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WASHINGTON, D C 20463

THIS IS THE BEGINNING OF MR # __ 45
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October 23, 1996

Edward I. Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

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

SUBJECT: Complaint against Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee
Inc., and Ms. Sandra McClure for possible
Disbursement of Funds Coverup, which is in direct
violation of CFR 11.

Dear Sir:

It has come to our attention in our lawsuit against
Ross Perot for illegal investigations of Perot volunteers
in 1992 that Th2 Perot Group aka The Perot Petition committee,
alais Perot 92, and now known as Perot Reform Committee, Inc. (iatd‘q‘fk
is using and abusing the same old "COVERUP" techniques of 1992.
Because it was reported to you, I ask that you query "Perot"
Reform Committee Inc. and Sandy McClure as to the Purpose
of Disbursement on Schedule B-P Itemized Disbursements page 23,
dated 5-17-96 (see enclosed schedule).

On May 22, 1996 while under oath at Ms. McClure's
deposition (see enclosure) Ms. McClure emphatically declared
that she had received no compensation or consideration from
Ross Perot or any affiliate since December 1995, and had
been serving strictly as a volunteer of the Reform Party since
its inception.

Because of Ross Perot's liability for Ms. McClure's
actions in the 1992 lawsuit, the $8,223.26 was payment
of Ms. McClure's legal bills at Kohn, Shands lawfirm.

Please verify this for me. If it was a deliberate
coverup, than I suggest you correct your records to "legal
fees".

Addresses for those involved are as follows;




~

Ross Perot

éandyll ;
10444 Strait Lane PO Box 96 417-881-2699 (Reform Party HQ for MO
Dallas, TX 75229 Dallas, TX 75221 is in McClure's bedroom)
800~96-PARTY 417-881-1593 fax

Yours very sincerely,

O

Edward Dyck

Subscribed and sworn before me on this M day of October 1996.

CRLLY

ARTHUR E. HERDER, JR.
Notary Public - Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOURI

Jefferson

Coumty
My Cosumission Expires: Sep. 17, 1999
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SCHEDULE B~-P
Opezating Expenditures

EMIZED DYSBURSEMENTS PAGE 23 %!
FOR LINE 0
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NAME OF COMMITTEE (in Ful
Parot Reform Committee, Inc. C00318762
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Any informstien eapied fyes such Reports and Btatements may not ke 50ld or used by acy pevsen for
s)2s purpeses of ssliululng oonswibulions er for semnsceial purpesas, asher than usiay &ka Asms and
addxese of any pelitiesl comitrea o pelicit contribusiens from such gemmittas.

Pull Nane Purpose of Disbursement Dats Anou;;‘
Mailing Address Mi/DD/YY

Easy Mail Shipping Expense 05/10/96 $695.71
1717 Apalaches PlrkwnY

Tullahasxac. rL 3230 3039 Disburscmnnt for [X)Pzrimary

Eas; Mail lhipplnv Cxpense o;/20/96 'svojga
1717 Apalachee Parkw I

Tallahassee, FL 32301-3039 Disbursement fur [X)Primayy

Ea5¥ Mail Void Check 05/01/96 $-215.53
1717 Apalachee Parkway -
*ul.lhtssoe, FL 3230 3039 Disbutuement for [X]lema:y

La Jolla Group Contract llbo: --35/02/96 33’03;:;6
8304 Clairemont Mess Blvd.

San Disge, CA $2111- Disburgement for [X)Primary

La Jolla Group Contract labor 05/09/36 $64800.00
g3C4 Clalzremont Mesa Blvd, : L

San Dioqo, Ca 92111— Dle;xlemcnt for (X)Primary

La Jolla Group Contract labor 05/16/96 $20000.00
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.

san Diega, CA $2111- Disbuzsemant for [X)Primary

La Jolla Group Contrct laber 05/1‘/96 $286%0.00
0304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.

3;5 Diezo, CA 92111~ Disburscment for (X]Primary

Nnt;ons Bank Bank fees 05/30195_ . $160.39
901 Main Strest

callas, TX 75202 Disbuzsement for (X])Primary =
Nations Bank Bank fees 08/30/96 $34.01
901 Main 8Street

Dallas, TX 73202 Disbursement for (X]Prtmnry

;t-to Industrial Ias Workersx chp-n.ntion i --;5;;21;;—- ;;;;7;;
513 Fast Musser Street

Casson City, RV 89714~ Disbuzsement for (XJPrilary

Sandy MeClure Congulting Fees 051171;; ""'iQSETEE
3020’3 National, Suite 238 o ¢
Springfield, MO €3804~ Disburazement for (X)}Primazry

SR er———— —— e WSS SO e e L LT e N L L e L L L L LR P YT T ¥




KonN, SHANDS, ELBERT, GiANOULAKIS & GILJUM, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT Law

Araw G. Konw ONE MERGANTILE CENTER, 24t= FLOOR

GounTNRY SHANDS, JB.

Hamorp 1. ELBERT S1. Louls, MissOURI 63101 (O14) 241-0060
JoRN GLANOULAKIS TELECOPIER (014) 841-2600

Josernm P. GiLuun
Jomw A Kromasa
Manx J. Breuza
Gruanres S. ELaxeT

Roszar T. Haan August 21, 1996
Rosxzr A UsETED

Pt WooDs

Lisa A. Paxs

Lomi J. Basxins

Rosxat F. MumrRaY
Susan E. BinDLER
JOHMN W. LEMXENMEIER

Mr. Mark Dotzler
2222 Menard St.
St. Louis, MO 63104

Mr. Edward Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, Missouri 63017

Mr. Kevin Laughlin
12384 Shoreridge Drive, Apt. E
Maryland Heights, Missouri 63043

Kim Askew, Esg.

Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 752¢1

Carol A. Platt, Esqg.

Armstrong, Teasdale, Schlafly & Davis
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600
St. Louis, Missouri 63102

G. Carroll Stribling, Jr., Esq.
Ziercher & Hocker, P.C.

231 S. Bemiston, 8th Floor
Clayton, Missouri 63105

Dear Mr. Dotzler, Mr. Dyck, Mr. Laughlin and Counsel:

I have enclosed copies of Ms. McClure's certifications and
correction sheets for the transcripts of her deposition taken May
22-23; 1996.

Sincerely,

5ohn W. Lemkemeier

JWL :na
Enclosures




STATE OF__/Xsseus }

. )
COUNTY OF éKEEA/ )

I, SANDRA MCCLURE, do hereby certify:

That I have read the foregoing deposition;

That I have made such changes in form and/or
substance to the within deposition as might be
necessary to render the same true and correct;

That having made such changes thereon, I hereby
subscribe my name to the deposition.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 0% day of ﬂum 5
19 9% , at  NsinGaEs /U .

SANDRA MCCLURE ...'l...‘.
mmmwl
My Commission Expires: JEFFERSON COUNTY

Notary Public: gﬁﬂi 7}( @




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 1, 1996

Edward I. Dyck

253 Heather Crest Drive

Chcstaégld,m 6_:1017‘ — s
RE: MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Dyck:
- -~ e ey
This letter acknowledges receipt on October 25, 1996, of the complaint you filed
alleging possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Aci"). The respondent(s) wil! be notified of this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final action on
your complaint. Should you receive any additional information in this matter, please forward it
to the Office of the General Counsel. Such information must be swomn to in the same manner
as the original complaint. We have numbered this matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this
number in all future communications. For your information, we have attached a brief

descripticn of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Enclosure
Procedures




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 1, 1996
-
H. Ross Perot
1700 Lakeside Square
Dallas, TX 75251 - . -
RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Perot: — . -

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that you may
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this
number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 dlys.theCommmmlynkcﬁlﬂwtmbnedonﬂnm
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)}(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter o be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, please contact Erik Morrison at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints. .
Colleen T. Sealander, AﬂmuL__
Enclosures - a -
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

- e -

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
- e - it e B . -




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 1, 1996

J. Michael Poss, Treasurer

_Perot *96 Inc.
7616 LBJ Freeway . A
Suite 727
Dallas, TX 75251

PR— U s V1V C | B—
Dear Mr. Poss:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that Perot ‘96
Inc. (“*Committee™) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered
this matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against the Committee and you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please submit any factual
or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriste, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should
be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days ef receipt of
this letter. Hmmummwdtnhm“ﬁmlﬁ
based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)4XB) and
§ 437g(a12)XA) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address snd telephone number
ofsmhmanmd.MmmMmmdmmmymﬁmudd-
communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, please contact Erik Morrison at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,
Colieen T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Enclosures — - - - e
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

- Eaid B "~ | ——




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 1, 1996

Mike Poss, Treasurer
Perot Reform Committee
7616 LBJ Freeway

Suite 727

Dallas, TX 75251

Dear Mr. Poss:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Perot
Reform Committee (“Committee”) and you, as treasurer, may have violated the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act”). A copy of the complaint is enclosed.
We have numbered this matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future

correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the upportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against the Committee and you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please submit any factual

: or legal materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.

. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should
hcaddressedtotheGenualCouldsOMumthﬁﬁhlsmd

this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action
based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)}(12)A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the metter © be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel 10 receive aay notifications and other
communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Erik Morrison at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

“Colleen T. Sealander, Attomey
Central Enforcement Docket

WSS Enclosures *
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

November 1, 1996

Sandy McClure
3020 S. National

Suite 238

Springfield, MO 65804

MUR 4541

Dear Ms. McClure:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that you may
have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this

number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should

T be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you

g believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General

~ Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is

~ received within lS&ygﬁeCmmmyhkeﬁnﬁumuuhﬂ

information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)}(12)(A) unless ycu notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive anv notifications and ether
communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, please contact Erik Morrison at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

Yo

~ Colleen T. Sealander, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint

2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement




. 1717 Main Streer

Suite IR0

HUGHES & LUCE ..+ R omy

2147939 55

14 939 6100

November 11, 996

hal Number

214/939-5416
VIA FAX

Colleen T. Sealander, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn:  Erik Morrison

Re: MUR 4541: Ross Perot
Perot Reform Committee, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer
Perot *96, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer

Dear Ms. Sealander:

Attached please find designations of counsel executed by the three respondents
referenced above. This letter rcquests an extension of time of thirty (30) days to respond to your
inquiry dated November 1, 1996, which was received November 5, 1996 by the referenced
respondents. Because counsel was only recently appointed to this matter additional time is
required to review the matter and surrounding facts. Based on the date of receipt, the original
response date would be November 20, 1996. If the requested extension is granted, the response
will be due December 20, 1996.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, you may reach me at the
above referenced number.

Sincerely,

R. Clayton Mulford
RCM:m
Enclosures

A Regstered Limited Liability Partnership Including Prolessional Corporations




MUR_ 4551

R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew

NAME OF COUNSEL:

Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

FIRM:

Suite 2800

ADDRESS:___ 1717 Main Street,

‘Dallas, Texas 75201

TELEPHONE:( 214 )939-5416

FAX:( 214 ) 939-6100

o The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel and is
authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commisgsi

11/11/96
3 Date \J(/Slgnature

Ross Perot

RESPONDENT'S NAME:

ADDRESS: 1700 Lakeside Square

12377

Merit Drive

Dallas, Texas 75251

)

TELEPHONE: HOME(

BUSINESS(214 ) _788-3000




MUR_a541

R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew

NAME OF COUNSEL:

Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

FIRM:

ADDRESS: 1717 Main Street, Suite 2800

Dallas, Texas 75201

TELEPHONE:( 214 )939-541¢6

FAX:( 214 ) 939-6100

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel and is
authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission and to act on my behalf b the Commission.

11/11/96
Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Perot '96, Inc.

Mike Poss, Treasurer
1700 Lakeside Square

ADDRESS:

12377 Merit Drive

Dallas, Texas 75251

)

TELEPHONE: HOME(

BUSINESS( 214 ) 788-3030




RECEivEy |
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‘STATEMENT OF DESIGNATI GF
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MUR 4541

NAME OF COUNSEL: R- Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew

FIRM: Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

ADDRESS: 1717 Main Street, Suite 2800

Dallas, Texas 75201

TELEPHONE:( 214 _)939-5416

FAX:( 214 ) 939-6100

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel and is
authorized to receive any notifications and other communications from the

Commission and to act on my behal bef%ﬂ’éﬁommlssxon

11/11/96 &z 5‘#‘-—1,77-
— st

Date Signature

o)

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Perot Reform Committee, Inc.

Mike Poss, Treasurer

ADDRESS: 1700 Lakeside Square

12377 Merit Drive

Dallas, Texas 75251

TELEPHONE: HOME( ).

BUSINESS(_214__)788-3030




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

November 14, 1996

R. Clayton Mulford, Esq.
Hughes & Luce -
1717 Main Street

Suite 2800

Dallas, TX 75201

RE: MUR 4541
Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee, Inc.,
Mike Poss, Treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., Mike Poss
Treasurer

Dear Mr. Mulford:

This is in response to your letter dated November 11, 1996 which we received on
November 12, 1996 requesting an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above-
noted matter. After considering the circumstances presented in your letter, the Office of the
General Counsel has granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your response is ciue by the
close of business on December 20, 1996.

If you have any questions, please contact the Central Enforcement Docket at (202)
219-3400.
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. | 1 ! %!CTWI . 717 l:am Streer
orF) M uite JR00
HUGHES & LUCE LLP ¢ ‘“‘"UL Dallas, Texas 75301

214 /919 5500

Bﬂ: ,3 'ﬂ 35 M 'i 214 /939-6100 /f4s

Attarneys and Counselors

December 12, 1996

Weiters Direct Dial Number Other Olfices

2"039-“‘6 Auu n

'i“ulltln

Federal Election Commission VIA FACSIMILE aand

999 E. Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Colleen T. Sealander
Erik Morrison

Rer MURA454]: Ross Perot
Perot Reform Committee, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer (“PRC”)
Perot '96, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer (“Perot ‘96™)

Dear Ms. Seaiander:

This letter is filed in response to your letter dated November 1, 1996, notifying Ross
Perot, PRC and Perot ‘96 of a complaint filed against them by Edward Dyck. Mr. Dyck alleges
in his complaint that the report by PRC of an expenditure of $8,223.26 on May 17, 1995 for
consulting services of Sandra McClure is inaccurate, false or misleading, because such payments
were for Ms. i {cClure’s personal legal fees. Mr. Dyck’s allegations are simply false.

Over the last three years Mr. Dyck has filed several baseless lawsuits against Ross Perot.
He has lost at each turn but continues to assert claims. After losing in one federal court on
summary judgment, he simply refiled the claims again in another jurisdiction. His attorney
recently withdrew from representing him following a motion for sanctions, highlighting the bad
faith nature of the claims and the complete lack of evidentiary support.

I understand Mr. Dyck has also filed suits against Ms. McClure during this period,
alleging bad deeds of al! kind, including defamation, liable, slander etc.

Ms. McClure was a volunteer petition gatherer for Ross Perot in Missouri in 1992, an
activity Mr. Dyck also briefly pursued. Mr. Dyck apparentiy had disagreements with Ms.
McClure, her large volunteer organization and the media attention it received. In 1992, Ms.
McClure’s organization submitted petitions in sufficient quantity to obtain ballot access in
Missouri, a state which requires that electors be named on circulated petitions. Mr. Dyck was
named as an elector on the petitions circulated by Mr. Dyck, but not on those circulated and
submitted by Ms. McClure.

A Registered Limited Liability Partnership Including Professional Corporations




4

HUGHES & LUCE, L.

December 12, 1996
Page 2

As with Mr. Dyck’s lawsuits and prior FEC complaints, this complaint is simply a
frivolous accusation without support. PRC did not pay Ms. McClure's legal fees. The report as
filed by PRC correctly and accurately reflects the purpose of the disbursement to Ms. McClure.
Ms. McClure was engaged by PRC as a consultant in 1996 in connection with a ballot access
petition drive in Missouri. because of her knowledge and experience in conducting a petition
drive, and because of her access to a network of volunteers. On May 17, 1996, Ms. McClure was
paid by PRC check for a total of 128 hours at the agreed amount of $25.00 per hour and for

(Affidavit of
Russell Verney attached as Attachment 1.)

We respectfully request that the Commission not permit use of its facilities and resources
for the pursuit of Mr. Dvck’s personal agenda.

If vou have any questions regarding the foregoing. please contact me at 214/939-5416.
Sincerely.

MUY IV

R. (‘layton‘\}/lulford
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AFFIDAVIT OF

RUSSELL VERNEY

1. My name is Russell Verney. I am a resident of Dallas County. Texas.

2 I served as the National Coordinator for the Perot Reform Committee, Inc. (“PRC™).

-

3. PRC engaged Sandra S. McClure to provide consulting services in connection with a
ballot access petition drive in Missouri. Ms. McClure was recommended to provide such
scrvices because of her knowledge and background attained through her volunteer work in
coordinating ballot access in Missouri on behalf of Ross Perot in 1992 election.

4. PRC engaged additicnal individuals with petition experience in other states as consultants
to assist in the petition process. By using such persons, PRC could ensure that certain tasks
would be accomplished by certain times and would be performed at a cost less than that charged
by professional signature gatherers.

3. Ms. McClure was paid an agreed $25.00/hour fee and expenses for her consulting
services.

6. With respect to the payment at issue in MUR 4541, Ms. McClure was paid for 128 hours
at $25.00 an hour and $223.26 for documented expenses. A PRC check for a total of $8.223.26
was issued to Sandra McClure in May. 1996. A copy of the check is attached to this affidavit.

7. PRC has never paid legal expenses of Sandra McC 12
Russell Vexﬁ . Z

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME, the undersigned Notary Public, by

Russell Verney on December /& | 1996. %/« QAM

NOgary Public Tn AQd F e State of Texas
NOTARY PUBLIC Y i g

State of Texas
enee Mare Jordan
i Printed Name of Notary

My Commission Expires:

%@L/&j 2000
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DALLAS, TEXAS 75251
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**ETGHT THOUSAND, TWO HUNDRED, TWENTY THREE AND 26/100** DOLLARS
- DATE AMOUNT
5/17/96 *kGR223.26%*

To T  SANDY MCCLURE
OROER 3020 S. NATIONAL, STE 238
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HanxoLp 1. ELarnT
JOHN GIANOULAKIS
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Konw, SHanDs, ELBERT, GiANOULAKIS & GILJUM, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT Law
ONE MEROANTILE GENTER, 24™ FLOOR

ST. Louis, M1ssoUR! 63101

4) g41-n060
TELBOOPIE 14) 841-28800
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Jorn A Kromasa
Manx J. Bazuna
GHARLES S. ELBENT >
RosexRT T. Haam *m
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Lisa A. Paxe

Lor: .J. Basxins

o
oy X
x

December 15, 1996

Rorpert F. MURRAY
Susax E. BixpLER
DaviDp A. GASTLENMAN
Becxy L. Huinxzn

Colleen T. Sealander, Esqg.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
399 B. Street, N.N.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Sandra S. McClure Response
MUR 4541
Dear Ms. Sealander:

I submit this response on behalf of Sandra S. McClure in the
above referenced complaint filed by Edward Dyck. Mr. Dyck has
already sued Ms. McClure in federal court in St. Louis in
connection with the Perot petition efforts. This appears to be a
continuing effort by Mr. Dyck to try to harass and intimidate Ms.
McClure for exercising her right of free speech in connection
with the ultimate First Amendment right, the right to participate
in the political process. We request that the complaint be
dismissed because there is no basis for a finding of a violation
by the Federal Election Commission Act.

Mr. Dyck claims that a schedule filed by Perot Reform
Committee, Inc., with the F.E.C. dated May 17, 1996 showing the
payment of consulting fees to Ms. McClure in the awount of
$8,223.26 is inaccurate because he alleges this was =ctually a
payment for Ms. McClure's "legal fees." The short answer to this
contention, as far Ms. McClure is concerned, is that she did not
file the schedule with the F.E.C. It is my understanding that
the Perot Reform Committee, which filed the schedule, is
addressing the allegations made by Mr. Dyck in a communication to
you. This is entirely proper since it is the Committee, and not
Ms. McClure, that may have filing responsibilities with the
| - o




o® o

Because there is no basis by Mr. Dyck to make a complaint to
F.E.C. about Ms. McClure, we respectfully ask that the complaint
be dismissed.

KOHN, SHANDS, ELBERT,

<ii;:fOULAKIS Z:ifL;Egékié;::>

n C. Kohn
One Mercantile Center, 24th Floor
St. Louis, MO 63101
(314) 241-3963
(314) 241-2509 (telecopier)

Attcrneys for Respondent,
Sandra S. McClure
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Edward I. Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

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

SUBJECT: Supplement to my FEC complaint dated October 23, 1996
(exhibit A) against Ross Perot, the Perot Reform Committee,
Inc., and Sandra McClure.

Dear Sir:

I hereby supplement my October 23, 1996 FEC complaint (exhibit A)
against Ross Perot, the Perot Reform Committee, Inc., and Sandra
McClure for wilfully misrepresenting the reporting of the TRUE
purpose for the disbursements of political funds as they were
presented to The Federal Election Commission and for fer knowingly
falsifying official government reports. This is in direct violation
of CFR 11. 1In addition, Ross Perot and his employees and agents
show a pattern of deception that has continued from the 1992
Presidential Election through the 1996 Presidential Election,
(exhibit D) in Missouri and other states.

The following individuals and entities may have knowledge
of this deception and did not report said unlawful acts to the
Federal Election Commission:

Clayton Ross Mulford--Perot employee and son in law

General Counsel

Perot '96 Inc. and the Perct Reform Committee, Inc., The Perot
PO Box 96 Petition Committee, Perot '92
Dallas, TX 75221

800-96-PARTY

James Michael Poss--Perot employee

Treasurer

Perot '96 Inc. and the Perot Reform Committee, Inc..,,The Perot Petition
PO Box 96 Committee, Perot '92

Dallas, TX 75221

800-96-PARTY




Perot '96 Inc.--Funded by Ross Perot
PO Box 96

Dallas, TX 75221

800-96-PARTY

Kim Juanita Askew~-Perot lawyer
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Ste 2300
Dallas, TX 75201

214-939-5500

Tom Luce--Perot lawyer, co-chair The Perot Petition Committee
Partner

Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Ste 2800

Dallas, TX 75201

214-939-5500

Alan C. Kohn--McClure (Perot) lawyer

Kohn, Shands, Elbert, Gianoulakis & Giljum
One Mercantile Center

St. Louis, MO 63101

314-241-3963

John W. Lemkemeier--McClure (Perot) lawyer
Bryan Cave

1 Metropolitan Sguare

St. Louis, MO 63101

314-259-2000

Carol A. Platt--Perot lawyer
Armstrong, Teasdale, Schlafly & Davis
One Metropolitan Square, Ste 2600

St. Louis, MO 63102

314-621-5070

G. Carroll Stribling, Jr., Esqg.--Equifax Credit Information Services
Inc. lawyer

Ziercher & Hocker, P.C.

231 S. Bemistcn, 8th Floor

Clayton, MO 63105

314-727-5822

The above named should explain to The Federal Election Commisssion
their knowledge of the following:

*Describe in detail everything you know about the filing of page 23,
schedule B-P, "Itemize( Disbursements", FEC Form, by the Perot
Reform Committee, Inc. (exhibit B).

*Describe in detail everything you know about Ross Perot--the
Perot Reform Committee's paymeunt of $8,223.26 to Sandy McClure
on 5-17-96 for "consulting fees." (exhibit B).




*Describe in detail all payments by Ross Perot, the Reform Committee
Inc., Perot '96 Inc. The Perot Petition Committee or any entity

thereof to Sandra McClure from April 1992 to the present. Please
state amount, date, and purpose of payment.

