ Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 227 .85
244 12/08/95 Suppiies OAG Hotel Disk Denver Providian Visa EAR #4111 $ 208.42
$ 2,122.01
‘es_bfp Envelopes M 13) ‘99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Expense Type Merchant

city

Paymaent Method

Envelope

Amount

301
302
303
3N
312
313
316
7
332
333
334
343
351
350
349
348

02/27/96
02/28/98
02/28/96
03/03/96
03/03/96
03/33/96
03/04/96
03/04/96
03/19/96
03/19/96
03/19/96
03/22/96
03/25/96
03/25/96
03/25/96
03/25/86

Bay Expenses_bfp

Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Meals
Meals
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Car Rental
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone

Sheraton
Marriott

Sheraton
Radisson

Braves Ciub House

Embassy Suites
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfane
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfone
National
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfone
GTE Airfone

Mesa, AZ
Atlanta

Mesa, AZ
Kenner, (A
Atlanta
Greenville, §C
Qakbrook, li
Qakbrook, il
Qakbrook, Il
Qakbrook, Il
Oakbrook, |I
Newport Beach
Oakbrook, Il
Oakbrook, |l
Qakbrook, i
Qakbrook, 1t

Envelopes (12 of 13)

First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
VISA Colonial

First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank
First USA Bank

EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486
EAR #5486

311.33
215.50
106.71
118.01
74.10
10.02
15.45
15.45
15.45
15.45
15.45
70.97
103.15
22.69
14.07
8.32

NN €0 6 €60 € N D P O N PP AN PDPD

1,133.12

3/25/99
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Bay Buchanan
Expense Reimbursement Envelopes

Exponn Typo

i .

Morchlnt

City

oRsS ,

g

Payment Methed  Miles

P S

Envelope

Amount

Date
258 01/07/96
259 01/07/96
262 01/08/96
261  01/08/98
267  01/09/96
264 01/09/96
272 0V10/96
285 02/06/96
287 02/13/96
288 02/13/96
289  02/13/96
291  02/14/96
292 02/15/98
295 02/17/96
284  02/17/96
293  02/17/9%
297 02/20/96
298 02/21/96
wes_bfp

Airfare
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Lodging
Car Rental
Lodqing
Lodging
Airfare
Airfare
Meals
Lodging
Airfare
Meals
Airfare
Airfare
Miscellaneous
Lodging

USAIr

Host Intl
Hilton

Adams Mark
Holiday Inn
Enterprise
Hyatt

Haliday inn
United Airlines
United Airlines

Noah's Ark Ristorante

Marriott
United Aidines

Puritan Back Room Rsir

United Airlines
United Airines
Executive Club
Holiday Inn

Columbia, SC
Chaniotte, NC
Kenner, LA
Columbia, SC
Baton Rouge, LA
Kenner, LA
Chariotte, NC
Lake Charles, LA
Boston

Boston

Des Moines, 1A
Des Moines, |A
Washington D.C.
Manchester, NH
Washington D.C.
Washington D.C.
Manchester, NH
Manchester, NH

Envelopes f 13)

VISA Coloniai
VISA Colonial
VISA Coionial
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Coloniat
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonia!
VISA Caolonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Caolonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Colonial
VISA Coloniai
VISA Colonial

EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485
EAR #5485

388.00
27.03
161.74
148.47
74 44
61.22
199.39
256.93
134.27
134.27
43.91
174.21
604.00
491.76
194.00
(105.00)
24.00
1,989.55

AP AN DD DD B AL AN NP NS

5,002.19
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APPENDIX C

nom Lo
4 4 l
March 25 1999
MEMO: SCOTT MCKENZIE
FROM: JOANNE TARANTINO

SUBJECT: BUCHANAN 1996 EUROPEAN TRAVEL

{ am faxing a copy of the invoice for the Buchanan's personal travel to Paris/London
which was paid for with their personal check. The ticket numbers shown were not charged or
billed to the Buchanan for President account, nor paid for by the campaign.

Thank you,

11 DUPONT CIRCLE N.W , SUITE 375, WASHINGTON, D.C, 20036

PHONE: (202) 986-2066 TOLL FAEE. 1-800-368-5874 FAX;: {202) 986-2064
ATTACHMENT Z
Paga of
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TOLL FHEE: 1-800-368-5874

gy (WLUL LW LIV L
| DUPONT CIACLE N.W., SUITE 375, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 FAX: (202) 986-2064 ]

3ALES PERSON: o8 ITINERARY/ZINVOICE NO. 8045759 DATE: 24 JUN §
CUSTOMER NBR: 910908 ayuacc PAGE: @1

TO: OFFICES OF PAT BUCHANAN
FOR PRESIDENT
4862 ELM STREET
SUITE 214
HCLEAN VA 22121

FOR: BUCHANAN/PATRICK J

BUCHANAN /SHELLEY
o JEFFREY-AFERRANEE- - - = - mmom e o s oo e s
E‘:} .
25 JUN 96 - TUESDAY
= AIR  UNITED AIRLINES FLT:914  BUSINESS D INNER
& LV WASHINGTON DULLES 618P EQP: BOEING 777
{26 JUN 96 - WEDNESDAY
Eﬁ AR PARIS DE GAULLE 735/ NON-STOP

BUCHANAN/PATRIC SEAT-14D Ua~2004613804678
BUCHANAN/SHELLE SEAT-14E Ua-2008615227863

oy
el

N JEFFREY/TERRANC  SEAT-14F
i
29 JUN 94 - SATURDAY
* AIR  BRITISH AIRWAYS FLT :3087 STANDARD
fid LV PARIS DE GAULLE TERM:1 1p3gP EGP: ROEING 757
il AR LLDNDON HEATHROW 124@P NON-STOP
85 JUL 96 = FRIDAY
AIR  UNITED AIRLINES FLT:921 ECONOMY LUNCH
LV LONDON HEATHROW  TERM:3 11554 EGP: BOEING 777
AR WASHINGTON DULLES 250p NON-STOP
BUCHANAN/PATRIC  SFAT-48E UA-00861585672
BUCHANAN/GHELLE  SEAT-40F UA-20041522983
JEFFREY/TERRANC  SEAT-480
AIR TICKET UA1389885584 BUCHANAN PATRICK J 2,737.55
AIR TICKET UA 1389885585 BUCHANAN SHELLEY 2,737.55
AIR TICKET UA1389885584 JEFFREY TERRANCE 2,737.55
SUB TOTAL 8,212.65
TOTAL AMOUNT DUE 8,P12.65

DELIVER TO BUCHANAN OFF ICE TODAYNRERENRRARENRS /D4

ATTACHMENT
Pase -3_2_; of
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D € 20463

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Buchanan for President, Inc. (the Committee) registered with the Federal Election
Commission on February 16, 1995 as the principal campaign committee for Patrick J.
Buchanan, a primary candidate for the Republican Party’s nomination for the office of
President of the United States.

The audit was conducted pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(a), which requires the
Federal Election Commission to audit committees authorized by candidates who receive
Federal funds. The Committee received $10,983,475 in matching funds from the United
States Treasury.

The findings of the audit were presented in the Exit Conference Memorandum
received by the Committee on May 8, 1998, The audit report includes the Committee’s
response to the findings.

Use Of Candidate’s Funds In Excess Of The Limitation - 11 CFR
§9035.2(a)(1) and (2). The Candidate loaned the Committee $40,000 and made a direct
contribution of $1,000, in addition to using his personal credit card to pay for campaign
related expenses, exceeding his $50,000 contribution limitation by a minimum of
$50,374.

Apparent Prohibited Contributions Resulting From Extension Of Credit By
Commercial Vendor - 2 U.S.C. §441b(a), [ICFR §100.7(a)(4), 1 ICFR §116.3(c).
The Committee used Matching Funds, Inc. (MFI) to prepare and file matching funds
submissions. MFI did not make commercially reasonable attempts to collect $183,009
for services rendered, thereby making an apparent prohibited contribution to the
Committee.

Disclosure Of Occupation/Name Of Employer -2 U.S.C. §434(b)(3),2 US.C.
S431(13)(A), 2 U.S.C. §432(h)(2)(1). A sample review of the Committee’s contributions
resulted in a material error rate with respect to the disclosure of contributors’ occupations
and names of employer. The projected dollar value of the errors in the population was
$2,422,604. The Audit staff concluded that the Committee did not exercise best efforts to

1



obtain and report the information. The Committee filed a miscellaneous document to
supplement the public record. However, the document did not conform with the
requirements for amendments at 1 ICFR §104.7 (b)(4)(i).

Receipt of Cash Contributions in Excess of the Limitation - 2 U.S.C §431g, 11CFR
§110.4(c)(2) and (3). The Committee received $15,163 in excessive cash contributions
which were either not refunded/disposed of ($2,408) or not timely refunded ($12,755).
The Audit staff recommended a payment to the U.S. Treasury, however, the Commission
determined not to require a payment in this case where the amount at issue had been
refunded, albeit untimely. The remaining amount ($2,408) was immaterial.

Apparent Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses- 26 U.S.C. §9032(9), 11 CFR
§9034.4(a)(1) and (3), 11 CFR 9034.4(b)(3), 11CFR §9033.11(a) and (b), 11 CFR
§9038.2(a)(2) and 11 CFR §9038.2(b)(2)(i) and (iii). The Audit identified undocumented
disbursements totaling $58,845 and duplicate or non-campaign related disbursements
totaling $51,343. As a result, The Commission determined that a pro-rata repayment to
the U.S. Treasury in the amount of $44,791 was warranted.

Press Billings for Transportation Costs - 11 CFR §9034.6(a) The Audit staff
calculated that the Committee received reimbursements from the press for transportation
which exceeded the amount to which it was entitled and as a result, an amount was
payable to the U.S. Treasury and the press was entitled a refund. In response, the
Committee provided documentation in support of additional transportation costs which
when factored into our cost analysis demonstrated that no refund to the press or
repayment to the U.S. Treasury was required.

Determination of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations - 11 CFR
§9034.5(a), 11 CFR §9034.1(b). The Audit staff conducted an analysis of the
Committee’s financial position and concluded that the Committee did not receive

matching funds in excess of its entitlement.

Stale-Dated Committee Checks - 11 CFR 9038.6. The Audit staff identified
checks issued by the Committee totaling $27,431, that had not been negotiated. The
Commission determined that this amount was payable to the U.S. Treasury.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.

I. BACKGROUND

A. AUDIT AUTHORITY

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

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

B. AUDIT COVERAGE

The audit covered the period from the Committee’s first bank transaction,
January 11, 1995, through October 31, 1996. The Committee reported an opening cash
balance of $-0-; total receipts of $31,012,597; total disbursements of $31,018,963; and a
closing cash balance of $2,460.' In addition, a limited review of the Committee’s records
and disclosure reports filed through September 30, 1997 was conducted for purposes of
determining the Committee’s matching fund entitlement based on its financial position.

C. CAMPAIGN ORGANIZATION

The Committee maintains its headquarters in McLean, Virginia. The
Treasurer is Mr. Scott B. Mackenzie.

! The reported figures do not foor due to various reporting errors. All figures are rounded to the

nearest dollar amount.



The Committee registered with the Federal Election Commission on
February 16, 1995 as the principal campaign committee for Patrick J. Buchanan, a
primary candidate for the Republican Party’s nomination for the office of President of the
United States. During the period audited, the Committee maintained depositories in
Virginia, District of Columbia, Arizona, Florida, lowa, Louisiana, New Hampshire, South
Carolina, and California. To handle its financial activity, the Committee utilized 23 bank
accounts. During the audit period, the Committee made approximately 7,865
disbursements from these accounts and received approximately 472,200 contributions,
totaling approximately $15,122,000.

Mr. Buchanan was determined eligible to receive matching funds on May
31, 1995. The Committee made 19 requests for matching funds and received
$10,983,475 from the United States Treasury. This amount represents 71% of the
$15,455,000 maximum entitlement that any candidate could receive. For matching fund
purposes, the Commission determined that Mr. Buchanan’s candidacy ended on August
14, 1996, the date on which the Republican Party selected its nominee. On April 29,
1997, the Committee received its final matching fund payment to defray qualified
campaign expenses and to help defray the cost of winding down the campaign.

D. AUDIT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES

In addition to a review of expenditures made by Buchanan for President,
Inc. to determine if they were qualified or non-qualified campaign expenses (see Finding
[11.B.), the audit covered the following general categories:

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

2. the receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory limitations
(see Findings II.A. and 111.A.);

3. proper disclosure of contributions from individuals, political committees
and other entities, to include the itemization of contributions when
required, as well as, the completeness and accuracy of the information
disclosed (see Finding I1.C.);

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

5. proper disclosure of campaign debts and obligations (see Finding 11.B.);

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



7. adequate recordkeeping for campaign transactions;

8. accuracy of the Statement of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations filed
by the Committee to disclose its financial condition and to establish
continuing matching fund entitlement (see Finding I11.D.);

9. the Committee’s compliance with spending limitations; and,

10.  other audit procedures that were deemed necessary in the situation
(see Findings [I1.B., I[II.C. and IIL.E.).

As part of the Commission’s standard audit process, an inventory of
campaign records was conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory was
conducted to determine if the Committee’s records were materially complete and in an
auditable state. Based on our review of records presented, it was concluded that the
records, except disbursements, were materially complete and fieldwork began
immediately on the contribution and bank reconciliation portions of the audit. The
Committee materially complied with the Audit staff’s request for additional records and
the disbursements portion of the audit commenced.

"
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With respect to disbursements, the records maintained by the Committee
met the minimum recordkeeping requirements of 11 CFR §9033.11. However, the
records did not contain sufficient information in every case to establish that the
expenditure was incurred by or on behalf of the candidate or his authorized committee
and made in connection with his campaign for nomination (see Finding I11.B.).

During our testing of the Committee’s disbursements, the Audit staff
noted instances where the available documentation was a canceled check (with a notation
as to purpose) to evidence payments to consultants and stipends to employees for living
expenses. In addition, the Committee used an Expense Authorization Request (EAR)*
created by the Committee’s accounting staff to support these payments. The Audit staff
noted that many of the EAR’s did not contain an authorization signature. Also, the
Commitiee did not (except in a few instances) establish contracts or have written
employment agreements with its consultants or maintain written administrative policies
to govern the payment of stipends to employees for living expenses.

The Audit staff was unable to verify the accuracy of information contained
on the EAR or other memoranda because the Committee generated the documents and no
documentation from the payees was available for review.

2 Section 9033.11(b)(1)(ii)(B) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations provides for the use of
a contemporaneous memorandum as an acceptable form of documentation. An EAR containing the
payee's name and address, the amount, date and an adequate purpose or description of the disbursement
meets the minimum documentation requirements,
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It should be noted that the Commission may pursue further any of the
matters discussed in this memorandum in an enforcement action. As set forth at Section
9038.2(f) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the Commission may make
additional repayment determinations based on one or more of the bases for repayment set
forth at Section 9038(b) of Title 26 of the United States Code and Section 9039.2(b} of
Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations where there exist facts that were not used as
the basis of any previous repayment determination.

The audit findings were discussed at a conference held at the end of audit
fieldwork, January 29, 1998, and detailed in the Exit Conference Memorandum received
by the Committee on May 8, 1998. At the Committee’s request, an Exit Conference was
not conducted.

II. AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS — NON-REPAYMENT
MATTERS

A. USE OF THE CANDIDATE’S FunDs IN ExXCESS OF THE LIMITATION

Section 9035.2(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that no candidate who has accepted matching funds shall knowingly make
expenditures from his or her personal funds, or funds of his or her immediate family, in
connection with his or her campaign for nomination for election to the office of President
which exceed $50,000, in the aggregate. This section shall not operate to prohibit any
member of the candidate’s immediate family from contributing his or her personal funds
to the candidate, subject to the limitations of 11 CFR part 110,

Section 9035.2(a)(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that expenditures made using a credit card for which the candidate is jointly or solely
liable will count against the limits of this section to the extent that the full amount due,
including any finance charge, is not paid by the committee within 60 days after the
closing date of the billing statement on which the charges first appear. For purposes of
this section, the closing date shall be the date indicated on the billing statement which
serves as the cutoff date for determining which charges are included on that billing
statement.

On January 12, 1995, the candidate made a loan in the amount of $40,000
to the Committee; on March 31, 1995 the Committee received a $1,000 contribution from
the candidate in the form of a check. In addition, the candidate and his spouse, Shelley
Buchanan, used an American Express credit card’ to pay for campaign related travel and
subsistence. Credit charges totaling $86,885 were paid directly to American Express
Company by the Committee.

3 American Express account with separate cards available for the candidate and his spouse. The

account is in the name of Patrick J. Buchanan.



The Audit staff reviewed the credit card payments to American Express to
determine compliance with the 60 day reimbursement requirement of 11 CFR
§9035.2(a)}2). Of the total, charges totaling $83,203, were not reimbursed within the
time limits provided and this amount was applied to the limitation on use of personal
funds by the candidate. The untimely payments were made from 67 to 342 days from the
closing date of the billing statements. Based on initial calcuiations made during audit
fieldwork, the largest amount by which the candidate exceeded the $50,000 limitation
was $72,203 after applying a payment made on May 8, 1996.

There was no documentation available with which to review any American
Express charges which may have been incurred after February 29, 1996. The Committee
repaid the candidate $38,000 on July 8, 1996 to liquidate the balance of the personal loan
{340,000 Iess previous repayment of $2,000 made on April 6, 1995) and reduced the
amount exceeding the $50,000 limitation to $34,203.

The Audit staff’s finding was discussed with the Committee at the
conference held subsequent to the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided
with a detailed schedule.

In the Exit Conference Memorandum (the Memorandum), the Audit staff
recommended that the Committee provide evidence that the candidate did not exceed the
limitation on use of personal funds in connection with his campaign. Also, the
Committee was requested to provide credit card statements and charge slips for the
candidate’s American Express account or any other credit card account used for the
period of March 1, 1996 to August 14, 1996.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee provided a list of
expenses that were submitted for reimbursement. These expenses were apparently (1)
incurred by the candidate and his spouse using the candidate’s American Express card,
(2) incurred by the candidate or his spouse unrelated to the use of the candidate’s
American Express card, or (3) charged to a Visa credit card account’. The list also
included the candidate’s loan and personal contribution to the Committee. These items
were listed in chronological order by due date® beginning with the $40,000 toan.
Amounts were added or subtracted, depending on the type of transaction, from a running
contribution balance. The Committee acknowledged in its response that “the candidate
may have exceeded the limitation.” According to the list prepared by the Committee, the
largest amount by which the candidate could have exceeded the limitation was $57,672
on March 30, 1996.

4 The account is in the name of Patrick and Shelley Buchanan.

3 The due date listed for loans and contributions was the date received; for an expense

reimbursement, the date of the reimbursement check; for expenses paid by cash, 30 days after incurrence;
and for expenses charged to a credit card, 60 days from the credit card statement date.



The Committee’s analysis is inaccurate because expenses and
reimbursements not related to the candidate’s limit were inciuded and other expenses
were duplicated. It should also be noted that the list provided by the Committee indicates
that American Express charges were incurred subsequent to February 29, 1996. The
Audit staff was not provided with the statements and charge slips for American Express
charges incurred subsequent to February 29, 1996 or for any Visa credit card charges in
order to verify the accuracy of the listed transactions and to determine if the expenses
charged to the Visa credit card were applicable to the candidate®, If the transactions listed
by the Committee, for which complete documentation has not been made availabie, all
relate to the candidate’s limitation - “worst case scenario” - the largest amount by which
the limitation would have been exceeded is $66,549.

Notwithstanding the above, for purposes of this report and based on our

revised analysis of compiete documentation currently available’, the largest amount by
which the candidate exceeded the $50,000 expenditure limitation at 2 U.S.C. §9035(a) is
$50,374. Credit card charges included in documentation presented by the Committee in
response to finding II1.B. of this report, (Apparent Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses)
may impact on this amount. If transactions pertaining to the American Express and Visa
credit cards for which compiete documentation is not now available are later found to be
applicable to the candidate’s $50,000 limit, adjustments will be necessary. These
adjustments would likely occur in the event that the Commission addresses this issue in
another context.

B. APPARENT PROHIBITED CONTRIBUTION RESULTING FROM EXTENSION
OF CREDIT BY COMMERCIAL VENDOR

Section 441b(a) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part, that it
is unlawful for any corporation to make a contribution or expenditure in connection with
any election to any political office, and that it is unlawful for any candidate, political
committee or any other person knowingly to accept or receive any contribution prohibited
by this section.

Section 100,7(a)(4) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that the extension of credit by any person is a contribution unless the credit is
extended in the ordinary course of the person’s business and the terms are substantially

é Because the Candidate was the sole holder on the American Express account, all charges, except

charges unrelated to the campaign, made on this account are applicable to the candidate’s limit. In the case
of the jointly held Visa credit card, charges incurred by the candidate’s spouse, solely related to her
expenses would not be applicable to the candidate’s limit. Conversely, charges incurred by the candidate
using the Visa credit card for goods and services provided to the candidate irrespective of who signed the
charge slip would be applicable.

This includes documentation available to the Audit staff at the time the Memorandum was
forwarded to the Committee and information listed in the Committee’s response in conjunction with
collateral evidence in the Audit staff's possession.



similar to extensions of credit to nonpolitical debtors that are of similar risk and size of
obligation. If a creditor fails to make a commercially reasonable attempt to collect the
debt, a contribution will result,

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

The Committee used Matching Funds, Inc. (MFI) to prepare and file all
submissions for matching funds. Scott Mackenzie, Committee Treasurer, is a principal of
MFI. As stated in the contract between the two parties, in return for its services MF1 was
to receive a fee equal to 10 percent of the “Match Rate™ applied to the amount of
matching funds received. Invoices were to be submitted on a monthly basis beginning
January 1, 1996 and continuing untif the termination of the contract. Invoices were to be
paid from the matching funds received or within thirty (30) days.

The Committee received and reported matching funds of $10,983,475 as
result of 19 original submissions and 6 resubmissions. Using a fee factor of 7.05%’, the
Audit staff calcuiated MFIs fee for its services at $774,846. As of the conclusion of
fieldwork, MFI had billed the Committee $597,336, including a software fee of $5,500,
for matching fund submissions 1 through 8, leaving an uninvoiced balance of $183,009
[($774,846 + $5,500) - $597,336]. The Committee made payments totaling $586,510
through June 25, 1997 and reported an outstanding debt to MFI of $10,826 on its Second
Quarter 1997 disclosure report.

Based on the above information, it appeared the Committee still owed
MFTI a total of $193,835 ($183,009 + $10,826) for its services. At the conference held at
the conclusion of fieldwork, the Committee was provided with the Audit staff’s
calculations. Subsequently, the Committee provided additional invoices from MFI
reflecting amounts due for submissions 9 through 16; no documentation was provided for
submissions 17 through 19 and resubmissions 1 through 6. Matching funds were
certified payable for these submissions monthly from May, 1996 through March, 1997.
The Committee reported an outstanding debt to MFI of $183,009 (which included the
previous outstanding debt of $10,826) on its Year-End 1997 disclosure report. This lack
of action on the part of MFI to invoice and seek payment appears to represent an apparent

8 The “Match Rate” is equal to the matching funds received divided by the net individual

contributions (individual contributions less refunds of individual contributions) for the particular
submission.

’ Match rate of 70.55% (reported matching funds of $10,983,475 / net contributions of
$15,569,128) times 10%.
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prohibited contribution resulting from an extension of credit not within the ordinary
course of business.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee file
an Amended Schedule D-P, Debts and Obligations excluding Loans, to report the correct
indebtedness to MFI of $193,835 as of year-end 1997. Also, it was recommended that
the Committee provide evidence, to include but not be limited to, statements and invoices
detailing all billings and efforts to collect indebtedness, explanations to demonstrate that
the extension of credit was in the ordinary course of business, examples of other
customers or clients of similar size and risk for which similar services had been provided
and similar billing arrangements had been used, information concerning billing policies
for similar clients and work, and debt collection policies to demonstrate that the
Committee did not receive an apparent prohibited contribution of $183,009; or absent
such evidence provide documentation which demonstrates that MFI billed the Committee
in a timely manner for the full amount due for its services and made a reasonable attempt
to collect the debt.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee filed an Amended
Schedule D-P, Debts and Obligation excluding Loans, to report the correct indebtedness
to MFI of $193,835 as September 30, 1997. In its response the Committee stated that it:

“strongly disagrees that the facts presented in the Exit Memorandum evidence
the receipt of a corporate contribution by the Committee. Political committees
have never been deemed to receive contributions because they do not pay every
vendor or employee in full on time. If committees did not acquire debts and
obligations other than loans in the course of their activities, most of which are
with corporations, no schedule of debts and obligations would be needed. MFI
also requests that we state its strong objection to the suggestion that its actions
constituted a corporate contribution to the Committee.”

It is the opinion of the Audit staff the Committee’s response failed to
demonstrate that MF1 made commercially reasonable attempts to collect payment from
the Committee. Furthermore, the response did not present evidence that MFI’s actions
were in accordance with its own contractual terms. Therefore, pursuant to 11 CFR
§100.7(a)(4}, an apparent prohibited contribution in the amount of $183,009 occurred.

C. DISCLOSURE OF QCCUPATION/NAME OF EMPLOYER

Section 434(b)(3){A) of Title 2 of the United States Code requires a
political committee to report the identification of each person (other than a political
committee) who makes a contributions to the reporting committee during the reporting
period, whose contribution or contributions have an aggregate amount or value in excess
of $200 within the calendar year.

10



Section 431(13)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code defines the term
“identification” to be, in the case of an individual, the name, the mailing address, and the
occupation of such individual, as well as the name of his or her employer,

Section 432(h)(2)(i) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part,
that when the treasurer of a political committee shows that best efforts have been used to
obtain, maintain, and submit the information required by this Act, any report or any
records of such committee shall be considered in compliance with this Act.

Section 104.7(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part, that the treasurer and the committee will be deemed to have exercised best efforts if
all written solicitations for contributions include a clear request for the contributor’s full
name, mailing address, occupation and name of employer, and include the following
staternent: “Federal law requires political committees to report the name, mailing
address, occupation and name of employer for each individual whose contributions
aggregate in excess of $200 in a calendar year.”

For each contribution received aggregating in excess of $200 per calendar

: year which lacks required contributor information, the treasurer must make at least one
effort after the receipt of the contribution to obtain the missing information. Such effort
= shall consist of either a written request sent to the contributor or an oral request to the

contributor documented in writing. The written or oral request must be made no later
than thirty (30) days after receipt of the contribution. The written or oral request must
clearly ask for the missing information and shall not include material on any other subject
or any additional solicitation, except that it may include language solely thanking the
contributor for the contribution.

If any of the contributor information is received after the contribution has
been disclosed on a regularly scheduled report, the political committee shall either file
with its next regularly scheduled report, an amended memo Schedule A listing all
contributions for which contributor identifications have been received during the
reporting period together with the dates and amounts of the contribution(s) and an
indication of the previous report(s) to which the memo Schedule A relates; or file on or
before its next regularly scheduled reporting date, amendments to the report(s) originally
disclosing the contributions(s), which include the contributor identifications together with
the dates and amounts of the contribution(s).

The Audit staff reviewed the Committee’s contributions on a sample basis
and noted a material error rate with respect to the disclosure of contributors’ occupations
and names of employer. The identified exceptions, when used to estimate the total dollar
value of the errors in the population of $4,175,127, resulted in a projected error amount of
$2,422.604. As part of the contribution sample review, the Audit staff requested a copy
of the Committee’s procedures to evidence its best efforts to obtain and report the
missing information. Also, a similar request was made at the conference subsequent to
the close of fieldwork. Although the Committee’s fundraising guidelines indicated that

11
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solicitation devices should request the contributor’s occupation and name of employer,
our testing indicated that the Committee did not exercise best efforts to obtain and report
the required information. Requests for additional information to qualify contributions for
matching funds included a general request for the information, but evidence of attempts
to obtain the information for other contributions was not provided. A review of the
Committee’s disclosure reports indicated that the Committee did not file amended
schedules to disclose the contributor information when it was obtained. Therefore, the
Committee has not demonstrated that it exercised best efforts to obtain, maintain and
report the occupation and name of employer of contributors when required by the Act.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
provide evidence to demonstrate that it exercised best efforts to obtain, maintain and
report the required contributor information. Absent such a demonstration, the Audit staff’
recommended that the Committee contact all contributors for which no record was
maintained or information request made and provide evidence of the contacts along with
copies of responses to these requests, and file an Amended Schedule A-P (Itemized
Contributions) as necessary.

According to the response, JVL Company contacted 2,699 donors by
telephone whose aggregate annual contribution(s) was in excess of $200 and whose file
did not contain the required information. Occupation and name of employer information
was obtained from 2,176 individuals (81%)'?; for the remaining 523 contributors initially
contacted who refused to provide the information, JTVL sent each contributor a form and
requested that he/she sign a statement declining the Committee’s request for occupation
and name of employer. Using the receipts database supplied by the Committee, the Audit
staff identified 3,699 individuals'' whose contributor record did not contain an occupation
and name of employer. The reason for the variance with the number of individuais
identified above by the Committee is unknown. On August 20, 1998 the Committee filed
a miscellaneous document to supplement the public record."

Based on our review of the submitted evidence, although the Committee’s
recent efforts to obtain the required occupation and name of employer information
involved a significant undertaking, the Committee did not demonstrate that it exercised
best efforts, since the information was requested well beyond the time specified.
Nonetheless, the Committee should file amended Schedules A-P in the proper form to
supplement the public record.

10 A list of the respondents was submitted which provided the contributor’s name, address,

occupation and name of employer.

n The Audit staff reviewed the contributor records of these individuals whose contributions
aggregated over $200 during calendar year 1995 and/or calendar year 1996.

12 Although not filed timely with the response to the Memorandum, the Committee did file a listing

of approximately 15,5035 contributors which included occupation and name of employer information. This
listing did not conform with the requirements for amendments at 11 CFR §104.7(b){4)(i).

12
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II. AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS — AMOUNTS DUE
TO THE U.S. TREASURY

A. RECEIPT OF CASH CONTRIBUTIONS IN EXCESS OF THE LIMITATION

Section 441g of Title 2 of the United States Code states that no person
shall make contributions of currency of the United States or currency of any foreign
country to or for the benefit of any candidate which, in aggregate, exceed $100, with
respect to any campaign of such candidate for nomination for election, or for election, to

Federal Office.

Section 110.4(c)(2) and (3} of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations
states, in part, that a candidate or committee receiving a cash contribution in excess of
$100 shall promptly return the amount over $100 to the contributor. A candidate or
committee receiving an anonymous cash contribution in excess of $50 shall promptly
dispose of the amount over $50. The amount over $50 may be used for any lawful
purpose unrelated to any Federal election, campaign, or candidate.

The Audit staff reviewed currency contributions totaling $262,429 and
identified $15,163 in apparent excessive cash contributions. Cash contributions totaling
$251,678 were received from identified contributors and $10,751 from anonymous
sources. The aforementioned excessive amount contains $2,408 in contributions not
refunded or disposed of, and $12,755 in contributions not refunded/disposed of within 30
days of receipt. The number of days to refund the excessive contributions ranged from 33
t0 279 days. Of the 438 untimely refunds, 167 or 38% of the refunds were made more
than 60 days after the contributions were received.

The Audit staff’s finding was discussed with the Committee at the
conference held subsequent to the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided
with a detailed schedule of the apparent excessive cash contributions.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
provide evidence that the cash contributions noted above are not excessive. Absent such
evidence, the Audit staff would recommend that the Commission determine that the
Committee make a payment to the U.S. Treasury in the amount of $14,211%.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee submitted a copy of an
apparent contributor’s check in the amount of $90, deposited on September 27, 1995, and
requested the total amount of cash contributions be reduced by that amount. The
Committee’s policy was to assign anonymous cash contributions to an account named
“Sheldon P. Kuzowski.” Although this contribution was made by check (the account
holder’s name was not imprinted or otherwise recorded legibly on the instrument), it was

B Total excessive cash contributions of $15,163 less $952 previously paid to the U.S. Treasury.
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assigned to the anonymous cash account because the Committee was unable to identify
the contributor. In addition, the location of the bank upon which the check was drawn is
not listed on the face of the instrument. Since the Committee has not provided any
additional documentation to identify the contributor, the Audit staff continues to identify
this contribution as anonymous and excessive in the amount of $40.

In addition, the Committee’s response to the Memorandum stated,

“,..the Commission is without authority to require the Committee to pay to the
Treasury money already refunded to the donor. The Commission’s requirement
that money be paid to the Treasury rather than refunded to the donors, where the
identity of the donors is known, constitutes a “taking” in violation of the Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution.”

The Audit staff disagrees with the Committee’s statement; the Explanation
and Justification provided in support of Section 103.3(b)(1), (2) and (3) of Title 11 of the
Code of Federal Regulations regarding disgorgement published in the Federal Register on
June 16, 1995 (Vol. 60, No. 116) states:

“...Committees have 30 days from the date of receipt in which to refund
prohibited contributions. A Committee’s failure to take action on these
contributions is a failure to cure contributions that are in violation of the FECA.
The same is true of attempts to cure them outside of the specified time periods.
Courts have upheld the use of disgorgement in cases involving securities
violations ‘as a method of forcing a defendant to give up the amount by which he
was unjustly enriched’ SEC v. Tome, 833 F.2d 1086, 1096 (2d Cir. 1987), citing
SEC v. Commonwealth Chemical Securities, Inc., 574 F.2d 90, 102 (2™ Cir.
1978). Requiring repayment to the Treasury for contributions that have been
accepted in violation of 2 U.S.C. §§441a and 441b is consistent with this
reasoning.”

Also, the Committee’s own actions are contrary to its statement. During the period June
25, 1996 through March 31, 1997, the Committee remitted $13,429, including $952
related to excessive currency'?, to the U.S. Treasury representing prohibited
contributions which were not refunded in a timely manner and the identity of the donors
was known.

At the open session Commission meeting held on January 14, 1999, the
Commission voted to reject Recommendation #] wherein $14,211 was recommended as
payable to the U.S. Treasury, and instead determined not to require a payment in this case
where the amount at issue had been refunded albeit untimely. The remainder ($2,408) is

immaterial.

14 See footnote 13,
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B. APPARENT NON-QUALIFIED CAMPAIGN EXPENSES

Section 9032(9) of Title 26 of the United States Code defines, in part, the
term “qualified campaign expense” as a purchase or payment incurred by a candidate, or
by his authorized committee, in connection with his campaign for nomination, and
neither the incurring nor payment of which constitutes a violation of any law of the
United States or of the State in which the expense is incurred or paid.

Section 9034.4(a)(1) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that all contributions received by an individual from the date he becomes a candidate and
all matching payments received by the candidate shali be used only to defray qualified
campaign expenses or to repay loans or otherwise restore funds (other than contributions
which were received and expended to defray qualified campaign expenses) which were
used to defray qualified campaign expenses.

Section 9034.4{a)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that costs associated with the termination of political activity, such as the costs of
complying with the post election requirements of the Act and other necessary
administrative costs associated with winding down the campaign, including office space
rental, staff salaries and office supplies, shall be considered qualified campaign expenses.

Section 9034.4(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that any expenses incurred after a candidate’s date of ineligibility under 11 CFR
§9033.5, are not qualified campaign expenses except to the extent permitted under 11
CFR §9034.4(a)(3).

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

Section 9033.11(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states,
in part, that for disbursements in excess of $200 to a payee, the candidate shall present a
canceled check negotiated by the payee and either a receipted bill from the payee that
states the purpose of the disbursement or a bill, invoice or voucher from the payee that
states the purpose of the disbursement. Where the documents specified above are not
available, the candidate or committee may provide a voucher or contemporaneous
memorandum that states the purpose of the disbursement. Where the supporting
documentation required above is not available, the candidate or committee may present
collateral evidence to document the qualified campaign expense. Such collateral
evidence may include, but is not limited to, evidence demonstrating that expenditure is

15



part of an identifiable program or project which is otherwise sufficiently documented or
evidence that the disbursement is covered by a pre-established written campaign
committee policy, such as a daily travel expense policy. If the purpose of the
disbursement is not stated in the accompanying documentation, it must be indicated on
the canceled check. Purpose means the full name and mailing address of the payee, the
date and amount of the disbursement, and a brief description of the goods and services
purchased.

Section 9038.2(a)}(2) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that the Commission will notify the candidate of any repayment determinations made
under this section as soon as possible, but no later than three years after the close of the
matching fund period. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate
under 11 CFR §9038.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section.

Section 9038.2(b)(2)(i} and (iii) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal
Regulations states, in part, that the Commission may determine that amounts of any
payments made to a candidate from the matching payment account were used for
purposes other than to defray qualified campaign expenses. The amount of any
repayment under this section shall bear the same ratio to the total amount determined to
have been used for non-qualified campaign expenses as the amount of matching funds
certified to the candidate bears to total deposits, as of 90 days after the candidate’s date of
ineligibility.

The Committee provided the Audit staff with a database of its
disbursements which covered the period from the Committee’s inception through October
31, 1996. The Audit staff conducted a review of operating disbursements as identified
from the database. In addition, disbursements made after the candidate’s date of
ineligibility (DOI) August 14, 1996 through February 28, 1997 were reviewed. These
reviews resulted in the identification of payments to individuals and vendors that
appeared to be non-qualified campaign expenses due to inadequate documentation,
duplicate payments or non-campaign related nature, as categorized below:

1. Inadequate Documentation for Disbursements

The review of the Committee’s operating disbursements resulted in
a material error rate with respect to the adequacy of documentation to support numerous
payments to individuals for travel and expense reimbursements as well as other
payments. Undocumented disbursements totaling $339,552 were identified. In the
majority of instances, the only documents available for review were canceled checks
lacking an adequate purpose statement and EAR’s without authorizing signatures and
adequate purpose statements. Listed purposes included “advance”, “reimbursement”,
“expense advance”, and “reimburse expenses” which are not sufficient to either document
the expense as a qualified campaign expense or establish that the expense was incurred in

connection with the candidate’s campaign for nomination
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The Audit staff’s findings were discussed with the Committee at
the conference held subsequent to the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided
with detailed schedules of the inadequately documented disbursements.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Committee provide documentation, including but not limited to, receipted bills, invoices
or vouchers from the payee that states the purpose of the disbursement or other collateral
evidence to support these disbursements as qualified campaign expenses. Absent such
evidence, the Audit staff would recommend that the Commission determine that the
Committee make a pro rata repayment of $139,804 ($339,552 x .41173)" to the U.S.
Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2).

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee provided
documentation, including receipted bills, invoices, vendor statements and other collateral
evidence, to adequately document disbursements totaling $280,707. Of the remaining
$58,845 in undocumented expenditures, the Committee submitted various statements
from payees for disbursements totaling $27,535. In our opinion these statements did not
demonstrate that the disbursements were made in connection with the candidate’s
campaign for nomination. The Committee did not submit any additional documentation
in support of the balance of the undocumented disbursements.

Recommendation #2

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that $24,228
($58,845 x .41173) is repayable to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2).

2. Payments to Vendors - JVL Company

The Committee paid JVL Company a total of $1,787,744 for
telemarketing services. In general, the method of payment used to compensate this
vendor was “on account” and not by specific invoice. The Audit staff reconciled these
payments to the available supporting documentation, which included canceled checks,
vendor invoices and statements, and Committee EAR’s. Vendor invoices were supplied
to document payments totaling $1,360,822. At the close of audit fieldwork, the only
documentation to evidence the remaining payments of $426,922 was an EAR dated June
30, 1996 in the amount of $330,819 and the canceled checks.

This finding was discussed with the Committee at the conference
held subsequent to the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided with a
detailed account reconciliation for disbursements to JVL Company.

15 This figure (.41173) represents the Committee’s repayment ratio as calculated pursuant to 1} CFR

§9038.2(b)(2X(iii).
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In the Memorandum, the Audit Staff recommended the Committee
provide documentation, including but not limited to, receipted bills, invoices or vouchers
from the payee or other collateral evidence to support these disbursements as qualified
campaign expenses. Absent such documentation, the Audit staff would recommend that
the Commission determine that the Committee make a pro rata repayment of $175,777
($426,922 x .41173) to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2).

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee submitted vendor
invoices for telemarketing services and other information which sufficiently documented

the amount at issue.

3, Duplicate Payments and Non-Campaign Related Disbursements

The Audit staff identified payments to individuals and vendors
totaling $51,343 that appeared to be either duplicate payments of qualified campaign
expenses or non-campaign related disbursements.

The duplicate payments, totaling $26,538, included the
reimbursement of expenses to individuals totaling $18,527 which the Committee had also
paid directly to the vendor providing the goods or service and the duplicate
reimbursement of travel and other expenses to individuals totaling $8,011.

The non-campaign related disbursements, totaling $24,805,
included a payment of $10,406 to William Channel on January 7, 1997; information
provided indicated that damages were sustained to a recreational vehicle. The only
documentation provided to support this expenditure were copies of appraisals and
damage repair estimates. No other documentation (1.¢., lease/rental agreement, rental
cost/payment, damage/accident report} was made available to establish a connection
between the use of the vehicle and the campaign.

Also, during the Audit staff’s reconciliation of disbursements to
West End Travel, the Committee’s travel broker, we identified airline tickets totaling
$8.213 purchased for overseas travel during June 1996. The tickets were purchased for
the candidate, his spouse and an aide. Documents available during audit fieldwork
indicated that the travel was personal and not campaign related. No evidence was
provided in response to our request to indicate that the Committee was reimbursed or
received a credit from the vendor for this payment.

Further, payments totaling $3,401 for printing, photography and
video duplication services were questioned; documentation sufficient to establish that
these expenditures were made in connection with the candidate’s campaign for
nomination was not made available during audit fieldwork.
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Finally, an expense reimbursement was made to an individual
which included $2,650 for printing charges. Included with the documentation in the
Committee’s file was a copy of a register slip identified as a “POST TRANSACTION
VOID” from the vendor which apparently voided the transaction. Thus, it appeared the
individua} was reimbursed for expenses for which the goods or services were not
provided.

The Audit staff’s findings were discussed with the Committee at
the conference held subsequent to the close of fieldwork; the Committee was provided
with detailed schedules of the apparent duplicate expenditures and non-campaign related
disbursements.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the
Committee provide documentation to demonstrate that the expenditures noted above are
qualified campaign expenses or present evidence that the Committee has been reimbursed
for these expenditures. Absent such evidence, the Audit staff would recommend that the
Commission determine that the Committee make a pro rata repayment of $21,139
($51,343 x .41173) to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9038(b)(2).

In response to the matter involving duplicate payments outlined
above, the Committee provided documentation previously reviewed by the Audit staff
during fieldwork in an attempt to resolve one duplicate payment in the amount of $99.
The apparent duplicate payment occurred when the Committee paid/reimbursed both a
credit card company and an individual for what appeared to be the same expense; the
Committee submitted a copy of a credit card statement but no information related to the
payment to the individual. Therefore, duplicate payments totaling 326,538 remain
unresolved.

In response to the non-campaign related travel, the Committee
submitted an affidavit, with a copy of an itinerary/invoice for $8,213, from West End
Travel. Inthe affidavit, the vendor stated that the Buchanan’s personal trip to
Paris/London was paid by personal check and “the ticket numbers shown were not
charged to the Buchanan for President American Express credit card nor paid for by the
campaign.” In the Audit staff’s opinion, this additional documentation, although heipful,
does not fully document the transaction as requested. The cost of the tickets was listed on
West End Travel’s June 1996 statement for the Committee’s account. The September
1996 statement indicated that all but $852 of the cost of these tickets had been paid. The
Committee did not provide any additional evidence in the form of a copy of the canceled
check or account statement detailing the payment (other than by campaign funds) for this
travel.

The information submitted relative to the $2,650 reimbursement
for goods or services apparently not provided, consisted of a hand written statement from
an individual. This individual, who apparently works at a similar business in Virginia
(the transaction in question occurred at a business in Georgia} attempted to explain how
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the transaction was processed. No information was provided from the individual who
requested reimbursement or from the business which actually processed the transaction.

Also in its response to the Memorandum, the Committee provided
additional documentation which resolved $1,401 (of the $3,401) in expenses questioned
above.

In summary, based on our review of the information provided by
the Committee, the amount of duplicate payments to individuais and/or vendors remains

unchanged and non-campaign related disbursements is reduced to $23,405.

Recommendation #3

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that $20,563
[($26,538 + $23,405) x .41173] is repayable to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 26 U.S.C.
§9038(b)(2).

C. PRESS BILLINGS FOR TRANSPORTATION COSTS

Section 9034.6 (a) of Title 1] of the Code of Federal Regulations states, in
part, that expenditures by an authorized committee for transportation, ground services and
facilities (including air travel, ground transportation, housing, meals, telephone service,
and typewriters) made available to media personnel, Secret Service personnel or national
security staff, will be considered qualified campaign expenses. The committee may seek
reimbursement for these expenses. Part (b) of this section states that the total amount of
reimbursement sought from a media representative under this section shall not exceed
110% of the pro rata cost of the transportation and services made available to that media
representative. A media representative’s pro rata share shall be calculated by dividing the
total actual cost of the transportation and services provided by the total number of
individuals to whom such transportation and services are made available. For purposes of
the calculation, the total number of individuals shall include committee staff, media
personnel, Secret Service personnel, national security staff and any other individuals to
whom such transportation and services are made available, except that, when seeking
reimbursement for transportation costs paid by the committee under 11 CFR
§9034.7(b)(5)(1)(C), the total number of individuals shall not include national security
staff.

Part (c) of this section continues that the committee may deduct from the
amount of expenditures subject to the overall expenditure limitation of 11 CFR
§9035.1(a) the amount of reimbursements received in payment for the transportation and
services described in (a) of this section, up to the actual cost of transportation and
services provided. The committee may also deduct from the overall expenditure
limitation an additional amount of reimbursements received equal to 3% of the actual cost
of transportation and services provided under this section as the administrative cost to the
committee of providing such services and seeking reimbursement for them. For the
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purposes of this section, “administrative costs” shall include alil costs incurred by the
committee for making travel arrangements and for seeking reimbursements, whether
performed by committee staff or independent contractors. If the committee has incurred
higher administrative costs in providing these services, the committee must document the
total cost incurred for such services in order to deduct a higher amount of reimbursements
received from the overall limitation.

Finally, part (d)(1) and (2) of this section states, in part, that if the
committee receives reimbursements in excess of the amount deductible under paragraph
(c) of this section, it shall dispose of the excess amount in the following manner:

. any reimbursement received in excess of 110% of the actual pro
rata cost of the transportation and services made available to a
media representative shall be returned to the media representative.

