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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ENFORCE-
MENT ACTIONS: FOREIGN CAMPAIGN CON-
TRIBUTIONS AND OTHER FECA VIOLATIONS

TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1998

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2154,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton, (chairman of the
committee) presiding.

Present. Representatives Burton, Morella, Shays, Horn, Mica,
Davis of Virginia, Shadegg, Pappas, Snowbarger, Barr, Waxman,
Owens, Maloney, Barrett, Norton, Fattah, Cummings, Kucinich,
Davis of Illinois, Tierney, and Turner.

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Richard Bennett, chief
counsel; William Moschella, deputy counsel and parliamentarian;
Judith McCoy, chief clerk; Teresa Austin, assistant clerk/calendar
clerk; Wil Dwyer, director of communications; Ashley Williams,
deputy director of communications; Dudley Hodgson, chief inves-
tigator; Barbara Comstock, chief investigative counsel; Dave
Bossie, oversight coordinator; James C. Wilson and Uttam Dhillon,
senior investigative counsels; Bill Hanka and Robert Dold, inves-
tigative counsels; Elliott Berke, investigative attorney; Robin But-
ler, office manager; Tom Bossert, Barrett Davie, and Mark Sylves-
ter, investigative staff assistants; Phil Schiliro, minority staff direc-
tor; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority
chief investigative counsel; Christopher Lu, David Sadkin, and Mi-
chael Yang, minority counsels; Rick Jauert, minority professional
staff member; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Earley
Green, Jessica Robinson, and Andrew Su, minority staff assistants.

Mr. BURTCN. The committee will come to order. Good morning.
A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight will come to order.

Without objection, all Members and witnesses statements will be
included in the record.

Is this mic turned up a little bit louder than normal? I think they
can hear me across the street.

Without objection, all exhibits, articles, and extraneous or tab-
ular material referred to during this hearing will be included in the
record. So ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that the letter from Judah Best to the
chairman dated March 30, 1998, and the accompanying material be
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included in the appropriate place in the record. Without objection,
so ordered.

[NOTE.—The information referred to may be found at the end of
the hearing on p. 133.]

Mr. BURTON. I ask unanimous consent that questioning in the
matter under consideration proceed under Clause 2(j}2) of House
Rule X1, and that Committee Rule 14, in which the chairman and
ranking minority member allocate time to committee counsel as
they deem appropriate for extended questioning, not to exceed 60
minutes equally divided between the majority and the minority.
Without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that all exhibits shared with the minor-
ity for this hearing be included in the appropriate place in the
record. Without objection, so ordered.

Good morning, before I begin my opening statement, I want to
say a few words about our recently departed colleague, Steve
Schiff. Steve Schiff was a good friend to every member of this com-
mittee. He is going to be sorely missed by everyone. He was a very
hard worker. He was a person who was very well-informed. He was
very concerned about the problems facing this country. He was the
vice chairman under Chairman Clinger during the previous Con-
gress.

He was one of the hardest-working Members that we had and he
had a very tough time over the last couple of years. He fought a
long and hard fight to overcome cancer. It’s a fight that takes a lot
of courage and inner strength. Those are things that Steve had a
lot of. Our hearts go out to Steve’s family, and I hope that everyone
in New Mexico knows how much he was respected and admired by
all of us here.

For the last year and a half, the Justice Department——

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, before you get into your opening
statement, would you yield? ,

Mr. BURTON. I would be happy to yield to my colleague.

Mr. WAXMAN. I want to join you in expressing the fact that all
of us mourn the passing of our friend and colleague, Congressman
Steve Schiff. He is one of the Members of Congress that I most re-
spected. He was a very respected Member of Congress, but also a
lawyer who fought to make sure that the rights of individuals were
protected.

He played a significant role—I know because of my involvement
in the health area—in making sure that the Justice Department
had the tools to go after fraud and abuse in the Medicare and the
Medicaid programs.

I also want to express to his family and his constituents the fact
that all of us will miss him, and those of us on this committee will
miss him even more so, because he brought to his activities as a
Member of Congress a deep respect for the rights of everyone,
Democrats and Republicans, and individual liberties as well.

Thank you for yielding to me.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. Mrs. Morella.

Mrs. MORELLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I'm glad that you
mentioned our recently departed good friend Steve Schiff. I had the
honor of serving with him not only on this committee, but also on
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the Science Committee, where he chaired the Basic Research Sub-
committee.

And in all of those endeavors, including personal relationships on
the floor of the House and otherwise, Steve Schiff was a man of
great reason, a man of great fairness, a great human being. I par-
ticularly recall that we looked to him for advice and counsel when
he served on the Ethics Committee, which was not an easy task,
one for which he will be remembered because he was exceedingly
fair and outreaching.

So he is a great human being who will be lost, but will live on
in love and in our memories. And again, I offer my condolences to
his family and to his friends. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Connie.

Unless there are further comments, let me proceed.

For the last year and a half, the Justice Department has been
investigating allegations of illegal fundraising against numerous
Eeople tied to the President’s re-election campaign. The Task Force

as been criticized for the slow pace of its investigation. The Attor-
ney General clearly has a conflict of interest in investigating her
boss, the President, and his top advisors. But the Attorney General
has refused, time and again, to appoint an independent counsel.

Recently, the Task Force indicted Charlie Trie, Antonio Pan and
Maria Hsia. Johnny Chung pled guilty. All of these indictments in-
volve illegal contributions.

However, the Justice Department is not the only agency that en-
forces our campaign finance laws. The Federal Election Commis-
sion is charged with making sure that the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act is obeyed. While the Justice Department brings criminal
prosecutions, the FEC seeks civil fines and injunctions against
those who do not obey the law.

The FEC has been conducting its own investigation of illegal for-
eign fundraising. Today, we're going to take a close look at the way
the FEC has handled the case of Thomas Kramer. They have made
some controversial decisions that ought to be examined.

Thomas Kramer is a German citizen who lives in Florida. He
made over $380,000 in contributions to both Democrats and Repub-
licans, despite the fact that he was not eligible to contribute. The
FEC handed out over $450,000 in fines in this case—over $300,000
to Mr. Kramer himself. Yet one individual who played a very
prominent role in this matter was not fined. He was not even in-
vestigated. That individual is Howard Glicken, a prominent Demo-
cratic fundraiser in Florida. When it recommended not pursuing
the allegations against Mr. Glicken, the FEC staff specifically cited
his close ties to Vice President Gore.

The fact that Thomas Kramer was a German citizen was not ex-
actly a State secret. In January 1993, the Miami Herald ran a
cover story about him in its Sunday magazine. It called him a,
quote, “German tycoon” in big, bold letters right on the cover.

In March 1993, Forbes Magazine published an article about Kra-
mer, and it referred to him as, quote, “the German-born Kramer”
in one of the lead paragraphs.

In an affidavit Kramer filed with the FEC in 1994, Kramer said
this, quote, I speak English with a German accent, and I believe
most people who know me realize I am German. Nevertheless, no
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one who solicited or accepted my candidate contributions ever
asked me about my immigration status, advised me that it was ille-
gal for me to contribute, or rejected my political contributions be-
cause of my citizenship, end quote.

Beginning in March 1993, he contributed over $380,000 to Fed-
eral candidates and party organizations. He gave to Republicans,
he gave to Democrats. It seems he gave to everyone. The question
that ?needs to be asked is, quote, “Who solicited these contribu-
tions?”

For starters, his lawyer did. Mr. Kramer was represented by
Marvin Rosen’s law firm. Marvin Rosen went on to become the fi-
nance chairman of the Democrat National Committee. Mr. Rosen’s
firm, Greenberg-Traurig, handled all of Mr. Kramer’s immigration
work. I want to state that again. They handled all of his immigra-
tion work, so they should have been aware of Mr. Kramer’s status.
If anyone knew that he was not a U.S. citizen or even a foreign
resident, it certainly was Mr. Rosen and his lawyers. Yet the FEC
cited Mr. Rosen’s law firm for soliciting $91,000 in contributions
from Mr. Kramer. According to documents from the DNC, Mr.
Rosen himself solicited a $60,000 contribution from Mr. Kramer in
1994. His law firm was fined $77,000.

Who else solicited contributions from Mr. Kramer? Howard
Glicken did. Howard Glicken is the Chairman of the Board of the
Americas Group in Miami. He is a DNC trustee. He has visited the
White House 70 times during the Clinton administration. In 1988,
he served as then-Senator Gore's Florida finance chairman during
his race for President.

According to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee,
Howard Glicken solicited a $20,000 contribution from Mr. Kramer
in April 1993. In an affidavit filed the Federal Elections Commis-
sion, Mr. Kramer said that, quote, a Democratic party fundraiser,
end quote, advised him that the DSCC would only accept contribu-
tions from U.S. citizens and that he should route his contribution
through another person. Mr. Kramer did exactly that, making the
contribution through his secretary, Terri Bradley.

Who was the fundraiser who asked Mr. Kramer to make this
conduit contribution? Mr. Kramer will not say unless he gets im-
munity. His secretary will not say unless she gets immunity.

The FEC staff believes that it was Howard Glicken. The General
Counsel’s report states: “While this Office would generally rec-
ommend a ‘reason to believe’ finding against Mr. Glicken and con-
duct an investigation into the two DSCC contributions, because of
the discov .ry complications and time constraints . . . this Office
does not now recommend proceeding against this identified individ-
ual or the DSCC.”

In other words, it has not been proven that Mr. Glicken sought
conduit contributions for Mr. Kramer, but there is strong evidence
that he did. There is strong evidence that Mr. Glicken knew that
Mr. Kramer was not a citizen and asked him to make the conduit
contributions.

Apparently, this was not the only time Mr. Glicken solicited cam-
paign contributions from Mr. Kramer. It appears that in 1993 and
1994, Mr. Glicken twice solicited contributions from Mr. Kramer to
the DNC. Mr. Kramer made these contributions through his com-



5

panies. DNC documents list Mr. Glicken as the solicitor. Mr. Kra-
mer and his lawyers have conceded that these and all of his con-
tributions were illegal and agreed to pay fines of $323,000.

The question we are trying to resolve today is this: Why didn’t
the FEC investigate these very serious allegations against Mr.
Glicken?

They conducted a very thorough investigation of Marvin Rosen’s
law firm and he was fined and his firm was fined $77,000.

They conducted a thorough investigation of the Republican party
of Florida and the Republican party of Florida was fined $82,000.

They fined Thomas Kramer and his secretary a combined total
of $350,000.

Yet with Howard Glicken, the FEC chose not even to investigate.
They had evidence that Mr. Glicken knew Mr. Kramer was a for-
eign national and asked him to make a conduit contribution of
$20,000. They had evidence that Mr. Glicken went on to solicit two
other contributions worth $85,000 for the DNC.

Why didn’'t they investigate? Here is what the FEC’s General
Counsel’s Report says. And I hope all my colleagues will listen to
this. “Because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent Demo-
cratic fundraiser, including his potential fundraising involvement
in support of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign,
it is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter
short of litigation.”

Since when does someone get a free ride because he is a promi-
nent Democratic fundraiser? Since when does someone get a free
ride because he is a supporter of the Vice President? Since when
does someone get a free ride because it looks like he might fight
a penalty in court instead of settling?

These are very serious allegations against Mr. Glicken. I find it
very disturbing that the FEC would not pursue them, when all of
the other major participants were fined. The Republican party of
Florida was fined $82,000. I take no issue with that. If the Florida
fI}epgblican party did something wrong, they should have been
ined.

However, if an equally thorough investigation was not conducted
regarding Mr. Glicken because of his ties to the Vice President or
because he might not be cooperative, then something is seriously
wrong.

When Mr. Noble appeared before Congressman Horn’s sub-
committee, he stated that he recommended closing this investiga-
tion because the statute of limitations was going to run out in 8
months and he did not have time. The problem that I have with
that is that Mr. Glicken continued to solicit contributions from Mr.
Kramer into the spring of 1994, a full year after the conduit con-
tribution to the DSCC. The statute of limitations hadn’t expired on
the most recent contribution, or has not expired on the most recent
contribution. The statute of limitations does not expire for another
year. Time should not have been an issue.

I also have to question the slow pace of the FEC's investigation.
Mr. Kramer came forward voluntarily in 1994. He told the FEC
that a prominent Democratic fundraiser had asked him to make a
conduit contribution. I would expect that kind of an allegation—of
individuals connected to political parties seeking illegal contribu-
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tions—would be a priority of the FEC. Yet, it was not until 1997
that the FEC sought the interrogatories from the Democratic Sen-
atorial Campaign Committee that identified Howard Glicken as the
solicitor.