*Describe in detail everything you know about who is paying
Sandra McClure's legal bills to Alan Kohn and John Lemkemeier
from May 1994 to the present. (May 1994 being the date the
lawsuit was filed in Missouri against Sandra McClure for slander
and libel in the 1992 Presidential Election).

*1f you had knowledge of this deception to The Federal Election
Commission, why did you not report it?

Ross Perot --U.S. Presidential Candidate in 1996 and 1992
10444 Strait Lane

Dallas, TX 75229

800-96-PARTY

In addition to explaining to The Federal Election Commission the
above gquestions, Ross Perot should explain the following:

*Explain the relationship between you and Sandra McClure (employee
or agency?) that caused you to pay her legal bills.

*What other payments (state amount, date, and purpose) did you
give to Sandra McClure from April 1992 to the present.

Sandra S. McClure--Perot Missouri State Coordinator
7439 East Farm Road, 1-70
Rogersville, MO 65742

In addition to explaining to The Federal Election Commission the
above guestions, Sandra McClure should explain the following:

*Explain in detail the relationship (employee or agency?) you
had to Ross Perot or any entity thereof from April 1992 to the
present.

*Explain in detail (state amount, date received, and purpose)
of all payments you received from Ross Perot or any entity
thereof, from April 1992 to the present.

Exhibit B is The Federal Election Commission schedule B-P,

"Itemized Disbursements”, page 23, for the Perot Reform Committee,
Inc. (fully funded by Ross Perot), showing the $8,223.26 disbursement
to Sandy McClure on 5-17-96 for "consulting fees."”




Exhibit C is.e text of the video depos.on of Sandra
McClure taken on May 22-23, 1996. Under PENALTY OF PERJURY,
McClure SWEARS that, "I am volunteering with no reimbursement
for ttylng to put a new political party on the ballot in
Missouri."..."I don't have any money, so I run 1t out of my
house." p 18. "T have no access to money at all." p 19.

It is evident that Kim Askew and Alan Kohn had knowledge that
Ross Perot was paying McClure s 1 al bills in the deposition.
This is the reason that that they cClure not fte answer the
question. p 158.

Exhibit D is Schedule B, "Itemized Disbursements", p 204,
filed by The Perot Petition Committee for the 1992 Presidential
Election. Note: "legal Fees" were listed as "Purpose of
Disbursement" to deceive the FEC of their TRUE usage of political
funds which was "investigation of volunteers" and "security."

Exhibit E is "Invoice no. 044" from Callahan & Gibbons
Group, Inc. to Mr. Mark Blahnik of the Perot Petition Committee.
Note: "Re: Confidential inquiries and physical security services
State of Maryland." This occurred in more than one state.

Exhibit F is the deposition of Perot employee, Mark Blahnik,
taken on May 16, 1996. On page 73-74 Blahnik states that Callahan
& Gibbons Group is a private investigative firm...(that) would
handle security and investigative matters that The Perot Petition
Committee would need." On page 84-22 Blahnik admits he reviewed
the C&G bills. Blahnik states that he did not gquestion them.

Page 91-2 indicates the possibility of "doctored bills."
Page 95-8 he admits that he was an employee for The Perot Group
at the time.

Exhibit G is a signed affidavit by Mark Blahnik on June 20,
1994, taken for Federal Election Complaint MUR 3963, stating
that he was an employee of Ross Perot from March, 1992 through
November, 1992.

Exhibit H is the deposition of Perot son-in-law and employee,
Clay Mulford taken on May 30, 1996. On page 142 Ms. Askew states
that Mulford is Mr. Perot's "personal counsel." Page 144 states
that he was also an employee of Hughes & Luce lawfirm. On page 207
Mulford states that he reviewed the C&G bills with Mr. Blahnik.
On pages 209 and 212 Mulford admits that C&G services were also
used iz Georgia and Illinois.

Exhibit I is the deposition of Perot employee J. Michael
Poss taken on May 29, 1996. On page 12 Mr. Poss states that he
has worked for The Perot Group since 1986. On page 27-8 he says
that his responsibility as treasurer of The Perot Petition Committee
was to ensure compliance with FEC reporting guidelines. On page
56 Mr. Poss states that he and assistant treasurer, Russ Monroe,
had the authority from Ross Perot to "sign checks." Page 72-~13
Poss admits that he signed the checks to Callahan & Gibbons.
On page 82 Mr. Poss admits that he "reviewed and signed off on
that report when it went to the Federal Election Commission?"
On page 83 Poss states that Ross Perot furnished 95% of the funds
himself, as he also did in 1996. On page 136 Poss Implicates

Clay Mulford as the one at The Perot Petition Commlttec glv.-
PBC advice.




Exhibit J is a signed affidavit by Mike Poss on June 21,
1994, taken for Federal Election Complaint MUR 3963, stating
that he was an employee of Ross Perot from March, 1992 through
November, 1992.

Exhibit K is the deposition of H. Ross Perot, the sole
proprietor of the unincorporated Perot Group, taken on May 31, 1996.
On page 60-24 Mr. Perot states that Mr. Poss "handled the FEC
reporting during that period."

Yours very sincerely,

SO\ NS

Edward Dyck

Subscribed and sworn before me on this i§c>day of January, 1997.




=g

October 23, 1996

Edward I. Dyck
253 Héather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Lawrence M. Noble

General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

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

SUBJECT: Complaint against Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee
Inc., and Ms. Sandra McClure for possible
Disbursement of Funds Coverup, which is in direct
violation of CFR 11.

Dear Sir:

It has come to our attention in our lawsuit against
Ross Perot for illegal investigations of Perot volunteers
in 1992 that The Perot Group aka The Perot Petition committee,
alais Perot 92, and now known as Perot Reform Committee, Inc. ([erst 7
is using and abusirc the same old "COVERUP" techniques of 1992.
Because it was re.c " z:d to you, I ask that you query "Perot"
Reform Committee .uc. and Sandy McClure as to the Purpose
of Disbursement on Schedule B-P Itemized Disbursements page 23,
dated 5-17-96 (see enclosed schedule).

On May 22, 1996 while under oath at Ms. McClure's
deposition (see enclosure) Ms. McClure emphatically declared
that she had received no compensatinn or consideration from
Ross Perot or any affiliate since December 1995, and had
been serving strictly as a volunteer of the Reform Party since
its inception.

Because of Ross Perot's liability for Ms. McClure's
actions in the 1992 lawsuit, the $8,223.26 was payment
of Ms. McClure's legal bills at Kohn, Shands lawfirm.

Please verify this for me. If it was a deliberate
coverup, than I suggest you correct your records to "legal
fees".

Addresses for those involved are as follows;




Ross Perot .: 96 Inc. '.§andy McC

10444 Strait Lane PO Box 96 417-881-26 (Reform Party HQ for MO

Dallas, TX 75229 Dallas, TX 75221 is in McClure's bedroom)
800~96-PARTY 417-881-1593 fax

Yours very sincerely,

ol

Edward Dyck

Subscribed and sworn before me on this j;é;::{ day of October 1996.

(€ RLLY.

ARTHUR E. HERDER,JR.
Notary Public - Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOURJ

Jalferson County
My Commission Expires: Sept. 17, 1999




SCHEDULE B~-P ITEMIZED DISBURSEMENTS E PAGE 23 OF
Operating Expendltu:cl FDR LINE NUMB

NAME OF COMMITTEE(in Full)
Perot Reform Committee, Inc. C0031%762

Any informatien eopiled fxeca such Reports and Btutc-entl may not: ba pold or ussd by nny pexaon for
the purposes of sollolting contributions or for commercisl purposse, other than using ths nane and
sddxess of any political committas to solicit contributions from such committas.
Fu+1 Name Purpoge of Disbursement Date Amount
Mailing Address MM/DD/YY

— - W e o A A - St e - S L o - S . Y T O A S e S S - -y b

Easy Mail Shipping Expense 05/10/96 $695.71
1717 Apalachee Earkuar

Tallahassee, FL 32301-3039 Disbursement for (X]Primary

Easy Mall Shipping Expense 05/20/96 ~$70.50
1717 Rpalachee Parkway ?
Tallahassee, FL 32301-3039 Disbursement for [X]Primary

Easy Mail Void Check " 05/01/96  $-215.59
1717 Bpalachee Parkwa :
Tallahassee, FL 32301-3039 Disbursement for [X])Primary

La Jolla Group Contract labor 05/02/9;_ 53_;;;—;6
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.

San Diego, CA 92111- Disbursement for (X]Primary

A ——— - - o - - . e - —— - — - - -
SRl T - - - - - e e e el T S ppp—

La Jolla Group Contract labor
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.
San Diego, CA 921ll- Disbursement for [X]Primary

et v - < S G0 A - e e = - — - — [ —
- - e s - - - = - e - - - — - = e 4 . e -

La Jolla Group Contract labor

8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.

San Diego, CA 92111- Disbursement for [X]Primary

La Jolla Group Contrct labor 05/16/96 $28650.00
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd.

San Diego, CA 92111- Disbursement for [X]}Primary

Nations Bank Bank fees 05/30/96 . $160.39
901 Main Straet

Dallas, TX 75202 Disbursement for [X]Primary £
-------------------------------------------------------- D O D o e O O
Nations Bank Bank fees 05/30/96 ‘$34.01
501 Main Street

Dallas, TX 75202 Disbursement for (X)Primary ]

— T B = - g D e G D e e s e e e R D - —— -

State Industzial Ins Horkers Compensation 05/22/96 8232.49
515 East Musser Street

Carson City, NV 89714- Disbursement for (X]Primary

Sandy McClure Consulting Fees 05/17/96 $8223.26
3020 S. National, Suite 238

Sp:lanlold MG 65804~ Disbursement for (X]Primaxy

BUlTOTAL of Disbursements This Page...... ST e o s .......ff??ff?f?ff;' ;;;;;;;-;;

TOTAL This Period......... P P e R N B - o B L L
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION
KEVIN LAUGHLIN, EDWARD
DYCK and CARRIE ALSPAW

Plaintiff,

) CONSOLIDATED
vs. )Civil Action No
)3-95-CV-2577-R
ROSS PEROT, MARK ALAN BLAHNICK )
and THE CALLAHAN & GIBBONS GROUP, )
)
)

Defendants.
* * * * *
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERN DIVISION
MARK DOTZILZER,
Plaintitf,
IVIL ACTION NO
t94CV008B7CFG

L P

vs.

ROSS PEROT, et al.,
Defendants.

and

KEVIN LAUGHLIN, EDWARD DYCK
and CARRIE ALSPAW,

N e st Nl Sl kst Nt st sl i st s il it

Plaintiffs,

CIVIL ACTION NO
vsS. 4:94CV008B8BCFG
H. ROSS PEROT, THE PEROT PETITION ) VIDEO
COMMITTEE, MARK ALAN BLAHNIK, ) DEPOSITION OF
THE CALLAHAN & GIBBONS GROUP, ) SANDRA MCCLURE
U.S. DATALINK, INCORPORATED, ) MAY 22, 1996

EQUIFAX CREDIT INFORMATION
SERVICES, TRW, INC., RUSS
MELBYE, and SANDRA STONE
McCLURE,

T N Vot

Defendants. )

e

—

Taylor & Associates Reporﬁ loc.
SUITE 920
906 OLIVE STREET DEPON:T.‘
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63101

PHONE: (314) 621-3777
1-800-280-DEPO
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VIDEO DEPOSITION OF DEFENDANT, SANDRA
STONE McCLURE, VOLUME I, produced, sworn and examined
on the 22nd day of May, 1996, between the hours of
eight o'clock in the forenoon and six o'clock in the
afternoon of that day, at the offices of KOMN,
SHANDS, ELBERT, GIANOULAKIS & GILJUM, One Mercantile
Center, Suite 2400, St. Louis, Missouri 63101, before
DEBORAH C. WEAVER, a Notary Public and Registered
Professional Reporter within and for the State of
Missouri, in a certain cause now pending in the
United States District Court, of the Eastern District
of Missouri, Eastern Division, and wherein MARK
DOTZLER is Plaintiff and ROSS PEROT, et al are
Defendants; and KEVIN LAUGHLIN, EDWARD DYCK and
CARhIE ALSPAW are Plaintiffs and H. ROSS PEROT, THE
PEROT PETITION COMMITTEE, MARK ALAN BLAHNIK, THE
CALLAHAN & GIBBONS GROUP, U.S. DATALINK,
INCORPORATED, EQUIFAX CREDIT INFORMATION SERVICES,
TRW, INC., RUSS MELBYE, AND SANDRA STONE McCLURE are
Defendants; and also in a certain cause now pending
in the United States District Court, of the Northern
District of Texas, Dallas Division, and wherein KEVIN
LAUGHLIN, EDWARD DYCK and CARRIE ALSPAW are

Plaintiffs and ROSS PEROT, MARK ALAN BLAHNIK, and THE
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CALLAHAN & GIBBONS GROUP, are Defendants.

A PPEARANCES

For the Plaintiffs, Laughlin, Dyck
& Alspaw:

BODENHEIMER, JONES, KLOTZ & SIMMONS
509 Milam

Shreveport, Louisiana 71101

by: Mr. F. John Reeks, Jr.

Mark J. Dotzler
Pro Se
2222 Menard

St. Louis, MO 63101

the Defendant ROSS PEROT and MARK ALAN
BLAHNIK, and PEROT PETITION COMMITTEE
nRUSS MELBYE:

HUGHES & LUCE, L.L.P.
1717 Main Street
Suite 2800

Dallas, Texas 75201
by: Ms. Kim J. Askew

the Defendant Equifax:

ZIERCHER & HOCKER
231 South Bemiston
8th Floor

Clayton, Missouri

63105
by: Mr. G. Carroll Stribling, Jr.

For the Defendant, McClure:

KOHN, SHANDS, ELBERT, GIANOULAKIS
& GILJUM

One Mercantile Center

24th Floorx

St. Louis, MO 63101
by: Mr. Alan Kohn

Also present:

Kevin Laughlin

Edward .

i oSk
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IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED, by
and between counsel for the Plaintiffs and counsel
for the Defendants, that this deposition may be taken
in shorthand by Deborah C. Weaver, a Notary Public
and Shorthand Reporter, and afterwards transcribed
into typewriting; and the signature of the witness is
expressly reserved.

SANDRA STONE McCLURE,
of lawful age, produced, sworn and examined on behalf
of the Plaintiffs, deposes and says:
DIRECT-EXAMINATION
QUESTIONS BY MR. REEKS:

Q. Miss McClure, as I stated earlier, my
name is John Reeks and I represent the Plaintiffs in
actions that have been brought in the Eastern
District of Missouri which involves you as a
Defendant, and also there's an action pending in the

Northern District of Texas, which you are mot a

Defendant in, but the Defendants being Ross

Perot, Mark Alar Blahnick and the Callahan and
Gibbons Group.
We're going to be asking ycu some

questions today concerning your knowledge of events

that transpired in 1992 concerning the Perot Petition

effort in the State of Missouri.
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you know of?

A. No.

Q. Are you -- after you were terminated
with United We Stand America, did you have any other
employment?

A. No. I am just -- I am volunteering
with no reimbursement for trying to put a new
political party on the ballot in Missouri. We call
it Reform Party. The organization is Citizen To

Establish A Reformed Party. 1It's not really an

organization. It's a working name we gave it. We

didn't know what to call ourselves.

0. When did you begin working with that
organization?

A. There's not a stop/start date on that,
because the interest just mills into another one, and
then it blends. There's not a real stop and start,

John. I am sorry.

Q. Is that organization, the Citizens, and

I forget what you called itv?

A. I am the organization. Citizens To
Establish A Reforwmed Party, CERP. I run it out of my
house. 1It's -- you know, there's no -- I don't have

any money, so I run it out of my house.
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3
4
5
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22
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A. Back in like 1992 when you first start
volunteering to do Perot on the ballot, same thing.

Q. And is that the movement we've heard
about in the press that is backed by Ross Perot?

A. He's funding a lot of things trying to

help people, yes.
Q. 1s he funding any of the activities you

have in the State of Missouri?

A. I have no access to money at all. Let

me see. Let me think. Oh, I asked for some ~-- for
them to pay a bill so we could have one meeting at
one hotel, because now that we're partisan, we're not

We are, but it doesn't make any

nonpartisan.

difference to them, to the people who own the

oh, no, you're

libraries and everything. They say,

partisan.

So we've lost every free location that
we had. So we paid -- I don't know that he did, but
the organization paid for a hotel bill.
Q. Okay.
A. For one meeting.
Q. And are you the State Coordinator?
A. I coordinate it, yes.

Q. For that?

A. And that's all I can call myself.

0

L

e .'3_%; , _
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0. And you indicated that you run that out

of your house?
A. Yes.

Q. Are you seeking to obtain a position
for the Reform Party on the Presidential ballot in

the State of Missouri?

MS. ASKEW: I am going to object to
this continuing line of question here. This lawsuit
relates to events that took place in March, April,

May and June of 1992.

We're now in the election of 1996. I
don't know mind you asking background information
about what she's doing, but what is taking place in
this poetical year is not the issue in this

deposition, and I object to this line of questions on

the basis of relevance.

MR. REEKS: Okay. Your objection is

MR. KOHN: Well, I would like to join
in that objection, and perhaps I have been derelict
in not objecting before. But as Kim said, I think
it's okay to get her background, what her current

employment is, but talk about all these details about

the Reform Party and 1996, when the events that are

the subject of your lawsuit cover about a three month
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Ms. Pat Owens?

A. We got along well and she called and
said she was no longer employed and I don't remember
anything else.

Q. (By Mr. Reeks) Who was paying your
legal fees for the defense of this lawsuit?

MR. KOHN: I'm going to object to that
and instruct her not to answer.

MS. ASKEW: I object on the basis of
relevance.

THE WITNESS: Nobody is paying me a
salary.

MR. KOHN: I object to that and
instruct you not to answer. Now you just --

THE WITNESS: 1I'm sorry.

MR. KOHN: (continuing) =-- pay

attention to your lawyer when he tells you to do it.

Q. (By Mr. Reeks) Are you refusing to
answer based on the instruction from your counsel?

MR. KOHN: I'm instructing her not to

THE WITNESS:! Yeah.
MR. REEKS: That's all the questions I

have, thank you.




KonnN, SEANDS, ELBERT, GiaANoUTAXTS & GILIUM, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAw

Aran C. Koux ONE MERGANTILE GENTER, 2478 FLOOR

CouRTNEY SHANDS, JB.

HazoLp . ELsERT ST. Louls, Mi1sSOURI 83101 (814) 81-0963
JOHN GLANOULAKIS TzrLRCOPIER (D14) 841-2800

JosxPH P. GrLoux

Jonn A KroBsasa

Masx J. Brexer

CuarrES S. ELBERT

Rosexr T. Haax August 21, 1996
Romert A UseTED

PETE WoODS

Lisa A Paxe

Lom: J. Basxixs

Rosert F. MuRRAY
Susax E. BixpLER
JOHN W, LEMKEMEIER

Mr. Mark Dotzler
2222 Menard St.
St. Louis, MO 63104

Mr. Edward Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, Missouri 63017

Kevin Laughlin
384 Shcreridge Drive, Apt. E
Maryland Heights, Missouri 63043

- Kim Askew, Esqg.

Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.
) 1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 75201

Carol A. Platt, Esq.
Armstrong, Teasdale, Schlafly & Davis

» One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600
St. Louis, Missouri 63102

G. Carroll Stribling, Jr., Esq.
Ziercher & Hocker, P.C.

231 S. Bemiston, 8th Floor
Clayton, Missouri 63105

Dear Mr. Dotzler, Mr. Dyck, Mr. Laughlin and Counsel:

I have enclosed copies of Ms. McClure's certifications and
correction sheets for the transcripts of her deposition taken May
22-23, 19%6.

Sincerely,

5ohn W. Lemkemeier

JWL:na
Enclosures
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sTATE OF__/XisSeuk: )

COUNTY OF 5&5&\!

I, SANDRA MCCLURE, do hereby certify:
That I have read the foregoing deposition;
That I have made such changes in form and/or
substance to the within deposition as might be
necessary to render the same true and correct;
That having made such changes thereon, I hereby
subscribe my name to the deposition.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this L0% day of ALM 3
19 94 Cat  NJewwerEes  /Np i

SANDRA MCCLURE

My Commission Expires:

Notary Public:
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DRPOBITION CORRECTION SWWEET '
NAME OF

!I!llzlgg.S*“DRA §. McCLURE

REs_VIDEO DEPOSITION TAKEN MAY 22, 13996

Opon reading the deposition and before subscribing thereta, the
deponent indicated the folloving changes should ba made;

Page 93 __ tige_ 23 Should read "oconfronted he and Layghlin in the office
Renson assigned for changes and then" ;

typographical -exror

Page_]100 Line _ 24 Should read "“Four volunteers told me specifically
Reason assigned for changet N they"

typographical errzor

Page _103 Line 4 _Should resd "He said oh, no. And he sald, not exactly
Reason assigned for change: these words"

typographical error

Page__}65 Line___ 2. Bhould read "trying to get back Declarations of
Reason assigned for change: Candidacy signed from®

typographical error

Page__205 Line_ 19 -Should read "Petition Committae or Perot '92 bécnun.
Reason assigned for change: I waan't"

typographical error

Page Line Should read
Reason assigned for change:

Page Line Bhoud read
Reamon assigned for changss

Page Line Should read
Reason assigned for changet

Page__ Line Should read
Rsason ussigned for change:

Pago. Line Should read
Reason assigned for change:

Page Line Should read
Feason assigned for change:

SIGWATURE OF nBWWMMAMP@{&




DRPOSITION CORRECTION SHEET ’
NAMR OF C _ 5 .

WITNESS _ BANDRA 8. MCCLURE:

RE:__ VIDEO DEPOSITION TAXEN MAY 23, 1996

Upon reading the deposition and h-fcz. subscrihing therato, the
depoment indicated the followviag changes should be Bade:

Page_l37? Line_ ]9 Should rmad "NO, not there are -~= there really

Reason assigned for change:’ are."
typoqraphioal errcor
Pagu;;}___;bine- Should read "There really ire mentally unstabla,
Reason lllign-z-br change': not'
typographical aerror
Page Line Should read

Reason assigned for change:

Page_ Line Should read
Reason assigned for change:

Page__ Line Kfhould rsad
Reason assignad for change:

Page_____ Linme Should read
Reason assigmed for change:

Page Line ..__Shoud read
Reason assigned for changci

Page Line Should rﬂnd
Reason assigned for changed

P Line Should read
.’.IIIIUB al-lgnod for change:

Page__ Line | &hould read
Esason sssigned for change:

Page Line : Should read
"lillon assigned for chungcn
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SCHEDULE B

Operating Expen

NAME OF COMMITTEE(Lin Full)
Perot Petition Committee C00263145

‘r ITEHIZED DISBURSEMENTS
e

PAGE 204 or"Ziz;
‘l') FOR LINE NUMBER 2

Any information copled from such Reports and Ststements may not be sold or
used by any person for the purposes of solliciting contributions or for

comercial

purposes,

committee to solicit contributions from such committee.

Full Name
Mailing Address

Glenda Potts Th

acker

3135 Settles Rd.

Owensboro, KY 4

Callahan &
California
Francisco,

Callahan &
California
Francisco,

Callahan &
California
x Franclisco,

Callahan &
California
San Francisco,

Callahan &
California
Francisco,

Callahan &
California
Francisco,

Courts at P
5400 Preston Oa
Dallas, TX 7524

THE OFFICE HOUSE
640 W.

2303

Gibbons Group
Street Ste 800
CA 98104-2012

Gibbons Group
Street Ste 800
CA 98104-2012

Gibbons Group
Street Ste 800
CA 56104-2012

Gibbons Group
Street Ste 800
CA 98104-2012

Gibbecns Group
Street Ste 800
CA 98104-2012

Gibbons Group
Street Ste 800
CA 98104-2012

reston Oaks
ks Rd
0

HAXWELL ST.

