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Transcript for October 1
Read the complete transcript from the Sunday, October 1
show
PLEASE CREDIT ANY QUOTES OR EXCERPTS FROM THIS NBC
TELEVISION PROGRAM TO “NBC NEWS’ MEET THE PRESS.”
NBC News
MEET THE PRESS
Sunday, October 1,2000
GUESTS:
GUESTS: RALPH NADER: Presidential Candidate (Green Party)
PAT BUCHANAN: Presidential Candidate (Reform Party)
GOVERNOR PAUL CELLUCCI, (R-Mass.): Bush Supporter
PAUL BEGALA: Gore Campaign Adviser REPRESENTATIVE
RICK LAZIO, (R-N.Y.: Senate Candidate
. MODERATORRANELIST: Tim Russert -NBC News
.
This is a rush transcript provided for the information and
convenience.ofthe press. Accuracy is not guaranteed. In case of doubt,
please check with:
MEET THE PRESS - NBC NEWS
(202)885-4598
Sundays: (202)885-4200
MR. TIM RUSSERT: Our issues this Sunday:
’

’

J

(Videotape):
VICE PRESIDENT AL GORE:We don’t have to degrade our
environment in order to secure our
energy fbture.
(End videotape)
(Videotape):
GOVERNOR GEORGE W. BUSH (Republican Presidential
Candidate): It’s a petroleum reserve, not a political reserve.
(End videotape)

MR.RUSSERT:Bush vs. Gore: Too close to call with 36 days to go.
On Tuesday, they square off in Bostonh their first and critically
important presidential debate. What can we expect? With us: the host
governor of Massachusetts, Bush supporter Paul Cellucci, and the author
of this new book, “Is Our Children Learning? The Case Against George
W.Bush,” Gore supporter Paul Begala.
’

Then: We are joined by two men excluded fiom this debate, Ralph

http:!.‘wwu.. msnbc .com/news/470686. asp
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asset, ought to have a national policy to break up the OPEC cartel. It is a
price-rigging, criminal conspiiacy designed to loot the West and the
United States of scores of billions of dollars every single year. How do
you.. .

MR. NADER: They got to break up the big oil companies, first of
all.
MR. BUCHANAN: Here’s how you do it. Butkre’s how you do it.
Cut off all IMF foreign aid loans to any country that belongs to OPEC.Tell any country that does belong to OPEC,“U.S. security guarantees .are
going to be lifted unless you drill more oil.” We have got to play
hardball. These people in Washington-Clinton talks about the idea of
free trade and interdependence. These people don’t believe in that: They
believe in driving you to the wall. If they get control of a commodity that
you don’t have-and the’united States needs an America first policy of
economic nationalism to deal with it.

MR. RUSSERT: Mr. Nadei, we have a minute left. You will not be
there Tuesday night in Boston. If you ...
MR NADER: Yes, I will.
MR RUSSERT: On the stage. On the stage. On the stage.
MR NADER: Maybe I’ll crawl up on the stage there.
MR BUCHANAN: Are you going to invade their space, Ralph?

MR. NADER: They’rti blocking the access to tens of millions of
voters because they have a monopoly, and the networks let them have the
monopoly because they didn’t co-sponsor their own debates.
MR. RUSSERT: You are here this morning. If you were there
Tuesday night, what question would you ask Mr. Gore? What question
would you ask Mr. Bush?

.MR. NADER: The key question: How do you promote democracy
by taking excessive power fiom big business and giving it to people as
voters, consumers, taxpayers and workers? That means unions, .that
means challenging corporate welfare, that means consumer protection for
the family budget, and that means public firnding of public campaigns.
Shift of power is the key issue in this campaign-to the people.
MR. RUSSERT: Question for Gore or Bush?

MR. BUCHANAN:I would ask Mr. Gore this: Look.how do you
propose to pay down the debt with the $2 trillion when you’ve already
proposed stuff-spending that would eat it all up? I think I would ask
Mr. Bush this: What do you think? Do you think Roe v. Wade was
wrongly decided and would you appoint Supreme Court justices who in
your heart and mind would see to the overturning of Roe v. Wade?
MR. RUSSERT: To be continued. Pat Buchanan, Ralph Nader, .we
thank you for sharing your views with us this morning.
MR. BUCHANAN: Thank you, Tim.

http://www.msnbc.com/news/470686.asp
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Buchanan and Nader Discuss Their Political Agendas

'cNN.com
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LARRY KING,HOST: Tonight, 24 hours before A1 Gore and George W.
Bush square off in the first presidential debate, we'll hear from two candidates
who weren't invited: Reform Party nominee Pat Buchanan, and later. Green
Party candidate Ralph Nader. They will make the case for third parties, just
winter storm
parayzes tra
ahead on LARRY KING.LIVE.

~

~

Comwl hur
We begin with Pat Buchanan, our old friend. He's in Auburn, Maine. He's the SGjentistscp
candidate of the Reform Party. He had sought the candidacy of the
sen_eti.cmaF!
Republican Party, and left that scene to get into the Reform scene. He won 3
million votes in the 1996 primary. He is excluded by the commission because.!E?.!!!!-...,...he didn't make 15 percent in national polls.

*

BUSINESS

Is that a bad idea, Pat, 15 percent?
PAT BUCHANAN, REFORM PARTY PRESIDENTIAL NOMINEE: Sure.
they put the 15 percent, Larry, after I moved over to the Reform Party. The
problem is you've got a bipartisan, Republican, Democrat, entirely
commissioned which is freezing out a third party, which is being paid for by
taxpayers. So you've got a situation that the American people are not
permitted to hear a candidate whose campaign they are paying for, because a
couple of political hacks are fronting for the establishment parties in
Washington and freezing them out.

KING: What should be the criteria?
E-MAIL:
Subscribelo one of our
n.ews e-mail lists.
Enter your address:
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BUCHANAN: The criteria is we are an established party. I received federal
matching funds. I'm on the ballot in all 50 states, although the Republicans
refuse to put my name on the ballot itself. In Michigan, I have qualified. And s,PQ.RTS
frankly, if you take personal qualifications -- look, I was going to summit
9:s DrL.Z: Br
meetings in Moscow and Beijing with Richard Nixon when these fellows .
in-Power Ran
were in college.
Red Sox offc
to.$l60.millio

DISCUSSION:

I think my experience and background and knowledge are far deeper and
offciall
broader, certainly, than Governor Bush, who has been in national politics for Cubs
four-year dea
a couple of years and in Texas politics for four or five. So we have a party
that is a valid, recognized party by the Congress, the FEC, we get federal tax (M-0RE1.
dollars. We ought to be included in the events that decide the next president
A

http://www.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/OO
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candidate

-- he ran previously in 1996 -- Ralph Nader.