Why did the FEC wait for 2% years to act? These are all ques-
tions that we will be posing to our witnesses today.

I want to thank Mr. Thomas for appearing today. Mr. Thomas
is the Vice Chairman of the FEC. He is a Democrat appointee. I
should note that the Commissioners’ vote on this matter does not
appear to be a partisan move. There are five commissioners—three
Democrats and two Republicans. All five voted not to investigate
Mr. Glicken. However, I would like to hear whether Mr. Thomas
or any of the other commissioners questioned this recommendation
from their staff, and if not, why not?

I also want to thank Lawrence Noble for appearing. Mr. Noble
is the General Counsel. Accompanying him are Lois Lerner, the As-
sociate General Counsel, and Jose Rodriguez, a Staff Attorney at
the FEC. I look forward to all of your testimony.

Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, it's been over 2 months since our
last hearing, so it's an appropriate time to take another fresh look
at this investigation.

Mr. Chairman, you began this investigation in November 1996.
In those 17 months, we have spent $5 million. And at our current
rate, we'll spend another $5 million before the year is up. This is
the most expensive investigation by the Congress of the United
States in history. It’s fair to ask what have we accomplished for all
this money?

Before 1996, no House chairman had ever issued unilateral sub-
poenas. The process had always been that the chairman would con-
sult with the minority about issuing a subpoena or would bring it
to a vote of the committee.

But since February of last year, Chairman Burton has issued 524
subpoenas unilaterally. Let me repeat that. In 1 year’s time, the
chairman and his staff have issued 524 unilateral subpoenas. That
means no vote of the committee and no concurrence with the
Democrats.

That’s about five subpoenas for every day that the Congress has
been in session. Those subpoenas were issued without debate. No
one, not Chairman Burton nor his staff, are accountable for these
actions. They never have to justify why they issue a subpoena or
explain how it relates to the committee’s work.

Of those 524 subpoenas—and I asked the staff to put up a
chart—515 have been issued in relationship to alleged Democratic
fundraising abuses. Only nine subpoenas relate to Republican ac-
tivities, and you can see that on the chart.

(The chart referred to follows:]
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Mr. WaxMAN. Recently, Chairman Burton has unilaterally sub-
poenaed 18 different Democratic party organizations, and we’re
putting up a chart as well that shows that 14 State Democratic
parties have been asked to produce information to the committee.
In fact, they weren’t asked; they were demanded to open their
records to this committee’s staff. And we have such State Demo-
cratic parties as California, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, New
York and 8 other States.

Why are these State Democratic Committees being investigated?
Did they work with Johnny Chung? Perhaps they funneled foreign
money into the political system? Or maybe their only crime was
that they tried to elect Democrats to office. And these days, that’s
all you need in order to merit having a subpoena issued against
you.

Whatever the reason, we’ll never know, because Chairman Bur-
ton doesn’t have to explain his staff's fishing expedition. He only
has to sign the subpoenas and keep the staff on the payroll.

Now this chart is especially interesting because even though 18
Democratic party organizations have been subpoenaed, not a single
Republican entity is being scrutinized or inconvenienced in any
way. Now it’s possible, of course, that no subpoenas have been
issued because the Republican party at all levels scrupulously fol-
lows the rules.

But to believe that, one would have to ignore the Kansas Triad
scandal, the Florida Republican party’s acceptance of Thomas Kra-
mer’s illegal contributions, and the Haley Barbour/Republican Na-
tional Committee/National Policy Forum scandal. And one would
have to pretend that the biggest scandal of all, last year’s $50 bil-
lion Gingrich/Lott tobacco tax break, never happened.

Of course, this is absolutely ludicrous, which is exactly what this
investigation has become. There is no pretence of fairness or objec-
tivity. We investigate Democrats because they are Democrats, and
we ignore Republican abuses because that’s off limits.

Mr. Chairman, before 1996, this committee had never deposed a
single witness. But in the last year, your staff has deposed 143 peo-
ple. Of those 143 witnesses, only 14 have ever been called to testify
at our hearings.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that you are presiding over a process
that is completely out of control. Your staff can subpoena informa-
tion from anyone they want without any explanation. They can de-
pose anyone for as long and as many times as they want, without
explanation and without regard for the extraordinary burdens that
places upon individuals.

Three years ago, I heard a lot of Republican rhetoric about big
government and getting government off the backs of the American
people. But this investigation is big and intrusive government
power at its worst. This committee is using taxpayers’ dollars to
punish people, humiliate them, harass them month after month.

We now live in a time where Independent Counsel Ken Starr can
subpoena Monica Lewinsky’s book purchases and this committee
can eavesdrop on Webb Hubbell’'s phone conversations with his
wife. And this information can then be made public without even
a second thought to an individual’s legitimate right to privacy.
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The procedures we are following in this investigation should
deeply trouble anyone concerned about eroding individual liberties.
It should also bother anyone worried about the unlimited and un-
fettered power of government and the government’s ability to inflict
pain without any legitimate purpose.

Mr. Chairman, after at least $5 million and over 500 subpoenas,
we have accomplished nothing of real value. Without question, this
is the most partisan, wasteful congressional investigation in his-
tory. And even today’s hearing proves this point.

The chairman started off his statement by talking about the fact
that the Attorney General, Janet Reno, a very respected person, is
not competent to conduct an investigation because she has a con-
flict of interest. What is her conflict of interest? Well, she was ap-
pointed by a Democratic President who was elected by the Amer-
ican people.

He also went on to say that the Federal Elections Commission
must be involved in some problem that disqualifies them from
being fair, even though they have two Republicans and three
Democrats, all of whom agreed with the issue before us not to pros-
ecute and move further with actions against Mr. Glicken.

They, at least, had bipartisan support for their position. This
committee certainly has a conflict of interest when taxpayers’
money is being used for partisan investigations only. Nothing could
be more partisan than what we see in this committee’s investiga-
tion.

Now, the chairman’s opening statement was a complete distor-
tion of the record of the Federal Election Commission. They col-
lected a lot of the fines involved in this issue that’s under discus-
sion today. They got at the central players in the case. But they
are being criticized because they didn’t pursue action against a
man by the name of Howard Glicken.

Now, this was already the subject of a subcommittee hearing just
a few weeks ago, and now we'’re repeating that hearing here at the
full committee. The Federal Election Commission has pursued—I
think we ought to put this in context—in the last 5 years between
200 and 400 enforcement cases. And some of those cases they have
prosecuted and some of the cases they have decided not to go fur-
ther and pursue because they didn’t think it was justified.

You would think that the only cases they don’t pursue are cases
that involve contributions to Democrats. Well, that’s not true. They
have gotten enforcement actions against those who have given to
Democrats.

But they've also dismissed cases involving Republicans, and in
the last 3 months, the following cases have been dismissed without
action: Dole for President, where there was an improper corporate
contribution and conduit contributions; a Dole/Kemp 1996 allega-
tion of excessive contributions, improper contributions by govern-
ment contractors, improper corporate contributions; another one
against the National Republican Senatorial Committee; the Na-
tional Republican Congressional Committee; Senator Alfonse
D’Amato; Buchanan for President; Representative Helen
Chenoweth; and Friends of Jim Inhofe.

{The chart referred to follows:]
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Mr. WAXMAN, These are all Republicans, and the FEC found that
there were not sufficient reasons to pursue those actions. No one’s
criticizing them for that. They are not called before a congressional
hearing to explain that. They are being called to answer to this
congressional hearing over one very small matter and the record of
that matter is being distorted today.

My final point, Mr. Chairman, is to note the remarkable cynicism
of the past 2 days. As this day unfolds, we’ll hear hours of rhetoric
about campaign finance issues. And yet just yesterday, we watched
the Republican leadership kill campaign finance reform with an
abominable procedure on the House floor.

Yesterday’s charade is a disgrace that will long be remembered,
and it lays bare that the objective of the Republican leadership, in-
cluding the leadership of this committee, is to score partisan politi-
cal points, not to improve the system.

Our investigation has never been one that would lead us in a bi-
partisan way to change the system. Our investigation has been
partisan and the procedure yesterday was to avoid the fact that a
majority of the members of the House of Representatives, Demo-
crats and Republicans alike, were willing to vote for real campaign
finance reform and, to keep that majority from working its will, the
Republican leadership put on the House floor bills that required
two-thirds vote, bills that were a sham, and a procedure that kept
the majority from moving forward with real bipartisan campaign fi-
nance reform.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrg. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, could I make an opening state-
ment?

Mr. BURTON. We thought we would have opening statements
submitted for the record. Just the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member make opening statements to expedite the hearing,
so if you would submit your statement for the record.

Mrs. MALONEY. Very well.

[The prepared statements of Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney and Hon.
Danny K. Davis follow:]
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Opening Statement
The Honorable Carolyn B. Maloney
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
Hearing on the FEC
March 31, 1998

Mr. Chairman, we are here today to examine the role of the Federal Election Commission
in enforcing campaign finance law. However, if our goal is to discover why certain violations of
election law go unpunished, then we should look no further than the members of this House. It is
Congress that for years has cut the FEC’s budget and limited the FEC’s authority, all to make
sure that the agency remains a “toothless tiger.” In three of the last four years, Congress has cut
the FEC’s budget request by over ten percent. In Fiscal Year 1995, the FEC requested nearly
thirty million dollars, but Congress appropriated just over twenty-five million. In 1996, the
agency asked for almost thirty-two million, and was given just over twenty-six million. ln 1997,
the agency originally requested over thirty-three million, and Congress appropriated just over
twenty-five. For 1998, Congress granted nearly all of the FEC’s funding requests, but then tried
to fence the agency in by attaching stipulations which prevented the agency from using much of
the money to investigate alleged campaign finance abuses.

To cite just one statistic, Mr. Chairman, last year, the FEC’s enforcement budget was
smaller than the total amount of money spent by this committee and the Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee in investigating the alleged abuses of the 1996 Clinton Campaign. This
Congress spent more money investigating the alleged abuses of one campaign and one political
party from one election than it permitted the FEC to spend investigating all allegations from the
same year.

Mr. Chairman, last night this House passed a bill which many called “FEC Reform.” Yet
we did so without a single hearing on the bill. We did so without a single mark-up. And we did
so without consulting the FEC itself to see whether it could implement the proposed changes.

I suspect that if we had consulted the FEC beforehand, we would have been able to pass a
much stronger version. If we were serious about making the FEC stronger, we would not be here
today grilling these public servants. Rather, we would be holding hearings on how Congress can
help the FEC better do its job.

Instead, this investigation has become the most costly, most partisan investigation in the
history of Congress. The numbers speak for themselves:

We have spent five million dollars in taxpayer money. We will probably spend five
million more before this investigation is over. This committee has issued 524 subpoenas. Of
these, only nine have been targeted toward Republican fundraising abuses. The rest have been
aimed at Democrats. Eighteen different state Democratic parties have been subpoenaed, in some
cases simply for doing nothing more than supporting Democratic candidates. Not a single
Republican state party has been faced with a similar subpoena.

Not only have many Democrats been unfairly targeted, but many serious allegations of
alleged Republican violations have not been investigated. Triad Management Company
allegedly funneled millions to nonprofit organizations to support Republican candidates, but we
have not held one single hearing in this committee to investigate the issue. Nor have we
investigated the connection between the tax breaks given to tobacco companies and the huge
soft-money contributions which these same companies have given to the Republican party over



13

the years.

If this committee wanted to conduct a fair, bipartisan investigation, we would be
exploring these allegations along with the allegations concerning Democratic fundraising
practices.

Mr. Chairman, [ have criticized this investigation many times in the past, and I do so
again today. This investigation is overly partisan, one-sided, redundant, and unnecessary. Yet
today’s hearing is particularly ironic because it occurs the morning after the House leadership
prevented the membership of this House from having a full and fair debate on campaign finance
reform. Even after this committee has spent millions of taxpayer dollars on a partisan witch
hunt, the leadership of the House still refuses to permit an open discussion of campaign finance
reform. Mr. Chairman, the American people demand real action on campaign finance reform,
not this partisan witch hunt.
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7/ /U//?
- ’
Statement of Danny K. Davis (ILO7) - / /_/’//.«.-;

Campaign Finance Reform Hearing
March 31, 1998

Thank you Mr. Chairman for
allowing me to express my
thoughts and concerns on this
morning’s campaign finance
reform hearing.

Although I believe that it is
important to continue the
discussion about real
campaign finance reform, I
believe that it is truly a
partnership between us, the
United States Congress, as
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well as the Federal Election
Commission (FEC).
Somewhat of a check and
balance system.