Purpose of Disbursement

Legal Fees
Disbureement for
Legal Fees
Disbursement
Legal Fees
Disbursement
Legal rees
Disburesement
Legal Fees
Disbursement
Legal Fees

Disbursement

FURNITURE RENTAL

Disbursement for

other than using the name end address of any polfitical

Date
MM/DD/YY

08/27/92
{X)General
08/14/92
(X]General
08/14/92
[X)}General
08/21/92
[X)General
08/21/92
(X)General
08/28/92
(X]General
08/28/92
[X)General
08/27/92

[X]General

$1800.00

$3505.00

$18000.00

§5930.86

$§3127.15

$6497.65

$19166.25

$1295.00

08/28/92

[X]General

$292.00

LEXINGTON, KY 40500

—— - —— — ———— = e S = = e G = e R R B R T S e S e Y - - - -

§59613.91

ressennes?

SUBTOTAL of Disbursements Thle Page.....

The Perot Petition Committee (PPC) finally admitted
to the FEC that these weren't disbursements for
"legal fees" and changed them to what the PPC now
calls "security fees." Cdduniﬁﬁhmm
RN, they ace jithee: -
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TP‘:ALLAHAN & GIBBONS GROU.QC.
THE INSURANCE EXCHANGE BUILDING
433 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 06
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941042013
TELEPHONE: (415) 616-8822
FACSIMILE: (415) 3624541

PRIVILEGED ATTORNEZY/CLIENT WORK
PRODUCT PREPARED AT THE
DIRECTION ° AND UNDER THE
BUPERVISION OF COUNSEL

1992

Mr. Mark Blahnik Client no. 122
Perot Petition Committee Invoice no. 044
6606 LBJ Freeway Matter no. 001
Dallas, TX 75240

¢

Re: Confidential inquiries and physical security services State of
Maryland.

Fee for Professional Services and Cut-of-Pocket Disbursements.

Senior Partner Hours..... cisessreesees $ 1,600.00
Partner Hours.. st A 6,600.00
Associate HOUXrS..conasa . T T T T Mo e 8,550.00
Out-of-Pocket Disbursements I e 1,250.00

. Total: $18,000.00




Condcnscit!™

In THE UNITED STATES DISTAIL T
FOR THE EASTEAN DISTRICT OF MISSOUR]
EASTERK DIVISION

MARK OOTILER, NEVIN

LAUCHLIN, ROWARD DYCK,

AND CARRIE ALSPAM,
Plaintirts,

vs.

THE PEROT PETITION

)

)

)

)

) CONSOLIDATED

)
COMMITTEE, EQUIFAX )

)

)

)

)

)

CIVIL ACTION NO.
4:94CVERT GFC
CREDIT INFORMATION
SERVICES, INC., RUSS
MELBYE, AND SANDARA
STONE McCLURE,

Dafendants.

IN THE UNMITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE RORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

KIVIN LAUGKLIN, LOWARD )
DYCK, CARRIE ALSPANW, )
AKD MARK DOTILER, )
Plainclirte, ) CONSOLIDATED
vs. ) CIVIL ACTION NO.
RO3S PEROT, MARK ALAX ) 3-95-Cv-2571-R
BLAHNIK AND THE CALLAHAN )
¢ GIBBONS CROUP, INC., )
|}

Dealfendants.

ORAL DEPOSITION OF
MARK ALAN BLAHNINK

a vitlness produced on behal!l

Page 1

»ol

MR, G. CARROLL STRIALING, JN.

Tlercher & Rocker, P.C.

231 south Bemistes, EKighth Ploor

St. Louls, (Clayten), Missourl @€3108
APPLARING FOR THE OLFENDANT, EQUIFAX
CREDIT INFORMATION SERVICES, INC.

ALSO PRESENT: Réward Oyck
Kevin Laughlin

EXAMINATION INDEX
EXAMINAT ION
BY MR. REEKS =====-c-cmo.
BY MR. STRIBLING
BY MS. ASKEW =--==-c-uus
FURTHER EXAMINATION
BY MR,
BY MR.
BY MR.
BY MS.
EXMIBIT INDEX
DEPOSITION
uC. 11 Involize Mo. C45, The Callanen ¢
Cibbons Croup, Inc. to Perot Petlzion
Commitiee, deted 6-18-92, Bates
stamped CS 0021 ené 0C22

L=

£2) to Q02

taken in the above siyled 4nd numlered Cause a4l

$:21 A.M. on the 16th cay cf M4y, 1593, Delcre R.

Michael Buie. a Cerzifles Snorlhand Reposier in
and for the S5tate of Texas, at the law 02Iice of
Mughes & Luce, L.L.P., 1717 Maln Screet, Suite
2800, loceted in the City of Duliles, County of
Dallas, Stata of Texas, pursuan: o Nolice cf
Dapositicn end in accordance wiih the stilipulatlion

sereinafeer set forth.

APPEARANCES

MR, F. JOMN REEKS
Bodenhelmer, Jones, Kiot: & Simmons
509 Mllem Street
Shrevepocrt. Loulsfiapra 71101
ING FOR Tme FLAIKTIFFS, KEIVIN
LAUCHLIN, EDWARD OYCK AND CAARIE ALSPAS

MR, MAAK DOTZILER

2222 menard

e, Louls, Missouri 73104
APPEARING AS PLAINTIFF PRO 3E

HS. KIM JUANITA ASFEIW end
MR. CRAIC . BUDNER
Wughes & Luce, L.L.P.
1717 Maln Streer, ©
§ro0
t T (=T SHNTANTS, THL PIROT
R 1788, LSRM §L2OT, AUSS
ALRAR - O ENIE

te 2000

(EXHIBIT INDEX CONTINUED)
OEPOSITION

NO. 14 Invoice Nc. C4), Tne Callahas &
Cibbons Group, Inc. to Pesot Petition
Commictee, caled 6-10-92, Bates
etenped CC 0226 to 002% --~mcomcmcommeaa

15 Involce No. Gi2, The Callahas 6
Gibdons Group, Inc. to Perat Pezitlon
Committee, cdated §-10-52. Bazes

stamped CC 0029 and 003C =-=-cemcceceves

16 Involce Mo. 041, The Callahaa &
Gibbons CGroup, Iac. o Perot Perition

_Conmictes, dated é~10-92, Beten.  _ —
"

stamped CS 0011 to 00)) ~~—scecammmavenn

. 17 1avelce mo. 040, The Callabanm &
Clbbons Croup. Inc. te Peret Petitiem
Commitiee, dated 6-10-32, Bates
stamped CC 00)4 gnd DS ~cmccmccmcane=s

18 Invoice Nc. C)9, The Cellanan &
Gibbons Graup, [ac. Lo Parot Petizlea
Commitlee, dated 6-10-92, BDates
stamped CC 0034 anc 007

19 Involce No. 018, The Callahan &
GCibbons Sroup, InC. vo Parol Fetitiom
Commictee, dateq &-10-92, Bates

stemped CG 0018 te 0040 --=s--emcmmenean

. 20 Invoice No. 637, Thne Callahan &
Ciboons Creup, lac. to Petec Petizles
Commlttes, dated §-10-92, Bates
stamped CC 9041 ang 0042 ===

21 Involce ¥o. 044, The Callaban &
Cibborns Sroup. Inc. ta Perot Petition
Committee, dated §-18-92, Bater

sramped SPI00232 weemmrmmemmme e ———

. 21 Document labeled "Schedule B,
Itemlized Disbursements,” Page 204 of
24 P

23 MO. 23 Affldevit of X

ces, Inc. * (214) 341-4000

[ )
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Condcnselt! ™ . Mark Alan Bllhni'i

5-16-96
| 1 (EXMIBIT IMDEX CONTINUED) ke P 7
5 Suliarien 1 with two lawsuits that arc ongoing, onc in the
G 2 Northern District of Texas and the other in the
3 NMO. 24 11-4-9) Letter, Bdward Dyck to Mark . . . ¥ . . m.n
BARRBTE S ki ’ 3 Eastern District of Missouri, involving activitics
L . . . .
¥O. 23 1-10-9¢ Letter, Eaward Dyck to Merk 4 of various pcople in connection with Ross Perot's
3 BlaRALK ~=mceccmeccccmcscmmcscacam e % y A P = &
5 1992 presidential campaign and petition effort.
6 MO. 26 Document labeled "Case Opening ' . .
Form, " Bates stenped CG 0018 -----cmmnn= » 6 I'm going to ask you somc qucstions about
7 . . . -
¥O. 27 5-30-92 Article from the “St. Louls 7 your knowledge of various things in conncction
7 Ty 129 8 with the '92 presidential campaign and petition
? 9 cffort. If I ask you anything that you're not
5 10 clear about or don't understand, pleasc let me
’ CERTIFIED/UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 11 know; and I'll try to reask the qucstion so that
- Fage 30, Line 2¢ 12 you do understand it. If you answer the question,
age 124, L1 i .
= Fage 125, Line 15 13 we'll assume that you understood the question. Is
it Page 126, Line 32 £
I Page 127, Line 2 14 that fair?
# oy 15 A Fair.

i6 Q. Okay. What is your currcnt occupation?
A. I'm the opcrations manager at The Perot

~

~

:" 18 Group.
iy 19 Q. Okay. And what docs that job involve?
™~ 20 A. Probably a better job description is
i 21 officc manager. Involves the facilitics,
!3 22 switchboards. Becausc of my background, I do
|:3’ 23 interview and accept the resumes, which 1 then
e 24 pass on to human rcsources. 1 staff the Security
g(’ 25 Department. Those are the primary dutics.
[ Page 6 Page 8
i3 MARK ALAN BLAHNIK, 1 Q. Okay. When you say you interview and
2 the witness hereinbefore named, being first duly 2 accept resumes, arc you in personncl?
5 cautioned and sworn to testify the truth, the 3 A Iam not currently. But based on my
4 whole truth and nothing but the truth, testified 4 background at EDS and Perot Systems, it just kind
| 5 on his oath as follows: 5 of fcll on me to do interviews when we need them.
16 THE REPORTER: Do you have the same 6 Q. Okay. Do you screen prospective job
] stipulation? 7 applicants for The Perot Group?
8 - - MR REEKS: Yes. 8 A In specific nontcchnical or nonfinancial
9 MS. ASKEW: Yes. And, of course, 9 arcas, ycs.
10 the deposition is being taken in both the Dallas 10 Q. And your current cmployer is who now?

111 and Missouri litigation.

A. The Perot Group.

l12 ~MR.REEKS: That's correct. 12 Q. Perot Group, okay. And you indicated

13 e h:—h-‘w-:f 13 you'rc in charge of sccurity. What docs that
Res on May 15, 1996, appearing in its .

14 emirety @ Page 6 thernol’, and suies that 14 involve?

15 P od ety 15 A. We have staff people that sit in our

16 16 corporatc officc spaccs that arc sccurity oricnted

17 EXAMINATION 17 that man the front door, ct cetcra. And we have

19 BY MR REEKS: 18 sccurity people that pull security duty around

19 Q. Mr. Blahnik, would you statc your namc 19 diffcrent Perot private propertics as well.

20 and address for the record. 20 Q. What is the offices that you were

21 A. Ycs. My name is Mark Alan Blahnik. ] 21 referring to just a minute ago? The offices on

22 live at 11209 -E-R-E-M-E, Tnail, Frisco, 2 McmDnvc? e )

S s L L 2

-
L
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Page 73 Page 75
1 offices in St. Louis on or about May 19th, 19927 1 Gibbons come up in that meeting?
2 A No. 2 A The question came up, would Ross Perot
3 Q. Did you, other than within the context 3 accept Secret Service for the campaign. And the
4 of this lawsuit, did you ever have any knowledge 4 answer was, no, he was not going to do that.
s of a press conference that was held by Sandy 5 Therefore, Mr. Barr brought up The Callahan &
6 McClure at the Adams Mark hotel on Mly 29th, 6 Gibbons Group and said that we would use them.
7 19927 7 Q. Who made the decision that Mr. Perot
g A No. & would not use Secret Service for the campaign?
9 Q. Prior to November 1992, did you ever 9  A. Mr. Perot
10 discuss the re-petition of the state of Missouri 10 Q. Was that option available to him?
11 with Mr. Perot? 11 A Yes.
12 A No. 12 Q. Approximately when did this meeting taxe
13 MR. REEKS: Kim, you want to take a 13 place at the Park Central?
14 littlc break now? 14 A Ibeclieve it was a Saturday moming, and
15 MS. ASKEW: Sure. 15 it was probably in early April.
16 (Recoess at 11:04to 11:11) 16 Q. What did Mr. Barr indicate to you that
17 MR. REEKS: Rcady, Kim? 17 Callahan & Gibbons would be able -- what services
18 MS. ASKEW: Yes. 18 would they be able to provide to The Perot
19 Q. Mr. Blahnik, back on the record. Are 19 Petition Committee?
20 you familiar with a firm called The Callahan & 20 A They would be able to provide physical
21 Gibbons Group? 21 security if we needed it. They would also be able
22 A Yes. 22 to do background checks if we needed that too.
23 Q. And how are you familiar with The 23 Q. Did Mr. Barr indicate to you how he came
24 Callahan & Gibbons Group? 24 to know about The Callahan & Gibbons Group?
25 A They are the — a private investigative 25 . A Yes,
Page 74 Page 76
1 firm, security firm, out of San Francisco that Tom 1 Q. And how was that?
2 Barr told me would handle security and 2 A. Dick Callahan and he were buddies, going
3 investigative matters that The Perot Petition 3 back to the Marine Corps in the 1950's.
4 Committee would need. 4  Q And did he indicate to you whether he
§ Q. Okay. And prior to Mr. Barr mentioning 5 had used The Callahan & Gibbons Group for other
6 The Callahan & Gibbons Group, did you have any 6 matters since then?
7 knowledge of The Callahan & Gibbons Group? 7 A No, he didn't.
8 A No 8 Q. Did you ever hire The Callahan & Gibbons
9 Q. Did you have any knowledge of amy of the 9 Group to do anything for The Poret Petition
10 principals in The Callahan & Gibbons Group? 10 Committec?
11 A No. 11 A. No.
12 Q. When did Tom Barr mention The Callahan & 12 Q. Did you ever recommend The Callahan &
13 Gibbons Group to you? 13 Gibbons Group to any other people in The Perot
14 A It was at a meeting in late March or 14 Petition Committee to employ them for various
15 carly April at the Park Sheraton Ocmnl Park 15 services?
16 Central Sheraton. 16  A. In a general sense, yes.
17 Q. Sheraton Park Central? 17 Q. Okay. Tell me about that.
18 A 1don't know what they call it 18 A In a staff mecting shortly after that
19 Q. Here in Dallas? 19 Sheraton Park Central meeting with the four
20 A Yes. 20 regional directors, managers, I told them what had
21 Q. Okay. And who was in that meeting? 21 gone on; and I passed on the name of Callahan &
A. Tom Barr, Evan Chessler, -uh-ym; 22 Gibbons. Toldmrmmmmmldm
hwyaldxdnotknvam Tom |23 them for security reasons.




5-16-96 ‘ ' Condcosclt!™ Mark Alan Blahnik
Page 77 Page 79
! Callahan & Gibbons Group aftcr the mecting with Q. Okay. Anything clsc involved in the
2 Mr. Barr? background check?
A. Yes. A. No.
Q. And what contact did you have with Q. Did you instruct the four regional
them? managers to conduct background checks on all the
A. I was to call Dick Callahan, which I electors --
called him, about a situation in Maryland that we A. No.
necded some physical security at. And he referred Q. - in their states?
me to his son John who was back in the office. A. (Shakes ncgatively.)
Richard was -- or Dick was up in New York at the Q. Did you instruct any of the regional
time, 1 believe, doing something for BM. He managers to conduct background checks on the
referred me to John out in San Francisco. And ] electors in their states?
asked John to deal with the situation in A. No.
Maryland. Q. Did you advisc them that that option was
Q. Okay. Did you tcll him what the available to them if they desired to do so?
situation in Maryland was? A. Not specifically.
A. Yes. Q. Do you know of anyone who advised the
Q. Okay. And what did you tell him? regional dircectors that they should conduct
A. ] told him that we had some volunteers background checks -- regional managers. I'm
that felt threatened, as far as life threatened; sorTy -- background checks on clectors in the
and we nceded to - he needed to assess that various states?
situation. And if he felt that we needed to put 2 A. No.
securily at these people's housss, that we kad to Q. Were the regional managers left to their
do that to protect them. own discretion as to whetirer background checks on
Q. Other than the situation in Maryland, electors would be conducted?

Page 78 Page 80

A. To their own discretion and good
Jjudgment, ycs.

Q. Did you or anyonc else, to your
knowledge, pass along to the regional managers the
fact that it was neccssary to ensure that the
electors were not convicted felons?

A. To my knowledge, 1 passed that on to
them.

Q. Okay. And did you indicate to them a
manner or way to ensure that they did not — that

security, if we nceded it at any facilities. And they didn't have convicted felons on their list of

also if we necded to do a background check on electors in their various states?

anyonc for criminal records, that we could use A. That would rave been to have had a

them as well. background criminal check done.

Q. Your understanding after talking with Q. But you didn't actually instruct them to

Mr. Barr, what would a background check by go ahcad and do thosc background checks?

Callahan & Gibbons involve? MS. ASKEW: Asked and lnswucd. He
'3 A. All electors in all 50 states had to be said "no" now two times.

19 cligible voters. Anyonc who is a convicted felon THE WITNESS: No.
20 obviously can't vote, obviously could not be an Q. Did you ever talk with Mr. Monroe about
21 elector. So we had to ensure that cvery possible background checks that he requested on certain
22 elector vote that we had in question — because electors?
zscwbodyfelmww.ldbeuﬂum ~ifin MS. ASKEW: Go ahcad. )

whd ensure tha 5N 24 answer jt. -

O 00 N OV bW -

did you ever have any other occasion to contact
Callahan & Gibbons?

A. No.

Q. When you met with your regional — what
did you call them?

A. Managers.

Q. -- managers, and passed along the name
of Callahan & Gibbons, what did you tell them that
Callahan & Gibbons could do for them?

A. That they could handle physical

O 00 N O\ v & W N -
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Page 81

Q. To your knowledge, di . Monroe or any
onc of his state people hire Callahan & Gibbons to
perform background checks on clectors?

A. Other than hearing Mr. Melbye yesterday
stating that he did, I did not have knowledge.

Q. Okay. Other than the contact that you
mentioned earlier with Callahan & Gibbons
concerning the Maryland situation, did you ever
have any other contact with Callahan & Gibbons
from March 1992 until November 19927

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. What was that?

A. John Callahan called me when I was in
14 Hawaii and told mc that somcbody -- it would have
15 becn on the East Coast -- had questioned a
16 background check that somebody -- he had worked —
17 O'Connell & Associates had done. He just wanted
18 to give me a heads-up.

19 Q Whois O'Connell & Associates?
A He told me it was somebody that he had
subcontracted work to.
Q. Okay. That Callahan had subcontracted
work to?
A. Yes.

08 ~3 O L & VW N -

L]

10
11
12
13

OV 00 ~ 1 O W\ & W N -

. Page 83
contact.

Q. Okay. Are you familiar with the drug
policy report?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Were you one of the people that
was given that report?

A. No.

Q. What was the drug policy report?

A. The Perot Petition Committee
subcontracted out issucs research, and Callahan &
Gibbons Group did it on crime-related things.
What the drug status is in our country, what the
status of gun control is, what the status of
police on the streets is and issues like that.

Q. So this was kind of researched for
issucs for the presidential campaign?

A. For the Issues Department, yes.

Q. And attached to that is a check
voucher. It shows that it's for legal fees for
$5,930.86. Is Callahan & Gibbons Group a law
firm?

A. 1 don't know if they have lawyers on
their staff or not that do this.

(DEPOSITION EXHITIT NO. 13 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. Okay. I show you another document

Page 82
contract directly with O'Connell & Associates, to
your knowledge?

A No. No.
(DEPOSITION EArlIBIT NO. 12 IDENTIFIED.)

§ Q. Mr. Blahnik, I'm going to show you some
6 documents that we've marked as -- that I'm going
7 to be marking as exhibits. I'm marking Blahnik
8 No. 12 and ask if you recognize that document.
g A Y& ==

10 Q. Okay. And that's a bill from Callahan &
11 Gibbons Group?

13 A Yes

13 Q. And when did you reccive this document?
14  A. Probably had to be shortly afier the

15 18th of June.

16 Q. And it indicates it's for preparation of

17 drug policy report.

18 A Yes

19 Q. Had you requested a drug policy report
20 from Callahan & Gibbons?
21 A 1did not.
J122 Q. Do you have any understanding as to why
23 Callahan & Gibbons would have addressed the
24 statement for their services to you?

5 A Tom Barr gave them my name as the

2]

23
24
25

that's been marked as Blahnik No. 13 and ask if
you recognize that document.
MS. ASKEW: Well, now, there are
threc -- this is not a single document.
THE WITNESS: Okay, I don't
recognize the check or the check stub.

Q. Okay. Well, it's a three-page
document. Do you recognize the first page of that
document?

A. Yes.

MS. ASKEW: And I don't see an
exhibit sticker on this. Why don't we put an
exhibit sticker on it so it's absolutely clear
what he's talking about.

Q. Okay. You're familiar — in Blahnik No.
13, you're familiar with the first page of this
documcnt?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. And did you receive this
statemrent from Callahan & Gibbons Group?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. Who made the decision on whether
these statements got paid?

A. 1 was one level. And b
issues or whatever else pro

P At
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§ issucs. That was his department. AfteY this, it

2 went to Bob Danicl, who is the CFO.
3 Q. This bill says sccurity scrvices, and
4 it's for a total amount of $18,000. Do you know
s what was represcnted by this bill, what scrvices
6 were represcnted by this bill?
7 A lbelicve I do.
8 Q. Okay.
9 A I belicve this was for services in
10 Maryland.
11 Q. Okay. What's your belicf bascd upon?
12 A. That we had -- we had differcnt levels
13 of people here. And we had some out-of-pocket
'14 disburscments.
‘15 Q. Okay.
''6  A. And that was the only time we had used
17 whatever -- we had to probably housc pcople for
18 physical sccurity rcasons check.
19 (DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 14 IDENTIFIED.)
20 Q. I show you another document that's been
21 marked as Exhibit 14. It's also a three-page
22 document. Do you recognize any part of that?
23 MS. ASKEW: And [ just want the
24 record 1o reflect that these documents may be
25 contained together in the clip for the purposes of

1 scrvices were for? .
2 A No.
3 (DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 15 IDENTIFIED.)
4« Q. Ishow you another exhibit, which has
5 been marked Blahnik No. 15. It's a two-page
exhibit. And ask if you can identify any part of
that cxhibit. -
A. Not state-specific.
Q. This is also a bill from Callahan &
Gibbons Group in therc?
A. Yes.
Q. For security scrvices?
A. (Nods affirmatively.)
Q. And it was for $4,890.
A. (Nods affirmatively.)
Q. And you do not know what scrvices were
pcrformed?
A. No.
(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 16 IDENTIFIED.)
Q. 1 show you another document which has
been marked as Exhibit No., Blahnik No. 16. It's
a three-page exhibit. And again 1 ask you if you
recognize this, the first page of that exhibit.
A. Yes. It has my name on it.
Q. Okay. And it's for -- it's a bill from

A Page 86
4 these exhibits, but they are not one document.
2 Q. Okay. It's one exhibit. And it's three
b 3 pages.
|4 A Irecognize the front because it's got
E my pame on it.
b6 Q. Okay. And it's a bill from Callahan &
7 Gibbons for security services, and the total
" 8- amount is $3505. Do you know what these services-- -
+ 9 were?
10  A.Icouldn't tell you which statc this
11 was,
12 Q. Did you receive a separate billing for
13 each state that they did sccunty services in?
14 A 1don't know.
IS Q. Did you ever discuss the billing with
16 Callahan & Gibbons?
17 A. No.
18 Q. Did you ever do any background or
19 checking to detcrmine the validity of the bills?
20  A. Probably just in the Maryland casc.
21 Q. But the other bills, if the bill came
22 in, you just passed it along and suggested that it
23 be paid?
24 A Yes.
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Callahan & Gibbons Group for $6,497.65?