First, these words.
(BEGM VIDEO CLIP)
RALPH NADER, GREEN PARTY PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE: Isn't it
interesting that the largest voter audiences by far, which will witness these
debates starting October 3 here in Boston, that the key to the gate to those .
tens of millions of Americans are held by the very two parties that small
parties are trying to challenge?
Imagine, in the marketplace, you get a new competitor, wants to reach its
customers, and has to go through a gate whose keys are held by the two major
competitors. Never again should we allow this,to happen in future campaigns!
Never again!
(APPLAUSE)'
(END VIDEO CLIP)
(COMMERCIAL BREAK) KING:We now welcome to LARRY KING
LIVE another old fnend, Ralph Nader, the Green Party presidential
candidate. He also ran on that ticket in 1996.
As I understand it. are you going to be in Boston tomorrow night? Are you
going to be protesting the debates?
NADER: We're going to try to get as close as possible. We're looking for
people to give us tickets so I can be right in the'audience.
KING: Oh. you want to be in the audience.
NADER: Yes, I can't be on the. stage. We're excluded. It's a,two-party
monopoly.
KING: Did you agree with what Pat had to say with regard to what this
country is with relation to big corporations, this commission and debates?
NADER: Very much so. This commission is really a private company created
11 years ago to replace the League of Women Voters in deciding who gets on
the national debates. And tens of millions of people watch it, and these two
parties, more look-alike parties morphing into a corporate party with two
heads, don't want competition. That would be disastrous in the marketplace. It
would be disastrous in nature if seeds weren't given a chance to sprout. That's
why the corrupt political system can't be regenerated.

KING:How is it ever going to change, however, if you need the 15 percent
barrier? Don't we need a sort of knight on a white horse and a bad condition
in the country to create a third party?
NADER: I hope we don't have to come to that. At the present time, the debate
commission has that monopoly by A1 Gore and George W. Bush because
other institutions have given it that mono.poly by default, Larry.
If the major television networks got together months ago and co- sponsored a
four-way debate, Gore and Bush could not say no to them. If the major
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DEBATE PROTEST LEADS TO ARRESTS; NADER
SUPPORTERS BLOCK ENTRANCE TO COMMISSION'S

BUILDING
MANIVY FERNANDEZ; DA VID MONTGOMERY

WASHINGTON POST STAFF WRITERS
Friday, September 29,2000 ; Page A04
Eight protesters were arrested yesterday morning after they blocked the entrance of an office building in
Northwest Washington largely to complain that planned presidential debates exclude Green Party
candidate Ralph Nader.
The focus of the protest was not one of demonstrators' usual targets, such as the World Bank, but instead
an obscure red-brick office building at 1200 New.HampshireAve. NW where the Commission on
Presidential Debates has its headquarters.
Protesters linked arms and forced office workers to slip past them.to get inside to their jobs.
The 8:30 a.m. demonstration was part of an all-day protest at the building, which has been the site of
anti-commission protests all month. Yesterday was the first time protesters blocked the doorway. Those
arrested were charged with misdemeanor unlawfirl entry for attempting a side-dqor entrance of the
building before the blockade and were released.
The protesters have complained about the exclusion of Nader and say too much corporate money is used
to pay for the debates.
The commission, a nonpartisan group sponsoring the three debates between Texas Gov. George W. Bush

(R)and Vice President Gore (D), decided in January to invite only those candidates with 15 percent
support in public opinion polls.
"Open the debates!" shouted Adam Eidinger, 27, a District resident who was one of tie protest
organizers along with fellow members of the Open Debate Society.

The protesters included students from George Washington University and the University,of the. District
of Columbia. A few were involved this spring in District protests against the World Bank.
Eidinger and other protesters say Nader would raise a number of issues in the debates involving global
capitalism and social justice.
A spokesman for the commission, John Scardino, refbsed to comment on the protesters. But he defended
the commission's role in organizing the debates, which kick off Tuesday at the University of
Massachusetts at Boston. The I5 percent bar is necessary, Scardino said, so voters can watch those
candidates who have a realistic chance of winning meet face-to-face on the stage.

"It's not our role to help boost anyone's campaign," he said.
The Dupont Circle office building was the only address protesters could find for the commission. "That's
part of the absurdity of it," said Zachary Wolfe, a law clerk acting as the protesters' legal aide. "It's such
an impoqant issue, and.its difficult to figure out who you should complain to."
,..I

Scardins disputed that, saying that the address is displayed on the commission's Web site. Janet Brown,
the commission's executive director, said that in 1996 the organization was advised by law enforcement
http://www.newslibrary.com/deliverccdoc.asp?SMH=705
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the commission's executive director. said that in 1996 'the organization was
law enforcement
to beef up securib and to use extra discretion because of threatening mail and phone ialls it had
received.
Commission officials said none of its financial sponsors wields influence on its decision making.
Articles appear as they were originally printed in The Washington Post and may not include subsequent
corrections.
. .
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Real Media: from the crowd
Hear chants from the protesters:

REALAUDIO:
4; &ish and Gore ...
Qi b t Ralph Debate
WBush

REALVIDEO

A pan across the crowd lining

the entry road to the debate hall.
hwatdit .

Thousands stage rowdy
protest outside UMass-Boston
entrance
By Boston.com Staff, 10/03/00

-

.

BOSTON Well over 10,000 protesters waved placards
along the road leading to the University of Massachusetts[ .
Boston campus this evening as journalists from all over the
world gathered to cover the first presidential debate
between Oemocrat AI Gore and Republican George W.
Bush.
.
INTERACTIVE
b Chat about the debate
b How'd thav do? Take our ~ 0 1 1
REAL MEDIA'
AUDIO
Bush and Gore. cornorate
whores
Let R a m Oebate
Q:- L i d e m
BOSTON.COM VIDEO
the crowd lining the
A pan
entnr road b the debate hall.

Even as the debate ended,
dozens of protesters
knocked over police
barricades and sat down
arms linked in a road
leading to the debate hall at
the University of .
Massachuse-m.They
chanted "Open the debate."