As exemplified by last
night’s debate, Congress has
yet to fully deliberate
campaign finance reform and
pass a real sweeping
measure. We need an
effective, fair system guiding
our donations to various
campaigns. In essence, we
still need the tools provided
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through a worthy bill. At the
same time, the FEC also
needs effective “tools” to
enforce current and new
campaign finance laws. The
FEC’s compliance division’s
budget to operate is hardly
comparable to this
committee’s. In FY 97, the
compliance division received
$6.5 million. Comparatively,
this Committee received $20
million in the 105"
Congress—the increase
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primarily due to the current
investigation.

Furthermore, it would seem
somewhat redundant that we
use our valuable resources to
hold this particular hearing
today since the FEC has
already testified about this
particular case on March 5,
1998 in the GMIT
subcommittee.

I say, that we get back to the
business of Congress by
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investigating original alleged
campaign finance
wrongdoing by both sides of
the aisle. Let’s get to the
heart of the issue. How
many times do we depose
people in this chamber, when
the Senate has already
deposed the same individual?
Instead of spinning our
wheels, let’s put our wheels
in motion towards full,
effective reform.
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Thank you very much and I
yield back the balance of my
time.
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Mr. BURTON. On behalf of the committee, I'd like to welcome
Scott Thomas, Vice Chairman of the FEC, Lawrence Noble, Gen-
eral Counsel of the FEC, Lois Lerner, Associate General Counsel
of the FEC, and Jose Rodriguez, Attorney for the FEC.

Would you please stand and raise your right hands?

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. BURTON. Do any of you have statements you would like to
make at the outset or would you like to get right to questions?

STATEMENT OF SCOTT E. THOMAS, VICE CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL
ELECTION COMMISSION; LAWRENCE M. NOBLE, GENERAL
COUNSEL, FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION; LOIS LERNER,
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL ELECTION COM-
MISSION, AND JOSE RODRIGUEZ, STAFF ATTORNEY, FED-
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION, ASSIGNED TO THE INVES-
TIGATION OF THOMAS KRAMER

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, we’re happy to go right to questions.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Thomas.

Mr. Bennett, you are recognized for 30 minutes, and I'd like you
to yield to me.

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I yield my time back to you.

Mr. BURTON. Let me just take a minute or two to respond to my
colleague, Mr. Waxman,

First of all, we have not spent $5 million. We have spent $2.5
million and 25 percent of that went to the minority. That’s the fact.

Second, because of this committee’s actions, in part, there have
been some indictments that have taken place. If you look at the in-
dictment of Charlie Trie, you will find that actions taken by this
committee are right in the indictment. Charlie Trie’s been indicted.
Antonio Pan has been indicted. Maria Hsia has been indicted.
Johnny Chung, whom we have met with, has pled guilty. Michael
Brown has pled guilty. Gene and Nora Lum have pled guilty.

So this hasn’t been a total exercise in futility. But let me go on
just a little bit further. And I listened intently to Mr. Waxman, and
I hope he’ll listen just a little bit to some of the things I have to
say.

First of all, it’s interesting to me that the Democrats on this com-
mittee and at the White House, whenever there is something that
appears to be a problem for them, attack the investigator. I have
been attacked. Mr. Starr has been attacked. Senator Thompson has
been attacked. Congressman Leach has been attacked. Congress-
man Clinger has been attacked.

Anyone who endangers in any way the DNC or the White House
is viciously attacked. And I have a list, if anyone is interested, of
about 40 people or organizations that have been viciously attacked
1}>Iecause of allegations that they have made against the White

ouse.

Now, I understand that this is some kind of a mini-war and you
have to expect those things. But the fact is if you are going to in-
vestigate any allegations at all against this White House, you had
better be ready for vicious attacks on your character, your back-
ground and anything you have ever done in your life, all the way
back to your childhood in some cases.

Now let me talk about something else here that——
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, before you do, will you yield to me?

Mr. BURTON. I will not yield to you. You'll have your 30 minutes
in a moment.

One of the reasons why we have not been as successful as I
would have liked—and I hope you in the media will get this—89
people, many very close friends of the President have either fled
the country or are taking the fifth amendment, 89 people. And I
am confident before this is over, it’s going to go well over 100.

Now if these people have nothing to hide, if the administration
has nothing to hide, why is everybody heading for the hills? Why
are they going to Thailand, Indonesia, where we are incidentally
trying to bail them out with a lot of money from the World Bank
and the IMF? Why are ail these people taking off for China and
everyplace else under the sun? Why have 90 people almost fled the
country or taken the fifth amendment and will not appear or tes-
tify? Because of the fear of self-incrimination, because they may
have done something wrong.

I think that’s something that’s significant. And when Mr. Wax-
man and the Democrats attack, attack, attack; and when the White
House attacks, attacks, attacks; and when the spin doctors like
Lanny Davis and others spin and spin and spin and attack, attack,
attack, there ought to be some concern out there in the hinterlands
about that.

I mean, if there’s nothing to this, why won’t they at least make
a clean breast of it? Why won’t the President make a clean breast
of these things instead of heading off to Africa or wherever he’s
going. The fact of the matter is there are things that need to be
looked into. We intend to look into them. No amount of intimida-
tion or attacks on me or the committee will work. We can go into
this week after week where every time we have a hearing, Mr.
Waxman, you attack me and attack the veracity of what we're try-
ing to do. You can do it all you want to. But we’re going to continue
on until we get to the bottom of this, if it’s at all possible.

And with that, Mr. Bennett, you have the remainder—

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, will you yield to me so I can re-
spond to your comments?

Mr. BURTON. You’ll have your 30 minutes in a minute. In 30
minutes, you'll have your time.

Mr. WAaXMAN. You will not yield.

Mr. BURTON. No, I won’t. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Thomas, I recog-
nize that some of the other members of the panel have more de-
tailed knowledge of this file, but let me just clarify one thing, if I
can. It is correct, is it not, that Mr. Thomas Kramer came forward
voluntarily with respect to information concerning his illegal con-
tributions as a foreign national to both Democrats and Republicans
alike, isn’t that correct?

Mr. THOMAS. He did come to us initially. I gather that he was
spurred somewhat by a newspaper story about his predicament
that occurred just before he came to us.

Mr. BENNETT. The newspaper story was in, I believe——

Mr. BURTON. Would you pull the microphone a little bit closer so
we can hear you clearly? Thank you, Mr. Thomas.
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Mr. BENNETT. The newspaper story, I believe, was in the Tampa
Tribune in September 1994,

Mr. THOMAS. I believe that’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And for the members of the committee, I think a
week thereafter on October 4, 1994, as reflected by exhibit 4 in the
exhibit books, Mr. Kramer’s law firm actually notified the FEC of
the fact that he had been made aware of the fact that he was not
allowed to contribute as a foreign national. Isn’t that correct?

[Exhibit 4 follows:]
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wr. larry Noble 3 re—MUR
General Counsel 3 o '7
Pederal Blection Commission

999 E Strest, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20463

Re: ThomaAs EXRBEL
Dear larry:

I am writing to follew up on our brief phone call last
Priday. As I explained, we represant Thomas Kramer and wish to
disclose voluntarily to the Cammission ¥Mr./-Kramer's recent
discovary that he may have inadvertently viclated provisions of
the Pedaral Election Camspaign Act by making or causing
contributions in connection with -candidate -elections
notwithstanding his status as a !g-il_gn“n’ndmu At the time
Mr. Xramar made or caused thesa ﬂtﬂhﬂm, ‘he was not awars
that foreign nationala may not -n‘k.’énnh:lhtim in connection
vith candidate elections in the Dhited ’Btatas. :Mr.-Kramer is
villing to cooperate fully with the Casmission and ‘its 'staff 'in
connection vith this matter. - We-areTevisving-Mr.: Kramer's
records to identify which contributiciii“may raise questions ‘under
the FECA. We will pramptly advise thé Comuission -of any such
contributions. 1If we conclude that 'any ‘contributions were
queationable, Mr. Kramer will promptly seek refunds of the
contributions in question.

We would appreciate it if you would forward this letter
to the appropriate person on your enforcement staff. Thank you
for your cooperation.

Vary truly yours,
y/
Roger M. Witten

cc: Mr. Kramer
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Mr. THOMAS. That’s my understanding.

Mr. BENNETT. And then 2% months later, as reflected by exhibit
5 in the exhibit book before members of the committee, his law
firm followed up with a more detailed recitation of to whom he had
contributed and basically what he had done as a foreign national
in making contributions. Is that correct?

{Exhibit 5 follows:]
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WILMER, CUTLER & PICKERING
2043 w STRLEL" ~n w
WAS = NGTON T 200)7-:420

December 27, 1994

Joan McEnery, Esq.

Mary L. Taksar, Esq.

Central Enforcement Docket R

Office of the General Counsel H

Federal! Election Commission .

999 E Street, N.W. —
Sixth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Pre-MUR 307
Dear Joan and Mary:

This letter follows my earlier communications regarding
our client, Thomas Kramer, and his wish to disclose voluntarily
to the Commisaion that he may have inadvertently violated
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act by making or
causing contributions in connection wvith candidate elections
despite his status as » foreign national. We include Mr.
Kramer's affidavit and a chart of his questionable contributions
for your review. Although we believe we have investigated quite

thoroughly, we will, of course, rotify the Commission Promptly ot
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any other contributions that we may learn of after this

disclosure.

Mr. Kramer did not intend to violate Section 44le, and
he is quite sorry that it appears that he has done so. He wvas
unawvare of Section 44le or any legal restrictions on the ability
of foreign nationals to make candidate-related contributions:
Although Mr. Kramer is quite obviously a foreign national in
origin, no fundraiser or candidate ever inquired into his
immigration status or refused funds from him because he vas a
foreign national. 1In addition, Mr. Kramer was represented by law
firme on business matters during this period, including a firm
that handled his immigration matters and whose principals
solicited contributions from him and suggested that he make
certain other contributions. He was never advised that a foreign

national could not make candidate contributions.

When Mr. Kramer learned as a result of a September 28,
1954 article in the Tampa Tripupe (attached) that some of his
contributions might violate the FECA, he immediately contacted
legal counsel. Counsel promptly notified the FEC of the
poirential problem and of Mr. Xramer's intention to cooperate
fully in gathering information on contributions he made or caused
to be made, in seeking refunds of questionable contributions, and

in making full disclosure to the Commission.

3 EXHIBIY

FEC - 5.2
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As reflected on the enclosed chart, Mr. Kramer or his
companies made or caused §ix contributions to candidates for
federal office and numerous contributions to candidates on the
state and local level. He also made several contributione to
Democratic and Republican party committees, which are not clearly

candidate-related but which we list in our effort to make full

disclosure.

Mr. Kraper has requested refunds of all his personal
and corporate contributions.) To date, he has received refunds
from the Democratic National Commjittee, the Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee, the Republican Senatorial Committee,
Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, and local candidates Gwen
Margolis and Charles Dusseau. By letter of October 25, 1994, the
Republican Party of Florida inforwed Mr. Kramer that it had
directed the bulk of his donation to its state account for "non-
campaign, non-Federal activities,” and refunded the remaining
$5,000. Mr. Kramer asked for a further refund of the additional
$200,000 he contributed, but the Republican Party of Florida
denied his request.¥ Many of the local candidates who received
contributions fror Mr. Kramer, particularly those who were

unsuccessful in their bids for office, have indicated that they

I An .xgeptlon is Mr. Kramer's $1,000 contribution to Ms.
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, which the candidate refunded before Mr.
Kramer made a request.

¥ The letters exchanged by the Republican Party of
Florida and Mr. Kramer are attached.

2 EXHIBIT

FEC - 5.3
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no longer have open campaign accounts or funds from wvhich to

refund his contributions.

In addition to his personal and corporate
contributions, Mr. Kramer alsc made sope contributions through
other people. Of the contributions Mr. Kramer made on the
federal level, two vere made through another, his secretary,
Terri Bradley. These are listed in the accompanying chart. We
have reason to believe Mr. Kramer alsc made candidate-related
contributions through others on the state and local level. We
have included the information we have been able to gather in the
enclosed chart. We did not want to further delay this submission
to the Commission, and have noted “"intermediary" as the
contributor vhere we believe Mr. Kramer made a state or local

campaign contribution through another.l

In sum, Mr. Kraper was, until recently, unaware that
foreign nationals could not make candidate-related contributions.
He made some of these contributions at the suggestion and with
the advice of principals st his lead law firm, which also handled
his immigration matters. Although he was solicited by numerous
Campaign fundraisers and is quite clearly of fotﬁiqn origin, he

was never asked about his citizenship or residency status. Mr.