A. Yes.

Q. And do you know what that bill
represents?

A. No, I don't.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 17 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. I show you an exhibit that's becn marked
Blahnik No. 17 and ask if you recognizc the front
page of that exhibit.

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. And it's a statcment from
Callahan & Gibbons addressed to you at The Perot
Petition Commutiee for $11,552.40. Do you know
what services this statement represents?

A. No.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 18 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. I show you another cxhibit that's been
marked as Blahnik No. 18. First page is a
statcment from Callahan and Gibbons Group
addressed to you with The Perot Petition Committee
for $3,127.15. Do you know what that bill
represents?

A. No.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 19 mm,}
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2 the front page of that bill or that exhibit.

3 A Yes

4 Q. And that's a bill addresscd to you from
5 Callahan & Gibbons Group?

6 A. Yes,

7 Q. And it's for $19,166.25; is that
8 correct?

9 A Yes.

10 Q. Do you know what this bill represents,

11 what services this bill represents?

12 A No,Idon't

13 (DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 20 IDENTIFIED.)

14 Q. ] show you another statement or another

15 exhibit that's becn marked as Exhibit No. Blahnik
16 20 and ask if you recognize the front page of that
17 exhibit.

18 A Yes.

19 Q. And that's a bill addressed to you from

20 The Callahan & Gibbons Group?

21 A. Yes.
22 Q. Andit's for $5,658.75?
23 A Yes.

24 Q. And de you know what services that bill
25 represents?

2 A. The only difference is this one didn't
3 get paid (indicating).
4 Q. And why didn't that one get paid?

A. 1 don't know if it was lost or what.

Q. Do you have any idea —

MR. STRIBLING: Excuse me, sir.

When you said that the only difference was this
one didn't get paid, which exhibit were you
10 referring to?
11 THE WITNESS: Twenty-one has no

12 paid acknowledgment on it or a canceled check with
13 it

O 00 3 O W

14 MR. STRIBLING: Twenty-one or 20?
15 THE WITNESS: Exhibit 21.

16 Q. That's for $18,000?

17 A Yes.

18 Q. And do you know that that bill did not
19 get paid?

20 A.1--1don't know for sure.

21 Q. There's no mark on it that says paid.

22 A That says paid or — all the others have

3 check numbers on them.

4 Q. Okay. And both of those bills, Exhibit

25 No. 13 and Exhibit No. 21, were dated on the same

18 Maryland.

19 Q. I ask that you compare Exhibit 20 (sic)

20 with Exhibit 13 and tell me whether those are the
21 same scrvices that are represcented.

22 A Yes

23 Q. Do you have any idea why the reference

24 on Exhibit 13 is for security services and for the

18 familiar with that document. It's a portion of a

19 larger document that was filed with the FEC by The
20 Perot Petition Committee. Are you familiar with
21 that?

22 A No.

25> Q. I call your attention to the entries on

24 that document.

_ mmﬂmm-ﬁne'udifhm
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25 MS. ASKEW: 1am |
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| marked as Blahnik No. 19 sk if you recognize ! reRometes o.u'bil No. 217
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1 A. No, I don't. 1 date; is that right?

2 (DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 21 IDENTIFIED.) 2 A. Yes.

3 Q. I show you an exhibit that's been marked 3 MS. ASKEW: I think all of them

4 as Blahnik No. 21 and ask if you can recognize 4 have been.

5 that exhibit 5 Q. And they've got the same client nunber,

6 A Yes. . 6 invoice number and matter number?

7 Q. And what is that? 7  A. I'd have to go back and look at the

8 A It's the bill for the services in 8 others and sce if they do.

9 Maryland.” S SR A 9 Q. I'm just talking about those two.
10 Q. Okay. And I call your attention to that 10 A Yes.
11 bill and the reference on that bill. What does 11 Q. Do you have any idea why the reference
12 that read? 12 on the bill is different for those two billing
13 MS. ASKEW: When you say 13 statements?
14 "reference," what are you referring to? 14 A No.
15 MR. REEXS: Reference, R-E, cclon. 15 (DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 2z IDENTIFIED,)
16 THE WITNESS: Confidential 16 Q. I'm going to show you a document that's
17 inquirics and physical sccurity services, state of 17 been marked as Blahnik No. 22 and ask if you're
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1 this witncss answer any questions about a document
2 that he has ncver secn and has no familiarity
3 with.
4 Q. Okay. Well, I'm going to call your
s attention to the entries on the document where it
6 says Callahan & Gibbons Group. And there is an
7 amount out there, $3,505. And it says, legal
8 fecs. Arc you familiar with any legal fees that
9 have been paid to Callahan & Gibbons?
i0 MS. ASKEW: And ] object to the
11 extent the testimony that you are soliciting is in
12 any way bascd on this document, Exhibit 22, which
13 the witness has said he has ncver scen prior to
14 your putting it before him.
15 MR. REEKS: Okay.
16 MS. ASKEW: If You can answer it,
17 go ahcad.
18 THE WITNESS: No.
: Q. Okay. Any of the other entrics for
120 Callahan & Ciibbons that are reflected on this
21 document, are you aware of any legal fees that
122 have been paid to The Callzhan & Gibbons Group?
MS. ASKEW: I have the same
|'2~. objection. Lack of foundation. The witness has
,rs said he has no familiarity with this document and

FX!
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i card, that's at thc bottom of that exhibit. Whose

@

Q. And what were they?

A. This was in response to an FEC inquiry.

Q. Okay. And what was the nature of the
inquiry?

A. The inquiry was to who my employer was.
Was my salary correctly recorded or attributed to
The Perot Petition Committec?

Q. And during the time frame that's listed
there, you were employed by The Perot Group?

A. Yes.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 24 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. I'm going to show you a document that's
becn marked as Blahnik No. 24 and ask if you
recognize that document.

A. Yes, 1 do.

Q. And what is that?

A. Thus is a letier I received from Mr.

Dycl:.

Q. Okay. And there's a certified mail

card, Xerox copy of a mail card, certificd mail
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signature is that on there?
A. Ladena Wassell (sic).
Q. Did she work in your office?
A. She does the mail. She did the mail at

Pagc 94
1 the entries contained in the document.
Q. Okay. Subject to the objection --
A. No.
(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 23 IDENTIFIED.)
Q. I show you a document that's been marked
Blahnik No. 23 and ask if you recognize that

Q. And what is that?
A. It's a statement of where 1 worked at a
11 certain period, time period.
12 MS. ASKEW: And I object because
13 this documcent is not complete. This is a portion
14 of a much larger document, and a portion of this
15 document has been pulled from the overall
16 documcnt.
17 Q. Okay. Is that an affidavit that you
18 signed?
19 A Yes.
20 Q. And is that your signaturc on the
21 document?
22T e
23 Q. And do you recall the circumstances in

ummqu‘? ‘
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that time.

Q. And that would have been her
acknowledgment of receipt?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you actually see that letter?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you ever n':5pond to that letter?

A. No. -

Q. Can you tell mwhyyoudndn trcspond
to the letter?

A. Numbcr one, that was the first time 1
had ever secn Mr. Dyck's name or heard of him. 1
didn't know who he w;.

Q. Okay. Did you receive a subsequent
letter from Mr. Dyck?

A Yes.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 25 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. Let me show you another document I've
marked as Exhibit No. 25 and agk you if that's the
subsequent letter that you reccived.

A. Ycs.

Q. And did you respond to that letter?

A. No.

Q. And why dnd




FIDAVIT OF BLAENIK

Re: MUR 3963 - Ferot 92 and Mike Poss, as Treasurer

I, MARK BLAHNIK, being duly sworn, depose and say:

L I During the period between March, 1992 and
November, 1992, I provided services to
Perot "52.

During the time period described above, I
was exclusively employed by the Perot
Group and did not receive compensation

= from any other source. The Perot Group is

o~ an unincorporated sole proprietorship
owned by Ross Perot created for the pur-

. pose of managing Ross Perot's personal

A o o (2
artalrs.

Mol RC G2

MARK BLAHNIK

Sworn to before me this 92[-11
day of June, 1994

» - ),

Notary Public

BOBBIE VAN PELT
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Dafendants.
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FOR THL MORT DISTRICT Of TEXAS
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KEVIN LAUGHLIN, EDMARD
DYCK, CARRIE AL3IPAN,
AND MARK DOTRLER,
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¢ GIBBONS CROUP, INC.,
Dafendants.

ANSWERS AND DEPOSITION OF CLAY MULFORD, a
witness produced on behalf ef the Plaintiff, taken
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ia the ebove styl punbered ceuse at 9:4)

A.X. on the JOUh day of May, 1984, Befece M.
Michsel Bule, a Certified Bhorthand Respertar ia
and tor the State of Tenas, et The Lew Offise of
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P., 1717 Maia Street, Buits
200C, located in the City of Dallas, Ceunty of
Dallas, State of Texas, pursuant te Amesded Netice
to Take Videotaped Depositiea and ia acescdance
with the stipulation hereimafter set forth.

MR. F. JOHN RERKS
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PROCEEDINGS:
(Opening colloquy does not appear on videotape.)
MS. ASKEW: Why don't we make surc
this is a part of the written record. This is a
notice of deposition that we have received on Mr.
Mulford for videotape deposition. The parties
have entered into an agreed temporary protective
order covering the use of the videotaped
deposition.
I will ask that the Court Reporter make the
rotective orders that were previously provided to
Kim for both the litigation pending in tﬁc Dallas
District Court and in Missouri, we would like to
make sure that's a part of the record.

Under the terms of that Protective Order, the
videotaped deposition, the video portion of it, is
to be maintained in the custody of the Court
Reporter. 1t is not to be provided to any of the
parties to the litigation until such time as there
has been a ruling by the Court on that issue or
unti] there has been some final agreement of the
parties on that issue. _

Of course, the lawyers and those working
under their control may obtain the videotape for
purposes of the litigation. And the only purpose

O 00NN A WN =
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for which the videotaped deposition is to be used,
under the terms of this Order, is for the purposes
of the litigation. I would ask that you make that
a copy of the record — a part of the record.

MR. REEKS: And just for the
record, the parties are entitled to view the
videotape in conjunction with preparation for
trial. I think that's reflected in the --

MS. ASKEW: Ycah. The terms that
the parties have agreed to is reflected in the
videotape. 1 just want it to be clear that the
Court Reporter is to maintain possession of this
until we get to the point where the videotape is
being edited for tmial or for any purpose as set
forth in that Order.

MR. REEKS: All right. Further, 1
had a question just 2 minute ago Mr. Dotzler had
asked me. Since he is pro se, ] presume that he
would be entitled --

MS. ASKEW: He would be entitled,
exactly, to treatment as counsel.

MR. REEKS: ~ awarded the same
access to the videotape as counsel. Anything
elsc?

MS. ASKEW: Otherwise, we're taking

Page 7
the depositions pursuant to the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure. The witness would like the
opportunity to review and sign the deposition.
And we're certainly agrecable to signature before
any notary.

MR REEKS: And this deposition is
being taken for use in both the litigation pending
in the Northern District of Texas and in the
Eastern District of Missour.

MS. ASKEW: That's correct.

THE REPORTER: Would you like the
transcript to come to you for signature?

MS. ASKEW: Yes.

(Videotape begins.)

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We i now on
the videotape record. This is the videotaped
deposition of Clay Mulford. Today's date is May
30th, 1996. The time is 9:43 A.M., as indicated
on the videotape.

We are in the law offices of Hughes & Luce,
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800 in Dallas, Texas.
Civil Action No. 4-94CV887 GFG, Mark Dotzler, Et
al., versus The Perot Petition Committee, Et al.,
as well as Civil Action No. 3-95-Cv-2577-R. Kevin
Laughlin, Et al., versus Ross Perot, Et al.
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Would counsel state their appearances for the
record, please.

MR. REEKS: My name is John Reeks.

I represent Plaintiffs Kevin Laughlin, Edward Dyck
and Carrie Alspaw.

MR. DOTZLER: I'm Mark Dotzler.

I'm a Plaintiff pro se in this action.

MR. STRIBLING: I'm Carroll
Stribling. 1 represent Equifax Credit Information
Sarvices, Inc., a Defendant in the Eastern
District of Missouri litigation.

MS. ASKEW: I'm Kim Askcw, and with
me is Craig Budner. We represent Ross Perot and
Mark Alan Blahnik in the litigation pending in the
United States District Court for the Northern
District of Texas.

We represent The Perot Petition Committee and
Russ Melbye in the litigation pending in the
United States District Court for the
District of Missouri.

MR LEMKEMEIER: I'm Jobn
Lemkemeier. | represent Sandy McClure in the
litigation pending in the Eastern District of
Missouri.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: Will the Court

L
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I back by the Court Reporter, please?
i 3 (Question read back.)
13 THE WITNESS: Yes. I believe so.

4 MS. ASKEW: Yes. And stop it right
5 therc because any questions thereafter would
6 relate to Jegal advice that Mr. Mulford might have
. 7 given to persons =~
| g THE WITNESS: That's true.
9 MS. ASKEW: — at The Perot Petition
10 Committee. And I will object to the extent that
|11 answering any of these questions would require
'12 that he get into the conversations that he had
'13 with his client.

14 You can certainly ask the question, but ]
15 think it's privileged. I will instruct him not to

16 answer it
‘17 Q. Okay. Well, let me -- who would you
'18 have had any discussions with concerning that

19 issue?
20

21

MS. ASKEW: You can answer that.
THE WITNESS: The staff that I had
‘22 in the Legal Department. N

23 Q. Okay. Anyone at The Perot Petition
24 Committee?

2} A They were employees of The Perot
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Petition Commuittee.

Q. Okay. And what arc the names of thosc
people?

A. Dan Routman, who was a lawyer that
worked under me; the accounting people; possibly
Tom Luce.

Q. Okay. And did you discuss that matter
with anyone outside The Perot Petition Committee?

A. No.

Q. Did you discuss it with Mr. Perot?

A. ] may have.

Q. All right.

A. Because it would have been a legal
requirement that he would - that I would have
brought to his attention and given him advice on.

Q. And what did you tell Mr. Perot?

_MS. ASKEW: I'm going to have the
same objection because Mr. Mulford was also, in
many respects, Mr. Perot's personal counsel; so I
would have the same objection.

Now, if you had those conversations in some
other context outside of providing legal advice to
Mr. Perot, you can certainly testify to those.

Q. Did you have any conversations with Mr.

5 Perot concerning this issue in terms of campaign

B
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strateg or tactics?

A. Hmm. ] see. No.

Q. Did you ever have any conversations with
Mr. Perot about this issue, other than advising
him what the legal implications were of his
withdrawal and the need to sign these documents?

A No.

MR. REEKS: Let's take a break
% while the Court Reporter is changing his paper.
(B~ interruption.)
Q. Back >z the record. Mr. Mulford, when

did you first have contact with Sandy McClure in

the state of Missouri?

MS. ASKEW: Well, I object to the

extent you assume that he had such contact in the

state of Missouri, if you're asking about Sandy

McClure being from the state of Missouri.

Q. I'm sorry if there was any —
MS. ASKEW: That was unclear.
Q. — unclear implication about the

question. But Ms. McClure was from the state of

Missouri. And I'm pot intimating that you were

present in the state of Missouri —

MS. ASKEW: That's fine. I just
25 wanted to clarify.

)
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Q. -- but when did you first have contact
with Ms. McClure?

A. ] believe it was around the same time
penod as, that | talked to Kevin Laughlin,

Q. Okay. And that would have i.een toward
the end of April of 1992?

A. 1 believe so, yeah.

Q. And where were you when you had those
contacts?

A. ] was here, Hughes & Luce.

Q. And was it a telephone contact with Ms.
McClure?

A. 1 can't -- well, it certainly wasn't in
person.

Q. Okay.

A. So it must have been by telephone. And
I don't recall whether she had called me or ! had
called her. It would have been one of the miary
literally thousands of people that were ¢ aliing me
in that time frame. :

_ MS. ASKEW: You've answered 'nc
question.
THE WITNESS: So it must have veon

at the request of Russ or someone.

Q. When vou first talked to Ms. M. “Ine,
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Q. Did you have any part i aring or
requiring electors to sign loy ths?

A. Not that | recall. But I may have made
up a form like that, just in the context of this
issue that 1 was looking into on the faithless-
clector problen.

Q. What about resignation letters for
electors?

A. Don't recall. 1f someone had called and
said, we need -- you know, an elector is going to
rcsign and under the state law we need to submit
something to the state to do it, I would have
prepared a document like that or had someone to
prepare it.

But this is in the context, you know, where
we're doing a thousand different things. It would
be considered a very minor procedural, ministerial
task.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 81 IDENTIFIED.)

Q. I'm going to show you a document. It
may have been previously introduced. Exhibit No.
81. And it purports to be an Oath and Certificate
of Presidential Elector. Did you prepare that
form document?

A ] don't remember.

OO0~ WL &N =
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Q. ttention to the -
A. This mmt is not a form document.
It has a particular name in it.

Q. Okay.

A. I know ] did not prepare that. I know I
did not go through and typc the names in.

Q. This document has a coding in the lower
right-hand corner.

A. Uh-huh.

Q. Does that coding look familiar to you?

A. Uh-huh. Yes.

Q. Does that indicate that it was produced
by Hughes & Luce?

MR. BUDNER: Objection. We've been
into this. Mr. Mulford would have to speculate.
1 believe he's testified that that would be a
Hughes & Luce code. But you can answer subject to
that objection.
THE WITNESS: The same answer as

the last document.

Q. Okay. To your knowledge, did yourself
or anyone at the Hughes & Luce law firm prepare
loyalty oaths for the various electors in the
various states?

A. We may have. You know, it would be an

appropriate thing to do to try to make sure the
people felt that they were obligated to vote for
the candidate you vote for.

You need to remember the valid access. These
are all volunteer people. They are putting their
names on the ballot as electors. Often it's Joe,
Joe's sister, Joe's neighbor. We had no idea who

8 they were. They could have been Republicans.
9 They could have been Democrats. It was a
10 precaution, ] think, to be sure that those people
11 that were going to be electors actually supported
12 Perot.
13 MR. REEKS: Thank you, Mr.
14 Mulford. That's all I have.
15 THE WITNESS: Thank you.
16 MR. DOTZLER: Want to go?
17 MR REEKS: You want to go off the
18 record?
19 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We're off the
20 record. The ume is 3:39.
21 (Discussion off the record.)
22 THE VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on
23 the record. The time is 3:41.
24 (no omissions)
25

1
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EXAMINATION
BY MR. STRIBLING.

Q. Mr. Mulford, my name is Carroll
Suibling. I represent Equifax Credit Information
Services, Inc., which is one of the Defendants in
the litigation pending in the Eastern District of
Missouri. I just have a few questions for you.

You testified earlier akout — well, let me
open up with one thing. Equifax is a nationwide
credit-reporting company. Are you aware of that?

A. ] am now.

Q Okay. Are you aware, sir, or have you
ever seen a credit rt with respect to any one
of the Plaintiffs that have been prepared from or
received from Equifax?

A. No.

Q Hawe you ever spoken to anyone at The
Perot Petition Committee or the campaign who
indicated to you that they saw that they had had
one, sir?

A. No.

Q. You indicated that you reviewed the
statements of Callahan & Gibbons in a period of
time during the period from about the middle of
September until the beginning of October of 1992.
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A. Sometime during that period.

Q. Yeah. And who was it who called to your
attention, or how was it that you came by doing an
investigation as to what had happened with respect
to Callahan & Gibbons? Why did that happen?

A. ] think, as I mentioned, 1 got a call
from someone in the media regarding the FEC
reports that said that legal fees were paid to an
entity called Callahan & Gibbons, and was I aware
that that was not a law firm.

Q. Okay. So that was the first you had
heard of it?

A. That was the first | heard of it.

Q. Was that Mike Isikoff who called you; do
you know?

A. 1 don't recall.

Q. Had you dealt with Mike Isikoff before
at "The Washington Post™?

A. 1 believe so.

Q. Was he a person who you had met and
spoken to face to face? Do you know what he looks
like?

A. ] don't remember w'.at he looks like.

But I think I did during the 92 campaign. In the
September phase, 1 did not become well acquainted
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with the media people until really October during
the campaign. The September phase, it would have
been introductory, other than people that had
covered the campaign in the spring.

Q. Okay. During the spring, you would also
have spoken to the piess at one time or another
too --

A. Very rarely.

Q. Okay. During May and June?

A. Very rarcly. We had people much more
capable than I am at that -- available at that
period.

Q And when you went -- when you set about
to investigate Callahan & Gibbons, my
understanding was that you got together a group of
the statements which you said were the pink
documents, a stack of them.

A. Yes, | think they were pink.

Q And they have been marked. And
you've -- I think you've been shown them. They
are 13 through 20 in the Plaintiff's deposition
exhibits. And I'll go ahcad and hand those to
yow

A Okay.

Q Did vou review those with anyone,

21
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Callahan & Gibbons or anybody else, to determine
what it was they were for?

A. With -- yes, with Mark Blahnik and his
staff, two or three people on his staff. This is
while 1 was looking into the report that our FEC
reports included inaccurate information.

Q. Now, the bills from Callahan & Gibbons,
those Exhibits 13 through 20 of the Plaintiffs
deposition exhibits in this combined litigation or
combined discovery, don't say, except for two of
them, one which talks about the state of Maryland
and one which talks about some research into drug
programs or drugs as an issue -- outside of that,
they don't say a lot except for security services
or something to that cffect.

A. Right.

Q. Okay. Did you ask anything more about
what it was that was $78,000 worth of money, what
it was that that money had been spent on, what
services had been received?

A. Yes. That's why ] had the meeting with
Mark Blahnik.

Q. Did you go over the bills one by one?

A. No. We went over them as a group.

Q. Okay.
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A. 1 said ] wanted to know everything that
Callahan & Gibbons was engaged to do.

Q. Did you ask to sce any documents or
correspondence or anything of that sort outside of
just the bills that might have transpired between
Callahan & Gibbons and The Perot Petition
Committee?

A. No.

Q. Just the bills.

A Just the bills.

Q. And who, other than Mr. Blahnik, was it
that you talked to about these bills?

A. Russ Monroe and maybe one or two other
people that had knowledge about what was done. |
don't remember who they were.

Q. Did you speak with Mr. Melbye about it?

A. Probably. I think he covered the state
%f hlQ‘njo, and some of the activities occurred in

0.

Q. Okay. Did you, after you were through
with that investigatior,, did ;ou feel that you had
an understanding of the services that Callahan &
Gibbons had provided for the some $78,000 that you
had paid?

A Yes.
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Q. Okay. What was the of the
scrvices were for sccurity , weren't they?

A. That's what | understand.

Q. Yeah. What was the extent of the use of
security guards? I think there's been some
testimony in earlier depositions that s two
guards were used in Maryland for a period of
time.

A. You know, I don't know. I think the
guards were also used in Georgia, your hometown,
in Atlanta,

Q. My client's hometown.

A Your client's hometown, Sorry.