-

--

Boston Globe photographer
Dominic Chavez was in a
crowd of protesters when he
was picked up and thrown to
the ground by a man who
then slammed the
photographets camera into

http:/~www.boston.com/campaign2000/protesters.
htm
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&.bate p~lliesults
Ofiljnegojtina results
84 Naer not allowed into debate
Protestors speak out
PHOTOS
Photo aallery

his back, according to Catie
Aldrich, director of
photograpy for the Globe. He
was taken to a hospital to be
checked out, but did not
appear to be seriously
injured, Aldrich said:

OI

'f

POST-OEBATT COVERAGE
b A dash of words and issues
b Shribnun: Both pass kev test.
neither Prevails
b Moon :And now a word from a
cou& gothkr candidates
b Debate notebook: Camoaianers'
b_eds come at premium
b Nader. bearina ticket. turned away
atar
b protesters take Dostdebate staae
b For some, unexmcted reactions
b Oukakis faults Bush, but GOP
aide backs strategy
b Ip avm. aoosebumps and alitterati
b Nsminees tw note of cornPassion
b In Missouri town. debate holds
litfle sway
b Bush finds warmth at S. Boston
rii
b R_eeorters are wined, dined,
confined
b Pundits' effed weiahed
b Surroaates for candidates debate
the debate
b Rivals hndina numbers, review
OfsJatements shows
b Students aain lesson in American
politics
b 49 students win their way in
b Street theater hiahliahted'dav of
.
protest
b TransuiDt of the debate
b Oebate hatilights

Officers dragged away a
number of protesters while
other officers on horseback
tried to dispel the crowd.
The incident followed a brief
tug-of-war over the metal
barriers between police and
protesters, who shouted to
officers, 'We are nonviolent,
how about you?''
Policeon horseback and
Secret Service agents in
dark suits and shiny Regis
Philbinties ordered
protesters on Morrissey
Boulevard to back up behind
metal barriers alongside the
entrance road to the-debate
hall.
The protesters welcomed
long lines of buses, vans,
cars and stretch limousines
with chants like "Let Ralph
debate!" and "Bush and
Gore, corporate whores!"

! There were at least a half

~ ~ N O ' T DEBATE
H E

dozen arrested and another
person was taken into
custody for drunkenness,
police said. Morrissey
Boulevard remained shut
down as the crowd
disp e w .

b Globe editorial: The first round
b By David Nvhan
b By Ellen Goodman
b B 3 o m a s Oliohant
b BYJennifer C. Braceras
By Derrick 2. Jackson
b By Martin F. Nolan
b By Joan Vennochi
b BY Cathy Youw

Around the time the debate
started, a small group of
protesters knocked over metaII barricades in an attempt to
get closer to the building where the debate was held. Some
protesters said police in riot gear used pepper spray on
them.
Demonstrators later tried to move the barricades forward,
and police pushed them back. In response to the tug-of-war,
protesters shouted, 'We are nonviolent, how about you?"
Labor unions supporting Gore and others loyal to Bush
demonstrated alongside su porters of Ralph Nader and a
myriad other groups vying or the national spotlight focused
squarely on the university.

P

About an hour before the start of the debate, Gore
supporters and Nader loyalists were arguing in the crowd of

http:~ ~ w wboston.com/campaign2OOO/protesters.
w.
htm
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demonstrators gathered a few hundred yards from the
debate hall.
i

Witnesses said a man wearing a Gore T-shirt turned from
the argument, grabbed a 3-fOOt wooden cross from a man
holding it, and broke it over the man's head. Oemonstrators
who saw the incident screamed for police.
"He grabbed it right out of my hand and cracked it right over
my head. I was in shock," said Scott Langley, 23, of
Cambridge, whosaid he was holdin the cross in memory .
of prisoners executed under Texas ov. George W. Bush.
"And I took .his picture, which made him madder."

8

The assailant fled into the crowd.
"There's a lot of hostility between the Gore people and the
Nader people,",said Lila Brown, 19, a Nader supporter
holding a sign saying "Vote Hemp."
"Holding a sign promoting Ralph Nader's candidacy,"
Jonathan Allen of Brookline said he still hoped the Green
Party candidate would win the race. "I'd really like him to get
34 percent of the vote, but that's not to realistic," Allen said.
The demonstrators mostly remained behind the fence that
bordered the route through which Gore and Bush arrived,
until the demonstrators' ranks swelled and they began
spilling onto Morrissey Boulevard itself.
[.

A contingent of state troopers and Secret Service agents
stopped the crowd from blockingthe entry road, as
helicopters circled overhead, shining their spotlights down
on the masses waving large puppets and dressed in colorful
costumes.
About 900 members of Iron Workers Local 7 gathered along
the route to .UMassto express their support for AI Gore.
"He's for the working man," said Rosie Piniery, a member of
the union. "He'll keep prosperity here. He won't pass a
phony tax break for the wealthy."

,

,

Boston firefighters appeared in force,most wearing Gore Tshirts, protesting their lack of a amtract with the city,. Among
the throngs of people, Suzie Chong meditated on the grass,
amid her cohorts who were protesting the Chinese
government's persecution of members of Falun Gong.

,

Inside the debate media center, hundreds of journalists from
300 media organizations gathered in front of their phones
and television sets to cover the debate.
The Commission on Presidential.Debates, which is
organizing the debate, has two others planned later this
month in Winston-Salem, N.C., and St. Louis.
Earlier today, hundreds of the protesters gathered on the
Boston Common. David Solnit wielded a 15-foot-high
puppet that had cardboard headsof Gore and Bush. He
said the debate was a "corporate puppet show."
"I'm trying to put a little truth into the campaign," said Solnit,
36. "I'm trying to tell voters they can be assured of polluted

10/4/2000
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air and water, .lousy jobs and gentrified neighborhoods no
matter who they vote for."
.

Protesterswho gathered on the Common set out on a
"Freedom for Sale Trail" march to the city's financial district,
visiting the headquarters of Fleet Bank, Fidelity Investments
and Verizon Communications.
Police blocked protesters trying to enter the offices of
Fidelity and Verizon, but there were no incidents.
Bush and Gore planned to address supporters immediately
after the debate. Bush was scheduled to visit supporters
gathered at an ice skating rink in South Boston. Gore was
expected to stop in at a debate party at the Park Plaza hotel
in downtown Boston.