¥ We were guided in our spproach to this issue by the
First General Counsel's Report in the Sports Shinko matter, dated
June 4, 1993, in which the General Counsel took the pPosition that
violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441f involving contributions to state
and local candidates were more properly the business of state
autheorities than the FEC. (Report at 17-18).

+ EXHIBIT

FEC - S.4
—_—
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Kramer voluntarily brought this matter to the Commission's
attention, and he has cooperated fully in facilitating an

investigation intc his contributions.

We would appreciate an opportunity to meat with you
regarding this matter at your convenience to sxplore the
possibility of pre-probable cause conciliation. 1In the interinm,

Please let us knov if we may provide any further information.

Sincerely,

VORI N

Rogar M. Witten
Margaret L. Ackerley

Enclosures

s EXHISIY

YEC ~ 5.5
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Mr. THOMAS. I believe so, yes.

Mr. BENNETT. And I guess my question initially, sir, is that from
our review of the records which Mr. Noble’s staff has disclosed to
the committee, it appears that—correct me if I'm wrong—literally,
the Federal Election Commission had not done anything either
with the initial publicity in September 1994 or anything up until
December 1994 when Mr. Kramer was making this voluntary dis-
closure of the fact that he was not an American citizen and had do-
nated foreign money to both Democrats and Republicans. Isn’t that
essentially correct?

Mr. THoMAs. That the Commission had not done anything,
meaning?

Mr. BENNETT. That’s correct. Basically, you had no file on Mr.
Kramer. He came forward and voluntarily disclosed information,
correct?

Mr. THOMAS. The matter was before us in the sense it was a
pending matter. But yes, as we can explain later on, we have a
fairly elaborate system for handling and processing matters like
that that come in the door. There’s a matter of assigning it to the
central enforcement docket and so on. But the bottom line is I
think by December 1994, if that was your date, no substantive ac-
tion had been taken by the Commission.

Mr. BENNETT. But the point is that it was a pending matter be-
caﬁ_se he had disclosed himself, he voluntarily came forward him-
self.

Mr. THOMAS. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And then ultimately he paid a fine in 1996, is that
correct?

Mr. THOMAS. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And looking, if I can, at exhibit 1 on the screen,
of all the fines that were assessed, you have a total of maybe
$500,000 in fines which are assessed, and $320,000 of those fines
were assessed against an individual who voluntarily came forward
disclosing facts to the Federal Election Commission, correct?

[Exhibit 1 follows:]
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GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHRT COMMITTEE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION HEARING - MARCH 31, 1998

EXHIBIT
SCHEDULE OF FINES PAID IN REFERENCE TO MAS KRAME
INVESTIGATION

CT/ENTITY FINE AMOUNT DATE PAID
Terri Bradley $21,000 July 1996
Thomas B. !(.ramer $323,000 August 1996
Republican Party of Florida $82,000 March 1997
Greenberg, Traurig, $77,000 February 1998
Hoffman, Lipoff, Rosen
& Quente), P.A.

4 EXHIBIT

FEC - 1
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Mr. THOMAS. That is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And correct me also—again, I'm just trying to
make sure we'’re clear on the chronology, Mr. Thomas. And with re-
spect to the entire inquiry, you have, when all is said and done,
only four entities receive fines. There were many people who were
listed, and there were many inquiries about many people who re-
ceived money from Mr. Kramer, correct?

Mr. THOMAS. Indeed, he made contributions to many committees,
many candidate committees, party committees and so on. As a gen-
eral rule, yes—if you look at the case file—we decided to basically
concentrate on the four entities that you just identified in terms of
trying to pursue the matter through to get a conciliation agree-
ment. On the rest, for various reasons which we can go into in as
much detail as you'd like later or now, we decided to not take any
further action.

Mr. BENNETT. And I guess my point is this then. Clearly, so the
record is clear, Mr. Kramer was very bipartisan in his largesse. He
gave to Democrats and Republicans alike, didn’t he?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, he did.

Mr. BENNETT. But when all was said and done, with an inves-
tigation that he triggered by his voluntary disclosure and the fines
that were assessed, when all was said and done, he was fined, his
secretary was fined in connection with her conduit contribution—
and we'll get into that in more detail in a few minutes. The Repub-
lican party of Florida was fined, and then a law firm in Florida was
fined, Mr. Marvin Rosen’s law firm was fined, is that correct?

Mr. THOMAS. That’s right.

Mr. BENNETT. But there was no fine assessed against Mr. Rosen
himself, correct?

Mr. THOMAS. Correct.

Mr. BENNETT. Now let me ask you this, sir. Obviously, we'll get
into the matter of the reference to Vice President Gore in the final
report that was released last month. And I think if we can look at
exhibit FEC 2 on the screen, the reference to Mr. Glicken’s high
profile and association with Vice President Gore.

On reflection, Commissioner Thomas, are you totally pleased
with the way this matter was handled start to finish?

[Exhibit 2 follows:]
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Mr. THOMAS. Well, I guess the basic answer to that would be no.
I, like all my colleagues, would like to see the Federal Election
Commission be able to handle more of the matters that come before
us, to not have to simply take no further action without any sub-
stantive action on as many respondents as we do.

We have a serious resource problem. We have been trying to
identify that in particular to the Congress this year in our budget
request. But I think on balance, what you will find at the end of
today is that the Federal Election Commission is facing a very
daunting compliance workload.

For example, as of the beginning of this month, we had pending
162 enforcement cases that involved over 1,500 respondents. Mean-
while, we have a staff problem to the extent that we can only as-
1sig‘g about 24 FTE, full-time equivalents, to the compliance work-

oads.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Yes, Mr. Thomas, let me just followup on that. You
had four people in this series of cases who were all interrelated
that were fined.

Mr. THOMAS. That’s correct.

Mr. BURTON. And yet Mr. Glicken, who was very close to the Vice
President, as the statement makes very clear, was not fined and
the case was dropped. I understand that you may have a resource
problem over there and a personnel problem because you don't
have enough to do all the jobs.

But here you had four things that were working simultaneously
and Mr. Glicken was part of that and you dropped it. Why would
you drop it when you had the other four moving along in this case,
which is very conspicuous, and it just falls out of sight. I don’t un-
derstand that.

I understand the resource problem. But since you're working on
the other four, why wouldn’t you followup on this?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, it's always a matter of making choices, Mr.
Chairman. With the resources that we have, we always are having
to decide which respondents in any particular large case we’re
going to try to pursue.

I suppose our counsel can provide more detail, but as I look back
at this case on reflection, it really seems to me that what was going
on was that given the limited resources we had one staff attorney
working this case, line staff attorney, and that staff attorney was
basically trying to figure out how to close out the matter with re-
gard to the remaining respondents. And the concentration, quite
honestly, was at that point, trying to get a settlement with this law
firm, the law firm that had been involved at least to the extent of
a couple of partners in helping to solicit some of these contribu-
tions, or so it seemed.

And obviously, the focus of our resources was on trying to get
that law firm to settle, because we thought that was a very signifi-
cant matter. As a general rule, the Commission has not gone
against soliciting entities, and we felt that it was crucial to use our
resources there.

Mr. BURTON. I understand. But there’s a pattern here that it
seems should have been explored more thoroughly. Maybe that’s
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just my opinion. And I know in retrospect maybe you feel that way,
but they were all interrelated and it's troubling to me. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Noble, the chairman made reference to the fact that Thomas
Kramer was essentially a fairly high profile individual in the
Miami area. You would concur with that, would you not?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. I mean, it really wasn’t any secret, was it, and is
not that Mr. Kramer was not an American citizen and had recently
come over to the Miami area from Germany, isn’t that correct?

Mr. NOBLE. We were not aware of that when the matter first
came to us.

Mr. BENNETT. I understand. But during your investigation it was
abundantly clear. I mean, there was a Forbes Magazine article that
the chairman made reference to, a lot of publicity. He was a very
wealthy individual. He was definitely known to be a German inves-
tor in the South Beach, Miami area, isn’t that correct?

Mr. NOBLE. From what I understand now, yes. And we were in-
terested in the issue of whether or not it was obvious that he was
a foreign national. Keep in mind that it’s not a question of whether
he was an American citizen or came from Germany. It was a ques-
tion of whether or not he was a foreign national and whether or
not he was what'’s called a green card holder in this country.

Mr. BENNETT. Right.

Mr. NOBLE. So that was not necessarily clear at the beginning.

Mr. BENNETT. But it was pretty clear then that this was some-
thing that needed to be scrutinized once you realized what was in-
volved with Mr. Kramer and these contributions, isn’t that correct?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Lerner and Mr. Rodriguez, you were, I think,
the two people who have been most involved, or perhaps you, Mr.
Rodriguez, with the particular work on this file, is that correct?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And with respect to the matter of solicitations of
contributions from Thomas Kramer, it appears from our review of
the records submitted by the FEC to the committee—records which
are available to both the majority and the minority and I think
both sides have reviewed them—it’s pretty clear, is it not, that
there were two particular individuals who dealt with Mr. Kramer.
Specifically, Marvin Rosen, who later became the finance director
of the Democratic National Committee, and Mr. Howard Glicken,
isn’t that correct?

Mr. RoODRIGUEZ. That’s what the record shows now, yes, that’s
correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And specifically noting, for example, I think it's
FEC document 15, Mr. Glicken was the first person to solicit con-
tributions from Mr. Kramer, was he not, Mr. Rodriguez, it appears
in April 1993?

[Exhibit 15 follows:]
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Certainly one of the first.

Mr. BENNETT. At least from our review—and if I'm incorrect,
please correct me, sir—but from our review of the records, it ap-

ears that’s the first solicitation that we see, is the solicitation for
525,000 by Mr. Glicken from Mr. Kramer, is that correct?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Yes, that’s the first solicitation we have docu-
mentation concerning.

Mr. BENNETT. And then we then have another solicitation by Mr.
Rosen, I think exhibit 19, and that’s in the amount of $60,000, I
believe, isn’t that correct?

[Exhibit 19 follows:]
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Txecutive Summary

- - NE. Tom Rramer
3 5 star 1sland Inc.
Portofino Group
19 Btar lsland
- Miami Beach, FL 33139

: (303) 532-7894 P:

B £

H ®: (305) 538-4422
T: (1]
(-5
(-3 8:

H Dos: 0/00/00 SEW:
WRITTEN 1997 Total: ° 1996 Total: o IXDIVYT
Date Ampunt Commant Solicitar Pundraiser
WRITTER 1997 Total: 0 1996 Total: ] (=~
Date Ascust Commant Solicitor

’

60,000 BC BOSTON PRESIDENTIAL IV Rarvin S. Rosen, Rag.

3716/%
3716794 60,000 BC BOSTONM PRZSIDENTIAL EV Marvin 5. Rosen, Esq.

3716794 $0,000 BC FLORIDA PRESIDENTIAL D Marvan $. Rosen, Eeq. Peter O'Keefe 13
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct.

Mr. BENNETT. If you would just—if you can very quickly, Mr.
Rodriguez, in terms of the chronology, it does appear, does it not,
that when these solicitation sheets have been reviewed, there real-
ly isn’t any reference to Mr. Rosen’s law firm? It's Mr. Rosen, indi-
vidually, who is credited with soliciting that money and getting Mr.
Kramer to contribute $60,000. Isn’t that correct?

RMr. RoDRIGUEZ. That’s correct. The name that appears is Mr.
osen’s.

Mr. BENNETT. And with respect to the matter of Mr. Rosen’s law
firm, I note that, Ms. Lerner, that in your opinion that you ulti-
mately signed, you, in fact, are the individual who signed—as Asso-
ciate General Counsel—you signed the final General Counsel’s Re-
port. Is that correct?

Ms. LERNER. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And I note that there is no reference to Mr. Rosen,
individually. There is reference to Mr. Rosen’s law firm and, ulti-
mately, the law firm is fine, but there is not one mention of Mr.
Rosen individually in that General Counsel’s Report. Was there a
reason for that?

Ms. LERNER. The focus of the investigation, from the time that
we received the sua sponte from Mr. Kramer, was the law firm. Mr.
Kramer had said that it was individuals in the law firm that had
solicited him and that was how we had proceeded.

Mr. BENNETT. And there was a one time—but as you proceeded—
I mean, when you say “sua sponte,” the phrase means that Mr.
Kramer, as I said earlier, came in and volunteered this informa-
tion. Correct?

Ms. LERNER. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And once the investigation proceeded from our re-
view of these records, you not only had the matter of Mr. Glicken
and the reference to Mr. Glicken being a friend of the Vice Presi-
dent’s, but you clearly have references to Mr. Rosen—individually,
not his law firm—Mr. Rosen soliciting money from Mr. Kramer,
and my question to you is why is there not any reference to Mr.
Rosen who later became the finance chairman of the Democratic
National Committee? Why is not specific reference to Mr. Rosen in
the General Counsel’s Report, at least as to Mr. Glicken? At least
you made specific reference to him and stated why you felt that
there should not be any proceeding against him.