Q. Okay. So you think that there may have
been some secunity guards used in Atlanta. And I
think you testified that that was the first that
you understood that Callahan & Gibbons had been
used

A. That's my recollection, what I was told.

Q. Okay. Do you know how much money was
spent on security guards in Atlanta?

A. No.

Q. Okay. Then there were some security
guards in Maryland. Are you aware of that?

A. That's my understanding.
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Q. Okay. ou know how many guards or
bhow much ti r how much moncy was spent on
security guards in -

A. No.

Q. -- Maryland?

A. No.

Q. Now, you have a bill for the research
with respect to drug policy, don't you, 80 you
know how much was spent on that?

A. 1 suppose so, -

Q. Okay. With respect to the remainder, do
you know what comprised those services?

A. No.

Q. And did you make any attempt to find out
what comprised those services?

A. No. There would be no need to. It's
$60,000 that was spent to do what? They told me
what. They told me it was all appropriate and
legal. 1 called Callahan & Gibbons. They told me
the same thing. 1 opened it all up to the press.

Q. Okay. Well, ] want to get to what the
“what" was. Okay. You said $60,000 to do what.
They told me what. What's the "what"?

A. They told me that they were used 10 see
if clectors in states had had requirements on the
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qualifications of the electors, whether those
people would be qualified.

Q. As ] understood your earlier testimony,
sir, you said that background checks had been done
in ccriain cases. And one of the examples you
used was a question of whether or not a person was
a convicted felon and, therefore, whether they
could legally qualify to be an elector in a
state.

Were there any other cases that you're aware
of, outside of whether a person was a convicted
felon or not, for which background checks were
made?

A I'm not sure I understand the question.

Q. Okay. You've indicated in your
testimony that an issue you might be looking at to
determine whether to do a background check of an
elector would be to determine whether he was a
convicted felon or not, because in some states, if

ou're a convicted felon, you can't be an elector
use you're not a voter, right?

A What ] said, ] believe, is that not that
1 did that or that ] knew about it, but that ]
would use as an example one of the reasons 1 was
told or one of the results I was told about that

came up from Illinois about whether or not the
person could be an elector. But it's in the
news --

Q. Do you know whether a background check
was done in Illinois by Callahan & Gibbons?

A. ] believe one was. 1 don't know. 1
have not seen it. :

Q. Okay. Were you ever given by Mr.
Blahnik or Mr. Menroe or Mr. Melbye or anyone clse
you spoke to at The Perot Petition Committee any
other reason for asking for a background check
with respect to an elector or state coordinator or
volunteer or anybody, other than a suspicion that
they might be a convicted felon?

A. No.

Q. So that, I take it though, outside of

the bill that talks about the report on drug

policy and the bill which specifically talks about
the state of Maryland, security services to the
state of Maryland, if 1 were to go through those
exhibits and say, well, did you find out what this
particular invoice is for, you wouldn't be able to
tell me.

A. Absolutely not.

Q. You testified also about an interview
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| that you had with Callahan & Gibbons. What
exactly, as best you can recall, did whoever you
spoke to at Callahan & Gibbons tell you they had
done?
A. They had told me -- they told me they
had looked into the public records to see whether
people had moved frequently, to see if they had
conviction records, that used the phrase that they had not turned over to The Perot
which 1 mentioned carlier that everything they did Petition Committee?
was information that could be pur from A. No.
public record companies that coilect this sort of Q. Did you go over their bills with them
data on people. and ask them what it was they had done?
used an example, if 1 remember right, of A. No.
subscription lists to magazines and things of that Q. Did they talk to cf'ou at all about any
naturc. But they were adamant that nothing was other services they had used, subcontractors,
done that was improper. 1 told them if something other individuals, other portions of searches
was done improper, that we would take action which had been done, by people other than
against them, that it would be incumbent upon us themselves?
to do so. A. No.
Q. ] understand that part of your Q. They did not. Did you ask them whether
testimony, that they assured you that they felt they had -- whether they had control of their
that they had don¢ nothing improper; and you entire investigation or whether some portions had
assured them that you were concerned about that. been subcontracted out to other people who were
+  But what I'm asking is: What exactly did not necessarily under their control?
< they tell you that they did? A. No. 1 probably should have, but I just

A. ] can't recall the specific
conversation.

Q. Okay.

A. Or the details of it.

Q. Did they indicate to you that they had
received any information with respect to
volunteers or electors or coordinators or whoever,
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called Tom Barr as an attorney because they wanted
legal advice on whether or not they could get a
restraining order on some -- one volunteer versus
another.
Q. ] don't mean to interrupt you but —
A. That's fine.
Q. -- ] understand that testimony. I
thought I was asking something different. What
I'm asking is: In cach individual instance in
which background checks were ordered, did you make
any attempt to find out who had ordered the
background check with respect to any particular
individual?
MR. BUDNER: And when you say
"you," you mecan Clay personally.
MR. STRIBLING: I mean Clay
personally in his investigation, yes.
THE WITNESS: Yes. In a general
sense, in the sense that you're meeting with a
group of people and you — I asked, why was this
done? And they would say, because we had this
problem here or this issue there. And the person
Callahan & Gibbons became a customer or a service that would have been involved with that state
provider to the campaign. And they told me what | ensuring that what necded to be done legally to
testified to earlier, that in my absence, they get on the ballot was there. And ] assumed that

didn't know how these entities operate.

Q. Did they talk to you at all about a firm
by the name of North American Advisory, Inc.”

A No.

Q. In Chicago, Illinois or the Chicago

6 metropolitan area?

A. No.

Q. Did they talk to you at all about
O'Counnell & Associates, a private investigating
firm in the northeast, in New England?

A. No. I've subsequently become aware of
them because of the litigation.

Q. Right. Did they speak to you at all
about a firm in Ohio by the name of Research
Associates?

A. No.

Q. Did they indicate to you — well, when
you were talking to Blahnik and Monroe and perhaps
Melbye about what was done, did you inquire as to
who had actually ordered background investigations
from Callahan & Gibbons?

A. Yes. 1 asked how this happened, how
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Q. Okay. And, Mr. Poss, you've had your
deposition taken before?

A. Yes, ] have.

Q. Okay. And I'm going to be asking you
some questions today about your knowledge of
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5-29-96 ‘ Condcnsclt! ™ l J. Michael Poss
Page 5 ) age 6
| J. MICHAEL POSS, 1 cvents that occurred during the 1992 presidential
2 the witness hercinbefore named, being first duly 2 campaign and the petition cffort for Mr. Perot.
3 cautioned and swomn to testify the truth, the q 1f I ask you any questions that you're not
4 whole truth and nothing but the truth, testificd 4 clcar about or don't understand, please stop me
5 on his oath as follows: 5 and ask mc to go back and rcask the question. Is
6 THE REPORTER: Would you state your 6 that agrecabic?
7 stipulation, please. 7 A. Yes, 1t is.
8 MR. REEKS: Okay. This deposition 8 Q. And if you answer a question, we'll
9 is taken pursuant to the Federal Rules. Mr. Poss, 9 understand that you understood the question. ls
10 would you -- 10 that agrecable?
11 MS. ASKEW: And we're taking it in 11 A. Yes, it is.
12 both cases, the Missouri and the Dallas 12 Q. Prior to coming here today, did you
13 litigation. 13 discuss yow deposition with anyone?
14 MR. REEKS: Right. In both cases. 14 A Yes, I did.
15 EXAMINATION 15 Q. Okay. With whom?
16 BY MR. REEKS: 16 A With Ms. Askew and with Craig Budner.
17 Q. Mr. Poss, would you please state your 17 Q. Okay. No one else?
18 full name and address. 18 A Noone else.
19 A. James Michacl Poss, 6405 Mercedes 19 Q. Have you discussed the depositions of
20 Avecnue, Dallas, Texas, 75214. 20 any of the other parties or witnesses that have

been taken in this case?
A. No, | have not.
Q. Have you read any of the prior
depositions that have been taken in this case?
A No, I have not.

Page 7
Q. The Court Reporter reminded me that
we've been forgetting to ask in these depositions
about reading and signing the deposition. And for
the record, would you like to read and sign the
deposition after it's been transcribed by the
Court Reporter?
MS. ASKEW: Yes.
THE WITNESS: Yes, I would.
... . MS.ASKEW: And I would agree to
signature before any notary.
11 MR. REEKS: Okay.
12 MS. ASKEW: And that will apply,
13 just so the record is clear, as to all witnesses
i4 that you have deposed that we have presented for
15 deposition -- Russ Monroe, Russ Melbye, Joe Grant,
16 Mark Blahnik.
17 MR. REEKS: That's agreeable.
18 Thank you, Ms. Askew.
19 Q. Mr. Poss, just by way of background, let
20 me get some information about your education. Did
21 you go to college?
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22 A Yes, ldid.

23 Q. Okay. And where did you go to college?
24 A. The University of Texas at Austin,

25 Q. Okay. And what course of study did you
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cngage in at the University of Texas?
A. Accounting.
Q. And did you receive a degree in

accounting?
I did.
.AnditwasaB.A.?

B.B.A.

B.B.A.? Okay. And when was that?

1973. .

And did you do any postgraduate work?

1did.

Okay. And where was that?

That was at the University of Texas at
n.

And what was that in?

That was in law.

Wen: to law school?

1 did.

And did you get a juris doctor?

I did.

And when was vour juris doctor awarded?

1976.
- Have you been engaged in the practioce of
law since getting out of law school?
A. No, I have not.

Eropororop»
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- I Q. Any other college later work 1 Q An long were you with Arthur Young

2 that you've donc? 2 & Compa

3  A.No. 3 A Three years.

4 Q. Did you go -- directly from recciving 4 Q. And would that have been through about

s your accounting degree at U.T. did you go directly 5 1979?

6 into law school? 6  A. It would be.

7 A Yes, ldid. 7 Q. And what did you do after that?

8 Q. And there wasn't a period of time when 8  A. ] went to work for Ross Perot.

9 you were in the work force as a full-time employee 9 Q. In about 19797

10 of some -- other than like maybe a summer job? 10 A Yes.

—

11 A. There was just a summer job between
12 graduation and the beginning of law school.
13 Q. Okay. And wherc was that?

14 A. That was in Austin, Texas.

Q. And what kind of work did you do when
you went to work for Mr. Perot?
A. Tax accounting,

Q. Had you come into contact with Mr. Perot

—
POV S |

15 Q. And what were you doing? 15 when you were with Arthur Young & Company?
16  A. 1 was werking for a defense contractor. 16 A Yes,Ihad

17 Q. And after you finished law school in 17 Q. And how did you come into contact with
18 1976, what did you do? 18 Mr. Perot?

19  A. ] went to work for Arthur Young & 19 A. I was assigned to work on the tax

20 Company here in Dallas, Texas. 20 returns for Mr. Perot, and 1 was working on the
21 Q. And that's a C.P.A. firm? 21 tax returns for Electronic Data Systems.

22 A lis. 22 Q. And after you left Arthur Young, were

23 Q. And what was your position when you 23 you doing similar type work for Mr. Perot?

24 started cut with Arthur Young? 24 A Primarily the same type of work for Mr.
25  A. | was a tax accountant. 25 Perot that ] had been doing for Mr. Perot in the

Page 11 Page !

1 employment of Arthur Young. Q Okay. You did not perform functions for

1

2 Q. Okay. And were you the person that put 2 Electronic Data Systems?

? 3 together the final tax returns after 1979 when you 3 A.No,Idid not.

g 4 went to work for Mr. Perot? 4  Q And you worked -- you were employed by
S A. Yes, I was, S Electronic Data Systems until 19867

3 6 Q. And were those checked by Arthur Young & 6 A That's correct.

: 7 Compzny? 7 Q. And who did you go to work for in 1986?

o 8 A Yes. They were reviewed by Arthur Young § A The Perot Group. ’

i 9 & Company. $ Q. And what is The Perot Group?

10 Q. And since 1979, have you been working 10 A The Perot Group is an unincorporated

- =11t-for Ross Perot during that entire period?

—

sole preprietorship of Ross Perot.

12 A. Yes, ] have been. 12 Q And what functions does it perform?
13 Q. Have you been working for Ross Perot 13 A Primanly it functions as a family

N 14 individually or for one of his corporations or 14 office organization for the Perot family.
15 other entities? 15 Q. And how many employees does The Perot
16 A I was actually employed by Electronic 16 Group have? ;
17 Data Systems, starting in 1979, and worked for 17 A. Approximately 50 to 60.
18 Electronic Data Systems until 1986. 3 Q And does The Perot Group manage the
19 Q. Okay. And when you were employed by ¢ vanous businesses and other entities that Mr.,
20 Electronic Data Systems or Data Systems, did you 2> Perot has an interest in?
21 do their tax returns as well? 21 A Itdocs.
22 A. No. I would like to add that I was 22 Q And you've been working for The Perot
23 employed by Electronic Data Systems; but my salary {23 Group since 1986?
24 was reimbursed by Mr. Perot to the corporation, 24 A Yes. However, there was a change of

25 Electronic Data Systems. 25 _name in approximataly June of 1992,

MBA Reporting Scrvices, Inc. * (214) 341-4000
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do it.

Q. And he didn't give yo% option for
saying, no, thanks, I'd rather Tiot?

A. No.
Q. Just basically instructed you to do
that?

A. Yes.

Q. And you were his cmployee at the time?

A. Yes.

Q. And you worked for The Perot Group?

A. Yes.

Q. Was there cver any concern that your
duties with The Perot Petition Committee would
interfere with your job at The Perot Group?

A. No.

Q. Did you ever have any discussion like
that with Mr. Perot?

A. No, none.

Q. What did your job as treasurer for The
Perot Petition Committee involve?

A. It involved signing checks, sctting up
the accounting system for The Perot Petition
Committee, huring the accounting staff that would
be necded for The Perot Petition Committee.

Q. When vou say signing checks, did that

D OO~ AW N -~
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involve revi g invoices for services or goods
and things t naturc?

A. Only in a high-level review capacity.

Q. Explain that to me.

A. We devcloped a staff of accountants who
would review the invoices that were submitied for
payment, and thcy would make sure that we had
proper authorization to pay thosc invoices.

Q. And when you say you had high-level
review, would you review only 1 bills; or
would you review them after they been
previously reviewed by other accountants?

A. ] reviewed them after they had been
reviewed by other accountants.

Q. Did you have any training or instruction
with regard to what you were going to be doing as

7 treasurer of The Perot Petition Committee?

A. No, | did not.

Q. Did you basically learn on the job?

A Yes,

Q. Okay. Did you have any instruction or
training with regard to Federal Election
Comrmussion guidelines or rules?

A. No, | did not.

Q. Did you read any materials on Federal

1
2
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Election Commission guidelines, rules?

A. Yes, 1 did.

Q. And what ali did you review?

A. I don't recall the exact title of the
brochures, but the Federal Election Commission
publishes a number of documents, and 1 reviewed
those.

Q. Okay. Was part of your responsibility
as treasurer of The Perot Petition Committee to
ensure compliance with FEC reporting guidelines?

A. Yes, it was. . =

Q. And did you also have any responsibility
for ensuring compliance with FEC reporting
guidelines by the various state petition
organizations?

A. No, I d:d not have -- ] did not have
authority, or I did not have -- I had no reason to
file -- or I had no reason at that time to worry
about the state organizations.

Q Okay. At some time did you become
responsible for the filing of state organizations
in ccmpliance with FEC guidelines?

A. 1 was not responsible for the filing by
the state organizations of their material.

Q. Did you ever at any time request that

~d N A B L R e
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the state petition organizations forward their
filing information to you for filing under The
Perot Petition Commuttee?

A. 1 suggested that they did.

Q. And when was that?

A. That was in early April, I believe.

Q. And did any of the states take advantage
of your suggestion? 3

A ] believe some of them did, yes.

Q. Did the state of Missouri?

A. 1 do not recall. o e £ g

Q. Were you also responsible for assisting
the state organizations with scﬂinfup bank
accounts and taking care of their financial, the
financial part of their business?

MS. ASKEW: Object to the compound
nature of the question.

Q. Okay. Let me -- do you understand the
question?

A. No -- repeat it, please.

Q. Okay. I'll break it down. Were you
responsible for assisting the states in setting up
bank accounts?

A. No.

Q. Did you assist states in setting up bank

MBA Rcporting Scrvices, Inc. * (214) 341-4000
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Rollins in June of 19927

A. Mr. Rollins brought with him or brought
into the campaign a number of individuals who had
worked with him in prior campaigns. And one of
those people was named Charlie Leonard.

Q. Would anybody from The Perot Petition
Committee that we've discussed previously, such as
Mr. Blahnik or Mr. Monroe, have repo! to Mr.
Rollins?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. Did Tom Luce ever meet with you to
discuss financial matters with The Perot Petition
Committee?

A. No.

Q. Did he ever ask you to keep him advised
of how much money was being spent?

A. No.

Q. Did you ever discuss any other matters
dealing with The Perot Petition Committee with Mr.
Luce?

A. No. 5

Q. Did you ever see Mr. Luce?

A. I would see him, yes.

Q. Okay. Did you do any -- did you have
any conversations with Mr. Luce other than, you

1
p |
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
L1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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know, saying hi in the hallway?
A. No, I don't recall any.
MR. R:EKS: You want to take a
short break?
MS. ASKEW: Sure.
(Recess at 10:52 to 11:01.)
(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 60 IDENTIFIED.)
Q. Mr. Poss, back after the short break.
I'm going to show you a document that I've marked
as Exhibit 60 and ask if you can identify that
document.
A. Yes, I can.
Q Okay. And is that your signaturce?
A. Yes, it is.
Q. Is that a true and correct copy of an
affidavit that you signed on June 21st, 19947
A. Yes, it is.
Q. A couple of things that I forgot to ask
you previously. Do you know who hired or selected
Mark Blahnik to work for The Perot Petition
Committee?
A. 1 believe Ross Perot did.
(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 61 IDENTIFIED.)
Q. Let me show you another document. It
may already be in evidence. I've marked this

VOO NNAWV A WN—
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document as Exhibit No. 61 and ask if you are
familiar with that document.

A. Yes, ] am,

Q. And what is this?

A. This is an FEC document.

Q. Okay. And what is the purpose of this
FEC document?

A. It designates a treasurer of The Perot
Petition Committee and an assistant treasurer.
Q. Did you prepare -- I know you didn't
prepare the form. But did you fill out the form

aan ign the form?

A. I signed the form. I don't recall who
actually prepared the form.

Q. gkay. Is the information in the form
true and correct, to the best of your knowledge
and belief?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. And is this a true and correct copy of
the statement of organization which you signed on
behalf of The Perot Petition Committee?

A Yes, it is.

Q. It lists Russ Monroe as assistant
treasurer?

A. That is correct.

o~ O\ A B W N -
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Q. Did Russ Monroe answer to you with The
Pcrot Petition Committee?

A No, he did not.

Q. What was his function as assistant
treasurer with The Perot Petition Committee?

A. He would sign checks in my absence.

Q. Was there any limitation placed on his
authority to sign checks?

A. No, there was not.

Q. He had the same authority that you had?

A. Yes.

Q. What types of checks? Payment of any
vendors or anything of that nature?

MS. ASKEW: What's the question?

Q. Okay. What kind of checks would Mr.
Monroe sign?

A Actually I'm not certain that Mr. Monre=
cver signed any checks at all.

Q. Okay. But he was there if needed?

A. Correct.

Q. Are you aware of any instances where you
were not available to sign checks and Mr. Monroe
signed checks?

A. No, I am not.

Q. Did Mr. Monroe have authority to

-
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Q. At some point did the various state
organizations become what you refer to as state-
affiliated committees?

A. At some point in time -- and I don't
recall at what point in time that was -- some of
the states did become affiliated, yes.

Q. And what was the significance of a state
organization becoming a state-affiliated
committee?

A. The only real significance had to dc
with FEC reporting.

Q. And what was the -- how did FEC
reporting have any impact or any role in a state
becoming a state-affiliated committee?

A. Would you ask that question again?

Q. How did the FEC rules play arole in a
state becoming a state-affiliated committee?

MS. ASKEW: Object to the extent it
calls for a legal conclusion. But you may answer
the question.

THE WITNESS: The reporting to the
FEC for the activities that were occutring in the
1 states could then be reported on the FEC report
that was filed by The Perot Petition Committee
from Dallas.
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1 ct the information
2 from the various states to file with the FEC?
3 A. That was provided by the -- by a
4 volunteer from one of the state organizations.
S Q. And what types of information would be
6 given by the state organization to The Perot
7 Petition Committee for filing?
8  A. They would provide the names, the
9 addresses and job descriptions of the donors or
10 the contributors to the carpaign on the receipt
11 side. On the disbursement side they would provide
12 names of vendors, amounts paid and dates ks
13 were written,
14 Q. Would they also provide information such
15 as if a volunteer incurred an expense and sought
16 reimbursement? Would that kind of information be
17 provided?
18 A 1believe so.
19 Q. Were there any controls over how the
0 funds in the various, in the state-affiliated

committees could be used?

A We exercised no control over those
funds.
Q. Do you know whether the state of
Missourt was a state-affiliated committee?

|

A. 1 do not know.
Q. If a state had sent FEC forms to the PPC
in April for receipts and disbursements in March,
would that state be an affiliated committee as far
as The Perot Petition Committee was concerned?
A. 1 do not know what the criteria was for
becoming an affiliated committee.
Q. Who was responsible for setting up that
9 designation of state-affiliated committees?
10  A. Clay Mulford.
'11 Q. Did you have any discussions with Mr.
12 Mulford about setling up the designation of
13 state-affiliated commuttees?
14 A. No.
15 Q. If states would send the FEC forms for
16 filing with The Perot Petition Committee's FEC
17 report, would you be resporsible for reviewing
18 those forms?
19 A No.
20 Q Who would be resporsible for reviewing
21 those forms?
22 A. Bob Daniel and the people from Ernst &
23 Young that we had empioyed to help us process the

0O A h & W N —

24 FEC reBorts.
25 Q. Did you have any personal involvement in

~d OB M) -

any of the FEC filings or reporting?

A. I reviewed the forms, and I signed the
forms.

Q. Arc you familiar with a firm called The
Callahan & Gibbons Group?

A. Iam. =

Q. And how are you familiar with The
Callahan & Gibbens Group?

A. I became familiar with them when 1
signed some checks to them.

Q What checks did you sign to The Callahan
& Gibbons Group?

A. 1 don't remember the specific checks. 1
just know that I had signed some checks to them.

Q. Were those for services rendered?

A. They were for services, yes. :

Q. And do you know what type services The
Callahan & Gibbons Group performed for Perot
Petition Commuittee?

A. During what time?

Q %’)uring %pdhé\&ay and June of 1992.

A. 1 was under the mistaken impression
23 during that time period that they were performing
24 legal services, what I now know to be a mistaken
25 impression.
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1 Q. Okay. How did you gain"#st impression

2 that they were performing legal services?

3 A. From our controller at The Perot

4 Petition Committee.

s Q. And who was that?

6 A. Bob Daniel.

7 Q. And do you know how Bob Daniel came to

g8 understand that Callahan & Gibbons was a law firm

or was performing legal services?

A. No, 1 do not.

Q. Have f\j'ou discussed it with Mr. Daniel?

A. No, | have not.

Q. When did you learn that the work that
Callahan & Gibbons Group was doing was not legal
scrvices?

A. | believe I learned that in September
of '92.

Q. And what are the circumstances of your
learning of that information?

A. I learned that, I believe, fro~.- Mark
Blahnik.

Q. And was that in a conversation you had
with Mr. Blahnik?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. What did Mr. Blahnik tell you?

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
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A. 1don't exactly what he told me.