- 6oston.com staff reporter Eddie Medina and the
Associated Press contributed to this story.

http://www. boston.com/campaign2000/protesters.
htm
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NADER SUPPORTERS TRY TO BLOCK EXITS
DANA MILBANK
.WASHINGTON POST STAFF WRITER
Wednesday, October 4,2000 ; Page A 16

BOSTON, Oct. 3 -- Green Party presidential candidate Ralph Nader's supporters, angry that their man
wasn't allowed to participate in the presidential debate, attempted to prevent everyone else from getting
out of the debate.
Waving "Ralph Nader for President" signs and chanting "Let Ralph debate" to a drumbeat, several
hundred demonstrators amassed along the road leaving the University of Massachusetts campus here
after the debate. Some hurled metal barricades at cars leaving the debate, and about 100 demonstrators
held a sit-in to block the route. The demonstrators failed to block the exits of George W.Bush and AI
Gore, who left before the disruption.
.Though debate spectators were temporarily blocked from leaving the campus, police eventually
redirected them to another exit as the standoff lasted past midnight. But the protesters achieved one
victory: Some of the more than 600 journalists covering the debate stopped to film and watch the
standoff between the demon.stratorsand police.
A police spokesman, Robert Bird, said there were 16 arrests by midnight. Police used tear gas on a few
of the protesters, but they were generally restrained in handling the demonstrators. "They'd be hard
pressed to say their rights were not respected," Bud said.

The police, in riot gear with shields raised, eventually charged the demonstratorswho had blocked the
road. The'police also used dogs and horses to control the crowd.
Several thousand spectators came to the University of Massachusetts campus before the debate,
including Bush and Gore supporters as well as death penalty opponents, protesters meditating on behalf
of China's persecuted Falun Gong religious sect, and marchers chanting "Justice for Palestine." But a
group of several hundred Nader supporters remained after the debate.
As debate spectators left, the demonstrators shouted "corporate whores" at them. Some of the
demonstrators wore black masks and hoods and waved anarchist banners. One climbed a lamppost to
turn an.American flag upside down, and another hurled an object at police. At about 1 1 p.m..
demonstrators began to throw metal barricades at cars that were leaving the premises; then about 100
protesters sat in the street to block their exit.
1

Tight security kept the demonstrators hundreds of yards from the actual site of the debate. The campus
itself was closed to the public.
Articles appeat as they were originally printed in The Washington Post and may not include subsequent
corrections.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS

RALPH NADER,
.

Plaintiff,
V.

)

1

’ <

)

1
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL )
DEBATES, et al.,
4
Defendants.

.

.
*

CIVIL ACTION NO. 00-12145-WGY

)

RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO,
PLAINTIF.F’SFIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDANT COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

’

Defendant Commission on Presidential Debates (the “Commission”)responds
and objects to Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Commission on
Presidential Debates, as follows. ,The responses set forth below are based on
information currently available after reasonable investigation. The Commission
reserves the right to supplement or correct these answers if additional or corrective
information becomes known to the Commission.

General 0b.iections

1.

The Commission objects to plaintiffs interrogatories to the extent they

seek discovery of privileged or otherwise protected information, including attorneyclient communicationsor attorney work product.

.

The Commission objects to plaintiffs interrogatories to the extent that

2.

they seek the disclosure of confidential information, especially any information that
if disclosed might compromise the security of future presidential debates and the
safety of fbture presidential candidates, that would reveal confidential proprietary
information, or that unduly and unnecessarily invades the privacy of individuals
who are not party to this litigation.
1

Objections to Definitions
Definition No. 1:
The term "identity" or "identify," when used with respect
to persons, is a request for you to supply the h l l name,
address, telephone number, height, weight, hair color, and
date of birth of the person to beidentified.

Objection: The Commission objects to this definition on the ground that it
is unduly burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence and beyond the scope of the Uniform Definition in Discovery
Requests for "Identify (With Respect to Persons)" set forth in Local Rule 26.5(C)(3).
The Commission.will limit its responses to the information required by the Local
Rule.

Definition No. 2:
\

\

'

The term "identity" or "identify," when 'used with respect
to documents is a request for you to supply the date of the
document, the author, the addressee, if any, the length in
pages, the title, and a brief description of the contents of
the document.

2

.

-

Objection: The Commission objects to this definition on the ground that it
is unduly burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence and beyond the scope of the Uniform Definition in,Discovery
Requests for "Identi@ (With Respect to Documents)" set forth in Local Rule
26.5(C)(4). The Commission will limit its responses to the information required by
the Local Rule. The Commission also reserves its right to produce any documents
identified pursuant to Rule 33(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure in lieu of

the description requested by this definition.

.

Definition No. 3:
The term "campus" refers to the University of
Massachusetts, Harbor Point campus in Boston.

Objection:The Commission has no objection to Definition No. 3
Definition No. 4=
The term "First incident'' refers to the entire transaction
the first time the plaintiff, Ralph Nader arrived on the
campus on October 3,2000.

!

Objection: . The Commission objects to this term as vague and ambiguous
to the extent that Commission does not know when Mr. Nader first arrived on the
campus on October 3,2000.The Commission will interpret the te'rm to refer to the
allegations in paragraphs 17-22of the Amended Complaint.

Definition No. 5:
The term 'Second incident" refers to the entire
transaction the second time the plaintiff, Ralph Nader
arrived on the campus on October 3,2000.
3

Objection: The Commission objects to this term as vague and ambiguous to
the extent that the Commission does not know when Mr.Nader’s second arrival on

‘

I

the campus on October 3,2000 occurred. The Commission will interpret the term to
refer to the allegations in paragraph 23 of the Amended Complaint.

Definition No. 6
The term llCommissionllrefers to Commission on
Presidential Debates and its officers,employees or agents.

Objection: The Commission objects to this definition to the extent it seeks
information from “agents”of the Commission on the grounds that it is overly broad+
unduly burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, and attempts to seek information that is not within the custody,
possession and control of the Commission.

Definition No. 7=
Refer to the uniform Definitions in Local Rule 26.5(C) for
terms including llconcerning’l and “state the basis.”

Objection: The Commission has no objection to Definition No. 7.
Resnonses and Obiections to Interrogatories
Interrogatory No. 1:
.