Ms. LERNER. 1 think you have to go back to the beginning of the
case and the decisions that were made at the time that they were
made. When we received this and we looked at it, what we saw was
an individual coming in indicating that he had made many con-
tributions, and he was a foreign national and so those contributions
were incorrect. He also indicated that many of these contributions
had been solicited through a particular law firm. Our focus, at that
point, was to proceed against him and the law firm. Ordinarily in
the past, we had not really proceeded against solicitors in these
kinds of cases, but here we had very specific information regarding
the law firm. It was not until much farther down the road after we
had already conciliated with Mr. Kramer; with Ms. Bradley; with
the Florida Republican party, many months down the road, and we
were working on conciliating with the law firm, that we received
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information indicating who the individual solicitors might have
been. At that——

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BURTON. Let me just followup, if I might.

You have gone after individuals who illegally or unethically solic-
ited contributions that were not legal, have you not?

Ms. LERNER. Foreign national contributions, I believe there’s only
been one other instance where we have pursued a solicitor.

Mr. BURTON. Is that right? Only one other?

Ms. LERNER. I believe so.

Mr. BURTON. In other words, if I went out and started soliciting
money from a foreign national, and knew that it was illegal and
was trying to get it for the Republican party, you wouldn’t inves-
tigate that?

Ms. LERNER. That’s not what I said. I said that in the past, I be-
lieve we’ve only pursued one other individual. Once again, we have
to make decisions on how best to pursue the case.

Mr. BURTON. Well, let me followup. You were investigating the
law firm of Mr. Rosen. It was very clear that Mr. Rosen was the
person in the law firm that was making these unethical or illegal
solicitations, and, yet, you never went after him. Why?

Ms. LERNER. It was not very clear that it was Mr. Rosen who
was doing it. First of all——

Mr. BURTON. You didn't find that out when you got into this?

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, we didn’t find that out until last
summer.

Ms. LERNER. And it was only after we began to conciliate with
the law firm, and the conciliation didn’t look like it was going any-
where. We got back into the investigation and we received that in-
formation, however, there’s also information that there were other
people in the law firm who were also involved in the solicitations,
not just Mr. Rosen. Even though his name appears on the reports,
there were other individuals that were involved in the solicitations.

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, if I may? If we have evidence that a
person knowingly and willfully violated the law, we obviously take
that much more seriously. If we have evidence that they, in fact,
knew that this was an illegal solicitation, then we take it more se-
riously. The issue with the law firm was that the law firm should
have known that he was a foreign national, because they were
doing legal work for him.

If you look at the file on this case, we did not search out any of
the other solicitors. There were a lot of contributions made here.
We can assume that there were a lot of solicitors, both on the
Democratic and the Republican side, who solicited contributions
from Mr. Kramer. We don’t have the resources to go after every one
of those. We had to make a decision early on in the case of what
we were going to do, and you have to take it at the time of that
case of what we were dealing with. In terms of just resources, we
were averaging 319 cases in any given month from that year, in
fiscal year 1997, of which we activated only about a third. So, if
we—I would have loved to have had the resources to look at all the
solicitors and to find out what they knew; how they solicited the
money. This would have taken up half our staff to do this. We've
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been asking Congress for the resources to do it, and we haven’t
been getting it.

Mr. BENNETT. If I can pick up on that, Mr. Noble. With respect
to the matter of resources and trying to interview, I understand,
many, many people as to solicitors, there was a very specific mat-
ter, though, that’s referred to in the General Counsel’s Report re-
ferring to exhibit 11. In terms of the General Counsel’s Report,
there was very clear early indication that there was an effort to-
ward a $20,000 conduit payment and, Ms. Lerner, in the footnote
of your opinion there, there is specific reference to the fact that Mr.
Kramer’s initial disclosure, voluntary disclosure, to the FEC noted
that au unidentified individual associated with the Democratic
Senatorial Campaign Committee had suggested that Mr. Kramer
funnel a $20,000 contribution through his assistant. So, apart from
all the other—I can understand the matter of all the people that
solicited, but on this matter it’s a very specific representation early
in 1994 where Kramer’s coming forward and essentially saying
that someone from a major national party was suggesting an illegal
conduit of $20,000. I mean, there’s no ambiguity about that, would
you say, Mr. Thomas? It’s pretty clear that that's what the individ-
ual was representing to the FEC back in 1994.

[Exhibit 11 follows:]



42

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Cerii | os5459]

In the Matter of

)

)

Greenberg. Traurig. Hoffm ) MUR 4638
Lipoff. Rosen & Quentel. P.A. )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT mm‘

I INTRODUCTION
The pressnt matter sdd the severed portion of MUR 4398. MUR 4393 was

gmgmedby:'.ruaspamc bmission filed by 1 for Thomas Kramer noting that, asa

foreign national. Mr. Kramer made extensive contributions to Federal, state and local clections
during the 1993-1994 election cycle. The sua sponse also disclosed that Greenberg, Traurig,
Hoffman, Lipoff, Rosen & Quentel (“Greenberg & Traurig™ or “Respondem™), a law firm

rewained by Mr. Kramer to handle his immigrati had solicited an undisciosed

P

of the contributions at issue. Based on this information. oo June 25, 1996, the Commission
found reason to believe against Mr. Kramer, his assistant Ms. Terri Bradley, his wife

Mys. Catherine Burda Kramer, several corporations under his control, various Federal, state and
local recipients and the present respondent, Greenberg & Traurig. The Commission took no

further action against all respondents except for Mr. Kramer, Ms. Bradley, one recipient

-- the Republican Panty of Florida ~ and Greenberg & Traurig.!

The awu sponte sho é noting that an unidentified individual sasociau.,
with the Dy 1 C C ('DSCC’)MwumdM Mr. Kramer funne) & $20.(8x:
contribution through his astistant. Sev Fm« General Counsel’s Report in MUR 4398, daied Juae 7, 1996 ("FOCR"™),
at 1721, This Office made no recommendations goncermang the DSCC at that time, informing the Commiasion tut
tevommendations would follow as § by any new I 820-2). The investigation

1nto Greenbory & Lraveig’s wsolvement in M1 Rramer's has provided an initia)
dentsty of the indivadudl respansiblie for the DNCC Add 1 inf b
cotroborating this identity  In any event. o Jues not appear that the individual sl thie

sy iaied wub tieenberg & Ttaung
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Al above ini pond! quested pre-probable cause concilistion. and the
Commission suceessfully setiied MUR 4398 as 1o all respondems. cxcept for Greenberg &
Traurig ~ obuaining a total of $426.000 in civil penalty payments.? See the General Counsel's

Report ("GCR™) in MUR $398. dated May 9, 1997. a1 3-S. Because of the imability to reach

settlement with Greenberg & Traung. and so as to ot d ly prejudice the fully
completed portion of MUR 4398. the Commission severed the activity concerning Greenberg &
Traurig into the prescnt maner. closed MUR 4398 and lsunched an investigation into the law
firm's involvement in Mr. Kramer’s contributions. See id

Recently. rather than respond to the requested discovery. Respondent expressed a
renewed interest in setiling this matier a1 the present mge.’ Based on the svailable evidence

from the various recipient sources contacied during the i

it now app that

Greenberg & Traurig solicited approxi v $92.000 from Mt. Kramer. This repon
recommends entering into iliation with Greenberp & Trawrig and presents for the
C ission’s app! | a prop dc il (3

. PRIOR CONCILIATION WITH GREENRERG & TRAURIG

The Commusnion aso recened 2 101l $5 395 WU IR dinpurpements

The discovery to Greenbery & Vraury wupht ind o R ‘s mallof
Mt Kramet's contributions and the productiun 1 at) recutds relating 10 thewe contributions. in conversstions with
this Ofice. Kespondent has represented that il considen much of the requesied 1aformalion ta be privileged under
the anomiey chent pravslege. that M Keamer will net wane this privilege, and that therefore it will refuse
production on those grounds should settlement not b successful  While tus Office dusagrees with Respondent’s

pPHcatun Vi the privalege 1A this Matier ol JpMwars 161 the iue is unbihels 10 be resolved shon of cither protrected
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Iv.  RECOMMENDATIONS

1 Enter into concilistion with Greenberg, Traurig. Hoffman, Lipoff. Rosen
& Quemel, PA. prior to0 s finding of probable cause to believe.

2, Approve the anached conciliation agreemem and appropriate letter.

Lawrence M. Nobie
General Counsel
(o0 /2 2/491 BY: %"' ét! —
Date Lois G.
Associate General Counsel
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Mr. NOBLE. I think it clearly raises that possibility, no doubt.

Mr. BENNETT. And further with that, is document 10, before the
members of the committee, in addition to the footnote, Mr.
Rodriguez, I note that there is record of a telephone conversation
that you, Mr. Rodriguez, had with a lawyer for Terri Bradley, Mr.
Kramer’s secretary.

[Exhibit 10 follows:]
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL MEMORANDUM
OF TELEPHONE CALL OR VISIT

Iz /
DATE 9/11/97 TIME 12:25 p. 'y /', ]
. -1/ 1°.
MUR 4638 STAFF MEMBER J. Rodriguez _ ) // /// -t ﬁ//V
' r
CHECK ONE: >[X ] TELEPHONE CALL >[ ] VISIT Cr y 7

NAME OF PERSON: Lou Vendineili. Esq.
NUMBER CALLED: (305) 379-3515
CHECK ONE: >[ } RESPONDENT >[ X ] WITNESS >[ ] OTHER

SUBSTANCE. Counse! called to inform me of his client’s knowledge concerning the various
contnbutions

20K DSCC (in her name)

Ms Bradley overheard a cons eryauon between Mr. Kramer and another individual dunng
whuch the individual asked Mr Kramer of there was “anyone else who could make the
contnbution 1n your place = This individual also explained that the requested contribution would
make Mr Kramer s member of the “inner cirtie™ wath vanous accompanying perks. In fact,

Mt Kramer later wroie an internal memo compluning about how none of the stated perks

Lized afier the b Ms Bradley can identify this individual and his business
afliiauon  She was not a party 10 Uus conversaion. but 1astead overheard 1t while at her desk
next 1o Mr Kramer's office | asked counse! of tus individual was DSCC: counsel noted that his
chenit could I.D. the individual but did ot Lnow hus sffibiation w.J) the commitiee.

Ouer Conuribs

Ms Bradley has information concerrung vanous solicitations by a named panner at G&T.
Thus sndividual was not the lawyer who usually hamdled Kramer's business maners. This
individual’s only interaction with Kramer was the soliciation of contributions. According to Ms.
Bradiey, dunng the penod of Prop 6 (Gaming).(Bradley believes 1995, but contribs at issue 93-
94). thus individual began soliciung Mi Kramer for fund-raisers. There were approximately 5-6
solicits, they were either by fax or by phone  She was not pnvy 10 any of Mr. Kramet's
conversations  She only knows that the individual calied and faxed solicitations. She believes
Mr. Kramer bought a full table for s Gore fund-ruser. She can also identify this individual.

EXHIBIT
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Because of its legal representation of Mr. Kramer and his corps, the firm had full knowjedge that
Kramer was foreign, and knowledge re: hus interest 1o the earps.

« EXHIBIY

FEC - 10.2
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And, again, if we have that on the screen for the
members of the committee referencing that Ms. Bradley overheard
a conversation between Mr. Kramer and another individual during
which the individual asked Mr. Kramer if there was anyone else
who could make the contribution in your place. This individual also
explained that the requested contribution would make Mr. Kramer
a member of the inner circle, et cetera, and it goes on to describe
the conversation, but you definitely have not only Kramer’s affida-
vit but a conversation in which Ms. Bradley is saying that someone
connected with a major political party is suggesting an illegal
$20,000 conduit payment. What steps were taken to try to identify
that particular individual based on the representations of both Mr.
Kramer and his secretary?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I want to clarify, for the record, that this con-
versation occurred approximately 2 years after the Kramer sua
sponte was filed. It was basically September 11, 1997. At that
point, we were engaging in conciliation negotiations with the law
firm. Once the conciliation was fruitful we——

Mr. BENNETT. Can I interrupt just one—I don’t mean to inter-
rupt you, sir, but just so we’re clear, exhibit 6, if I can have that
on the screen. Mr. Kramer, in his initial affidavit—and if I'm mis-
taken, Liz, correct me—but, Mr. Kramer, in his affidavit makes ref-
erence to being directly or indirectly informed that a ranking per-
son with the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee had sug-
gested making this illegal contribution. So, when was the first time
you had knowledge—you, yourself, as the line attorney—that there
were these two specific allegations involving one particular matter:
the $20,000 conduit contribution?