. any amount in excess of the amount deductible under paragraph
(c) of this section that is not required to be returned to the media
representative under paragraph (d)(1) of this section shal! be
repaid to the Treasury.'®

The Committee used Charter Services Inc. (CSI) to arrange its aircraft
charters. CSI arranged 26 flight legs, including chartered aircraft, catering services and
passenger facility charges, for the Committee between February 20, 1996 and March 25,
1996. In addition, the Committee, through various vendors, arranged for 5 charter bus
tours between February 22, 1996 and March 25, 1996.

For our review, the Committee provided copies of flight/bus manifests,
schedules which detailed the Commuttee’s calculation of the cost per flight/bus leg and
invoices from CSI. In addition, the Committee provided its reconciliation of the
flight/bus costs which was used to bill and coliect payments from the press personnel.
Documentation to support administrative costs in excess of 3% was not provided by the
Committee during audit fieldwork.

Using the documentation provided by the Committee, the Audit staff
determined the total cost per flight/bus leg, number of passengers per leg and cost per
seat. The documented cost to transport the press personnel, as calculated by the Audit
Staff, totaled $257,393 ($232,728 for aircraft charters and $24,6635 for bus charters). The
documented cost plus a 3% administrative cost allowance was $265,115 and the
documented cost plus a 10% allowable mark-up was $283,133. The Committee received
reimbursements totaling $304,609 from the press. This indicates that the Committee has
collected $21,476 ($304,600 less $283,133) in excess of the amount it was allowed to

16 As published in the Federal Register (Vol. 56, No. 145) in support of the provisions contained in

11 CFR §9034.6(d), this amount is the amount between 03 percent and 110 percent of the actual cost,
unless a higher administrative cost is documented.
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collect from the press. The Committee’s calculated cost to transport the press on aircraft
charters was higher than the cost calculated by the Audit staff ($246,020 compared to
$232,728); the Audit staff did not recognize undocumented ground costs in its
calculation.

As previously cited, the Committee may deduct from the overall limitation
the amount of reimbursements received in payment for the actual cost of transportation
and services made available to the press plus an amount equal to 3% of the cost as an
administrative cost to the Committee for providing such transportation and services. A
jarger administrative allowance, not to exceed 10%, may be taken only if the Committee
provides sufficient documentation to support that the excess amounts were actually
incurred. Since additional documentation was lacking to support the larger
administrative allowance, $18,018 [$283,133 (cost plus 10%) less $265,115 (cost plus
3%)] in reimbursements was received in excess of costs documented by the Audit staff;
absent documentation to demonstrate additional transportation, ground or administrative
costs, this $18,018 is payable to the U.S. Treasury,

A refund of $21,476 to the press would also be necessary, unless
additional costs could be documented.

The Audit staff’s findings were discussed with the Committee at the
conference held subsequent at the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided
with detailed schedules, including the Audit staff’s calculation of amounts, apparently
due the press and the U.S. Treasury.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
provide documentation to support the ground costs billed to the press and additional
administrative costs, if any, in excess of the allowed 3% of actual cost of transportation
and services provided to the press. Absent such evidence, the Audit staff would
recommend that the Commission determine that the Committee refund $21.,476 to the
press and make a repayment of $18,018 to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR

§9034.6.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee submitted documentation
to support additional transportation, ground service and facility costs totaling $20,973.
As result of these additional expenses, the documented cost of providing transportation
and related services for press personnel increased to $278,366 (3240,941 for aircraft
charters and $37,245 for bus charters). Also, the Committee submitted documentation
and other collateral evidence to support actual administrative expenses of $26,783 which
the Committee incurred to provide these services.

Based on our review of the documented costs, the Committee did not
receive reimbursements from the press in excess of the actual costs of transportation and
services provided, and allowable administrative costs. Therefore, no refund to the press
or repayment to the U.S. Treasury 1s required.
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D. DETERMINATION OF NET QUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS

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

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

Mr. Buchanan’s date of ineligibility was August 14, 1996. The Audit staff
reviewed the Committee’s financial activity through February 28, 1997, reviewed disclosure
reports through September 30, 1997, analyzed winding down costs, and prepared the Statement
of Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations which appears below.
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BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.
STATEMENT OF NET QUTSTANDING CAMPAIGN OBLIGATIONS
As of August 14, 1996
As Determined September 30, 1997

ASSETS
Cash in Bank $ 209,653 (a)
Accounts Receivable 208,436 (b)
Capital Assets (60% of cost) 92,685
Total Assets $ 508,774
OBLIGATIONS
Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses:
Outstanding at 2/28/97 $ 540,573
Paid 8/15/96 - 2/28/97 2,549,133 (¢)
Winding Down Costs Paid 3/1/97 - 9/30/97 332,045 (d)
Estimated Winding Down Costs 10/1/97 - 12/31/98 420,500 (e)
Amount Payable to U. S. Treasury:
Stale-Dated Checks 27,431
Total Obligations 3,869,682
Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations ($3,360.908)
FOOTNQTES TO NOCO
(a) Incjudes contributions totaling $70,764 dated prior to but deposited after DOI and an adjustment

for outstanding stale-dated checks totaling $22,335 issued prior to DOI and considered payable to
the U.S. Treasury.

(b} Includes a deposit of $68,000 1o Bell Atlantic which was listed by the Committee at $20,000.

{c) Includes actual winding down costs of $1,019,488; excludes nen-qualified campaign expenses of
$12,541 paid post DOL. (see Finding {[1.B.3.)

(d) Unaudited, based on review of Committee’s disclosure reports.

(e) Audit staff estimate based on review of disclosure reports and Committee estimates,
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Shown below are adjustments for funds received after August 14, 1996 through
April 29, 1997, based on the most current financial information available at the close of
fieldwork:!”

Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations (83,360,908
(Deficit) as of 8/14/96
Matching Funds Received 8/15/96 to 4/29/97 1,170,954
Private Contributions Received 8/15/96 to 4/29/97 1,214,282
Sale of Donor Lists 1/8/97 and 1/15/97 320,000
Rental of Donor List 2/21/97 19,279
Interest Received 8/15/96 to 4/29/97 3612
Remaining Net Outstanding Campaign Obligations ($£.632.781)
(Deficit) as of 4/29/97

As presented above, the Committee has not received matching fund payments in
excess of its enfitlement.

E. STALE-DATED COMMITTEE CHECKS

ith Section 9038.6 of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that if

e the committee has checks outstanding to creditors or contributors that have not been
cashed, the committee shall notify the Commission. The committee shall inform the
Commission of its efforts to locate the payees, if such efforts have been necessary, and its
efforts to encourage the payees to cash the outstanding checks. The committee shall also
submit a check for the total amount of such outstanding checks payable to the United
States Treasury.

During our review of the Committee’s disbursement activity, the Audit
staff identified 247 checks made payable to vendors and contributors totaling $27,431
that had not been negotiated.

The Audit staff’s finding was discussed with the Committee at the
conference held subsequent to the close of fieldwork and the Committee was provided
with a detailed schedule of stale-dated checks.

In the Memorandum, the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
submit evidence that the checks are not outstanding by providing copies of the front and
back of the negotiated checks, or that the outstanding checks were voided and/or that no

Based on the Committee’s disclosure reports, the funds received from the |ast matching fund
payment on April 29, 1997 would have been expended as of April 30, 1997.
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Committee obligation exists. Absent such evidence, the Audit staff would recommend
that the Commission determine that $27,431 is payable to the U.S. Treasury.

In response to the Memorandum, the Committee submitted a listing of
checks totaling $1,541, stating that these checks were never issued by the Committee and
were not promptly voided from the campaign operating account check register. The
Committee requested that the amount of stale-dated checks be reduced to reflect the
checks written but not issued.

In the Audit staff’s opinion, the evidence submitted by the Committee is
insufficient. Neither did the Committee provide copies of the checks to evidence that
they had, in fact, been voided nor evidence from the payee that no obligation existed.

Recommendation #4

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission determine that the total amount
of stale-dated checks ($27,431) is payable to the U.S. Treasury pursuant to 11 CFR
§9038.6.

= VI. SUMMARY OF AMOUNTS DUE TO THE U.S. TREASURY

e Finding I11.B. Apparent Non-Qualified Campaign Expenses 44,791
Finding II1L.E. Stale-Dated Committee Checks 27.431
Total $72.222
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, L.C. 2040)

November 25, 1998

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert J. Cos_ta
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

THROUGH: James A. Pehrkon
Acting Staff Direc

FROM: Lawrence M. Noblg/
Geueral Counsel , &~

Kim Bright-Coleman l
Associate General Counsel

Lorenzo Holloway
Assistant General Counsel

SUBJECT: Proposcd Audit Report on Buchanan for President, inc.
(LRA # 460)

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the proposed Audit Report on
Buchanan for President, Inc. (“the Committee™) submitted to this Office on September
16, 1998. This Office submils the {ollowing comments on the report. To the extent that
this Office has not made spceeific comments on scetions of the report, we concur with the
Audit Division’s analysis and reccommendations. [ you have any questions concerning
our comments, please contact Tracey L. Ligon or Janula | Wyatl, the stafT assigned to
this matter.'

' The proposed Audil Report concerns the audit of a publicly-financed candidate, Therefore, the
Office of General Counsed reconmmends that the Commission consider the Audit Report in epen scasion.

See T CER, § 9038, 1(e)(1).
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Memorandum Lo Robert J, Costa
Proposed Audit Report on Buchanan for President, Inc.
Page 2

The Office of General Counsel notes that Audit Division stafl attempted to schedule an
exit conlerence with the Committee to discuss the Commiittee’s Exit Conlerence Memorandum.
However, the Commiltee informed Audit Staff that it did not desire 1o have an exit conlerence
because the Committee did not anticipate having any questions. Consequently, on May 8. 1998,
the Audit Division delivered to the Committee the Exit Conference Memorandum without
holding an exit conference. In light of the fact that the Committee did not desire to have an exit
conference and the fact that the Committee received the Exit Conference Memorandum, the
Office of General Counsel believes that the Audit Division has satisfied the requirements of 11
C.F.R. § 9038.1(b)(2)(ii1). Nevertheless, in order to avoid any possible procedural arpuments.
we reconmumend that the Audit Division revise the Audit Report to note that the Audit Division
atlempted to schedule an exit conference pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 9038.1(b)(2)(ii1) and the
Comumitlee stated that it did not desire to have an exit conference. *

1. USE OF THE CANDIDATE’S FUNDS IN EXCESS OF THE LIMITATION
(ILA.)

The Audit Division concludes that the candidate exceeded the $50,000 candidate
expenditure limitation set out at 26 U.S.C. § 9035(a) by $50,374. This amount includes
expenditures, made by the candidate and/or the candidate’s wife using an American Express and
Visa cards, that the Committec did reimburse not in a timely manner. The report stales that if
additional transactions pertaining to the cards arc later found to be applicable to the candidate’™s
$50,000 personal expenditure limitation, adjustments will be necessary.

The proposcd Audit Report does not state the context in which such an adjustiment can be
made to the candidate expenditure limitation.® If the Committee seeks an administrative revicw
of the repayment determination, the administrative review will be limited to repayment matlers.
See Explunation and Justification for 11 C.1.R.§ 9007.2(d) (general clection {inancing
repayment procedure that is paralicl to 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(d)(1)), 60 Fed. Reg. 31863 (June 16,
1995). The amount that the candidate exceeded his personal expenditure limitation is not a
repayment matter.” Therefore, the post-administrative review statement of reasons will not

! In a letter dated May 21, 1998, the Audit Division notificd the Committee that the Commission satistied
the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 9038. 1(L)(2)(iii) under the circumsiances described above. Subsequently, on June
16 and fuly 8, 1998, stafi from the Audit Division and the Oflice of General Counsel et with the Commiltee Lo

answer specific questions about the Exit Conference Memorandum,
' Parenthetical relerences are torclated seetions mthe Audit Repoit,

! The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Audit Division revise the Audil Report to note lor
clarification purposes that the additional card transactions are among the undocumienied nonqualilied canspaign
expenses discussed in Section 111.8. of the proposed report. The Commitice will have an opportunity to provide
documentation for these charpes if the Committee secks an administrative review of the repayment determination.

See 11 CFR. § 9038.2(c)2).

' In contrast, the amount that a principal compaign commiltee exceeds the state or overall expenditure
limitation is a basis for repayment. 11 C.ER. §§ 9038.2(b)2)Gi)(A) and (v).
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include an adjustment to the amount subject to the candidate’s personal expenditure limilation.
The Commission can only make such an adjustment in an addendum to the Audit Report. 11
C.F.R.§9038.1(d)(3). Ifthe Audil Division’s reference Lo later adjustments is meant only to
convey that subscquently obtained documentation warranting an adjustment to the amount
deemed Lo be applicabie to the candidate’s $50,000 expenditure limitation will be considered in
the event that the Commission addresses this issue in another context, see 11 C.F.R.

§ 9038.1(d)(2), this Office rccommends that the Audit Division revise the Audit Report to clearly
reflect this fact.

Additionally, this Office recommends that the Audit Division revise [oothole six. The
foolnote states, infer alia, that because the candidate was the sole holder on the American
Express account, all charges made on the account are applicable to the candidate’s personal
expenditure limitation. The Report states that Audit stalf were not provided with statements and
charge slips for certain American Express or Visa charges. The fvotnote supgests that any credil
card charge madce by the candidate and submitted to the Commitlee for reimbursement is
automatically applicablc te the candidate’s personal expenditure limitation.

The Office of General Counsel believes that the amount subject to the candidates’
personal expenditure limitation does not include any and all charges on a candidate’s credit curd.
Rather, we believe that itis limited o expenditures that are made in connection with the
campaign. Scclion 9035.2(a)(2) applics to “expenditures” made using a card. The Presidential
Primary Matching Payment Act and the regulations promulgated thereunder do not define
expenditure.® However, Section 9035.2(a)(2) requires that the expenditure be made in
connection with the candidate’s campaign for the nomination. 11 C.F.R. § 9035.2¢a)(1). This
requircment in 11 C.F.R. § 9035.2(a)(1) recognizes thal a candidate can use his personal card to
incur expenses that will not be related to the campaign and are thereflore not subjeet o his
personil expenditure limitation. Since the Audit staff is currently unable to confirm the nature of
the charges, we recommend that the Audit Division revise the footnole to state that all
Yexpenditures” made on the American Express or Visa cards, regardiess ol who signed the
charge slip, would be applicable to the candidate’s expenditure limitation, while charges
unrelated to the campaigh would not be subject to the candidate’s personal expenditure

limitation.”

1. APPARENT PROHUIBITED CONTRIBUTION RESULTING FROM
EXTENSION OF CREDIT BY COMMERCIAL VENDOR (1L.B.)

The Audit Stalf concludes that one ol the Conunitiee's vendors, MITs, Tailore o act
timely in invoicing and seeking payment from the Commiltee represents an apparent
contribution. The Office of General Counsel agrees with this conclusion. Howcever, we

" The term “contribution™ is defed at 11 C.F.R. § 9632.3.

! However, charges unrelated to the campaipn that were reimbursed by the Committee would constitute the
use uf campaign funds for non-qualilicd campaign expenses. See 11 C.F.R.§ 9034.4(b)(5).
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recommend that the Audit Division revise the proposed Audit Report to reference the concluston
to the legal standard under 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(4), i.¢., failure to make a commercially
rcasonable attempt to collect the debt. To butltress this conclusion, we recommend that the Audit
Division revise the proposed Audit Report 1o note dates and time {rames during which MF]
failed to invoice the Commitiee for its balance due.

The Office of General Counsel also recommends that the Audit Division revise the Audit
Report 1o utilize the agreement between the Committee and MFI Lo further support its conclusion
that MFI failed to make a commercially reasonable attempt (o coltect the debt. See 11 C.F.R,
§ 100.7(a)(4). Under the terms of the agreement, MEFI was to submit invoices on a monthly basis
beginning January 1, 1996 and continuing until the termination of the contract, and invoices were
to be paid from matching [unds gencrated or wilhin thirty days, whichever came first. MF1's
[ailure to submit invoices in accordance with its own contractual terms should be cited as
cvidence of failure to act in a commercially reasonable manner.,

IIl.  RECEIPT OF CASH CONTRIBUTIONS IN EXCESS OF THE
LIMITATION (I11.A)

The Audit Division concludes that the Commitlee received $14,211 in excessive cash
contributions that were not refunded or disposcd of in a timely manner and, accordingly,
recommends that the Commission determine that $14,211 is payable to the United States
Treasury. The proposed Audit Report found that $2,408 was never refunded or disposed ol or
paid to the United States Treasury, and $12,755 was refunded or disposed of in an untimely
manner.® The Committee does not dispute that it did not promptly refund or disposc ol excessive
cash contributions.”  The Commitlee raised two arguments. First, the Commiltee argues that the
Conunission is without authority to require a payment to the United States Treasury for funds
that the Committee has already refunded to the contributors (albeit untimely). Second, with
respect (o exeessive cash contributions that the Committee has not relunded to contributors, the
Committee conlends that a requirement to pay the United States Treasury rather than to refund
the money to the contributor, where the contributor’s identity is known, constitutes a “laking™ in
violation of the Fifth Amendment o the United States Constitution.

Section 9038.1()(3) of the Commission’s regulations requires commitiees o subinit to
the United States Treasury a cheek for the total amount of any excessive or prohibited
contributions not refunded, reattributed or redesignated in a timely manner in accordance with 11

' The Audit Division identilied $952 in excessive cash contributions that the Commitlee previously pawd o
the United States Treasury. This amount, therefore, 1s not included in the $14.201 that the Audit Division

recommends that the Comnission determine (o be payable to United States Treasury.

! s Uhiee recommuids thal e Audid Livision hst when the exeessive cish contabations were rehaonded

in order to determine exactly how late the refunds were made.
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C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1), (2) or (3)." Remitling to the United Stales Treasury excessive cash
contributions that are not promptly refunded is consistent with the equitable doctrine of
disgorgement, As the Commission noted in the Explanation and Justification for a parallel
provision, 11 C.F.R. § 9007.1()(3), “courts have upheld the use of disgorgement in cases
involving securities violations ‘as a method of forcing a defendant to give up the amount by
which he was unjustly euriched,” SEC v. Toine, 833 F.2d 1086, 1096 (2™ Cir. 1987), citing SEC
v, Commomwealth Chemical Securities, Inc., 574 F.2d 90, 102 (2" Cir. 1978).” Explanation and
Justification for 11 C.F.R. § 9007.1()(3) 60 Fed. Reg. 31863 (June 16, 1995). Moreover, the
1996 Presidential Primary Compliance Manual provides that “[a] refund made more than 30 days
after receipt of the contribution does not relicve the committee of the obligation (o pay the
amount of the contribution to the Treasury.”™" 1996 Presidential Primary Compliance Mend.

p. 92.

As a condition precedent to receiving public funds, the Commiltee agreed to comply with
the cash contribution limitations under the FECA. See 11 C.F.R. § 9033.1(b)X10). A
commiltee’s failure to take action on excessive contributions within a timely manner is 4 faiturce
to cure contributions that are in violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act ol 1971 as
amended ("FECA”). Requiring presidential committees to pay the United Slates Treasury the
amount of funds that are not refunded or disposed of in a timely manner is a part ol the
Commission’s duty to proscribe rules in the audit process to ensure that presidential commitiees
arc in compliance with the FECA. See 2 U.S.C. § 437d(a)(8); see also 11 C.F.R.
§ 9038.1(b)(2)111). The Commission’s regulations as well as the 1996 Presidential Primary
Compliance Manual provided the Commitice with notice that if they did not timely cure
excessive contributions in accordance with the Commission’s regulations, they would be
required to pay an amount cqual to such contributions to the United States Treasury. Seve 11
C.F.R.§9038.1(D(3); 1Y96 Presidential Primary Compliance Manual, p. 71

The Office of General Counsel believes that a payment to the United States Treasury for
untimely refunded cxcessive cash contributions where the contributor is knowa, does nol

10 Section 103.3(b)(1)-(3), however, does not address the issue of relunding excessive cash contribuions.
See 11 C.FR §103.3b)1)-(3). Excessive cash contribulions are refunded in accordance with 11 CF.R. §
1H04(c)2), not 1] C.F.R, § 103.3¢bX3). Unlike Section 103.3(b)(3), which requires a refund of excessive
contributions within sixty days, Section 110.4(c)(2) reguires a commitiee to refund excessive cash contributions
promptly. Compare (8 C.F.R. §103.3(0)(3) wirk V1 CF.R.§ 110.4(c)2). Section 9038.1(1{3) requires a paymeni
to the United Stales Treasury for untimely reflunded contributions in excess of $1,000 under 2 U.S.C. § dd la,

However, there is no reason to limit this disgorgement remedy to specific types ol excessive coniributions. The
amounts mexcess ol the $1.000 mdividiuad conteibutiog Tanidation aad amopnis in excess ol e $100 cash
contribution lmitalion are both funds available o the Commitice that were limited by the FECA.

" However, requiring a committee to pay to the United States Treasury i the andit conlext excessive
contributions that the committee has already refunded o the contributors (albeil in an untimely manner). could be
viewed as punitive in nature since the Committee no longer has the funds that constitute the unjust enrichment. See
Kennedy for Prestdent Comantiee v FEC, 734 F.2d 1558, 1565 (D.C. Cir, F984) (oudil process is not (o pealize the
person ol comimitice subyect e e audel, but rather o recapture public funds used for onguahhed cxponbibmes).
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constitute a “taking™ in viojation of the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution. The
Takings Clause provides, “private property [shall not] be taken for public use without just
compensation.” U.S. Const. Amend. V. However, a party challenging governmental action as
an unconstitutional taking bears a substantial burden. United States v. Sperry Corp. 493 U.S. 52.
60 (1989). Although the question of what constitutes a taking for the purposes ol the Fifth
Amendment has proven to be problematlic, the courts have stated that the inquiry into whether a
regulation constitules an unconstitutional taking does not leud itself to any set formula, and is
essentially ad hoc and fuct intensive, Kaiser Aetna v. United States, 444 U.S. 1064, 174-175

(1979),

Guidance may be found, however, in the courts’ treatment of such “taking” argument in
the context of cases involving violations of the {ederal securities laws. In & E.Cov. Blavin, the
United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit affirmed the district court’s findings that the
Defendant violated sceurities laws, as well as its disgorgement order and disgorgement
distribution plan. S.£.C. v. Blavin, 760 F.2d 706 (6" Cir. 1985). Alter linding that the Delendant
violated securities laws, the district court ordered disgorgement of profits gained therelrom, and
appointed an agent te implement and administer a disgorgement plan. The Court ol Appeals
held that the part of the disgorgement plan that required a payment to the United States Treasury
after all claims had been paid did not vielate the Takings Clause. See Blavin, supra, at 713, The
Court of Appeals reasoned that the Defendant’s taking argument was “based on the misguided
belicl that disgorgement is a form of restitution that is based upon proofl that investors suflered
loss through [the Defendant’s] securities faw violations.” fd.

The Office of General Counsel believes that requiring the Commitiee to pay to the United
States Treasury the amount of cxcessive cash contributions not promptly refunded, where the
identity of the contributors is known, does not constitute a “taking” in violation ol the Fifth
Amcndment to the United States Constitution. As the court explained, the principle is that the
disgorgement remedy operites without specific regard for the interests of private partics, See
Blavin, at 713. Although the audit context does not involve a determination that the Committee
violated the law, requiring the Commitiee to make a payment to the Treasury of cash
contributions in the audit context, irrespective of the fact that the contributors” identity is known,

N
2

is consistent with this principle.’

1 The Explanation and Justilication for 1 CF.R.§ 9007, 1(0(3) notes that: “itis easier for a commitice to
truathe e paynient w the breasiy, as vpposed Lo selendmg multiple contiibution:,” Faplanations ard hasinfre it
for 11 C.F.R.§ 9007, 1(1)(3) (general election inancing repayment procedure that is paratiel to 11 C.F.R.§

9038 1(N(3)). 60 Fed. Reg. 31863 (June 16, 1995).
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FUDERAL LLECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, 1)U 2046 )

January 21, 1999

Mr. Scolt Mackenzie, Treasurer
Buchanan for President Committee, Inc.
6862 Llm Street, Suite 210

McLlean, VA 22101

Dear Mr. Mackenzic:

Attached please find the Report of the Audit Division on Buchanan for President
Committee, Inc. The Commission approved the report on January 14, 1999, As noted on
page 4 of the attached report, the Commission may pursuc any of the matters discussed in

an enforcement action.

In accordance wilh.l I CEFR §§9038.2(c)(1) and (d)(1), the Commission has made
a determination that a repayment to the Secretary of the Treasury in the amount of
$72,222 is required within 90 calendar days after service of this report {(April 24, 1999),

Should the Candidate dispute the Comumission's determination that a repayment is
required, Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9038.2(¢)(2) provide the Candidate with un
opportumty to submit in writing, within 60 calendar days afler service of the
Commission's notice (March 25, 1999), legal and factual materials to demonstrate that no
repayment, or a lesser repayment, is required. Further, 11 CFR §9038.2(¢)(2)(1i) permits
a Candidate who has submitted wrilten malerials o request an opportunity to address the
Commission in open session based on the legal and factual materials submitted.

The Commission will consider any written legal and [actual materials submitted
within the 60 day period when deciding whether Lo revise the repayment determination.
Such materials may be submitted by counsel if the Candidate so clects. 1 the Candidate
decides to fife a response {0 the repaymeat delermination, please contact Kim L. Bright-
Culeman of the OlTice ol General Counscl at (202) 694-1650 or ol [ree at (8O0} 424-
9530. ITthe Candidate does not dispute this determination within the 60 day period
provided, it will be considered final.

The Commission approved Audit Report will be placed on the public record onor
aboul Jasuary 29, 1999, Should you have any questions regarding, the public release of this
report, please contac! Ron Harris ol the Commission's Press Ollice al (202) 094-1220.
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Mr. Scott Mackenzice, Treasurcr
Page 2

Any questions you may have rclated to matlers covered during the audit or in the
audit report should be dirccted to Wanda Thomas or Rick Halter of the Audit Division at
{202) 694-1200 or toll {ree al (800) 424-9530.

%ccrcl Y,
Robcr%\

Assistant Staff Direclor
Audit Division

Altachments:

Audit Report

Schedule of Undocumented Expenscs

Schedule of Duplicate Payments and
Nou-Campaign Related Disbursements

Schedule of Stale-Dated Checks
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGION, DO 216 )

January 21, 1999

Mr. Patrick J. Buchanan

Buchanan for President Comuitlee, Inc.
0862 Elm Street, Suile 210

McLcean, VA 22101

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

Attached please {ind the Report of the Audit Diviston on Buchanan for President
Commitice, Inc. The Commission approved the report on January 14, 1999. As noted on
page 4 of the altached report, the Commission may pursuc any of the matlers discussed in

an enforcemend action.

In accordance with 11 CIFR §§9038.2(¢)(1) and (d)(1), the Commission has made
a determination that a repayment to the Sccretary of the Treasury in the amount ol
$72,222 is required within 90 calendar days alter service of this report (April 24, 1999),

Should you dispute the Commission's determination that a repayment i required,
Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9038.2(¢c)(2) provide you with an opportunity 1o
submif in writing, within 60 calendar days afier scrvice of the Commission's notice
(March 25, 1999), legal and factual materials (o demonstrate that no repayment, or a
lesser repayment, is required. Further, 11 CIFR §9038.2(¢)(2)(ii) permits a candidute who
has submitled writlen malerials to request an opportunity to address the Commission in
open session based on the legal and factual materials submitted.

The Commission will consider any written legal and factual materials submitied
within the 60 day period when deciding whether to revise the repayment determination,
Such matcerials may be submitled by counsel if you so elect. 1{ you deeide to file a
responsce lo the repayment delermination, please contact Kim L. Bright-Coleman of the
Office of General Counseld at (202) 6094-1650 or tol] free a1 (800) 424-9530. I you dv
not dispute this determination within the 60 day period provided, it will be considered

final.

The Commission approved Audit Report will be placed on the public record on or
about Jinwary 29, 1999, Should you have any questions regarding, the public release of this
report, please contact Ron Harris of the Commission's Press Office at (202) 694-1220.
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Mr. Pairick J. Buchanan
Pape 2

Any questions you may have related to matters covercd during the audit or in the
audit report should be dirceted to Wanda Thomas or Rick Halter of the Audit Division al
(202) 694-1200 or toll free at (800) 424-9530.

Robeff). Costa
Assistant StalT Director
Audil Division

Attachments:

Audit Report

Schedule of Undocumented Expenses

Schedule of Duplicate Payments and
Non-Campaign Related Disbursements

Schedule of Stale-Dated Checks
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CHRONOLOGY

BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.

Audit Fieldwork 12/3/96 - 1/29/97
Exit Conference Memorandum to Committee 5/8/98
Response Received to the Exit Conference 7/22/98
Memorandum

| Audit Report Approved l]/]4/99
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FEDERAL ELECTICN COMMISSION

WASHINGTCN, D.C 20463

October 25, 2000

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ronald M. Harris
Chief, Press Office

FROM: Kim Leslie Bright m
- Associate General Counsel

Rhonda J. Vosdingh
Assistant General Counsel

SUBJECT: Public Issuance of Statement of Reasons for Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for
President, Inc. (LRA #512) '

Attached please find a copy of the Statement of Reasons for Patrick J. Buchanan and .
Buchanan for President, Inc., which the Commission approved on September 14, 2000.

Informational copies of the Statement of Reasons have been received by all parties
involved and the document may be released to the public.

Attachment as stated.

cC: Audit Division
FEC Library
Public Disclosure
Reports Analysis Division



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, DC 20461

September 19, 2000

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECFEIPT REQUESTED

Patrick J. Buchanan -
c/o John J. Duffy, Esq.

Steptoe & Johnson

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N'W.
Washington, D.C. 20036-1795

Re:  Buchanan for President, Inc. (LRA #512)

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

The Commission has considered the responses filed and the oral hearing held on
behalf of Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for President, Inc. (collectively, “the
Committee’) regarding the Commission’s repayment determination issued on July i5,
1999. On September 14, 2000 the Commission determined that the Committee must
repay a total of $63,750 to the United States Treasury, including $62,116 for matching
funds related to improper reattributions and $1,634 for matched contributions that were
later refiinded.

Enclosed is a Statement of Reasons in support of the Commission’s determination.
See 11 C.ER. § 9038.2(c)3). The Committee must repay $63,750 to the United States
Treasury within 3C calendar days after service of the notice of this post-administrative
review repayment deteimination. 11 CFR. § 9038.2(d)(2). Judicial review of the
Commission’s determination is available pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9041. If you have any
questions regarding the Commission’s determination, please coritact Delanie DeWitt
Paintar, the attcrney assigned to- this matter, at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely, W

Kim Leslie Bright
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Statement of Reasons
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O C 20463

September 19, 2000

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RFCEIPT REQUESTED

Angela M. Buchanan, Treasurer
Buchanan for President, Inc.

¢/o John J. Duffy, Esq.

Steptoe & Johnson

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N'W. |
Washington, D.C. 20036-1795

Re:  Buchanan for President, Inc. (LRA #512)

Dear Ms. Buchanan:

The Commission has considered the responses filed and the oral hearing held on
behalf of Patrick J. Buchazan and Buchanan for President, Inc. (collectively, “the
Committee”) regarding the Commissioa’s repayment determination issued on July 15, -
1999. On September 14, 2000 the Commission determined that the Committee must
repay a total of $63,750 to the United States Treasury, including 562,116 for matching
funds related to improper reattributtons and $1,634 for matched contributions that were

later refunded.

Enclosed is a Statement of Reasons in support of the Commission’s determination.
See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(3). The Committee must repay $63,750 to the United States
Treasury within 30 calendar days after service of the notice of this post-administrative
review repayment determination. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(d)(2). Judicial review of the
Commission’s determination is available pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9041. If you have any
questions regarding the Commission’s determination, please contact Delanie DeWitt
Painter, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,
Kim Leslie Bright
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Statement of Reasons (without attachments)



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)
Patrick J. Buchanan and ) LRA#512
Buchanan for President, Inc. )
)
STATEMENT OF REASONS

L INTRODUCTION

-On September 14, 2000, the Federal Election Commission (“the Commission™) determined

#

that Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanarr for President, Inc. {collectively “the Committee”) must
repay a total of $63,750 to the United States Treasury for matching funds received in excess of

the candidate’s entitlement for matched contributions iater determined to have been rion~

matchable. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R"§ 9038.2(b)(1)(iii). This repayment arose from a-

Commission inquiry under 26 U.S.C. § 9035(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 9039.3 (“the 9039 inquiry”).
The Commission’s repayment results from Commission determinations that the Committee must
repay: 362,116 for matching funds related to improper reattributions, and $1,634 for matched
contributions that were later refunded. The Committee is ordered to repay $63,750 to the United
States Treasury within thirty (30) calendar days after service of this determination. 11 CF.R.
§§ 9038.2(c)(3) and (d)(2). This Statement of Reasons sets forth the legal and factual basis for
the Commission’s repayment determination upon administrative review. See 26 U.S.C.
§ 9038(b)(1), 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(c)(3) and (f), 9039.3(a)(2) and (b){4).
IL INVESTIGATION AND REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

Patrick J. Bu@hanan was a candidate for the Republican Party presidential nomination in
the 1996 primary elections. The Committee registered with the Commission on February 16,

1995. On May 31, 1995, the Commission determined that Mr. Buchanan was eligible to receive



matching funds under the Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U S.C.
§§ 9031-9042 ("Matching Payment Act”). The Committee received $10,983,475 in matching
fund payments from the United States Treasury.

During the Commission’s audit of the Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038, the
Commission conducted a sample review of the Committee’s matched contributions and found that

a number of contributions that were apparently improperly reattributed had been submitted for

£y matching. These included reattributions that did not appear to be between individuals with joint
¥ accounts, reattributions to numerous individuals, reattributions of the entire amount of

3

HEE

contribution checks and possible reattributions to minors. Specifically, the Commission identified

&
i1

;E m ﬂ«}! :;iﬂ s :‘=,

7,220 matched contributions from all contributors who were associated with any reattribution

submitted for matching. From this universe; the Commission drew a random sample of 324

el g

items.! The Commission reviewed the sample items and treated reattributions as improper if they
were made to an individual or individuals with a different sumame from the original contributor or
who had the same surname but did ot appear to be the contributor’s spouse.' See Attachment Q
at 3. Forty-seven of these sample items appeared to have been improperly reattributed and thus,
non-matchable.

In addition, the Commission’s audit revealed reattribution documents which generally
stated that the reattributee “maintain{s] equitable ownership of the account” from which the

original contribution was drawn.? See Attachment B at 18. Moreover, it appeared that the

! Originally, the sample size was 325 items; however, as discussed infra at note 7, one item was
subsequently deleted from the sample because it was refunded on May 10, 1999

z However, thirteen of the contributors associated with the 47 sample items that appeared to be non-
matchable did not use the “equitable ownership” language in one or more of their reattribution statements. [t was
not clear why the reattribution staternerts use the term “equitable ownership,” which appears in the regulations
governing matchability of contributions drawn on an escrow or trust account. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2).




Commuttee prepared the reattribittion forms and sent them to the contributors with a form cover
letter explaining that a maximum of $250 is matchable for each contribution, and suggesting that
if their “contribution can be partially attributed to your spouse, or other member of your family,
the Committee can submit it for additional matching funds,” apparently to maximize matcha'ble
contributions. See Attachment B at 19.

On June 16, 1998, the Commission opened the inquiry pursuant to 26 U.5.C. § 9039(b)
and 11 C.F R § 9039.3 to determine whether any contributions to the Committee were
improperly reattributed and whether th/e Committee owed a repayment for matching funds it
received for non-matchable contributions. See 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R.

§ 9038.2(b)(1)(ii1); Attachment A. To verify the contributions and reattributions, the Commission

surveyed contributors who had reattributed all or a portion of their contributions, questioning

whether the reattributees “had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.””
Attachment B at 15-17. Follow-up letters and telephone calls were made to contributors who did
not respond to the questionnaire or who returned only a partial response.

The Commission received responses for 39 of the 47 sample items.* Based on the
responses, eight of the sample items appear to have been matchable, and 31 of the sample items

should not have been matched and are considered “errors.” The Commission did not require a

3 In addition, the questionnaire asked the contributors to verify the amounts and dates of their contributions,
state whether the contribution checks were drawn on an escrow or trust account, verify the amounts, dates and
name(s) of the reattributee(s) for each reattribution, provide the current mailing address for each reattributee, and
indicate whether the reattributee gave the contributor any money to make the contribution or reattribution. /d.

¢ The Commission did not obtain information concerning the remaining eight sample items because two
were related to contributors who are now deceased, and six sample items are associated with four contributors who
refused to respond completely to the survey.




repayment for sample items for which there was no response or for which there was an inadequate
response to the questionnaire.

Based on the results of the 9039 inquiry, on July 15, 1999, the Commission determined
that Mr. Buchanan and the Committee must repay a total of $63,750 for matching funds received
in excess of the candidate’s entitlement for matched contributions later determined to have been
non-matchable, including $62,116 related to the improper reattributions and $1,634 for matched
contributions that were later refunded.” See Attachment B. In the Notice of Repayment
Determination, the Commission explai;led that the reattributions associated with the 31 “errors”

were not proper and were not matchable. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(k), 9034.2(c)(1). Specifically,

the contribution checks were drawn on the original contributors’ accounts, and because the

responses to the questionnaires indicated that the reattributee(s) did not have the right to

withdraw funds from the contributor’s bank accounts, there was no indication that the
reattributees were joint owners of the contributor’s accounts. See 11 CF.R. § 9034.2(c)(1).
Thus, the contributed funds appear to have belonged to the contnibutor rather than to the
reattributee. See id

The Commission used the survey information concerning the 47 sample items to calculate
the percentage of improper reattributions in the total population (“error rate”) and the associated
repayment amount for these non-matchable contributions. The Commission projected an error

rate of 9.57% non-matchable items in the population with a sampling error of £3.69% and a

5 In a separate repayment matter that arose from the Commission’s audit of the Committee pursuant to

26 U.S.C. § 9038(a), the Commission made a determination following an administrative review on March 16,
2000, that the Committee must repay $§29,328 to the United States Treasury for non-qualified campaign expenses
including inadequately documented disbursements, duplicate payments and non-campaign related disbursements.
The repayment was made on April 12, 2000. In the Audit Report, the Commission also determined that 2 payment
of $27.431 was due to the United States Treasury for stale-dated checks, but the Committee has not yet made that

payment. See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.6.



contidence levet of 95%. See Attachment B at 24-29  This error rate, when used to estimate the
total doilar value of errars in the population, resulted in a projected error amount of $62,116
which must be repaid for non-matchable contributions. /d

The remaining repayment amount, $1,634, was based on the Committee’s refund of
$2.000 to two contributors who each made a $1,000 contribution and subsequently completed

several reattribution forms.® The Committee had submitted these contributions and associated

“ﬂ_ reattributions for a total of $1,750 in matching funds in two matching fund submissions, and based
) on its review of the matching fund submissions, the Commission certified a total of $1,634 in
matching funds for these contributions.” The total amount of matching funds certified for the

refunded contributions, $1,634, must be repait_i because the contributions have been réﬁmded.

See 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.2(a)(1), 9034.3(i), 9038.2(b)(1(iii).

On October 12, 1999, the Comumittee submitted a written response to the repayment '
determination and requested the opportunity to address the Commission in open session in order
to demonstrate that no repayment or a lesser repayment is required.® See Attachment E;

11 CF.R. § 9038 2{c)(2)(ii)). The Commission granted the Committee’s request for an oral
hearing and the hearing was held on March 1, 2000. See Attachment F.
Throughout the repayment process, the Committee made a number of requests for

documents from the Commission. After receiving the repayment determination, the Committee

6 The contributors stated in a letter dated May 17, 1599 that they requested refunds after Commission staff
contacted them “because of an apparent misunderstanding about a form we were sent by the campaign after we

made the contributions.” Attachment B at 20-22.

! A reattribution of $250 of one of these contributions was originally one of the sample items. Because it
has been refunded, this item is not being treated as an error and has been deleted from the sample.

8 On September 30, 1999, the Commission granted the Committee a 15-day extension of time, until
Octaber 12, 1999, to respond to the Commission’s repayment determination. Thus, the response was timely.
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requested in a letter dated August 24, 1999, two specific memoranda sent between the
Commission’s Office of General Counsel and Audit Division and “any documents including
memoranda, oral contacts, questionnaires, etc. that form the basis of the Audit Staff’s factual
conclusions that certain of the 48 sample items appéar to be ‘improperly reattributed.””
Attachment C. On October 8, 1999, the Commission provided the requested memoranda, with
attachments, and copies of the surveys completed by contributors related to the sample items

which were considered to be improperly reattributed.” Attachment D,

'The Committee requested addi;lonal documents from the Commission prior to the oral
hearing. By letter dated February 7, 2000, the Committee requested information concerning the
Commission’s sampling procedures, specifically, the database containing the population of 7,220
observations, the database or spreadsheet of the sample rest;lts, the basis for the calculation of the
3.69% margin of error, and an explanation for each of the exclusicns from the sample.

Attacbment G. On February 16, 2000, Commission staff provided the requested materials to the

Committee.'® Attachment H.

S The Commission did not provide copies of internal reports prepared by an investigator in the
Commission’s Office of General Counsel, electronic messages, or communications between Commuission staff of
the Office of General Counsel and the Audit Division, which are protected from disclosure by the attorney work
product privilege. Attachment [ Morcover, the Commission did not provide documents the Committee shoald
have in its possession, such as contribution checks, or documents that appeared to be beyond the scope of the

request, See id.

10 The Commission provided a spreadsheet of the population of 7,220 items, two spreadsheets listing each of
the sample items, and the script of the inputs and results of the computer program used to calculzie the error rate,
margin of error and repayment amount. When the Committee informed Commission staff that its software was not
compatible with two of the spreadsheets, Commission staff converted the spreadsheets to a compatible format and
sent them to the Committee by electronic mail on February 18, 2000. By facsimile transmission dated February 18,
2000, the Committee stated that it had not received “an explanation for each of the exclusions from the sample.”
Artachment [ at 1. On February 25, 2000, Commission staff responded that the materials provided fully complied
with the request for documents, and explained that the color-coded spreadsheets of sample items provided to the
Committee on February 16, 2000 list each sample item and include a legend explaining the reasons for each of the

exclusions from the sample of observations. Attachment J.

e T
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Following the March 1, 2000 oral hearing, the Commitiee made several additional
requests for documents. In a facsimiie transmission dated March 2, 2000, the Committee’s
counsel requeste.d “a handbook, manual or other material that describes the Dollar Unit Sampling
method employed . . . in this Repayment Determination. . . . or any other material describing the
Dollar Unit Sampling method used,” as well as “any internal instructions or materials issued to the
Audit Staff that provide guidance regarding how to conduct Doilar Unit Sampling analysis.”
Attachment K. The Committee also requested “any documents or materials prepared by Emst &
Whinney that recommend use of Dolla; Unit Sampling or describe the purpose or goals of the
method.” Jd. The Commission staff provided responsive documents to the Committee om
March‘ 3, 2000, with a cover letter explaining that “there is.no’internal handbook or manuak
describing the computer program or the doHar unit sampliné procedures.” Attachment L.
However, the Commission staff provided responsive materials that explained dollar unit sampling,
including two reports prepared by Ernst & Whinney in 1979 concerning the Commission’s
sampling program, excerpts from two books used by the Commission’s Audit staff*’ and
computer code from the original computer pregram used for dollar unit sampling of matching
fund submissions at the Commission."? See id.

On March 10, 2000, the Commission staff hand-delivered additicnal responsive documents
to the Committee with a cover letter explaining that the “same dollar unit sampling review process
that is used to review matching fund submissions was used to draw the sample that is the basis of

the repayment determination.” Attachment M. The Commission staff provided the computer

1 Joun H. McCRrAY, DOLLAR UNIT SAMPLING FOR AUDITORS (1978) and DONALD M. ROBERTS, STATISTICAL
AUDITING (1978).

12 Commission staff also informed the Committee that staff were continuing to examine the agency’s files
for additional responsive documents. See id




-

code for the current dollar unit sampling computer program used for review of matching fund
submissions and for the sample projection that is the basis of the repayment determination: >
examples of matching fund submission review fortns: documents used in the review of the
Committee’s matching find “Submission 07, and a document prepared by the Commism:on’s
Audit staff entitled “Procedures for Reviewing Matching Fund Submission 99 (Sub99),” with
several attachments, including a flow chart of the review process.”® See id

- On March 17, 2000, the Committee submitted additional materials following the oral

-

hearing.'® See Attachment P,

II. COMMITTEE'S RESPONSE TO REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

T A

2 The Committee disputes the Commission’s repayment determination of July 15, 1999. In

2 its written response dated October 12, 1999, the Comrnitteé contends that the determination is

3 The computer code was redacted to delete file names and access logicals.

14 A “matching fund submission” is the package of documents submitted by a publicly-financed presidential
primary candidate to the Commission as the basis for a payment of matching funds and includes, inter afig, a list
of contributors and supporting documentation such as contribution check copies. See 11 C.F.R Part 9036. Each
candidate may make a number of submissions. Commission staff review each submission for compliance with the
submission requirements of the regulations and the Commission’s Guideline for Presentation in Good Order, and
if the submission is acceptable, review the contributions in the submission for matchability. 11 CF.R. § 9036.4.
“Submission 07" was the Committee’s seventh non-threshold submission and covered the period from January 26,

1996 through Febmary 24, 1996.

13 This unofficial internal document, prepared by Commission staff, describes the procedures used to draw
and review the sample that is the basis of the repayment determination. See Attachment M at 2. Surveys were sent
to contributors associated with the sample items identified as errors through this process. /d. The document
includes preliminary figures; the correct numbers were provided to the Committee in the Notice of Repayment
Determination, Attachment B, and other documents. /d. On March 6, 2000, the Committee requested an
additional documend entitled “PPS Sampling Operations Manual” referred to in the 1979 Emst & Whinney report
or any “other similar docoment.” Attachment N. Commission staff were unable to locate this document but
provided two related documents prepared by the Commission: the 1979 Guideline for Presentation in Good Order,
which was based on the dollar unit sampling system recommended by Ernst & Whinney, and the 1988 matching
fund submission review procedures. See Attachment M at 2.

16 While the Commission's regulations do not provide for the submission of additional documentation
subsequent to the oral presentation, the Commission has permitted presidential committees five business days to
submit additioral documentation related to the issues raised at the oral presentation. The Committee’s additional



.\)_

based on “methods of questionable validity and reliability” and is “rife with errors.” Attachment E
at 10. The Committee reiterated and elaborated upon its arguments and also raised several new
arguments at the cral hearing on March 1, 2000 and in the additional materials submitted after the
oral hearing on March 17, 2000. See Attachments F and P.