Identify each person who has been consulted or has
assisted the Commission in any way in the preparation of
these interrogatory answers, including that person’s full
name, title, addre,ss,telephone number and relationship
to the Commission.,

4
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Response: The Commission objects to Interrogatory No. 1to the extent it
seeks information beyond that required by Local Rule 26.5(C)(3)regarding the
identity of persons and will limit its response to the information required by the
Local Rule. Attorneys for the Commission will represent each of the individuals
identified below, and accordingly all communications to these individuals should be
directed to the Commission’s attorneys. Subject to the foregoing General
Objections, Objections to Definitions and specific objections to Interrogatory No. 1,
\

the Commission responds that, other than counsel, the following people assisted in
the preparation of these interrogatory responses:

Janet H. Brown
Commission on Presidential Debates
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 445
Washington, D.C.
Executive Director of the Commission
~

Lewis Loss
Ross, Dixon & Bell L.L.P.
2001 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
Counsel to the Commission

Peter Eyre
Commission on Presidential Debates
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Suite 445
.Washington,D.C.
Special Assistant to the Executive
Director of the Commission
~

Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr,
American Gaming Association
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
Co-Chairman of the Commission

~~

Paul G. Kirk, Jr.
Sullivan & Worcester
1 Post Office Square
Boston, Massachusetts
Co-Chairman of the Commission

Joan Komlos
Nike
1Boserman Drive
Beaverton, Oregon
Consultant to the Commission

5

Interrogatory No. 2:

‘

Identify each person likely to have discoverable
information relevant to facts alleged in this case,
including the person’s name, address and telephone
number, and identify the subject of the information likely
to be known by the witness. (See Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(a)(l)(A).) This should include, but is not limited to,
any police officers, security guards or other law
enforcement personnel who were in, or arrived at the area
in which Mr. Nader was present. If the Commission does
not know a person by name, include as much information
as you have to identify the person; for example, female
reporter in her mid-thirties from National Public Radio.

Response: The Commission objects to Interrogatory No.2 on the ground
that it is vague and ambiguous to the extent it cites Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
26(a)(l)(A),yet appears to seek information beyond that required by Rule
26(a)(l)(A). To the extent the interrogatory seeks the information required by Rule
26(a)(l)(A), the Commission refers plaintiff to the Commission’s initial disclosures
made on March 23,2001; The Commission will interpret Interrogatory No. 2 as
requesting a broader set of information concerning those likely to have discoverable
information. The Commission further objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent it
seeks information beyond that required by ‘LocalRule 26.5(C)(3)regarding the
identity of persons and will limit its response to the information required by the
Local Rule. The Commission also objects to Interrogatory.No. 2 as unduly
burdensome to the extent that it seeks a physical description of any person with
discoverable information whose identity cannot be determined or recalled. The
Commission objects to the term “area in which Mr.Nader was present” as vague
and ambiguous and overly broad, unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated
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to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Commission will interpret the
term to refer to Mr.Nader‘s presence at the “First incident” or Second incident” and
incorporates its objections to those terms. Attorneys for the Commission will
represent individuals identified below with an asterisk, and accordingly all
communications to these individuals should be directed to the Commission’s
attorneys. Subject to the foregoing General Objections, Objections

Definitions

and specific objections to Interrogatory No. 1,the Commission responds as follows:
\

Name

Subject

Present Address

Janet Brown*

Commission on Presidential
Debates
1200 New Hampshire Avenue,
N.W., Suite 445
Washington, D.C.

Organization of the debate;
admission to the debate and
media center; decision
regarding Mr.Nader’s
admission to the debate;
distribution of tickets to the
debate

Paul Kirk*

Sullivan & Worcester
1Post Office Square
Boston, Massachusetts

Decision regarding Mr.
Nader’s admission to the
debate
I

Frank FahrenkopP

American Gaming Association Decision regarding Mr.
555 13th Street, N.W.
Nader’s admission to the
Washington, D.C.
debate .

Lewis Loss*

Ross, Dixon & Bell L.L.P.
2001 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Decision regarding Mr.
Nader’s admission to the
debate; communication
regarding the possibility Mr.
Nader might seek admission
to the debate

Tom Keady*

Northeastern University
360 Huntington Avenue
Room 304 CP

Organization of the debate;
transportation at the debate;
communication regarding the
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Boston, Massachusetts

possibility Mr. Nader might
seek admission to the debate

John Vezeris

The Annapolis Group, Ltd.

Public safety and disruptioncontrol; coordination with
law enforcement agencies;
communication regarding the
possibility that Mr. Nader
might seek admission to the
debate; communication.with
Mr. Nader regarding entry to
the debate.

Charles McPhail

Massachusetts State Police

Communication regarding
the possibility Mr. Nader
might seek admission to the
debate; communication with
Mr.Nader regarding entry to
the debate.

Bob Petersen

Senate Press Gallery
US Capitol
Washington, D.C.

Media credentials;
communication regarding the
possibility that Mr. Nader
might seek admission to the
debate.

Anne-Marie LewisKerwin

University of Massachusetts
Boston Campus
Chancellor’s’Office

University’s assistance with
the debate; campus activities
related to the debate;
University students
attending the debate.

Donna Smerlas

University of Massachusetts
Boston Campus
Chancellor’s Office

University’s assistance with
the debate; campus activities
related to the debate;
University students
attending the debate.

Joan Komlos*

Nike
1Boserman Drive
Beaverton, Oregon

Media credentials;
organization of the debate;
communication regarding the
possibility Mr. Nader might
seek admission to the debate.

~
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€?my Davies*

907 Spirit Lake Drive
Bakersfield, California

Organization of the debate;
communication regarding the
possibility Mr.Nader might
seek admission to the debate.

3101 New Mexico Ave, N.W.

Organization of the debate;
communication regarding the
possibility Mr. Nader might
seek admission to the debate

~~

Bev Lindsey*

Washington, D.C.

~~

Michael Brewer*

1200 New Hampshire Ave,

N.W.

.

Washington, D.C.