Q. Who had initiated the conversation
concerning Callahan & Gibbons?

A. I don't recall that.

Q. Do you belicve it occurred in September?

A. 1 believe so.

Q. Was it in The Perot Petition Committee
offices or Perot '92 offices?

A. Yes, it was.

Q. Or '96?

A. Yes, it was.

Q. Are you familiar with who retained
Callahan & Gibbons for The Perot Petition
Committee?

A. No, I'm not.

Q. Do you know how The Perot Petition
Committee became knowledgeable of the Callahen &
Gibbons Group?

A. I believe they were suggested or
referred to The Perot Petition Committee by an
attorncy named Thomas Barr.

Q. And what was Mr. Barr's relation to the
Perot Petition Committec?

A. Mr. Barr was serving as an adviser to
The Perot Petition Committee.

Q. Was that hus only title or designation?

A. There were no titles. That's the best
description ] can give to him.

Q. Was he paid by the Perot Petition

A. No, he was not.

Q. Ard to your knowledge, what was Mr.
8 Barr's connection with The Callahan & Gibbons
9 Group?

1
2
3
4
s Committee?
6
7

10  A.Idon't know his connection there.

11 Q. Had you ever heard of the Callahan &

12 Gibbons Group prior to them doing work for The
13 Perot Petition Committee?

14  A. Never.

1S Q. Had you ever heard of Richard Callahan?
16 A No.

17 Q. Or John Callahan?

18 A No.

19 Q. Or John Gibbons?

20 A No.

21 Q. Do you know who requested that Callahan
22 & Gibbons Group perform background checks or
23 investigations upon clectors and volunteers in the
24 various states?

25 A Idonot

Page 75 |

[o- I e RV R S

N S
OV NS WN=OV0

Page 76 |
Q. You received the bills from Callahan & '
Gibbons; is that right?

A. They were received by The Perot Petition
Committee, yes.

Q. And did you review the bills?

A. No, 1 did not. .

Q. I'm going to show you, starting with, 1
believe it's Exhibit 12 through 20, and ask that
you look at those statements from The Callahan &
Gibbons Group. I believe they're addressed to
Mark Blahnik, each of them.

A. Uh-huh.

Q. And ask if you recall any of those bills
or statements.

A. All right.

Q. Okay. Are you familiar with any of the
gtra(tcmcnts that are shown in Exhibits 12 through

07

A. Yes, | am.

Q. Okay. And when did you become familiar
with those exhibits?

A. I recall seeing some of the exhibits as
early ag! (isay, Ahngust of '9%

Q. Did you have any role in i
payment of the invoices repme:xpw igm
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| cxhibits? 1 Q. Looking over at 14, there's a statement
2 A. No, I did not. 2 for $3,505. Do you know what scrvices that
3 Q. Who would have done that? 3 invoice represents?
4  A. Probably Mark Blahnik. 4  A. No,Idonot.
S Q. Okay. And there's a paid stamp up at s Q. Did you ever perform any rcview of the
6 the top. Is that internal wﬂﬁ The Perot Petition 6 invoices that were submitted by Callahan & Gibbons
7 Committee, or is that from The Callahan & Gibbons 7 to determine what the nature of the services were
8 Group, or do you know? 8 that were performed?
9 A Idonot know. I don't recall that 9  A. No, I did not.

stamp from The Perot Petition Committee.
Q. Looking at Exhibit No. 12, which is a
statement -- is that what you have in front of
you?
A Yes.
Q. -- which is a statement directed to Mr.
Blahnik from The Callahan & Gibbons Group -- and I
don't have my copy. But it's for $5,930.86.
A. Yes.
Q. Do you know what those services
represent?
A. 1 do not.
Q. Looking over at No. 13, Exhibit No. 13,
it's a statement for $18,000 even. Do you know
what those services rcpn:scnt?
A. No, I don't.

R S
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Q. Looking over at Exhibit 21, that's a
statement from The Callahan & Gibbons Group and
previously identified. It's addressed to Mr.

Blahnik for $18,000. And under the reference it
says -- and if you would rcad it because 1 don't
have my copy. Would you read it for the record

A. "Confidential inquirics and physical
security services, state of Maryland."

Q Okay. And I ask you to look back at
Exhibit No. 13. And Exhibit 13 and Exhibit 21 are
for the same amount. And they've got the same
clicnt number, invoice number and matter number.
Do you knew why the reference that's contained in
thosc statements are different?

A No, I do not.
Q. You never had any conversations with

H Page 79 Page 80
| Callahan & Gibbons concerning description of the I A. From my attorney.
42 scrvices in the invoices they were submitting? 2 Q Okay. Have you heard anything about
3 A. I've never spoken to anybody at Callahan 3 background investigations in your conversations
{24 & Gibbons. 4 with anyone in The Perot Petition Committee?
s Q. What is your understanding -- in various 5 A Not to my knowledge.
4r6 of the invoices that are in Exhibits 13 through -- 6 Q Okay. With Mr. Mulford?
7 or 12 through 20 there are references to security 7 A No.
8 services. Do you know what that involved? 8 Q. Mr. Blahnik?
9 A My understanding is that involved 9 A No.
10 securi o? J)row with respect to the 10 Q. Mr. Monroe?
11 state of Marylan It A No.
%2 Q. Okay. For all of those? For all of the 12 Q. Have you seen press accounts of
13 invoices? 13 background investigations with regard to
14 A That was my understanding at the time, 14 volunteers?
15 yes. 15 A Ihave secn none.
16 Q. Did you gain another understanding at 16 MR STRIBLING: Ibeg your pardon,
17 some subsequent point? 7 sir. What was your answer?
18 A. No, not really. 18 THE WITNESS: Was the question,
19 Q. When you say "not really,” lyu.rappcar to 19 have | seen press releases or press --
20 be hedgmg a little bit. Have you d any 20 Q. Press reporting of background
21 information concerning what those invoices may 21 investigations in --
22 represent? 22 A No. I have seen no news clippings or
3 Al hv:o !‘:;r:!d au:: 3 ation thg has 23 news articles.
mmﬂ vestigations. 24 Q. Okay. Have you ever had any discussions
Q. . who did you hear that from? 25 with Mr. Perot congcmmg backgrox)l'nd

: .u :
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investigations of clectors or vo rs in the Group? . i

|
states during the 1992 petition effort or 2 A. That is correct.
campaign? 3 Q. And those payments arc shown to be legal
A. No. 4 fees?
Q. I'll refer you over in the book to 5 A. That is correct.
6
7
8

Exhibit No. 26. And that's a document that has Q. And thiac s for the reasons that -- did
written at the top of it Case Opening File. And you place the -- strike that last question. Did
it was produced to us by Callahan & Gibbons. Are you make the entries on that report that those
you familiar with that document? 9 payments were for legal fees? _

A. I have never seen this document. 10 A. No, I did not make those entries.

Q. Okay. Do you have any knowledge 11 Q. Okay. Would you have reviewed and
conceming why Callahan & Gibbons might have 12 signed off on that report when it went to the
listed the ultimate client to be H. Ross Perot? 13 Federal Election Commission?

A. No, I do not. 14 A. Yes, I would have,

Q. Let me get that back from you real 1S Q And was that done when you were under
quick. 16 the impression that those were legal fees?

A (Hands to counsel) 17 ALY . N

Q I'm going to show you a document that's 18 Q. Did you ever file any amended filing to
been previously identified as Exhibit No. 22, 19 correct that error?

Blahnik No. 22, and ask if you are familiar with 2 A. I belicve we did, but I'm not exactly
that document. For the record, 1 believe it's a 21 certain that we did.
portion of a Federal Election Commission filing. 22 Q. During the time period of April, May and

A. I am familiar with this document. 23 June of 1992, where did the funding for The Perot

Q. Okay. And in that document there's a 24 Pctition Committee come from?
listing of payments to The Callahan & Gibbons 25 A It came from contributions from various

OO0~V AEWN-
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introduced, but I'm not sure. What number was the
last?

A Here's 65.

Q 1 belicve 66.

(DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 66 IDENTIFIED.)

MR. STRIBLING: This is 667
MR. REEKS: Yes.

Q I'm going to show you a document that's
been marked as Exhibit No. 66 and ask if you are
familiar with that document.

A. I am familiar with it.

Q. Okay. Did you have any role in the
preparation of that document?

A. 1did not.

Q. What is the purpose of that document?

A. The purpose of the document, to the best
of my understanding, is to attempt to comply with

individuals, and it came from Mr. Perot.

Q How much did Mr. Perot contribute to The
Perot Petition Committee during that period of
time?

A. 1 don't recall the exact amount.

Q. Would those be the funds that you
transferred from Mr. Perot's account into the
account of the Perot Petition Committee?

A. Yes.

10 Q. And you would have known at that time
11 how much was being transferred?

12 A. Yes.

13 Q. How much were you receiving from other
14 sources, other than Mr. Perot, during that time
15 period?

16  A. The amount was not significant in terms
17 of the total amount that Mr. Perot was

18 contributing. the FEC regulations.

19 Q. Okay. If you were to assign a Q. Are vou familiar with Mr. Perot's
20 percentage, what percentage would you assign to signature?

21 the amount that Mr. Perot was contributing as A. ITam.

22 opposed to other contributions? Q. Is that his signature at the bottom?

23 A 9'5 percent. A. That appears to be his signature, yes,
24 Q. I'm going to show you some other it does.
$1_#esuments. And Uese may have been already Q. Is that a true and correct copy of the

00 ~J O\ th B L b)) -

l
2
]
4
5
6
7
8
9

—
N~ O 0

P ™
[~ IR B SRV T R P

s
O

MBA Rcporting Services, Inc. * (214) 341-4000




5-29-96

CondenscIt!™

J. Michael Poss

f Page 133
and Clay Mulford?

A. No, he did not.

Q. Did he supervisc any other employces
with The Perot Petition Committee?

A. No.

Q. Did he have any official function
whatsocver with The Perot Petition Committee?

A. No.

Q. Now, you've talked about media, data

rocessing, field operations, the fact that you
ircd sta‘f, temporary staff, FEC reporting,

volunteers. Was Ross Perot, the candidate,
involved in any of those activities on behalf of
The Perot Petition Committee for the period, March
through June 19927

A. No, he was not.

Q. Were you involved with The Perot
Petition Committec on a daily basis during this
period, March through Junc of 19927

A. Yes, 1 was.

Q. Okay. If Ross Perot had been involved
in those s of aclivitics on behalf of The
Perot Petition Committee during this period, is
this something you would have had knowledge of?

A. Ycs.

1
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Q. Now, was The Petition Committoe
actually located in the offices of Ross Perot, The
Pcrot Group, Perot Services or any of the other
Pcrot-related cntities that we've talked about
here today?

A. No.

Q. Where were those offices located?

A. At the outset, they were located on the
eleventh floor of the building that houses the
Perot Group offices At a later point in time the
office was moved tc 66C6 Hillcrest Parkway.

Q. Was Mr. Perot, The Perot Group, Perot
Services or any of the other businesses in which
Mr. Perot might have been involved in, ever housed
on the cleventh floor or the second floor that you
have mentioned?

A. No.

Q. When The Perot Petition Committee
opcrations moved to Hillcrest, did *4r. Pcrot move
10 that office?

A No, he did not.

Q. Did he ever have an office in The Perot
Petition Committee offices?

A. No, he did not.

Q. Why were the activitics of The Perot

Page 135
Petition Committee and their offices separate from
the office of Ross Perot and the other Perot-
rclated entities that yov™ =~ mentioned?

A In order to kee: -

MR. REEKS: _yject Excuse me.
Object. Calls for legal conclusion. Calls for
speculation.

Q. Well, were you involved in the decision,

Mr. Poss, related to where offices would be
located and where the daily activities of The
Perot Petition Committec would be handled?

A. Yes, I was.

Q. Based on the knowledge that you have
from personal involvement in those decisions,
would you tell the jury why the decision was made
to have those offices separate from the offices of
Ross Perot?

A. Because they really weren't the
activitics of Ross Perot. We wanted to keep them
separate for that reason.

Q. Did Ross Perot participate in any way on
the decisions made on the office space for The
Perot Petition Committee and where it would be
located?

A. No.
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Q. Were those dccisions that you were
personally involved in?

Ri Y ex,

Q. So if Mr. Perot had been involved in
those typcs of decisions, you would have knowledge
of that. '

A Yes.

Q. We talked about the petition drives. To
your knowledge, did Mr. Perot have any personal
involvement in any of these petition drives that
we've mentioned?

A. The only involvement that he had was to
appear at rallies at the end of the petition drive
to thank the volunteers for their efforts.

Q. Was that something arranged by The Perot
Petition Committec?

A. Yes.

Q. When there were issues related to FEC
compliance, is that something that you went to
Ross Perot for advice on?

A. No.

Q. Who would you go to for that type of
advice?

A. Clay Mulford.

Q. Now, during the period you were acting
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Re: MUR 3963 - Perot 92 ard Mike Poss, as Treasurer

I, MIKE POSS, being duly sworn, depose and say:

Tis During the period between March, 1992 and
November, 1992, I was the Treasurer of
Perot ‘92.

During the time period described above, I
was exclusively employed by the Perot

from any other source. The Parot Group is
an unincorporated scle proprietorship
o owned by Ross Perot created for the pur-

" £ managing Ross Perot’s personal

TNA

MIKE POSS

- - =

Cworn to before me this ;2/
day of June, 1954

W/

> éé( 4@&»@7@&2‘

Notary Public

. BOBBIE VAN PELT
T} MY COMMSSION EXPRES
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DALLAS OIVISION
KEVIN L\UGHLII, ROMARD
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'rll DISTRICT
2 oIViS:
3 MARK DOTILER, KEVIN )
\ LAVGHLIN, LOMARD DYCK, )
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s vs, ) COMSOLIDATED
THE PEROT PETITION ) CIVIL ACTION WO
§ COMMITTEL, EQUIFAX ) 4:94cvelT ore
CREDIT IMPORMATION )
7 SERVICES, INC., RUSS )
MELBYE, AND SANDRA )
8 STONL LURE, )
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
1 FOR THL NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

]
13 Dvcn, CARAIE ALSPANM, )
MARX DOTILER, }
14 rhlluul, ) COMSOLIDATED
] CIVIL ACTION WO.

13 ROSS FEROT, MARK ALAN ) 3-93~CV-2817-R
BLANNIK ANMD THE CALLAHAN )
16 ¢ GIBBOWNS GROUP, INC., :

umrun DEPOSITION OF 8. RO3S PRLROT, a

witness produced on behalf of the Plaintiff, teken
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1a the sbove and Runbered ceuss at 914l '

Jty of May, 1994, Bafere R.
Michael Buie, & Cortified Shorthand Reportar ia
and for the Btale of Tesas, at the Lav Office of
Hughes ¢ Luce, L.L.P., 1717 Maln Street, Suite
2000, located in the City ef Dallas, Couaty ef

A.X »n the

Dallas, State of Texas, pursusat to Natice ef
Deposition and In accordance vith the stipulatioa
hereinafter set forth.

APPLAMANCES

MR. F. JOHW RELKS
Bodenheimer, Jenes, Klot: & Simmons
509 Milam Btreet
Inrqvc;ort, Louisiana 71101

AFPPEARING FOR THE PLAINTIFFS, NEVIN
LAUCALIN, EOWARD DYCK AND CARRIE ALSPAN

MARK DOTILER
2227 Hanard
St. Loule, Mlesouri 73104
APPCARING AD PLAINTIFF PRO SC

. KIM JSUANITA ASKEW ond
W. BUDNEA

L.L.p

T, Iulu 2800

Dallaw, Texas 173201
APPEARING POR THE DEFENDANTS, THE PEROT
PETITION COMMITTER, ROSS PEROT, RUSS
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PROCEEDINGS:

MS. ASKEW: With respect to the
videotaped portion of the deposition, it is
subject to the terms of the Protective Order which
has becn agreed to by the parties. The videotape
portion of the deposition is to remain in the
custody of the Court Reporter until it is to be
used for some purpose in the litigation. And I
think all of those terms are set forth in that
order.

MR. REEKS: That's correct.

MR. STRIBLING: That's correct.

MS. ASKEW: And, of course, we are
taking the deposition pursuant to the Federal
Rules of Cival Procedure. Mr. Perot will want to
review and sign his deposition, and we will agree
10 signature before any notary.

MR. REEKS: Okay. And this is for
use in both the Northern Distnct of Texas and
Eastern District of Missouri litigations.

MS. ASKEW: That's correct.

THE VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the
deposition of H. Ross Perot in the case of Mark
Dotzier. Et al. versus Perot Petition Committee,

Et al., Cise No. 4:94CVv887 C<G: and Kevin
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Laughlin, ct al. versus Ross Perot, Et al,, Case

No. 3-95-CVv-2577-R. The time is 9:41. We're on

the record.
-

* L] L] L]

H. ROSS PEROT,
the witness hereinbefore named, being first duly
cautioned and swomn to testify the truth, the
whole truth and nothing but the truth, testified
on his oath as follows:
EXAMINATION
BY MR. REEKS:

Q. Mr. Perot, would you please state your
name and address for the Court.

A. Henry Ross Perot, 12377 Merit Drive,
Dallas, Texas.

Q And that's your business address?

A Yes,

Q. Okay. My name is John Reeks, and |
represent the Plaintiffs or some of the Plaintiffs
in lawsuits that have been filed in the Northern
District of Texas and the Eastern District of
Missoun concerning certain activities that

3 occurred in the 1992 Perot petition drive and

clection campaign.
I'm poing to be asking you some questions
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here today concerning your knowledge of events
that took place with regard to those events. If
you don't understand a question that I ask or it's
not clear to you, please ask me to go back --

A. Fine.

Q. - and reask the question. Is that
agreeable?

A. Sure.

Q. And if you answer a question, we'll
assume that you understood the question. Is that
agreeable?

A. Fine.

Q. Okay. "Prior to your deposition today,

did you have occasion to discuss your testimony or
the deposition with anyone else?

A_ Just with the attorneys.

Q. Okay. And you've already discussed
reading and signing of the deposition, and |
understand you want to read and sign the
deposition after it's transcribed; is that
correct?

A. Ycs.

MS. ASKEW: Yes, That's coneet,
Q. Would you please tell me something about

your educational background.
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A Went -- grew up in Texas. Went to
public schools in Texas. Went to junior college
in Texas. Went to the Naval Academy.

Q. And when did you finish at the U.S.
Naval Academy? .

A. 1953,

Q. And did you have a particular field of
study or concentration at the Naval Academy?

A Everybody took the same courses. The- .
only choice you got was language.

Q. Okay. And what type of degree was
awarded to you by the Naval Academy?

A. Bachelor of Science in Electrical
Engineering.

Q. And after the Naval Academy, did you
serve in the military ?

A. Served four yeass at sea.

- Q And that would have been through about

nincteen --

A. Fifty-seven,

Q. -- fifty-seven? And after your military
scrvice, what did you do?

A Worked for 18M for five years in data
processing, then stirted a company, Clectronic
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the statc of Missouri? @

A. { don't recall any con tions about
Missouri.

Q. What about with Mr. Luce?

A. Same. 1 do not recall any conversations
about Missouri.

Q. Were you familiar with the fact that at
some point in time there was a decision made to
re-petition the state of Missouri?

A. No, not at that time. I've heard about
it in the last two or threc days.

Q. During the months of March through June
of 1992, had you heard about the re-petitioning of
any states?

A. No.

Q. I'll show you another document. I think
it's in this one. I'll show you a document that's
dated May 19th, 1992.

MR. STRIBLING: Do you have an
exhibit number?

MR. REEKS: It's Exhibit No. 36.

MS. ASKEW: Thirty-seven.

MR. REEKS: I'm sorry. Thirty-
scven.

MS. ASKEW: Did you want him to

Page 57

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2]
22
23

24

25

Page 5%

look at 377
MR REEKS: No. Let's look at 37
(sic). I'm sorry.
THE WITNESS: Okay.
MR. BUDNER: That's 37.
THE WITNESS: Okay.
Q. It appears to be a letter or memorandum

to Kevin Laughlin, Edward Dyck, Mark Dotzler from

Sandra S. McClure. Have you ever seen that
document before?

A. No.

Q. In the first paragraph of the document
it states, "For the reasons itemized
alphabetically below, the coordinators of the
Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth and
Ninth Congressional Districts of Missouri and The
Perot Petition Committee of Dallas, Texas are
unanimous in their decision that" -- and it goes
on to say that you be severed from any connection
or association with the Ross Pzrot petition drive
and several other statements.

Did you cver have any role on behalf of The
Perot Petition Committee in assenting or agreeing
to the positons taken in this letter?

A. No.

S\OM\IGMQUN—-
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Q. Were you aware of a meeting that was
beld in the state of Missouri on or about March
19th, 1992 at which time this letter was presented
to Mr. Dyck, Mr. Laughlin?

A. No.

Q. Were you aware that Mr. Melbye attended
the meeting on March 19th, 1992?

A. No.

Q. In connection with The Perot Petition
Committo=, how often would you review the
disbursei.ents and expenditures of the Perot
Petition Committee?

MS. ASKEW: Are we talking about
March through June of 1992?
. MR REEKS: During March through
June of 1992.
THE WITNESS: Again, I'm not sure
that I did. ] thirk my recollection is that
periodically I wouid ask Mike how much we had

spent. He would tell me. You can get a much mere

precise answer from Mike Poss.
Q. And did --
A. ] was preoccupied with other things.
Q. Okay. During the March through June
time period, did you review FEC filings and things

Page 59,
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of that nature?

A. Nct that ] recall. 1 don't know when we
had to start filing those. You would have to look
to seec when we started filing those things. Do
you know?

Q. No, I don't.

A. Okay. I'm not even sure when we had to
start making those filings.

Q. Was there ever a time when you had to
start qrevicwing the FEC reporting forms that were
filed? e Y ¥

A. Did I have to sign them?

Q. I'm not sure,

A. Typically — I mean if | had to sign
them, 1 might have flipped through them. But as
far as taking the time to review no,
because -- again, check with the people who know
all about this. But ] think they are very thick,
deailed reports. And you're talking about hours
to review one. And I didn't have hours to review
one. So I had to let people that I trusted put
those things together and send them in.

Q. And Mr. Poss was responsible for that?

A. That's my understanding, yes. I believe
he -- he handled the FEC reporting during that

m Reporting Services, Inc. * (214) 341-4000

£ Sl
e

da

Page 6C



5-31-96 ’ Condensclt! ™ Q H. Ross Perot

Page 61
period.

Q. Did someone clse handle it during other
periods? _ _

A. I'm not sure, but you might want -- if
that's important to you, you might want to check
to see who was handling the FEC reporting later
on. I have a hazy recollection that we brought
someone in who was an expert on that who did it.
And I believe we had a person who came as a
consultant to do that. L

Q. Were you aware of any allegations that

rsons in the state of Missouri were subject to

ibel, slander or defamation by people who were
working for the Perot petition effort?

A. No.

Q. Have you ever had any knowledge of those
accusations?

MS. ASKEW: You mean after the
lawsuit was filed?

THE WITNESS: Prior to the lawsuit,
no. None prior to the lawsuit.

Q. Okay, none prior to the lawsuit? Were
you aware that a press conference was held in the
state of Missouri on or about May 2%th, 1992 by
Sandra McClure at which time the re-petition of

OO0~ SdWN =~

[ Y U
—_ OV NOWnAEAWLND—~O

[

[ S S ]
oW

(4

WOoo~NOWwn b WN—

f N T NG T NG T NG U U
LWN—OVONOWLEWN—O

S ]
A

Page 62
the statc of Missouri was announced?

A. No.

Q. Arc you aware of any allcgations of
computer hacking with regard 1o The Perot Petition
Committee offices on Merit Drive?

A. No.

Q. Were you contacted by the FBI concemning
any allegations of computer hacking at Perot
Petition Committee offices?

A. 1 was not.

Q. You werc not?

A. No. I'm confused. Computer hacking?

MS. ASKEW: You've answered it
That's fine. I'll talk to you about it later.

Q. M. Perot, I note that you might have
been confused about the definition of computer
hacking. And do you -- have you ever heard the
termn "computer hacking"?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay. In what context have you heard of
computer hacking?