A, IMPROPER REATTRIBUTIONS

The Committee contests the sampling method used to calculate the repayment amount of
$62,116 for non-matchabie contributions related to improper reattributions and argues that
sampling is not an appropriate method /to calculate the repayment amount in this matter.
Attachment E at 2-7. The Committee contends that the use of sampling for “onerous repayment

determinations fails to meet the requirements of due process” because the Commission has not

demonstrated that- sampling was “the only feasible method” and that a full audit was “a practical

impossibiﬁty,” and because the cases cited in the Notice of Repayment Determination involved
audits with larger populations than 7,220."7 Attachment E at 3; see Attachment P at 2.
Moreover, the Committee claims that the Commission’s use of sampling rather than 2 “more
complete review” was not warranted because it is analogous to a state agency’s use of a test
period to extrapolate the amount of tax due over a period of years that was rejected by a New

York state court because records were available for a complete audit.”® Attachment E at 4-5,

documentation was due on March 8, 2000, The Commission granted the Committee’s request for an extension of
time; thus, the additional materials were due on March 17, 2000. See Attachment O; Attachment N.

” At the oral hearing, counsel for the Committee argued that in a full audit, Commission staff would review
only 1,000 items, which would not be “a number that is so burdensome and onerous as to justify sampling.”
Attachment F at 6-7, see 32-35. The Committee also claims confusion about the population size; however, the
carrect population size is 7,220. See Attachment B at 23-29.

e The Committee also cited a New York state case which applied the same reasoning to reject the use of
sampling to calculate Medicaid overpayments. Allen v. Commn'r of Secial Services, 500 N.Y.S.2d 204 (N.Y. App.

Div. 1986).



citing Mohawk Airlines v. Tully, 429 N.Y S 2d 759 (N.Y. App. Div. 1980); Names in the News v.
New York State Tax Commission, 429 N.Y.S.2d 755 (N.Y. App. Div. 1980); Chartair, [ne. v.
State Tax Comm'n, 411 N.Y.S.2d 41 (NY. App. Div. 1978.

Further, the Committee asserts that due process requires both that the sampling method be
“valid and reliable” and that tﬁe Committee have the opportunity to review both the sampling
method and supporting documentation.'® Attachment E at 5. The Committee contends it either

did not receive information it requested or was not timely provided with information. J/d at 5-7.

e

In addition, the Committee questions the Commission’s calculations.®® The Committee

argues that the +/- 3.69% margin of error is “imprecise by statistical norms.” Attachment P at 7-8

F

and 21-23; Attachment E at 7. Although the Committee acknowledges, in its additional materials,

A

i

=
o

that the “acceptable level of precision is a matter of opinion‘or policy,” it asserts that because of

the purpose of the estimate, the estimate should have been made more precise by expanding the

sample. Attachment P at 8 and 22. Alternatively, the Committee contends that the Commission

19 The Commission provided documents to the Comumittes in response to several Committee requests;
however, the Committee maintains in the additional materials submitted after the oral hearing that it still has
insufficient documents to evaluate the Commission's statistical analysis. Attachment P at 3 and 20-21. The
Committee contends that the documents provided by the Coramission de not establish the validity and reliability of
the sampling analysis because they do not provide information about “sample design and execution” and whether
the method was “properly implemented.” Attachment P at 6 and 20-21. The Committee asserts that it lacked
“materials showing that probability weights were calculated for each item in the population and that the sample
was then drawn accounting for these weights,” such as “input data files in addition to the program execution logs
(or other evidence that the f[Commission}’s computer programs were run with proper inputs) and program output
files.” /d. at 7 and 20-21.

b Although the Committee claimed at the oral hearing that the Commission’s sampling method was biased
toward larger contributions, it later appeared to retreat from this position. Attachment F at 9-12; Attachment P at

3 and 20. The Committee acknowledged that “a sample of 324 items is large enough . . . to be representative of the
population,” but argued that the Commission’s sample was not representative because the average contribution was
$90 while the average sample item was $155. Attachment P at 3-4 and 20; see Attachment F at 9-12. However,
the Committee subsequently admitted in the additional materials submitted foliowing the oral hearing that its
consultants determined, based on documents provided by the Commission, that the “apparent anomalous disparity
between the average contribution amounts in the population and in the sample could be explained as a
manifestation of the D[ollar] U[nit] S[ampling] method.” Attachment P at 5 and 20.



should “request repayment of the fower bound of the estimate,” 5.88% of the population (9.57% -
3.69%) to be “reasonably confident” thart the repayment “does not exceed the trie population
value.” Attachment P at 8-9 and 22; Attachment E at 7; Attachment F at 15-18 and 67-70.
Further, the Commuittee asserts that the fact that the midpoint is used for matching funds payments
is not refevant because the purpose of matching funds payments differs from that of repayment
determinations, which “takfe] away money to which a campaign initially was entitled.”

Attachment P at 9-10.

-~

Moreover, the Committee argues that the survey results were not correctly interpreted and

that it was not proper to consider particular contributions as “errors.” Attachment E at 6-10;

F  Attachment P at 14-16; Attachment F at 18-20. For example,' it asserts that it was not proper to
consider reattributions as errors if the reattributee did not h;ve the right to withdraw funds from
g the contributor’s bank account because the Commission “refused to consider the responses o‘f
contributors indicating that the reattributee gave the contributor the money to make the donation™
which, the Committee maintains, “contradicts regulations providing that contributions are
matchable if reattributed to persons who owned the contributed fuﬁds who had the requisite
donative intent.”* Attachment E at 7, Attachment P at 15; Attachment F at 18-20. The
Committee also argues that the Commission concluded “that lack of equitable ownership of a

bank account precluded a proper reattribution, failing to consider the possibility of equitabie

1 In the additional materials submitted following the oral hearing, the Committee claims that 11 CF.R.
§ 110.1¢k) permits reattributions and “contains no requirement that the reattributee share the reattributor’s bank
account” and that 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.2 and 9034.3 “contain no requirement that the reatiributions be made only
between spouses or joint tenants of bank accounts.” Attachment P at 15 (emphasis in original).
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ownership of the funds within the bank account.”® Attachment E at 8; Attachment P at 15
(emphasis in original).

The Committee also questions the survey process and contends there were flaws in the
Commission's treatment of specific reattributions as errors based on the survey responses. See
Attachiment E at 8-10; Attachment P at 10-13. The Committee asserts that it is “effectively
precluded” from challenging the Commission’s determination of errors because the Commission
provided only the survey response forms for contributors considered to be errors and no

Pl

information concerning the “additionai interviews conducted with those contributors.”

Afttachment E at 8-9.

Specifically, the Committee challenges five of the errofs. First, the Committee argues that o

Anna Newton's response indicated that she did not underst;nd the meaning of “reattribution” and
that her “uninformed response” to the survey should not be treated as an error.” Attachmen.t‘ Eat
9. Second, the Committee avers that Catherine Radecki’s reattribution should not have been an
error because her reattributed contributions were drawn on an escrow or trust account. Id.

Third, the Committee argues that James Pettit’s reattribution shouid not have been an error

because he did not respond to the question of whether the reattributee had access to his bank

2 The Committee contends that “at least one-third” of the reattributees for the sample items treated as errors
were “equitable gwners of the reattributed contribution” because surveys from the original contributors stated that
they received money from the reattributees. See Attachment E at 8; Attachment P at 16, It argues that the
Commission should accept these survey responses without requiring additional information because there was no
evidence that the reattributees did not give money to the contributors to make the reattributions, and the
Commission has accepted “[a)il of the contributors’ other statements” which “support the Audit Division’s
position.” /d. In the additional materials submitted after the oral hearing, the Committee lists the nine
reattributees who it contends were “equitable owners” of reattributed contributions, including one who is associated
with two sample items (Watkins). See Attachment P at 17, n. 40.

2 In its additional materials submitted after the oral hearing, the Committee claims that although
Commission staff explained the meaning of “reattribution” to Ms. Newton in a “telephone interview,” staff did not
attempt to “clarify whether she received funds from her reattributee.” Attachment P at 13.
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account. /d. at 9-10. Fourth, the Committee contends that John W. Kremer's reattribution was
incorrectly treated as an errcr because he responded that he did not make the reattributions. /4.
Finally, the Committee contends that Sheila Thomsen made a proper reattribution to her husband,
David J. Thomsen.* /d. |

At the oral hearing and in the additional materials submitted following the oral hearing, the
Committee makes several arguments it did not raise in its written response to the repayment
determination. See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(1). First, the Committee argues that reattributions

by nine reattributees were matchable because the reattributees gave funds to the original

contributors, and “under well settled legal principles such a transaction also creates a trust in

P which the reattributee has equitable ownership of the money he or she pays to the reattibutor for
- the purpose of effecting a joint contﬁbuﬁon'or reattribution.”®* Attachment P at'16; see

fi ‘ Attachment F at 63-65, The Committee asserts that 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(b) requires only that a
check be written on a personal, escr;)w or trust account representing or containing the

contributor’s personal funds and that an account contains a reattributee’s funds where “the

# In its additional submission following the orai hearing, the Committee ciaims that “there is no evidence”
other than the Commission staff’s statement that a telephone contact had clarified that Sheila Thomsen made the
reattribution at issne to her son David A. Thomsen rather than her husband David J. Thomsen, and that her written

survey contradicted this conclusion. See Attachment P at 13-14.

B Counsel for the Committes argued at the oral hearing that a reatiributee has “an equitable interest” in the
original contributor’s account, which makes it a trust account if he or she gives the contributor money to make a
contribution, that the “person who has money that they're holding for me for a particular purpose is a common law
trustee” and that the Committee interpreted the regulatory language concerning equitable interest in an account to
mean such a trust. Attachment F at 64-65. In the additional materials submitted after the oral hearing, the
Committee cites only 89 C.J.S. Trusts § 2 (1955) as support for this argument, and states that a “trust” is “the
relationship in which one person holds ‘an equitable right, title, or interest in property, real or personal, distinct
from the legal ownership thereof.'” Attachment P at 16, n. 35.
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reattributee paid funds into the reattributor’s personal account for the purpose of effecting a joint
contribution or reattnbution.”® Attachment P at 15-16.

The Committee’s second new argument is that the sample review was biased because the
Commission combined results of a written survey with follow-up telephone “interviews” of
contributors which may have been improperly conducted and may have biased the responses.

Attachment P at 11-12; see Attachment F at 12-13 and 20-21. The Committee asserts that

because the Commission has not provided it with documentation memorializing the telephone

-~

contacts, it cannot determine if they were proper.”’ Jd. The Committee also claims that it had no

1
-
.

el HE

&3 information that the interviewers were properly trained to avoid introducing error or bias by
“making improper suggestions or coercing respondents into giving responses favorable to the
Ed

{Commission].”*® Attachment P at 11. Finally, the Comnﬁﬁee argues that the survey was not

#

well-designed because additional contacts were necessary to clarify several responses.

Attachment P at 12,
B. REFUNDED COMNTRIBUTIONS

With respect to the repayment amount of $1,634 arising from refunded contributions, the

Committee questioned the “rationale for requiring repayment of only a portion of the matching

» The Committee further argues that such transactions result in matchable contributions even if the
reattributes gave the contributor cash because the reatwributed contribution is not submitied to the Committee in the
form of cash. Attachment P at 15-16; Attachment F at 19-20. It also argues that the contributions are not
unmatchable contributions in the name of another because the reattributee’s name was submitted to the
Commission and the Commission’s Guideline for Presentation in Good Order provides “for the acceptance of a

separate writing as sufficient to comply with the writing required by § 9034.2.” Id.

7 Specifically, the Committee protests the inclusion of “at least” two of the 31 errors that were “established
solely by means of these telephone interviews” (reattributees Carlita Brown and Roderick Fox). Attachment P at

12.
2’ Because an Internal Revenue Service manual recommends that survey and interview questions should be

drafted in written form to avoid ambiguity, the Committee contends the Commission's survey process “introduced
bias” to the extent that follow-up telephone calls “were not conducted according to writlen questions prepared in




-15-

funds apparently received in connection with these contributions™ by applying the “projected error
rate that was applied to the initial submissions” to calculate the repayment amount. Attachment E
at 2, n.2. At the oral hearing, counsel for the Committee asserted that donative intent should be
determined at the time of the contribution and a refund request would not make a contribution
non-matchable; however, he admitted that “[o]nce we give them their money back, [ don’t
disagree that the matching funds have to follow, but . . . the mere fact that they’ve asked for it

does not negate their donative intent, and does nct undercut the appropriateness of matching

’

funds.” Attachment F at 40-41.
IV. POST-ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

The Commission determines upon review that Patrick J. Buchanan and the Committee

must repay $62,116 to the United States Treasury for matching funds received in excess of the

candidate’s entitlement based on matched contributions related to improperly reattributed
contributions. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 CF.R. § 9038.2(b)(1)(ii1). In addition, the
Commission determines upon review that Patrick J. Buchanan and the Committee must repay
$1,634 to the United Stafes Treasury for matching funds received in excess of the candidate’s
entitlement based on refunded contributions (5 x $250 x .928) + (2 x $250 x .948). Id
Therefore, the Committee must repay a total of $63,750 for matching funds received in excess of

the candidate’s entitlement based on matched contributions !ater determined to have been non-

matchable. Id.

advance,” and “were not conducted by trained, impartiai interviewers.” Attachment P at 12-13; Attachment F at
12-13 and 20-21.
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A. THE REATTRIBUTIONS WERE IMPRCOPER AND NON-MATCHABLE
. LAW
The Commission may determine that portions of matching fund payments made to a
candidate were in excess of the aggregate amount of the candidate’s entitlement and must be
repaid. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(1). Payments made on the basis of

matched contributions later determined to have been non-matchable are subject to repayment.

L1 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(1)(i1)

-

A matchable contribution is 2 gift of money made by an individual, by a written
instrument, for the purpose of influencing the result of a primary election. 26 U.S.C. § 9034(a);

11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(a)(1). A written instrument means a chet;k written on a personal, escrow ot o
trust account representing or containing the contributor’s p;rsonal funds; a money order; or any
other negotiable instrument. 11 CF.R. § 9034.2(b). The written instrument shall be payable.' on
demand, to the order of, or endorsed to the candidate or the candidate’s commitiee, and shall
contain the full name, signature and address of the contributor(s) and the amount and date of the
contribution. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c).

Checks drawn on a joint checking account are matchable and the contributor is considered
to be the owner whose signature appears on the check. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1). To be
attributed equally to other joint tenants of the account, the check or accompanying written
document shall contain the signature of the joint tenant; if the contribution is to be attributed other
than equally among the joint tenants, the check or written document shall also indicate the amount |
to be attributed to each joint tenant. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1)(1). Inthe case of a check for a
contribution attributed to more than one person, where 1t is not apparent from the face of the

check that each contributor is a joint tenant in the account, a written statement shalt accompany
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the check stating that the contribution was made from each individual’s personal funds in the
amount sc attributed and shall be signed by each contributor. 11 C.F.R § 9034.2(c)(1){i1).
Where a contribution is reattributed to a joint tenant of the account, the reattribution shail comply
with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k), and the documentation described in 11 C.F.R.

§ 110.1(1), (3), (5) and (6) shall accompany the reattributed contribution.”> 11 C.F.R.

§ 9034.2(c)(1)(iit).

. A contribution to a candidate which does not meet the requirements of 11 CF R. § 9034.2
is not matchable. 11 CFR. § 9034.3.,‘Non-matchabte contributions include, for example, in-kind
contributions, a subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money or anything of value;
contrit-lutions made or accepted in viclation of 2 U.5.C. §§ 441a, 441b, 441¢, 441e, 441f or
441g; contributions made by persons without the necessary:donative intent to make a gift or made:
for any purpose other than to influence the result of a primary election; and contributions of "

currency. 11 CF.R. §§ 9034.3(a),(b).(e),(i) and (j).

The Commission’s regulations provide that if a contribution, on its face or in the
aggregate, exceeds the contribution limitations, the committee treasurer mAy obtain a written
reattribution from the contributor within 60 days. 11 CF.R §§ 103.3(b)(3), 110.1(k)(3). A
contribution is reattributed if the treasurer asks the contributor whether the contribution is
intended to be a joint contribution by more than one person, informs the contributor that he or she
may request a refund of the excessive portion, and within 60 days, the contributors provide a

written reattribution, signed by each contributor, which indicates the amount to be attributed to

B Checks drawn on an escrow or trust account are also matchable provided that the “contributor has
equitable ownership of the account” and the “check is accompanied by a statement, signed by each contributor to
whom ail or a portion of the contribution is being attributed, together with the check number, amount and date of
the contribution™ and the statement specifies “that the contributor has equitable ownership of the account and the
account represents the personal funds of the contributor.” 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2).
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each contributor i equal attribution is not intended. 1! CFR. § 110, 1{k)(3)(ii). The treasurer
shall retain the wntten reatiribution and the reattribution will not be effective unless the
committee retains the documentation. 11 C.ER. § 110.1(1)(3) and (5).

A candidate who disputes the Commission’s repayment determination shall submit i.n
writing, within 60 calendar days after service of the Commission’s notice of repayment, legal and
factual materials demonstrating that no repayment, or a lesser repayment, is required. 11 C.F.R.

§ 9038.2(c)(2)(i). The candidate’s failure to timely raise an issue in these written materials will be
deemed a waiver of the candidate’s n’g;‘lt to raise the issue at any future stage of procecdings
including any petition for review filed under 26 U.S5.C. § 9041(a). Id Moreover, the candidate’s

-

oral presentation before the Commission should be based upon the written materials. See

11 CF.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(ii).

2. ANALYSIS

The Commission concludes, after considering the Committee’s arguments on review, that
the Committee received matching funds for non-matchable contributions. The Commiittee has
failed to demonstrate, in response to the Commission’s repayment determination, that no
repayment, or a lesser repayment is required. 11 C.F R. § 9038.2(c)(2).

The Commission’s determination upon review that the reattributions were improper and
non-matchable is supported by the Commission’s investigation.”® See Attachment B at 10-13.
The investigation revealed evidence including the contribution checks which were drawn on the

accounts of the original contributors and do not list the names of the reattributees, and the survey

0 The contributions appeared to be matchable when they were submitted for matching because the
reattributees signed writings stating that the money was their personal funds and that they intended to make a
contribution. The reartributions also generally appear to have been completed within 60 days. See 11 C.F.R.
§ 110.1(k)(3)(i1). However, as discussed infra, the Commission’s investigation revealed that the reattiributions

were not matchable.
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responses of the original contributors, who indicated that the reattributees did not have the right

to withdraw funds from their accounts. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034 2(c)(1); see also 11 CF.R.

§ 110.1(k). Since the centributions do not appear to be drawn on joint accounts, the
reattributions are not matchable under 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1)(i1).’! In addition, there is no
evidence that the reattributed contributions were drawn on accounts that represented or contained
the personal funds of the reattributees. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(b). Moreover, the Committee’s
reliance on the “equitable ownership” language at 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2) is unavailing because
that provision only applies to the matc;hing fund requirements for contributions drawn on trust or
escrow accounts; however, there is no indication, other than the Committee’s unsupported and
untimely assertions, that any of the checks at issue in this maiter were drawn on trust or escrow ;

accounts.”? See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2). Therefore, the (,;ommittee has not demonstrated that

o Moreover, the reattributions may not have complied with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k), as
required by 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1)(iii). The form letter which was apparently sent to contributors did not inform -
them that they could request the return of the excessive portion of their contribution if it was not intended to be 2
joint contribution. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k)(3)Xii); Attachment B at 19,

2 The regulations address the matchability of contributions drawn on, inter alia, joint accounts, escrow and
trust accounts, and partnership accounts. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c). The language of the Commission’s
regulations does not provide for the matchability of reattributions except where the check is drawn on a joint
account. See 11 C.F.R § 9034.2(c)X1). Although the regulations provide that reattributions among joint tenants of
an account must comply with the requirements of 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(k) and (1), complying with those
requirements does not, conversely, automatically make a contribution reattributed among individuals who are not
joint tenants of an account matchable. See [1 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1). Morecver, the matchability of contributions
is governed by the statute and regulations, not the Guideline for Presentation in Good Order (“Guideline™)
(August 1991). The Guideline pravides guidance to committees for the format and procedures for submitting
contributions for matching. The Guideline clearly cites 11 CF.R. § 9034,2(c)(1), which concerns the matchability
of checks drawn on joint accounts, where it addresses excessive portions of written instruments made payable for
more than $1,000 and signature discrepancies. See Guideline, at 48 and 58. However, the discussion of written
instruments that cannaot be associated with the listed contributor does not include this citation. /d. at 65. Further,
the Guideline makes clear that the matchability preblems it discusses “may not be the sole basis for determining
that a contribution is non-matchable. Commission procedures provide that information cbtained during an inquiry
conducted under 11 C.F.R § 9039.3 may also be used as the basis for determining the matchability of any

contribution submitted for matching purposes.” /d at 42,
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any of the reattributions at issue were proper and matchable, and that the repayment
determination should be adjusted accordingly. See 11 C.FR. § 9038.2(c)(2).

The Committee failed to timely raise its contention that payments by nine reattributees to
the originai contributors somehow created a trust relationship which made the reattributions
matchable; thus, it has waived this argument. See Attachment P at 16; Attachment F at 63-65;

11 CFR. §9038.2(c)(2)Xi), Americans for Kobertson v. FEC, 45 F.3d 486,490-491 (D.C. Cir.
1995) (Commission could refuse to consider argument raised at oral hearing that was not in
written submission), Fulani for President v. FEC, 147 F.3d 924, 927 a.5 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (in
denying committee’s petition for rehearing, court observed that the committee may have been
barred from raising its new theory at the oral hearing). The Committee’s written resi:onse was ;
not sufficient to place the Commission on timely notice of tﬁe nature of the Committee’s trust
argument. See 11 C.F.R § 9038.2(c)(2)(i). Although the Committee makes several cryptic
references to “equitable ownership” in its written submission, it never explains this language.**
Rather, it merely asserts that a number of the reattributees gave funds to the contributors, “thus
making them the owneré. — in law and equity — of the amounts attributed to them,” and “the
equitable owners of the reattributed contribution.” Attachment E at 3, n. 3 and 7-8. Further, the

Comimittee contends that the Commission “concluded that lack of equitable ownership of a bank

account precluded a proper attribution, failing to consider the possibility of equitable ownership of

n In both the Notice of Inquiry and the Notice of Repayment Determination, the Commission questioned the
use of the phrase “equitable ownership” in many of the reatiribution statements because it appeared that the
Committee and contributors incorrectly applied 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2{c}(2) to contributions that were not drawn on
escrow or trust accounts. See Attachment A at 4-5; Attachment B at 4 and 13. However, the Committee provided

no explanation of this language in its written submission.
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wild

the funds within the bank account.™" Attachment E at 8. The Committee never explained how

the alleged payments by reattributees to the contributors could have had any effect on the
contributor’s ownership of his or her bank account or upon the matchability of the
reattributions.” Nowhere in the Committee’s written response does the Committee overtly refer
to these transactions as a “trust” or argue that the reattributions were matchable contributions
from a trust account pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2); the Committee only uses the same
“gquitable ownership” language found in 11 C.F R. § 9034.2(c)(2).”® The Committee first
explicitly expounded its trust argumen;in response to a question at the oral hearing on March 1,
2000, more than four months after its written response, when counssl for the Committee stated

that a common law trust was created when a reattributee gave the contributor money to make a

contribution, and that the reattributee therefore had equitablé ownership of the funds within the

contributor’s bank account, which, he argued, made it a trust account.’” Attachment F at 63-65.
Nevertheless, even if it had not been waived, the Committee has failed to demonstrate that
a common law trust is automatically created where one individual gives another funds to make a

contribution; nor has it demonstrated how such a transaction could transform 2 contributor’s

M Contrary to the Committee’s contention, 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2), which governs matchability of
contributions from trust or escrow accounts, requires that the contributor have equitable ownership of the account
and submit a statement with the contribution specifying that the contributor has equitable ownership of the account

and the account represents the personal funds of the contributor.

3 The Committee only states that the Commission’s definition of errors “flatly contradicts regulations
providing that contributions are maichable if reattributed to persons who owned the contributed funds who had the
requisite donative intent.” Attachment E at 7.

% Indeed, the oniy explicit reference ta trust or escrow accounts in the Comumittee’s written submission is its

contention that the survey response of one contributor, Catherine Radecki, “indicates that her reattributed
contributions were drawn on an escrow or trust account” and her reattributions would be proper “if Radecid’s

account is held in trust for any of the reattributees.” AtiachmentE at 9.

3 The Committee discussed the trust argument further in its additional submission following the orai
hearing. See Attachment P at 15-16.



checking account into a trust account subject to 11 CF R, § 9034.2(c)(2) or otherwise make the
reattribution matchable. One individual giving another funds to make a contribution could equally
constitute agency, debt, or some other kind of contract as it could a trust relationship.’® A
determination of what legal relationship existed, if any, between a particular contributor and a
reattributee would depend on the specific facts of the situation, such as the intent of the
individuals and any written instrument or other evidence of any agreement. None of that
information is available here. Further, since the reattributions occurred after the dates of the
contributions, the Committee appears fo be illogically arguing that reimbursements from the
reattributees to the original contributors could retroactively create a common law trust®® Indeed,

even if a common law trust was created, it is not clear how: such a relationship could change the:

contributor’s personal checking account int¢ a trust account or make these reattributions

matchable.*

A A “trust” is a “fiduciary relationship with respect to property, arising as a result of a manifestation of an
intention to create that relationship and subjecting the person who holds title to the property to duties to deal with
it for the benefit of charity or for one or more persons, at least one of whom is not the sole trustee.” RESTATEMENT

(THIRD) OF TRUSTS § 2, (Tentative Draft No. 1 1996).

» Moreover, these transactions would not result in matchable contributions if they involved, for example, a
loan, advance, deposit of money or anything of value; in-kind contributions; a contribution in the name of arather
or other illegal contribution; currency ar contributions by persons who lacked the donative intent to make a
contribution because they were giving the contributor funds for some other reason, such as a gift. Ses 26 U.S.C.

§ 9034(a); 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.3(a),(b),(¢),(i), and (j). In addition, several reattributions appear to have been made
to minor children and would not have been proper unless the decision to contribute was made knowingly and
voluntarily by the minor child, the funds contributed were owned or controlled exclusively by the child, such as the
child’s income, the proceeds of 2 trust for which the child is the beneficiary or a savings account opened and
maintained exclusively in the child’s name; and the contritstion was not the proceeds of a gift for the purpose of
providing the funds to be contributed and was not in any way controlled by any other individual. See [1 CF.R

§ 110.1(i); see, e.g., Attachment Z at 2 (“Stuart [Humphreys, the reattributee} is 7 years old”). The Commission
rejects the Committee’s assartion that non-matchable contributions would necessarily be made matchable through

the use of reattributions.

@ The Committes argues that “a personal, escrow or trust account, containg a reattributee’s personal funds”

if the reattributee gives funds to the contributor and thus, appears 1o contend that such a reattribution is matchable
under 11 C.F.R § 9034.2(b) even if it is not from a trust account. Attachment P at 15-16 (emphasis in original).

Nevertheless, the regulations provide for equitable ownership only of trust or escrow accounts, 11 C.F.R.



Moreover, the Committee has made no effort to obtain information to support its
assertions from the contributors or reattributees. The Committee has provided ne evidence. such
as checks or other documentation, to demonstrate that any of the reattributees provided funds to
the contributors. Nor is there any evidence that the bank accounts of the nine contributors .at
issue were trust accounts. To the contrary, seven of the nine contributors stated that the

= contributions were not drawn on an escrow or trust account.* See Attachment T. In addition,
the Committee has riot provided any evidence to demonstrate that the contributors and |

reattributees who signed the reattribution statements understood the phrase “equitable ownership”

to mean the account was a trust account, or that they had any intention to create a trust

relationship.

B.  STATISTICAL SAMPLING

Sampling is an effective and appropriate means for the Commission to determine the
amount of a repayment of public funds. The Commission used a dollar unit sampling technique in
the 9039 inquiry to investigate representative reattributions (sample items) and to calculate the
error rate of 9.57% with a sampling error of +3.69% and the repayment amount of $62,116 for
non-matchable, improper reattributions.

1 SAMPLING WAS APPROPRIATE

The use of statistical sampling to project certain components of a large universe is a

legally acceptable, valid audit technique that is appropriate to determine repayments to the

government, See, e.g., Georgia v. Califano, 446 F. Supp. 404 at 409 (N.D. Ga. 1977) (use of

§ 9034.2(c)(2), and the Committee has failed to demonstrate how an account could contain an individual’s
personal funds if it is not the individual’s personal account or a trust or ¢5croOw account.

A Two of the nine contributors did not respond to the question.




statistical sampling to audit Medicaid overbilling was not arbitrary and capricious where it was the
“nnly feasible method of audit,” review of individual claims would be a “practical impossibility”
and Georgia had the opportunity to challenge the statistical sample). In approving the use of
sampling to calculate Medicare overpayments, for example, one court recently stated, “The use of

sampling and extrapolation as part of audits to determine overpayments to parties who receive

publicly-funded reimbursements has been approved by courts in a number of different settings.”
Webb v. Shalala, 49 F. Supp.2d 1114, 1122 (W.D. Ark., 1999). Moreover, courts have generaily
deferred to agency expertise in uphold;'ng the use of statistical sampling.** See, e.g., Chaves
County Home Health Service v. Sullivan, 931 F.2d 914 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S.

1091, 112 S.Ct. 407 (1992)(upheld use of sampling audit to recoup Medicaid overpayments to

health care providers). In Ratanasen v. California, the court approved

the use of sampling and extrapolation as part of audits in connection with
Medicare and other similar programs provided the aggrieved party has an
opportunity to rebut such evidence. To deny public agencies the use of statistical
and mathematical audit methods would be to deny them an effective means of
detecting abuses in the use of public funds. Public officials are responsible for
overseeing the expenditure of our increastngly scarce public resources and we
must give them appropriate tools to carry out the charge.

11 F.3d 1467 at 1471 (9th Cir. 1993)(use of random sample to calculate Medi-Cal overbilling by
doctor held valid). Indeed, counsel for the Committee admitted at the oral hearing that “we

haven’t found any case that says statistical samples, if properly done, are not appropriate evidence

2 Courts have also deferred to agency expertise in considering challenges to an agency’s accounting
methods unless the agency’s accounting methods are “so entirely at odds with fundamental principles of correct
accounting as to be the expression of a whim rather than an exercise of judgment.” A.T. & T. Co. v. United States,
299 U.8. 232, 236-37 (1936); Warder v. Shalala, 149 F.3d 73, 84 (1" Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 1453
{1999Y; Strickland v. Commissioner, Maine Dept. of Human Services, 48 F 3d 12, 18 (1™ Cir. 1995), cert. denied,
516 U.S. 850 {1995). The Commission’s use of sampling is consistent with accepted auditing standards.
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in a federal case” or any federal decisions that turned upon the size of the sample. Attachment F
at 48-49,

[n particular, statistical sampling has generally been upheld when audits of the total
population would be “impossible.” Michigan Dep 't of Educ. v. U.S. Dep 't of Educ., 875 F.2d
1196, at 1205-1206 (6th Cir. 1989)(upheld use of sample of payment authorizations to determine
amount of disallowed expenditures of federal funds by a vocational rehabilitation program).
Statistical sampling was necessary and apprepriate in this inquiry because verification of each of
the 7,220 matched contributions relate:i to reattributions in the population would be pragmatically
impossible. Sufficient records are not available to enable the Commission to verify that each of
the thousands of reattributions was proper.* Moreover, the practical impossibility of verifying
each of the thousands of reattributions is demonstrated by tile difficulty of conducting an
investigation using surveys of contributors to obtain information concerning merely 47 apparent
errars in the sample of 324 items. In many cases, several contacts with contributors were
necessary to obtain the requested information, and some contributors never responded.

In addition, there'is “no case law that states how large a percentage of the entire universe
must be sampled,” see Michigan, 875 F.2d 1196, at 1205, nor any “statistical ‘fleor’” which the

population or sample size must exceed. See Ratanasen at 1471-1472. Contrary to the

Committee’s contentions, federal courts have approved the use of sampling in cases with sample

43 The Commission’s sampling method is distinguishable from the audit method disapproved in the New
York state cases cited by the Committee. See, e.g. Chartair, 411 N.Y.S.2d 41; Mohawk, 429 N.Y.5.2d 759. Those
cases involved state agencies that had all of the necessary records to review the transactions, while in this case,
sufficient records, inciuding, for example, bank documentation indicating whether contributors and reattributees
had joint accounts, are not available for the Commission to verify each of the reatiributions, and obtaining all of
the necessary records from the contributors wonld be difficult, if not impossibie. [n addition, unlike most of the
cases cited by the Committee, the Commission used a random sample drawn from the entire population rather than

the limited test period of time used to assess state taxes.
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and papulation sizes similar to the sample size of 324 out of a population of 7,220 used here. See
Ratanasen, 11 F.3d at 1469 (300 of a totai of 8,761 Medi-Cal beneficiaries, or 3.4%); Michigan,
875 F.2d 1196 (259 out of a population of 66,368, or 0.4%), Webh, 49 F. Supp.2d 1114 (250 out

of 9,131 claims).

In addition, the Committee’s argument that a 100% review would have been feasibie in

§ this case is flawed. To complete a 100% review of the popuidtion, Commission statf would have
f;; had to.review each of the 7,220 contributions in the population to exclude those that were

-’

apparently reattributions between spouses or that were not reattributions.*® This process would

5 have been time and resource intensive, and it is not clear how many reattribution items requmng
&

11 additional verification would have remained. While the number would probably be less than the-
3§

total population of 7,220 contributions, there is no factual bas:s for the Committee’s assumption-
LI that the number would be around 1,000 rather than some other number. However, even iftl;e

number were approximately 1,000, as the Committee asserts, completing the survey process and
obtaining sufficient information to verify the reattributions would not have been practicable. See

supra note 44. Since it was difficult and time consuming for Commission staff to obtain

“ The steps required for a 100% review of the population would include the following: pulling the original
written instrument for each of the 7,220 items from the paper files submitted in the Committee’s first seven
submissions, or from electronic records for the remaining submissions; checking documentation for each matched
contribution to see if it was reattributed prior to matching and eliminating any items that were not related to
reattributions from the review; for the items that were reattributed, finding the additional documentation
supporting the reattribution; generating a matching funds history for each contributor; examining the work paper
files for each submission to determine in which submission the contribution was included and the percentage
matched for that submission; reviewing each submission to determine if the item was an error in the submission or
would have been an error and eliminating those items from the review; and reviewing the remaining transactions
to determine if the reattributions: appear to be valid. See Attachment R at 2. Upon identification of transactions
that appeared to be improper reattributions, Commission staff would prepare letters and questionnaires; update
addresses and mail the letters; send follow-up letters and make telephone contacts; respond to questions; review the
completed questionnaires and, if necessary, contact individuals to clarify responses or obtain omitted information.




information for 47 sample items by surveys and foliow-up contacts, sending out more than twenty
times as many surveys would simply be unworkable.

Moreover, as a question of policy, the Commission notes the possible chilling effect of a
100% review. A 100% review would necessitate written and telephone contacts by Commission
staff to thousands of contributors, and could require several contacts or the use of subpoenas and
other discovery methods to obtain sufficient documentation from some individuals. Some
contributors, particularly those who are averse to cooperating, could have an unfavorable reaction

~

to such an investigation, resulting in a widespread chilling effect on future contributions by
contac.ted contributors. |
2. THE SAMPLING METHOD WAS VALID AND RELIABLE

The Commission’s sampling method was valid and rieliab!e. Dollar unit sampling is an
accepted audit technique and information is publicly available explaining it. See, e.g., JOHN H.
MCCRAY, DOLLAR UNIT SAMPLING FOR AUDITORS (1978); DONALD M. ROBERTS, STATISTICAL
AUDITING (1978). The Commission has used the dollar unit sampling methoci in its review of
matching fund submissions since 1980.** See 11 C.F.R. § 9036.4(b). The Commission’s sampling
method selects specific pennies as sample items from the total amount of all transactions in the
population, rather than selecting whole transactions, and projects the total amount of matching

funds for the population based on review of the matchability of the selected sample items.*® See

s The Commission staff review the contributions and documents in each matching fund submission for
errors and, using the dollar unit sampling method, caiculate the error rate and the amount of the matching payment
for the submission. See 11 C F.R Part 9036; Guideline. Matching fund payments are based on an error rate
similar to the error rate used for this repayment determination.

i The Commission’s dollar unit sampling method accomplishes probability weighting of sample items
because the larger the share of the population a transaction represents, the more likely it is to be selected in the
sample. Since matching funds are limited to $250 for each transaction, 26 U.S.C. § 9034(a), it is not likely thac a
few very large transactions in a population would lead to an erroneous sample result. It appears that the
Committee has largely abandoned its argument that bias in the sample is demonstrated by the fact that the average
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Attachment R at 2-3." Commission staff have reviewed hundreds of matching fund submissions
over the course of two decades using essentially the samne dollar unit sampling method that was
used to draw the sample and project the repayment amount here.*” The population in this matter
was treated like a matching fund submission and the same computer program was used to |
calculate this repayment as was used to calculate the matching find payments for the Committee
and all other matching fund recipients in 1996.“

-Indeed, it is appropriate to calculate a repayment for non-matchable contributions using

the same statistical sampling technique that was used to review the Committee’s matching fund

submissions. The purpose of the repayment is to recapture funds to which the Committee was

never entitled. See 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 CF.R. § 9038.2(b)(1)(iii). Since the contributions
at issue were never matchable, matching furids should not have been paid to the Committee for
them.*® Thus, it is consistent to use the same sampling method to recover public funds for non-

matchable contributions as the Commission uses for making matching fund payments.

amount of contributions in the sample was higher than the average in the population. Sze supra p. 10 note 20;
Attachment F at 9-12; Attachment P at 2-4 and 20. In fact, this result is not indicative of a biased sample but is a
manifestation of the dollar unit sampling method. See Attachment R at 2. The source of the Commities’s
apparent confusion is not clear, since the Commission’s Notice of Repayment Determination indicates that the
Commission used the “same statistical sampling technique that is used to review matching fund sobmissions” and
that a “dollar unit sampling”™ technique has been used to review matching fund submissions since 1980.
Attachment B at 9. In addition, an internal Commission memorandum dated October 22, 1997 provided to the
Committee on October 8, 1599 states that dollar unit sampling was used. See Attachment Q.

u The Committee admits that its statistical consuitants conclude that dollar unit sampling, “if properly
implemented, could produce an unbiased sample.” Attachment P at 5 and 20 (emphasis in original). Attachment
P at 5 and 20 (emphasis in original). The Committee has failed to demonstrate that the Commission staff did not
properly implement the Commission’s long-standing doilar unit sampling procedures in this case.

® While the computer program has been modified over the years due to technological changes, it is
essentially the same method recommended by Emnst & Whinney in 1979 and used by the Commission since 1980.

@ Further, the Commission’s policy is to allow prompt payments of matching funds to eligible candidates,
even if it must forgo a thorough investigation of the matching fund submissions and later seek a repayment of
matching funds paid in excess of a candidate’s entitiement. Courts have observed that Congress intended to
“provide prompt payments to eligible candidates” to “ensure that an eligible candidate will have the money he
needs at a time when its availability is most important to his campaign.” Committee to Elect Lyndon LaRouche v.
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Moreover, it was proper for the Commission tc calculate the repayment amount using the
mid-point of the sample error range (9.57% +3.69%) rather than the lower end of the range. The
precision of the estimate in the instant case is consistent with Commission policy.™® See
Attachment R at 3-6. The sampling error of +3.65% is consistent with the tolerable sampling
error of 4% used in the review of matching fund submissions to pay matching funds to
presidential primary candidates, and the Commission generally uses a 95% confidence level in
these sample projections. In addition, the Commission uses the mid-point of sample projections,
not only for matching funds but also fo;‘ other uses of sampling in audits, such as calculations of

the amounts of excessive or prohibited contributions, See 11 CF.R. § 9038.2(f)(1).

C. THE COMMISSION’S INVESTIGATION PROTECTED THE
COMMITTEE’S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS AND WAS FAIR'

The Commission’s repayment procedures protected the Committee’s due process rights.
See Explanation and Justification, Presidential Election Campaign Fund and Presidential
Primary Matching Fund, 44 Fed. Reg. 20338 and 20341 (April 4, 1979). The Commission’s
repayment procedures meet due process requirements because they include “Notice of the legal
and factual matters upon which the Commission is relying;” the “opponuﬁity {for the Committee]
to present in writing evidence and reasons” why tke repayment should not occur; a “determination

by the Commission on the basis of all evidence presented; and a statement of reasons underlying

FEC, 613 F.2d 834, 841 (D.C. Cir. 1979). This policy “is served by limiting the role of the Commission during
the certification process to reviewing the face of a . . . submission except where that submission (or that submission
together with other reports on file with the Commission) contains patent irregularities suggesting the possibility of
fraud.” /d. at 843.

30 The Committee acknowledges that precision is a matter of agency policy. See Attachment P at 8 and 21-
23,
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the Commission’s determination ! 44 Fed. Reg 20338, The Committee received ample notice
of the Ccmmission’s actions. The Committee received notice that the Commission had initiated
the 9035 inquiry. Attachment A. Fcllowing the investigation, the Committee received the
Commission’s Notice of Repayment Determination which set forth the legal and factual reasons
for the Comrmission’s repayment determination. Attachment B. The Committee then had the

opportunity to seek administrative review of the repayment determination by submitting written

materials and making an oral presentation before the Commission, and took advantage of that
opportunity. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2). The Commission’s repayment determination upon review
is delineated in this Statement of Reasons and is based upon the Commission’s consideration of

B the evidence and arguments presented by the Committee.

N Due process rights are not violated by the use of sarﬁpiing if the Committee has “access to

hearings and appeals and . . . the opportunity to be heard,” and the Committee had such an
opportunity. Ratanasen, 11 F.3d at 1472. The Committee was “given every opportunity to
challenge each disallowance as well as the audit technique itself,” and thus, it “has been treated as
fairly as possible under the circumstances.” Michigan, 875 F.2d at 1206. The Commission staff
provided numerous documents requested by the Committee and the Committee had sufficient

information to challenge both the Commission’s sampling technique and the treatment of specific

sample items as errors.*?

3 The 1979 Explanation and Justification for the Commission’s procedures for determining disputes
concerning repayments and suspension of payments to candidates state that the Commission’s procedures “mest
due process requirements” and explain that “procedural due process requirements mandate” that a candidate “be
afforded some type of opportunity to demonstrate to the Cormsmission” that the proposed Commission action is “not
warranted.” 44 Fed. Reg. 20338 and 20341. While some changes have been made to the Commission’s repayment
procedures gver the years, they still include ail of the elements to satisfy due process.

52 Further, the Commission rejects the Committee’s contention that the Committee still lacks sufficient
information concerning whether the sample was properly designed and implemented to determine if the method
was valid. Attachment P at 5-7 and 20-21. Indeed, the Committee appears to be uncenain of which documents it
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Moreover, the Commission’s analysis of the sample and the contributor responses t0 the
questionnaire was not only fair to the Commitiee, but was structured to err, if at all, in the
Committee's favor. Indeed, the Commission made an assumption in favor of the Committee by
not requiring repayment where it was impossible to verify whether a reattribution was proper.

For example, eight sample items for which there was no response or an incomplete response to
the survey were not treated as errors in calculating the repayment amount. In addition, sample
iterns that appeared to be reattributions between spouses were assumed to be proper and were not
verified. Had the Commission assume:i that additional information would reveal these

contributions were improperly reattributed, it is possible that it would have concluded that the

Committee received more than $62,116 in matching funds based upon non-matchable

contributions related to improper reattributions. The Commission also treated an additional eight

sample items as properly reattributed based simply on the contributors’ responses that the
reattributee had the right to withdraw funds from the contributor’s bank account without

requiring additional documentation from those individuals.

Furthermore, the Commission concludes that the Committee failed to timely raise its
contenticns that the Commission’s investigation was improperly conducted and “introduced bias”

into the sample results and that two sample items, reattributees Carlita Brown and Roderick Fox,

wants because it made numerous separate requests for different kinds of documents. See supra, p. 5-8. For
example, in its October 12, 1999 written submission the Committee claimed that it had no “handbook or manual™
that explained the “dollar unit sampling” method, but it had not specificaily requested such a manual in its
previous request for documents. Attachment E at 6. The information the Committee claims it still does not have,
input data files, program executioa files and program output files, has already been provided to the Committee in a
different format because the Committee does not have the Commission’s computer database system. See
Attachments H and L and Attachment R at 3. Contrary to the Committee’s argument that the Comumission only
provided documents concerning the use of sampling in “other contexts,” Attachment P at 5, the information the
Commission provided about the use of sampling in the matching funds context concerns the same sampling
program that was used for the repayment calculation. The Commission made efforts to promptly provide the
documents requested by the Committee but it cannot be expected to anticipate the Committee’s requests when the
Committee itseif appears to be confused about which documents it wants.
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that were “established solely by means ot these telephone interviews” should not be the basis of
any repayment because the Commission did not provide the Committee documents memorializing
the interviews. Attachment P at 10-12; Attachment F at 12-14 and 20-21. The Committee’s
written response does not inciude any of these arguments; thus, the Committee has waived
them.” See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2)(i); Robertson, 45 F.3d 486, 490-491; Fulani, 147 F.3d

924,927 n.s5.

- Nonetheless, even if these arguments had not been waived, the Committee has failed to
demonstrate that the Commission’s in;estigation was improper or biased. The Committee has
provided no basis to support its assertion that an investigation of individual sample items is not
compatible and consistent with the use of sampling.** Moreover, sampling is an-audit technique, ;
and the questionnaire and telephone contacts were discover;r tools that were properly used by the

Commission in this 9039 inquiry to obtain factual information from the individuals who

participated in the reattribution transactions.** See 11 C.F.R. § 9039.3(b)(2). Further, the

53 In its written response, the Committee contends that the “‘survey’ process used by the [Commission] to
‘verify’ errors raises nunerous questions as to validity, reliability, due process and fairness” but does not elucidate
what these problems are. Attachment E at 8. The written response also states that the Committee is “effectively
precluded from challenging the determination of error” because the Commission provided survey response forms
but no “information concerning interviews conducted with these contributors.” Jd. at 8-9. Nowhere in its written
response does the Committee discuss whether follow-up telephone calls bias survey results, the proper techniques
for surveys and telephone contacts, the training of interviewers, or the reattributions to Carlita Brown and Roderick

Fox.

4 Indeed, it is particularly important to investigate sample items because problems with sample items
indicate larger problems in the gverall population. The Commission’s Audit staff regularly uses sampling to
choose items for review and may seck additional information from audited committecs concerning sample items.