Communication regarding
the possibility Mr.Nader
might seek admission to the
debate

~~~~

Nancy Henrietta*

116 Congressional Drive
Stevensville, Maryland

Credentialing;
communication regarding the
possibility Mr. Nader might
seek admission to the debate

Moira Kelley*

Exploration Summer Program Organization of the debate;
communication regarding the
470 Washington Street
possibility Mr. Nader might
Norwood, Massachusetts
seek admission to the debate

John Rodriguez

United States Secret Service

Safety of the presidential
candidates; demonstrations
and protests at the debate

-

John O'Hara

United States Secret Service

Safety of the presidential
candidates; communication
regarding the possibility that
Mr.Nader might seek
admission to the debate

Jean Canhell*

Dun & Bradstreet
1200 New Hampshire Ave,

Distribution of tickets to the
debate

N.W.
Washington, D.C.
Forrest Speck

University of Massachusetts

t
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Transportation tdfrom the
debate. .

7

2 Massachusetts

Massachusetts State Police

State troopers

Communication with Mr.
Nader regarding admission
to the debate
.

Interrogatory No. 3

g

M
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Identify all individuals, including the organizations they
represented, who participated or were involved in
planning, coordinating, implementing and overseeing
security for the presidential debates on the campus on
October 3,2000.

.y
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Response: The Commission objects to the term “security” as vague and

I-:
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ambiguous and overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to

:z=
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lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Various things were done by various

m

ii-

people to make sure that the debate was safe and free from disruption. Thus,for
example, the transportation’system,the credentialing, the controlled access to the
debate, the sequencing of pre-debate activities,the installation and activation of
\.
t

metal detectors and other public safety equipment, and the positioning of Secret
Service and public safety officers at the debate in some way contributed to the
“security“.ofthe debate. Without waiving and subject to the foregoing General
Objections, Objections to Definitions and the specific objection to Interrogatory No.

3,the Commission responds as follows: John Rodriguez and John O’Hara
representing the Secret Service; the commanding officer of the UMass campus
police; the highest ranking on-site officer of’theBoston police; Charles McPhail, two
other State troopers, and the highest ranking on-site officer of the Massachusetts
State police; John Vezeris, Lewis Loss, Bob Petersen, Joan Komlos, Nancy
I
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Henrietta, Janet Brown, Paul Kirk, Frank Fahrenkopf, Rory Davies, Bev Lindsey,
Michael Brewer, Jean Cantrell and Moira Kelley representing the Commission; and
Tom Keady, Donna Smerlas, Anne-Marie Lewis-Kerwin and Forrest Speck
I

representing UMass.

Interrogatory No. 4=
Describe in full and complete detail the security plans on
campus for the presidential debate on October 3,2000.
Please include plans concerning the event at the Lipke
Auditorium as well as the debate at the Clark Athletic
Center. This should include plans for handling the press.
Please identify all individuals who were involved in the
plans and the organizations they represented.

Response: The Commission incorporates by reference its objection set forth
in the response to Interrogatory No. 3 to the term “security.” Without waiver of and
subject to the foregoing General Objections, Objections to Definitions and the
specific objection to Interrogatory No. 4, the Commission responds as follows:
Access to the debate hall required a valid ticket or a credential. Access to the
adjacent media center required a credential. A limited number of tredentials were
issued to Commission and UMass personnel, campaign personnel, and media
representatives. Some credentials allowed access only to the debate hall, others
only to the adjacent media center, and others to both.
Transport to the debate hall and the adjacent media center was available by
\

bus or authorized vehicle. People with tickets were informed of designated bus
stops off campus at which those holding a ticket to the debate or valid credential
could be transported to-the debate hall or media center.
\
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Although the debate hall and the media center were both at the Clark
Athletic.Center, there were separate entrances for each. At the.entrance to the
debate hall, access was limited to those who presented tickets or credentials
allowing access to the debate hall. Tickets to the debate were distributed the day of
the debate to invited guests of the Commission, the University of Massachusetts,
and the campaigns of those participating in the presidential debates. The tickets
were non-transferable.
Access to the media center was limited to those with a credential authorizing
access to the media center. Media organizations applied well in advance of the
debate for media credentials and had to specify the individuals by name who were
to !receivemedia credentials. The advance lists of those authorized to receive media
credentials were required to include anyone who wanted access to the media center,
including individuals who were to be interviewed by the media in the media center
and the debate hall. The news organizations were responsible for providing those to
be'interviewed with a media credential. Media credentials for the major television
network news organizations were made available approximately forty-eight hours
before the debate. Other media organizations picked up their credentials on the day
of the debate at a media credential tent outside the entrance to the media center.
The media credential tent closed approximately one hour before the debate began.
a

I

Ticket holders and credentialed persons proceeded through a metal detector
before entering the debate hall or media center. Local law enforcement officers
were stationed throughout the debate site to ensure the safety of those present at
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the debate and’address any disturbances that might disrupt the debate. Secret
Service personnel were also present to protect candidates who were participating in
the debate.
The Commission was not involved in planning the event at the Lipke
Auditorium, and refers you to representatives of m a s s for’informationabout that
event and any “security plans” for that event.
The CPD refers to the answer to Interrogatory No. 3 for the identity of
individuals with knowledge concerning “security” plans for the debate.

Interrogatory No. 5:

I

List all law enforcement or other agencies, whether
private or public, involved in the security for the
presidential debate on October 3,2000and describe the
chain of command.
Response: The Commission incorporates by reference the objection to the
term “security” set forth in response to Interrogatory No. 3. The Commission also
objects to the terms “agencies”and “chain of command” on the groiind that they are
vague and ambiguous. Without waiver of and subject to the General Objections, the
Objections to Definitions and the specific objections to Interrogatory No.5, the
Commission responds as follows: The United States Secret Service, of which John
Rodriguez was the on-site commanding officer; the Massachusetts State Police; the
University of Massachusetts, including the campus police; the City of Boston police
department; the Annapolis Group Ltd., of which John Vezeris was Managing

1

0'
':

Director; and the Commission, of which Janet Brown was Executive Director and
Paul Kirk and Frank Fahrenkopf were co-Chairmen.

Interrogatory No. 6
Identifjr all individuals who participated or were involved
in planning and distributing of tickets to the televised
event at the Lipke Auditorium on the campus.

Response: Without waiver of and subject to the foregoing General
Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds that it was not

J

responsible for the event at the Lipke Auditorium, does not know the answer to this
request and refers you to representatives of UMass as the likely source for an
answer.
)

Interroecatom No. 7=
Describe in full and complete detail the ticketing
procedure for the presidential debate in the Clarke
Athletic Center on October 3,2000and the procedure for
authorizing press organizations to have access to the
campus for their staff, including commentators. This
answer should include, but is not limited to, identifj.irig
the groups or organizations that were given authority to
distribute tickets to the event at Clarke, identifying the
individuals who were given tickets to the debate a t Clark,
and identifying the individuals who were permitted access
to the campus to provide comment on the debate for the
