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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON D( 20463

December 17, 1997
MEMORANDUM
TO: RON M. HARRIS
PRESS OFFICER

PRESS OFFICE
 FROM:  ROBERTJ.COSTA ﬁ
ASSISTANT STAFF DIRECTOR

AUDIT DIVISION
SUBJECT: PUBLIC ISSUANCE OF THE AUDIT REPORT
ON PEROT *96
Attached please find a copy of the audit report and related documents on Perot ‘96
which was approved by the Commission on December 4, 1997.

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

Attachment as stated

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

FEC Library
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCGTON. D C 20464

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
PEROT 96

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Perot ‘96 (the Committee) registered with the Federal Election Commission on
August 15, 1996. The Committee was the principal campaign committee of Ross Perot,
the 1996 Reform Party candidate for the office of President of the United States.

The audit was conducted pursuant to 26 U.S.C. §9007(a), requiring the
Commission to audit committees authorized by candidates who receive Federal Funds.
The Committee received $29,055,400 from the Presidential Election Campaign Fund.

The findings of the audit were presented to the Committee at an exit conference
held on August 7, 1997 and in the Exit Conference Memorandum. The Committee
responses to those findings are contained in the audit report.

The following is an overview of the findings contained in the audit report.

APPARENT EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTIONS RESULTING FROM STAFF ADVANCES —
2 U.S.C. §441a(a)(1)(A) and 11 CFR §116.5(b). The Audit staff identified one individual
who advanced funds on behalf of the Committee in excess of the $1,000 contribution
limitation. This individual paid the transportation, travel, and other campaign expenses
incurred by other individuals, including the Vice Presidential candidate, using a personal
credit card. The highest excessive balance for this individual was $26,293. In response
to the Exit Conference Memorandum, the Committee stated they were unable to locate a
credit card company willing to offer credit cards and, therefore, the use of this
individual’s personal credit card was the only alternative. Furthermore, the Committee
contended that it would have been impractical for the presidential and vice-presidential
nominees to stand in hotel cashier lines to pay their bills.

DISCLOSURE OF OCCUPATION AND NAME OF EMPLOYER —

2 U.S.C. §§434(b}(3XA), 431(13)XA). and 432(i). The Committee did not disclose the
donor’s occupation and employer for a material number of itemized contributions. All of
the missing information was in the Committee’s records but had been received after the
Committee filed its regularly scheduled disclosure report. During fieldwork, the Audit
staff questioned why amended Schedules A-P (Itemized Receipts) disclosing this
information had not been filed. In response, the Committee stated that it was instructed
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in 1992 by the Federal Election Commission Reports Analysis Division to hold the
contributor information and file a cumulative amendment. The Committee continued
this practice during the 1996 election cycle. In 1994, the Commission revised the
regulation governing the filing of amendments containing the aforementioned contributor
information which specified that any contributor information received after the
contribution has been disclosed on a regularly scheduled report, should be disclosed on or
before the due date of the next regularly scheduled report. See 11 CFR §104.7. The
Committee filed amended Schedules A-P which corrected the public record.

AMOUNT RECEIVED IN EXCESS OF ENTITLEMENT — 26 U.S.C. §9007(b)(1),

11 CFR §§9007.2(a)(2), 9007.2(b)(3), and 9004.9(b). The Audit staff calculated that the
Candidate received Federal funds in excess of his entitlement totaling $2,310,127. This
amount resulted primarily from the exclusion of $1,447,000 in projected litigation
expenses from the Committee’s Statement of Net Outstanding Qualified Campaign
Expenses. The Committee had included $1,447,000 in expenses related to possible
litigation and other legal services to challenge the debate criteria used for the 1996
Presidential debates. In its response to the Exit Conference Memorandum, the
Committee contended that the aforementioned expenses were directly related to the
Candidate’s 1996 campaign and should be viewed as qualified campaign expenses
payable with Federal funds.

The Audit Report concluded that these projected litigation expenses were not
incurred prior to the close of the expenditure report period nor were they valid winding
down costs pursuant to 11 CFR §9004.4(a), and accordingly were not viewed as qualified
campaign expenses. On December 4, 1997, the Commission made a determination that
$2,310,127 in surplus funds is repayable to the United States Treasury.

Page 2




'l-I:’ "uc’

AW

fa i uln al ool B e I NE el )

FEDERAL ELECTION COMAMIISSION

MWASHINGTON DO At

REPORT OF THE AUDIT DIVISION
ON
PEROT ‘96

L BACKGROUND
A.  AUDIT AUTHORITY

This repori is based on an audit of Perot ‘96 (the Committee). The audit is
mandated by Section 9007(a) of Title 26 of the United States Code. That section states
that “afier each presidential election. the Commission shall conduct a thorough
examination and audit of the qualified campaign expenses of the candidates of each
political party for President and Vice President.”

Also, Section 9009(b) of Title 26 of the United States Code states. in part,
that the Commission may conduct other examinations and audits as it deems necessary to
carry out the functions and duties imposed on it by this chapter.

In addition to examining the receipt and use of Federal funds. the audit
secks 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 of the Committee covered the period from its inception through
December 31. 1996.' The Committee reported an opening cash balance of $-0-: total
receipts of $31.027.107; 1otal disbursements of $27.898.651. and a closing cash balance
0f $3.128.456.% In addition. a limited review of the Committee's transactions through
September 30, 1997 was conducted to calculate the amount of expenditures subject to the
spending limitation and the amount of unspent Federal funds remaining in the
Committee’s accounts.

The Committee’s initial deposit was a $29.055 400 pavment from the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund. deposited on August 22, 1996

Figures in this report are rounded to the nearest dollar.
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C. CAMPAIGN ORGANIZATION

The Committee maintains its headquarters in Dallas, Texas. The Treasurer
of the Commiittee, from inception to date, is J. Michael Poss.

The Committee registered with the Federal Election Commission on
August 15, 1996 as the principal campaign committee of Ross Perot. Reform party
candidate for the office of President of the United States. To handle its financial activity,
the Committee utilized three bank accounts. From these accounts the Committee made
approximately 2,900 disbursements. In addition. the Committee received approximately
20.300 contributions from 19,300 individuals. These contributions totaled approximately
$962.000.