3 Although the Internal Revenue Service Manual cited by the Committee is not binding on the Commission

and does not reflect the Commission’s internal procedures, the Commission’s written questionnaire and follow-up

telephone contacts were similar to the approach it describes. See, e.g., Internal Revenue Service Manual

§ 1282.54(1)(*a large proportion of persons generally fail to reply to a mail inquiry, and this can lead to time |
consuming follow-up work in the form of additional letters, telephone calls, or personal contacts™), Commission .
staff drafted the questionnaire to be comprehensible, unambiguous, neutral and easy to complete, and contacted
several contributors by telephone to abtain complete information using the questionnaire as the basis for questions
and memorializing answers in writing. In contrast, the Committee's reference to Zippo Mfg. Co. v. Rogers, 216 F,
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Committee has failed to demonstrate that because the rasponses were by telephone and the
Commission did not provide documents memoriulizing these contacts to the Committee, the
Commission should exclhide the reattributions to Carlita Brown and Roderick Fox.’® The
Commission has not provided to the Committee copies of reports prepared by an investigat'or and
electronic messages memorializing telephone contacts, because these materials are protected by
the attorney work product privilege. See FED. R. CIvV. P. 26(b)(3); Upjohn Co. v. U.S., 449 U §.
383 (1981); Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495 (1947). However, the Commission has provided
the written survey form that was the basis of the oral contacts with contributors, and the results of
all of the surveys are summarized in a chart attached to the Notice of Repayment Determination.
See Attachment B at 27-29. Therefore, the Committee had sufficient information to challenge
each of the errors. |

D. SPECIFIC ERRORS

The Committee specifically challenged five of the non-matchable sample items upon which

the repayment determination is based, contending that these items should be treated as acceptable

Supp. 670 (S.D.N.Y. 1963), is not apt. The market research survey of consumer opinions about similarities
between products in Zippo was completely different from the Commission's use of a questionnaire as a discovery
tool in an investigation to obtain facts, not opinions, concerning specific contributions and reattributions from the
contributors involved in the transactions. Since the Commission was trying 1o obtain facts rather than opinions, it
is unciear how telephone contacts would bias the survey results.

s The Committee has provided no support for its contention that Commission staff may have biased the
responses of contributors by asking leading questions or coercing particular answers. See Attachment P at 10.
Indeed, telephone contacts with some contributors resuited in the treatment of the sample itéms as proper
reattributions. See, e.2., Attachment B at 28 (Tomberg). The survey filled in by Commission staff based on a
telephone call from the son of contributor Christine Tomberg was provided to the Committee, with staff’s initials
and a notation “Based on conversation with Lucian Orasel.” Mr. Orasel informed staff that he handles

Ms. Tomberg's finances and they share a joint account. Accordingly, the reattribution to Mr. Orasel was
considered proper and no repayment of matching funds was required. The other sample item, reattributed to
Constance Doehner, was considered improperly reattributed because Mr. Orasel stated that Ms, Doehner does not
have access to Ms. Tomberg's account. Similarly, survey responses by James Pettit and Sheila Thomsen were also
clarified by telephone contacts. In addition, two contributors sent in completed questionnaires afler staff obtained
responses from them by telephone; those questionnaires were provided to the Committee. Finally, Commission
staff also spoke to several individuals who called with questions concerning the contribution verification.
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and should not be the basis of any repayment. However, the Committee has failed to demonstrate
that any of the five sampie items were properly reattributed or matchable and thus has failed to
demonstrate that the repayment amount should be reduced. See 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2).

First, Anna Newton contacted the Commission by telephone and the meaning of
“reattribution” was explained to her. Because she stated that the reattributee, Andrew Newton,
did not have the right to withdraw funds from her bank account, the reattribution was improper
and the matching funds related to this sample item are subject to repayment. See Attachment U at
2. Confusion about the meaning of “reattnbution” by several contributors supports the
Commission’s repayment determination because these contributors may not have realized the

significance of signing the reattnbution statements. The fact that Ms. Newton, or any other

contributor who received a survey, contacted Commission staff to ask a question does not make-

her survey response biased or unreliable. See supra, Section IV, C,

Second, on the written survey, Catherine Radecki responded that her contribution check
was drawn on an escrow or trust account. See Attachment V at 1. However, it is not clear that
Ms. Radecki understood the question because she added the handwritten notation “my bank,”
which is irrelevant to the question of whether the account was an escrow or trust account. /d. In
addition, there was no indication on the face of her checks that the account was a trust or escrow
account, and the Committee has provided no evidence to demonstrate that the contribution was

made on a trust or escrow account. Ms, Radecki also responded that the reattributee had no right

to withdraw funds from her account.’’ /d. The reattribution was not matchable because the

3 The Commission notes that Ms, Radecki’s reattributee, Jean McMahon, was not one of the nine
reattributees whom the Committee contends gave funds to contributors and were involved in a trust relationship.
See Attachment P at 17. In addition, while the Committee challenged the errors related to Ms. Radecki, Mr. Pettit,
and Mr. Kremer in its written submission of October 12, 1999, the chart the Committee presented at the oral
hearing and additional materiais submitted on March 17, 2000 do not refer to these individuals specificaily. See




reattributee did not have the right to withdraw trom Ms. Radecki’s account. See {! C.FR.
§ 9034.2(c)(1).

Third, James Pettit did not respond in writing to the question of whether the reattributee,
Emily Jane Peitit, had the right to withdraw from his account, but in a telephone contact with the
Commission’s investigator, Mr. Pettit clarified that it was not a joint account; thus, it was an
improper reattribution. See Attachment W at 2. Fourth, John W. Kremer’s response that he did
not make the reattribution is not evidence that the reattribution was proper, but rather, supports
the Commission’s conclusion that he Elid not make a proper reattribution. See Attachment X at 2.
Mr. Kremer also stated that the reattributee did not have the right to withdraw funds from his
account; thus, the reattribution was not proper. See id.

Finally, Sheila Thomsen reatiributed funds from her:contributions to her son, David Arthur
Thomsen, who has the same first name as her husband, David J. Thomsen. This fact was cla;riﬁed
in a telephone contact with Ms. Thomsen. Ms. Thomsen’s survey indicate@ “n/a” to both
questions concerning her son, David Arthur Thomsen, the sampie item, and included a note that
there was a “typo.”*® See Attachment Y at 2-3. However, the reattribution statements make
clear that there are two different people with different occupations (her husband is an
“economist,” and the son lists “student”) and apparently different handwriting. See Attachment S
at 2-3. A follow-up telephone call by the Commission’s investigator to Sheila Thomsen clarified

that the reattribution in question was to David Arthur Thomsen, her son, a college student at the

Attachment F at Exhibit 3; Attachment P at 12-14, Thus, it is unclear whether the Committee continues to contest
these errors.

i The Comrmission investigator contacted David J. Thomsen, who indicated that he, rather than Sheila
Thomsen, filled out the survey form and wrote “typo.” David J, Thomsen signed the corer of Sheila Thomsen's

survey form. See Attachment Y at i.
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time of the reattribution, but Ms. Thomsen was unsure of the amount of the reattribution. This

reattribution is non-matchable because Ms. Thomsen stated that she and her son do not have a

joint account. See 11 C.F.R: § 9034.2(c)(1).

E. REFUNDED CONTRIBUTIONS

The Commission’s repayment determination in the amount of $1,634 for matching funds
based on contributions that were subsequently refunded, must be repaid because refunded
contributions are not matchable.”® See 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R.
§ 9038.2(b)(1)(iii)(ron-matchable con;n'butions are subject to repayment). Since the
contributions have been refunded, they are no longer 2 matchable gift of money given by the

contributors for the purpose of influencing the primary election. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(a)(1).

Moreover, the fact that the contributors requested and received refunds negates the donative

intent necéssary for matchability. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.3(i). Although the Committee argued at
the oral hearing that a mere request for a refund does not negate donative intent, the Commission -
need not address that issue here because refunds were made, and the Committee admits that

“{o]nce we give them their money back, I don’t disagree that the matching funds have to follow.”
Attachment F at 40-41.

The Commission’s repayment calculation used the amount of matching funds actually paid
for the refunded contributions, as determined by the error rates applicable to the submission of
those contributions for matching, consistent with the Commission’s calculation of similar
repayments in other matters. See Memorandum from Lawrence M. Noble to the Commission

dated July 8, 1999, “Alexander for President, Inc., Buchanan for President, Inc., Clinton/Gore 96

5 The Commission's regulations provide that committess must submit a list of all refunds with their
threshold submission and with subsequent matching fund submissions. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 9036.1(b)(6);
9036.2(b){1)(iv); see also Guideline at 14, 31.
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Primary Committee, Inc.. Matching Fund Error Rates (LRA # 359)" at 1-3 and 8-9. The
Committee submitted the contributions and associated reattributions for a total of $1,750 in
matching funds, $250 for each of the two original contributors ana $250 for each of five
reattributees. These contributions were included in two matching fund submissions with different
error rates, two matched at a rate of 94.8% and five at a rate of 92.8%. The total amount of
matching funds approved for the refunded contributions was $1,634 (5 x $250 x .928) + (2 x

$250 x..948). Thus, the Committee must repay the $1,634 in matching funds paid for the

-~

refunded contributions.
V. CONCLUSION

| Based on the foregoing, the Commission has determined upon administrative review that
Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for President, Inc. must ;'epay a total of $63,750 to the United:
States Treasury for matching fund payments received in excess of the candidate’s entitlemen;
based on matched contributions later determined to have been non-matchable. 26 U.S.C.
§ 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(1)(ii). The repayment amount results from Commission
determinations that the Committee must repay $62,116 for matching funds related to improper
reattributions and $1,634 for matched contributions that were later refunded. Patrick f. Buchanan

and Buchanan for President, Inc. are ordered to repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury
within 30 days. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(c)(3) and (d)(2).

Attachments

A Letter from Chairman Aikens to Patrick J. Buchanan Notice of Inquiry dated

June 23, 1998
B. Letter from Kim Bright-Coleman to Patrick J. Buchanan dated July 23, 1999 with

attached Notice of Repayment Determination
C. Letter from John J. Duffy to Delanie DeWitt Painter dated August 24, 1999

D. Letter from Joel J. Roessner to John J. Duffy dated October 8, 1999 (without
enclosures)
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E. Buchanan for President, Inc. response dated October 12, 1999 (attachments

omitted)

F Oral hearing Transcript — March 1, 2000

G. Letter from Rhonda M. Rivens to Kim Leslie Bright dated February 7, 2000

H. Letter from Delanie DeWitt Painter to Rhonda M. Rivens dated February 16, 2000

(without euclosures)
I Facsimile transmission trom Rhonda M. Rivens to Delanie DeWitt Painter dated

February 18, 2000
J Facsimile transmission from Delanie DeWitt Painter to Rhonda M. Rivens dated

February 25, 2000
K. Facsimile transmission from Rhonda M. Rivens to Delanie DeWitt Painter dated

March 2, 2000
L. Letter from Delanie DeWitt Painter to Rhonda M. Rivens dated March 3, 2000

(without enclosures) .
M. Letter from Delanie DeWitt Painter to Rhonda M. Rivens dated March 10, 2000

(without enclosures)
N. Facsimile transmission from Rhonda M. Rivens to Delanie DeWitt Painter dated

March 6, 2000
0. Facsimile transmission from Rhonda M. Rwens to Delanie DeWitt Painter dated

March 7, 2000
P. Addmcmal materials subrmtted to Chairman Wold from John T, Duﬁy dated

March 17, 2000
Q Memorandum from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence M. Noble dated October 22,

1997

Memorandum from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence M. Noble dated May 15, 2000
Sheila Thomsen check and reattribution statements

Survey forms for Nine Contributors

Anna Newton survey

Catherine Radecki survey

James Pettit survey

John Kremer survey

Sheila Thomsen survey

Alyssa D. Humphreys survey
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON D C 2046}

June 2z, 1996 —

Patrick J. Buchanan

1017 Savile Lane

McLean, VA 22101 -

Re: Buchanan for President, Inc. - Inquiry Pursuant
to 26 U.S.C. § 9039(b) (LRA # 466)

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

On June 16, 1998, the Federal Election Commission (the “Commission™) authorized the
Office of General Counsel to conduct an inquiry of the Buchanan for President, Inc. (the:
“Committee™) pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9039%(b) and LI C.F.R. § 9039.3. Enclosed is the Legale
mdFuaﬂAwmmnsmmmofmeComsm See 11 CFR.

§ 9032.3(b)(1).

The Commission’s inquiry will irclude & verification of certain resttributed contributions,

and may also include additional discovery as delineated at 11 CF.R. § 9039.3(b)(2). Upon
examining the information obtained in this inquiry, the Office of General Counsel will submita
report to the Commission summarizing its findings, which will be considered it Executive
Session. The information obtained from the inquiry may be used a3 a basis for an additional
repayment determination. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(f); 9039.3(a)(2). If the Comumission determines
that the Committee must make an additional repayment to the United States Treasury, the
procedures outlined in 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2, 9038.4 and 3038.5 will apply. You will be notified
of the results of the inquiry and given the opportunity to respond to any additional repayment
determination. If the Commission determines that no action is necessary, it will notify you by
letter as required by i1 C.F.R. § 5039.3(b)4)-

mywmmmamammcm

Counsel at (; ox(202) §94-1650.
. ‘34 . '-_.‘, Sincerely, .
e - bean 0.Chkins
Joan D. Aikens '
Chairman

Enclosure

:ﬁ*‘i’t’:érs_—:
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS
FOR INQUIRY PURSUANT TO 26 U.5.C. § 9039(b)
OF BUCHANAN FOR PRESIDENT, INC.

L INTRODUCTION

Patrick J. Buchanan was a candidate for the Republican Party presidential nomination in
the 1996 primary election. Buchanan for President, Inc. ( the “Committee™) was Mr. Buchanan's
authorized committee. The Committes received $10,983,475 in public funds under the
Presidential Primary Matching Payment Account Act (“Matching Payment Act™). 26 U.S.C.

§ 9031 er seq. The Federal Election Commission (the “Commission™) is conducting un audit of
the (.;ommme ¢ receipts, disbursements, and qualified campaign expenses pursuant to 26 U.S.C.
§ 9038(a).

On June 16, 1998, the Commission authorized the Office of Genersl Counsel to conduct
an inquiry pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §.9039(b) and 11 C.F.R § 9039.3 to determine whether the
reattributions of certain contributions to the Committee were proper. The information obtained
from the inquiry may be used as a basis for 8 repayment determination based on matching funds
received for improperly reattributed contributions. 26 U.S.C. §§ 9038(b)(1); 9039(b); 11 C.F.R
§§ 9038.2(b)(1)iii); 9039.3(a)(2) and (b)4):

II. BACKGROUND

The Commission’s audit of the Committee, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038, revealed a
number of questionable contributions, The Audit staff identified several instances where
conmbmwwmmmbmdwpawmwhomymthweownedﬂnconmbmedﬁmds.' Ezch
reattribution is set forth in a signed writing where the new contributor states that the reatributed
funds constitute a “personal contribution” to the Committee represented by “personal funds.”

The writings also stete that the individual maintains “equitable ownership® of the account fom
which the originsl contribution was drawn.

‘ For example, the Audit staff cites a cashier’s check for $8,000 which was given to the Committes in
November 1995 snd apparently reattributed to sight members of the same femily i January 1996. In another
instance, contributions from on« individual towling $7.229 which were made to the Committes between April 1995
and April 1996, were rearzributed to nine individuals who have no spparent relation to the original coatributor.
Moreover, questions were raised by restrributions of the entire amount of contribution checks from the original
contributor to other individuals even though the funds were drawn from tha original contributor’s bank account.

A



The writing appears ta be a form orepared by the Committee that was provided 19 the
enginal contributors w-it}":t a form letter informing them about the matching fund process and the
$250 maximum martchabie amount. The form letter informs the contributors that if their
“contribution can be partially attributed tc your spouse, ot other member of your family, the
Committee can submit it for additicnal matching funds.” The form letter was apparently sent to
contributors who had made contributions in excess of the $1,000 contribution limit, and to
contributors who had made contributions in lawful amounts between $250-81,000. Sze 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a)(1)(A). [tis possibie that reattribution was suggested to the latter group in order to
maximize the amount of funds that could be matched. The fornrietter does not state that
excessive contributions can be refunded to the contributor® 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(K)(3)(iiy A).
Many of the reattributed contributions may have been submitted for matching and may have been

improperly matched.

L 26 U.S.C. § 9039(b) INQUIRY

The Commission has initiated an inquiry under 26 U.S.C. § 903%t) and 11 CF.R.
§ 9039.3 to clarify whether the contributions were the personal funds of the reattributees and
whether the reattributees intended to donate funds to the Committee. To the extent that the
inquiry reveals that any of the reattributees did aot own the contributed funds or lacked donative -
intent to contribute, the reattributions would kave been improper and the reartributed -
contributions would not have been matchable.” See 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.2 (a)(1); 9034.2(cX1 Xi)-
Guideline for Presentation in Good Order ("Guidslina”} (August 1991) st Chapter V Exception.
Code G-3 at page 65 and Appendices 10,11 and 21. Thus, the inquiry msy reveal that the.
Committee received matching funds for nonmachable contritutions which shouid be repaid to
the United States Treasury. Ses 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(bX1 Xiif)

The Commission may conduct an inquiry uader 26 U.S.C. § 503%(b) {“9039 inquiry™)
based on information obtained under the Commission’s continuing review obligation,
information received by the Commission from outside soturces, or information otheywise
ascertained by the Commission in carrying out ite supervisory responsibilities. 11 CF.R.

§ 903%9.3(2)(1). Issues concerning the matchability of contributions are well within the purview
of the Commission’s authority to conduct 9039 inquiries; indeed, the Commission’s regulations
on matching fund submissions pravide that audits of a committee’s submissions may be:

2 When contacting s contributor concerning the restrribution of 2 contribution, ths treesurcr must inform the
contributer of the coamibution limitstions and of the cption o request the retam of the excessive portion of his
contributice. 11 CFR. § LIGIK)IXINA); sea Advisory Opinion (*AQ™) 198524 (raquiring committes 10 revise
a proposed letter seeking reatiributions of excessive coatributions 1o inform the contributor of the option of
receiving tha refund of the excessive portion of the contriburion).

! If & contribution on its face or in the sggregate axceeds the contribution limitations, the committes muss
return the contribution to the coatributor oF deposit the contribution in & designated campaign depository and obein
a written redesignation or rearrribution from the contributor within 60 days. 11 CP.R. § 103.3(0)3) If the
contributor decides to reattribute the coatribution 1o another conmributor, a written reattribution must be signed by
each contributor and such reatribution must indicae the smount of the contribution to be stributed to each
contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(kX3XiiXB). If no written redesignation or rearribution is obeained within 60 days,
the committes must refund the contribution. 11 C.F.R §§ 1 10.1(bX5)Xii) and 110.1 (kX 3IXi)

—-a daaw ; --—-—A~-- -
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conducted pursuant to section 8039. Sez | FC.F.R. §§ 5036.4(d); 9039.3(a)(2) and (b)(4).
[nformation revealed by a 9039 inquiry may serve as the basis for injtial or additional r\cpaymem
determinations, including a repayment determination based on matching funds received for
nonmatchable contribwzions. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(b){ 1)(iii);
9039.3(a}2) and (bj(4).

The primary issue in this 9039 inquiry is whether the reantributions and associated
maiching payments were proper. Reattributed contributions made to presidentiai campaigns of
candidates receiving matching funds can be matched if the committee receives a writing signed
by each contributor stating that the reattributed contribution constitutes the personal funds of the
new contributor. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(1)(ii);* Guideline at Appendices 10, 11 and 21. The
writing should establish that the contribution is a gift of money made for the purpose of
influencing the result of a primary election. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(a)(1); see AO 1984-27 (revising
a presidential primary committee's verification form to include language stating that contribution
“is made with donative intent to make a gift and is made for the purpose of influencing the resuit
of a presidential primary election.”™).- Contributions made without the requisite donative intent
are not matchable. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.3(i).

~ The contributions in question appesr on their face to have been properly reattributed since -
the new contributors submitted signed writings staring that the money was theirs and that they -
intended to make acontribution. 11 CF.R. § 9034.2(c)(1Xii). However, the available
information indicates that the funds may not have belonged to the new contributors. The finds:
were originaily contributed by checks drawn on accounts apparently belonging to only the:
origipal contributors. In most instances, the names and addresses on the checks from the original .. .-
contributions were those of the original contributors, and the reattributees pames are not listed o~ _
the face of the checks. While not conclusive, the absence of the reattritantees’ names and
addresses on the checks raises questions about whether the reattributees were account holders for
the bankaccomorhndmyowmhipinwinzhecomribvmdﬁmj

In their reatribution writings, the new contributors claim to have “equitable ownership™
in the accounts ysed for the ariginal contributions. The term “equitable ownership™ appears in
the regulations governing matchability of contributions drawn on an escraw or trust account.
11 C.F.R § 9034.2(c)2).} Contrilnitions in the form of checks drawn on an escrow or trust.

¢ 11 CFR. 9034.2(c X1 (i) appliss when it is not spparsnt from the face of the check that esch contributor is
a joint tensnt of the account from which ths check is drawre.

! But see 11 CPR § 9034.2(c){1 Xif) (reattributees may submit & written stacament that the contribution
represents their personal fimds).

¢ In addition, the Commission's reguistions use the term “equitable interest”™ in defining a candidste’s
personal funds spent on his or her election: “zay assets which, under applicable state law, at the tima he or she-
became a candidate, the candidase had legal right of access t or control over, md with respect to which the:
candidate had either legal and rightful title or an equitable interese™ [1 CF.R. § i 10.10(0X1); soe AO 1991-10
(candidate’s spouse would not make contribution where candidate obtained losn based on equity in one-half of
jointly owned houss and withdrew one-haif of funds from joint investment account.). The Expianstion and.
Justification for 11 C.F.R. § 110.10 states that the uss of the 1erm “equitable interest” sppliss to an swnership or

ATTLCEMENY ___._A.__. -
Pm_'.ﬁ-—_ ot .



accqunt are matcnable if the contnbutor has equitable ownership in the account and the check is
accomparued by a statement, signed by each contributor to whom ali or a portion of the
contribution is being atwributed which states that the contibutor has cqui:z;blc ownership of the
account and the account represents the personal funds of the contributor, and aiso includes the
check number, amount and date of contribution. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)(2)(ii). However, the
reattribution checks that were matched do not appéar to have been drawn on an escrow or trust
account, and there is insufficient evidence to ascertain whether any of the reattributed
contributions were rzlated to escrow or ust accounts,

While each new contributor signed a statement that the “contribution represents my
personal funds and my personal conuibution to Buchanan for President,” it is not clear whether
the reattributees bad the requisite donative intent to make a contribution. For example, the
reattributions do not state explicitly that the new contributors have “donative intent,” nor that the
contributors are making the contributions “to influence an election.” See AO 1984-27 (the
Commission concluded that a formn must state that the contribution “is made with donative intent
to make a gift and is made for the purpose of influencing the resuit of & presidential primary
clection.”); see aiso 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.2(a)1) and 9034.3(i). Moreover, several of the
reattributions appear to have been signed by minors, and several reattributions appear to have
been signed in the same handwriting. These discrepancies raise additional questions about the
reattributions. :

IV. DECISION TO CONDUCT INQUIRY PURSUANT TO 26 U.S.C. § 9¢39(b}

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission has decided to open an inquiry pursuant to
26 U.S.C. § 903%(Db) and 11 CF.R. § 9039.3 in order to determine whether reattzibutions of
contributions tc Buchanan for President, Inc. were properly made and, if not, whether Buchanan
for President, Inc. owes any repayment to the United States Treasury for matching funds received
for nonmatchable contributions. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(t)X1). The Commission may use the
information from the 9039 inquiry for 2 separate additional repayment determination
supplementing any repayment determinstions that may arise from the audit report. 11 CF.R.
§§ 9038.2(f); 9039.3(a)2) and (b)4).

pecuniary interest that is not one of legal title, but makss clesr that the criteria of legal and rightful title and
equitable interes: must be linked with legal right of access to of control over such funds. 48 Fed Reg. 19020
(Aprit 27, 1983). While 11 C.F.R § 110.10(bX1) and AQ 1991-10 concern the personal funds of 4 candidate and
his or her spouse, the reazributions at issue do not appesr 1o have been mads to the original contributor’s spouse.
Moreover, the reattributions do not state that the reatributees had both an equitable interest and a legal right of
access to or control gver the contributed funds. See 11 C.F.R § 110.10(d)1).
L;""Lr" A-.‘____
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCGTON O C 040!

July 23, 1999 -

CERTIFIED TURN

Patrick J. Buchanan

c/o John J. Duffy, Esq.

Steptoe & Johnson LLP

1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

\\

Re: Buchanan for President, Inc. - chaymcnt
Determmatnon(LRA#SlZ}

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

On July 15, 1999, the Commission determmed that Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for
President, Inc. (collectively, “the Committee™) must repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury
pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038(bX1) and 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)(1 Xiii). See 11 CF.R.

§§ 9038.2(f): 9039.3(a)(2). The determination is based on the Commission’s inquiry into the
matchability of certain reattributed contributions under 26 U.S.C. § 9039(b) and 11 C.F.R.

§ 9039.3. Enclosed is the Notice of Repayment Determination, which sets forth the legal and.
factual reasons for the repsyment determination. This repayment must be made to the Secretary
of the Treasury within 90 calendar days of your receipt of this Notice. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(d).

Ky vt

If the Committee disputes the Commission’s determination that a repayment is required,
the Commission regulations at 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)X2) provide you with the opportunity to
submit in writing, within 60 calendar days after service of the Notice, legal and factual materials
to demonstrate that no repayment, or a lesser repayment, is required. Moreover, a Committee
that has submitted written materials may at the same time request an opportunity to address the
Commission in open session based on the legal and factual materials submitted. 11 CF.R
§ 9038.2(c)2Xii). The Commission will consider any written legal and facrual materials timely
submitted and any oral hearing when deciding whether to revise the repayment determination.

i C.F.R. § 9038.2(cX3). Such materiais may be submined by counset. 11 C.F.R.
§ 9038.2(cX2)(i)

ArracEEwr 3
Fagu_ ) or 29
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Parrick J. Buchanan
Page 2 -

f vou have any questions related to matters covered in this Notice, please contact
Dekanie DeWint Painter, the antorney assigned to this case. at (202) 694-1650. -

Sincerely,

i s

Kim Bright-Coleman
Associate General Counsel
Enciosure
Notice of Repayment Determination (Wwith attachments) -

- LACEMENT
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

[n the Manter of

Patrick J. Buchanan and : LRA#512 —_

Buchanan for Presideny, inc.

v
R T T

NOTICE OF REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

L INTRODUCTION z

On June 16, 1998, the Federal Election Commission (*the Commission™) opened an
inquiry under 26 U.S.C. § 903%(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 9039.3 (“the 9039 inquiry™) to determine
wheﬂ';er the reatrribution of certain c6htributions to Patrick J. Bucﬂanan and Buchanan for

President, Inc. (collectively “the Committee™) were proper and whether the Committee received

any matching funds for non-matchable contributions. Based upon this inquiry, on July 15, 1999,
1999, the Commission determined that Patrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for President, Inc:

B
£
F
=
4
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e
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must repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury for matching funds received in excess of the

e i

B

candidate’s entitlement for matched contributions iater determined to have been non-matchable.
26 U.S.C. § 9038(bX1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(bX1)iii). Therefore, the Committee is ordered to
repay $63.750 to the United States Treasury within 90 calendar days after service of this
determination. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(cX1) and (d)X1). This Notice of Repayment Determination
sets forth the legal and factual basis for the repayment determination. See 26 U.S.C.

~§ 9038(b)(1), 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(c)1) and (f), 9039.3(a)(2) and (b)4)-

1L BACKGROUND
Patrick J. Buchanan was a candidate for the Republican Party presidential nomination in

the 1996 primary elections. The Committee registered with the Commission on February 16,

1995. On May 31, 1995, the Commission determined that Mr. Buchanan was eligible to receive

) ATTACRMENY
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rmatching funds under the Presidentiai Primary Matching Payment Account Act, 26 U.S.C.
§§ 503 1-9042 {“Matching Payment Act”™). The Cornminee received $10.983.475 in atching
ﬁ.md payments from the United States Treasury.

On January {4, 1999, the Commission considered the Report of the Audit Division on the
Committee and detsrmuned that the candidate and Committes must repay $44,791 to the United
States Treasury for non-qualified campaign expenses.’ The repayrnent determination set forth in

this Notice is an additional repayment determination based on facts not used as the basis for the

previous determination. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(f); 9039.3(b)4).

w SR T

[Il. SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION

During the Commission’s audit of the Committee pursuant to 26 U.S.C. § 9038, the

Commission conducted a sample review of the Commitu;},e,’.s matched contributions that revesled

potentially significant problems with reamributions.” To determine the magnitude of the:

probiem, the Commission cenducted an additional sample review. The Commission identified &
population of 7,220 matched contributions from all contributors who were associated with any

reatribution submitted for matching. From this universe, the Commission drew an additionai

' The Audit Report aiso included a payment of $27.431 for staie-dared Committes checks. See 11 CF.R.
§ 9038.6.

: For example, the audit revealed reantributions to numercus individual restiributees, reattributions of the
entire amount of contribution checks and possible reattributions to minors. In addition, the reattribution documents
generally state that the reatiributee “maintain{s) equitable ownership of the account” from which the originat
contribution was drawn. See Atischment B. The reatribution documents appesr to be s form prepared by the:
Commitree that was pravided ta the contributars with a form letter informing them about the matching fund process
and the $250 maximum maichable amount and suggesting thas if their “contribution can be partialty auributed o
your spouse. or other member of your family, the Committee can submit it for additional matching funds.” See
Attachment C. It is not clear why the reanribution starements use the term “equitable ownership,” which appears in
the regulations governing matchability of contributions drawn on an escrow or trust account: 11 CF.R

§ 9034.2(cX2).

) et € .
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random sarnpie of32'4 items. Forty-seven of these sample items appeared to have bean
im;;ropcriy reartributed.’

To vel;ify the contributions and reattributions, the Commission sent surveys o
contributors who had reattributed all or a portion -of their contributions.! See Attachment A. The
survey asked the conributors to verify the amounts and dates of their contributions, state whether
the contribution ¢hecks were drawn on an escrow or trust account, and verify the amounts, dates
and name(s) of the reatmbutee(s) for each reattribution. /d In addition, the survey asked each
contributor to provide the current mailing address for each reatwibutee, and indicate whether the
reantributes had the right to withdraw funds from the contributor’s bank accounts and whether the
reatributee gave the contributor any money to make the contribution or reatiribution. /d The

Commission received responses for 39 of the 47 sample items.’ Based on the resgonsa, eight of

2 Originailly, the sampls size was 325 itemns, and 49 sample items appearod improperly reaoributed.
However. as discussed infra at note 7, one item was subsequently deleted from the sample because it was refunded.
Moreover. one of the sample items was not valid because it would have been an error in the criginal mawching fund

submnission.

‘ Surveys were sent to a total of 57 contributors, including 43 contributors associsied with the 47 sample
items. one contributor agsocisted with & sample item thar was subsequently deleted, cne contributor sssociated with
a sampie item that was not valid, five contributors with numerous restiributions, and seven spouses of contributore
who aiso reattributed contributions: The surveys requested information abous all of esch individual's contributions
and rearributions. However, the Commission's repaymem determination is based only upon the 47 sample items,
not the other reattributions..

' The Commission did not obtain information concerning the remaining eigix sample items because two of
the samples were related to contribestors who are now deceased and six sample items are a3sociated with four
conmributors who refused to respond to the survey, including one contributor whe snswered some incroductory
questions in a tzlephone conversation but refused 10 continue. Sampie items for which there was no response, or for
which there was an incomplete response to the survey were not treated as errors. Commission staff contacted
several contributors by telephone to clarify responses or obtain complete information snd aiso contacted a aumber
of reattributees to obtain additional information.
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the sample items appear 1o have been matchable, and 31 of the sampie items should not have
bCCl"l matched and are considered “errors.”™

In addition, two contributors stated in a letter dated May 17, 1999 that they requested
refunds of their contributions iotaling $2.000 from the Committee after recsiving correspondence
and a telephone cail from Comunission staff “because of an apparent misunderstanding ai:out a
form we were sent by the campaign after we made the contributions.” AttachmentD. The
contributors sach mr;de a $1.000 contribution and subsequently reattributed $750 of that
contribution to three reattributees in $250 amounts. Although the reat;ribun’on forms were
completed, it does not appear that thé ™wo contributoxs intended to reattribute their contributions.
The Committee refunded the contributions with two $1,000 checks made payable to the two
contributors rather than to the reattributees and the checks wen accompanied by a note stating “I

am sorry about the misunderstanding.” In addition to the repayment amount calculated based on

the_samp!e review, the matching funds approved totaling $1.634 based on these individuals’
contributions and reatibutions must be repaid because the contributions have been refunded.”

26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F R. § 9038.2(b)(1 \(iii).

® The survey responses for the 3| “errors” indicated that the restiributee did not have the right to withdraw
funds from the contributor’s bank accounts; thus, the contributed funds appear to have belonged to the contributor
rather than to the reattributes. While responses from contributors of 10 of these sample items and telephone
conversations with severai reattributees indicated that some resttributees may have given contributors money o
make the contributions or resttributions, if is not clear that these reanributions were proper becsuse the contributors
and reanributees provided no sdditional information and it appears that some of thess resttributions may have been
10 minors. See 11 C.F.R § 110.1(i). Moreover, depending on the circumstances, thess cansactions could have
resulted in non-matchabie contributions if they involved a contribution in the name of another, or the reanributzes
lacked the donative intent 1o make a contribution becauss they were giving the contributor funds for some other
reason, such as a gift. See2 U.S.C. § 44If; 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034.3(e) and (i).

! A reattribution of $250 of one of these contributions was originally one of the sample items. Because it

has been refunded, this item is not being treated as an error and has been deleted from the sample. In addition, one
reatribynee is not reflected in the Committee’s database as a matched conribution, aithough a reatrribution form for
£250 was filled out in her name. It appears that this reattribution may have been atributed to one of the two
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V.  BASIS FOR REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

' The Commussion has derermined that Patrick J. Buchanan and the Committee must repay
$63.750 to the United States Treasury for matching funds received in excess of the candidate's
entitlernent based on matched contributions later d-etermincd to have been non-matchable.
26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. § 95038.2(b)(1 Xiii). The repayment amount includes $62.116 -
for matching funds related to improper reatributions and $1,634 for matched contributions that
were later refunded. The Commission calculated the percentage of nqn-matchable contributions
related to improper reattributions in the total population (“error rate“)-and the associated
repayment amount based on the survey information concerning the 47 sampie items. The
Comrmission projected an error rate of 9.57% non-matchable items in the population with a
sampling error of £3.69% and-a confidence level of 95%. See Attachment E. The Commission
calculated a repayment amount of 362,116 .t'.or non-matchabie contributions based on the
projected error rate applied 10 the total population.’ /d. The repayment of 31,634 fmmﬁm&ed
contributions is based upon the total amount of matching funds paid for the refinded

contributions (5 x $250 x .928) + (2 x $250 x .948)."

original conmbutors. Thus, the contributions and reatiributions were submitted for $1.750 in matching funds, rether
than $2,000. E

' The population consisted of 7,220 matcived contributions from contributors associsted with any
reatribution submitted for matching. The sampling ermor of 2 3.69% is consistent with the tolerabie sampling error
of 4% used in the review of maching fund submissions, and the Commission generaily uses 8 95% confidence level
in sample projections.

N It is not clesr whether the eight sampie items for which there was no responae, or a incomplets respoase,
10 the survey were related 10 improper reatributions. Thus, it is possible that the Committee received more than
$62,116 in matching funds based upon non-matchable contributions related to improper reattributions.

v The Comminee submitted the contributions ang reatribttions for a total of $1,750 in matching funds, $250

for each of the two original contributors and $250 for each of five reattribuiees. See 26 UU.S.C. § 9034(a). The
contributions were in two matching fund submissions with different error rates, based on the sample review of the
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The use of sraiistica{ sampling to project certain components of a large universe is a
iegally acceptabie technique. See. e.g., Georgia v. Califano, 446 F. Supp. 404 at 409 (N .D. Ga.
1977) (use of statistical sampling to audit Medicaid overbilling was not arbitrary and capricious
where it was the “onlv feasible method of audit.” ;evicw of individual ciaims would be a
“practical impossibility” and Georgia had the opportunity to challenge the statistical sam;‘ale).
The “[p]rojection of the nature of a large population through review of a relatively smail number
of its components has been recognized as a valid audit technique.” /d Morzover, courts have
generally deferred to agency expertise in uphelding the use of statistical sampling.” See, e.g..

Chaves County Home Health Service v. Sullivan, 931 F.2d 914 (D.C. Ciz. 1991), cert. denied,

112 5.Ct. 407 (1993) (upheld use of sampling audit to recoup Medicaid overpayments to health

-

=, . care providers). -

Statistical sampling has generally been upheld when audits of the universe of cases would

be “impossible.” Michigan Dep't of Educ. v. U.S. Dep't of Educ., 875 F.2d 1196, at 1205-1206
(6th Cir. 1989)(upheid use of sample of 259 out of a total of 66,368 payment authorizations to

determine amount of disallowed expenditures of federal funds by a vocational rehabilitation

submission; two were matched at a rate of 94.8% and five were matched at a rate of 92.8%. Thus, the total smouns
of matching funds spproved for the refunded contributions was 51,634 (5 x $250 x 928} + (2 x $250 x .948).

" Courts have deferved to agency expertise in considering challenges to an sgency’s sccounting rules. In
A.T & T. Co. v. United States. the Supreme Court suated that it could not overruie sn agency’s accounting system
unless it is “*so entirely at odds with fundamentai principies of correct accounting as to be the expression of a whim
rather than an exercise of judgment.” 299 U.S. 232, 236-37 (1936). The Commission's use of sampling is
cansistent with accepted accounting principles and would be entitled to judicial deference.
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programn). There is “nc case taw that states how large a perceniage of the entire universe must be
sampled.” /d. at 1205. In Raranasen v. California, the coun approved:

the use of sampiing and exwrapolation as part of audits in connection with

Medicare and other similar programs provided the aggrieved party has an

opportunity to rebut such evidence. To deny public agencies the use of statistical

and mathematical audit methods wouid be to deny them an effective means of

detecting abuses in the use of public funds. Public officials are responsible for

overseeing the expenditure of cur increasingly scarce public resources and we
must give them appropriate tools to carry out the charge.

11 F.3d 1467 at 1471 (9th Cir. 1993)(use of random sample of 3.4% to calculate Medi-Cal
overbilling by doctor held valid). The Raranasen court noted that other courts approving
sampling methods “made no menﬁon;f a statistical ‘floor’ which auditors must exceed™ to
satisfy due process. /d. at 1472

'  Staristical sampling is necessary in thi inquiy because verification of each of the

thousands of matched contributions mlaxed t0 munbunons would be pusmaneauy lmpossnble.

Moreover, it is appropriate to calculate a repayment based on non«mhable contributions using
the same statistical sampling technique that is used to review matching fund submissions. The
Commission has used a dollar unit sampling method in its review of matching fund submissions
since 1980 See 11 C.F.R. § 9036.4(b). Moreover, the Committee will have an opportunity to
seek administrative review of the repayment determination. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(cX2).

The Commission may determine that portions of matching fund payments made to a
candidate were in excess of the aggregate amount of the candidate’s entitlement and must be
repaid. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)X1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(bX1). For example, payments made on the
basis of matched contributions later determined to have been non-matchable are subject to
repayment. 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)1Xiii). Contributions are not matchable if they are

reatwributed to persons who did not own the contributed funds or lacked donative intent to
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contribute. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 9034 2(a)(1): 9034.2(c)(1); 9034.3(i); Guideline for Presentation in
Gor;d Order (*Guideline™) (August 1991) at Chapter V Exception Code G-3 at page 65 and
Appendices 10, 11 and 21. Rearributed contributions made to presidential candidates who —
receive matching funds can be matched if the con{minee receives a writing signed by each
conmibutor stating that the reanributed contribution constitutes the personal funds of the new
conwmibutor, 11 C.F.R. §v9034.2(c)(1)(ii);‘2 Guideline at Appendices 10, 11 and 21. The writing
should establish that the contribution is a gift of money ma&e for the purpose of influencing the
result.of a primary election. 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(a)1). '

The Commission’s reguiations; provide that if a connibutio;l. on its face or in the
aggregate, exceeds the contribution limitations, the committee treasurer may obtain a written
reartribution from the contributor within 60 days. 11 C.E.R. §§ 103.3()3); 110.1003). A
contribution is reattributed if the treasurer asks the contributor whether the contribution is
imendgd'to be a joint contribution by more than one person, informs the contributor that he or
she may request a refund of the excessive portion, and within 60 days,' the contributors provide a
written reattribution, signed by each contributor, which indicates the amount to be attributed to
each contributor if equ#l attribution is not intended. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(kX3)Xii).

The availabie information indicates that the Committee received matching funds for non-
matchable contributions. The contributions appeared to be matchable when they were submitted
for matching because the seattributees signed writings stating that the money was theirs and that
they intended to make & contribution. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2(c)1Xii). The reattributions also

generally appear 10 have been compieted within 60 days. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k)}(3)(ii).

i Section 9034.2(c)X | ) applies when it is not apparent from the face of the check that each contributor is &
joint tenant of the account from which the check is drawn.
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Nevertheless. the re5p.0nses 10 the survey indicate that many of the reatwributions were improper.
The funds were contributed by checks drawn on the accounts of the original contmriburors. and the
cheéks did not list the names of the reantributees. See 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.1(k); 9034.2(c)1). Most
of the original contributors stated that the reartributees did not have the right to withdraw funds
from their accounts. There is insufficient evidence 10 verify whether any of the reattribut'ces
gave the original contributors funds to make the contributions or reattributions. Other possible
probiems with the reattributions include that some of the reatributees may have been minors, the
contribution or reattribution may have been made in the name of another, there is no evidence
that the treasurer informed conu'ibutor; that they could request a refund of the excessive portion
of their contributions," and the reattributees may have lacked the donative intent to make &
contribution even if theyl gave money to the contributor if those furds were given to the
contributor for some purpose other than to contribute. See 2 U.S.C. § 441£; 11 CFR.

§§ 110.1 (kX3) and (i); 9034.3(e) and (i).

Moreover, the survey responses and contacts with contributors raise qmuons about
whether the contributors and reatributees sufficiently understood the nature of the transactions to
make proper reattributions. For exampie, the May 17, 1999 letter from two contributors stating-
that they requested refunds because of a “misunderstanding about a formi we were sent by the
campaign” indicates that they may not have understood the significance of their resttributions to
six other individuals. See-Attachment D. Several individuals who called staff of this Office for
clarification of the survey did not appear to understand the meaning of “reattribution.” Other-

contributors' statements to staff of this Office raised questions about whether Committee

° The form lerter apparentiy sent by the Committes does nos notify contributors that they could requesta
refund. See Attachment C.
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representatives gave contributors incorrect instructions about how to reatribute conmibuzicns.
For example. one conmributor, who reattributed $8.000 to eight of his children, stated that after he
made the origi-nal contribution. the Committee cailed him and asked if he had children and
whether they had bank accounts. Although he toI:d the Committee representative that his
children did not have bank accounts. the Committee sent him regttribution forms for his
children." Another conmributor stated that Committee representatives told her that it was
acceptable to reatribute funds to anyone living in the same household. She reatributed funds to
her adult daughter who resides with her, and her daughter signed the form, aithough the money
was not her daughter's money. See ; 1CFR. §§ 9034.2(a)1) and (c)(1). Other contributors
stated that they reattributed a portion of their contributions 1o minor children, including one
contributor’s seven-yeas-old son and another contributor’s 13 year-old daughter.. To the extent
that the reattributees were minor children, i't és not cleas whether the reattributions weze proper.'*
See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(1).

In addition. teiephone contacts with a number of reattributees support the Commission’s
conclusion that the reattributions were improper and resuited in non-matchable contributions.
None of the reartriburtees stated that he or she had the right to withdraw funds from the original
contributor’s account. Several had no recollection of giving the original contributor any funds to
make the contribution or reatribution= One individual stated that her son-in-law paid the money

for her and told her aboutit later. Another did not recail giving the criginal contributor any of

-

" This contributor was not relsted to ofie of the 47 sample items.

" Minor children may make contributions if the decision to contribute is made knowingly &nd voluntarily by
the minor chiid, the funds contributed are owned or controlled exclusively by the minor child. such as the child’s
income, the proceeds of a rus for which the child is the beneficiary or a savings sccount opened and maintained
exclusively in the child’s name; and the contribution is not the proceeds of a gift for the purpose of providing the
funds to be contributed and is not in any way controlled by any other individual. 1! C.F.R. § 110.2{i).
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the $330 atrributed (o him. Those who indicated that they gave or may have given funds to the
onginal contributors stated that they gave cash. rather than checks. For example, cne individual
stated that he gave cash o the local fundraiser for the candidate. Another individual stated that
he is an auto techaician who daes work for the co;xtributor. who in turn does things for him such |
as donating the funds to the candidate. However, none of the reatributees had documentation or
other evidence to verify that funds were given to the original contributor to make the contribution
or reattribution.

] Further, the use of the phrase “aquitable ownership” in many of the reatiribution

staternents also raises questions, because it appears that the Committee and contributors

incorrectly applied the matchability rule for contributions drawn on an escrow or trust account to

- contributions-that were not drawn on e;ci'owor trust accounts. See11CFR § 9034.2(cX2)

Several contributors and reattmbutees did not appear to undesstand the meaning of the term.

Finally, the matching funds totaling $1.634 based on contributions that were subsequently = -

refunded must be repaid because the refunded contributions are not matchable: 26 U.S.C.

§ 9038(bX1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(b)1Xiii:x The Commission’s regulations provide thae
committees must submit a list of all refunds with their threshold submission and with subsequent
matching fund submissions. Ses 1§ C.F.R. §§ 9036.1(b)(6); 9036.2(bX1)iv); Guideline at 14, 31.
The fmmmmemnnibummqmdﬂwmﬁmdmommﬂwdomﬁwhtmtm.fw
matchability. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.3(i) Thus. the Committee must repsy the 31,634 in matching

funds paid for the refunded contributions.

* If these individuals had given currency directly 10 the candidare, the contributions would not have been
matchable. See 11 C.F.R. § 9034.3(j). Moreover, cash conrributions in excess of $100 would have exceeded the
limitations on currency contributions at 2 U.S.C. § 44ig.

Cenp Uy :l'rl‘ __6—"

pago L3 k- j";'




V.  CONCLUSION

- Therefore. the Commuission has determined that Pamrick J. Buchanan and Buchanan for
President, Inc. (collecuvely “the Cominitnee™) must repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury
for matching fund payments received in excess ot: -the candidate’s entitlement based on matched
conuributions later determined 1o have been non-matckable. 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. _
§ 9038.2(b)(1)(ii1). The repayment amount includes $62.116 for matching funds related to
improper reatributions and $1,634 for matched conmbutions that were later refunded. Patrick J.