media from the "spin alley" or from any other location on
the campus a t the time of the debate.
Response: The Commission objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is

unduly burdensome; overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence to the extent,that it seeks the identity of
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individuals who attended the debate or were allowed access to the media center.
Without waiver of and subject to the foregoing General Objections, Objections to
Definitions, and the specific objections to Interrogatory No. 7, the Commission
responds as follows. The Commission responds in part by incorporating the
relevant parts of its response Interrogatory No.4 above. A final determination of
the number of seats available for the debate was made the day before the debate.
Seats were allocated to different entities for,distribution to their invited guests.
These entities included the Commission, the University of Massachusetts, and the
campaigns of the two candidates participating in the debate. Those organizations

that theCommission provided with tickets to the debate hall included the follo&ng:

AARP; Anheuser-Busch; The Ford Foundation; The Majorie Kovler Fund;
Peoplesoft; USAirways; Merkley, Newman, Harty; Kids Voting USA; National
Council of La Raza; Rock the Vote; YWCA; AT&T; Alteon Websystems; Harris
Interactive; Speeche Communications; Scorn; Tellme Networks, Inc.; and
Zoneoffrust. In addition, the Commission provided a small numbqr of tickets to
individuals such as ofice volunteers, maintenance staff, and other friends of the
Commission. To the extent that any lists of ticket holders or of individuals who
were authorized to have access to the media center a t the request of FOX News are
in the possession, custodytor control of the Commission, they will be produced
pursuant to Rule 33(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The Commission
was not responsible for and does not have any information concerning access to the
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media on parts of the UMass campus other than in the vicinity.of the debate hall
and media center.

Interrogatorv No. 8:

If John Vezeris was instructed by an agent or employee of
the Commission to advise Mr.Nader that even if he had a
ticket, he was not an invited guest in possession of the
ticket to the debate on October 3,2000: (a) identi@ the
person(s) who gave Mr. Vezeris the instruction; (b)
identifjl the person(s) who made the decision; (c) state the
basis for the decision(s).
.

.

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General

Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds as follows:
a.

Lewis Loss communicated to Mr.Vezeris the Commission’s position

Nader was not to be admitted to the debate.
that Mr.’
b.

Paul Kirk and Frank Fahrenkopf.

c.

It was believed that Mr. Nader would pose an unacceptable risk of

disruption if permitted to attend the debate. Mr.Nader had threatened to disrupt
the debate in a televised interview, the transcript of which will be produced
c

pursuant to Rule 33(d). At a rally at the Fleet Center in Boston, Mr.Nader also
reportedly stated his intent to be present a t the debate and encouraged his
supporters to protest at the debate site. A large protest by what were understood to
be Nader supporters in fact occurred outside the UMass campus on Morrissey

.

Boulevard on October 3,2000.Mr. Nader’s remarks also followed recent protests by
supporters of Mr. Nader outside the Commission offices in Washington, D.C.on a
regular basis, and their efforts to-occupythe offices of the Commission on

16.
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September 20'and to block access to the Commission offices on September 28. His
remarks also came after thousands of written and electronic communications had
arrived a t the Commission ofices fiom Nader supporters demanding his presence at
the debate, sometimes in alarming and unsettling terms. Given Mr.Nader's
remarks and the series of recent events, the Commission believed that Mr.Nader's
admission to the debate posed an unacceptable risk of disruption that could
undermine the debate. The purpose of presidential debates is voter education. The
debate was held primarily for a worldwide television audience, not for those in the
live audience. Any disruption, such as any attempts by Mr. Nader to follow through
on his threat to crawl on the stage or make loud remarks intended to draw attention

to himself, would distract attention from the debate between the two presidential
candidates invited to debate. The Commission had a responsibility to keep the
event free from disruption. In addition, the Commission did not believe that Mr.
Nader had a valid ticket to the debate or a properly issued credential to enter the

-

media center.

Interrogatory No. 9

.

If the Commission had a plan instructing its agents and
employees on what to do if Mr.Ralph Nader appeared on
the campus on October 3,2000, describe the plan in
complete detail to include identifying the participants in
preparing the plan and those to whom the plan was
disseminated.

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General
0bjections.and'Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds as follows: The
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Commission had no written plan concerning Mr. Nader or other persons not
possessing valid tickets or credentials. Lewis Loss and John Vezeris advised
various individuals that the Commission had determined that because of the
unacceptable risk of disruption posed, Mr. Nader should not be admitted to the
debate hall and that Mr.Vezeris should be notified if Mr.Nader was seen in the
vicinity of the debate hall or media center or attempted ,toenter the debate hall or
media center. The Commission is not certain which individuals were given this
instruction, but.they may have included Rory Davies, Michael Brewer, Nancy
Henrietta and possibly others.

Interrogatory No..1 0
’

When did the Commission decide that Mr. Nader would
not be permitted to be on the campus on October 3,2000
to provide live.commentary for FOX News or any other
news organization? State the date and the basis for the
decision.

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General
Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds-as follows: The
Commission never determined that Mr.Nader was not to be admitted to the UMass
campus or that he could not provide commentary to Fox News or any other news
organization. On October 3,2000, the Commission determined that Mr. Nader was
not on the list of those authorized to receive media credentials. Nor did any news
organization approach the Commission to request additional credentials for Mr.
Nader. Therefore, the Commission decided that Mr.Nader was not to be admitted
to the media center during the period that it was a securearea.
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Interrogatory No. 11:
State the basis for any claim or fear that Mr.Nader would
have been disruptive on campus a t the presidential
debate on October 3,2000and describe how it was
believed he would' be disruptive.

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General
Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds as follows: The
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Commission was not concerned with Mr.Nader's behavior on the UMass campus

.
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generally, but'only in the vicinity of the Clark Athletic Center. As to the basis for
this concern, the Commission incorporates the relevant portions of its response t o .
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Interrogatory No. 8(c). It was believed that Mr. Nader might follow through on
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threats that he made and could be disruptive by physical attempts to advance to the
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c:

stage, loud remarks intended to draw attention to himself and away from the

'

debaters, or other disturbances resulting from his activity or presence.

Interrogatory No. 12:
For any oral or written report, correspondence, written
statement, or memorandum the Commission made or received concerning the First or Second incidents, please
state: (a) the date, time, :and place of such report; (b) the
name and title of each person to whom you made such
report; (c) the nature and substance of each report; and
(d) the name and address of the custodian of each report.

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General
Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds as follows: The
Commission is aware of the following written correspondence responsive to this
interrogatory: (1)an October 5,2000 letter to Frank Fahrenkopf and Paul Kirk
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from Ralph Nader, and (2) an October 10,2000 letter from Lewis Loss to Ralph