On August 22, 1996. the Federal Election Commission determined that
Mr. Perot. based on the votes he received in the 1992 general election. was eligible to
receive pre-election funding from the Presidential Election Campaign Fund: the
Committee received $29.055.400 from the United States Treasury on that same date.
This amount represented 47% of the $61.820.000 maximum entitlement received by each
major panty candidate.

D. AUDIT SCOPE AND PROCEDURES
In addition to a review of expenditures made by the Committee to
determine if they were qualified or non-qualified campaign expenses. the audit covered

the following general categories:

1. The receipt of contributions from prohibited sources, such as those
from corporations or labor organizations:

19

the receipt of contributions or loans in excess of the statutory
limitations (Finding 11.A.).

I

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 discloscd (Finding 11.B.);

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:
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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 Qualiﬁed Campaign
Expenses filed by the Committee to disclose its financial condition
(Finding 111.A.);

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

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

As part of the Commission’s standard audit process. an inventory of
campaign records is conducted prior to the audit fieldwork. This inventory is conducted
to determine if the auditee’s records are materially complete and in an auditable state.
Based on our review of records presented. it was concluded that the records were
materially complete and fieldwork began immediately.

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

Il. i \DIN 1 MMEN

A. APPARENT EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTIONS RESULTING FROM STAFF
ADVANCES

Section 441a(a)(1)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part.
that no person shall make contributions to any candidate with respect to any election for
Federal office which, in the aggregate. exceed $1.000.

Section 116.5(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states that
the payment by an individual from his or her personal funds. including a personal credit
card. for the costs incurred in providing goods and services to. or obtaining goods or
services that are used by or on behalt of. a candidate or a political committee is a
contribution unless the payment is exempied from the definition of contribution under 11
CFR §100.7(b)8). If the payment is not exempted under 11 CFR §100.7(b)(8). it shall be
considered a contribution by the individual unless; the payment is for the individual's
transportation expenses incurred while traveling on behalf of a candidate or political
committee of a political panty or for usual and normal subsistence expenses incurred by
an individual. other than a volunteer. while traveling on behalf of a candidate or political
committee of a political party: and. the individual is reimbursed within sixty days after
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the closing date of the billing statement on which the charges first appear if the payment
was made using a personal credit card. or within thirty days after the date on which the
expenses were incurred if a personal credit card was not used. 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. In
addition, “subsistence expenses™ include only expenditures for personal living expenses
related to a particular individual traveling on committee business. such as food or
lodging.

The Audit staff reviewed the travel expense reimbursements and
contributions relative to one individual who apparently advanced funds on behalf of the
Committee in excess of the $1,000 limitation. In order to calculate the amount of a
contribution resulting from an advance made by an individual on behalf of the
Committee, payments made by the Committee were applied against those expenses that
had been incurred the earliest. The Audit staff notes that this individual paid the
transpontation. travel. and other campaign expenses incurred by other individuals.
including the Vice Presidential candidate. using a personal credit card. This individual
also contributed $500.00 to the Committce on September 5. 1996. The highest excessive
bhalance for this individual was $26.293 on 10/16/96. The number of days outstanding
before reimbursement of the expenses included in this balance ranged from 21 to 36 days.

The Audit staff provided to the Committee a list of the relevant expenses
and contributions associated with this individual. In response, the Committee provided a
photocopy of an internal Committee memorandum, dated August 8. 1996, from the
Committee’s National Coordinator to all campaign staff which stated that the Committee
was unable to locate any credit card companies willing to offer credit cards to a political
entity. The memorandum also informed the campaign staff that they could apply for
individual credit cards for travel expenses.

In addition. the Committec provided a statement from a staff member of
the Committee’s Accounts Payable Depanment. dated April 22, 1997, which explained
that the Committee was rejected by three different credit card companies because current
policy prevented the companies from extending a line of credit to political entities.

The Committee officials also provided the following rationale for the
manner in which they handled travel expenses. The Committee stated that they did not
want to risk violating the regulations by having expenditures made by the Vice
Presidential candidate count towards the Presidential candidate’s $50.000 expenditure
limitat 11 CFR §9003.2(c). The Committee also stated that:

*...1t was simply impractical in cenain instances for the

presidential and vice-presidential nominces to stand in hotel
cashier lines to pay their bills when, for example. cars to take
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them to television interviews or campaign functions were
waiting.”

Notwithstanding the above, the Audit staff maintained that this individual
apparently made contributions in excess of the $1.000 contribution limit resulting from
staff advances.

In the Exit Conference Memorandum, (the Memorandum) the Audit staff
recommended that the Committee provide evidence to support that the staff advances
noted above were not excessive contributions. as well as any additional comments it
believed relevant.

In its response to the Memorandum. the Committee restated the points
outlined above, and put forth additional arguments in support of its position that the
Committee was at all times in compliance with the purpose and intent of 11 CFR §116.5.

The Committee noted that all such expenses were promptly reimbursed.
most within 30 days after the expense was incurred and before the individual actually
issued payment to the credit card company. Since the Committee experienced no
financial difficulties during this period. to suggest that the situation is equivalent to an
attempt to circumvent contribution limitations is completely inaccurate. If any violation
occurred it was merely technical and inadvertent. and quickly corrected.

Given the Committee was unable to locate any credit card company
willing to offer credit cards. it is then asserted by the Committee that the use of this
individuals personal credit card was the only altemative since it would be unrealistic to
expect presidential and vice-presidential nominces to stand in hotel cashier lines in all
instances. or to expect all staff members. especially young or college age individuals
working on political campaigns. to meet credit requirements necessary to qualify for
personal credit cards. The Audit staff acknowledges that traveling with large quantities
of campaign cash would not be appropriate. and would not solve the requircment of
certain vendors who require credit cards to guarantec payment.