[Exhibit 6 follows:]
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AFPIDAVIT OF TZOMAS KRAMZR
STATE OF FLORIDA )

COUNTY OF DADE )

1. My name :3 Thomas Kramer. I am a real esta:e
.nvestor living ir Miamy Beach, Flor:da. The donor corpanies
lisced :n Attachmen: A hereto ace all corporations 1aSorporated
ander the lawe of the state of Florida and are wholly owned by
me .

2. 2 am 3 Cerman citizen and am in the United States
on an -2 Visa. I s net .awfully admizzed in the United Siates
fsr ;ermanen: res:deace

ibuzions persorally and

3. : rade cansiate
thTSugr my cempaties 2ur.nj s fer.>d of approxirmately a year and
Lhree-giarcers, teginning 1n estly 199) ! gave t> state and
local cand:dates. the Repudlicar Party of Florida. and :ihe
natismal Zemocratic anZ RMep.zl.can parzies. I also pecsonally
~ade or caused conir:b.2:0m9 to tzur federal candicates

4. Prior to and dur:rny iy period. 1 was not
«novliedgeable about [elere. ce-zs.5~ firance laws, includin

T.8.C. § 441¢ which ! mAow L-zersiand tars contributions by
foreagn nationals to po.itizsl car2idazes

5. I spesc Inglish wi2> &4 German sccent, and !
believe mORT peoPle wno wnce »e reallze I am Cerman.
Nevertheless. no ore wh> so.iz,%e2 or 4ccepted my cand:.dace

CAAITIDUTIONE ever 484¢3 =a 4DO.I —y L™F1GTacioOn status. advised
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ca: for me to consribuce, or rejected my

me that i: was il

golizical contributions pecause cf my cizizenship.

6. During this period, I was repregented by several
taw firms on busiress mazters. including Greenberg, TrauI.ig.
Hoffman, Lipoff. fosen & Cuenzel and Thomson Murarc Rnxaak-a

The Greerterg, Traur:j f4icm was my principal counsel, and

pardled my immigrati:p- -atters among other things. Prinmcipals at
crat firm from tire-ts-zi1me sdlicited from me and suggested that
. make cerzain politica. csntridutions. I did not spec:ifically

reg.est electicn law advice fcom Greenberg, Traurig or Thomson

Murars. dowvever. I generally requested Greenberg, Traurs:g to

taxe a.. SPErIpI.dte aci:ios tO agsure that my activities of which

oPf.

tNey were aware were z=-ducted :n & fashion fully compliant with

e law A N0 tie d.2 any aitorney advise me that there was

Tibut:ione

ary i3%ce as O Py .eqs; adiliily to maxe political co

T INal lsre:gn raticrae,s eete pron.c:ted {rom making such

7. On readiry & Sepie~der 20, 19%4 arcicle in the
Za=2a IIioyns indicating thel so~e of ry contributions may be
FrIZl.SATLS. 1 was surgr. el a=3 :~sediately conaulted counsel.

Alier CSNBULZATICA wlIn To . and irvestigation of my recorda,

. reg.ested refuras cf sl ro.izival contribuzions that 1 or my

co>vpanies rade That may te Zandaidate-relaced.

+ EXHIBIT

FEC - 6.2




52

[
—
[y
mw
<
m
’—

8. I mads two ccniributions at the Ileder
through my secretary, Ms. Terri Bradley. I have reguestel
refunss of these contr:bulions.

a. ! re:mbu-ses Ms. Bradley for a 51,000 conirizuticnh
race .0 her name to Senator George Mitchell in March 19%3. »
rot recall the circumstances surrounding this conzribul:ion oI wiay
the centribution was made 1n this way.

b. I also re:rdbursed Ms. sradley for a $2°7,000
czntridution made in her name to the Democratic Senatcr:al
Carpaizn Cocmmitiee (°DSCT*) on April 28, 2993. To the best of my
recollezzion, | believe zhat I was :informed directly cor
inditectly by & Demdzrav.: pariy f{undraiser that the ISII would
3II2p7 soniTibulisng only Irzm U 8. citizens. I do no: recall
«naz. :{ any, explanat.cn -4y have been given. In any event. I
€:2 n3t understand at tre time zha:t ] was being advisez that :i:
vas unlawful for the DSCT (or any one else) to accept political
ssnirisutions Irer foreijn nat:caals. ! proceeded as | dud
Zecause, 0 The best o! ~y recollection. ° understood that the
361121307 suggested lir the ;resenze c! myself and my secretary)
1hai. since the DSTZI actzepied coatridutions only from U.S.

Sitizens, & U.S. citizen snould conir:bute on my behalf. I have

no recollection of unders:anding that there was any legal issue

invelved,
9. To the bes: ©f my xnovledge, the accormpanyaing
chart of contributions (Attach-=enz B) accurately showe the
7 EXHIBIY
: FEC - 6.3
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] °

candidate-related and poss:bly candidate-related contribuiions

made directly or :ndirec:tly, and the status of my refund

reguests.
I swear under :he peralty of perjury that Inhe fcregz:ing
statenents are true and correct. Q
Theras er

The foregoirng :as:rumen: was acknowledged befcre me
2m1s 1}d. day of Cecemder. 1994 by Thomas Kramer, who is
pers:na ly knowr to me or who ras produced
as :dentifizaticn and wnz céi1d take an ocath.

13?4 A//

Nztacy Public, State of F.iorida
Prir: Name: fiay A Uwty
Cs=mission Number:

Csmmission Expires:

(SEAZL)

I Tu, OPFCiay maTane spal
rh 0 & masy

» COMMUIMON muwera
& CC21000
& WY COMMIBILON LIF
01O auc. 1s.a9ne

\“"'*0
&
Y
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ATTACHNENT A

Asure Coast Development, Ltd.
2eachwalx Development Corp.
New Fiesta, Inc.

Olvwpus Holding Corp.
Playa Del Sol, Ltd.
Porzofino Group, Inc.
Sandpoint Financial, Ltd.
Sanrerici Isle, Ine.

€32, 4nc.

Seagull Development Corp.
Scuth 3each Creative Group
£z. Troprez R/E Fund, Ltd.
Sun & Fun, Inc.

Star Island, Inc.

Star Island, Inc.

h & 5th Deco Corp.

5 Szar Isiand, Inc.

lab J th N




ATIACEMENT B
Dam of Amsam of Rafamd Rsfund Muds*
[-e— Recyme - Dum)
3S Tar iskarat. Inc. Democrane Nammal 104 €@.00.00 Yo $£0.000.00 an 102294
Commmme
Porofinn Grup, Iae. | Democrats Nesoxml 3155 40.000.00 Yes $40.000.00 oo 117794
Coamnse
Ponniow Group Demacranc Nabosal Sommem *.000.00 Yer £=5.000.00 on 10728 %4
C ommne Gurmg March-
(Grand Ry dmamer Apri 1993
for VP Gore)
Tern Bradiry DSCC 422 20.00.00 Yo
Thomas Kremer Toe DSCC Semae: 17D .o Ya £3.000.00 o8 9/29/44
. Magorey Deer
Porwfion Group, loc. | Republcas 602 9) 25.000.00 Yas £95,000.00 an 1130594
Semmprnd
€ o
Porofmo Groap. b Rrpubixans Pasmy of 60493 “100.000.00 Yo
Florde-Victory 94
Porotmo Group., e Sowwras’s Duner 0oL 3,000.00 Yo
Thomas Xramer Repabhess Party of Im 100.000.00 Yo £5.000.00 o0 102554
Florela
Tooems Kramer Robert Karry for 8. 4] 1.000.00 Yer
U.S. Seoame
Toowmas Krame: Rov-Letymars for 101293 1.000.00 Refund $1.000.00 oo 97304
Coogren preceded
Teques
Thomms Krumer Frends of Comnx 11/1)9) 500.00 Yes
Mack
Trooas Kramer Fruends of Coeax 12109) 1.500.00 Yo
Mack
Toomas Kramer Frams of Corme 121093 1.300.00 Yes
Mack
Tern Brdie Cenrye Mechell 3709} 1.000.00 Yes
Preofine Group. Lnc Saan Bumbery 1209) 500 00 Yes
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. If I recall the sua sponte correctly, his—Mr. Kra-
mer’s statement—was that a Democratic fundraiser suggested that
the contribution be made through his secretary. That was the first
knowledge we had, and if you look at our first General Counsel Re-
ports and the reports after that, we informally pursued further in-
formation on that issue.

Mr. BENNETT. When did you first know that? Didn’t he inform
you of that early in the game when he made voluntary disclosure;
when his lawyers came forward?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Yes, we followed the——

Mr. BENNETT. You knew that in December 1994, didn’t you, sir?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And I guess my question is up until 1997, what
was done to try to deal with this very clear, specific request and,
obviously, a violation of the law because Ms. Bradley did, in fact,
make a %20,000 conduit payment, didn’t she?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Yes, she did.

Mr. BENNETT. OK. And what steps did you take to try to find out
who this person was? '

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. The steps that were taken were taken during
the conciliation process, and I can’t go into detail because it’s con-
fidential information.

Mr. BENNETT. I understand.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. We sought to gain further information on this
transaction during the negotiations for conciliation. We did not—
the conciliation negotiations went quickly, incidentally, settlement
was reached quickly. Later on in the investigation when we could
not find settlement or reach settlement with the law firm, we in-
quired further, and that brings us to the conversation you saw ear-
lier on the Telecon and other information that you have in your
possession.

Mr. BENNETT. But, I guess, my question is at the time, however,
at the time, did you notify anyone at the Department of Justice
with respect to, clearly, an indication of a violation of election law?

Mr. NoOBLE. If I may answer that, we're not permitted to do that
at that point. The statute is very clear that we can refer matters
over to the Department of Justice only after the Commission finds
probable cause to believe that there’s a violation.

Mr. BENNETT. Well, let me ask you, then, Mr. Noble, if I may on
that: if you have an individual voluntarily coming forward through
his law firm saying, “I've read my name in the newspaper. Appar-
ently, I'm not allowed to make these contributions. I'm not an
American citizen; I'm sua sponte, as you say in your report—Latin,
for on your own volition. Here I am.” And his secretary says, “Yes,
and that’s what we did.” And both of them say, “Yes, and we were
told to do this $20,000 conduit contribution, and we do it through
me; I was his secretary.” Given the candor that these people are
representing, I'm not sure if the committee would understand why
it would take 2 or 3 years to, at least, on that matter, make a de-
termination of why you're looking into other matters involving Mr.
Kramer and all the Democrats and Republicans who got money
from him. On that particular matter, it seems fairly reasonable,
wouldn’t it, to notify Attorney General Reno’s office over at the Jus-
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tice Department that we have clear indications that there appar-
ently was a conduit contribution here?

Mr. NoBLE. I don’t think, at that point, we had probable cause
to believe that Mr. Glicken had made a—solicited an unlawful con-
tribution. You have to keep in mind, also, a distinction that we
drew, and it’s, frankly, a triage distinction, because we are in this
mode where we cannot do everything we want to do. The distinc-
tion we drew is we did not go after, generally, the solicitors in any
of these cases.

What interested us in this case and in the affidavit was the sug-
gestion that Mr. Kramer may have been told to do a contribution
in the name of another. Now, actually, what the language is, is he
says, “I proceeded as I did because to the best of my recollection
1 understood that the solicitors suggested in the presence of myself
and my secretary that since the DSCC accepted contributions only
from U.S. citizens, a U.S. citizen should contribute on my behalf.”

Now, that is clearly an indication something was there. What we
did about it was with one exception which was the Republican
party of Florida for another reason—where we went reason to be-
lieve no further action, meaning close the case out, as to all the
other recipient committees, we kept the DSCC in the case, because
we were concerned about that. It raised enough of a flag to us that
we were concerned about it, but, as Ms. Lerner said, our focus at
that point was that we had Mr. Kramer coming in, and we had
what we thought was a serious situation with a law firm soliciting.
That’s what we put our limited resources on, hoping during the
conciliation—and then later you’ll see we actually went out with
discovery—hoping we would get further information on the DSCC
and maybe be able to resolve this issue, but, as we'll discuss, time
ultimately ran out on us.

Mr. BENNETT. Well, I guess, my point on this is, is that looking
at, Mr. Rodriguez, looking at exhibit 40, the e-mail communication
from you to Ms. Bumgarner, who I believe is there on staff as well,
is that correct, Mr. Rodriguez?