Buchanan and Buchanan for President, Inc. is ordered to repay $63,750 to the United States

Treasury. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9038.2(0)(!);11(1 (dX1).

f:f Attachments
P - ~ A. Example ofsilrvey-fonn (co_mpletcd by David'M; Drew)

B. Example of reattribution statement {completed by David M. Drew, ¢t al., dated
October 21, 1995)

C. Buchanan for President, Inc. form lenter to contributors

D. Letter from Tara and Stephen Hamilton to [Delanie] Painter dated May 17, 1959

E. Memorandum from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence M. Noble dated July 12, 1999
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QL{ESTIONNMRE
David M. Draw - LRA #466

Documents reviewed by the Faderal Electicn Commission indicate that you made
the fellowing contribution to Buchapan for President, Inc. (the “Commitiee™) during the
1996 presidentiai primary election campaign, and that all or a portion of this contribution
was reattributed to the individuals listed below.,

Date Amount
09/05/95 $1,000

Please answer the questions by checking the appropriate box:

1. I made the contribution listed above.
YES |NO
/_

if your answer is no, please list your contributions beiow by dare and amount.

2. The contribution was made by a check drawn on 2n escrow or trust account.

YES [NO
/

3. I reattributed the following amounts of my contribution to the following
individuals on the following date:

Name Amount Date Yes No
Claudia Drews $250 10/21/95 ./
Paul Marbach, '$250 1072195 "
Gwen Marbachy '$250 102195 |~

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
the amount and date of the reattribution.

Name
Address
Rearribution Date
Amount Reattributed

4. Please provide the current mailing address for Claudia Drew.
Pos 737¢x
Zﬂ_é_. PR 2oy

Claudia Drew had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

. YES |[NO
-

Did Claudia Drew give you any money to make the gonuibution or reattribution? -

YES | NO
.~

-

5. Please provide the current maiiing address for Paul Marbach.
) 3% > ?\?LJ,..»Z‘M P-fu_, -
am, ;)* I?qg'

Paul Marbach had the right to withdraw funds from any of your bank accounts.

YES |NO
P

Did Paul Marbach give you any moaey to make the contribution or reattribution?”

. 'YES | NO
v

6. Please provide the current mailing address for Gwen Marbach.

38 ililan Lduan. Do
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Gwen Marbach had the right tc withdraw funds from ény of your bank accounts.

YES NO
1= -

Did Gwen Marbach give you any money to make the contribution or
reattribution?

YES | NO
-




C | 108948

P Hox 7352 )
York, PA | 7404

- Concaminy the contribution of 31000 chack #5871, depasned into Buchanan For
President on 9/03/95, I verify that:

1) $250 of the above mentioned comribution represents my pensonal funds and my
personal comribution 1o Buchanan For President, and that | maintain cqumbic ownem-up

ot the aasnunt,

Signature h‘&uﬂﬂt%ﬂ Date ﬁ&//@j

Mr. Cewvid M. Drsw

. O¢cupation _7‘&/,_3_'@_@3 Employer ¢ ‘/4

2) $250 of the abnve mentioned contnbullon represents my pcmml funds and my

1::_ persnnal contribution to B“ghgn.n For President, and thar ] maintein equitable ownership

_‘ss of the accouns.

i b-snwreﬁé&m__ ﬁmﬁ/q &

Clonda Deera ]

Please Print or Type Nawe Hm

Occupation_/122eAd 2o/ :'%g Employer q“g

3) 5250 of the above mentioned comtribaution represents my personal funds and my
personal contribution to Buchanan For President, and thae I raintain equitable cunership

of the agcoum

Signawre @74 ﬂ&. [ = Daze -2 -?5_
2&55 o MaAegac
Please Print or Typs Name Here

Occupstion_Burn TREHwic ane . Emplover__Epan_gamnt DoOGE

4) $250 of the shove mentioned contributiva represents my personal funds and my
personal conuribution 10 Buchanan For President, and thaz [ maineain equitabie ownarship
of the accouns. .

Signmre__%ﬂb Ha@ Daes _M7-21-%5%
Bwen Yhrbach

Please Print uor Type Name Here ATPACINERT E
Oueupasion___jneugwife Employer__ St Pare 1 B_ ot &
|
R

[t the above-statement is not true, please 1o note.

0CT 241995 :
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Narpe
Addl

Add2 =
csZ

Dear Name.

Thank vou for vour cantributons totaling Samt. 1t 13 the support and generosny
of individuals such as vourself winch will ensure the sucsess of our Amenca first
campaigs.

Presidential candidates are entitled to receive federal mawching funds from the a
Treasurs 's Matching Pavment Account in an amount up to $250 per contributar  This. i
effest. doubles the impact of vour cominbutions for the first 3250. '

If v our contribution can be paruzlly anriduted to vour spouse. or other member-of
vour famuls . the Commmsites can submit 2 for addionsl matching funds. To expedite tus.
martes. | have enclosed the form necessary and kndiv ask thas vou complete and retums it
10 us as 300N as possibie Enclosed 13 3 postage-pasd cnvelope for vour convenence.

! apologize for any burden and apprecisie vour cooperaucn and Eommmd
support

Sincerels.

Scon B Machenzie
Treasurer
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STEPHEN AAD TARA HAMILTON
30 DaTeR LANE
SADDLE RIVER, NJ 07458

34 31 14,
1 LK)
82014

LIELETY

May 17, 1999

]'UEI.';:::J -
ROiS
“01]331;
0

66, Ky t2 0l ,F Iy

Federal Election Commission By Cerified Mail

Washington, DC 20463
Attention: Bonnie DeWitt Painter

Re: LRA#512
Stephen and Tara Hamilton

Dear Ms. Painter:

We have received correspondence and atelephone call from the FEC regarding conmbtmom--
we made to Buchansan ‘96. Be:ngunfmmharwuhthmmmm,werefcmdthemmanmomey

and the Buchanan campaign itself.

However, in the meantime (at our request) the Buchanan campaign has refunded our

respective $1,000 contributions because of an apparent misunderstanding about & form we were sent
by the campaign after we made the contributiona. Copies of the refund checks are enclosed. We

understand that the campaign will be adjusting its account with the FEC directly.

Trusting this satisfies the FEC’s request for information, we remain

Yours sincerely, .
Jasa v b Home i

Tara and Stephen Hamilton

Page A0  af ;‘1
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMAISSION

WASHINGTON DC 2040

July 12, 1999 -

To: Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Through: James A. Pehrkon

From: RobertJ. Costa m

Subject:  Buchanan for President, Inc. - Inquiry Pursuant 10 26 U.S.C. §5039 (b) - _
. Responsg to Request for Assistance (I..RA!ISIZ)-:FORR.ECI'ION .

»

- Attached is & corrected version of our July 2, 1999 memorandum which detailed
resuits of your survey and discussed the projected non-matchable amount. One item, a
contribution reatributed to Jerome Bowe, should have been categorized as “would have
been error in regular submission™ and thus not inciuded for purposes of this projection.

The attached memorandum containg the corrected figures - the projected amount
of non-matchable contributions changed from $64,618 to the corrected figure of $62,116.

1f you have any questions, please contact Wands Thomas or Rick Halter at 694-
1200.

Attachment: Buchsnsn for President, Inc. - Inquiry Pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9039 (b) -
Respornze to Request for Assistance (LRA #512)—CORRECTION,
{incinding ccirected Attachments #1 & #2]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTOSN D( XMoo
July 12, 1999 -

Memerandum
To: Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel 3
Through: James A. Pehrkon

Staff Director
From: Robert J. Costa

Assistant Staff Director

Audit Division

Subject:  Buchanan for President, Inc. - Inquiry Pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9039 (b) -
' Response to Request for Assi.mnee_(LRA #512)-CORRECTION

The Audit staff reviewed the surveys returned to theOﬁeeofGasanlCoumeliﬁ

‘response 1o the March 1999 mailing of surveys to contributors who had not responded to

the previous mailings. The Audit staff used the same procedure as was employed in the
review of responses from the previous mailings to determine whether contributions were
properiy reattributed. We considered a reattribution unacceprable if the original
contributor indicated that the reattributee did not have the right to withdraw funds from
the contributor’s bank accounts, regardless of whether the response from the original
contributor indicated the reaxtributee gave the contributor money to make the
contribution. In its Memorandum of April 1, 1999, the Counsel’s office agreed with this
approach. In addition, the Counsel’s office informed the Audit Staff that non-responses
to the survey should not be counted as errors in projecting the error rate. Based on our
review, we calculated that the projected dollar value of the crrors is $62,116. This
projection is based on 31 confirmed errors out of 47’ identified in our sample®. The error
rate is 9.57% with 2 ssmpling error of £3.65%.

' Inigally there were 49, however one item was deieted when the conmibutor requested and received a
refund for her congibution (sex Avachment 2, item 48, Hamilton, Tars J.) and ooe item was derermined to
not be a valid sampie 1em (see Atiachment 2. item 52, Serreanine, Richard).

* For a denniled description of the sampling procedure, please refer 1o the October 22, 1997 memorandum
1o Lawrence M. Noble from Robert Costa

- ATTACEMENT ... g.—-._...
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See Anathrnents ! and 2 fora dctaxlcd sumnrnary of the responses from the

survevs. As noted on Amtachment 2, page 2. there were 8 sample items for which no

response Or an incomplete response was rccawed. No response was received from 6

contributers, and for 2 contributors the response indicated that those individuals were
deceased. Aithough not quanufiable for projection purposes, the 6 non-responses, in light
of the 31 exceptions, raise a question of whether those six items wouid have also resuited

in exceptions if completed responses had been received.

The problem with unacceptable reatributions was further amplified when the
reatmbution of 17 iterns that were not included in the sample review because they either
were or would have been errcrs in the original submissions were examined. The number
of unacceptable reatoibutions increases 1o 48, indicating an ervor rate of 14.81% and a

sampling error of  4.67 %.

It should be noted that based on advice from the Counsel's office, neither the Title
2 nor the Title 26 aspects of this issue were addressed in the Audit Report spproved by

the Commission on January 14,-1999.

If you have any questions concemning this matter, please contacy Wanda Thomas
a1 694-1200.

Attachments ag suated
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Feceral Elacuon Comymigsion Attachment 1
augn Division Page 1oft
Buchanpan for President, Ine.

{Assignment)

Review of Reattributed Contributions

Summary ot Sample Review

(Subject)
Ne. of Sampie
- Qccurences
1 Population {Buchanan.§$89) - 7220 Contributions
2 Initiai Sampie 200
3 Less: _
4 Sample contribution refunded 1
5 Sample item in reguiar submission - 1
6 Would have been srrors in raguilar submission 14
£ 7 Not reattributed Contributions 124
o 8 Usable sampie itams 50
: 9 Expantied Sample 125
10 Less: -
11 Selected in initial sampie but did not meet criteria for review 3
12 Would have baen arrors in regular submission -]
13 Nct raatiributed Contributions €5 -
14 Usabie sample items : . 52 ' -
15 Total Usable Sampie-items ‘ o ' 112
-16 Total Acceptable Reattributions per initial raview 85
17 Sample Emrors: .
18 Reattribution of Business Checic 2
22

19 Reattribution to parson with different sumame:

20 Reattribution to person with same sumame but not spouse
21 Total Errors from Initial Review (Excludes raﬁmded sampie contribution) a7

22 Combined Reauits from all Mallings.

23 Rasponses confirm erors (18t Mailing)- 20
24 Accsptable Restiributions Based on Response to 1st Maiiing 5
25 Revised Total Efrors after Response to 1st Mailing 42
26 Responses confirm errors ( 2nd Mailing) 9
27 Acceptable Reattributions Based on Response to 2nd Mailing 3
28 Non-responses or partial response to either mailing (per OGC non-arrors) 8
29 Responses to follow-up phone surveys __ 2
30 Revised Total errors- ‘
REVISED ATTACHMENTS. 123 wit 07/12/99

122ACHENT
Page _Ab.. P




Focbead b 1 o8 satarenrs

LIEN R P

Buchanan for Pregident, Inc,

(Assupiment)

Reviaw of Rasponses to OGC's Mallings

(Sl g 1§

Orininal Conlributor

-

Brown, Tom
21Brown JD

iDavis, Alene B.

Fombaerg. Christing
Swanson, Frma L.
Hoadice, Richard H
Cianliona, Ann
HoHman, Feedaric L
ttumphreys, Alyssa D

- 3]

Som~

11} Jethnes. Kathlaen ',
12 Janes. Dwen A

31 Berins, David
fd\Kusmse ,lana L
1S|Kiemer, John W

16 [Urew, David K

17 1M Coy, Dennis

18 McLaughlin, Richarg A
19 Radecki, Catherins
M McCulichen, Sr, Joo
Newlon, Anna L.
221Peth_Ji | James A
2 Halhaugh Kimberly S.
24 [Jester Erma

25| Sheenn, Thomas

26 | Stiefnn, David K

27 1Confova, Palricla

28| Thomsen, Sheila M
29 Watkms, Barbaral
I0tWalkis, Baibara L
Sl Frank,

Toshad Ereears

REVISED ATTACHMENTS 123

Davis, Mary Frances Purcell

Unaccaplabla Roatiributlon

Brown, Caria
Brown, Patrick F.

Bush, Masie

Davig, Jane F.
Doehnef Conslance
Fox, Rodpcick 3
Headies, Tana
tiickton, Robant
Holfman, M!chaoi

Humphieys, Siuan

Joltrins, Calvin
Jones, Auausla
Kalson, Chartes L.
Kirmse, Christina
Kremer, David
Marbach, Paul J.
Mc(,oy Michael
Mclaluhlm Keals C.
Mchdahon, Jean
Napurano, Lisa
Nawion, Amjmw
Peftll Emﬂy Jane
Pmnlps .!osaphM
Shaw, Rober
Sheedn Bren
Shufin, Michael
Sitva, Palricia
Thomsen, David A.
Watkins, William F.
Watkins, William F
Zaremba, Ann
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.. Gomementy
Par irivaatigitors iafephony convarsstion

‘|ndirie is donor's sister-in-taw, besed on feer florm
compleled)

ot o

Mbtpdtphnwldoruwgum

rights; gave money fo original donor. Sample
m lMshn'l?u not an error. See
Rovhw (llo_w chart MF 2/1 {2)}

+ [No wid righis. gava money to originat donos.

pet response, sl attributed to Shekta and David J

No w/d righls; gave money io original donor.
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33

Auchanan lor Prasident, lic.

[Assqgnmoni)

Review of Responses lo 0GC's Mailings

{Sulgucty

Originat Confribptor

Acceplable Reattributions
Trenddl, Anne

Belingse, Geraldine
Henzal, Richard

+ (Lhink, Jerome A

6
k1
3a
33

40
41
42
43
44
45
16
47

Jarnevic, Donal P
Huck, Susan

Migro. M0, Samuel A
Fombarg, Christing
Toiaf

Sampls Restiributos

Aulry, Stephen G.
Brown, Theron
Hanzel, Matthew R.
WKern, Lzura
Yarnevich, Mary Della
Bedel, } H.

Nigre, Jon‘*:

Qrasol, Lucion

Incamptste oy Hon-response

Cocoros, George .
Cotny, Clark L. '
Hirtcherson, Cheryl
Roedel, Mary K

Slad. Eha

Slad. Elg

Slag. Eha

Yarrant, George
Yolat

Cocoios, CB.

Cook, Brenda
Hicherson,, Efsie
Roedel. Clare B.
Hanauer, Larry

Slad, Andrea

Stad, Mrs Jeroms C.
Duwrkin, TR

This Is e was refundad to the contributor.

\Hamilton, Targ §

[Hamitton, Mark

Thase itams did not mest the crhieria far teview,
49 | Brystin, Ctalﬂ
S0{1uck, Susan

5 {Rogga, Mary €82
52 Sorrenhng, Richard

REVISED AT *THMENTS 123

Bryson, Mathaniel
Bedell, Julio H.
Mynhier, Akna
Bowe, Jerome

11124796
ov11Rg
110785

007105
0‘“2!85
0304106
1103195
1805

10/18/85

0112405 | |

0771095

03721585 |

#5000

250 00

250.00|

250 00
100.06
ZSOM
i00.00
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35

|
|

SENFEEED
=aagaaaaa

-

Hichard Henzels son

scci jointy owned by Dongl, Mary {son, n'nlim]

Anschment 2
Pags 20t}

{143 Eommiteg iékinded ha cimiribusion on /1098 |
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89, Subinibsion- no response recieved
submission- amt submitied > $250
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Buchanan for President, Inc.

{Assgimenty .
Raview of Responses to OGC's Mallings ) |
{Srker 1} m X . Ceen - .- “‘J
Original Coptributor | Semole Resttrivutes| Dale m Qegors !ﬂ eonkt ﬁi !_ﬂ! B ] . ﬂi
Incomplete or Non-Responses ot Involving Original 47 Sample Ervore Sy e . .- . . g i
yoa, 1, 1 4, Jio . -t
53| Bryson, Kaibleen Bryson, Craip, kealah, prd Danny m iy - e
= Cianflone, Joha Mooney. K.; Cloutier, 1. Connelt K. - -] - - -
¥Coy, Dorally wcCoy, Dennts = & . Coe - -
$6) Walsh, Howard J Walsh, Mary and b yes | Ueark - . -
57 [Biown, Sandra ’ No régpeines ricelvad
58 {Cordova. Wayne ' No respones isceived
59 )Hamillan, Sizphen L ¥ Commen rehunded the conkbution on 5/10:00
60 |Nelson, Emnest “!"!P!"‘.'!Q"!a
61{Powet, Donatd : No raepones secalved
62 |Powell, Rita . ﬁumplii. co st
Tolal isfed above ', 2
Names bsted abuva more than once: '
Hick, Susan - lines 37 and 50 -1
Slad, E£ha - lines 44 .46 -2
Tembierg. Chiisting lines 5 and 39 -1
Watkins, Barhiara L lines 29-30 -1
Number Queslionnaires maited 51
f
¥
1]

REVISED A® MENTS 123
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the Matter of:

Pacrick J. Buchanan and LRA # 512

Buchanan For President, Inc.

L Ok 4

o LEENEY

gy
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T

:ul'éi [

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.

9th Floor Meeting Room
Washington, D.C. 20463
{(202) 694-1650

Wednesday,
March 1, 2000

The parties mel, pursuant to notice at 10:08 a.m.

BEFORE: DARRYL R. WOLD,
Chairmam

APPEARANCES :
For the Commission:

Chairman Darryl R. Wold
Commissioner David M. Mason
Commissioner Scott E. Thomas
Commiggioner Karl J. Sandstrom
James A. Peahrkon, Staff Director

Eor the Office of Geperal Coungel:

Lawrence M. Noble, General Counsel
Rhonda J. Vosdingh, Assistant General Counsel
Delanie DeWitt Painter, Attorney

commigsion;

Robart J. Costa, Assistant Staff Director

Joseph F. Stoltz, Deputy Assistant Staff Director
Wanda J. Thomas, Audit Manager

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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summanly deemed mproper, when it should not have been counted since it was unresponsive.™®

John W. Kremer responded that he did not make the reattributions in question, yet his

reanributions wete courted as errors.”” Sheila M. Thomsen’s reattribution to her husband, drawn

on their joint account, was counted as an error.”® But by the FEC’s definition. a real’tribut_ion toa

person holding 2 joint account with a contributor is proper. The many erroneous determinations -
revealed by the survey responses indicate that this entire Repayment Determination is rife with

mistakes and cannot stand.

The FEC’s refusal to provide the Committee with more complete information
regarding its sampling method and th;"‘survey" process prevents the Committee from effectively
challenging the Repayment Determination. Moreover, a determination that employs methods of
questionable validity and reliability, is characterized by the untimety production of relevant
information, the outright refusal to prodnce‘ ;uch material, and is rife with errors, viclates the
most fundamental principies of due process and fairmess and cannot be affirmed by the ) . St

Commission.

Coumel for B & President, Inc.

-

2°Sg;unymanDetmnamma3 nS(“Sampleltems for which therdwas no
response, or for which there was an incompiete response to the survey were o1 treated as

errors.””) (emphasis added).
?7 Survey Response of John W. Kremer, LRA #466 at 2 (Exhibit E).
28 Survey Response of Sheila M. Thomsen, LRA #466 (Exhibit F).
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interyiews conducted with these contributors™ As a result. the Committee is effectively
preciuded from challenging the determination of error for these contributors.

The survey response of Anna Newton prevides an exampie of why additional
information shouid be made available to the Committee. Ms. Newton responded that she did not
understand the meaning of “reatiribution” in the survey.”’ With no information aside from this, -
the Committee can only assume that Ms. Newton's lack of understanding persisted, rendering
her unable to provide informed responses to the FEC. It is clearly unfair to base an “error”
determination on an uninformed response, vet the FEC did so. Without additional information,
the Committee cannot deveiop a comp’léte understanding of whether the conributors
comprehended the meaning of “reattribution,” and whether a contributor’s lack of lmowledge
prompted survey responses that lead to an , “error” detammauon by the FEC, where in muahty.
the reattribution was proper. o

) Other survey responses reveal that the Commission’s esror determinations are
questionable or simply wrong. For example, Catherine Radecki indicates that her reatributed )
contributions were drawn on an escrow or trust account.” Yet, based on 00 other information
that the Committee is aware of, her attributions were deemed improper. This determination is
incorrect if Radecki’s account is held in trust for any of the reatiributees, but we have no
information about this possibility. For one of James A. Pettit, Jr.'s reatiributions, he failed 10

indicate whether the reattributee had access to his bank account.® This reattribution was

22 Sae October 8, 1999 Letter from Joel Roessner to John Duffy at 1.

23 Survey Response of Anna Newton, LRA #466 at 2 (Exhibit B).
?* Survey Response of Catherine Radecki, LRA #466 at 1 (Exhibit C).
2% Survey Response of James A. Pettit, Ir., LRA #466 at 2 (Exhibit D).
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The FEC simply conciuded that lack of cquitable ownership of a bank agcount
precluded a proper reatribution, failing to consider the possibility of equitable ownership of the
funds within the bank gccount. The Committee’s review of survey responses reveals that 10 of
the 28 “improper” reattributors, mere than one-third, reported receiving money from
reattributees, apparently contemporaneously with the reattnibutiorrdecision, to justify the
reattribution.”

Stated differently, 2t least one-third of “improper” attributees were apparently the
equitable owners of the reattributed contribution. The Audit Staff states that there is

“insufficient evidence to verify” whether the reattributees in fact gave money to the

contributors,! other, of course, than the statements of the recpondmts, which the Audit Dmsmn -

is for this limited purpose prepared 10 1gnore or deem tmrehable. All of their other statements,
i.s,, those that support the Audit Division’s pesition, receive full credit. While the statements of
the contributors may be the only evidence that reattributes gave money to the conuﬂ)utom to
justify reattributions, there is, on the other hand, na evidence thet they did net. In evidence as in
life, something always prevails over nothing.

The “survey” process used by the FEC to “verify” errors raises numerous
questions as to validity, reliability, due process and fairness as weil. The Committee has been
given only the survey response forms for the contributors whose reattributions were deemed

“improper.” The FEC refises to provide any further information regarding the additional

-

# The survey of contributors specifically asked if the contributor had received any money
from the reattributee to make the contribution or reattribution in question. If equitable ownership
of the contribution money is irrelevant, however, the Committee is very cutious about why the
FEC asked this question of contributors in the first place.

*! Repayment Determination at 9.
ATTACEMEY®
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the Commuitee lacks sufficient information to thoroughly evaluate whether such a method is

vahd and reliabie.

Moreover, the sampling error calculated by the FEC casts doubt on the reliability
of its methed. The “error rate” for reattributaed contributions was determined to be 9.57%., with a
samnpling error of £ 3.69%. This sampling error amounts to nearly 33% of the error rate. Thus,
even accepting the Audit Division’s approach, it is impossible to accept, consistent with the
requirsments of due process, the application of the 9.57% error rate o “total population” to
determine the amount of repayment dujc. At best, the Audit Division can use no more than a
5.88% error figure (9.57% - 3.65%), since this is the largest figure that the Audit Division’s
methods can truly establish.

In addition, the Audit Division has defined “errors” as reattributions by a
contributor to a person who “did not have thc right to withdraw funds from the contributor’g
bank accounts,” and refused to consider the responses of contributors indicating that the
reattributee gave the contributor the money to make the donation.'® This definition fatly
contradicts regulations providing that contributions are matchable if reattributed to persons who
owned the contributed funds who had the requisite donative intent, and highlights the unfairness

of the Commission’s determination.'”

Nonetheless, the Committee does not concede that such material is “protected from disclosure,”
and renews its request for any documents including memoranda, oral contacts, questionnaires,
etc., that form the basis of the Audit staff"s factual conclusions in the Repayment Determination.
As explained above, the lack of such information severely limits the Committee’s ability to
meaningfully rebut the Repsyment Determination.

' See Memorandum from Robert J. Costa, Assistant Staff Director; Audit Division, FEC,
to Lawrence M. Noble, General Counsel, FEC (July 12, 1999) at i.

' See Repayment Determination at 7 (citations omitted).

BT .
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preliminary review of Repayment Determination documents raisés questions regarding the

validity and reliability of the sampling method.'?

As an initial matter, the Repayment Determination referred 1o the method as the™
“dollar unit sampling” method.'® The Committee has received no documentation, such as a

handbook or manual, explaining precisely the “dollar unit sampling” method.’” Consequentiy,

overpayment.” Webb, 49 F. Supp. 2a at 1123 (quotmgmmms.ﬁhxﬁmansﬂnmﬂﬂln 675

F.2d 151, 156 (7" Cir. 1982). The Committee has been effectively deprived of such an
oppartunity. The Commurtee made repeated requests for information and materials related to the
Audit Staff’s use cf statistical sampling in the Repayment Determination. These requests were
refused.

Then, on Friday, October 8, 1999, counsel for the Committee unexpectedly received a.
telephone call from the Commission indicating that some documents would be provided; the
documents arrived in our office at nearly 4.p.m. The documents were provided by the FEC to
counsel iate in the aftemoon on the eve of the Columbus Day holiday weekend, one business day
before the Committee’s responae to the Repayment Determination was due. The Committee has
not been afforded a sufficient opportunity to closely review these documents, and morzover, has
been deprived of a reasonable opportunity to review the documents with an expert in statistical
- sampling. Consequently, the Committee's ability to effectively respond remains severely
limited. For this reason, the Committee requests the opportunity te supplement its response to
the Repayment Determinaticn if necessary, after it has conducted a more thorough review of the
documents.

'* The methodology employed by the FEC to examine reattributed contributions
consisted of a statistical sampling and contributor investigation/survey process that was used to
arrive at an *‘error rate” of 9.57% (£ 3.69%) for reattributed contributions. The Commission then
extrapolated the “error rate” to project 2 $62,116 “dollar value of the errors” for the entire
population of contributions.

'¢ See Repayment Determination at 7; ses also October 22, 1997 Memorandum frome
Robert Costa to Lawrence Noble ax 2 (explaining that “DUS”™ was used to select the 325 sample-
items). No other materials provided to the Committee make mention of “DUS.”

'’ Indeed, the FEC’s production consisted of two memoranda and 28 survey responses
“related to the sample items which were considered [by the FEC] to be improperly reattributed.”™
See Letter from Joel J. Roessner, Attomey, FEC to John J. Duffy, Counset for Buchanan for
President, Inc. (dated Oct. 8, 1999) at 1 (Exhibit A). The FEC continues to refuse to produce any
additional materials related to its communications with contributors on the basis that such
communications are “protected from disclosure.” [d, The FEC cites no authority for its asserted

protection from disclosure, making it difficult for the Committee to contest the assertion.
(Continued...)




the Szate Tax Commission become arbitrary and capricious and lack a rational basis."'% The
outcorne was the same in Names in the News v, New York State Tax Commissioner.'' The
sampling method employed in Chartair, Mohawk, and Names in the News, calculating the
amount of 1ax due in a “test period” and extrapoiating the test period amount to arrive at an
amount due over a period of years, is an exact anaicgue to the method used by the FEC. As the
court noted in Allen v, Commn'r of Social Serviges, for example, acknowledging the holdings in
the tax cases, “{we] perceive{d] no reason to depart from such logic in the [Medicaid] case ...
The mere fact that {the] records are vc:luminous and that a review thereof would be time-
consuming for the Department does ndt, in our view, justify the use of the sampling method."'*
Consequently, the Committee does not agree that sampling, as opposed to 2 more compiete
review, was warranted in -its ca;e. | R ‘ '
Moreover, in the cases whoi.cling statistical sampling, the courts have made clear
that sampling comports with due process only if the methods used are “valid and refiable;”"? and
the subject of the audit has had a full opportunity to review themethodsused_ and the records and
information on which the determination has been based. Unfortunately, the Committee has

received so little information about the method employed by the FEC that the Commiitee cannot

definitively address cither the validity or reliability of the method.'* Yet, even the Committee’s

19429 N.Y.S.2d 759, 760 (N.Y.App. Div. 1980).
' 429 NLY.S. 24 755 (N.YApp. Div. 1980).
'2 500 N.Y.S. 2d 204, 206 (N.Y.App. Div. 1986).

3 Webb v, Shalala, 49 F. Supp. 2a 1114, 1124 (N.D. Ark. 1999) (citing Ratanasen v,
California, 11 F.3d 1467, 1472 (9™ Cir. 1993) and Michigan Dep't of Edug,, 875 F.2d at 1206).

'* Courts have stated that “the use of statistical sampling and extrapolation” is not fair or

proper where the aggrieved party is not given an “‘opportunity to rebut” the “determination of
(Continued. ..}
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thousands of claims submitted sach month by each siate.”” (emphasis added). Simifarly, in
Michigan Dep't of Educ. v U.S. Dep’tof Educ..® the U.S. Department of Education was faced

with examining a universe of 66,368 claims, an order of magnitude approximately 10 times the
7,220’ contributions invoived here.

Indeed. in the more analogous context of taxation cases, courts have repeatedly -
disapproved the use of statisticai sampling, rejecting arguments that complete audits of business
records spanning severai years were burdensome, impracu'c;l or inconvenient. In Chartair, Ing,

v, State Tax Comm’n, the court appeared to disapprove sampiing as a matter of faimess, stating

that an “honest, conscientious taxpaye; who maintains comprehensive records as required has a

right to expect that those records will be used in any audit to-determine his ultimate tax ) -
liability.”® The court declared that sampling would be warranted only where a taxpayer’s
inadequate recordkeeping made it impossible to conduct a complete audit.” Similarly, in

Mohawk Airlines v. Tully, the court explained that “where, 23 here, records are readily avaiiable e
from which the exact amount of tax due can be determined, the estimate procedures adopicd by

5 1d, at 409-10.

® Michigan Dep't of Edug, v, U.S. Dep’t of Edug., 875 F.2d 1196, 1999 (6™ Cir. 1989).

7 Repayment Determination at 2. The Commission claims that the audited population
consisted of “7220 matched contributions from all contributors who were associated with any
reattribution submitted for matching.™ This is inconsistent with the figure of 7,278 identified as
the audited population in an October 22, 1997 memorandum from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence
M. Noble. Memorandum from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence M. Noble (Oct. 22, 1997) at 2. Asa
resuit of this inconsistency, the Committee cannot be sure of exactly how the universe of audited
contributions was defined and why it changed between 1997 and 1999.

8 411 N.Y S, 2d 41, 43 (N.Y. App. Div 1978).
%1d, at 43,



recetved if the Audit Division can show that particular discrete and identifiable contributions
were improperly reattributed.
The Audit Division has not, however, made any such demonstration. Rather, it
has relied upon an investigation of only a small sample (324) of the universe of reattributed
contributions (7,220), which amounts 10 approximately 4%. Its “investigation” of this sarﬁple -
led it to conclude that 31 of the sample items (9.57%) should not have been matched.’ It then

“calculated” a repayment amount of 562,116 for non-matchable contributions based on the

projected error rate applied to the total population. (The Committee has not been able ta locate

g in the limited material supplied to 1t an explanation of the calculation cf the repayment amount.)

= The Audit Division’s decision to use a “sampling” technique to justify onerous
repayment determinations fails'to meet the requirements of due process. The courts have made:

clear that sampiing comports with due process only in a smail number of cases in which it is the

only feasible method of audit and where a full audit would be 2 practical impossibility.* 'I'ﬁis isa
stringent test, and nowhere in the Notice of Repayment Determination does the Audit Division
attempt to demonstrate that it meets it.

The cases cited by the Audit Division have upheid the use of statistical sampling

in situations in which the universe of claims to be auditad were far in excess of the universe

presented here. In Georgia v, Califano, for exampie, the audited popuiation consisted of “many

3 The Audit Division concedes that 10 of the 31 contributions on which its error rate is
based may have been reattributed ta persons who did indeed provide funds to the contributor,
thus making them the owners — in law and equity - of the amounts attributed to them.

Nevertheless, in an extraordinary example of administrative arrogance, the Audit Division has

included these items as errors because ummnunmmmmmnmmmmmﬂms
s who : : tive intent, although the Audis

Division had no apparem reason to conclude that they lackedsuch an intent
* Sge Georgia v, Califang, 446 F. Supp. 404, 409 (N.D. Ga. 1977).
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL E{L.ECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Patrick 1. Buchanan and
Buchanan for President, Inc.

i

) RESPONSE TO
NOTICE OF REPAYMENT DETERMINATION

Buchanan for President, Inc. (“the Committee™) has received from the Audit
Division of the Federal Election Cornmissicn a second Notice of Repayment Datermination and
pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c)(2), it submits this letter in response.’

The Committee also requests an oral hearing on this matter as permitted by 11
C.E.R. § 9038.2(c)2)i). | o |

The Audit Division recommends that the Committee repay $62,116 of the
maiching funds paid to the Committee. The Audit Division alleges that these matching funds -
were paid in connection with contributions that were “improperly reattributed” to a party other

than the original contributor.? The Committee does not dispute that it must repay matching funds .

! The Committee’s response was originally due on Scptember 27, 1999 The Committee
requested and receivegl an extension until October 12, 1999.

? The remaining $1,634 repayment is sought for matching funds paid in connection with
contributions that were subsequently refunded toc two specific contributors. The Commifiee does
not understand the basis of this calculation or the rationale for requiring the repasyment of only a
portion of the matching funds apparently received in connection with these contributions, The
Audit Division’s calculation appears to be based on its recognition that it has previously reduced
the amounts of matching funds received by the Committee for “projected errors™ basedon a
statistical analysis of the Committee’s submissions. The Committee could understand if the
Audit Division determined that no repayment was required because the present ““ervors” fell
within the number of submission *“errors”™ projected for the original submission. It sees no
rationale for reducing the amount of the repayment by a figure that represents the projected error
rate that was applied to the initial submissions.
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| STEPTOE & JC. (INSON cre FE'.‘-?'-‘E'Cl EiVey, Viszhingtun, OC 20006-1798

. o FEFERILELTE oy
COMM.ZC T o v T 202.425,3000
ATTORKEYS AT LAW ~LRCoH F:m mg:m
Wiww . StER0e.com
) o :"' E 3
Joha J. Duify
202.429.8G20
jdut{y@stepton.com
Qctober 12, 1959
Via HAND DELIVERY,
- The Honorable Scott Thomas
o Chairman |
< Federal Election Commission .
ﬁ 999 E Street, N.W.
5 Washington, D.C. 20463
= Re: Buchanan for President, Inc. : Response to Notice of Repaymeat
B, Determination and Request for Oral Hearing
= Dear Chairman Thomas: -
E,W On behalf of Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™), we submit herewith its
response to the Audit Division's Notice of Repayment Determination.

The Committee requests an oral i_xearing as permitted by 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(c}2xii).

PHOENIX

WASHINGTON
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John J. Duffy, Esquire

Buchanan for President. inc. - Repayment Determination (LRA #512)

Page 2

If you have any questions, please feel free 1o contact the attorney assigned 1o this marter.

Delanie DeWitt Painter, at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Joel J. Roessner
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WMOASHINGTON DU Nuns

October 8, 1999

HAND DELIVERY

John J. Duffy, Esquire

Steptoe & Johnson LLP -
1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

Re:  Buchanan for President, Inc. - Repayment Determination (LRA #512)

Dear Mr. Duffy:

This is in response to your letter dated August 24, 1999, received by facsimile
transmission on August 25, 1999. You requested documents related to the Commission’s
July 15, 1999 determination that your clients, Patrick J, Buchanan and Buchanan for President,
Inc. (collectively, “the Committee™) must repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury.
See 26 U.S.C. § 9038(b)(1); 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(bX1)(iii). Specificaily, you requested: 1) a
memorandum dated October 22, 1998 from “Lawrence Noble to Robert Costa referenced in
footnote 2" of Attachment E to the Notice of Repayment Determination; 2) 2 memorandum dated
April 1, 1999 from the Office of General Counsel to Robert J. Costa and 3) “any documents
including memoranda, oral contacts, questionnaires, etc. that forrn the basis of the Audit Staff’s
factual conclusions that certain of the 48 sample items appear to be ‘impraperly reattributed.”™
In response to vour request, this Office is forwarding the following documents:

Footnote 2 of Attachment E to the Notice of Repayment Determination refersto a
memorandum dated October 22, 1997 (not 1998) from Robert J. Costa to Lawrence M. Noble, -
rather than from Mr. Noble to Mr. Costa. Since this appears to be the document you are
requesting, a copy of it is enclosed. Also enclosed is 2 memorandum from Kim-Bright Coleman
to Robert J. Costa dated April 1, 1999. This Office has aiso enclosed copies of the surveys
completed by contributors related to the sample items which were considered to be improperly
reatributed. v '

This Office is not providing to you copies of reports prepared by our investigators, which
are protected from disclosure. Likewise, communications between the Audit staff and this
Office, to the extent that such communications might be within scope of your inquiry, are not
provided as they are also confidential and protected from disciosure. Copies of the contribution
checks or reantribution statements, which should be in the Committee’s records, are not included.

ATTACMHT_Q.__— .
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1100 Cannaecniint Aveowe, HVY

i
STEPTOE & JO1 uNSON 1L ! ey
B Taleghone 2124283000
Facaamiie 25288962
Jaha J. Quity WA SRS

202.429.8070
jdutty@Bstapton.zom

August 24, 1699

Ms, Delanie DeWin Painter -
Federal Election Commission

969 E Street. N.W.

Washington. D.C. 20463

Dear Ms. Painter:

In connection with the Commission’s recently approved Notice of Repavment
Determination for Buchanan for President. Inc. (26 U.5.C. §9039(b)b). | would appreciate it it
vou couid send me a copy of certain material referenced in Acachment E of Agenda Document -
99-78 and, in particular, the methorandum of 4/1/99 from the Counsel's office to Robert J. Costa.
Assistant Director, as well as the 10/22/98 memo from Lawrence Noble to Robert Costa
referenced in foomote 2 to that document. [ would aiso like to receive & copy of any documents
including memoranda, oral contacts. questionnaires. etc. that form the basis of the Audit Staff's
factual conclusions that certain of the 48 sample items appear to 'be “impropeily reattributed.” | —_—
believe this information is necessary for me to make an informed evaluation of and response 1o
this additional Notice of Repayment Determination. Your prompt response to this request would

be appreciated.
If you have any questions concerning this matter. please don't hesitate to give me
a call.

Aumr_C_ —
Papsy __‘L___‘ e 4

Doc. #800835 v 01 08/24/99 5 35 PW
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APPEARANCE (cont'd.) :

For the Buchanan For President, Inc. :

John J. Duffy, Esquire
Rhonda M. Rivens, Esguire
Steptoe & Johnson LLP

133C Cennecticut Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036-1795
(202) 429-8020

Angela B. Buchanan

Buchanan For Presgident, Inc.
6862 Elm Street, Suite 210
Mclean, Virginia 22101
(7C3) 848-1996
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‘AN WOLD: Good.morning. This special open ~

'ederal Election Commission will please come

: the presence of the quorum -- all -
:ing present except for Vice Chairman
ommissioner Elliott. We'll announce their
is meeting. -
e Commissioners, however, will have the
:rangcript of this meeting, as well as those .

‘esent. _
. agénda today is an oral hearing requested
President, Inc., the authorized Committee -
:andidacy of Pat Buchanan for nominatioﬁ for .
+ 1996 election cycle.

mmittee has recquested this opportunity to
iisgion in cpen session concerning the

sination contained in the Notice of Repayment
;provéa by the Commission on July 15, 1998.
:payment determination arose from the

uiry under its statutory authority in 26

and in § 9039.3 of the Commission’s

>mmission conducted the inquiry to determine

deritage Reporting Corperation
{202) 628-4888
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1 whether the reattribution of rertain contributjions that nad

2 ~been made tc the Committee were proper, and if not, whether
3 the Committee had received any- matching funds for non-
4 matchable contributicns.
5 Following the inquiry, the Commigsion determined
& that the Committee had received matching funds in excess of
?E 7 the candidate’s entitlement, and that the Committee must,

8 pharefore, repay $63,750 to the United States Treasury.

9 The repayment determination is made up of two

10 distinct portions: §1,634 for matched contributions that

11 © were later refunded, and $62,116 for matching funds related B
12 to improper reattributipns: The repayméht amount of $62,116

13 for improper reattributions was based on the examination of

14 a sample of contributions and a projection based on that

15 sample.

16 The repayment determination is an additional

17 repayment determination based on facts that were not used as
18 the basis of the Commission’s previous and separate
19 determination that arose ocut of the report on the audit

20 conducted by the Commigsion under the authority of 26 U.S5.C.

21 §9038.

22 The sole purpose of this meeting is to give the
23 Committee an opportunity to address the Commission, and to
24 demonstrate that no repayment or a lesser repayment is

25 required.

Heritage Reporting Ceorporaticn
{202) 6268-4888
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2 ) This is rot an adversarial or trial-like hearing.
2 - The Committee will have 30 minutes to Present its argumencs.
2 At the con:lusion of the Committee’s presentation, each
4 Commissioner will have an opportunity to ask questions.
5 I will then ask the General Counsel and the Audit
6 Division if they have any questions. Aftey this hearing,
7 the Committee will have five days in which teo sﬁbmit
- 8 additional materials for the Commigsion’s consideratinsn.
3% 9 ) The Commission will then make a repayment
10 determination following an administrative review, and issue

11 a ata:ement of reascna in support of that detcrmination.

HER]
T

12 - The Committee is. represen:ed thil morning by

LRI

b

13 Counsel John J. Duffy, and his colleague, Rhonda M. Rivens,
14 and by Angela Bay Buchanan. Welcome. ' '

i

15 I remind you that the presentation shculd nct

16 exceed 30 minutes, and must be limited to those matters

17 raised in the Committee’s written response to the

18 Commission’'s repayment determination.

19 Mr. Duffy, please begin.

20 MR. DUFFY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 want to

21 firsct start off by thanking the Commission for its kind

22 accommodation of our expert’s schedule by postponing this

23 meeting, which was previously scheduled for an earlier time,
24 and I greatly appreciate thac.
25 I also want to thank the Office of General

Heritage Reporting Corporation

(202) 628-4888
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1 Counsel. 1It's made a significant effort in the pést several

*

weeks to accommodate many of our requests for additional

3 documents, which developed as a result of our expert’'s -
4 analysis.
) They have not given us all the documents we havé
& asked for, but they have been prompt in giving us those
7 documents &hat they did not object to giving us, and so I
8 appreciate that very much.
9 ) I want to basically address my remarks today to
10 the Commission’s survey and the results of that survey, and

11 I want to start off by questioning the use of a survey in

% 12 this aituqtion at all.

13 In our written breaentation, we made an argument

14 that the constitutional standards of due process do not

15 permit surveys except in extreme cases where the |

16 extraordinary number of matters that need to be-examined are
17 so great that it would be completely impossible to do that.
18 That isn’t the case, here. Although there are

19 7,220 contributiona -- matched contributicns in the universe
20 that is identified to the FEC, in fact, the FEC has been

21 able in its sample to quickly eliminate 85 percent of those.

22 So, basically the universe that they have to survey or -- is
23 somewhere around 1,000 items.

24 So, the question here is, whether or not -- where
25 you have 1,000 items, and what you are really doing is

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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1 sending out a guestionnaire to various people, and gerting

[V ]

it back as to the nature of cheir understanding of the

-

3 reattribution process, and whether or not certain factual ™
4 matters are correct or incorrect. That isn’t what I would
5 describe as a number that is so burdensome and onerous as to
6 justify sampling. - _

£ 7 As a general rule in my 25 years of working with

o 8 administrative agencies, I hesitate to maké constitutional

“

= 9 arguments to the agency itself, but I think that from that

10 constitutional concept of due process comes a policy issue
11 that is, I think, very appropriate for the Commission to
12 examine. '

13 . That is the question of wﬁen is the Commission
14 going to use sampling, and when is the Commission going to

15 use what we might describe as the ordinary method of

16 actually auditing all of the matters that it claime are
17 inaccurate?
18 ' I think that’s an important issue, and its a

19 particularly important issue for committees like ours, which

20 are in a deficit position.

21 There are ; think issues which are raised in the
22 audit process, which require expertise. However, most

23 committees have the expertise necessary to defend themselves
24 in an audit process, but few committees have available to

25 them, without outside consultants, expertise to defend

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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themselves in a survey.

[

2 . A survey basically is a method of producing
3 evidence, which is not -- does.-- depends upon a significant
4 amount of expertise in the process of surveying. I think
5 that the Commissicn cught to give consideration to when its
6 appropriate to do these surveys, and when its not
7 appropriate to do these gurveys, and to give some guidance
8 on that.
9 I think thag, in this situation, the Commission
10 has decided or the staff has decided on an ad hoc basis,
11 that thig is an appropriate survey -- appropriate gituation

= - 12 in which a survey should be used, or sampling should be

13 used.

14 ! don’t agree with that, here, and I don’‘t -- I-
15 urge the Commission to give serious consideraticn to ~-

16 instead of approaching these things on an ad hoc basis, to
17 approach it in a rulemaking basis -~ te say to pecple, who
18 are subject to the Commission’s authority, when is it

19 appropriate for us to use these techniquesa?

20 When is it not appropriate for us to use these
21 tachnigques, and to make some determination as to when the

22 audit staff should or should not use sampling techniques in

23 an effort to seek repayment of money?
24 Now, the Commissicn has in its regulations a
25 provision noting that when matching funds are being

Heritage Reporting Corporaticn
(202) 62B-4888

m\aﬁm E
Page of:}EE::



e

ks

=
&

')

i0

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

22
23
24

25

distributed in a first instance, it will‘use sampling as a
method of determining how much of the matching fund regquest
will be granted, but it has nq-simiiar regulations with
respect to audits, and I would suggest that in these
situations further guidance is needed.