The Committee then concludes its discussion by citing a closed
Commission compliance matter involving stafl advances where the Commission closed
the matter without a finding of probable cause to believe a violation of 11 CFR §116.5
occurred. (See MUR 3947). The Committee also notes that 11 CFR §103.3 provides a
political committee 60 days during which it may refund excessive contributions. There is
no justification, according to the Committce. for treating an excessive contribution
resulting from an inadvertent staff advance more strictly than an actual excessive
contribution. thereby denying a reasonable oppontunity to cure the unintentional
violation.
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As to the Committee’s first point. the Audit staff agrees that the individual
was reimbursed in a prompt manner; however, since the expenses at issue were not for his
transportation and/or subsistence, reimbursement even within 30 days from the date of
incurrence does not negate a contribution having been made. The Committee’s financial
condition also does not negate a contribution having been made.

The Committee’s second point relating to the use of this individual's
personal credit card as the “only alternative™ does not consider the use of electronic fund
transfers, or other appropriate means of guaranteeing or effecting payment of expenses
when the vendor payee is known in advance.

As to the Committee’s concluding arguments, it should be noted that the
matter referred to in the closed compliance matter was also first addressed in the audit
report and was characterized as an apparent excessive contribution resulting from staff
advances in a manner similar to the issue at hand. With respect to the timing of the
reimbursements. the Commission’s policy in previous election cycles and its current
policy is not to apply the provisions of 11 CFR §103.3 to excessive contributions
resulting from staff advances. Included in the provisions of 11 §CFR 116.5 are its own
set of time limitations separate and apart from those in 11 CFR §103.3.

Although it appears that the Committee did not gain any material financial
advantage from the practice of using an individual’s personal credit card to defray the
expenses of other Commitiee staff and the vice-presidential nominee. under the

provisions of 11 CFR §116.5 this activity resulted in an apparent excessive contribution
of $26.293.

B. DISCLOSURE OF OCCUPATION AND NAME OF EMPLOYER

Section 434(b)(3)(A) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in part.
that cach report shall disclose the identification of each person (other than a political
committee) who makes a contribution 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 vear. together with the date and amount of any such
contribution.

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

Section 432(i) of Title 2 of the United States Code states, in pant. 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 for the political

committee. any report or any records of such committee shall be considered in
compliance with this Act.

Page 8
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The Audit staff reviewed a sample of contributions received from
individuals to determine if the identification of each contributor was itemized as required.
The sample results indicated that for a material number of the reported entries, the
Committee did not disclose the occupation and name of employer. For these items, the
report entries contained the annotation “Information Requested.”

The Audit stafT located all of the missing information in the Committee's
contribution files and noted that the Committee had sent letters to each contributor

" requesting the information shortly after the Committee’s receipt of the contributions. The

Audit staff presented this matter to Committee officials. A Committee representative
explained that they were waiting to make sure that all of the information had been
received before submitting amended Schedules A-P (Itemized Receipts). In addition,
Committee officials stated that as a result of communications with the Federal Election
Commission Reports Analysis Division staff during the 1992 campaign, they were under
the impression that they should not file amended reports for the 1996 election cycle as
frequently as they had during the 1992 election cycle. Therefore, the Committee officials
stated that they decided to hold the contributor information and file a cumulative
amendment at a later date.

The Committee filed amended Schedules A-P which included all of the
missing information noted during our review.

In the Memorandum. the Audit staff reccommended no further action and
stated that the Committee could provide any additional information or explanation
regarding this matter in its response to the Memorandum.

In its response to the Memorandum. the Committee explained that “[t]he
sole reason for not following the regular amendment approach followed in 1992 was due
to the instruction and for the convenience of the FEC.” In support of this position. an
affidavit from the Committee’s Chicf Accountant was submitted. She was the individual
responsible for preparation of letters to contributors requesting their occupation and name
of employer and the subsequent preparation and filing of amendments to reports filed by
both Perot *92 and Perot ‘96 committees.

The affidavit states that during the 1992 campaign, amendments
containing updated contributor occupation and name of employer information were
initially filed every 10 days; however, “[d]uring the 1992 election campaign we were
informed by the FEC that it was being “overwhelmed' by our amendments and requested
that we file only one master. cumulative amendment.” This individual followed the same
procedure in 1996, and was not questioned about the timeliness of the amendments until
March. 1997 during a discussion with members of the Audit staff.

1t appears that some type of miscommunication occurred during the 1992
campaign. as evidenced by a letter. dated October 11, 1993, that accompanied a
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cumulative amendment for Perot ‘92 covering the period from March 1, 1992 through
December 31, 1992. The letter, signed by the treasurer of Perot *92 (also treasurer of the
Committee), discusses the filing of one cumulative amendment, rather than filing
amendments on a more frequent basis. )

Although it appears clear that the Committee strongly believes that it has
followed the instructions received in 1992. it should be noted that the Commission’s
Regulations at 11 CFR §104.7 were revised in 1994. In relevant part, this revised
regulation requires that if any 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 covered by the next regularly scheduled report ... or file on or before its
next regularly scheduled reporting date. amendments to the report(s) originally disclosing
the contribution(s) ... Given this change to the Commission’s regulations occurred in
1994, the Committee’s practice in 1992 and the continuance into 1996 is not relevant.

As stated in the Memorandum. the Committee filed amended Schedules
A-P which included all of the missing information noted during our review.

118 ! N S \ NS: ] ]
JOTHE U.S. TREASURY

A. AMOUNT RECEIVED IN EXCESS OF ENTITLEMENT

Section 9007(b)(1) of Title 26 of the United States Code states that any
portion of the payments made to the eligible candidates of a political party under section
9006 was in excess of the aggregate pavments to which candidates were entitled under
section 9004. it shall so notify such candidates. and such candidates shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury an amount equal to such portion.

Section 9007.2(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 not later than three vears after the day of the
presidential election. The Commission’s issuance of the audit report to the candidate
under 11 CFR §9007.1(d) will constitute notification for purposes of this section.

Section 9007.2(b)(3) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations states
that if the Commission determines that a portion of payments from the Fund remains
unspent after all qualified campaign expenses have been paid. it shall so notify the
candidatc. and such candidate shall pay the United States Treasury that portion of surplus
funds.
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Section 9004.9(b) of Title 11 of the Code of Federal Regulations requires that
within 30 calendar days after the end of the expenditure report period, the candidate shall
submit a statement of net outstanding qualified campaign expenses which contains,
among other items, ail outstanding obligations for qualified campaign expenses and
estimated necessary winding down costs as of the end of the expenditure report period.