A. Mainly with people on personal
computers. It has a wide definition. And I'm not
interested in trying to create definitions for
vou. I would appreciate it if you would crcate a

definition for me.

Q. Well, all right. I was just asking what
your understanding of computer hacking was.

A. Well, what do you mean? What are you -
referring to?

Q. Okay. Basically I'm referring to using
computers and using modems over phone lines to
make unauthorized accesses into databases.

. MS. ASKEW: Are you talking about
his knowledge of computer hacking in general or
computer hacking as it relates to the PPC? Why
don't we relate this to your allegations related
to the PPC because we're not here to get lessons
on what he knows --

MR. REEKS: I will do that, Ms.

16 Askew. But ] just wanted to be sure that me and
17 Mr. Perot were kind of talking on the same
18 definitional basis.
19 MS. ASKEW: 1 think if you relate
20 it to the PPC, he will tell you what he knows.
21 THE WITNESS: Be specific. I'll
23 o Olay. Specifically I ferring
23 Q. y. 1f1 Was re| to
24 the utilization gfgc com u{crs and modems and phonc
25 lines for unauthorized access into various
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databases as a working definition of computer
hacking.

Are you aware of any allegations of computer
hacking by that definition with regard to The
Perot Petition Committee?

A. No. You're saying The Perot Petition
Committee. You're saying people who worked in the
committee using computers to get other
information, if I follow you eerrectly? -

Q. That was my question, Mr. Perot.

A. No. I've never heard that story.

That’s a new one.

Q. Okay. I think we had talked about San
McClure and that you had met her during the July
to August time frame in 1992. And I may have
asked this question, but I'm not sure at this
time. Did you ever have any telephone
conversations or other communications with Ms.
McClure prior to Junc or July of 1992?

A. Nonc that | recall, no. 1 have a hazy
recollection of meeting her in a huge group of
people but not meeting or visiting wigo her or
getting into any detailed conversations with her.
Justmether.

Q. Okay. What is your understanding of the

e .
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Colleen T. Sealander, Baqg.
Oftice of General Counsel
Federal Election Commisgsion
999 E Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20463
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' Attn: Erik Morrison

o RE: MIR 4541: Sandra McClure

~ Dear Ms. Sealander:

gopgtre §

Attached please find a designation of counsel form executed
by the respondent referenced above. This letter requests an
T extension of time of thirty (30) days to respond to your inquiry
dated November 1, 1996 which was received November 4, 1996 by the
y referenced respondent. Because counsel was only recantly
appointed to this matter, additional time is required to review

p the matter and surrounding facts. Based on the date of receipt,
the original response date would be November 19, 1996. If the

< requested extension is granted, the response will be due December
19, 1996.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any
questions, you may reach wme at the above-raferenced number.

ACK:na
Enclosure
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TRLBPHONE( 14)_241-3963
PAX{ 314 241-2509

o The sbove-namad (ndividual is hereby designated ae my counsel and Is
mmdbmwmwoﬁ»MMh.
Commisaion and to set on my behalf befors the Commiagion.

s sty Handy Yolisat

Signalurs

RESPONDENT'S NAME:__Bandrs MoClure

ADDRESS:_2020 5. Naciondd . ——
Suite 230

e

—Apzingfield, Miseourd (8004 ___

TELEPHONE: HOME
BUSINESB( 837 ) 881-1593




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

February 7, 1997

Alan C. Kohn, Esq.

Kohn, Shands, Elbert, Gianoulakis & Giljum, LLP
One Mercantile Center, 24th Floor

St. Louis, MO 63101

RE: MUR 4541
Sandra S. McClure

Dear Mr. Kohn:

On November 1, 1996, your client was notified that the Federal Election Commission
received a complaint from Edward 1. Dyck alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time she was given a copy of the
complaint and informed that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of the notification.

On January 19, 1997, the Commission received additional information from the
complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this
additional information. As this new information is considered an amendment to the original
complaint, you are hereby afforded an additional 15 days in which to respond to the

allegations.
If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

February 7, 1997

Edward 1. Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Dyck:
This letter acknowledges receipt on January 19, 1997, of the amendment to the
complaint you filed on October 25, 1996. The respondent(s) will be sent copies of the
amendment. You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election Commission takes final

action on your complaint.

Sincerely,

Superviso Att(;mey
Central Enforcement Docket




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20463

February 7, 1997
R. Clayton Mulford, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, LL.P.
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dellas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 4541

Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee, Inc.

James Michael Poss, Perot ‘96 Inc., Treasurer

Mike Poss, Perot Reform Committee, Inc. Treasurer

Dear Mr. Mulford:

On November 1, 1996, your clients were notified that the Federal Election Commission
received a complaint from Edward 1. Dyck alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that time they were given a copy of the
complaint and informed that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15 days of
receipt of the notification.

On January 19, 1997, the Commission received additional information from the
complainant pertaining to the allegations in the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this
additionai information. As this new information is considered an amendment to the original
complaint, you are hereby afforded an additional 15 days in which to respond to the

aliegations

If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400.

Sincerely,

F A Tufley
Supérvisory Attormney
Central Enforcement Docket




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1997

John W. Lemkemeier, Esq.
Bryan Cave

1 Metropolitan Square

St. Louis, MO 63101

RE: MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Lemkemeier:

N On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
~supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot *96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,

b Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federa! Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this nur.t-7  all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements

N should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available

anformation.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)4XB) and
& 437g(a)(12)XA) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and suthorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other

Celebrating she Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTEZDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
 DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC
ke A R




If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commuission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
4. Amendment to the Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1997

R. Clayton Mulford, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Mr. Mulford:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot 96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,

Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Ccunsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)4)XB) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other




If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Purley

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
4. Amendment to the Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1997

G. Carroll Stribling, Jr., Esq.
Ziercher & Hocker, P.C.

231 S. Bemiston, 8th Floor
Clayton, MO 63105

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Stribling:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot ‘96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,
Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matier MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If a0 response is
received within 15 dnys,theCommm:onmyhkeﬁntheracﬂonbuedmh*
information. rw :

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, mdamhonzmgswhcounscltorooelvcanynotlﬁummnduh
communications from the Commission.

Celebeating the Commussion’s 20th Anniversary
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW




If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Zurley

nforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counse! Statement
4. Amendment to the Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1997

Hughes & Luce, L.LP.
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 75201

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Luce:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot ‘96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,
Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act™). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

UnderthcAcLyouhavetheopponunitymdemnmminwﬁﬁngdummmm
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Ymrrespome,wluchshouldheldtimdhm

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you inteid to be represented by counsel in this maiier, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
dﬂmwmmwmmnmmmmn
vamﬂn(mm AT
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If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

<_%‘]"
F. Andrew Tfrley

Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

4. Amendment to the Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Februery 7, 1907

Kim Juanita Askew, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, Texas 75201

Dear Ms. Askew:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot ‘96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,
Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Phenﬁmtuyl’nhnlorleplmhwhﬂyu
mmmhhw*dh* Where te, 1

This metter will remaia confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. {437(:X4X8)d
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish 27 10 be
" made public. ﬂ'm“nhwbyﬁhh%“ " -
Cu—-uwm.n‘hlhﬁ'hni. : one o




If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-34CJ. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Tdrley

Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

4. Amendment to the Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1457

Alan C. Kohn, Esq.

Kohn, Shands, Elbert, Gianoulakis & Giljum, LLP
One Mercantile Center, 24th Floor

St. Louis, MO 63101

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Kohn:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot ‘96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,
Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Pleas~ 1 -icr to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received withim 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available
e -

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a){(4XB) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telophoae mumber
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to regeive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORRO
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If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Turley
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
4. Amendment to Complaint




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 7, 1997

Carol A. Platt, Esq.

Armstrong, Teasdale, Schlafly & Davis
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600
St. Louis, MO 63102

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Ms. Platt:

On or about January 19, 1997, the Federal Election Commission received a self-styled
“supplement” to a complaint originally filed on October 25, 1996 by Mr. Edward Dyck alleging
that Perot ‘96, J. Michael Poss as treasurer, Perot Reform Committee, Mike Poss as treasurer,
Mr. Ross Perot, and Ms. Sandy McClure may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). The original complaint was filed with the Commission on or
about October 25, 1996. The allegations concerning you are primarily contained in the
attached amendment. Copies of both these documents are enclosed. We have numbered this
matter MUR 4541. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should
be taken against you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate, statements
should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the General
Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4XB) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be
made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the
Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission.

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
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If you have any questipns, please contact Jennifer Henry at (202) 219-3400. Fory
information, we have encloggg a brief description of the Commyission’s procedurgs for ing

complai nts.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Turlédy
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Dogket

Enclosyres
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
4. Amgngment to the Complaint
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Auorneyvs and Counsclors

December 12, 1996

Winers Dircct Dial Number Other Olfices
214/939-5416

Austin

Houstan
Federal Election Commission VIA FACSIMILE and

999 E. Street, N.W. FEDERAL EXPRESS
Washington, D.C. 20463

Attn: Colleen T. Sealander
Erik Morrison

Re: MUR4541: Ross Perot
Perot Reform Commuittee, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer (“PRC”)
Perot '96, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer (“Perot ‘96™)

Dear Ms. Sealander:

This letter is filed in response to your letter dated November 1, 1996, notifying Ross
Perot, PRC and Perot ‘96 of a complaint filed against them by Edward Dyck. Mr. Dyck alleges
in his complaint that the report by PRC of an expenditure of $8,223.26 on May 17, 1995 for
consulting services of Sandra McClure is inaccurate, false or misleading, because such payments
were for Ms. McClure’s personal legal fees. Mr. Dyck’s allegations are simply false.

Over the last three years Mr. Dyck has filed several baseless lawsuits against Ross Perot.
He has lost at each tun but continues to assert claims. After losing in one federal court on
summary judgment, he simply refiied the claims again in another jurisdiction. His attorney
recently withdrew from representing him following a motion for sanctions, highlighting the bad
faith nature of the ciaims and the complete lack of evidentiary support. Mir. Dyck has also filed
several complaints against Ross Perot with the FEC, including MUR 4316 and MUR 3963.

I understand Mr. Dyck has also filed suits against Ms. McClure during this period,
alleging bad deeds of all kind, including defamation, liable, slander etc.

Ms. McClure was a volunteer petition gatherer for Ross Perot in Missowri in 1992, an
activity Mr. Dyck also briefly pursued. Mr. Dyck apparently had disagreements with Ms.
McClure, her large volunteer organization and the media attention it received. In 1992, Ms.
McClure’s organization submitted petitions in sufficient quantity to obtaia ballot access in
Missouri, a state which requires that electors be named on circulated petitions. Mr. Dyck was
named as an elector on the petitions circulated by Mr. Dyck, but not on those circulated and
submitted by Ms. McClure.

A Regracred Limacd Labubiny Partnership hﬂmlwﬁm
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HUGHES & LUCE, L.

December 12, 1996
Page 2

As with Mr. Dyck’s lawsuits and prior FEC complaints, this complaint is simply a
frivolous accusation without support. PRC did not pay Ms. McClure’s legal fees. The report as
filed by PRC correctly and accurately reflects the purpose of the disbursement to Ms. McClure.
Ms. McClure was engaged by PRC as a consultant in 1996 in connection with a ballot access
petition drive in Missouri, because of her knowledge and experience in conducting a petition
drive, and because of her access to a network of volunteers. On May 17, 1996, Ms. McClure was
paid by PRC check for a total of 128 hours at the agreed amount of $25.00 per hour and for
$223.26 in documented expenses, pursuant to her engagement as a consultant. (Affidavit of
Russell Vemney attached as Attachment 1.)

We respectfully request that the Commission not permit use of its facilities and resources
for the pursuit of Mr. Dyck’s personal agenda.

If vou have any questions regarding the foregoing, please contact me at 214/939-5416.
Sincerely,
Man M\ -
R. Clayton\l ulford

Enclosures




AFFIDAVIT OF

Attachment 1

RUSSELL VERNEY

1. My name is Russell Verney. I am a resident of Dallas County, Texas.
r 3 I served as the National Coordinator for the Perot Reform Committee, Inc. (“PRC™).

3. PRC engaged Sandra S. McClure to provide consulting services in conrection with a
ballot access petition drive in Missouri. Ms. McClure was recommended to provide such
services because of her knowledge and background attained through her volunteer work in
coordinating ballot access in Missouri on behalf of Ross Perot in 1992 election.

4. PRC engaged additional individuals with petition experience in other states as consultants
to assist in the petition process. By using such persons, PRC could ensure that certain tasks
would be accomplished by certain times and would be performed at a cost less than that charged
by professional signature gatherers.

5. Ms. McClure was paid an agreed $25.00/hour fee and expenses for her consulting
services.

6. With respect to the payment at issue in MUR 4541, Ms. McClure was paid for 128 hours
at $25.00 an hour and $223.26 for documented expenses. A PRC check for a total of $8,223.26
was issued to Sandra McClure in May, 1996. A copy of the check is attached to this affidavit.

7. PRC has never paid legal expenses of Sandra McCl

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME, the undersigned Notary Public, by
Russell Verney on December  /Z  , 1996.

NOTARY PUBLIC
State of Texas

Printed Name of Notary

My Commission Expires:

@mﬁé/«?amoo
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KonN, SHANDS, ELBERT, GiaANOULAKIS & GILJUM, LLP

ALax G. Koux ATTORNRYS AT Law

GoumTNEY SnanDs, Jr. .
Hamorp 1. ELBERY ONE MERGANTILE CENTER, 24™ FLOOR

JOHN (iuum_l'ull- ST. Louls, MISSOURI 63101 (014) 231-0060
JosepPH P. GlLaouM TELEGOPIER (014) 841-8800
Joun A KLomama

Mamx J. BrEnza

GHaRLES S. ELBRNT

Rosert T. Haar

RoserT A. UsrTEDn

PeTe WoobDs

LisAa A Paxe

10w <. Vemnne February 20, 1997

RoBERT F. MURRAY
Svsax E. BixpLer
Davip A. CASTLRMAN
Becxy L. Heinken

VIA FAX AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. F. Andrew Turley
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Sandra S. McClure Response to Amended Complaint
MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Turley:

On behalf of Sandra S. McClure and myself, I submit this
response to the amended complaint sent by Mr. Dyck on January 19,
1997 .

The Amended Complaint with attached additional materials
adds nothing to Mr. Dyck's meritless claim. The information is
completely irrelevant and serves only to cause delay and
continual harassment of Ms. McClure, and now, to her lawyer.

In accordance with my letter of December 15, 1996 (a copy of
which is enclosed! and for the reasons there stated, there is no
basis for Mr. Dyck to make a complaint to the F.E.C. about me or
about my client, Sandy McClure. Furthermore, the merits of Mr.
Dyck's complaint have been addressed in detail by Mr. Mulford in
his letter to you of December 12, 1996 (a copy of which is also
enclosed). Please note that Mr. Mulford in that letter states
that Mr. Dyck has filed a number of meritless lawsuits, one of
which is against Ms. McClure and is pending on a motion filed by
her for summary judgment.




®

Mr. F. Andrew Turley
February 20, 1997
Page 2

This latest "amended complaint" appears to be just another
attempt to intimidate Ms. McClure and, now, to intimidate her
lawyers as well. T therefore respectfully request that the
complaint and amended complaint against Ms. McClure and me be
dismissed because there is no basis for a finding of a violation
of the Federal Election Commission Act. I must add that I deeply
resent the fact that Mr. Dyck has attempted, not only to harass,
embarrass and impugn the character of Ms. McClure, but ner
lawyers as well. This type of conduct is reprehensible and
unfair.

KOHN, SHANDS, ELBERT,
GIANOULAKIS & GILJUM, LLP

M

Alan C. Kohn
One Mercantile Center

24th Floor

Bt Leonila', ‘MO 631401

(314) 241-3963

{314) 241-2509 (telecopier)

ACK:smr
Encs.
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KonN, SHArDS, ELBERT, GiaNouLAKIS & GIrouMm, LLP

Avaw C. Konn ATTORNEYS AT Law

HanDs, Ju.
S ONE MERCANTILE CENTER, 24 FLoOR

Jouw GrawouLaxis St. Louls, MissoURI @3101 (914) 241-0060

Joseru P. Guioux TRLEGOPIER (014) 241-2509
Joun A KLomasa

Marx J. BrEMEr
Cuanres S. ELaERT
Rosert T. Hasm
Rosxat A. UseTED
Pere Woobs

Lisa A Paxx

Loxzi J. Basxins

Ronser F. Mummay December 15, 1996
Susaw E. BinpLER

DaAvib A CASTLEMAN
Becxy L. Huinxer

Colleen T. Sealander, Esqg.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Sandra S. McClure Response

MUR 4541

Dear Ms. Sealander:

I submit this response on behalf of Sandra S. McClure in the
abcve referenced complaint filed by Edward Dyck. Mr. Dyck has
alrcady sued Ms. McClure in federal court in St. Louis in
connection with the Perot petition efforts. This appears to be a
continuing effort by Mr. Dyck to try to harass and intimidate Ms.
McClure for exercising her right of free speech in connection
with the ultimate First Amendment right, the right to participate
in the political process. We request that the complaint be
dismissed because there is no basis for a finding of a wviolation
by the Federal Election Commission Act.

Mr. Dyck claims that a schedule filed by Perot Reform
Committee, Inc., with the F.E.C. dated May 17, 1996 showing the
payment of ~onsulting fees to Ms. McClure in the amount of
$8,223.26 is inaccurate because he alleges this was actually a
payment for Ms. McClure's "legal fees." The short answer to this
contention, as far Ms. McClure is concerned, is that she did not
file the schedule with the F.E.C. It is my understanding that
the Perot Reform Committee, which filed the schedule, is
addressing the allegations made by Mr. Dyck in a communication to
you. This is entirely proper since it is the Committee, and not
Ms. McClure, that may have filing responsibilities with the
F.E.C.




Because there is no basis by Mr. Dyck to make a complaint to
F.E.C. about Ms. McClure, we respectfully ask that the complaint
be dismissed.

KOHN, SHANDS, ELBERT,
GIANOULAKIS & GILJUM, LLP

Alan C. Kohn

One Mercantile Center, 24th Floor
St. Louis, MO 63101

(314) 241-3963

(314) 241-2509 (telecopier)

Attorneys for Respondent,
Sandra S. McClure




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

February 21, 1997

John Lemkemeier, Esq.

Bryan Cave LLP

One Metropolitan Square, Suite 3600
211 N. Broadway

St. Louis, MO 63102

MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Lemkemeier:
Per your request on February 21, 1997, | am sending you a new copy of the complaint
and amendment to the complaint. Should you have any further questions, please contact me at

(202)219-3400.

Sincerely,

Paralegal Specialist

Enclosures

1. Copy of Letter to Respondent

2. Complaint

3. Procedures

4. Designation of Counsel Statement
5. Amendment to the Complaint

Celebrating the Commission’s 20th Anniversary

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUSLIC INFORMED
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Mr. F. Andrew Turley
Supervisory Attorney

Central Enforcement Docket
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Turley:

| have received your letter of February 7, 1997, conceming the self-styled
amendment to the Complaint originally filed by Mr. Edward Dyck. | am not sure that any
complaint has been made about me; however, to the extent that a request for information
is made, other than communications between me and my client which are privileged, | have
the following to say:

1. | have acted as counsel for Equifax Credit iInformation Services, Inc. ("ECIS")
in litigation brought against it and others by Mr. Dyck and others conceming
certain events surrounding Mr. Dyck and the other Plaintiffs becoming
volunteers in H. Ross Perot's effort to have his name piaced upon the baliot
as a presidential candidate in Missouri for the 1962 election, (the “Litigation”)
| have no relationship to Mr. Perot, the events of his Missouri candidacy in
1992 or 1996 or any of the parties other than my representation of ECIS as
its chief trial counsel.

With respect to the specific questions asked by Mr. Dyck on page 2 of his
letter of January 8, 1997 as concems me:

(a) | know nothing about the filing of page 23 Schedule B-P “liswmined
Disbursements” FEC Form, by the Perot Reform Committee other
than what is disclosed on the document itself. | believe that the first
time | saw this document was when | received it on January 21, 1997
uamdmmwmmm& Dydtn
mhmmm ment in the Litigation.
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Mr. F. Andrew Turley
February 19. 1997
Page 2

| know nothing about the Perot Reform Committee’s payment of
$8,223.26 to Sandra McClure on 05/17/96 for “consulting fees” other
than the information which is contained upon Exhibit B-P to Mr.
Dyck's letter.

| know nothing about any payments by Ross Perot, the Reform
Committee, Inc., Perot 1996, Inc., the Perot Petition Committee or any
entity thereof to Sandra McClure from April 1992 to the present other
than information which has been disclosed in formal discovery or in
documents in support of briefs filed by Plaintiffs in the Litigation. Any
information which | know was disclosed equally to Mr. Dyck at the
same time as formal discovery or documents filed in the Litigation.

I know nothing about who is paying Sandra Stone McClure's legal
bills to Alan Kohn and John Lemkemeier from May 1994 to the
present.

(e) |am unaware of any deception to the Federal Election Commission.
if you desire anything further from me, please contact me at your convenience. If
Mr. Dyck actually makes any complaint against me other than his comments in his letter
of January 8, 1997 to Mr. Nobie, would you please tell me so that | might employ counse!
or otherwise takes steps to respond appropriately.
Yours very truly,
ZIERCHER & HOCKER, P.C.

P ol

7~ G. Carroll Stribling, Jr.




. ~ 1717 Main Streey

Suite 20001

RECEIVED
FEDERAL Elmmn
COMMISEION

HLlle{ES & LUCEI Lp OFIOE OF FERONAL Dallas, Texas 75201

214/ 9395500

FEB Zq IU BSAH 'H-I : 214 /9396100 (1

February 21, 1997

Wiiters Direct Dial Number Other Ofhices

214/939-5412 Austi
Houst

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Attention: F. Andrew Turley

Dear Mr. Turley:

On February 12, 1997 I received your letter dated February 7, 1997 conceming the above
referenced MUR. I have never heard of the complainant, have no knowledge of facts related to
his allegations, and am completely unfamiliar with and have no knowledge with respect to the
alleged violations he asserts.

Very truly yours,

ool ot em

Thomas W. Luce, 111

A Registered Limited Liability Partnership Including Professional Corporations
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February 21, 1997
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Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Attention: F. Andrew Turley

Dear Mr. Turley:

On February 12. 1997 I received your February 7, 1997 letter concerning the additional
information you received from Mr. Edward Dyke, the complainant in the above-referenced
matter.

As noted in my response dated December 12, 1996, Mr. Dyke has filed numerous
unsuccessful lawsuits against Mr. Perot and others over the past several years. He has also filed
several complaints with the FEC concemning these matters. His complaint in this instance is
simply part of a ploy to manufacture an agency relationship between Ross Perot and Sandra
McClure, in an effort to pursue Mr. Perot for allegedly defamatory statements made by Ms.
McClure in May 1992. Those alleged statements are the subject of one of Mr. Dyke's currently
pending lawsuits, which was filed in 1994. In this manner, Mr. Dyke hopes to obtain large sums
from Mr. Perot where his assorted other actions have failed.

In his amendment Mr. Dyke simply continues to accuse Mr. Perot and the Perot Reform
Committee of willfully misrepresenting the purpose for disbursements in reports filed with the
Commission. He also submits a list of attorneys (including me) involved in his litigation and
suggests they be deposed by tie FEC to determine their knowledge of unspecified "patterns of
deception."

His specific accusations are two. Without substantiation or support he reiterates his claim
that payments made to Sandra McClure by the Perot Reform Committee for consulting fees in
1996 were actually payments made for or to her attorneys in connection with Mr. Dyke's 1994
defamation action against her. He also claims that the characterization of disbursements reported
by the Perot Petition Committee ("PPC") in 1992 to The Callahan & Gibbons Group ("C&G")
was intentionally misleading.