Again, I would suggest that as a policy matter in
a situation as we have here, where there is a limited number
of -- truly limited number of items that were of concern or
potential concern, it ‘could have been gubject to audit and
should have been subject to audit.

Now, passing on to the next point, its our view
and the view of-ou: experts that the FEC'a mathod here is
fatally flawed, and that this sample does not -- is not
reliable, and does not provide a basis for making the
conclusion that the audit staff reaches.

To be valid, a sample must be representative of
the entire population that is being sampled. So, we have
the entire population of matched contributions and the
sample is drawn from that.

Random, the sample -- the method of doing this is
to ¢reata a random sample, and the reagon is that randomness
is desirable, becxuse it produces a sample that is
repregsentative. That is, its a sample that represents the
totalicy of.the universe that is being examined.

Now, while a sample of 324 items is large enough

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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according to our expert to be expected to be representative

of the population, this sample of 324 items is not

—

representative of the populaticn.

. To the contrary, it is clear that if you test the
sample, it’'s not a random sample, and consequently, it is
not a representative sample. One way of doing this is to
examine the average contribution amount of the universe and
ghe sample. .

CHAIRMAN Wdhp: Mr. Duffy, let me idterrupt you.
I see that your &ssociate is going to show us aome
information on the charts.

MR. DUFFY: Yes.. . _

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Afe those charts -- will they be
available to us for the record? '

MR. DUFFY: Actually, we have copies of these
charts for you -- for .each of you, and you ver&_cleverly --

CHAIRMAN WOLD: That would be -- I anticipated
you?

MR. DUFFY: Yes -- anticipated me. Exactly.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you.

MR. DOFFY: Ms. Buchanan wanted to know whether or
not she should flip the charts. She has thia -- always had
this desire to be like Vanna White.

{Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN WOLD: She would make a good substitute.

Heritage Reporting Corporaticn
(202} 628-4888
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1 MR. DUFFY: If you look at the first chart here,
2 .there’s 4 cover page, "Summary Charts," and then there’s the
3 first chart. .
4 What our expert did was, he took the population
5 that the Commission -- and information on the population the
6 Commission provided us with, and he calculated the average
7 contribution amount for the population as a whole, and that
\ 8 was $90, but when you calculate the average contribution
;{ 9 amount for the sample; you come up with $155.
} io Now, that by itself, is an indication of bias in
Lﬁ 11 the sample. If this sample was random and, tharefore,
i; 12 fepresentative, you would expect that the average in the
;f 13 sample would be equal to or very cléae‘to $90, but it ismn’‘t.
A 14  It’s significancly different.. '
15 Our expert has calculated that there’s only one in
16 10,000 chance that this sample is random of representative.

17 It is established, I think, in a variety of cagea -- and I

18 won’t go through them individually here today, but it’s in

19 our written presentation -- that in order for x sample to be
20 relied on as evidence, it must be random or representative
21 of the universe as a whole.

22 Because this method is demonstratively or the

23 sample is invalid and unreliable, the entire analysis must
24 be thrown out, and in our view the repayment demand cannot
25 stand.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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We do not suggest here -- and ! want re make this
clear although this, I think, should be obvious to all -- we
are not contending that the audit staff cherrypicked these
items.

We are simply suggesting that-whatever method they
used, has produced an obviously unrepresentative sample, and
consequently this sample cannot be used as a basis for a
repayment determination.

Now, our expert told me that thia was all I needed
to say, and I then needed to pack up my material and leavs.

‘ CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you fo; your presentation.

{Laughter.)

‘MR. DUFFY: Yes. There‘s a but, here, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Oh, I’'m sorry. Go ahead.

MR. DUFFY: I indicated that I thought that I had
30 minutes, and I love tc hear myself talk, and I thought I
would take a few more minutes to explain some cther issues
that we think are important, here.

One of theﬁ is, we believe that the survey process
was also unfair and unreliable because it combined a written
survey instrument with follow-up phone calls and
conversations which were not made, as far as we can
determine, pursuant to any list of written questions.

Nor were any detailed notes taken of the

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 ‘responses. At least, none of that was in material chat was
2 produced for us. This is very important because it's well-
3 recognized that in order to ensure that no bias creeps into
4 a sample, if you have a follow-up phone call, that phone

] call must be made very carefully pursuant to written |

€ questions.

7 i'm reading now from the Guidelines here -~-- in IRS

8 Manuyal §1282.52. It says that, "Clarity is essential.

9 Ambiguous questions result in ambiguous results and useless

!

10 data. The IRS also inaists that whenever there is® -- and

i

11 this has been supported in a number of courte -- "whenever

w D

12 there are gsurveys, and there are orgl follow-ups, thode

. 13 follow-upé must be made phr;uant to gheets of written

%% 14 questions, and careful notes must ba taken as o what the -
15 - actual answversg are.® ' _ | -
16 This is another reason, I think, for policy

17 determination by the Commission on the sample purpose. The

18 Commission mﬁst recognize that there are certain situations
19 where sampling is more appropriate than they are in other

20 situations. -

21 This, in my view, is one of the situations where
22 sampling ig inappropriate, because in order to determine the
23 facts the audit staff was required, in its own mind, to have
24 contact with individuals and to obtain ihformacibn from

25 them. )

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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That might be appropriate in a Commission
investigation, and in fact, these people are always referred
to in the audit staff documen;s as investigators. We’re not
~- the Commission obviously has an obligation to
investigate, but an investigation is different than creating
an evidentiary sample.

A sample hust be done pursuant to strict
guidelines in crder to avoid bias. Those Juidelines were

simply not followed here in the approaches the audit staff

took.

Now, there are other ancmalies in the Commisaion’s .
analysis. I'm not going to detail them; here. They are in
our writcen—presentation,'bﬁc those ;nomalien, I think, al2o
give us concern because they -- they suggast thét additional
errors could have crept into this approach.

Let me -- let me now go beyond my expert'’'s
recommendation. His recommendation is that the way the
sample was cdnducted is flawed -- so flawed ~-- so obviously
flawed that there's no way that it could be -- form the
basis of an appropriate repayment determination.

I am now going to venture into the area where I
assume that, in fact, the sample is appropriate and give you
reasons why even if the sample is appropriate -- shall I
repeat we don‘t think it is -- we still have an argument

that the repayment determination must be reduced.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Can we just draw roO the Counter-Proposal area?
Yeah. Let’s do Number 3, first.

If you’'ll turn to the chart we have given you --
Counter-Proposal #3. Counter-Proposal #1 is just the bold
assertion I've made several times, which is because of
sample bias we have -- no repayment obligation can be based
on this evidence.

No. 3 is a slightly different proposal. It
assumes both the representativeness of the sample and the
appropriatenaess of the audit staff’s determination of the
error rate. That is, the number of -- the number of
inappropriate reattributione. -

Even if wﬁ don't -- and I;m going to get tc this
in a minute -- we do not agrae that the arror rate is
correctly calculated.

We have geveral r=agons for reaching:;hat
conclusion, but even if the error rate ware correctly
calculated so that even if the sample was not flawed, which
it is, and even if the error rate was correctly calculated,
which as I will say in a minuﬁe. it’s not, still the FEC's
decision to use 9.5 with a margin of error ae 3.65% --
that's its calculation -- to use the 9.57%¢ figure seems to
me to be wrong -- completely wrong.

I have argued in my written presentation that the

FEC should, as a matter of policy, used the lower bound of
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i its error estimate, which is 5.88, which we calculate by

2 'subtracting 3.65 from 9.57.
3 Now, the Commissicn_in u;ing thege samples in -~
4 order tc ask pecple to return meoney, the Commission has
5 basically calculated a range of pctential errors. The high
8 range is 9.57 up to 3.69, which is the margin of error, or
7 9.57 minus 3.6%. The range is 5.88 plus something
%{ 8 arcund 13.
{; 9 \ The Commissicn audit staff has no way of knowing
gﬁ 10 where in that range the actual error raté falls. What it’'s
i

"11 simply doing is taking the mid-point.of the tw0‘extreme§.
" 12 That's its estimate, but it's got no g£eater security that

13 it’s not further this way than thia'way.

14 The only thing the audit staff can really tell the
is Commigsion, and the only conclusion the Commission, in my

16 view, can really reach ia that, at a minimﬁm -=- baged on

17 their analysis -- there are, at least, 5.88% errors. That
18 is, the lower end of the range is the only one that can be

19 firmly determined.

20 Statistically, it can be said that if those

21 calculations are correct, that it is -- that we are clear

22 that it is -- the-error rate ig, at least, 5.88%.

23 Now, that -- we hear the pclls and statistics have
24 now become a much greater part of our lives than they were
25. in the past. They are useful in a number of situations, and
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they are appearing constantly now on television in the

assessments of the potential vote tallies of various

candidates. -

You will always hear -- when these error ranges or
the margin of error overlap -- you will hear people say it’s
a statistical dead heat. There's no way we can tell who’s
in the lead, because the marging of error overlap.

That means that within that margin of error, they
aén't know which number is correct for aithar‘éandidate.
That’'s the same thing that is present heie.

_ The Commiggion only knows that the error rate is
somewhere between 5.88 -- the low range -- and approximately
13 ~-- the high range. It doesn’'t k&ow-which»of these
numbers is correct.

Therefore, it seema to me when asking for money
back from pecple and using a sampling method, the Commissioﬁ
should be conservative. It should say, what we can know
from this survey ia that at least 5.88% of thase matches
were errors, and therefores, you should repay that amount,
because that we're confident of.

Now, I think that that's important. This is, and
I'm -« I don’t -- we have not been able to find any cases in
which courts have considered the constitutionality of this
issue from a due process point of view.

I'm not sure that that’'s really all that relevant
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1 " today. What is relevant, I think, is fairness -- fairness
2 to committees -- committees who are concluding their
3 .business and who have limited funds.
4 The Commission should certainly get back all
5 matching funds that are not appropriately -- that were not
6 appropriately given to the committee. We don’‘t deny that.
7 If there was a full audit, and we were able to
8 determine exactly how much -- how many cf these matches wers
9 ;mproper, then it would be clear to us exactly how much
10 - money we had to repay; but I don’'t think that the Commission
11 _should estimate how much we should repay.
12 I think it should say we_wént the Committee to
13 repay whaﬁ.we're confidernt the\Committee owes, and what
14 ve're confident the Committee owes is the lower end of this
1s range. We know that it must owe at least that.
16 If we use that, then we will reduce the repayment
17 to 538,174, using the lower bound of the FEC’'s error rate
18 estimate.
19 Finally, I want to talk about what we consider
20 errors in the calculation of the error rate. The error rate
21 of coat is based upon the Commission’s conclusion that out
22 of its sample, 31 errors were identified.
23 One of the Commission -- the documents that we
24 have presented obviocusly -- they really fall intoc two
25 categories.
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1 Category i is, the Commission sent out written
2 forms-to individuals to survey them and ask them questions
3 about the reattributions that:they had indicated had been
4 made Or were appropriate to make.
5 Then, when these forms came back, a number of
€ these people -- approximately, I think, nine of them --
7 indicated thar they had actually given cash to the
] coatributor, and therefore, in their view, the reattribution
! = 5 Qas appropriate, .
| 10 They said, "Well, we gave rthem money," not before
: = 11 the contribution was made, but when the reattribution was
j: 12 made. ' -
: 13 Now, the audit staff has concluded that that’s a

14 violation -- that that’s an error -- that that’s not an
18 appropriate reattribution, and it has asked us to

1s demenstrate all sorts of thinge in order to conclude that
17 that is appropriate, but with all due respect, I don’t see

18 why that’s not appropriate.

19 It’s not a contribution in the name of another
20 because the reattributee is taking responsibility for this

21 contribution.

22 It is not a cash contribution, because the money

23 is being presented to the Commission in the form of a check.
24 Its only violation is that it doesn’'t fall neatly into some
25 category that has previously been recognized aa appropriate.
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1 ' Each one of these produces a variation in the
2 error rate of about several thousands of dollars. So, orne
3 of our concerns, here, is that.there are a number of poincs
4 here where tﬁe Commission has made a determination that .
5 things are errors which we frankly don’'t believe are errors..
5 MNow, if you took all of the individuals, who we
7 pelieve are -- reattributions are proper, and where the
8 Commission or the audit scaff disagrees, there is a
9 reduction in the error rate to approximately 6.79%, and a
10 reduction in the amount of the repayment determination by

‘11 $18,000.

;E 12 - . ‘That would be asguming all of the other}objéﬁtions
. 13 that I've made to the survey are -- are dismissed by the
14 Commission. So, we‘re not -- wa’'re talking about some
15 = significant concerns here. _ -
16 In addition, and I reiterate, some oﬁ the ﬂ
17 arguments we have made in our written presantation about
18 ‘specific individuals on which the audit staff has responded
19 to are arguments whiqh flow out of the survey proceas -- and
20 particularly the oral follow-up to the survey process that.

21 the Commission used.

22 It sent people ocut to ask people gquestions without
23 apparently -- and I'm going to say apparently because we’ve
24 asked for documents that haven't been produced -- apparently
25 any guidance as to what they were to say to these people.
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1 " Then those pecple came baék and apparently reported their

2 results.

3 That may be an appropriate investigation, but it's

4 not an appropriate sampling approach. 8o, when you have

5 asked these questions tneré's a high possibility that you

6 have biased the responses that are coming back to you.

7 We, as a Committee, have no way of knowing whether

8 those responses were biased or not. We dor’t have any --

9 there are no -~ there’s nc paper trail, I guess, is the way
10 to put it of how these responses or how these conversationa
11 were conducted.

.12 | Now, I don’t disagree that the Commiassion -- if it
13 was doing'a full audit ~- could go out and inven:igatavﬁhese
= 14 maﬁters, because that’'s what a full audit is about, but I.do o

15 object to the idea that they have decided to avoid a £full
16 audit and the burdens that it would place on them by using

17 the sampling method, but not following the rules that govern

18 this method of creating evidentiary base for their

19 conclusions.

20 Sc, for thase various reasons we think that the
21 repayment determination -- the Commission should vote to --
22 no repayment is required, or that there is significant

23 reductions in that repayment that would be required.

24 Now, to the extent I can, I will respond to

25 questions. We do not have our expert here, and the reascn
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hi " is that our expert is in California. and we are a deficic

2 commi:tge, and there’'s just no way we can afford that -- te
3 fiy him in on cthe expectation or the possibility that there
4 will be a question and on the good possibility that I will

5 not be able to respond to, but he is available and will be

5 available to answer any of your questio;; in a written

7 presentation during the five-day follow-up.

8 0f course, if there is some need for him to be

9 éﬁamined, we would be prepared to make him available in some

19 method cther than appearance, if possible -- that is, video

E 11 or teleconferance, or something along thoge linesg, because
= 12  this is -- this is something that flows éut of twd issues.
if 13 When we started this -- and I’ll be honest with
A 14 the Commission -- when we started on this road, there was a

15 strong belief on the part of a number of people that we
16 should not make. an objection to thia, because it was just

17 too expensive to object, because we would need a statistical

18 expert on it.

19 But I think the Committee ultimately concluded
20 that we did need to make an objection, not only because of
21 our need to avoid a repayment determination, but alsc our
22 need to make sure that the law on this issue developed

23 appropriately.

24 I think that that’'s a problem here, and I think

25 that this type of approach is one that’s very difficult for
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campaigns to respond to, and we thought that, what the hell

We're in a deficit positiocn, anyway.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: What’s a few more dollars? -

MR. DUFFY: What's a few more dollars? Thank you
so much. '

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Mr. Duffy, thanks very much. Your
timing is very good. It‘s almost exactly 30 minutes. Thank
you. I appreciate your brevity.

We’ll turn now to questions from the
Commissioners. I had one or two that I wanted to start
with.

T Mri buffy, in your original iéaponne to the Notice
of Repayment Determination, you mad; soms issue about
whether you or the Committee had been provided- with
sufficient information in which to -- as you said --
thoroughly evaluate whether the sampling méthod was valid or
reliable.

I understand that subsequent to that time,
additional information has been provided, but what is your
position now on whether you have gufficient information?

Are you still lacking information that you think the
Commission should-have provided to you, or where are we on
that? 1Is that presently an issue?

MR. DUFFY: Yes. If you’ll just let me pause for

a minute to consult the actual brains behind the operation.
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2 - Let me just say that initially we requested
3 information, and we did not ger the information we thcught‘*
. 4 we needed. Subsequently, I think we were able to pinpoint
5 the information becter after we got our sxpert on board.
6 He was able to ask for more defined documants.
" 7 Then we did get many of those documents. We still don't
ij 8 have -- I'm told by my asscciate, Ms. Rivens -- we still
iz 9 éon't have a ccmputerzpadel that would allow us to get a
io better understanding of how the Commission has actually
= 11 conducted this survey.
i 12 ' Of course, we have not gotten any material about

13 the follew-up telephone calls.

14 : CHAIRMAN WOLD: I understand. I should have
15 qualified that. I understand you don‘t have that.

16 MR. DUFFY: .We, again, the extent to -- the more
17 information we have about how the audit staff has conducted
i8 this, the eaiier it is for our statistician to examine the
13 isgues.

20 So, I understand that we still have a need for a
21 model or a base which would provide us with a way of --

22 CHAIRMAN WOLD: -- of how the sample was selected?
23 MR. DUFFY: Yeah, right. 1Is that the -- oh. I'm
24 told that what is needed is a manual of how the computer

25 program actually runs and some explanation of how the
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i ’ ccmputer program actually works that -- that selected their
2 sample.
3 CHAIRMAN WOLD: All~right. Thank you. And digd
4 the Commictee make any effort itself to contact these people
5 that were selected and were subject to the investigation by
& the Commission?
7 MR. .DUFFY: We did not. We did not do that before
8 the audit, and we did not do that after the audit. The
9 reason for that is, that we ~- when the Commission started
10 out on this, we received telephons calls from péople who
11 = weres being contacted.
12 We attempted to avoid talking te them about this.

13 In fact, we wouldn’'t talk to them about it. The reason that

14 we wouldn’t talk to them about it is, we did not want to

15 bias their answers that they were going to be giving.

16 We didn’'t want peoplé to say to us, "Loock. What
17 should we answer on this form?" because we thought that
18 would be inappropriate either because the Commission was
18 doing an investigation, or the Commission was doing the

20 sample.

21 In either case, it wouldn’t have been appropriate
l 22 for us to intervene and gi@e assistance to these

23 individuals. We wanted them to answer -- and in many cases

24 if you -- focus on -~ the Committee’s point of view, we sent

25 out material to these individuals in the first instance --
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" written requests which they signed indicating that the

situation -- the factual situation was such that

reattribution was appropriate._

We asked them if this was the factual -- and they

came back and said, yes, it is. So, we_had information from

them which was positive. We assumed that we would be better

off if they answered these things without prompting or

interference by us, which could, frankly, be indicated to be

a biasing of whatever their answers were.

After, we dian‘t want to call them, either,

because to be honest with you, they‘ye tired, exhausted,

hostile. All right? -

And the idea that we would go to them and get

competing documentgs from them -- that is, documents which

basically said, "I didn‘t say that to the FEC" -- I was not

planning to touch that, and my client was not planning to do

that because it was not worth, frankly, the

-- the candle.

It was just going to be a situation where they

were going to be dragged into a contest, and we didn’t want

to do that.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: I can understand there would bea

good reascns either to do it or not to do it -- scme

arguments on both sides of that question.

I just wanted to be clear on what the sources of
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information are that we have to go on here, and whether --

if therg was new information that you had obtained, I wanted
tc have that clearly identified. 1If there's not, that's
fine. Then we go on with what we do have here.

Thank you. Mr. Thomas?

COMMISSIONER THOMAS: Thank y;;, Mr. Chairman.
Well, welcome again. Here we go. I wanted‘to. first of
all, to inform you that the fact that you didn’t bxing what
yéu‘re describing as your expert doesn’t suggest to us thac
we don’t have an expert—in front of us.
| You are an expert in the area of campaign finance
and we want to-acknowledge that. I récall going back .many,
many yearé on one of the early Reagah committee audits with
you when I was that l12-year-old in the Office of General
Counsel. Ron Robertson, and you, and Ed Weinfeld, and I and -
some others, we had some long go-arounds about what to do
about what looked like excessive contributions.

So, you hung in there all those yeaxrs as have I.

MR. DUFFY: Reasonable people can draw their own
conclusion of our ea&ity.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: We’'ve had those gquestions arise.

(Laughtg;.)

COMMISSIONER THOMAS: Well, I was just kind of
curious where your argument takes us in a sense that you
don't much care for the sampling approach that we applied.
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You would have, I guess, felt more cenfident in
the results, if we had done a 100% review of these
transactions, but I'm sure yoq-appreciate that from our
perspective that puts everyone in a rather awkward situarticn
because if we were to go out and actually investigate each
one of these contributions that appears to involve
reattribution that would have us as the government getting
into an awful lot of people’s business and ‘while it might

turn cut to be accurate in some gense, more certain in some

sense than using some statistical sampling. It presents us

with an unacceptable approach in some areas, because it Joes

put us in the busginess of asking hundéedl, perhaps,
thousands perhaps, of donors about some rather ancient

transaction.

So, if we were to somehow buy ycur advice that
100% analysis would be better and we’re to decide that we
want to go back now, and talk to each and every one of these
donors, and all tha reattributees, would we still find
ocurselves being challenged by you for having changed course
this late in the process?

MR. DUFFY: Well, I'm certainly not going to waive
any statute of limitations argument that I could possibly
Create.

So, if you're talking about that as a challenge,
then I‘'m not prepared now to say no, but if you’'re talking

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888

AT?A

e



! E; e

(gt

o PASTRREE -
m IL:,U ,,i‘; W M

S

;g::il

10
11
i2
13
14
15
16
17
le
19
20
21
22
23
24

29

" about whether I would challenge it because of the method, I

would say that I would not challenge it because of the

method. . -
I mean, your -- obviously, as part cf your duties
to ensure compliance with the Federal Elaection Campaign Act
of 197] as amended, you have tc ask people questions that
they may not want to answer and that they may be reluctant

Lo answer.

“

That's part,pf your okligatien. It may be
inconvenient for them to answexr them, but the opposita of
that is to not do anything, to not audit these issues or to
address these iséuen in some other fahhion in terms of an
analysis when you're giving people ﬁoney.

In other words, what you’re saying -~- what the
Commisgion is really saying here, is that reattributions
fall into a number of categories.

Some are cbvious on their face as being proper or
likely‘to be proper ~-- husbands and wives who have the same
bank account even if they don‘t have the same names.

When you start deviating from husbands and wives
with the same joint bank account, then you get into these
other areas of complication.

The Commisgsion, in its initial analysis, did not
raise any issue about these other types of reattributions.
That would be one method of dealing with itc.
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1 You gould say wﬁoa. These are a problém and have
2 .to be treated differently then other reattriburions. You
3 could say we won't have any r@attributions of this sort.
4 You could do all of these things by rulemaking.
5 Or you could do nothking, assuming that the problem
6 was not sufficient or that there were countervailing reasons
7 for you not to audit. But what has been done here is that
8 you created a survey process which basically is opague.
ﬁ: 9 ) I mean, it can’t be penetrated except with the
Eﬁ 10 greatest difficulty by committees. There’s no -- it’s not
z% i1 transparent.
Fj 12 ' There’s no bamig. -- there's no record of how you
i% 13 reached the conclusion that surveys were appropriate here,
14 or how, cr what standards you'’ll apply to these surveys, or
1S - how these surveys will be conducted. )
16 That’s all something that you havé décided -- that

17 the audit staff has decided in camera. I don’t think that’s

18 appropriate.

19 I think that what has to happen here -- and when
20 You use a survey proéess, remember what you’re doing. .
21 You’re creating, as the courts have said repeatedly, a body
22 of evidence, which in order to be relied on must be -- in

23 order for the survey process to be relied on as evidence, it
24 must be conducted in a scientifically valid fashion to avoid
25 inaccuracies in the responses to the audit inquiry.
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We either have to do that analysis up front, that
is, have a process which we all agree to initially, and then
we go ahead with it -- that’shbow you would do that by
rulemaking -- or we have to pick apart these things each
time they come out, and that’'s a labor-intensive issue.

We don’t know how they’'re done. We have to obtain
that by inductive reasoning from the documents we receive,
and it's very expensive to have experts come in and loock at
tﬂe survey, and say it .shculdn’t be done that way.

So, I don‘t think you can say we have an audit
obligation. 1It’'s too much of a problem to do the audit, so
we’'ll just guess, and then we’ll tell you to pay that -amount
of money.: .

Then, you have a choice ~- you, the Committee.

You can either get up on your high horse, spend a bunch of -
money, and attack the survey -- hey, that’s the type of

people I represent -- or you can say, "Hey. The hell with

this. Pay the 66,000 and let’'s get this thing closed down."

We don’‘t want to do that. It would be a prudent
course, but we’'re nbé going to do that because we think that
would be wrong. We don’t think it’s correct to do that. |

We don’t think you can estimate -- we don’t think
the law allows you to estimate how much we owe. You have to
prove how much we owe.

COMMISSIONER THOMAS: By that, you’re not saying
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1  we can’t use the staristical sample that you give, if we
2 were to satisfy all the standards you --
3 MR. DUFFY: I'm not saying that. I mean, the
4 courts have said that there are -- there is a situation --
5 there are situations where statistical sampling is
6 appropriate. -
7 I'm saying that, one, this isn’t ;n appropriate
8 Ssituation because the universe that you would have to
9 ;ctually send survey forms to, or you would have to contact
10 in some fashion, was only 1,000 people.
11 COMMISSIONER THOMAS: Could you explain that? 1

12 want to make that distinction. We’re talking about the

13 population being over 7,000. You’ve mentioned that it may be

14 in the 1,000 range. '

15 MR. DUFFY: Right. We have -- maybe a -- let me

16 just get up here.

17 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Excuse me, Mr. Duffy. Let me ask
18 our Commission Secratary, is that microphone over there

19 live, do you know, at the pedium?

20 COMMISSION SECRETARY: Yes,

21 CHAIRMAN WOLD: The one at the pedium? Mr. Duffy?

22 MR. DUFFY: Yes?

23 CHAIRMAN WOLD: If you could use -- would it be

24 possible for you to use that microphone at the podium there?

25 MR, DUFFY: I think I can explain this without a
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demonstration. Let's see if I can, ckay?

What i've done here is -- what we have here is,
the Cocmmission has a significant number of contributions
that have been maﬁched -- 7,220. &All right?
Then it took a sample, which we don’'t think is -
representative, but it’s a sample of 3£Zi Then it looked at
those -- that sample of 324, and started tﬁiowing out
centributions as being okay.
« I mean, it looked at the matchable contributions,
and excluded certain contributions from the sample
suggesting that those contributions, because they were
betwean husbands-- they were on ac:oudib that their -- . -~
hugband and wife accounts; ér they wére reattributions
between a husband and wife, whatever. They weren‘'t going to "
do anything further on those. |
They were saying that from their point of view,
those were okay. So, they got themselves down, and then
their -- if ybu look on -- this is the oral hearing document
that was submitted to you -- Agenda Item -- right.
Attachment 1 to the Staff’s Memorandum to the
Commission, all right? That'’'s page 26 of 29. You can see
what they did. -
They started out with a population. They sampled,
they eliminated things from the population, they added an

additional sample, they eliminated from that sample, they
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1 'got down to "Total Errors from the Initial Raview& -- out of
2 47, whicp is 15% of where they starced. Those are the

3 people they actually sent survey fo;ms to. =
4 So, what I'm saying is, you can do the same thing

5 with 7,220. I mean, you get rid of 85% of that, and that’s

6 where I get- my 1,000 figure. -

P 7 You could look at them in -- in your office and

: 8 say, "No, these are okay. These are okay," and ycu only

= 9 h;ve 1,000 where the reattributicns are not the type of
10 reattributions that one would consider to be clearly
11 appropriate.

12 So, in that situation, I think then you would send

13 out a gquestionnaire or some.device ﬁo all of them as part of
14 your investigation, and say, what’s the issue here? You
15 might find some people respond, and some people not respond,
16 and I mean, you conduct investigations like this all the
17 time where -- it may not have to do with reattribution, it
18 has to do with some serious violations of law, but you do an
19 investigation, and from that investigation you decide
20 whether or not there’'s a problem. Then you proceed on that.
21 That’s what I mean by full audit. You come up
22 with these answers by tracking down the issueﬁ, and
23 regsolving them in your own mind, and then presenting that
24 evidence for the Committee to rebut, but you have concluded
25 based on the evidence in your own mind that the Committee
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1 " has done something wrong or that something wrong has been
2 done.
3 | Okay? Whether it's‘the 6ommittee's fault or the ~—
4 people reattributing it, someone has done it wrong. That is
5 an appropriate investigation, but you’ve sent out samples,
6 you’ve followed up.
o 7 You haven‘t ~- you're using a method which is
ié 8 eagier for you. I don’'t deny that, but it’s not valid.
= 9  You're not doing it in a valid way, and I don't think it's
10 appropriate because in my view, when you'want money back
11 from somebody, you have to show that that money has been
12 inappropriately given to them. .. -
13 i think we deservé to havé that laid out for us in
14 cases where it can be. Now, the cases that have been cited

15 by the audit staff and the Office of the General Counsel are
16 cases where there’'s 30,000 items 'a month. -
17 So, obviously, that’s impossible to survey. We

18 all agree with that. That‘’s not the case, here.

19 COMMISSIONER THOMAS: Thanks. If I could just --
20 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Certainly. Go ahead.

21 COMMISSIONER THOMAS: -- as to sort of the

22 practical aspect of this, inquire from either one of you,

23 Ms. Buchanan you probably have a better sense for it in some
24 way, what was going on at the campaign in terms of giving

25 advice to donors about the option of reattribution?
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It’s kind of unclear to me whether there was some

. sort of standard advice that was givern to donors where a

contribution had come in, and where there was a possibilityT
perhaps, of reattributing some of what appeared to be
otherwise excessive zontributions. -

MR. DUFFY: Let me tell you what I learned because
I asked that question when this came up, and they told me
that they basically sent things out to people -- forms out
té people. -

They inquired whether there was -- that when
contributions came in that were thought to be matchable --
or not matchabxe_—- were thought to be pétentially
reattributable, forms were sent cut;

Then those forms were returned. If geopla aaked
questions about them, basically they were referred to the --
it was told tc me that the form was -- they were referred
back to the form, and the language that appeared on the form
was -- that was used as part of the explanation of
matchability.

Now, no one provided me with a script of the --
not unlike the Commission on the other side of the coin
here. That campaign did not have a script as to what it
allowed -- how these requests for further information were
to be answered.

Some people didn’t ask questions. They got the
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1 form or they got the letter suggesting that -- asking if
2 this was potentially -- asking if this contribution was, in
"3 fact, suitable for reattribution, and they said yes, and
4 sent it in.
5 They didn’'t call us. They didn’'t ask a gquestion.
& They just sent it in. If questions were asked, I was told
gg 7 that they followed the form -- simply reiterated what the
i% 8 standards were on the form.
%‘ 9 h I'm not sure who received these calls, and my
éi 10 understanding ~-- I don’t believe, and I don’t know that
i% 11 there was an actual mechanism set up for making sure that’
. 12  people said =--gave correct answers. K - ‘ )
13 So, I can’t say that becau;e I don;t -- we haven’t
14 found any documents that would suggest that thgre was a
15 ~ secript, or that people said, whenever guestions are asked, -
16 say the following, or probe into it, or whatever.
17 I'm not suggesting that -- I guess the question
18 here ig, the Committee feels that it sent out regquests to
19 intelligent people that asked questions that were ~- the
20 questions we were supposed to ask under the guidance of FEC
21 regulations, and their answers were something that we could
22 rely on. - |
23 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Ms. Buchanan?
24 MS. BUCHANAN: What I can add to that is that the
25 ~-- the letters were sent as -- there was a computer with all
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the information in it, when the contriburtion came in. I'm

-+

2 sorry? This is the right mike --

(V8]

CHATIRMAN WOLD: Try to speak into those.

4 MS. BUCHANAN: All right. I'm sorry. When the

5 contributions came in and they were put into a computer,
6 there was a code given of some type at some stage, which
7 would indicate that this would be a potential reattribution
: 8 contribution. :
= S ‘ Then, twice -4 month or s8¢ or whatever it was that
10 was determined, these letters just went out en masse. This
11 was not a, "Cali up the contributor. 'What do you think?’
12 Could you contribute thim?* '
13 éo, they jusf went out auﬁoma:ically, and then the
14 people sent them in. When we became aware of the problem; I
15 asked John perscna%ly to talk to differesnt people on the

16 staff. These were people that were on the Treasury staff,

17 so they dié not work directly for me.

18 There was nothing that came back to him, I don’'t
19 believe -- certainly, not to me -- that would indicate

20 anything other than reaffirming what was on these forms.

21 That'’'s the best knowledge that we have.

22 Cne other thing is, when we were -- when this

23 first came to us, I called John and asked if we should -- we
24 had a lot of phone calls from pecple who had received these
25 letters from you all -- as to what to do, and how should we
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" answer this and all, and his words for me is, you don't do

anything unless you wish teo interfere in a Federal
invéstigétion.

I said, "I understand, sir," and that was the end
of that. So, that is why we just didn’t touch it. We ‘
haven’t talked to anybody, and I specifically instructed
everyone.

0f course, at the time we didn't have an active
staff -- the people whg might get these calls -- to direct
them to cne fellow, who was an attorney, who was working on
the -- helping som=one to direct all calls to him that he
was to somehow just explain to them to do what you think is
right to £ill it out hoﬁestly or whatever, and theﬁ to
give -- if there’'s any further questions, just send them to
Mr. Duffy.

 So, we really haven’t had anyfhing to do with
these contributors. So, I don’t really know what they would
have said as to, "This is what you said, first, or second,
or anything.® I just don’'t know.

MR. DUFFY: Right. We didn‘t, as I explained
before, I didn’t represent the Committee during the election
campaign. I restrict my repreaentation of Committee to the
maximum extent possible to the post-election period.

Having served once as a campaign counseli, I
decided that that was the fastest way to Federal prison I
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1 "could imagine, and I decided to avoid it.

2 So, Ilonly take campaigns in the post-election
3 period, so I had -- when I Qag contacted by Ms. Buchanan
4 about these concerns, they derived from the FEC
5 investigation, okay?
6 I advised as she said. I tol&nher that it's an
7 investigation, and when there’s an investigation ongoing,
8 you don’‘t sit around trying to ncbble the witnesses. That's
9 no£ the way you do it. .
10 So, we didn’t contact -- people contacted us, and
11 in fact in one case, people contacted us and demanded that
- 12 we refund their contribution, and the Committee was - -
13 concerned about their concerns.
14 They were -- we attempted to explain to them the
15 _ situation, but they wanted their contribution back, and so
16 we gave it to them, and that brings me to anocther point. )
17 I don’'t believe that there -- there’s something in
18 the document that has been supplied to you by the General

19 Counsel and the audit staff that on that issue, that

20 contribution was not matchable once the party asked for it

21 to be refunded, and I don’t agree with that. .
22 I mean, the question of whether a person has

23 donative intent or not has to take place when the donation

24 is made, and the Commission has been rigid on that else all

25 hell will break loose.
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I mean, after the candidate has not won, lots of

- people would like their money back, okay? aAnd they call up.

——

That doesn’t mean you can -- You have to give them their
money back.

Once we give them their mcney back, I don‘t
disagree that the matching funds have to follow, but when we
-- just the mere fact that they’ve asked for it does not
negate their donative intent, and does not undercut the
appropriateness of matching funds. '

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you. Commissioner Thomas?

COMMISSIONER THOMAS: No, that’s fine,

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Okay. Thank you. Commiasiocner
Mason? '

COMMISSIONER MASON: Thank you. Just as a matter
of record, the form you were referring to that requested the
reattributions, do we have that somewhere? Have we seen
that?

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Ms. Thomas?

MS. THOMAS: Yea. In the agenda document,
attachment 1, page 19 to 29, there’s a copy of the letter
that the Committee sent to contributors asking whether or
not their contribution couldn’'t be attributed to someone
else. -

Adjacent to that page is a copy of the form that
is returned by the contributor in which the reattributors
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1 and the original contributor signed stating that these are

2 Ireattributed contributions.

3 COMMISSIONER MASON: . Is that page to the left?

4 MS. THOMAS: The form is page 18. '

5 COMMISSIONER MASON: Page 18 -- that's the

6 Buchanan committee form.

7 MR. DUFFY: Okay. Wait a minute.

8 COMMISSIONER MASON: Mr. Duffy, you’re making a

9 lot of arguments in the alternative, here. I’ll sort that
10 out later. I just want to make sure we had it, and ask for

11 it if we didn’t.

= - 12 - You'‘re-making a lot of alternacive -- arguments in

13 the alternative here, and I understand why and what you’re

14 doing, but it bothers me a little bit in terms of the

15 process, because one of the things that Commissioner Thomas
16 was asking about and that is, we’ve had a lot of discussions
17 about when, under what circumstances, and what reasons we're
18 going to contact donors.

19 I think the Commission has been rightly reluctant
20 to contact donors without some specific need to do so. So,
21 when you say, well, we think it would be hetter to contact
22 them all, and yet you’ve described to us the state of

23 confusion, the difficulty we‘re dealing here with the year
24 or two at a minimum after the donations would have been

25 made, people who were -- even at the several-hundred-dollar
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level -- relatively small donors, and of course, a lot of

them are alarmed and bothered at having a federal agency
contact them. .

They call you. At least one of them wants their
money back. These arxe the kinds of reagons that I think
drove us to the decision that, no, we didn’'t want to call
all 7,000 or all thousand, and I hope you realize that.

I understand your guestions about how the sample
w;s put together and so on like that, but if you’'re going to
argue that the only way we ought properly to do this is to
contact everybody, I'm just not sure I can get there, not
because we might not authority to do it,'but because I think
the consequences for the campaigns involved, and for the
donors are -- it would need to be thrown into the balance
somewhere. |

If you have a reaction to that, I'd be happy to
hear it.

MR; DUFFY: Well, I don‘t -- I understand that -~
that this is a difficult policy dacision for you. I mean,
I'm sympathetic to the idea that being contacted by a
federal agency because you've made a campaign contribution

has a certain chilling effect on the exercise of your First

Amendment rights.

I think you were wise and to be commended for your
sensitivity to that. I’'m not sure that the alternative is
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Lo create a method of estimating the poésibility that there

[

2 are errcrs here.
3 I haven’'t given much thoﬁéht to alternatives, but—
4 it seems to me that in a situation where -- what you have
5 initially done in a situation like this, we may have to fall
6 back on some method of examining these contribution§, as I
7 said before, at the initial stage, when matching funds are
8 being given out, and giving greater guidance to the
9 cgmmittees as to what sort of evidence is going to be
10 reguired to give the Commission sufficient confidence so
11 that it deoes not have to look at these things in the audit
i; 12 process. i
,} 13 in other words, you have two mechanisms for doing
14 it -- one is to do it up front, and the other i; to do it at
15 ~ the audit process. I think you were wise to say, gee, -
16 calling these people is just wrong, it's the wfong thing te
17 do. But then that moves me to the front ¢of the process, not
18 -- to say, wéll, let’s think about how we can view this up
19 front.
20 COMMISSIONER MASON: But if we tell you at the
21 front of the process that you have to wait another two or
22 three months to get your métching funds because you haven’'t
23 given us enough information in the initial submission, I
24 know we’'ll get screams about that as well.
25 MR. DUFFY: One of the joys of not being in a
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federal agency is we get to scream, and I know because 1‘'ve

served in the Federal Government that you never do it right
from the point of view of the_grouﬁ-that You're regulating —
no matter how much you try to de it, so. »

COMMISSIONER MASON: Thank you. Let me move to
another question here. You were talking about the telephone
survey follow-up.

MR. DUFFY: Right. -

) COMMISSIDNER/MASON: And I understand your bias
concerns about that, but looking at the éample attachment --
attachment 1, page 26 cf 29, there’s.an indication that
follow-up phone surveys were made to only two -- if I read
it properl?, it’s at thé-very bottoﬁ cf thatr page -- of the
31 or 47, I suppose, that were counted as errors, and I want
to see if that is accurate.

I mean, whilg I understand your objections as to
phone surveys, if we’'xre only talking about two follow-up
phone calls having been made, it seems that that ends up

being a not particularly substantial issue given the facts

here,

MR. DUFFY: Just a second.

(Counsel confers with Ms. Rivens.)

No, I don‘t -- I understand that that’s correct,
although I -- well, I was under the impression that there

were a larger number of phone calls in order to get
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1 clarification of certain issues.

So, I'm not sure I understand this the way you

5]

3 understand it, but each of these -- each time you make a

4 follow-up phone call, you have a problem with biasing that
5 portion of the sample, and each portion of the sample,
& because it -is being multiplied by a very large number in the
7 universe, can introduce a considerable error.

- 8 So, I'm afraid I can‘t fully respond to that

E 9 because I -- we have not received a complete list from the
10 staff of the phone calla they made throughout this process,

11 although I believe they did identify the -- either in their

12 document or to us -- the phone calls. that they made, and the
13 people that were considered to be errors. _

14 MR. DUFFY: 1Is that right? That’s right. That’s

15 right.

16 MS. RIVENS: . That'’s right.

17 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Go ahead.

18 COMMISSIONER MASON: Well, I wanted to move to

19 another topic, and that is on the issue of reattributions

20 when cash was given.

21 I guess I follow your legal argument as to why it

| 22 was, shall we say, not illegal. As a policy matter, maybe

23 it ought to be. I mean, this seems to me if we are blessing
24 a situation in which people are encouraged -- one person is
25 encouraged to write a check to a presidential campaign, and
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1 then collect cash from other people, and send in things

after the fact, we're just getting into an area that I can

tJ

3 .see lots of problems arising from.

4 I understand that it doesn’t appear the campaign

5 encouraged chat or anything, but looking at the survey

6 results or responses, I don't want to -- no matter what we

7 do, I don’t want to get inteo a situation where the
7 8 Commission says that’'s a good way of doing business, or even
ol 9 pérhaps a legal way of.doing business.

10 MR. DUFFY: I embrace your idea. I agree with you

11 100%, ckay? I think that the -- and I have told the

- 12 Committee that if they want my recammeﬁaation, they should
13 not seek matching funds for reattriﬁutions that are not, in
14 fact, between husbands and wives, who can be amgsumed to haﬁe
15 a joint account.

16 And this idea of seeking reattributions from other
17 people who have other accounts or potentially other accounts
18 or wharever, is fraught with danger to not be permitted,

19 okay?

20 Certainly, it should not be engaged in by the

21 campaign. My view is thar it shouldn’t be permitted by the
22 Federal Election Commission, but that wasn't the situation
23 in 1996, when this is being conducted.

24 As you know, being people involved with politics,
25 in a campaign every effort is made to try to act as
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" aggressively as You can within the bounds of the_law. So, I

am in full agreement with you on that.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thagk yo;. Commissioner
Sandstrom, do you have questions?

COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: Thank you. Eventually,
I'm eventually going to follow up on that last peint, and
what the state of law was in 199%6. Before that, I wanted
just to question about your -- in the statement you made
téday on your first point about the use of sampling.

You said this has only been endorsed in extreme
cases. I understand that might be a little hyperbole on
your part, because I -- in looking at the cases cztea having
shepherdlzed those cases, I never see that as the standard.
It’s only in the extreme cases.

With regpect to the constitutiocnal challenge, let
me ask, do you know of any federally reported case that's
found the use of the statistics -- statistical study -- the
one valid and reliable, leaving that question aside, in
which the court determined that it was a violation of due
process?

MR. DUFFY: I think we can say that we haven't
found any case thgf says that statistical samples, if
properly done, are not appropriate evidence in a federal
case.

When I was summarizing the case law as I
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1 " understood it, I think I was extrapolating from the size of
2 the samples in those cases, and while the case may not have
3 said that it was extreme, the size of the samples that we
4 have seen in these cases are large. ‘
5 ' If you have seen small samples the size of a
6 thousand --
7 COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: Let me ask, was there any
E% B case .in which the size of the sample -- and it was
ﬁe 8 sgatistically reliable--- was the basis for any federal
A 10 court decision you relied upon?
%f 11 MR. DUFFY: No, not for -- not a federal court
i; 12 decision, no.
f 13 COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: ft-seems to me that most
14 of the cases, in fact, tend to endorse and particularly '
15 relieves -- administrative agency a major burden, which may

16 be a cost burden, it may be a burden that it would be

17 imposing on the regulated community on the way of this sort
18 of question.

13 So, I can understand the second part aspect with
20 respect to whether this particular sample is reliable or

21 not. So, I think that’s a separate and distinct argument.
22 The Qha:;g:_&i:,‘which is the tax case you relied
23 upon, and you referred to there being many cases of this

24 character. Now, let me ask, Chartexr Aix, which was in

25 Supreme Court in New York -- which isn’t even Supreme in New
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1 "York -- in that case as I understood the Case, the taxpayer
2 had ali -- in his possession -- all of the evidence
3 necessary to establish his tax liability.
4 Can you tell us today that you have, in your
5 possession, all the information to establish that these
6 contributions were properly reattributeé; -
7 MR. DUFFY: Well, what the -- I d;n't -- what the
8 taxpayer had was, he had his records, and we have records,
9 téo. We've given them.to the Federal Electiorn Commission.
10 They are these statements which were signed by
i 11 individuals indicating that these reattributions were

12 proper. So, like the taxpayer in Charter Airy, we have the

13 records showing affirmatively that these individuals think
14 that thege reattributions are factually correct. ‘
15 Now, what the FEC is doing is creating rebuttal
16 evidence to that.

17 COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: And with respect to our
18 rebuttal, you don‘t have, in your possession, conclusive
19 avidence with reapect to that.

20 Let me ask you about the Regulation for a moment
21 -- 9,034.2.

22 MR. DUFFY: Yesg?

23 COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: This lists all the

24 contributions, as I understand, that are matchable? 1Is that
25 your understanding?
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MR. DUFFY: Right. It gives guidance as to
matchable contributions.

COMMISSIONER SANDSTROM: And with respect to the —
contributions that you’re referring to that should have not
been -- you claim were properly reattributed, do you know
under which section of this regulationizhat it would be
properly reattributed? -

MR. DUFFY: Well, we are talking here -- I beliave
tﬁat the committee’s view of this is that 9%50342(c) (1) (2) and
(1) -- and let’s see, (1) (ii) and (2} are probably relevant.

MR. SANDSTROM: Okay. If -- can I refer you to.
(2) () beﬁpre going into the subgections there? . -

MR. DUFFY: Mm-hmm. '

MR. SANDSTROM: It says, "The written instrument
shall be payable on demand and to the order of and, of -
course, specifically endorsed without gqualification to the
presidential candidate or his or her authorized committee.
The written instrument shall contain the full name,
signature of the ccnt;ibutors, the amount, and the date of
the contribution and the mailing address of the
contributors.”® Then it goes on, of course, to the joint
account. Did these contributions meet those requirements?