The end of the expenditure report period for the 1996 General election was
December 5, 1996 as set forth by 11 CFR §9002.12. The Audit staff reviewed the

Committee’s financial activity through September 30, 1997 and prepared the following
Statement of Net Outstanding Qualified Campaign Expenses (NOQCE):

Page 11
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Perot ‘96
STATEMENT OF NET OUTSTANDING QUALIFIED CAMPAIGN EXPENSES

As of December 5, 1996
As Determined September 30, 1997

ASSETS
Cash on Hand 700
Cash in Bank 3,295,644
Accounts Receivable 639.235 *
Total Assets $ 3,935,579
OBLIGATIONS
Accounts Payable for Qualified Campaign Expenses 301,416
Actual Winding Down Costs 764,332 °
(December 6, 1996-Sept. 30, 1997)
Estimated Winding Down Costs 384,750 ¢
(October 1, 1997-April 30, 1998)
Contingency for Legal Services 100,000 ¢
Total Obligations $ 1.550498

Net Outstanding Qualified Campaign Expenses (Surplus)

EQOTNOTES TO NQOCE
(a) This figure includes a $10.000 reambursement for consulting services initially paid by the
Committee and later determined to be an expense of the Perot Reform Committee (Perot’s 1996

primary committee). Since the amount was reimbursed, no repayment is warranted.

(b) Litigation expenses. totaling $32.842, paid through 9'30'97 are not included

(c) This estimate 1s subject to audit verificaion. Commutiee records and disclosure reports will be
reviewed and changes will be made as necessan

(d) A $100.000 contingency for legal costs related to complving with the post-election requirements
of the Act has been included. subject to audst and verification of the actual expenses incurred.
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The Committee included on its NOQCE, filed on 4/16/97,” an estimate of
$1,447,000 for projected legal expenses related to possible litigation and other legal
services to challenge the debate criteria used for the 1996 Presidential debates. A
challenge to the tax-exempt status of the Commission on Presidential Debates could also
result.

According to a preliminary budget prepared by the Committee titled
“Litigation Challenging Debate Criteria of the Federal Election Commission,” the

" projected costs would include legal expenses for litigation activity, witness interviews,

discovery, depositions, experts. dispositive motions, trial (including trial, pretrial, and
post-trial activities), appeal of issues to DC Court of Appeals, and litigation on .4rkansas
Educational Television Commission v. Forbes (appeal to US Supreme Court from 8th

C ircuit).‘

Although the anticipated litigation was related to efforts undertaken by the
Committee during the expenditure report period. it did not appear. based on the
information provided. that the anticipated litigation costs should be viewed as qualified
campaign expenses. The legal expenses incurred during the fall of 1996 relative to Mr.
Perot’s exclusion from the 1996 Presidential Debates are viewed as qualified campaign
expenses since those expenses were incurred within the expenditure report period to
further the candidate's campaign for election to the office of President (see 11 CFR
§9002.11(a) and (b)).

However. the $1.447.000 in projected litigation expenses apparently were
not incurred during the expenditure report period and were not made in furtherance of the
candidate’s 1996 campaign for election. In addition. these projected costs did not appear
to be associated with the termination of the candidatc’s general election campaign relative
to compliance with the post-election requirements of the Act nor did they appear to be
necessary administrative costs associated with winding down the campaign pursuant to
11 CFR §9004.4(a)4).

The Committee’s initial NOQCE filed on 106 97 contaned an estimate of $1,000.000 for legal
fees.

Expenses totaling $27.208 were incurred for legal services related to prepaning the Supreme Count
amucus brief for the Commsttee  The Commutiee issued a check in payment on 7/3/97. Since the
entire amount of projected hiugation costs has been excluded from the NOQCE, the payment of
these expenses would. per force, be viewed as being made with private funds, thus no repayment
pursuant to 11 CFR §9007.2(bX2) 1s warranted in this instance.
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In the Memorandum, these projected litigation expenses were not
considered as part of the Committee’s outstanding obligations, resulting in a calculated
surplus of $2,293.574. Since the campaign was funded by both federal and private funds,
a pro rata repayment of $2.221,496 could result”. ’

In the Memorandum. the Audit staff recommended that the Committee
demonstrate that it was entitled to all or a portion of the $2.221,496 in surplus funds.
With respect to the $1,447,000 in estimated litigation expenses, it was further
recommended that the Committee provide evidence to support that the expenses are
qualified winding down costs under 11 CFR §9004.4(a)(4)(ii) or demonstrate that the
expenses were incurred by the Committee prior to the end of the expenditure report
period and were in furtherance of the candidate’s 1996 campaign for election. The Audit
staff"s recommendation further stated that absent such a demonstration that the
Committee was entitled to all or a portion of the $2.221.496 in surplus funds. the Audit
staff would recommend that the Commission determine that $2.221.496. or the
appropriate portion thereof, is repayable to the United States Treasury pursuant to 26
U.S.C. §9007(b)(1).

In its response to the Memorandum. the Committee provided several
arguments which it believes are suppontive of its inclusion of $1.447.000 in estimated
legal expenses. The response begins:

“Legal expenses in the resolution of matters initiated as qualified
campaign expenses that continue beyond the reporting period due
1o action or inaction by the Commission are qualified campaign
expenses and proper winding down costs. Outstanding matters
under review include only those with respect to which the
Commission has not acted. Had the FEC acted with respect to
complaints involving Perot *96 during the expenditure repor
period, legal expenses. including associated litigation expenses.
would have been qualified campaign expenditures. The
campaign conserved funds because the FEC had not resolved
these matters. To deny Perot “96 opportunity to continue to
represent itself in matters anising during the campaign simply
because the campaign ended before the FEC acted is
inappropriate and without legal basis. Perot *96 is entitled to
retain and expend amounts necessary for legal services related to
matters under review involving it.

g
Repayment = Total Federal Funds reccived through December S, 1996
Ratio Total Deposits through December S, 1996

= S290S5400 = 96.8574%
$29.998,107
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The audit report places emphasis on the pending MUR involving
Perot ‘96 and the Commission on Presidential Debates (*CPD’).
The FEC has not questioned that legal expenses incurred in
relation to the complaint filed by Perot *96 with the FEC against
the CPD was a qualified campaign expense incurred during the
expenditure report period. Had the FEC acted on the complaints
filed with the FEC by or against Perot ‘96 during the expenditure
report period, including the one involving the CPD, legal
expenses related to them would without question have been
qualified campaign expenditures. It is a strange twist of logic to
suggest such categorization is now inappropriate when the sole
reason the period during which they would so qualify has passed
without their incurrence is a delay in FEC action on those
matters.