A Registered Limited Liability Partaership Including Professional Corporations
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February 21, 1997
Page 2

As set forth in the previous response and affidavit. the Perot Reform Committee paid Ms.
McClure for consultant services at an agreed hourly rate. The Perot Reform Committee has
never paid Ms. McClure's legal fees.

There is also nothing misleading or inaccurate about the reporting by the PPC of
payments to C&G, which was retained by PPC in 1992 through New York counsel. PPC
contacted counsel to obtain a restraining order with respect to threatening activities around some
volunteer offices, and that counsel utilized the services of C&G. Invoices were evidently sent
directly to PPC. Because of their wording and approval by counsel they were apparently coded
as "legal" in the PPC reporting system. A review of the C&G statement included in Mr. Dyke's
amendment suggests why this occurred: it is labeled as a privileged attorney-client
communication and reflects hourly billings by partners and associates.

When the PPC learned that the category into which the payments had been placed may
not be descriptive, the purpose for the disbursements were re-characterized by amendment filed

with the Commission, as Mr. Dyke himself notes in his addendum to his Exhibit "D."

We again respectfully request that Commission resources not be devoted to Mr. Dyke's
unsubstantiated and false, but never ending, accusations.

Very truly yours,

v

R. Clayton Mulford
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IFederal Election Commission
ATTN: F. Andrew Turley
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Turley:

I received your letter dated February 7, 1997, concerning the above referenced MUR. As
litigation counsel for Ross Perot and Perot '96, | am now quite familiar with the unfounded
allegations made by Edward Dyck in this and other complaints filed before the Commission. Of
course, Mr. Dyck has sued Mr. Perot, the campaign and other persons associated with the
campaign in litigation across the country. Because he has been unsuccessful in forcing Mr. Perot
and the campaign to pay him large sums of money, he hopes to gain leverage by attacking the
lawyers who represent the parties he has sued. Also, Mr. Dyck, who now represents himself
pro se and fails to foilow any evidentiary rules, appears to believe that filing these baseless
complaints before the Commission will result in some advantage to him in the pending litigation
~ inasmuch as he attempts to use these complaints as evidence in the pemding lawsuits. This
- Comnussnonshouldnotpamnthmmdiﬂmmhempadﬁrﬂnmd
IMPTOpEr purpose.

4

Most of the lawyers mentioned by Mr. Dyck have not taken any position before the
Commission. Some of the attorneys named have had no involvement whatsoever in this case.
Apart from representing my clients, I have not engaged in any of the actions alleged by Mr. Dyck
in the complaint.

Respondents' prior responses show that there is no factual basis for Mr. Dﬁom
allegations. Moreover, having personally deposed Mr. Dyck for several days (under oath

the unfounded nature of his allegations was readily exposed) and hs n ot
deposition of Sandra McClure, Imwmm&wymhmﬁxﬂncﬂwmhby
Mr. Dyck. MrDyckmthembgedofpmdmgmeﬂonsmnﬂonsmdlpuhmm
he _ g
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continues to bring bad-faith claims wholly lacking in evidenti2ry support. This complaint is no
different and should be dismissed.

Sincerely,




e

BRYAN CAVE LLP

WABHINGTON, D.C LONDON, ENGLAND

NEW YORK, NEW YORK ONE METROPOLITAN SQUARE RIYADH, SAUDI ARABIA
KANSAS CiTY, MiGSOURI KUWAIT CITY, KUWAIT
211 N. BROADWAY, SuiTE 3600 y
OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS . ABU DHABI, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
PHOENIX, ARIZONA ST. Louis, MISSOURI 63102-2730 DUBAI, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA HONO KONG

SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA (314) 259-2000

ASSOCIATED OFFICE IN SHANGHAI
IRVINE, CALIFORNIA

FACSIMILE: (314) 259-2020
JOHN W. LEMKEMEIER

February 21, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE ((202) 219-3923) AND REGULAR MAIL

F. Andrew Turley, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20463

164 W S2 01

RE: MUR 4541 (Response of John W. Lemkemeier)

Dear Mr. Turley:

This letter is in response to your letter dated February 7, 1997, notifying me of the
complaint and amended complaint sent to you by Edward Dyck. Mr. Dyck appararently alleges
that I committed wrongdoing in connection with a report filed with the Federal Election
Commission (“FEC”) by the Perot Reform Committee, Inc. (“PRC”) stating that PRC had paid
$8,223.26 to Sandra McClure for consulting services.

Mr. Dyck and Ms. McClure were volunteers for Ross Perot’s 1992 petition drive in
Missouri. In 1994, Mr. Dyck sued Ms. McClure and many other parties in federal court in
Missouri over certain alleged events relating to the Missouri petition drive. On information and
belief, the claims against Ms. McClure are currently the subject of a fummary judgment motion
filed by Ms. McClure.

Ms. McClure is represented in this litigation by the law firm of Kohn, Shands, Elbert,
Gianoulakis & Giljum, LLP (“Kohn Shands™). From August 1995 until November 1996, while I
was an associate at Kohn Shands, I worked with Alan Kohn on Ms. McClure’s defense in this
litigation. In November 1996, I left Kohn Shands to pursue a different type of practice at a
different law firm and ceased representing Ms. McClure at that time.
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February 21,1997
Page 2

Mr. Dyck’s allegation against me in connection with the FEC report filed by the PRC has
absolutely no basis. I have never represented or had any involvement with the PRC, and had no
knowledge (until Mr. Dyck filed this FEC complaint) that the PRC had filed this report with the
FEC. I have never filed any report with the FEC or made representations to the FEC of any kind.
During the period in which I participated in the representation of Ms. McClure as an associate at
Kohn Shands, Ms. McClure to my knowledge never filed any report with the FEC or made
representations to the FEC of any kind.

Mr. Dyck’s attack in his FEC complaint against the lawyers who have participated in the
defense of parties he has sued is a transparent attempt at harassment. His allegations against me

are offensive and, for the reasons stated, wholly without merit. [ ask that they be dismissed.

Please contact me at 314/259-2000 with any questions regarding the foregoing.

Sincerely,

'y’ . (,L} kaéuu‘(t*\
hn W. Lemkemeier
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A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS
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ONE METROPOLITAN SQUARE, SUITE 2600
ST. Louis, MISsSoUR!I 63102-2740
(314) 621-5070
Carol A. Plau FAX (314) 621-5065 KANBAS CITY, MISSOURT
BELLEVILLE, ILLINOIS
OLATHE. XKANSAS

February 24, 1997

Mr. F. Andrew Turley, Esqg.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Turley:

Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to respond to the
complaint filed against me by Edward I. Dyck. I received notice of
the complaint on February 13, 1997.

This complaint is completely without merit. I have served as
local counsel to Ross Perot and the Perot Petition Committee since
March of 1995. During that time, my participation in the
litigation to which Mr. Dyck and the Perot Petition Committee are
parties has been limited to taking depositions and drafting and
filing briefs and motions pertinent to the claims asserted against
the Perot Petition Committee by Mr. Dyck and his co-plaintiffs.

I therefore have no knowledge of any disbursements of
political funds or the reporting thereof to the Federal Elections
Commission. Nor am I aware of any illegal activity whatsoever,
either in the conduct of Mr. Perot’s political campaigns or any
litigation resulting from them.

If there are further questions regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact me. For the reasons set forth above, I
believe that Mr. Dyck’s complaint is utterly without merit, and
should be dismissed in its entirety.

Very truly yours,

(.

Carol A. Platt
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In the Matter of ; :-'JG : | e .“
) ENFORCEMENT PRIO
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GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT ket T

. INTRODUCTION. SUBMITTED LATE

The cases listed below have been identified as either stale or of low priority
based upon evaluation under the Enforcement Priority System (EPS). This report

is submitted to recommend that the Commission no longer pursue these cases.

CASES RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE.

A.  Cases Not Warranting Further Action Relative to Other Cases Pending
Before the Commission
EPS was created to identify pending cases which, due to the length of their
pendency in inactive status or the lower priority of the issues raised in the matters
relative to others presently pending before the Commission, do not warrant further
expenditure of resources. Central Enforcement Docket (CED) evaluates each incoming
matter using Commission-approved criteria which results in a numerical rating of each
case.
Closing such cases permits the Commission to focus its limited resources on more

important cases presently pending before it. Based upon this review, we have identified

34 cases which do not warrant further action relative to other pending matters.!

1 These cases are: MUR 4470 (Ward for Congress); MUR 4478 (Citizens for Tom Reynolds); MUR 4492 (Friends of
_._KﬂPum);MURM%(DavyIRMkaw);MURﬁ“(ﬂ!Hu.lemmm,7
- Lane Evans); MUR 4517 (Unknouwn Respondent); MUR 4518 (Kansans for Rathbun); MUR 4520 (Larry e for

* Yz
&
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Attachment 1 to this report contains summaries of each case, the EPS rating, and the

factors leading to assignment of a low priority and recommendation not to further

pursue the matter.

B. Stale Cases

Effective enforcement relies upon the timely pursuit of complaints and referrals to
ensure compliance with the law. Investigations concerning activity more distant in time
usually require a greater commitment of resources, primarily due to the fact that the
evidence of such activity becomes more remote and consequently more difficult to
develop. Focusing investigative efforts on more recent and more significant activity also
has a more positive effect on the electoral process and the regulated community. In
recognition of these facts, EPS also provides us with the means to identify those cases
which, though earning a higher rating when received, remained unassigned due to a lack
of resources for effective investigation. The utility of commencing an investigation
declines as these cases age, until they reach a point when activation of a case would not

be an efficient use of the Commission’s resources.

Congress); MUR 4522 (Republican Party of Bexar County); MUR 4523 (Cong. Andrea Seasirand); MUR 4524
(Danny Cownington Campaign Fund Committee); MUR 4526 (Hoeffell for Congress); MUR 4528 (Pefe King for
Congress); MUR 4529 (Pete King for Congress); MUR 4532 (Citizen’s Committee for Gilman for Congress); MUR
4535 (Visclosky for Congress); MUR 4537 (Di Nicola for Congress); MUR 4541 (Ross Perof); MUR 4548
(Blagojevich for Congress); MUR 4550 (Friends of Wamp for Congress); MUR 4551 (John N. Hostettler); MUR
4557 (De La Rosa for Congress); MUR 4559 (Bill Baker for Congress); MUR 4560 (George Stuart Jr. for Congress);
MUR 4562 (Wayne E. Schile); MUR 4566 (Al Gore); MUR 4574 (Danny Covington Campaign Fund Committee);
MUR 4576 (Volunteers for Shimkus); MUR 4579 (New Zion Baptist Church); MUR 4580 (Friends of Mike Forbes);
MUR 4584 (Bill Baker for Congress); MUR 4588 (Navarro for Congress); and MUR 4613 (Guy Kelley for
Congress).

2

The US. District Court for the District of Columbia, however, udmmm
Campaign Committee v. FEC, Civil Action No. 95-0349 (D.D.C. April 17, 1996)“&
time in which to boid a case in an inactive status. .




Twenty one cases have remained on the Central Enforcament Docket for a
sufficient period of time to render them stale, all of which are recommended for closure
in this Report.4 This group includes four MURs that became stale several months ago,

but were held pending criminal prosecution by the Department of Justice.> DOJ obtained

' convictions in the two criminal cases related to these four MURs (U.S. v. Jay Kim and L1.S.

v. Dynamic Energy Resources) based upon guilty pleas by the key defendants, who are also
the principal respondents in our pending matters. Pursuit of civil enforcement action in
view of the satisfactory results obtained in the criminal cases would not be the most

effective use of the Commission’s scarce resources at this time.

We recommend that the Commission exercise its prosecutorial discretion and

direct closure of the cases listed below, effective August 29, 1997. Closing these cases as

k)

4 These cases are: MUR 4274 (GOPAQC); MUR 4358 (Miller for
Senate); MUR 4361 (ABC-TV); MUR 4368 (Citizens Business Bank);
MUR 4380 (AFGE Local 2391 PAC); MUR 4385 (Dial for Congress); MUR 4386 (Zimmer for Senate);
MUR 4396 (ABC); MUR 4404 (Friends of Stevz Stockman); MUR 4410 (39

Legislative District); MUR 4417 (Our Choice IT); MUR 4422 (Desana for Congress Committee);

and Pre-MUR 336 (Park National Bank & Trust).
S These cases are: MUR 3796 (Jay Kim for Congress); MUR 3798 (Jay Kim); MUR 4275 (Jay Kim); and MUR
4356 (Dynamic Energy Resources). In dismissing the Jay Kim cases, we also recommend closing Pre-MUR
mwhwhuﬂnmmmmlofﬁugudtyplnagmmmtmmhddmunm&nhhawm
qpmt Cmpelmun Kim forwarded by United Shaﬁunmly’l office. _ _ ‘
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of this date will permit CED and the Legal Review Team the necessary time to prepare

closing letters and case files for the public record.
. RECOMMENDATIONS.
A. Decline to open a MUR, close the file effective August 29, 1997, and approve the
" appropriate letters in the following matters:

Pre-MUR 336 Pre-MUR 352

B. Take no action, close the file effective August 29, 1997, and approve the appropriate

letters in the following matters:

MUR 3796
MUR 3798
MUR 4274
MUR 4275

MUR 4356
MUR 4358
MUR 4361
MUR 4368

MUR 4380
MUR 4385
MUR 4386

MUR 4396
MUR 4404
MUR 410
MUR 4417
MUR 4422
MUR 4470
MUR 4478
MUR 4492
MUR 4498
MUR 4506
MUR 4512
MUR 4517
MUR 4518
MUR 4520

MUR 4522
MUR 4523
MUR 4524
MUR 4526
MUR 4528
MUR 4529
MUR 4532
MUR 4535
MUR 4537
MUR 4541
MUR 4548
MUR 4550
MUR 4551
MUR 4557

¥idfa
Date

Lawrence M.

U0 abte ()

Attachment:

Case Summaries




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Agenda Document No. X97-55
Enforcement Priority

CERTI

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session on August 19,

1997, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 4-1 to take the following actions with respect to
Agenda Document No. X97-55:
A. Decline to open a MUR, close the file

effective August 29, 1997, and approve
the appropriate letters in the following
matters:
1 Pre-MUR 336. 2. Pre-MUR 352,
Take no action, close the file effective
August 29, 1997, and approve the appropriate
letters in the following matters:
1. MUR 3796. 2. 3798. 3. NUR 4274.
4. MUR 4275. 5. 4356. 6. MUR 4358.
7. 4361. 8. 4368. 5. MUR 4380.
10. 4385. 4386. MUR 4396.
13, 4404. 4410. MUR 4417.

16. 4422. 4470. MUR 4478.

{contimued)
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Federal Election Commission

Certification: Enforcement Priority

August 19, 1997
19.
22.
25.
28.
i< 5 i
34,
37.
40.

43.

-

46.

SAdRRRERRES

49.

Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner Elliott
dissea=ad.

Attest:

B-d1-27

Date

Séefretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20463

August 29, 1997

Edward 1. Dyck
253 Heather Crest Drive
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Dear Mr. Dyck:

On October 25, 1996, the Federal Election Commission received your complaint

- alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
b Act").

- After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against the respondents. See attached

P narrative. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997. This
matter will become part of the public record within 30 days.

The Act allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of
this action. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)8).



MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III - all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own, that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dyck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response th2t Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 29, 1997
John W. Lemkemeier, Esq.
Bryan Cave LLP
One Metropolitan Square
211 N. Broadway, Suite 3600
St. Louis, MO 63102-2750
RE: MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Lemkemeier:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public. in addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 3u days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vose.
If you wish 0 submeit anry factual er legal mascrials to appear on the public record, please do o
as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior o receipt of your
additional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.




MUR 4541
RoOss PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford. counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss. as treasurer, Perot *96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own. that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knc..!zage of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997

G. Carroll Stnibling, Jr., Esq.
Ziercher & Hocker, P.C.

231 South Bemiston, 8th Floor
Clavton, MO 63105-1914

RE: MUR 4541

Dear Mr Stnibling:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
O exerci<e 1ts prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordmigly. the Commission closed 1ts file 1n this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)X 12) no longer apply and this matter

- 1s now public In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record

within 30 days. this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

) If vou wish to submit any factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so
— as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
: additional matenals, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received

If vou have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free number, (800)-
. 424-9530 Our local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,
/'4 =

F. Andrew Turley’

Supervisory Attomey

Central Enforcement Docket

11111111




MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, lohn K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, I1I - all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford. counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss. as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own. that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money menuoned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices. not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr Dyvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Kespondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr Dyek has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money trom Mr Perot  These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
croundiess. and ater each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint  Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997
Kim J. Askew, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, TX 75201
RE: MUR 4541

Dear Ms. Askew:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

Afier considenng the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise 1ts prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commussion closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional matenals, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received

If vou have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free nussber, (300)-
424-9530. Our local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

i = /

F. Andrew Turley -

Supervisory Attoghey ‘
Central Enforcement Docket -

Attachment
Narrative




MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own, that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices. not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dyck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

4

9

7

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
~ response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
- his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies

3 knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
- believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997
Carol A. Platt, Esq.
Armstrong, Teasdale, Schlafly & Davis
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600
St. Louts, MO 63102-2740
RE: MUR 4541

Dear Ms. Platt:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

Afier considening the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public. In addition. although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit any factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received

If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free number, (800)-
424-9530. Our local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

- _pe— il
F. Andrew Turley,/
Supervisory Attbi
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrative




MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulfoi4, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own. that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices. not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this m, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit. ,

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Coms
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463
August 29, 1997
Thomas W. Luce, I, Esq.
Hughes & Luoe, LL.P.
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, TX 75201
RE: MUR 4541
Dear Mr. Luce:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a complaint
alleging certain violations ef the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as ameaded A copy
of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

Afier considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise its prosecutonal discretion and o take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commussion closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.
1f vou wish to submit any factual or legal materials te appear en the public recesd, please do so
as s00n as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional matenals. any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.
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MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his commitiees, the treasure:s, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fess” which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III - all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attomeys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Comsmittee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and IMike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behelf, and
his own, that the money paid to Ms. McCiure was in faci for consuiting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dyck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any alle
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise de
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Phnalsoclumsnoknowledgeofﬁ‘.“
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit. _

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending befe



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997
R. Clayton Mulford, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, LL.P.
1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, TX 75201
RE: MUR 4541

Dear Mr. Mulford:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of an amendment
to a complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. A copy of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determincd to
exercise its prosecutorial discretion and to take no action against you See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commission closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of yoar
additional materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

lfyouhnnymﬂmmmfalhymwmm
424-9530. Our local mB(NZ) 219-3690. b 9;3 ,g_

Sincerely,

e el
r—:,_:};-‘do-(w
F Andelel'lci
Supervisory Attomey g
Central Enforcement Docket -
S




MUR 4541
RosS PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In v amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own. that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases. they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after ez !, dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997

Alan C. Kohn, Esq.

Kohn, Shands, Elbert, Gianoulakis & Giljum, LLP
One Mercantile Center, Suite 2410
St. Louis, MO 63101

Dear Mr. Kohn:

On February 7, 1997, the Federal Election Commission notified you of a amendment to
a complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. A copy of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considenng the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
™ exercise its prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against you. See attached narrative.
Accordingly. the Commussion closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997,

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)12) no longer apply and this matter
- 1s now pubhic  In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record

within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.
2 If vou wish to submit any factual or legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so
- as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
N additional matenals, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

If vou have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free number, (800)-
N 424-9530. Our local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

-—:‘:"-7'%“‘/"

F. Andm'WTurle{
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Attachment
Narrative




MUR 4541
Ross PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel 1o several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own, that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dyck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn. Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate

response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowiedge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C. 20463

August 29, 1997

Alan C. Kohn, Esq.
Kohn, Shands, Elbert, Gianoulakis & Giljum, LLP
One Mercantile Center, Suite 2410

St. Louis, MO 63101

RE: MUR 4541
Sandra McClure

Dear Mr. Kohn:

On November 1, 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified your client of a
complaint alleging certain violatiuns of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended. A copv of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

After considenng the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
. exercise 1ts prosecutorial discretion and to take no action against your client. See attached
narrative  Accordingly. the Commuission closed 1ts file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

- The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the public record

2 within 30 days, this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.

If vou wish to submit any factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so

as soon as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your

additional matenals, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

4
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If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free nussber, (800)-
424-9530. Qur local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

.’4'_’“



MUR 4541
ROSS PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Platt, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to several of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck's complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford. counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own. that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping tiiceatening
activities around volunteer offices. not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn. Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate

response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal. he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce dcnies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of anv of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C 20463

August 29, 1997

R. Clayton Mulford, Esq.
Hughes & Luce, L.L.P.

1717 Main Street, Suite 2800
Dallas, TX 75201

RE: MUR 4541
Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee, Inc., Mike Poss, Treasurer,
Perot *96. Inc.. Mike Poss, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Mulford

On November 1. 1996, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients of a
complaint alleging certain violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended A copv of the complaint was enclosed with that notification.

Afier considering the circumstances of this matter, the Commission has determined to
exercise 1ts prosecutonal discretion and to take no action against your clients. See attached
narrative  Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this matter on August 29, 1997.

The confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter
1s now public In addition. although the compiete file must be placed on the public record
within 30 days. this could occur at any time following certification of the Commission's vote.
If vou wish to submit any factual or legal matenals to appear on the public record, please do so
as soon as possible  While the file may be placed on the public record prior to receipt of your
additional matenals. any permissible submissions will be added to the public record when
received.

If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Henry on our toll-free number, (800)-
424-9530 Our local number is (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely, +
F. Andrew Tugley

Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket




MUR 4541
RoOSSs PEROT

Edward Dyck alleges that Ross Perot, his committees, the treasurers, and Sandra McClure
misreported an $8,223.26 expenditure to Ms. McClure as “consulting fees" which should have
been reported as payment of her legal bills arising out of a civil lawsuit. In an amendment to the
complaint, Mr. Dyck claims that Mr. Perot paid for investigating volunteers and adds
respondents Carol Plait, Alan Kohn, R. Clayton Mulford, Kim J. Askew, John K. Lemkemeier,
G. Carroll Stribling and Thomas Luce, III -- all past or present counsel to seyeral of the original
respondents.

Respondent Alan Kohn, counsel for Ms. McClure, states that she did not file the report
and that Mr. Dyck’s complaints and lawsuits are harassment of her and her attorneys.

Respondent R. Clayton Mulford, counsel to Ross Perot, Perot Reform Committee Inc.,
Mike Poss, as treasurer, Perot ‘96, Inc., and Mike Poss, as treasurer, states on their behalf, and
his own, that the money paid to Ms. McClure was in fact for consulting fees and expenses. The
money mentioned in the amendment was to obtain a restraining order stopping threatening
activities around volunteer offices, not to investigate volunteers. He asserts that this is just one
of Mr. Dvck’s many baseless complaints and lawsuits against his clients and Ms. McClure.

Respondent law firm Askew, Kohn, Lemkemeier and Mulford state in its separate
response that Mr. Dyck has brought baseless lawsuits before the courts and Commission to try to
siphon money from Mr. Perot. These cases, they state, continually have been dismissed as
groundless. and after each dismissal, he simply files again in a different venue.

Respondent Thomas Luce denies any knowledge of Mr. Dyck, or of any facts alleged in
his complaint. Respondent Stribuling refutes the allegations against him, and likewise denies
knowledge of any of the facts alleged. Ms. Platt also claims no knowledge of this matter, and
believes that the complaint is wholly without merit.

This matter is less significant relative to other matters pending before the Commission.
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