{Exhibit 40 follows:]



62

Date: 7/22/97 8:20:15 AM
From: Jose Rodriguez
Subject: Bradley Issue
To: Mary Ann Bumgarmer

Now that the story has broken, can LL check with Justice to determine
if they have any interest in pursuing the reported Kramer/Bradley activity
criminally? This would be good info to have before contacting Bradley's

counsel .
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. That’s correct, she’s my supervisor.

Mr. BENNETT. That is in July of last summer, and it now says,
correct if I'm wrong, “Now that the story has broken, can L.L."—
1 assume we’re referring to Ms. Lerner sitting here today, Ms. Lois
Lerner—“check with Justice to determine if they have any interest
in pursuing the reported Kramer-Bradley activity criminally. This
would be good info to have before contacting Bradiey's counsel.”

I guess, again, my question is, with respect to that particular
matter, and this is separate from the matter of Howard Glicken or
Marvin Rosen or whoever was the person that made the sugges-
tion, you're not in a different position there in July 1997, than you
would have been earlier to make a specific referral on that matter
to the Justice Department, would you, Mr. Rodriguez?

Ms. LERNER. TI'll respond for him with regard to that. We still
could not have referred any matter over to the Department of Jus-
tice absent finding probable cause. What this related to was we
were now in the place where we had settled the matter with cer-
tain parties; we were unable—at that point, it did not look like we
were going to be able to settle with the law firm. The two cases
had been divided out. The information was on the public record
that there had been, in fact, the Kramer situation, and, at that
point, I was more in a position to be able to discuss the matter
with the Department of Justice, because it was on the public record
and they could be doing it on their own.

Mr. BENNETT. Well, let me just—my time is up—just let me close
with this one last question, Ms. Lerner. Were Mr. Marvin Rosen or
Howard Glicken ever interviewed during this inquiry?

Ms. LERNER. No, they were not.

Mr. BENNETT. Did anyone ever contact Marvin Rosen or Howard
Glicken, the two people who mainly dealt with Mr. Kramer and so-
licited money from him, and asked their version of events with re-
spect to this?

Ms. LERNER. No.

Mr. BENNETT. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you.

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, if [ may, just keep in mind, we have
two investigators for our whole staff.

Mr. BURTON. Beg your pardon?

Mr. NOBLE. We have two investigators for our whole staff.

Mr. BURTON. No, you’ve made your case very clear as far as lack
of resources and personnel. I think that our concern was why there
wasn't more followup since there were four people involved. Mr.
Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Noble, why do you
say that you only had two investigators? What difference would
that make?

Mr. NoBLE. All of these cases have to be understood in terms of
the caseload we have and the resources we have. When we discuss
how to proceed on these cases, we're aware that we can only handle
a very limited amount—a very limited number of investigations,
and, frankly, at the time this came up last summer, we knew that
we are already dealing with large cases coming in from the 1996
election. Remember, these contributions are from 1993, 1994. We
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are trying to get out of the 1993, 1994 cycle and we have to look
at where the resources are going to go.

I know that when Ms. Lerner comes to me and says—and this
happened in this case—that we will probably have to launch an in-
vestigation on this, that it’s going to have to come from somewhere;
some other case we’re going to have to stop investigating. There is
some other case that will not get activated because of that. And so
what we do in that situation is we see if we can get, if you will,
the quick hit. If we can the get settlement; if we can get substan-
tial civil penalties and get the message out that this is a very seri-
ous violation, we will then do that and move on.

I would have—as I said before—I would have loved to have found
out what Mr. Glicken knew. There are a lot of cases we have today
that are going to suffer this fate where we would like to find out
what’s going on, but we are not able to find out what’s going on.

Mr. WaxMAN. You're not able to find out because the Congress
of the United States appropriated a limited amount for your budg-
et, and I want you to know that was a big fight in the Congress,
but the Republican leadership in the Congress decided they didn’t
want to give more money to the Federal Election Commission to
pursue enforcement of campaign violations, and now we have you
before us to criticize you for not being able to do more than what
your money permitted.

Now, it’s appropriate for this committee to call the Federal Elec-
tion Commission before us as part of our congressional oversight,
but it’s also fair to ask for accountability of this committee, itself,
and the chairman stated in his statement that he spent $2.5 mil-
lion, not the $5 million that I alleged. I want to know, Mr. Chair-
man, whether you, by the end of this week, will give us a full ac-
counting of the money spent by this committee? No other govern-
mental agency would be able to get away without giving a full ac-
counting. I think the members of this committee and the public are
entitled to a full accounting of the money spent, and I'd like to
yield to you for the sole purpose of responding to my request that
you give us the information as to what you have been spending.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you for yielding. It's a matter of public
record the amount of money that was appropriated by the House
for our investigation. I mean, I don’t think it's any great mystery.
Al] you have to do is open up the books and look at it.

Mr. WaxmManN. I'd like to know, Mr. Chairman, how you came up
with the $2.5 million figure. That’s the figure you stated publicly,
and I think we’re entitled to know how you came up with it. Last
year, you said that you had a data base that the Republicans were
creating. We were critical because we thought we should share it,
but you stated that it cost $40,000. Now, we read in the newspaper,
it cost $60,000. Will you provide for us an accounting of how you've
come to this figure of $2.5 million?

Mr. BURTON. Well, I will certainly check with the staff, but it’s
a matter of record; it’s there, and I'll have the staff get that to-
gether for you, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaXMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman——

I Mr. BURTON. Obviously, I want to cooperate with you any way
can.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I differ with you. It is not a matter
of public record. There are a lot of things that are in the public
record, but the statement of $2.5 million ought to be justified if
you're going to make it.

Now, let me go on to some other things. I do want to ask you
some questions about the matter that’s before us, but I do want to
talk about how it’s somewhat comical to think, as the chairman
stated, that this is the only investigation that’s actually pursuing
all these campaign violations, and if it weren’t for us, no one would
be looking at it. The fact of the matter is that Senator Thompson’s
committee held over 30 hearings on campaign finance investiga-
tions. The Justice Department has a task force of over 120 people,
and they’re pursuing these issues. Our committee is pursuing the
matters as well, but I must say that nothing has come out of this
committee’s deliberations that one would not have been able to
read in advance in the New York Times, the Washington Post, the
L.A. Times, in any of the media that has reported and done its own
investigation of campaign finance abuses.

And the chairman, in his very defensive way, to justify this com-
mittee, said that Charlie Trie has been indicted because of this
committee’s activities. Well, Mr. Trie has been indicted by the Jus-
tice Department for over 52 overt acts. Of those 52 overt acts, only
2 were discussed by this committee in a public hearing, and of
those 2, the Democratic National Committee had already reported
all the information to the Justice Department which led them to
bring those indictments.

Now, I just think this committee should be held up to scrutiny.
It should be held accountable just as we’re asking the Federal Elec-
tion Commission to be held accountable, and the chairman claims
that we have all this lack of cooperation because witnesses aren’t
coming forward. There’s some truth to that, but there’s also been
an enormous amount of cooperation. This committee has requested
and received more material than any other investigation in the his-
tory of the Congress. We have 1.5 million pages of documents from
the witnesses, particularly the Democratic witnesses. From the Re-
publican party, we have only 17,000 pages, and this is an enormous
amount of material. We have witnesses that have been deposed,
not once, but two, three, and four times, and the public doesn’t
know about it because it’s behind closed doors. They’re not brought
before a public hearing where the kinds of questions that are asked
could be viewed by the American people and they could then exer-
cise some judgment as to whether it’s appropriate. Over 140 people
have been deposed, and the committee has kept four depositions,
many of them lasting more than 10 hours. So, I think that the
claim that we haven’t seen cooperation is a little thin.

I'd like to ask a question about the resources. How much money
do you have to spend at the Federal Election Commission to en-
force the law?

Mr. NOBLE. Well, there are a number of different ways you can
look at it. In 1999, we've asked for approximately $10 million for
the whole Compliance Program.

Mr. WAXMAN. How much?

Mr. NOBLE. $10 million for the whole Compliance Program; $10.5
million for the whole compliance, and that includes enforcement,
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Reports Analysis Division, and Audits. It includes more than
what’s in my office. We're in a situation, now, in my office where
we have 20—we can assign approximately 24 staff attorneys to in-
vestigations. As I said earlier, we have two investigators, and that
is what we have to do the nationwide enforcement of the laws with;
not just this case; not just the cases arising out of the 1996 elec-
tion. I would note that we asked last year for $5 million, a supple-
mental appropriation, so that we could put that money in looking
at the 1996 elections, because the 1996 elections have the potential
for draining all of our resources and more, and other than money
given for computers, we were not allowed to—we were not given
any of the money for staff resources.

Mr. WAXMAN, How many people does the FEC having working on
its enforcement staff?

Mr. NOBLE. The enforcement—as I said, we have 24 staff attor-
neys; we have the equivalent of 5 assistant general counsels work-
ing on enforcement; we have 12 paralegals, and 2 investigators.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, Mr. Noble, this committee, the Government
Reform and Oversight Committee, has over 70 attorneys, investiga-
tors, and support staff. Our committee dwarfs the kind of budget
that you have to enforce the law, and now with all of our resources,
we’re now criticizing you for not doing more.

Mr. NoBLE. If I may, I'll also point out that we have reached out,
besides coming to Congress, for additional money, and we have in
our budget request this year a request for additional staff to help
with the workload. We've also gone to the Department of Justice
and asked for a detail, and we've also sought help in other ways.
In fact, we wrote to this committee seeking help in getting docu-
ments that this committee may have that may help us with some
of our investigations. So, we’'ve been seeking, from a number of dif-
ferent sources, assistance, and, frankly, we've not been getting the
assistance.

Mr. WaxmaN. Well, based on what the Republican leadership did
in the House of Representatives yesterday when they made sure
that real campaign finance reform would be killed. I wanted to vote
for the bill authored by our colleagues, Mr. Shays and Mr. Meehan,
or in the Senate, the McCain-Fiengold bill. They kept us from vot-
ing on that, and I think that’s an indication that if you want more
money, you're going to have to hold some bake sales, because the
Republican leadership isn’t interested in making sure that you get
the funds to do the job to make sure that law enforcement-type
agencies can really bring Democrats and Republicans to answer for
their violations. In this committee, the budget is overwhelming,
and they try only to go after Democrats and never to go against
Republicans.

And I want to just say something else, Mr. Chairman. My words
of criticism should not be interpreted as me alone saying them, be-
cause I want to quote from other sources. “The incompetence on
this committee is frightening,” and that’s from Roll Call, quoting a
Republican Member on September 29, 1997. Another one said,
“This committee is so incompetent, we're never prepared.” That’s
from the Congressional Quarterly Monitor quoting an aide to a Re-
publican on this committee. Another source close to the investiga-
tion said, “We have management by crisis. There’s lunacy without
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direction; without advancement; without outlining where it was
going to go.” So, I think that the chairman should understand that
we alone are not criticizing him. You might want to chuckle about
it, but the fact of the matter is we are wasting taxpayers’ money
on a partisan witch hunt, and we’re hamstringing the enforcement
agencies that should be doing its jobs, and, Mr. Noble, I feel sorry
for you, because you were just here. You just came before our com-
mittee a short time ago on March 5th, because one of our sub-
committee’s held a full day public hearing on oversight of the Fed-
eral Election Commission, is that right?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WaxMaN. You testified at that hearing, and Chairman Bur-
ton said he had questions about Thomas Kramer and Howard
Glicken, and you answered all those questions in some detail, isn’t
that correct?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WaxMAN. Now, I've reviewed the transcript of that prior
hearing, and I'm struck by the fact that you've already answered
questions extensively about Thomas Kramer, some of which we’ve
just heard asked and answered again. I don’t think I can do a bet-
ter job at this hearing than Mr. Horn did—who’s the chairman of
the subcommittee—at his hearing. So, rather than ask different
questions, I want to go through Mr. Horn’s questions, and I asked
my staff to provide you with a copy of the court reporter’s tran-
script of that prior hearing. I'm going to read Mr. Horn’s part. I
want you to play yourself. I hope you can do that probably a lot
easier than I can play Mr. Horn. But let me refer you to the tran-
script. On page 187-—I'm sorry, 180, Mr. Horn says, after you an-
swered some question, he said, “That’s fine, that’s fine; glad to hear
it. OK. Let me move, then, to the last question. This is from Chair-
man Burton who wanted to join us, but he couldn’t. And it’s di-
rected at Mr. Noble as General Counsel. What Chairman Burton
would like to know is a few answers here on the Thomas Kramer
case. I don’t know if you're familiar with that.”