In fact. Perot “96 sought to avoid the delay the FEC could impose
in reaching resolution with respect to the MUR filed against the
CPD through court action. In an effort to prevent Perot ‘96 from
pursuing the MUR at that time during the expenditure report
period. the FEC stated to the Federal District Court that the
campaign'’s action would not be mooted by FEC review and
expiration of the period during which the FEC asserted exclusive
jurisdiction over the matters subject to the MUR. To now say
expenditures may no longer be made which are necessary to
prevent the ongoing matter from being moot in practical effect,
expenditures budgeted and conserved for by the campaign in
reliance on the FEC position. is wholly inconsistent and without
legal basis. The anticipated expenses are directly related to, are
an integral pan of and cannot be separated from the expenditures
during the period when such expenditures are unquestionably
qualified campaign expenses.™

The Committee’s response continues by citing several Commission

determinations which in its view arc suppontive of its position that the Committee is
entitled to reserve for and incur legal fees related to MURSs and associated legal claims as
qualified campaign expenses and winding down costs, including those associated with the
Commission on Presidential Dcbates. Those cases are discussed separately below.

The issue presented to the Committee in the Memorandum concerned the

$1.447.000 in estimated litigation expenses and whether these estimated expenses were
qualified campaign expenses. It was recommended that the Committee (a) provide
evidence to support that the expenses are qualified winding down costs under 11 CFR
§9004.4(a)(4Xii). or (b) demonsirate that the expenses were incurred by the Commitice
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prior to the end of the expenditure report period and were in furtherance of the
candidate’s 1996 campaign for election.

The Committee did not provide any contracts, retainer agreements, other
written arrangements or commitments to show that these questioned expenses were
incurred within the expenditure report period. Rather, as stated above, the Committee
argued that if the Commission had acted on this matter during the expenditure report
period, any legal expenses related to this matter would have been incurred during the
period and would be qualified campaign expenses. The Audit staff agrees that in the
hypothetical case cited by the Committee, any legal expenses directly related to the CPD
matter pertaining to actions occurring within the expenditure report period, would have
been incurred within the period and viewed as qualified campaign expenses. The
expenses at issue were not.

In the Audit staffs opinion. these estimated litigation expenses are not
costs associated with the termination of the candidate’s general election campaign such as
complying with the post-election requirements of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, (the Act) and other necessary administrative costs associated with
winding down the campaign including office space rental. staff salaries, and office
supplies. See 11 CFR §9004.4(a)(4). However, legal expenses related to the completion
of the audit process. such as preparing a response to the Memorandum, or legal expenses
directly related to Commission enforcement actions. if any. would fall into the category
of complying with the post-clection requirements of the Act.

The Committee cited several examples of prior Commission action which
it feels are consistent with its position that the anticipated litigation expenses are directly
related to. are an integral par of and cannot be separated from the expenditures during the
period when such expenditures are unquestionably qualified campaign expenses.

The Committee states in its response that printing and postage
costs for 125.000 holiday cards sent after the election and as late as the following March
were qualified campaign expenses as winding down costs. Such expenses have far less a
nexus as winding down costs than do legal expenses related to outstanding MURSs and
litigation ongoing since the expenditure repon period.

In the case of the holiday/thank you cards, the Audit staff notes
that a portion of the cards were mailed after the election but before the end of the
expenditure report period, and the related expenses were incurred during the expenditure
report period. As stated in the Final Audit Repon. at page 17. since the expenditures for
postage for the cards arc a qualificd campaign expensc. the printing costs are also a
qualified campaign expense which must be reimbursed by the General Election
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Committee to the Compliance Fund. The Compliance Fund was reimbursed in January.
1991. These expenses were not characterized as winding down costs in the report.

2. Legal Services Related to Flectoral College

The Committee notes that legal services were initiated related to
the Electoral College during the expenditure report period, and although the Electoral
College meets after the close of the expenditure report period and legal services were
provided after the close of that period. the Commission correctly determined that the
expenses were qualified campaign expenses because they involved legal services related
to activities undertaken during the expenditure report period. The Committee added
*[t}he Commission did not and should not attempt to replace the judgment and decisions
of the campaign.”

In this instance, the issue involved whether the expenses. incurred
within the expenditure repon period. were as the Dukakis/Bentsen committee maintained
exempt from the definition of contribution and expenditure and therefore outside the
purview of the Commission. The Final Audit Report concluded that the Electoral
College is part of the entire general election process and the expenses incurred by the
General Election Committee related to the Electoral College are qualified campaign
expenses which are subject to the overall expenditure limitation. Since an agreement was
reached between the Dukakis/Bentsen committee and the law firm before the end of the
expenditure report period for the purpose of an update to a 1980 Electoral College
memorandum. there was no question concerning whether the expenses were incurred
within the expenditure report period.