Nader. Copies of these pieces of correspondence will be produced.,and pursuant to
Rule 33(d), you are referred to them for their nature and substance:'As to oral
reports, on the evening of October 3,2000, after the conclusion of the debate, Paul
Kirk spoke to a reporter for National Public Radio who reached him by telephone a t

his hotel. Mr.Kirk told the reporter something to the effect that he believed that

Mr. Nader had come to the debate for the purpose of disrupting the debate and that
the Commission had a responsibility to make sure the debate was not disrupted. It
is also possible that other statements responsive to this interrogatory were made to
members of the press by Commission staff or representatives in the course of
interviews aboutJthe debates, but the Commission cannot currently confirm that
any such statements were made. The Commission reserves its right to supplement
this interrogatory response in the event it obtains additional responsive
information.

Interroeatom No. 13:
For each expert witness the Commission intends to call a t
trial, (a) state his or her name, address, and telephone
number; (b) state the substance of that witness' expected
testimony; (c) state the information considered by the
witness in forming his or her opinion; (d) describe any
exhibits that will be used to summarize or support the
witness' opinions; (e) state the qualifications of the expert
witness, including a list of all publications authored by
him or her within the past ten years; (f) state the
compensation to be paid for the study and testimony of
the expert; (g) list the cases in which the witness has
testified as an expert a t trial or by deposition within the
past four years, including the complete case caption,
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docket number, subject of the testimony, and the name,
address, and telephone number of counsel for each party.
(See Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(a)(2)(A)and(B).j
.

Response: The Commission incorporates the foregoing General Objections

and Objections to Definitions. The Commission further objects to the extent that
plaintiff seeks to impose requirements on the Commission beyond those set forth in
Rule 26 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, on the ground that such additional
requirements would be unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Commission also
!

objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the Joint Case Management
Proposal and Order in this case does
not require identification of experts and the
..
b

service of expert reports by the Commission until October 15,2001. The
Commission will provide the requested information, to the extent not objected to, on
or before October 15,2001.

Interrogatory No. 1 4

If any agent or employee of the Commission used e-mail
(electronic mail) to communicate with anyone about
security a t the presidential debate on October 3,2000,the
First or Second incidents or Mr. Nader fiom June 1,2000
through the present, please describe: (a) each e-mail
system used, including the computer hardware and
software and its locations; (b) the computer network,
intranet, extranet and/or internet for each e-mail system;
(c) the back-up operations including the retrieval and
storage of data sets for each e-mail system;and (d) all
policies and procedures concerning the back-up operations
including the retrieval and storage of data sets for each email system.
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Response: The Commission incorporates by reference its objection to the
term “security” set forth in its response to Interrogatory No. 3. The Commission
I

further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it requests discovery concerning
all communications about Mr.Nader generally on the ground that such request is
unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The interrogatory is also :objectionableon the
same grounds because it seeks discovery about Mr. Nader generally for such a broad
time period. The Commission also objects to subparts (a) through (d) of the
interrogatory on the grounds that they are unduly burdensome, overly broad and
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to
and without waiver of the foregoing General Objections, Objections to Definitions,
and the specific objections to this interrogatory, the Commission responds that its
computer system is comprised of multiple Compaq workstations and a server that
provides the ability to share files and printers. The Commission uses Microsoft
Outlook as its e-mail software. A professional information technology company is
responsible for maintenance of the systems and its back-up. The IT company uses a
Hewlett-Packard cartridge system to create back-up tapes, which are rotated on a
daily basis.
Interrogatory No. 15:

.

If the Commission may be insured for acts concerning the
First or Second incidents, state the amount of coverage,
the named insured, the insurer, the policy number, and
the type of policy for each insurance policy, including any
excess or umbrella policies, which may be available to
22

satisfy part or all of any judgment which may be entered
against the Commission in this action.
Response:. Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General

Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds as fol1ow.s.
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33(d), the CPD refers plaintiff to the
insurance policies contained in its production of documents.
Interrogatory No. 1 6

Were any supporters of the Green Party and its candidate
for president or of any political party other than the
Democratic and Republican parties provided tickets to the
debate in the Clarke Athletic Center or given access to the
campus to provide commentary for the electronic media?
If the answer is yes, please identify each person.
Response: The Commission objects to this interrogatory to the extent it

implies that the Commission was responsible for access to the campus. The
Commission's responsibilities related to the debate hall and adjacent media center.
Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General Objections, Objections to
Definitions and specific objections to Interrogatory No.16,the Commission
responds that it does not know the answer to this interrogatory.
Interrogatory No. 17=

Please describe in full and complete detail the
Commission's policy and procedures regarding retention
or destkction of documents.
<

Response: Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing General
\

Objections and Objections to Definitions, the Commission responds that it has no
formal policy and procedures regarding the retention or destruction of documents.
i
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Commission staff were told not to destroy any documents regarding the October 3,
2000 debate, shortly after the Commission was served with plaintiffs complaint.
Respecthlly submitted,

I

I
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-Andrew H. Marks
David M. Schnorrenberg
CROWELL & MORING LLP
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-2595
(202) 624-2500

John S. Stadler (BBO# 548485)
A. Damien Puller (BBO# 633746)
NIXON PEABODY LLP
101 Federal Street
Boston, M A 02210 .
(617) 345-1000
Counsel for Defendant Commission on
Presidential Debates
May 17,2001
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I caused a copy of the Responsek and Objections to
Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Commission on Presidential
Debates to be served by facsimile and first-class mail this 17th day of May, 2001, on
all counsel of record.

1809678
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VERIFICATION

I, Janet H. Brown, on behalf of Commission on Presidential Debates, state that the above
Defendant’s Objections and Responses To Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant
Commission on Presidential Debates are true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information, and belief.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this 1

day of May, 200 1.

NOTARY PUBLIC
My Commission Expires:

SANDRAL RESAU
A Nothry Pubtic of District of Columbia
My CommisslanExpires May 31 2004

VERIFICATION

I, Paul G. Kirk, Jr., state that the above Defendant's Objections and Responses To
Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Paul G. Kirk, Jr. are true and correct to the
L

best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Paul G . Kirk, Jr.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this

My Commission Expires:

14 day of May,

2001.

.

'

\

VERIFICATION

I, Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr., state that the above Defendant's Objectidns and Responses To
Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. are true and correct
to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

f' --\

i

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this

3&,

of May, 2001.

My Commission Expires:

. . .
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