MR. DUFFY: Sure.

MR. SANDSTROM: They had the name of the
contributors and their addresses on it?
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MR. DUFFY: Well, there's -- correct. I mean, I
think that the commission's approach to this in the past, if
I understand it is, if I have.a check that’'s drawn on a
joint checking account, and I submit a statement from the
parties that are -- share that joint checking account, that
the written document provides support for the -- the
reattribution of the contribution.

MR. SANDSTROM: And it may be correct that the
addit staff is more generous or even the past practice of
this commission is more generous than what I think the
requlation called for. But as I understand the regulation,
that the contributions you’re referring to are not of the
character that fall under’ (¢} (1), (cS(Z), or (¢)(3) and that
in some cases we’'re talking about eguitable accounts, as I
understand your testimony. And certainly, an equitable
account is not a joint account that falls under (c)(1).

MR. DUFFY: I believe that -« oh, I'm sorry.

MR. SANDSTROM: And that -- so we're looking at
checks which, you know, do not fit, in my mind, the
regqulations. So with respect to Commissioner Mason’s point
of view, I think, in fact, the way we avoid these sort of
phone calls is have pecple comply with the regulation. AaAnd
if we are -- been generpous in the past, you know, we may
want to take that into consideration. But if you have an
argument that I'm misreading the regulation, what -- it
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reqgquires a matchable contribution, not that -- our gloss on

it or our addition to it or whether the actual language
employad by the regulation wogld make these matchable. It
would help me on it if you -~

MR. DUFFY: So can I -- and let me just -- if I
may, Commissioner, your view would be the -- unless my check
ccntains the full name of myself and my wife, the charming
Cynthia Wyatt, and our mailing address and -- that we have
tothave that on the check in order for that check to be --

MR. SANDSTROM: It is written in the mandatory
language.

MR. DUFFY: Well, I --

MR. SANDSTROM: -Ana we understand that we may have
been, in seeking a repayment, somewhat liberal in that and
recognized differeat sort of instruments, but that comes --

MR. DUFFY: I think -- without trying to hold Ms.
Buchanan back here because she’s about to -- hexr point is
going to be, if I can summarize it, thac you have gone
beyond being generous. You have written the manuals and
instructions to campaigns that have suggested that this is
the way to obtain this.

Your matching fund manual, according to Ms.
Buchanan contains the very procedure, that is sending these
written documents and having them -- so I think that in
terms of your policy, you may be entirely correct, that this
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1 policy that has been adopted by the commission over time and
2 in -- and articulated in various manuals and instructions to
3 candidates and committees is inappropriate and possibly even

4 illegal.

S MR. SANDSTROM: That‘s fine, and I understand your
3 position there. And it may be, like I say, quite fortunate
7 for the committee that that’s been the position. I‘m just

8 ;;ying to understand my -- explain my understanding cf the

9 regulation today, and ‘I‘m not -- I'm not trying cto send fear
10 out to all those who have been audited in the past that I

11 read the regulations in a way that I think would avoid the

-

o122 problems thai échmissioner.nason doga.‘
13 And -- but I think we do have a particular problem
14 here when we go so far as to refer to equitable ownership'of
15 accounts and, you know, pecple making tranafers into
16 accounts. And that takes the regulation ih --HI'll have to
-17 call upon the audit staff to preobably instruct me a little
18 bit more about any manuals we have put out and to what
19 extent we wish they would rely upon a manual that seemsa not
20 in accord with our regulaticn with respect teo matchability.
21 I have this concern and I think that‘s somewhat
22 Commissioner Masomr's concern. So could the audit staff help
23 me in this respect?
24 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Ms. Thomas?
25 MS., THOMAS: The commission’'s presentation --
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Guidelines for Presentation in Good Order for matching funad

submissions does provide for committees to seek
reattributicns of centributions by allowing the committee to
present with the contribution a separate document that
identifies the contribution by the date, the amount -- and
to attest to the fact that a portion of ;t is to be
attributed to some other individual.

MR. SANDSTROM: Other than a joint tenant on the
aécount? -

.MS. THOMAS: I don’'t have the document in front of
me. ‘

- MR. SANDSTROM: Yeah. That -=

ﬁs. THOMAS: I believe it Qays. "Has ownership of
the funds," or something like that. '

MR. SANDSTROM: See, I understand that.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: At this point, let me suggest,
Commissioner, this might be an appropriate line of inquiry
to pursue.

MR. SANDSTROM: Yes.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: I think you raised a good peint,
but I’'m not --

MR. SANDSTROM: Yeah, I just want to -- before I
pursue the guestions of counsel, I want to know what our own
position was with respect to, you now, the regulation. You

know, if we allow people to do it -- the regulation
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1 ’contemplates where you're-a joint tenant, and maybe the one
2 aspect, such as the address, was dcne. But I have trouble
3 where someone is not a joint tenant, and that may be just
4 clearly an internal problem that -- knowing it's this form
5 right now to work out, but at least make you aware that I
6 have some concern in that regard.
7 MR. DUFFY: Can I just -- Ms. Rivens has suggested
8 to me, and I'm just suggesting this too. I’'m not going to
9 argue it, that there’s that guidance can be cbtained also
10 from 110.1(k}) of the commission’s regulations on this.
% 11 MR. SANDSTROM: Yeah. The reference to 110. (k)
?; 12 doesn’t -- 110.(k) does the general attributes, but it
:i 13 doesn’t deal with attribution of maﬁchable funds.
A 14 MR. DUFFY: Mm-hmm.
15 MR. SANDSTROM: and sco I appreciate that
16 instruction, but I’1l look for a greater instruction for my
17 audit staff on this particular point because this, to me, is
18 an important point and may be a practice that we should
i9 reexamine.
20 But I do appreciate very much your time here
21 today, especially with sampling because I understand ycu can
22 make an argument about thevreliability of our sample. The
23 question then is, do you believe our sample has introduced
24 such error that -- into this or the potential such error
25 into this that the numbers that we achieve with respect to
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1 repayment are totally unreliable within the larger mirror of
2 -=- do-you have a number?
3 MR. DUFFY: Your sample is completely unreliable -—
4 because it is not representative of the populaticn. That'’'s
5 what my statistician tells me. He says _to me, "There’s no
6 argument apout that." He says that you camnot test on a
7 test like average contribution, which is ~- I think he used
8 the term "non-biased mechanism for testing."
9 h The -- if this was a representative sample, the
10 average contribution within the sample would have to be
11 close to the average contribution in the universe as a
12 whole. The average contribution, he_has‘told me, in the T
13 universe as a whole, is $90. The avérage contribution in
14 the sample is 155. ' e
15 MR. SANDSTROM: What universe is he taking as a
16 whole, just the ones we sampled or a sample of all
17 contributions.
18 ' MR. DUFFY: No, the whole -- 7,220. That's the
19 universe.
20 MR. SANDSTROM: But --
21 MR. DUFFY: That’s because that --
22 MR. SANDSTROM: Well, let me ask this question
23 because it geems to me if we’'re -- some of these are being
24 attributed ro more than one person, correct? Some of them
25 are like, children. Most of the universe is attributed to
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1  two people, the spouse and the signee.

2 - MR. DUFFY: Right.

3 ' MR. SANDSTROM: 1If qhat'#hincroduced -- these are-—
4 being attributed in many cases to more than two, then we

5 would_-— that’s actually a different universe we're talking
6 about. And the fact that they had a different size

7 contribution is guite reasconable to conclude that

8 centributions are being attributed to more people or are

9 lérger in character than those attributed just to two

10 people.

11 MR. DUFFY: You are -- Commissioner, you are
i; 12 sﬁruggling here with a statistical concept that I hopé'I‘m
“§ 13 going to b; able to explain to you. Despite Ms. Thomas’'s
i 14 very kind remarks earlier on, I venture into this morass

15 . only with the greatest of trepidation. -

16 MR. SANDSTROM: Plus, I didn’‘t say that ycu were
17 an artist.

18 MR. DUFFY: This is the total of matchable

19 contributions, is the universe that the commission has

20 selected.

21 CHAIRMAN WOLD: The 7,220, is that right?

22 MR. DUFFY: Right, 7,22¢. 1Is that right?

23 MS. THOMAS: Mm-hmm.

24 MR. DUFFY: All right. So I'm on board at least.
zZ5 What -~ the total amount of those that they used at --
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5649,000, all right. That‘s the universe. They talk a

sample of 324, okay? When you take the average contribution

in the 7,220, you get a $3%0 average contribution. When you

take the average here, you get 155, okay? If this was
representative of this --

MR. SANDSTROM: I understand you on that.

‘MR. DUFFY: It would have to be (inaudible), okay?
That meaning that there’s a -- that this sample is not

N

repregsentative. Once you make that statement, everything

else
ig ~--

MR. SANDSTROM: See, that’'s why my question went
to -- with respect to what the univérae was. Now I -~

you‘'ve clarified for me what the universe what. I thoughtf
we talk about -- and end your argument in that respect.

MR. DUFFY: And the reascn -- thelreéaon I'm
making this point so vehemently is that this is how they
calculated ocur repayment. They multiplied their error rate
times this number.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Times the 649,0007?

MR. DUFFY: Right. Right.

CHAIRMAN WCLD: Or times the 7,2207?

MR. DUFFY: Times the 649,000.

MR. SANDSTROM: All right. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you, Commissioner Sandstrom.
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1 " One more question, Mr. Duffy, about the universe, sir.

2 . ) MR. DUFFY: Yes,

3 CHAIRMAN WOLD: I understand that there are 7,220
4 contributions in that universe.

5 MR. DUFFY: Mm-hmm.

& CHAIRMAN WOLD: But what is £;at universe

7 comprised of? Is that -- -

8 MR. DUFFY: We only have the commissions -- what

9 we understand from their documents is it’s all contributions
10 that were matched, all matched contributions. (Whispering)

11 I'm sorry. Right. They -- I'm corrected. They define this

12 as all matched contributions that had some reattribution

13 connected to them.

14 CHAIRMAN WOLD: All right.

15 MR. DUFFY: Okay. I apologize for that.

16 CHAIRMAN WOLD: I just want to make sure we’'re on
17 the same track here-and have the same understanding. Thank
18 ‘yvou. Freom our general couneel’s office, we have our general
19 ccunsel, Lawrence Noble and two staff attorneys, Delanie

20 Painter and Rhonda Vosdingh. Mr. Noble, do yocu have any

21 questions, or does your office have any questions?

22 MR. NOBLE: There’s just a couple. Good morning,
23 Mr. Duffy.

24 MR. DUFFY: Cood Morning.

25 MR. NOBLE: Ms. Buchanan. Just to get clear
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1 " information that you don’'t have -- You say you don't have atc
2 this point -- when we're talking abour the sampling, you're
3 saying that you have most of the information you requested
4 or all the information you requested except for the manual
5 with regard to how the sample is selected, correct?
6 MR. DUFFY: May I defer to Mgf Rivens, who’'s had
7 actual, you know, discussion with it. )
8 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Mr. Duffy, if‘Ms. Rivens would
9 like to join you at the table there, that would be perfectly
10 appropriate to go up. ’
= 11 MS. RIVENS: Good morning.
hj - 12 ~ . CHAIRMAN WOLD: Good morning. - :
E 13 MS. RIVENS: According to our expert, what he
§§ 14 says, he still does not have -- it’s some kind of computer
- 15 manual that would explain to him how the statistical model
16 worked. He has computer printouts, so, basically, he sees

17 what the inputs were, the input figures, and what the output

18 figures are. But he still doesn’t have any kind of manual
19 to give him guidance of exactly how the model Qorks.

20 And the upshot of that is that he ié guessing that
21 he is accurately replicating exactly how the staff performed
22 its analysis. He’'sg thinkihg that he’s replicating it, you
23 know, to find out whether there are erxrrors, but he can never
24 be 100 percent sure of that because he doesn’t have what he
25 describes as a computer manual that would explain to him
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1 exactly how the model works and how it spits out the cutput

2 that it does.
3 MR. NOBLE: So at chis péint, with regard to =
4 selecting the sample, that’s all that you believe you're
5 missing?
£ MS. RIVENS: That's what he believes he requires,
; 7 MR. NOBLE: Mr. Duffy.
5% 8 MR. DUFFY: Yes.
ﬁ% g MR. NCBLE: Or whoever. You made a statement
; 10 earlier on that all of these con:ributioﬁs would have been
—; 11 matchable had they been given directly -- the reattributed
%g 12 contributions -- had they been given directly to the -
iz 13 campaign. But we don’t have any documentation that these
L . 14 were given by check or any written instrument, do we?
15 MR. DUFFY: I don‘t recalil saying that. It's
16 possible that I did, but I'm not ‘sure I understand what
17 you’'re =--
18 MR. NOBLE: Going to the reattributed part of the
19 contribution --
20 MR. DUFFY: Yeah.
21 MR. NOBLE: You said that you didn’'t see really a
22 problem with matching that part of it because this second
23 donor, if you will, gave the criginal contributor the money.
24 MR. DUFFY: Right.
25 MR. NOBLE: But we don‘t know how that money was
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1 given, do we?
2 - MS. BUCHANAN: Just in some instances.
3 ' MR. DUFFY: In some -- well, we can only rely on —
4 the informaticn that was obtained from the -- by the audit
5 taff. The information comes in two forms, one, the
& responses to the guestionnaires that the audit staff sent
7 out in which there were notations, it seems to me. Some
8 pecple said we gave money.
<] ) The other information we have ig information
10 contained in the audit report itself whiéh explains that in
11 some situations people said they gave cash in response,
i; .12 apparently to some conversation betwgén*them and the audit
= 12 staff. ' . |
14 So what we're saying here is, the commission has’

15 eliminated completely the idea that people could respoﬁd

16 that they had an eguitable intereést in the account after

17 having given money to scmebody who had the account, and I
18 don’t see why that'’'s the case.

19 It seems to me that I have an egquitable interest
20 in money in Ms. Buchanan’s account if I have given her

21 money, and she -- and either she has put her in the account
22 or I am giving it to her for the purpose of allowing a

23 reattribution of contribution that has been made on that

24 account. I'm just buying, in essence, a portion of her

25 contribution.
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The commission’s regulations are silenf on this

issue. I'm not suggesting, as I previously suggested, I

don’'t think this is something the commission wants to

encourage. I fully agree, but I’'m saying that there'’'s

nothing that makes it illegal.

—

MR. NOBLE: You‘ve gotten into the other I want to

get into, is what your definition of equitable interest in

the account was. 1In citing the -- in the regulations, we

used equitable interest in account in a very specific area,

not just generally with anybody’s account.

So is your definition -- when you come back to

equitable interest, you’'re saying that -any time the second

contributor gave the first contributor money, that that then

created an equitable interest in the first contributor’s

account up to that amount?

MR. DUFFY: Well, it makes it a truaé_acccunt

certainly.

MR. NOBLE: It makes it a legal trust account?

MR. DUFFY: Absclutely. I mean, I hold -- no

doubt that I hold that a person who has money that they’'re

holding for me for a particular purpose is a common law

trustee.

MR. NOBLE: And you say that that gives the second

giver a equitable interest in that checking account?

MR. DUFFY: Absolutely. 1If I gave Mg&. Buchanan
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" money, all right, in order to take a portion of a

contribution that she had -- already been made, I'd berter
get a portion of that contribution because I have an
equitable interest in the money in her account tc the extsnt
that it is -- has been sent to the candidate as parrc of a
contribution.

If that isn‘t done, if it’s not accomplished in
that fashion, that’s a violation, and I can sue under common
law to get that money back. I mean -- but the law impresses
a trust in a number of situaticns similar to that.

MR. NOBLE: 1In your view that is what the
regulation is talking about when it'éalks about you maintain
an equitaﬂle interest in an-account? '

MR. DUFFY: 1I'm saying that’s what the committee
interpreted it to mean. . |

MR. NOBLE: 1 see. Now but if that money -- if
that ¢ash was given directly to the campaign, obvicusly,
that would be matchable, correct?

MR. DUFFY: We agree with that.

MR. NOBLE: ‘All right. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you. Also joining us in
this hearing are our staff director, James Pehrkon and two
representatives of the audit division, Joseph Stoltz and
Wanda Thomas. Mzr. Staff Director, do you or the audit
division have any gquestions?
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MR. PEHRKON: I think we do. Again, good morning.

MR. DUFFY: Good morning.

MR. PEHRKON: And the only question that I have
is, I'm not familiar with your expert, so could you give
us -- give me a little background?

MS. RIVENS: His name is Patrick Goshtigian, and
he is with the Analysis Group/Economics in Los Angeles,
Falifornia. -

MR. PEHRKON: Okay. And any further background on
him?

MS. RIVENS: I don’t have his CV with me.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: Ms. Rivenf;’is that something you
could provide to us?

MS. RIVENS: Yes, certainly.

CHAIRMAN WOLD: That would be helpful. Thank you.

MR. PEHRKON: I guess the only other question I
had is, you talked about the average amount of the
contribution of thias population. There were 7,220. What
about the median size of the contribution?

MR. DUFFY: His -- he said that the test, the
unbiagsed test -- "the mean was an unbiased test,” was the
way he put it, that is generaliy accepted as a mechanism for
checking whether or not. a particular sample is -- in this --
in a situation like this is or is not random and, therefore,

is or is not a representative of the universe as a whole.
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1 ' I've got the -- he did not mention -- you said the median?

2 MR. DPEHRXON: Median, yeah.-

3 MR. DUFFY: Median. . And -- but I will certainly

4 have him respond tc that, as to why that wouldn’t be

5 appropriate or what that calculation was if he made that

& calculation.

7 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you. Mr. Stoltz?.

8 MR. STOLTZ: Also, with respect tov this

9 célculation over here »- and I certainly have no reason to
10 doubt that it‘’s accurate -- did your expert discuss how this
11 calculation might be affected, given that we are dealing
12 with a dellar unit sampling plan aa.qéposed to the more
13 traditional variables plarn, where a particular transaction
14 is selected in the variables plan, where a particular -- '
15 unit of value is selected in the dollar unit plan? Frankly,
16 under the dollar urnit plan, I would be very surprised if
17 this is not the result that ycu got.
‘18 MS. RIVENS: That is not someching thac we
19 discussed, but, obviously, that is something that we could
20 have him address in our submission in five days, although he
21 is certainly aware -- I know that he’s aware that what this
22 is is a dollar unit sampling method.
23 MR. STOLTZ: It would be almogt impoasible for

24 this to come out the same in a dollar unit selection.

25 Anc-her question, you argue that we sgshould be
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"using the lower erd of our --

MR. DUFFY: I'm sorry?

MR. STQLTZ: You were arguing that we should be
using the lower end of the range.

MR. DUFFY: Right.

MR. STOLTZ: Would you also fgen suggest that when
we're paying matching funds out, we should.be doing the same
thing?

) MR. DUFFY: .That’'s -- when you pay matching funds

out, you are protecting the fisc of the United States, and

you are balancing that against the possibility that within

ﬁhe area of the range that you’re talking about, the ~- that -
there are areas in the matching funa submission.

That is, it seems to me, entirely a policy
decision that you make depending on your balance as to how
much you want o penalize individuals or restrict
individuals in giving out matching funds.

Certainly, an argument could be made that the most
conservative method and the mecst accurate method in terms of
your obligation to protect the Treasury from being asked to
match contributions that aren’t matchable would be to use .
the lowest end. That would be the most conservative method.
Whether or not you should do that is really a policy
determination based upon whether or not.your-goals of -- and

the Congress’'s goals -- of financing candidates is best
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1 " achieved by using some othler number within the range.

2 it sesms to me you could argue as well that,
3 because ©of the importance of getciﬁg money to candidates,
4 you should use the end of the range that most support money.
5 Or you could use the end of the range which mcst -- whicﬁ
5 least supports money, okay? That’s sort of a policy
7 decision. .
8 But when vou’re asking me for money, my view is
%ﬁ ) that you have got to isk me only for the amount of money
10 that you have confidence that I have to return to you. I
ﬁﬁ 11 think that -- right now, as I understand it, the commission
f o 12 basically uses the mid-point, right? . -
': 13 "MR. STOLTZ: That'’'s correé:.
14 MR. DUFFY: Right. So -- but you could argue that
15 it would be better for you to assume that the -- in an error
16 range that the errors were very small, just as we're )
17 proposing. Perhaps, I'm confusing this, but are you -~ you
18 would say use the lowest end of the range, of the error

19 range, right?
20 MR. STOLTZ: Well, that’s what you’re saying we

21 should be using here.

22 MR. DUFFY: Right. Right. If you say there’'s a
23 range -- are you d;ing a range of errors in the matching
24 fund or just a range of matchable ccntributions?

25 MR. STOLTZ: It‘s the same calculation we are
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MR. DUFFY: Right. It was 92 percent matchable,

like an example of ours, right, plus or minus scemething?

MR. STOLTZ: That's correct.

MR. DUFFY: Right. So you could theoretically

adopt the idea that the highest end of the range was

matchable.

That would -- that would advance the cause of

getting more money out to the carndidates, okay, while still

being objectively -- -but that’s a policy determination.

Basically, you’'re saying what -- or you could say,

"I think we need to very, very careful that we not give a

single dollar of matching money,” okay, "that isn‘t

appropriate," in which case, you ought to be using the low

end of the range, ckay? But you’re making that a policy'

decision.

What you’'re doing here is, you’re saying to me "I

want money from you." And we’re saying, "You only have" --

"You can only get the amount of money from us that you can

get -- absolutely demonstrate we owe you,” and that’'s the

lowest end of the range.

MR. STOLTZ: And it just occurred to me that

before we were going to pay you on the mid-peint, and we

then later decide that,

because of informaticn that we

weren't aware of at the time we paid you, that we paid you

too much.

The mid-point would seem to be the consistent way
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b to calculace what we overpaid. You may disagree, but --

2 : MR. DUFFY: Well -- but it seems to me that the
3 errors that you’re talking about in your initial calculation
4 are not errors that you’'re talking about ncw. You're
5 talking about separate errors. I mean --
5 MR. STOLTZ: Oh, absoclutely.
5 7 MR. DUFFY: The errors --
i; 8 MR. STOLTZ: They're the same errors.
%; 9 - MR. DUFFY: And what you said when you calculated
EE 10 the first set of errors -- you calculated the first set of
Ei 11 errors based on errors that were obvious on the face of the
§; 12 documents. And these are not, in_ybur view -- and you've
%f 13 explained that in your audit document -- obvicus in the face
gﬁ 14 of the document.. So I don’t agree with that. It makes no
15 sénse.
16 MR. STOLTZ: Okay. Back a little bit to the forms
17 that were mailed out -- that you talked about. In some
18 cases -- but not every one, but in some cases, when the
19 forms were mailed out, the names of the reattributees were
20 already typed on the form. Was there some sort of contact

21 with folks bafore they went out?

22 I mean, one, for example, I have in front of me

23 were the Brysons, and they had made quite a few

24 contributions. And the form went cut, and the contributions
25 cf Kathleen and Craig were reattributed to what appears to
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i be thelr 1¢ children. And when it went out, the names were

2 already typed on the form.
3 MR. DUFFY: I --
4 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Excuse me, Mr. Stoltz. Is that
5 the document we have in the report that's --
& MR. STOLTZ: It’s not one that you have in your
?g 7 report.
8 ) CHATRMAN WOLD: All right.
,j 9 MR. DUFFY¢Y Where is this? What document?
§§ ) 10 MR. STOLTZ: You may not have that one.
= 11 MR. DUFFY: Oh, okay.
12 MR. STOLTZ: It's one of t':he ~-
13 . MR, DUFFY: Ail I can respond on that is that --
14 that there’s -- that I have been told -~ and I think Ms. ™
15 ~ Buchanan testified to it or spoken to it -- why exactly the -
18 process that the committee followed was to send ocut the
17 letter and the form. And you have the letter and your form.
18 I can‘t really comment on thig individual case
19 because I haven’t personally investigated this individual
20 case. But, you khow -~
21 MS. BUCHANAN: If the -- if there’'s --
22 MR. DUFFY: Well, we have to see that. If you can
23 just give us a copy of the form, she might have some idea on
24 this. Okay. So this is the --
25 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Mr. Duffy, could you identify what
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MR. DUFFY: Okay. 1It's Sheet B, and it is a --
apparently, it’s a printout that’s been supplied to me by
Mr. Srtoltz. It’'s -- it doesn't seem to be further
identified except, it‘s entitlied, “The review of
contributions from Craig and Kathleen Bryson." And these
contributions are hare,

MS. BUCHANAN: I8 there a copy of the check?

MR. DUFF%: And I think there’s a copy of the --
there's not a copy ©f the check, kut there‘s a copy of the
document:.

Why don’'t you do this? Why don’'t you look at this
and see if you have ény'thing to Eontribute_onlit because [
certainly don’'t want to --

MS. BUCHANAN: My attorney is very nervous about
me, as you might notice.

MR. DUFFY: Well, I just want you to speak
accurately, and I don't think you can -- speaking off the
top of your head is not likely to guarantee accuracy.

MR. DUFFY: We’ll strike that from the record.

MR. MASON: Can I just -- the igsue that I think
Joe is trying to get is, were this -- was this all done on
paper, or was there phone solicitation. And I would say, in
addition to whatever is there, there’'s an indication in our

survey results where cne of the contributors said this was
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L to be attributed to a seven year old, per phone solicicor's

2 suggestion.
3 M3 . BUCHANAN: Well, the --
4 MR. MASON: So that's the kind of thing that makes
5 one wonder whether somebody was making phone calls to the --
6 MS. BUCHANAN: This is the time when the phone
-, 7 calls were made.
i; 8 MR. MASON: Ms. Buchanan.
%ﬁ 9 - MS. BUCHA?AN: And is that -- if you receive a
; 10 contribution for $2000, obvicusly, we’re just not going to
%ﬁ 11 send a thousand back. We called them up, "Is this a joint -
12 account." And we'd find out, and then we’d £ill out the
12 form appropriately and put it in Ehe computer appropriately.
14 Also, when you aggregate your contributions -- and )
15 so when one person comes in for $8,000, you know that they -
16 - obviously, it’'s been attributed wrong. And,&ou may call
17 them and say, "How did you mean to give this? Is there
18 other people involved here,” and you go from there.
19 As for the -- you know, what exactly the
20 conversation that might have been had, if there was some
21 aggregsive young man or woman on the phone that said, "Do
22 you have a seven year old,” that certainly was not policy.
23 That was certainly not acceptable. I know now, and pecple
24 ask me ali the time, and I've very clear about that, as I
25 would have been then. What this one young man or woman may

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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b have done at one cime, I cannot add-ess.

2 But that's -- we do not call people up and ask if
3 they’ll give several contributions under several names. We
4 get checks, and these latters went out automatically. The
5 only time you would get on the phone is if you saw
& automatically that it was over a thousand, and, obviously,
7 you’'re writing a refund, or you’'re going to find out that
;% 8 it’'s okay to reattribute and then send a letter. Was that
ﬁi $ " okay, counsel? )
] 10 MR. DUFFY: 1It‘'s ckay by me as long as it's --
= 11 MR. STOLTZ: One last question if I could. The
§: - 12 contribution that you referred to Qhen beople called and
Ef 13 wanted their monay back -- how was that refunded? Was it
1 14 refunded to the reattributees, or to the original
15 contributoer.
16 MR. DUFFY: It was rafunded to the original
17 contributor, and that was because they suggested in their
18 conversation that they wanted it refunded to the original
13 contributor. And I toock that as some suggestion that there
20 was a problem with the reattribution, so I didn’t see -- we
21 did not receive telephone calls from the reattributees. We
22 received a telephore call from the contributor, who said
23 that he had talked te somebody at the FEC and the FEC had
24 told him that getting a refund would be a good idea. Now
25 that's what they told me, they wanted a refund. We gave him

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1  a refund.
2 . CHAIRMAN WOLD: Mr. Stoltz, is that it fer you?
3 MR. STOLTZ: That’s it for me. -
4 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Ms. Thomas?
5 MS. THOMAS: This question is for Ms. Buchanan.
6 You stated that you identified contributions that appear to
g& 7 or seem like they could be reattributed, and you sent
%ﬁ 8 letters to the contributors asking about that.
g 9 And your letter that’s in the agenda document,
) 10 Attachment 1, page 19 -- and it says, "If your contribution
f 11  can be partially attributed to your spouse or other member
g% 12 of your family, the committee can:sﬁbmitAit for additional
: i3 matching funds.
14 And also, in the commission’s guidelines, this e
15 document, "Guideline for Presentation in Good Order," in
16 which we give you a provision to have reattributions
17 matched, and we even include an example of a form that you
18 can send to a contributor asking -- and on this form it
19 states, "Your contribution of $X dated (date) and drawn on
20 check number of the joint account identified as," and

21 there’s a blank, "will qualify for matching only if the

22 following statement set forth below is true and, if so, is
23 confirmed by your signature.”

24 And the statement is, this is to certify that a
25 contribution of $X affected on the instrument described

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

abcve should be attributed to me. The account contains my

personal funds, and my signagure appears below."

If the commitces followed, I guess, what appears
to be your own policy or guidelines for seeking
reattributions of contributions, there were a number of
things that we considered very irregular when we reviewed,
which 1is what initiated this whole thing.

And I just want to give you an example of cne chat
is particularly egregious just to get your response to it.
One contributor, whose name is Mary Ellen Rogge, R-o-g-g-e,
gave 35 contributions to the committee totaling $9,325. And
these contributions were subsequgntiy reattributed to nine
different individuals. .

And there were 30 different reattributions to nine
different individuals. And none of the nine individuals is
named on the face of the instrument on which the
contributions were made, and none of the nine individuals
has the same surname as this person, and there isn‘t any
indication that there is joint accounts with these people or
that they own the money that is being used to make the
contributions.

And while I agree this is a really egregious case,
I can probably sit here for a while and go through a number
of others that we questioned. So I just wondered if you
would respond to that.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MS. BUCHANAN: I have no information as to wny

that woman would have sSigned a letter reattributing all that

money. I have no idea. She’'s not a familiar name to me. I

-

have not discussed it with her, so I have no information tco

add to it,

MS. THOMAS: I just wanted to mention that in the

case of the contributions that were refunded, contributicns

from the Hamiltons -- they were initially two $1000

contributions that were reattributed to six different

individuals that also didn‘t have their names imprinted on

the face of the instruments, cor there was no other

indication that the funds were owned by Ehose individuals to

make the contributions.

I'm just bringing this up because I'm just trying e

to understand what the procedure might have been or how the

contributors were informed of what a proper reattribution

is.

MR. DUFFY: Well, I guess this is the difference

that we are having here, and this is where we seem to be

leaping from one mechanism to another.

If you're going to conduct an investigation of how
Y J

this occcurred and a full audit of how it occurred, then we

be able because -- we will then be, it seems to me, able

to -- required to talk to these individuals and get

additicnal information as to how this occurred.

~ Heritage Reporting Corporation
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We can't respond to each of these mechanisms or
how things didn‘c get done the way we would have Liked them
to get done. We have to sorc _of look at the guestion of
whether or nct we owe this money, okay? My ~-- you know, if
what you’re saying is that you feel that there were .
reattributions here that were done inappropriately or that
the mechanism that the committee used of sending out these
documents led to a number of people who are not

sophisticated reattributing things, you may be correct.

'

But I don’'t see -- pecple who have the refund did
not contact me directly. Their attorney from Covington and
Burling called me. So this is not -- these are not peéple
who could Se described as. three pébple sitting in a shack
unclear about what they were reading or what they were
reattributing. I mean, these are scphisticated people with -
high level attorneys.

So I don’'t know why people are signing these
things and making statements that are, apparently, in their
cases inconsistent. But -- but I guess we have to either --
approach this in one éf two ways. Either we can approach it
on the individual basis approach, or we can approach it from
the sample approach. But I don’t think we can conveniently
mix the two, and I don’t think that the errors in the sample
approach can be justified under your theory that you did, in
fact, in the universe of 7,220 incidents find some really

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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L "ztupid examples of reattriburisn.

2 I mean, I -- you may have been alerted to it by

3 this, by some of these issues,.and, obvicusly, it's your

4 obligation to investigate things. That’'s why police don't

5 just sit in their cars eating donuts. They actually get out

6 and talk 'to people who look like they are suspicious or

7 unclear as to what they’re doing. And that’'s appropriate,

8 and that’'s what your jcb is.

9 ) But you’'re,proceeding on a completely differsnt
10 basis now, now proceeding on the basis of I am presenting an
11 objective scientific sample of the population, and in that
12 case, we think that’'s flawed.
13 CHAIRMAE WOLD: Thank yoﬁ. Any further questions?
14 Any commissioners have any follow-up questions? ' s
15 Commissioner Sandstrom?
16 MR. SANDSTRCM: Just a ccuple to the auditors

17 because 1‘'m not a statistician, and I haven’'t had the
18 opportunity to read your answer. And I gathered from the

19 question of our auditors that there are more than one way to
20 generate a sample. If I randomly generate just on all the
21 contributions that you received the 7,000, I would get one
22 number. But if I -- there may be statistically valid ways
23 of generating a sample that would not necessarily mean that
24 it has to -- would have to match the average contribution --
25 MR. STOLTZ: That’'s correct. The sampling

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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i . =2tnnigue we used te pay out matching funds, and we alse

2 used the audit process was recommended o us 20 years agc by
3 the then firm of Ernst & Whinney. The commission hired them
4 as consultants to come in and ‘analyze the problem and
5 recommend a particular approach.
& The approach they recommended is a commonly used
7 sampling technique known as dellar unit sampling. A couple
8 of other names too, but that’'s probably the most common.
$  What it does is, it selects contributions from -- or selects
10 sample items -- from the $649,210. Bach dollar is a
11 separate unit in that population.
12 MR. SANDSTRCM or MR. DUFFY; Rather than on.the
13 icem? _
14 MR. STOLTZ: Yeah, and them, truth be known, it
15 doesn’t really work in dollars, it works in pennies because
16 that way no one unit in the population can be contained part
17 within one transaction and part within another.
18 And drawing it that way, the more pennies are
19 accounted for by a given tranaaction, the more likely it is
20 to be selected. What we’ye evaluating is how many pennies
21 in there were not matching, not how many contributions. And
22 that’'s the way it works.
23 MR. SANDSTROM: That's my only question. I just
24 wanted to get that on the record.
25 MR. DUFFY: Well, I join Mr. Sandstrom in not

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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1 . being an expert in statistics. JQur expert with, given zhe
2 information he had is confident that this approach, that the
3 analysis he has done is -- shows that the sample is not
4 random.
5 The -- the benefit that this approach has, in my
6 view, is that it -- it seems to me to comport with logic,
7 which is that -- it seems to me that the amount of -- he‘s
8 . correct that if you just simply take the average
] contributions, it appears that the sample that has been
10 selected by the commission is weighted, that is, it produces
13 a numbey that is in a high range of contributions. .
T 12 - Now pefhaps that was a-gséful-and approﬁ?ia:a-
13 approach recommended by Ernst & Whinney for doing your
14 matching fund analysis, which is where Ernst &-Whinney-first -
15 made this recommendation, if I'm correct.
18 MR. STOLTZ: That's correct.
17 MR. DUFFY: Right. But perhaps -- and I just say
18 perhaps -- the audit staff has incorrectly applied it in a
19 situation where they're asking for money back, okay, from
20 us. And it gseems to me here that -- that we are going to
21 have to respond to the audit staff's view. And I don’'t know
22 -- and Rhonda’s teiling me that we were not -- that we
23 didn‘’t have information. 1Is this correct, that we gdon’'t
24 have the information as to how the commission selected the
25 sample?
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: MS. RIVENS: As ro how the dollar unit sampling

2 mechod works. Ths explanarion that_you gave, it was based
3 on selecting pennies. We didn’'t have that information, N
4 which is part of the reason why our expert was asking for
5 some kind of computer manual or something like that that
& explained how the model worked. l
7 MR. DUFFY: So we don‘t -- you know, it‘s entirely
;} 8 possible and -- that there’'s a problem here without
= 9 - statistical analysis explanaticon. But with ali due respect,
10 it does seem to me nard to suggest that a sample can be
=T 11 random if a significant element in the sample is different.
= 12 I -- and that's just my -- you know, that’s just m& vision
?: 13 as a non-statistician.'-ﬁut I'm cénfident that I can get my
gﬁ - 14 statistical expert to respond to it. |
15 CHAIRMAN WOLD: Thank you. Any other questions?
16 A PARTICIPANT: No.
17 CHAIRMAN WOLD: 1If not, this hearing will be
18 concluded, and the meeting will be adjourned. Thank yocu

1% very much.

20 (Whereupon, at 12:12 p.m., the hearing in the
21 above-entitled matter was adjourned.)

22 /7

23 4/

24 /7

25 //
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

DOCKET NO. : LRA # 512
CASE TITLE: In the Matter of Buchanan for President, Inc.
HEARING DATE: March 1, 2000

LOCATION: Wasnington, DC

. I hereby certify that the proceedings and evidence are
contained fully and dccurately on the tapes and notes
reported by me at the hearing in the above case before the

Federal Elections Commission.

Date: March 1, 2000 it
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Official Reporter
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Rhenes M. Rivens’
202.429 6435
T Irivens ErEteptea.com

Fobruary 7, 2000

Yia FACSIMILE ~ (202) 219-1043

Kim Leslie Bright, Esq,

Associate General Counsel

Federai Election Commission
. Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Oral He;ring on Bebaif of Patrick J. Buchanar and the Buchanan for

President Committes, Inc.
(LRA #812)

Dear Ms. Bright:

Patrick J. Buchanan and the Buchanan for President Committes, Inc. {the
“Committee™) are in receipt of your lerrer advising of the rescheduled hearing date regarding the
pending Repaymem Determination.. The Commiriae greatly appreciates your cooperation in
rescheduling the hearing.

in preparation for ths hesring, the statistical expert retained by the Commitres has
identified cemain information and materials that would greatly enhance the Committee's ability
1o make the mest informative oral presentation to the Commission. These materials are among
the itemns that the Committee has unsuccessfully requested in the past.' As these materials are
essential 10 the Committee's development of an accurate and thorough undersranding of the
statistical methods emplioyed by the FEC in arriving at its Repayment Determination, the
Committee renews its request for this information.

Specifically, the Committee requests that the FEC produce the file containing all
sample results, 2 portion of which was provided in the Repayment Determination as Attachment
E, including®

-

' To date, the Commirtee has received a small subset of the materials that form the basis
of the Repayment Determination. The materials produced to the Commities are not adequate to

aid the Cammirtee in its effort to understand the FEC’s statistical analysis.
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h the database containing the population of 7220 abservations;

)] the database or spreadsheet of samiple results containing 325 obaervations.
corresponding to that discussed in Attachment E, page 4 of 7;

3) the basis for the calculation of the 3.69% margin of error referencad in
Amtachment E, page 2 of 7, and,

4) an explanation for each of the exciusions from the sample of 325 cbservatiors
that are noted in Artachment E at page 4 of 7, similar to what is provided at pages

3.7 of Attachment E.

The Committee requests these data because a number of potontial errors cannot bo
investigated based en the informaton the Committee has obtained regarding the Audit Stafl's

- stafistical analysis.? For example, the Committee cannot discern whether the FEC properiy

considered the variance in the amount of each aileged erroneous reattribution. {t appears from
the current information that the FEC implicitly assumed that cach alleged error resulied in a $250
payment to the Committee, the maximum amount of availabls matching funds. This is clearly
not the case, since every reatmributed conribution did not resull in a $250 match. Indeed, the
Committee’s initial anajysis reflects that at |east 1 5% of the observed “errors™ resulted in
-matching funds of less than $250, suggesting that the $62,116 repayment amount is clearly too
high. The Committee has no way of confirming the presence or magnitude of this bias, however,
bocause the Commirnee does not have the database containing all of the sampie results

The Committee also has questions conceming the method by which the Audit
Staff defined its population and drew a sampic therefrom. The Audit Staff apparently began its
analysis by defining a population of 7220 "matched contributions from all contributors
associated with any reangibution for matching.”™ The Audit StafT then excluded more than half
of this sample because the iterns were “not resntributed contributions.™ The Commitiee does not’

! The FEC has denied the Committee’s requests for additional information on the ground
that certain information prepared by FEC investigators is “protected from disclosure.” See Letter
from Joal 1. Rosssner, Attomey, Federal Election Commission, to John J. Duffy, Counsesl for the
Committee (October 8, 1999) at 1. Although the Commirtee does not concede that there is any
basis for FEC's privilege defense, the materials now being requested are purely empirical in
nature and not the product of any investipative or deliberative process; consequently, they
cannot credibly be “‘protected from disclosure™ under any theory of privilege:

’ Repayment Determination at 2. al

‘Re ¢ Determination, Atachment E at 4 of 7 ATTACHMENZ . -
paymen etetmmauon, machment B atd of 7. Page Tt
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Page 3

cndersiand why contributions that were “not reattnbuted ceniributions”™ were ever included in the
sarnpie. given the FEC's original population definition. Thus, the Commmitter nexds information
regarding the basis of the FEC's calculation of a sampling error rare as wzll as definutiens of
excluded ttema.

The information received by the Communtee thus far has been sufficient lo
conduet an 1nitial analysis that casts doubt on core aspacts of the FEC's analysis: the population
and sample definitions, and the repayment amount derived {rom the FEC''s analysis. As several
courts have abserved, use of sttistical sampling cannot campoart with due process unless the
mcthods employed are “valid and reliable™ and the ag?osing panty has a full “opportunity 10
rebut” a government “determination of overpayment™ The requested informatios is necessiry
to enable the Committee to conduct an analysis of the validity and reliability of the FEC's
statistical methods; without this information. the Committee is effectively deprived of the
“opportunity to rebut” the Repayment Determination. Therefore, the Commitiee respectfully
requests that the FEC produce the file containing all statistical sample resuits including

specificaily, the materials described herein.

R ly submirted,

' T,
fndo 'S

Rhonds M. Rivoas

$ Webb v._Shalals, 49 F. Supp. 2d 1114, 1124 /N.D. Ark. 1999) (citing Rampasen v.
Califernia, 11 F.3d 1467, 1472 (Sth Cir. 1993) and Michj 't of Edue. v. U.S. Dep't of
Educ,, 875 F.2d 1196, 1206 (6th Cir. 1989)).

* Webb, 49 F. Supp.2d at 1123 (citing [l]inois Physicians Union v. Miller, 675 F.2d 151,
156 (7th Cir. 1982)).
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February 16, 2000

HAND DELIVERY

Rhonda M. Rivens, Esq.
Steptoe & Johnson
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-1793 ‘
Re:  Request for Documents ~ Buchanan for

) President Committee, Inc. (LRA #512)
Dear Ms. Rivens: .

This is in response to your letter to Kim Leslie Bright dated February 7, 2000, in which
you requested certain documents. You state that these materials will enabie you and your
statistical expert 10 befter prepare for the oral hearing on behalf of your clients, Patrick Buchanan:
and the Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. (the “Committee™), pursuant to 11 CF.R.

§ 9038.2(c)(2)(ii), scheduled for March 1, 2000. Specifically, you requested: -

1) the database comaining the population of 7220 cbservations; 2) the database.
or spreadsheet of sample resuits containing 325 observations, corresponding to
that discussed in [the Notice of Repayment Determination) Attachment E, page 4
of 7; 3) the basis for the calculation of the 3.69% margin of error referenced in
Attachment E, page 2 of 7, and, 4) an expianation for each of the exclusions from
the sampie of 325 observations that are noted in Attachment E at page 4 of 7,
similar to what is provided at pages 5-7 of Attachment E.

Materials responsive to your request are enclosed, including a computer diskette
containing the information requested in item 1.

Sincerely, \

. ;@A]aa /0 ( M&.
Delanie DeWitt Painter
Attorney

Enclosure
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February i 8, 2900

Via FACSIMILE - (202)215-1043

Delanie DeWitt Painter, Esq.
Afqiomey

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re:  Oral Hearing on Behalf of Patrick J. Buchanan and the Buchanan for
President Committee, Inc.
(LRA #512)

Dear Ms. Painter: L

Mr. Duffy and I appreciate your prompf -assistance in the providing materiszls
recently requested by the Committes to enable us to prepare for the oral hunng regardmg the
Repayment Determination.

After reviewing the materials provided to date, however, the statistical expert
retained by the Committee has identified certain information and materials that were previously
requested in the Comminee's February 7, 2000 lenier to Kim Leslie Bright, but were not
provided by the FEC in its February 16, 2000 production. Specifically, the Commirtee does not
have an explanation for each of the exclusions from the sample of 325 observations that are
noted in Attachment E at page 4 of 7, similar to the explanation provided at pages 5-7 of

Attachment E.

The infermation that the Committec has received to date suggests that the sample
utilized by the FEC is biased and not random since there appears to be a significant difference
between the size of the average contribution in the population and in the sample. Information
regarding the method used to exclude observations from the sample may shed light on potential
sample bias. Cuwrrently, however. the Commirtee is unable to discen what method was used to

exclude observations.
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Delante DeWirt Painter, Esq.
Fehruary 18, 2000
Page 2

As nored 1n our previous requests, several courts have observed that the use of —
staustical sampllnz cannot compont with due process unless the methods emploved are “valid
and reliable™’ and the opposing party has a full “opportunity 1o rebut” a governmens
“determination of overpayment. "2 The requested information is necessary to enabie the
Committee to conduct an anaiysis of the validiry and reliability of the FEC's statistical methads;
without this information, the Committee is effectively deprived of the “‘oppertunity to rebut” the
Repayment Determination. Therefors, the Committee respectfully requests that the FEC pravide
an ¢xplanation for each of the exclusions from the sample of 3125 observations.

Respectfuily submitted,

f Do d AT S

Rhondn M. Rivens

-

' Webb v. Shalala, 49 F. Supp. 2d 1114, 1124 (N.D. Ark. 1999) (citing Ratanasen v.
Califormia, 11 F.3d 1467, 1472 (Sth Cir. 1993) and Michigan D duc. v. {1.S. Dep'to
Educ., 875 F.2d 1196, 1206 (6th Cir. 1989)).