3. National Unity Committee For John Anderson - Legal
’9 d 1 '

The Commitiee states that during this audit, *"...amounts set aside
as legal expenses concerning a matter under review were approved by the Commission as
winding down costs. The Addendum [to the Final Audit Report] stated that 11 C.F.R.
§9004.4(a)(4) allows public funds 1o be used for winding down costs which include but
are not limited to legal services related to ongoing MURs.™

The Audit staff notes that the legal analysis prepared by the

Commission’s Office of General Counsel which accompanied the Addendum to the Final
Audit Report of the National Unity Commitiee For John Anderson contained a section
entitled “"AUDIT QUESTION: LEGAL FEES AS WIND DOWN EXPENSES.” In this
instance. the Audit staff had questioned the amount of fees charged, particularly on the
amount of a retainer for the remainder of the winding down period. becausc a minimal
amount of activity was anticipated before the Anderson committee would be in a position
to terminate. The Office of General Counsel. in its comments, related that ...the legal
services itemized by the Committee’s counscl appear to encompass the usual functions
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associated with the post-election repayment process and preparation of responses to a
MUR investigation.” In conclusion, the Office of the General Counsel stated “[t]he
Committee is prepared to refund and terminate in due course; there is no question of
litigation in the legal fees estimated to complete the winding down. Therefore. the legal
services noted by counsel may be considered part of the valid winding down costs
contemplated by the Regulations.”

4. National Unity Committee For John Anderson - Attorney Fee
ards Resultine From Ball Litieati

As to this issue, the Committee stated “[s]ince the majority of the
activity in the case, Anderson v. Celebrezze, occurred several years afier the close of the
1980 general election expenditure report period, the audit division claim suggests that all
such spending constitutes qualified campaign expenses.”

With respect to the inference drawn by the Committee, the Audit
staff notes that, based on available information. the Anderson committee did make
pavments to various legal counsel in 1980 to initiate ballot access litigation in a number
of states. Apparently, subsequent legal fees for ballot access litigation were offset by
court awards won through favorable resolution of the Committee's cases. A law firm in
Washington, D.C. which handled the litigation assessed fees and arranged for local
counse! in certain states for ballot access work, then apparently received the court awards
directly. In most cases. this law firm attributed a portion of the court award to fees
charged by loca! counsel in the particular state and kept the remainder for its own fees or
for credit toward future similar litigation in other states. It was not clear at the conclusion
of the audit whether Ohio or any other state awarded funds greater than the amount of
litigation fees assessed.

In the opinion of the Audit staft, the items cited by the Committee are
not persuasive. Items (1) and (2) involved expenses incurred within the expenditure
report period and therefore. are not dispositive. Item (3) involved legal expenses incurred
after the close of the expenditure report period but directly related to complying with the
post election requirements of the Act — post election repayment matters and preparation
(not litigation) of responses to a MUR investigation. Lastly, ltem (4) concerned the
possible recovery of a court award(s) for legal fees resulting form ballot access litigation
initiated prior to the close of the expenditure report period. Based on information
available, the litigation fees incurred after the close of the expenditure repornt period were
defrayed with funds received from court awards.
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In summary, since no documentation was provided to establish that all or a

portion of the $1,447,000 in estimated litigation expenses were incurred prior to the close
of the expenditure report period or to establish that these expenses are valid winding
down costs pursuant to 11 CFR §9004.4(a), the Audit staff has not included any amount
of this estimate® in the NOQCE presented above. Thus, a surplus repayment in the
amount.of $2,310,127 [$2.385,081 surplus x .968574 repayment ratio] is warranted.

Recommendation #1

The Audit staff recommends that the Commission make a determination that

$2.310,127 in surplus funds is repayable to the United States Treasury pursuant to 26
U.S.C. §9007(b)(1).’

The Commitiee also asserts in its response that the $27.208 in legal services in connection with its
uamicus brief in Arkansas Education Teievision Commission v Ralph P. Forbes was necessary in
relation to the ongoing MUR related to the CPD. The Committee views these expenses as
qualified campaign expenses because they relate directly to issues underlying the MUR. For the
reasons stated above, the Audit staff has excluded this expenses from the NOQCE as it is part of
the estimated litigation expenses.

On October 29, 1997, the Committee filed a complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief against
the Federal Election Commission in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia.
Perot 96, Inc. v. Federal Election Commussion, No. 1:97¢v02554, (D.D.C. filed Oct. 29, 1997).
On November 5. 1997, the Commuttee filed suit against the Federal Election Commission,
Clhinton/Gore General Commitiee, Inc. and Dole for President. inc. that, mter alia, challenges the
constitutionality of the Federal Election Campaign Act. National Commutice of the Reform Party
v Demacratic Natonal Communtee No. 97-4048, (N.D. Cal. filed Nov. 5, 1997). For the reasons
cited in Finding 111.A. of this report, any expenses paid by the Commitiee associated with any of
this litigation would be viewed as non-qualified campaign expenses and could be subject to the
repayment provisions of 26 U.S.C. §9007(bx4)
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
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November 10, 1997

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert J. Costa
Assistant Staff Director

Audit Divisfk’}\
THROUGH: John C. Surina

\.-
Staff Dikector (y

FROM: Lawrence M. Noble 4
General Counsel

Kim Bright-Coleman [\q ﬁ/
Associate General Counsel

Lorenzo Holloway .-
Assistant General Counsel

SUBJECT: Proposed Audit Report on Perot "96 (LRA 507)

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed the proposed Audit Report on
Perot 96 (™ the Commitiee™) which was submitted to this Office on October 22, 1997.
This memorandum includes our comments on the proposed report.’ We concur with the
findings in the proposed Audit Report that are not addressed in this memorandum. If you
have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Lorenzo Holloway.

As a threshold matter, we note that in your cover memorandum to the proposed
Audit Report, you request that the Office of General Counsel review the report’s
discussion of the finding on the candidate’s receipt of excessive entitiement to ensure that
it complies with the confidentiality provisions set forth at 11 C.F.R. § 111.21. An Audit
Report complies with confidentiality provisions as long as it refers only to “alleged

Because the proposed Audit Repont concemns the audit of a publicly-financed general election
candidate, the Office of General Counsel recommends the Commission consider the Audit Report in open
session. 11 C.F.R. § 9007.1(eX!).
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Memorandum to Robert J. Costa
Proposed Audit Report on Perot *96
Page 2

complaints” and does not address any information relating to Commission notifications
or investigations. See AO 1994-32. 2

The proposed Audit Report includes a Statement of Net Outstanding Qualified
Campaign Expenses that shows that the Committee has a surplus of $2.385.081. Since
the Committee received private funds, there is a repayment ratio (96.8574%). Therefore.
the Audit Report recommends that the Commission make a determination that the
Committee repay $2,310,127 ($2,385.081 x .968574) to the United States Treasury for
surplus funds. A portion of the surplus funds reflects the fact that the Audit Division did
not accept the Committee’s estimate of $1,447,000 in litigation costs as qualified
campaign expenses on the liability section of the Statement of Net Outstanding Qualified
Campaign Expenses. The Audit Division notes that the litigation costs are nonqualified
campaign expenses because they were not incurred in the expenditure report period and
they were not a winding down cost.

, The amount the Committee estimated as litigation expenses was primarily related
to the candidate seeking a judicial remedy regarding a complaint he alleges he filed with
the Commission concemmg the use of objective criteria to select participants for the
presidential debates.’ On September 23, 1996, Mr. Perot filed a complaint in the United
States District Court that sought an injunction against the Commission and the
Commission on Presidential Debates from violating the Constitution. the Federal Election
Campaign Act and the Commission's regulations. The district court denied the request
for injunctive relief and granted summary judgment to the Commission and the
Commission on Presidential Debates. Peror v. Federal Election Commission 1996 WL
566762 (D.D. C) remanded in part 97 F.3d 553 (D.C. Cir. 1996). cert. denied 117 S. Ct.
1692 (1997).* However, the district court noted that Mr. Perot could seek judicial relief
after the Commission considered the administrative complaint. /d.

The Committee contends that the litigation expenses should be considered
qualified campaign expenses. The Committee notes that the litigation expenses would
have been qualified campaign expenses if they were incurred during the expenditure
report period and that it would have incurred the expenses had the Commission acted on
the complaint during the expenditure report period. Therefore. the Committee argues

Since there is no information regarding notifications or investigations in this Office's
memorandum, it may be publicly released
) The litigation expenses also mclude the cost the Committee incurred in filing an amicus brief in
Arkansas Education Television Commussion v. Forbes, 93 F.3d 497 (8th Cir. 1996). cert. granted, 117 S.
Ct 1243 (Mar. 17, 1997)No. 96-779).

On appeal. the United States Circuit Coun of the District of Columbia afTirmed the district cournt
decision. but remanded the case on the 1ssue whether the Commussion lacked authority to promulgate the
debate regulations at 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.13 and 114 &(f) Peror v Federal Election Commussion, 97
F.3d 553.561 (D.C. Cir. 1996). cert demed 117 S. Ci. 1692 (1997). The remand instructed the district
court to dismiss the complant without prejudice /o
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Memorandum to Robert J. Costa
Proposed Audit Report on Perot ‘96
Page 3

“[t]o deny Perot 96 opportunity to continue to represent itself in matters arising during
the campaign simply because the campaign ended before the FEC acted is inappropriate
and without legal basis.”

The Office of General Counsel believes that the litigation expenses should not be
considered qualified campaign expense or winding down costs within the meaning of 11

" C.F.R. § 9004.4(a)(4). A qualified campaign expense must, inter alia. be incurred to

further the candidate’s campaign and it must be incurred within the expenditure report. s
11 C.F.R. §§ 9002.11(a)(1) and (2). In order to be considered a winding down cost. the
expense must be associated with the termination of the general election campaign for
such matters as complying with the post-election requirements of the Federal Election
Campaign Act and the Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act. 11 C.F.R.

§ 9004.4(a)(4)(i). An expenditure may also be considered a winding down cost if it was
incurred prior to the end of the expenditure report period and there was a written
arrangement or a commitment was made prior to the end of the expenditure report period.
11 C.F.R. § 9004.4(a)(4)(i1). In this case. the litigation expenses are not related to the
termination of the campaign. Rather, the expenses are related to litigation with the
Commission. Furthermore, there is no indication that the expenses were incurred during
the expenditure report period nor is there any evidence of a prior written arrangement or
commitment for legal services prior to the end of the expenditure report period. See
Advisory Opinion (“AO") 1988-5 (the Commission noted in reference to general election
financing that “the timing of when an expense was incurred. including the dates of the
underlying activities which resulted in the expense. is determinative™).

There must be a nexus between the expenditure and the 1996 presidential election.
At this point it is unclear how any subsequent litigation involving the candidate’s
participation in a debate would be related to the candidate's campaign for an election that
was held on November 5. 1996. Rather. any judicial relief that could be fashioned by a
court at this time would be, at best, geared toward a future election.’ In a newspaper
article, the candidate’s counsel, Sam Lanham, noted that the litigation is aimed at the next
election and it would protect all third parties. John Hanchette, Peror Asks for Ruling on
Debate Exclusion. USA Today, October 30. 1997. Furthermore, the United States
District Court, in denying Perot’s request for injunctive relief noted that Perot will lose

]

and (b)

The expenditure report period expired 30 days after the general election. 11 C.F.R. §§ 9002.12(a)

Additionally. the argument that this litigation will create a precedent for future elections is
inconsistent with the Commission’s position that “{t]he Matching Payment Act negates any notion of a
combined campaign, spanning two presidential election cycles, in that the definitions of qualified campaign
expense and matching payment penods are limited to particular time periods and a presidentia! candidacy
within those periods.” AO 1988-5. it should be noted. however. that the litigation expenses incurred
during the initial litigation when Mr. Perot sought an injunction against the Commission and the
Commission on Presidential Debates from violating the Constitution. the Federal Election Campaign Act
and the Commission's regulations with respect to the 1996 presidential debates was a qualified campaign
expense since the expenses related to the 1996 election. Sec Perotr v Federal Election Commission 1996
WL 566762 (D.D.C), remandcd in part 97 F.3d 553 (D.C Cir. 1996), cert denied 117 S. Ct. 1692 (1997).