? Webb, 49 F. Supp.2d ar ! 123 (citing {llinojs Physicians Uniog v, Miller, 675 F.2d 151,
156 {7th Cir. 1982)).
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Rhonda M Rivens February 25, 2000
Page 2

. Simularly, the spreadsheet for the extended sample of 125 additional items indicates that
three had already been selected in the 1nitial sample of 200 sample 1tems and did not me=t the
criteria for review (blue), 5 would have been an error in a regular submission (tan), and 65 were
not reattributed contributions (red) The phrase “did not meet the criteria for review” in the
spreadsheet means that when the item was selected in the initial sample, it was excluded for one of
the reasons listed in the legend. Of the three items in the extended sample that had been
previously selected in the initiai sample and did not meet the criteria for review, two were not
reattributed contributions and one would have been an error in the regular marching fund

submisston. -
Sincerely, ’ ,
-, y —_—
Loy (. 1Bk
. Delanie DeWitt Painter
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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February 25, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

Rhonda M. Rivens, Esq.
Steptoe & Johnson
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N'W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-1795
Re:  Request for Documents ~ Buchanan for

President Comnmittee, Inc. (LRA #512)
Dear Ms. Rivens:

This is in response to your letter sent by facsimile transmission on Friday evenixig,
February 18, 2000, in which you requested certain documents on behalf of your clients, Patrick
Buchanan and the Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. (the “Committee”). In a telephone
conversation late Friday afternoon, you told me that the Committee might send another request
for information because your statistical expert needs an explanation of the phrase “did not meet
criteria for review” and the reasons why certain observations were excluded from the sample.
Your letter states that in response to your February 7, 2000 request for documents, this Office did
not provide “an explanation for each of the exclusions from the sample of 325 observations that
are noted in Attachment E [of the Notice of Repayment Determination) at page 4 of 7, similar to
the explanation provided at pages 5-7 of Attachment E.” You request that this Office “provide an
explanation for each of the exclusions from the sample of 325 observations.”

This Office fully complied with your February 7, 2000 request for documents. The two
Lotus spreadsheets of the sample items, provided in both electronic and paper format, list each of
the sample items and include an explanation for each of the exclusions from the sample of
observations. The spreadsheets are color-coded and include a legend explaining why certain
sample items were excluded as non-usable items. The spreadsheet of the initial sample of 200
items indicates that 14 sample items were excluded from review because they would have been an
error in a regular matching fund submission (items coded tan), and one was an error in a regular
submission (green); therefore, the marchability of these 15 items has already been accounted for
during the initial review of the matching fund submissions. In addition, the spreadsheet indicates
that 124 sample items were excluded from review because they were not reattributed
contributions (red). Finally, one contribution was refunded (blue) on May 10, 1999. Since
refunded contributions are not matchable, this contribution was not included for purposes of
evaluating the sample results and projecting the doliar value of the errors. A separate repayment
amount of $1,634 was determined for the refunded contributions based on the match rate for the
matching fund submissions in which the refunded contributions were included.

ATTACTNT N T
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March 2, 2000

Via FACSIMILE —(202)219-1043

Delanie DeWin Painter, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Buchanan for President Committee, Inc.
(LRA 7512)

Dear Delanie:

I received your letter authorizing Buchanan for President Committee, Ine. to
obtain an expediied copy of the oral hearing rranscript in preparation for our written submission
10 the FEC. | greatly app:ecmz ynur ptompt assistance.

To aid the FEC in :dnnufymg the additianal documents we nced to respond 10
questions raised by the: Commissioners and Audit Staff during the oral hearing, we have.
consulted further with our expert. From my discussions with you and Kim Leslie Bright
yesterday after the hearing, I understand that there is no “manual”™ or other similar document
describing the operation of the computer program used by the Audit Staff 1o conduct its
statistical analyses, but that there is a2 handbook, manuai or other material that describes the
Dollar Unit Sampling method empleyed by the Audit Staff in this Repayment Determination.
We request that the FEC produce this of any other material describing the Dollar Unit Sampling
method used by the Audit Staff. In addition, we also need any internal instructions or materials
issued to the Audit Staff that provide guidance regarding how to conduct Dailar Unit Sampling
analysis. Finally, we request any documents or materiais prepared by Ernst and Whinney that
recommend use of Dollar Unit Sampling or describe the purpose or poals of the method.

As the Commissioners and Audit Staff raised a number of questions about the
effect of the Dollar Uniz.Sampling method cn our expert’s analysis, the requested material is
essentisl to our ability W0 respond in the most meaningfully passible fashion to these inguiries.
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Deiante DeWin Panter, Esq.
March 2, 2060
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March 3. 2060

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Rhonda M. Rivens, Esq.
Steptoe & Johnson
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N'W.

‘Washington, D.C. 20036-1795
- Re:  Reguest for Documents - Buchanan for

President Committee, [nc. (LRA #512)
Dear Ms. Rivens: :
This is in response to your letter sent by fatsimile transmission on Thursday evening,
March 2, 2000, in which you requested certain docurnents on behalf of your clients, Patricie
Buchanan and the Buchanan for President Committee, Inc. (the “Committee”). You state:

[ understand that there is no “manual” or other similar document describing the'
operation of the computer program used by the Audit Staff to conduct its
statistical analyses, but that there is a handbook, manual or other thaterial that
describes the Dollar Unit Sampling method employed by the Audit SeafFin this
Repayment Determination. We request that the FEC produce this or any other
material describing the Dollar Unit Sampling method used by the Audit Staff. In
addition, we also need any internal instructions or materials issued to the Audit
Staff that provide guidance regarding how to conduct Dollar Unit Sampling
analysis. Finally, we request any documents or materials prepared by Emst &
Whinney that recommend use of Dollar Unit Sampling or describe the purpose or
goals of the method

While there is no internal handbook or manual describing the computer program or the
dollar unit sampling procedures, we are providing materials that expiain dollar unit sampling.
Specifically, we are providing two reports prepared by Ernst & Whinney in 1979 concerning the
Commission's sampling program, entitled “Report on Study of Selected Sampling Procedure,
Federal Election Commission” (Sept. 1979) and “PPS Sampling [mplementation Guide, Federal
Election Commission” (Sept. 1979). [n addition we are providing an excerpt from John H.
McCray, Dollar Unit Sampling for Auditors (1978), We are also providing an excerpt from
Donald M. Roberts’ book, Statistical Auditing (1978). Finally, we are providing computer code
from the original computer program used for dollar unit sampling of matching fund submissions at

the Commission; the current program is based on this program, but it has been changed over the
years t0 update the program and change the random number generator.
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Rhonda M Ruvens

Page 1

- We are coninuing to examine our files for decuments that are responsive 1o vour request.
and will forward any additional materials {0 vou an Monday, March 6, 2000 Please contact me
at 1202) 6941650 if you have any questicns

Sincerely,
‘—_,.———-——'-_
/ :"/ : o I f
. _). 7y, .. | ‘T -

Delanie DeWin Painter
Attarney

Enclosures (5)
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FIA HAND DELIVERY Mareh 10, 2000

Rhonda M. Rivens, Esq.
Steproe & Johnson
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.'W.

Washington, D.C. 20036-1795
Re:  Request for Documents — Buchanan for

President Committee, Inc. (LRA #512)
Dear Ms. Rivens:

On March 3, 2000, this Office provided documents in response to your letter dated
March 2, 2000, in wiich you requested certain documents on behalf of your clients, Patrick
Buchanan and the Buchanan for President Comminee, Inc. (the “Committee”™). We informed you
that we were continuing to examine our files for additicnal responsive documents. We have
examined our files further; and are enclosing additional documents.

" Your facsimile transmission dated March 2, 2000 requested:

a handbook, manuai or other material that describes the Doliar Unit Sampling
method employed by the Audit Staff in this Repayment Determination. We
request that the FEC produce this or any other material describing the Dollar Unit
Sampling method used by the Audit Staff. [n addition, we also need any internal
instructions or materials issued to the Audit Staff that provide guidance regarding
how 10 conduct Dollar Unit Sampling analysis. Finally, we request any documents
or materials prepared by Emst & Whinney that recommend use of Dollar Unit
Sampling or describe the purpose or goals of the method.

In addition, in a facsimile transmission dated March 6, 2000, you requested:

that the FEC attempt to locate a specific document, a “PPS Sampling Operations
Manual” Among the materials produced by the FEC this past Friday was the
“PPS Sampling Implementation Guide” prepared by Ernst & Whinney in
September 1979. Page two of the Emst & Whinney document makes reference to
preparation by the FEC of this “PPS Sampling Operations Manual.” ... (P]lease
let us know whether a “PPS Sampling Operations Manuai” or cther similar
document was ever prepared by the FEC. If such a document was prepared,

please produce it.




Rhonda M Runvens
Page 2

[n response 10 these requests. We are providing a document entitled “Procedures for
Reviewing Matching Fund Submission 99 (Sub99)," with several attachments, including a flow
chart of the review process  This document, prepared by Audit staff, describes the procedures
used to draw and review the sampie that is the basis of the repayment detarmination. Surveys
were subsequently sent to contnbutors associatad with the sample items identified as errors
through this process. Please note that this is an unpfficial internal audit staff document that
includes preliminary figures; the correct numbers were previously provided to the Committee in
the Nouce of Repayment Determination and other documents.

The same dollar unit sampling review process that is used 1o review matching fund
submissions was used to draw the sample that is the basis of the repayment determination.
Therefore, we are providing the computer code for the current dollar unit sampling computer
program used for review of matching fund submissions and for the sample projection that is the
basis of the repayment determination. The computer code has been redacted to delete file names
and access logicals. Moreover, we are providing examples of matching fund submission review
forms, which describe the procedural sieps in the use of dollar unit sampling to review matching
fund submissions. Further, to demonstrate the use of dollar unit sampling to review contributions
for matchability, we are providing a complete package of the documents used in the review of one
of the Committee’s 1996 matching fund submissions (Submission 7).

Finally, we have been unable to locate any document titled “PPS Sampling Operations
Manual.” However, we are providing two related documents prepared by the Commission: a.
copy of the 1979 Guideline for Presentation in Good Order, which was based on the doilar unit
sampling system recommended by Ernst & Whinney, and a copy of the 1988 matching fund
submission review procedures. The 1988 matching fund submission procedures are similar 1o the

1979 procedures, which are no longer available.

We have completed our review of our files and do not plan to provide any additicnal
documents. Please contact me at (202) 694-1650 if you have any questions.

Smcereiy,
Delanie DeWitt Painter
Attomey

Enclosures (6)
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March 6, 2000 £
- - i3
Via FACSIMI = ' =:;:-
Delaniz DeWirt Painter, Esq. E L
- Federal Election Commission = -3
= Washingtan, D.C. 20463 =
i =
= . Re: Post-Hesring Submission -~

) Buchanan for President Committee, Ine. (LRA #512)

Dear Delanie:

, ! received the FEC's response to the request of the Buchanan for President
Commitee, Inc. (“the Committee”) for materials related to the Dotlar Unit Sampling methad
employed by the FEC to conduct statistical analysis. Your efforts to address this request are
appraciated. Alorg with the documents producad to us by the FEC on Friday evenlng. March 3,
2000, you noted that the FEC is “continuing to examine [its] files for documents that are
responsive 10 [the Committee’s] request™ and will forward any materials to us on Monday,

March 6, 2000:

As you are aware, ths Committee’s post-hearing writrens submission is due on
Wednesday, March 8, 2000. Since the FEC has yet to determine whether it has fully complied
with our request for documents, the Commuttee respectfully requests a short extension of time to

file its post-hearing written submission.

The extension is necessary to ailow the FEC 10 produce any additional documents
and to permit the Committee’s statistical experts 1o review those documents as well as the
materials produced by the FEC on Friday evening. [t is of paramount impartance that ous
experts be gbls to carefully review these documents, as they are related to the FEC';s Dollar Unit
Sampling method. Sinee the Audit Staff questioned our expert’s conclusions regarding the
FEC's statistical analysis and asked about the relationship of the Dollar Unit Sampling methed to
our conclusions, the extension will permit us 1o make an informarive respoase to the Audit
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Delanie De Wit Panter. Esq.
March 6, 2000
Pagel

As we do not know what the scope or nature of the additional document
production will be, we cannot reliably predict how much additional time our experts wouid need
ta review these documents. Accordingly, I suggest that we confer on a new submission deadline
afrer the FEC produces the remaining documenta.

The Commitae also requests that the FEC antempt to locate a specific document,

a “PPS Sampling Operations Manual.” Among the materials produced by the FEC this past
Friday was the “PPS Sampling Implementation Guide™ prepared by Ernst & Whinney in
September 1979. Page two of the Emat & Whinncy document makes reference to preparation by
the FEC of this “PPS Sampling Onerations Manual.” Although [ understand from your Macch 3.
2000 letter to me that “there is nd internal handbook or manual deseribing the computer program
or the dollar unit sampling procedures,” please let us know whether 2 “PPS Sampling Operations
Manual™ or other similar document was ever prepared by the FEC. If such a document was

prepared, please produce it
Thank you foz your cansideration of this request.

) Rhonda M. Rivens

reR~ge-200R 19:72 2024277322
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Maren 7, 2000

Via FACSIMILE - (20 $.1043

Delanie DeWitt Painter, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washingtan, D.C. 20463

- Re: Buchanan for President Committee, Inc.~
Repayment Determination (LRA #512)

Dear Delanie:

.

Thank vou for responding to the Buchanan for President Commirtec, [nc."s
request for a brief extension of time in which to liie its written, post-bearing submission. I
understand from our tclephone discussion today that you need a proposal of 1 definite filing date
in order 10 consider the extension request.” Accordingly, the Committee proposes to file its
written submission {ive business days sfter: 1) the Committee receives any additional ,
information the FEC may produce in respanse to the Committee’s March 2, 2000 request for
production of documents; aor 2) the Commiuee is natified in writing that the FEC has no
additional mazerials 10 praduce:

Please give me a call if you have questions about this proposal.

mﬂ/"fa- 4

Rhonda M. Rivens
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March 17. 2000

Via HAND DELIVERY.

The Honorable Darryl R. Wold
Chairman

Faderal Election Commission
999 E Street. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463 p

Re: Buchanan for President, Incorporated (LRA #512)
- Post-hearing Submission

Dear Chairman Woid:

On behalf of Buchamn forPresldenx. lm:orpotam (the “Comm:uee”} we submit
herewith its post-hearing written submission.

This submission is being filed today pursuant to the Committee’s agreement with
the Office of General Counsel that the Committee’s submission would be due five business days

after the FEC confirmed that it had completed its production of documents to the Comminee.
The Committee received the FEC's confirmations on March 10, 2000.

Sim;mly.

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

I the Maiter of

Patrick J. Buchanan and
Buchanan tor President. Inc.

LRA #5712

R . e

POST-HEARING SUBMISSION

A Notice of Repayment Determination was issued by the Audit Division of the
Federal Election Commission to ]Buchanan for President, Inc. (the “Committee™) on July 23,
1999. The Notice sought repayment of 562,116 of the federal m_atching funds paid to the
Comumittee in-conncction‘ with‘a!leggd “improper reattributions” of conuibup’oné-to parties OM
than original contributors.! This Notice ;if hepaymcm' Determination was the subject of an oral
hearing before the Commissioners on March 1, 2000. To respond to questions raised b; the
Commissioners and Audit Staff during the hearing, and to address information the Audit Staff
provided to the Committee after the orai hearing, the Committee files tliis' post-hearing

submission.

! An additional repayment of $1,634 is sought for maiching funds paid in connection with
contributions that were subsequently refunded to two specific contributors.

A.TTACHEE’-'.‘__E e -
Pago__&_ (134 __q-j_..
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1. - The Use of Siatistical Sampling in this Case is [nconsis.tem With Due Process

Courts have made clear that use of the results of statistical sampling methods as
evidence by the federal government does not comport with due process unless the statistical B
sampling methods employed are “valid and reliable,"* and the subject of the audit has had a full
opportunity 1o revi.ew the methods used and the records and information upon which the
determination has been based.” Based upon the information provided to the Conm;ittcc by the
FEC. the vaiidity and reliability of the FEC Auditor’s sampling analysis has not been established
in this case, and the Committee stitl has not received the documents necessary to allow it to
check and rebut the FEC’s statistical analysis. For these reasons. the use of sampling violates the
Committee’s right to due pm and the Repayment Determination cannot stand. |

A. The Validity of the FEC's Statistical Msh Cannot Be Established

As the Commirtee explained during the oral hearing on this matter, the statistical
expert retained by the Committee concluded from his initial review of the FEC's statistical
analysis that the sample used by the FEC appeared to be biased, and therefore, an invalid basis
for reaching conclusions about the error rate in the population of matched contributions as a

whole. The expert arrived at this conclusion based upon an examination of a bias indicator.

specifically, a comparison of the mean contribution amount in the population versus the mean

? Webbr v, Shalals, 49 F. Supp. 2d 1114, 1124 (N.D. Ark. 1999) (citing Ratapasen v,
Californis, 11 F.3d 1467, 1472 (9" Cir. 1993) and Michigan Dep't of Edus. v. U.S. Dep't of
Educ,, 875 F.2d 1196, 1206 (6* Cir. 1989)).

3 Webb, 49 F. Supp. 2d at 1123 (“the use of statistical sampling and extrapolation” is not
fair or proper where the aggrieved party is not given an “opportunity to rebut” the “determination
of overpayment™) (quotmg Illinois Physicians Union v. Miller, 675 F.2d 151, 156 (7® Cir.

1982)).

L. _ P
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conifibut:on amount tn the sample. An unbiased sample would be expected t0 have an a\eraye
coatrtbution amount nearly the same as that in the population. The average contribution amount
ot the population was approximately $90. while that of the sample was approximately 5155. The
sample taken by the Audit Staff. therefore. appeared to be biased or weighted toward larger
contribution amounts.

The Audit Staff asked during the oral hearing whether the fact that the FEC
utilized a particular type of sampling, which it described as the “Dollar Unit Sampling” ("DUS™
method.* affected this conciusion.” As the Audit Staff failed to respond to the Committee's
numerous requests for informalic;ri concemning its sampling method, the Commirtee lacked
sufficient information at the time of the hearing to determine whether the sampling method used
could produce an unbiased sample despite the appem\_n;e.of bias noted initially by the
Committee.® .'

After the hearing the Audit Staff providsd materials prepared by the accounting
firm formerly known as Emst & Whinney that describe in general the sampling method it

recommended for use by the FEC.” According to these documents, Emst & Whinney

* See Notice of Repayment Determination (LRA #512) (July 23, 1999) at 7.
* Oral Hearing Transcript at 67.

¢ See Response to Notice of Repayment Determination (Oct. 12, 1999) at 5 (pointing out
that in response to its request for information about the basis of the Repayment Determination,
the Committee “has received no documentation, such as a handbook or manual, explaining
precisely the "dollar unit sampling’ method™ used here).

” See Letter from Delanie Painter, Office of General Counsel, Federal Election
Commission, to Rhonda M. Rivens, Counsel for the Buchanan for President, Inc. (March 6,

2000).
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-3. Pege ﬂ;‘T of q |




recomnmended that the FEC use a "PPS sampling plan.”® Emst & Whinney described its
recommended plan as “involv[ing] the use of two methods. namely. the DUS method and the

CAV method.™ From these documents. the Committee’s statistical experts. Professor Dennis J.
P

Aigner and Patrick G. Goshtigian. have determined that DUS. if properly implemented. could
produce an unbiased sample. The experts also determined that the apparent anomalous disparity
between the average contribution amounts in the population and in the ;ample could be
explained as a manifestation of the DUS method.

[f DUS was not correctly impiemented, the sample would be invalid. The Audit
Staff has failed to provide, howev;r, the information that is necessary for the Committes 1o
determine whether DUS was correctly implemented by the Audit Staff in this case. Witﬁout
infbrmation concerning the selection of the sample in this case, the validity and thénfon, -the
legality of the FEC's analysis here remains in question. .

As Professor Aigner and Mr. Goshtigian explain in the attached Joint Staternent
(hereinafter, “1.S.™), proper sample design and execution is critical to the proper implementation
of DUS.'® Specifically, the sample must be designed to assign probability weights to each item
in the population according to the fraction that their dollar value is relative to total dollar value.

The samplie must then be drawn taking into account the probability weight of each item.

! See PPS Sampling Implementation Guide, prepared by Emst & Whinney (Sept. 1979)

at 2.
14, at 5.
'91.S. at 2 (attached hereto as Exhibit A).




The Commutree has sought to obtain information from the Audit Staff that rev eals
whether the sample was properly designed and executed. The Audit Staff has not produced this
informaticn. What the Commitiee has received from the Audit Staff fails into three categories.

First. there ts general information on what sampling methed the FEC should implement. e,

Ernst & Whinney's recommendation. This information tells us nothing about whether the Audit
Staff correctly implemented Emst & Whinney 's recommendation in this case. Second. there is
information on the sampling analysis the FEC conducts in other contexts, i.e., several documents
retated to the initial matching subt’nission review process. Again, this material does not tell us
whether the sample was properiy designed and executed in our case; it simply is not relevant to
what the Audit Staff actually did in this Rgpayment Determination. Finally, the Audit Staff
recently provided an undated document entitled “Procedures for Reviewing Matching Fund
Submission 99 (Sub99)” with three a@henm which it characterized as describing “the
procedures used to draw and review the sample that is the basis of the repayment |

determination.”! However, these materials do not provide information on the critical issues of

sampte design and execution.'

The documents produced by the Audit Staff do not answer the pivotal question of ;

whether DUS was properly implemented here. To demonstrate proper implementation, the

' See Letter from-Delanie Painter, Office of General Counsel, Federal Election
Commission, 1o Rhonda M. Rivens, Counsel for the Buchanan for President, Inc. (March 10,

2000) at 2.

"2 The “Sub99” document only addresses how the Audit Staff labeled sample items as
errors; and the “Sub99” artachments supply no other helpful information about sample design
and execution, namely, whether probability weights were calculated for each item in the
population and whether the sample was then drawn accounting for these weights.

Page b



Communtee needs materials showing that probability weights were calculated for each item in the
population and that the sample was then drawn accounting for these weights." [n the absence of
these materials. the Audit Staff cannot demonstrate, and the Committee does not have a fair
opportunity to rebut." the appropriateness of the Audit Staff's reliance on the sample. and the
conclusions about the population that it has drawn from the sample. Since the statistical
sampling method cannot be used as evidence under these circumstances, the Audit Staff has not
shown the existence of errors 1o justify the Repayment Determination it bas recommended to the
Co.mmission. 3
B. The Audit Staff’s Ervor Estimate is Unreliable and Therefore is Inconsistent

With Due Process

Statistical sampling must be reliable to comport with due process.!’ Even if the
Audit Staff’s analysis was accepted as correct, Professor Aigner and Mr. Gosittigian have
obseﬁed that the analysis is highly imprecise. This imprecision calls into question the reliability
of the results of the analysis.

The Audit Staff estimated a 9.57% error rate and +/- 3.65% margin of ertor at a

95% confidence level.'” As the Committee’s experts explain, this estimate’s margin of error,

'* Specifically, Professor Aigner and Mr. Goshtigian state that we need materials such as
the input data files in addition to the program execution logs (or other evidence that the FEC's
computer programs were run with the proper inputs) and program output files. J.S. at 3.

'4 As discussed above, courts have held that the use of statistica} sampling methods by the
federal government comports with due process only if the subject of an audit has had a full
opportunity to review the methods used and the records and information upon which the
determination has been based: Webb, 49 F. Supp. 2d a2 1123.

' See cases cited Sypry st note 2.
'* Notice of Repayment Determination at 5.

Arracmyryn P
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which 1s one-third the size of the esumate. 15 "quite imprecise by statistical norms.” Due
process requires a more retiable esumate. however, and cannot be satisfied by a margin of error
that is one-third the size of the error rate.

While an acceprable level of precision is a matter of opinion or 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 Comunitiee must repay to the government.
Particularly in this instance. in the interest of fairness the Audit Staff should develop a more
precise estimate ~ one that didn’t/produce a large range of possible estimates. The Audit Staff
states that its desired level of preciSion for the error rate is less than 4 percentage points, which it
obtained with this sample. While a +/- 4% margin of error may be acceptable f?r relatively large
error rates (¢.&, 50%), it creates wide ranges surrounding low estimates such as 10%, or lower.
For example, if the Audit Staff had csti;ﬁa'ted an error rate of 2% with a +/- 4% margin _of error,
the uncertainty is so large as to render the estimate essentially uselas.". |

To increase the precision of the estimate and satisfy the requirements of due process, the
Audit Staff would need to expand the sample as described by Professor Aigner and Mr.
Goshtigian.'® Alternatively, as the Committee suggested in the oral hearing, the Commission
could request repayment of the lower bound of the estimate. The Commission would be
conservative in requesting $41,295 as the repayment determination (if there were 31 errors in the

sample) because this is the’ amount that the Commission is reasonably confident does not exceed

1718 at 4.
¥ 14
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the true population value.”” The Internal Revenue Service employs this conservative approach
when using statistical sampling as an audit technique. When the IRS detsrmines an amount 1o be
repaid to the government based on a sample. it uses the lower bound of its of its confidence
iniervai 10 compute the repavment amount.>' The FEC argues that staristical sampling -
guessing — is the best it can do in a situation where individual verification of the repayment
amount is “pragmatically impossible."* However, if the FEC is going to guess about how much
money is owed to the government, the FEC should be conservative.

During the hearing the Audit Staff asked whether it would be more consistent to
seek repayment based on the midpoint of the Audit Staff’s error estimate rather than the lower
bound. since matching funds are paid to commiitees based on the midpoint> Such a policy -
mixes apples and oranges. The purpose for which matcfnng funds are paid is unreiated to the
purpose of repayment determinations. In the payout 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 promote
congressional intent to the fullest extent possibie, the FEC could disburse matching funds based

on the lower bound of the error estimate, j.¢,, pay out the greatest possible amount of matching

funds.

ZOLL s -

2! 19, (citing Statistical Sampling Report (Attachment | to IRS Memorandum Re: IRS
Statistical Sampling System) (attached as Exhibit A-3)).

* Notice of Repayment Determination at 7.

 Oral Hearing Transcript at 67-68.
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in the repayvment context. in contrast. the FECs pt-xrpose is completely different
The FEC is taking away money to which a campaign iniually was entitled. Taking away money
Is a corrective measure that requires that the FEC demonstrate error on the part of the campaigr?
As explained above. where the FEC cannot demonstrate error with an acceptable degres of
precision and reliability. use of the lower bound of the error estimate is warranted.

C. The Survey Process Was Unfair, Unreliable, and Inconsistent With Due
Process '

The Repayment Determination was based on the results of wrinen surveys and
or;l “interviews"” of certain contributors who were part of the sample selected by the Audit Stasf.
Since sampling comports with due process only where the subject of the audit has had a full
opportunity to review the methods used and the records and information on which the
determination has been based, the Committee made repeaied requests 1o review any notes or
other information memorializing what took place during these “interviews.” As noted during the
oral hearing, the FEC has refused to the Committee’s requests, in effect preventing the
Committee from reviewing a criticai pillar supporting the Repsyment Determination.?*

The resuit is that aithough the Committee knows that certain “erroneous”™
reattributions were based on these “interviews,” the Committee cannot rebut the FEC’s findings

because the Committee has no knowiedge of what was said in the interviews. Moreover. the

2 Segnote 3, suprs.

*3 The FEC has produced only written survey response forms for the contributors whose
reattributions were deemed “improper.” Seg Letter from Joel Roessner; Attorney, Federal
Election Commission, to John J. Duffy (October 8, 1999) at ! (appended to the Staff’s
Memorandum to the Commission for Meeting of March 1, 2000 (Agenda Document No. 00-23)

as Attachment 3).
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Comminee 1s unable to determine whether the interviews were even conducted properly. The
information the Committee has gleaned thus far about the interviews leads o oniy one
conclusion however — the interviews were naot properly conducted and thus were inconsistent
with due process.

To be statistically valid, survey and interview techniques must be emploved
which are neither improperly suggestive or coercive.?® The Committee has no information
regarding whether the interviewers were properly trained to conduct the interviews in a fashion
that would avoid introducing error or bias into the sample analysis by making improper

suggestions or coercing respondents into giving responses favorable to the FEC.Y” Moteover, the

26 “If questions are unfairly worded 1o suggest answers favorable to the party sponsoring
the survey, the element of trustworthiness in the {survey] would be lacking. The same result
would follow if interviewers asked fair questions in a leading menner. Zippo Mik. Co. v. Rogers
Imports, Inc., 216 F. Supp. 670, 684 (S.D.N.Y. 1963) (citations omitted).

7 A court described the characteristics of a competent, scientificaily and acceptably
conducted survey interview as follows: there was evidence clearly describing “the principles and
procedures by which the surveys were conceived and conducted,” which was important because
“it is well sertled that the weight to be given a survey . . . depends on the procedures by which
the survey was created and conducted.” Zippo, 216 F. Supp. at 681 (citations omitted). The
court noted that further indicia of the reliability of the survey were the fact that “[t]he procedures
used to avoid sampling errors and errors arising from other sources, the methods of processing, -
(and] the instructions for the interviewers . . . were also described. Two of the interviewers
testified that they were experienced in interviewing, explained the manner in which the
interviews were conducted, and stated that they did not know the purpose of the surveys [which
prevents interviewers from biasing the survey by improperly suggesting a desired response]. All
of the original responses to the questions as reported by these interviewers were made available.™
Id. at 681-82.

Nore of this occurred in the Committee’s case. While the FEC may argue that the Zigpg
case is applicable here because it deait with use of a consumer survey to demonstrate trademark
confusion, the fact is that the case is relevant because the survey proponent in Zjppg did the same
thing the FEC attempts to do here - it seeks to use survey responses as legal evidence. The court
in ZippQ instructed that if survey data are to be used as evidence; the data must be “trustworthy,”
that is reliable. None of the indicia of reliability described in Zippo are present here, therefore.
the use of survey data by the FEC is inconsistent with due process.

. ?m.LL_:EE ATy
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fact that tne FEC had 1o contact several respondents for purposes of “clarification” 3 uggests that
the survey itsetf was not well-designed. L.e.. not designed 10 reduce the incidence of ambiguity a
both questions and responses.™®

At least two of the 31 “errors™ the Audit Staff enumerated were apparentiy
established soleiy by means of these telephone interviews. No wrinen survey responses were
produced by the FEC for these two reauributions - they simply appcar-as errors in the Audit
Staff's computer print-outs. These items are: Carlita Brown and Rederick Fox. The Commitiee
strongly protests the inclusion of these items as errors because the Commitiee has had absoluisly
no opportunity to rebut these determinations of error. To characterize these items as errors while
depriving the Committee of an cpportunity to review them violates the Committee’s right to due_
process. These items shouid not be counted. |

The written surveys produced by the FEC aiso reveal that the FEC was arb:trary
in counting certain items as errors based on those written responses. Two examples, contributors
Anna Newton and Sheila Thomsen, were cited by the Committee in its Response to the
Repayment Determination. Although the FEC recently provided aclditioﬁal information that it

supposedly relied upon in counting these items as errors, this additional informarion fails to

2 The guideline for devising survey questions followed by the IRS instructs that
“questions shouid be carefuily constructed in written formr, cven when they will be used in
interviews. . . . Clanity is essential . . . ambiguous questions result in ambiguous answers and
useless data.” LR.S. Manual § 1282.52 (IRM 1232) (July 18, 1990) (avsilable op Westlaw at
IRM 1282). To the Committee’s knowledge, the FEC did not construct written interview
questions; if such questions exist, they were never produced to the Committee, despite its
request for such informatiort. See Letter from Joel J. Roessner 1o John J. Duffy (Oct. 8, 1999) at
1. To the extent that the interviews were not conducted according to written questions prepared
in advance, it is probable that the interview process introduced a bias into the FEC’s analysis.
especially since the interviews were not conducted by trained, impartial interviewers.

Swep
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demonstrate that thesa jtems were “errors.” even accepting the FEC s parameters for what 1t
deemed “proper” reattributions.
Ms. Newton responded in the written survey that she did not understand the

meaning of -reattribution” in the survey.” With no information aside from this. the Commitiee

was initially forced to conclude that Ms. Newton's lack of understanding rendered her unable 1o

provide informed responses to the FEC. Uninformed responses, of course, cannot fairly and
reasonably form the basis of any determination of error. The Committee was recently informed
that the meaning of “reattribution” was expiained to Ms. Newton in a telephone interview and

- s

that because of this explanation and the fact that Ms. Newton also responded “no” 1o the written

survey question of whether her reattributee had the right to withdraw from her bank, sl;e was
P counted as an error.® However, Ms. Newton also indicated on her survey that she didn't recalk
whether her reartributee had given her funds for the contribution. The FEC makes no reference
= to this ambiguity in Ms. Newton's written responses. Consequeutly although the Staff made the
effort to explain the meaning of “reattribution” to her, it appears that no effort was made to
clarify whether she received funds from her reatmmibutee. To clarify one point and not the other is
unfair; Ms, Newton’s response remains ambiguous despite the interview and her reattribution
should have been exciuded as non-responsive rather thun counted as an error.

In another exampie of arbitrariness, the written survey response of Sheila M. |
Thomsen reflected that shé made a mnnb\nxon to her husband, David J. Thomsen, drawn on

¥ Survey Response of Anna Newton, LRA #466 at 2.

3% See Staff's Memorandum to the Commission for Meeting of March 1, 2000 (Agenda
Document No. 00-23) at 7.

-12-
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theit joint account. " The Staff clatms that in a “telephone conract.” it was able to “clarify T that
the reatribution was instead made (o her son, David A. Thomsen.” Yet this is in direct conflict
with evervthing written by Ms. Thomsen in her survey response. on which she crossed out the
pre-printed reference to “David A. Thomsen™ more than once, indicating that it was a
tvpegraphical error. and repeatedly indicated that her reattribution was to her spouse. David J.
Thomsen:. she wrote nothing about a reantribution to a son. There is no evidence of 2
rearttribution to her son other than the Staff"s notation of the “telephone contact.”

In none of the aforementioned instances were notes or transcripts of the telephone

e

interviews made available to the Commitiee. Yet, this information is of particular importance in

situations where, as here, “errors’ were established solely by means of these imerview..& This

P lack of information demonstrates that the Committee has not been given an adequate opportunicy
to rebut the FEC's sampling analysis. Thus. the contributions of Carlita Brown, Roderick Fox,

e Anna Newton and Sheila Thomsen should not be counted as an errots. Accordingly. thé amount

of the Repayment Determination should be reduced to $34,532472

3' Survey Response of Sheila M. Thomsen, LRA #466.

32 See Staff"'s Memorandum to the Commission for Meeting of March 1, 2000 (Agenda
Document No. 00-23) at 7.

3 This amount was calculated by the Committee's expents using a “T factor” of 1.96
(based on 324 observations and a Normal distribution) and the lower bound of the 95%
confidence interval. SeelJ.S.at3,n.2.
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I1. The Repayment Determination is Improper Because the FEC Has [ncorrectiy
Defined “Erroneous” Reattributions

The Audit Division has defined “errors” as reatributions by a contributar to a
person who “did not have the right to withdraw funds from the contributor's bank accounts.”
refusing 10 consider the responses of contributors indicating that the reattributes gave the
contributor the moriey to make the donation.”® This definition contradicts regulations providing
that contributions are maichable if reattributed to persons who owned the contributed funds and
pos§esscd the requisite donative intent.

The FEC appears to conclude that only reattributions thas compty with 11 C.F.R.
§ 9034.2(c)2) are matchable, that is, it simply concluded that lack of equitable ownership of a
bank accouns precluded a proper rent_.tribution. failing to consider the possibility of equitable
ownership of the mmmm_ass_qm The !anguage of the regulations do not suppore
such a requirement. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(k) provides for reattributions and contains no requirement
that the reattributee share the reattributor’s bank account. Aiso, 11 C.F.R. § 9034.2 and 9034.3
describe matchable and non-matchable contributions and contain no requirement that the
reattributions be made gply between spouses or joint tenants of bank accounts. Section
9034.2(b) requires only that a check be written “on a personal, escrow or trust account
representing or contgining the contributor’s personal funds.” An account, whetheritisa

personal, escrow or trust account, contains a reattributee’s personal funds where, as here, the

3 Ses Memorandum from Robert J. Costa, Assistant Staff Director, Audit Division, FEC,
to Lawrence M. Noble, General Counsel, FEC (July 12, 1999) at 1.
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reatttiputee paid funds into the reanributor’s personal account for the purpose of etfecung 2 joint
contribution or reattribution.”

This transaction is not an unrmatchable contribution in the name of another
because the reattributee’s name is submirted to the FEC in connection with the reattribution. As
explained by the Aucit Division. the FEC's own guidelines provide for acceptance of a. separate
writing as sufficient to comply with the writing required by § 9034 2.

The Committee’s review of survey responses reveals that 9 of the 31 “improper”
reattributors, moge than one-fourth, reported receiving money from reatributees, apparently
contemporaneously with the reattribution decision, (o justify the reantribution.’” Stated
differently, at least one-fourth of “improper” reattributees were the equitable owners of the
reattributed contribution. The FEC states that there is ?‘igsi;ﬁciem evidence to verify” whether

the reattributees in fact gave money to the contributors,”® other, of course, than the statements of

3 As the Committee explained during the oral hearing, under well settled legal principles
such a transaction also creates a trust in which the reattributee has equitable ownership of the
money he or she pays o the reattributor for the purpose of effecting a joint contribution or
reattribution. See 89 C.J.S. Trusts § 2 (1955) at p. 712 (the term “trust” describes the
retationship in which one person holds “an equitable right, title, or interest in property, real or
personal. distinct from the legal ownership thereof.™). Additionslly, such transactions resuit in
matchable reartributions even if the reattributee gave the reattributor cash because the
reattributed contribution is nog submitted to the Committee in the form of cash.

3¢ See Oral Hearing Transcript at 54 (Ms. Thomas: “The commission’s . . . Guidelines
for Presentation in Good Order for matching fund submissions does provide for committees to
seek reattributions of contributions by allowing the committee to present with the contribution a
separate document that identifies the contribution by date— and to attest to the fact that a portion

of it is to be reanributed to some other individual.™)

37 The FEC"s written survey of contributors specificaily asked if the contributor had
received any money from the reattributee to make the contribution or reattribution in question. If
equitable ownership of the contribution money is irrelevant, however, the Committee is very
curious about why the FEC asked this question of contributors in the first place.

*® Notice of Repayment Determination at 9.
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the respondents. which the FEC. for this limited purpese. is prepdred to ignore or deem
unreliable. Ali of the contributors’ cther statements. 2. those that support the Audit Division's
position. receive full credit. While the statements of the contributors may be the only evidence

that reattributees gave money 10 the contributors to justify reattributions. there (s, on the other

. . -] . . .
hand. pg evidence that they did not.”® These items should be counted as proper reauributions.*”

III. Conclusior

The use of statistical sampiing in this case is inconsistent with due process

because the validity of the Audit Staff"s sampling in the case has not been established and cannoz

% The FEC also assumes that the Committee must bear the burden of proving that each of
the sample items is in fact a proper reattribution in order-to reduce the repayment determination.
Sge Staff's Memorandum to the Commission for Meeting of March 1, 2000 (Agenda Document
No. 00-23) at 6 (“Because the repayment amount is based on a sampling technique, the
Committee may provide sufficient evidence that any or all of the 31 sample items considered to
be errors are related to properly reattributed, matchable contributions in ordes to support its
contention that the Commission should reduce the repayment amount.™) The FEC cites no
regulation for its assertion that the Committee bears this burden in this repayment determination;
neither could the Committee find such a requirement. The repayment determination regulations
state only that a candidate may submit “materials demonstrating that no repayment, or a lesser
repzrment, is required.” 11 C.F.R. § 9038.2(cX2Xi). The Committee has done precisely this by
demeanstrating that the Audit Staff”s statistical analysis is unreliable. Contrary to the FEC’s
sugg:stion, the Committee does not bear the burden of collecting “documentation . . such as a
copy of a check or other negotiable instrument made payable to the original contributor at the
time of the reattribution for the amount reattributed” for each purported error. Seg Staff's
Memorandum to the Commission for Meeting of March 1, 2000 (Agenda Document No. 00-23)
at 6-7. The FEC erroneously assumes that the burden on a committee is the same in a repayment
context as it is in an initiak-submission context. The two situations differ. however, because in
the repayment context, a commintee has aiready been given the matching funds, thus repayment
is predicated on the FEC demonsirating error on the committee’s part. A commitiee is not
required to prove a negative, that is, that it hasn’t not done something.

0 Equitable owners of reanributed funds because the reastributee gave money to the
reattributor for the contribution are: Patrick Brown, Calvin Jeffries, Augusta Jones, Michael
McCoy. Joseph Phillips, Michael Shefrin, Patricia Silva, William Watkins, and Ann Zaremba.
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ne rebutted by the Commurtee. Fer this reason. the Commussion should find that no repay ment (s
due.

Alternatively. even if the Commission accepts the Audit’s Staff's 2nalysis. due
process warrants that any repayrnent be computed based on the lower bound of the Audt Staff’s
error estimate. because the estimate is highly unreliable. Accordingly. assuming 31 errors in the
sample. the Repayment Deiermination should be reduced to $41.295.

The Repayment Determination should be further reduced. hcwever, because the
Audit Staff incorrectly determined that there were 31 errors. Four of these “errors” should not be

counted because the FEC’s survey process was arbitrary, unreliable and inconsistent with due

process, teducing the repayment amount to $34,532.47. An additional nine “zrrors” should not ]

be counted because the FEC incorrectly defined “erraneous” reattributions, resulting in a total

. repayment amount for 18 remaining errors (31-4-9 = 18) of $19,849.44.

Respectfully submined,

ok T
John J. Duffy
Rhonda M. Rivens
Steptoe & Johnson, LLP
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 429-3006

March 17, 2000
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Exhibut A

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

[n the Matter of

Patrick J. Buchanan and

LRA #512
Buchanan for President. Inc. -

R .

Joint Statement of
Professor Dennis J. Aigner and Patrick G. Gaoshtigian

- .

Intreduction

We are Dennis J. Aigner, Professor of Managemerit and Economics, Graduate School oi-“"

Management, University of California - irvine, and Associate Dean for Business Management,
University of California ~ Santa Barbara, and Patrick G. Goshtigian, Vice President, Analysis
Group/ Economics, Los Angeles, California. Our curricufum vitae are attached to this statement
as Exhibits A-1 and A-2. We have been asked by Buchanan for President, Incorporated (the

“Committee”) to review the satistical ansalysis conductad by the Federal Election Commission

(“FEC™) in connection with Repayment Determination LRA #512. We have concluded that the

FEC’s Audit Staff has not peovided the information necessary for the Committee to determine
whether the Audit Staff’s statistical analysis was properly implemented. It is also our opinion
thattheAuditSuﬂ'sm&.uﬁmate. ifacceptedascomct. is too imprecise for the purpose of
making a repayment determination. Our findings are set forth in greater detail below. '
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(. The Audit Seaff Has Failed to Provide the Information that is Necessary for the
Committee to Determine ii the Sample was Properly Selected

[n making the Repayment Detemnination at issue here. the Audit Staff relied on a
statistical sampie of matched reattributions. Based on this sample. the Audit Staff conducted an
audit of the rcattributions.and ultimately conciuded that 31 of 324 were in error. Thev then
esumated the dollar amount of reantributions in error in the popuiation of matched reattributions
by multiplying the error rate (31/324) by the toral doliar amount of contributions, $649.210.52.
This gives a “dollar value projection of the errors” of $62.115.82.

[n general, this method will produce a diased estimate of the dollar amount of

reattributions in error if simple random sampling is used unless all contribution amounts are

equal, which they are not. An indicator of potentiai bias in this instance comes from comparing_

. the sample mean contribution of approximately $155 zq_ihe population mean of approximately

$90. The sample is clearly weighted toward larger contributions.

. Rzcently, the Audit Staff provided us with additional material on sampling and 5 general
description of their sampling method, the “*Dollar Unit Sampling” (“DUS") method.
After reviewing the additional information, we have conciuded that DUS, if properly
implemented, will produce an unbiased estimate, and that the apparently anomalous disparity
between the average contribution amounts in the population and the sample can be explained as a
manifestation of the DUS method. |

However, a propecsample design is critical to proper implementation of DUS,

Specifically, DUS, if used correctly, first assigns probability weights to each item in the
population according to the fraction that their dollar value is relative to total dollar vaiue. The
sample must then be drawn taking into account the probability weight of each item. If the

sample design is not executed properly, then the sample should not be relied upon to draw

22
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. interences about the popuiaiion in the way Audit Staff has done. Although the Audit Statf has
proviced documents and computer programs G the Committes that address in general the
procedures used to draw the sampie. these documents do not demonstrate. and do not allow the
Commintee to confirm. that the sample design was properiy executed in this particular case. To
demonstrate that the sample design was properly executed, we need materials such as the input
data files in addition to the program execution logs (or othier evidence that the programs were run
with the proper inputs) and program ousput files.! In the absence of these materials. the question
ren;ains whether DUS was property implemented here.

[1I. The Audit Staff’s Error Estimate is Too Imprecise for the Purpose of Making a
Repayment Determinstion

Even if the Audit Staff's application of DUS were accepted as correct, the estimated

f“ dollar value of reattributions in ezror is too imprecise for its present purpose in cur opinion.

~ From a sample of 324 matched contributions, the Audit Staff determined that 31 of these
contributions were improperly reattributed. The Audit Staff estimated an error rate of 9.57% and
made 2 repayment determination of $62,115.81. The dollar value of sampling error was
calculated as $21,660.17. A 95% confidence interval for the repayment determination was
established as having a lower bound of $40,455.65 and an upper bound of $83,775.99.2

' The Audit Staff provided an Excel spreadsheet containing the population of matched
contributions. This file does not appesr to be the data input file required by the programs
subsequently provided by-the Audit Staff. Additionally, the Audit Staff provided the printed
output from a program that extrapolates the results of the audited sample to the population dollar
value.

? The Audit Staff has improperly calculated the margin of error for the estimate by
utilizing a “T factor” of 2.039. The proper value to use is 1.96 (based on 324 observstions and a
Normal distribution). Thus, the actual dollar margin of error for the estimate is $20,820.89. The
95% confidence interval surrounding the estimate should range from $41,294.92 to $82,936.70.
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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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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-

ATTACHMENT ‘P
2 Page -Ab_ of



-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.

ummm'r._lgl.:
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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.
P ]
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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.
7 ATTA ___%_'_—
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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.

3
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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

3 ALTACHMENT
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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__\?____
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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.
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Patnck G. Gnsnugian. Page 3

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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Palrick G Goshugiar. Page 4

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).
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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
mge_ oz..4
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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"

2158
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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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CAVID 4 THOMSEN ) 1588303
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1142200049610 74e 20232 k8
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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
]

..... -

Attachment ___ T :
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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~ _
Page__ 4  of_2
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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
- Page__ 5 of _20
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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.

Attachment _ T~
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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

Attachment __ T
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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 -
‘Page__8 of__20




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__
. Page__Q of _20
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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" ,
Page _ 10 of __ 20
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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
Page 1A of _20
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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
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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

+

Attachment ____ T
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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

Attachment ___ T .
Page__20 of _20
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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
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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

) Attachment |/
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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: -
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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/
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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
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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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