WL

R ey TR R I o e W E e L I b L

Memorandum to Robert J. Costa
Proposed Audit Report on Perot ‘96
Page 4

“the opportunity to debate [in the 1996 elections], but [he] still may be able cure any
defects in the [debate] criteria [he] allege{s] the Debate Commission has used so that the
next cycle would not have these defects and thereby have some relief, although not total
relief™’ Perot v. Federal Election Commission 1996 WL 566762 (D.D.C). remanded in
part 97 F.3d 553 (D.C. Cir. 1996), cert. denied 117 S. Ct. 1692 (1997).

The Office of General Counsel does not believe the Committee’s citation to
previous audit reports (discussed in detail in the Audit Report) support a conclusion that
public funds may be used for litigation services incurred after the expenditure report. In
the two examples of expenditures cited by the Committee from the Dukakis/Bentsen
audit (Holiday/Thank You Notes and Legal Services Related to the Electoral College).
both expenditures were incurred by Committee during the expenditure report period. 11
C.F.R. § 9004.4(a)(4)(ii). In the audit of the National Unity Committee for John
Anderson, the legal expenses were related to continuing enforcement matters. The
National Unity Committee was a respondent in these matters and, therefore, they would

" not be able completely wind down the campaign until the enforcement matters were

resolved. See Explanation and Justification for 11 C.F.R. § 9034.4 (parallel provision for
primary), 60 Fed. Reg. 31865 (June 16, 1995) (The Commission agreed with the
comment that “basic faimess requires campaigns to have the resources necessary to
defend themselves against enforcement proceedings™). In this case, the Committee is not
in a position of defending itself in an enforcement proceeding. Finally, it appears that the
attorney fees arising out of the litigation in Anderson v. Celebrezze that was referenced in
the audit report on the National Unity Committee for John Anderson was not paid with
public funds, but with funds available from court awards.

? . . .
Furthermore, the Commuttee’s participation in the liugation in Arkansus Education Television

Commission v Forbes 93 F.3d 497 (8th Cir 1996). cent. granted 117 S Ct 1243 (Mar. 17, 1997)No. 96-

779). through the filing of an amicus brief could only be geared toward a future election cycle.
AO 1988-5.
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December 10, 1997

Mr. J. Michael Poss, Treasurer
Perot ‘96

7616 LBJ Freeway, Suite 505
Dallas, TX 75251

Dear Mr. Poss:

Attached please find the Audit Report on Perot ‘'96. The Commission approved
this report on December 4. 1997. As noted on page 3 of this report. the Commission may
pursue any of the matters discussed in an enforcement action.

In accordance with 11 CFR §§9007.2(c)(1) and (d)(i). the Commission has made
a determination that a repayment to the Secretary of the Treasury in the amount of
$2.310.127 is required within 90 calendar days after service of this report (March 13,
1998).

Should the Candidate dispute the Commission’s determination that a repayment is
required. Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9007.2(c)(2) provide the Candidate with an
opportunity to submit in writing. within 60 calendar days after service of the
Commission’s notice (February 11. 1998). legal and factual materials demonstrating that
no repayment. or a lesser repayment. is required. Further. 11 CFR §9007.2(c)(2)(ii)
permits a candidate who has submitted written materials 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 submitted
within the 60 day period when deciding whether to revise the repayvment determination.
Such materials may be submitted by counsel if the Candidate so elects. If the Candidate
decides to file a response to the repayment determination, please contact Kim L. Bright-
Coleman of the Office of General Counsel at (202) 219-3690 or toll free at (800) 424-
9530. If the Candidate does not dispute this determination within the 60 day period
provided. it will be considered final.
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Mr. J. Michael Poss, Treasurer
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The Commission approved Audit Report and related information will be placed
on the public record on December 17. 1997. The documents to be placed on the public
record are also attached. Should you have any questions regarding the public release of
this report, please contact Ron Harris of the Commission’s Press Office at (202) 219-
4155. :

Any questions you may have related to matters covered during the audit or in the
audit report should be directed to Marty Favin or Thomas Hintermister of the Audit
Division at (202) 219-3720 or 10ll free at (800) 4234-9530.

fincmly.

Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

Atachments as stated
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20d61d

December 10, 1997

. Mr. Ross Perot

c/o Perot *96

7616 LBJ Freeway, Suite 505
Dallas, TX 75251

Dear Mr. Perot:

Attached please find the Audit Report on Perot ‘96. The Commission approved

" this report on December 4. 1997. As noted on page 3 of this report, the Commission may

pursue any of the matters discussed in an enforcement action.

In accordance with 11 CFR §§9007.2(cX1) and (d)(1). the Commission has made
a determination that a repayment to the Secretary of the Treasury in the amount of
$2.310.127 is required within 90 calendar days after service of this report (March 13.
1998).

Should vou dispute the Commission’s determination that a repavment is required.
Commission regulations at 11 CFR §9007.2(c)X2) provide you with an opportunity to
submit in writing. within 60 calendar days after service of the Commission’s notice
(February 11. 1998). legal and factual materials demonstrating that no repayment, or a
lesser repayment. is required. Further. 11 CFR §9007.2(c)(2)(ii) permits a candidate who
has submitted written materials 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 submitted
within the 60 day period when deciding whether to revise the repayment determination.
Such materials may be submitted by counsel if you so elect. If you decide to file a
response to the repayment determination. please contact Kim L. Bright-Coleman of the
Office of General Counsel at (202) 219-3690 or toll free at (800) 424-9530. If you do not
dispute this determination within the 60 day period provided, it will be considered final.

The Commission approved Audit Report and related information will be placed
on the public record on December 17, 1997. The documents to be placed on the public
record are also attached. Should vou have any questions regarding the public release of
this repon, please contact Ron Harris of the Commission’s Press Office at (202) 219-
4155.

Page 27



R e I &

Ll WO TS 2l oo L IR W ¢ fah e LI s L]

Mr. Ross Perot
Page 2

Ary questions you may have related to matters covered during the audit or in the
audit report should be directed to Marty Favin or Thomas Hintermister of the Audit
Division at (202) 219-3720 or toll free at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Robert & Costa
Assistant Staff Director
Audit Division

Attachments as stated
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CHRONOLOGY
PEROT ‘96
Audit Fieldwork
Exit Conference Memorandum
to the Committee
Response Received to the

Exit Conference Memorandum

Audit Report Approved
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