Mr. NOBLE. “Yes, I am.”

Mr. WAXMAN. “Mr. Burton notes, ‘As you know, Mr. Kramer paid
over $320,000 in fines for illegal political contributions to can-
didates and political parties, Democrat and Republican, Two things
trouble me,” says Chairman Burton, ‘the first is a statement that
you made about a fundraiser close to the Vice President, named
Howard Glicken. The second is, why didn’t you go after a Demo-
cratic National Committee fundraiser who allegedly advised Mr.
Kramer on how to break the law?

“As for Howard Glicken—Mr. Burton notes that in the Federal
Election Commission report about the investigation of Mr. Glicken,
the following comment was made: ‘Because of Mr. Glicken’s high
profile as a prominent Democratic fundraiser, including his poten-
tial fundraising involvement and support of Mr. Gore’s expected
presidential campaign, it is unclear that this individual would
agree to settle this matter short of litigation.” Mr. Burton notes,
‘This troubles me, and he says, ‘Mr. Noble, why didn’t you pursue
the investigation of Mr. Glicken?"”

Mr. NoBLE. “I'll answer that question directly, then I'll give some
background on it. We did not pursue the investigation of Mr.
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Glicken because it was—most of the activity at issue was 1993 ac-
tivity; some was 1994. We have a 5-year statute of limitations. Mr.
Glicken’s name came up late in the process. We have not found
reason to believe against Mr. Glicken. We would have had to start
from the beginning with Mr. Glicken. The statute of limitations on
the main part of a solicitation runs this April. The reason that
comment was made—-"

Mr. WaXMAN. Let me interrupt you—you can read the rest of the
transcript; it’s already part of the record of the subcommittee—
aren’t those the answers you just gave a few minutes ago to Mr.
Bennett?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WaxXMAN. Those are the answers you gave a few weeks ago
to Mr. Horn?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WaxMAN. Now, I have accused this committee of redundancy
with Senator Thompson’s investigation, because we called wit-
nesses that appeared there and then came here and said the same
thing. I've accused this committee of redundancy with other com-
mittees of the House, because we have other committees of the
House pursuing parallel investigations. Now, we see this committee
involved in redundancy with its own subcommittees, because we'’re
going over the same issues, same ground, that was pursued by not
another House, not another committee, but our own subcommit-
tees.

Let me skip to the last two pages of the transcript, pages 199
and 200, where Representative Turner was asking you questions.
Representative Turner asked whether there was any evidence that
the commission or its staff had any communications or influence
from the Vice President, the White House, or anyone acting on
their behalf regarding the decisions to drop the Glicken matter. Is
it correct that both you and Commissioner Aikens testified that you
knew of no such communication or influence? Mr. Noble, I'd like to
know if you have—what you said there and if you have anything
new to add?

Mr. NOBLE. I said that there was none that I was aware of, and
I have nothing new to add.

Mr. WaxMAN. Well, that seems to be what you said in the sub-
committee as well. You were asked that question; that was your
answer. You've been asked that question here, and that's still your
answer. I'd like to know if you have anything new to add, today,
that wasn’t covered in the earlier hearing this month.

Mr. NOBLE. We have no further testimony other than answering
questions.

Mr. WaxMaN. [ still have time, and for those who might be
watching this on C-SPAN and don’t understand how the procedure
works, when we get time, we have a half hour, and we don’t have
to yield to the other side, and they don’t have to yield to us. You
noted, Mr. Burton, those of you who watched this thing, wouldn’t
yield to me when I asked him to. I want to ask Members of my
Democratic side if they have any questions they want to pursue.
Yes, Mr. Fattah.

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you to the ranking member. Let me see if I
can try to put this in some context beyond the instance case. The
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Federal Election Commission did review in the past activities of
the,?for instance, the Clinton-Gore campaign in 1992, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. FATTAH. And the Republican campaign in the same year and
there were resulting agreements in which—I don’t know if you
wou;d call them fines—but penalties were agreed to, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. NOBLE. I believe so, yes.

Mr. FATTAH. Well over $1 million, as I recall. In fact, this general
knowledge that the Federal Election Commission and the reason
why you've gotten such a paltry budget from the Congress, has
been an equal opportunity enforcer over the years, and you went
after many, many Democratic allegations in the past and success-
fully have tried to ferret out wrongdoing and also it is the case for
Republicans. Since you've been at the FEC, isn't it true that a fair
number of Members of both parties and Independent campaigns
have been the subject of enforcement actions?

Mr. NOBLE. Absolutely, and we do not look at whether they're
Democrats, Republicans, or Independents. I would note that—I be-
lieve it was last summer—the Fair Government Foundation which
reviewed our civil penalties in cases came out with a statement
that they did not see any bias on the part of the Commission with
regard to civil penalties in terms of Democrats or Republicans. In
terms of the case you mentioned, there are also—I think what you
?1re galking about, they are repayments that the Commission or-

ered.

Mr. FATTAH. Yes, I guess the point I'm making is that until this
hearing today, there’s never been any serious suggestion by anyone
that I'm aware of that the FEC has been partisan in its approach
to enforcement of the election laws. Are you aware of any allega-
%%Iés? that have been on the public record of partisanship by the

Mr. NoBLE. I don't think there are any serious allegations. I will
say that when we are attempting to conciliate and get a civil pen-
alty out of somebody, that they do—often they will say, “Well,
you're just doing this, because I'm a fill-in-the-blank, Democrat, Re-
publican, Independent.

Mr. FATTAH. Everybody complains.

Mr. NoBLE. Everybody we go after complains that we're only
going after them, and if we drop a case where somebody complains,
they complain that we dropped it only because of who the person
was.

Mr. FATTAH. It’s also true that if you look at the tens of millions
that have been spent by the Congress, that is both the upper cham-
ber or as they call it here the other body, or the House in its enthu-
siasm to find wrongdoing in the 1996 elections, that there is but
one agency of the Federal Government that was set up to and has
the expertise and the experience to thoroughly investigate cam-
paign irregularities, and that is the FEC, is that correct?

Mr. NoOBLE. Correct. We're the only agency with exclusive civil
jurisdiction.

Mr. FATTAH. And you have, in your agency, a great deal of exper-
tise and experience in these matters. So, even though you have in-
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vestigated less than, for instance, this committee has, to work on
these matters, you actually bring to these types of inquiries, a level
of expertise that even this committee hopes to bring.

Mr. NOBLE. We have a level of expertise developed over 20 years
of doing this, and that expertise and that judgment goes into deci-
sions we make about what to do on cases.

Mr. WaxMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FATTAH. I'll be glad to.

Mr. WAXMAN. I want to make one comment, and then I want to
yield some of the time to Mr. Tierney, and then we'll come back for
another round for Members to ask individual 5-minute questions.

You here being criticized, Mr. Noble, and others from the FEC,
that you're not doing enough, and you say you don’t have enough
resources to do more, but I want to point out that President Clin-
ton asked for an extra $1.7 million for the current fiscal year which
expires September 30th, and this was a letter sent to Speaker
Newt Gingrich. He asked if Congress could meet that budget re-
quest. The House Appropriations Committee Chairman, Bob Liv-
ingston, who’s openly hostile to the FEC, put extra money into the
supplemental appropriations bill, but he put in a proviso that it
can only be used for computers, and then the House rules stripped
the appropriations from that measure on the grounds that an
emergency did not exist. So, we see the Republican leadership in
the Congress refusing to give you money even for computers let
alone more staff, and you're being criticized for not doing more
with your budget. But, Mr. Noble, this is the second time you've
been here this month, and I see four people at the table, and
maybe others behind you that are from the FEC, answering the
same questions. Doesn’t that require a lot of use of your time and
money for your time that could have been directed to other activi-
ties? Don’t you have anything better to do than to come before the
Congress and answer the same questions twice in the same month?

Mr. NOBLE. We are, of course, glad to be here and answer any
questions the committee has. Obviously, it does take time from
other things that we would be doing.

Mr. WAxXMAN. I'll bet it does. Mr. Tierney, I want to yield some
time to you.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. Let me just say that it’s
a little appalling to see what passes for Government these days or
exercising Government, and I think that we all ought to take a real
hard look at the time that we’re spending here today and forcing
you people to spend recreating the wheel.

If you had 52.5 million—such has been spent according to, I
think, the short estimate of the chairman here—could you put that
to good use fulfilling your responsibilities?

Mr. NOBLE. Absolutely.

Mr. TIERNEY. Could you give me some example of what you'd do
with that $2.5 million that we’re twittering away here?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, that’s really only a part of the additional in-
crement we're actually seeking for the compliance component for
fiscal year 1999, but as we have said with regard to that full
amount, we would use that to hire investigators, auditors, attor-
neys, all the people you need to dig into these kinds of allegations
and to get to the bottom of them.
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Mr. TIERNEY. If you had a counsel of the capabilities of Mr. Ben-
nett, would that be useful to your staff also, if you were spending
his good services in your agency instead of with this committee.

Mr. THOMAS. We would like having someone with that gentle-
man’s skills, no doubt.

Mr. TIERNEY. Let me ask each of you what your normal duties
would be on a day like today if you weren't sitting here telling us
again for the third or fourth time, which you’ve already mentioned
to subcommittees and individuals and depositions and the like.
Just starting from my left to right, tell me what you would be
doing today.

Mr. THOMAS. Well, I suppose, since 'm Vice Chairman of the
Commission, I would probably be spending some time today work-
ing on following up on our budget request, because we are working
very hard on that, and that’s my primary responsibility this year.
But aside from that, I'd be basically looking at all of the reports
that the Counsel’s Office sends to us making recommendations in
pending enforcement cases, pending regulation projects, and pend-
ing advisory opinion projects, and all the recommendations coming
out of the Audit Division on audit reports, the whole 9 yards.
That’s what I do on a daily basis.

Mr. NOBLE. I'd be reviewing reports from the various areas in my
office. Enforcement is one of four areas in the office; there’s public
financing; there’s litigation, and there’s policy. I'd be reviewing re-
ports; having meetings; probably meeting with Lois several times
during the day to discuss what we've been doing on cases and re-
source allocation issues.

Ms. LERNER. I would be reviewing any reports that come to me,
because all enforcement reports are funnelled through me either to
the General Counsel or directly to the Commission. I would be
meeting with staff team leaders and the attorneys to determine
which way we should proceed in our investigations, and because
it’s Tuesday, I might also be at a Commission meeting.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Well, it varies day to day. I'd work my cases. I'd
be trying to enforce the acts.

Mr. TiERNEY. You indicated that you have currently two inves-
tigators.

Mr. NoBLE. Correct.

Mr. TIERNEY. How many do you estimate that you need in order
to fulfill your statutory responsibilities appropriately?

Mr.d NOBLE. We broke it down in the request which I will have
to find.

Mr. TIERNEY. Give me an estimate.

Mr. THOMAS. I can say in the actual budget request, Congress-
man, we didn’t specify how many of the 34 staff that would be
going to the Office of General Council would be investigators per
se. We did specify that 26 of those 34 would be going to the en-
forcement teams of which there are 4, so within that compliment
of 26—Larry Noble might have a further breakdown—but some
would be investigators; some would be attorneys; some would be
support staff.

Mr. NoBLE. We can provide that to the committee. I did not
bring that with me.
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[The information referred to follows:]

The staff breakdown for our FY 1999 budget request is: 17 Attorneys; 8 Para-
legals; 2 Investigators; 7 General Support and Administrative Staff; and 3 Auditors.

Mr. TIERNEY. Is it fair to say that by and large what you're in-
vestigating and what the root of most of these problems and issues
that you deal with on a day-to-day basis involves is the money in
politics?

Mr. NOBLE. Absolutely.

Mr. TIERNEY. And that if this committee or other committees
here spent more time reviewing some of the proposals on campaign
finance reform that talked about decreasing the amount of money
in pglitics, that we might make some progress in reforming the sys-
tem?

Mr. THoMAS. Well, we are anxious to enforce whatever Congress
passes. That’s our job; that’s the way we look at it, and we’re happy
to advise the Congress on recommendations. We do that every year.
We sent over a list of 60-some legislative recommendations just re-
cently. We would hope that there could be some effort to streamline
the law whenever possible, and we make several recommendations
along those lines.

Mr. TIERNEY. What success have you had in the past with those
recommmendations that you’ve sent over to Congress?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, I'd have to say not a great deal. Those things
tend to get caught up in the big philosophical battles involving
larger scale efforts to change the law.

Mr. WaxMaN. Mr. Tierney, you use the figure in the questions
of the these witnesses that this committee spent $2.5 million——

Mr. TIERNEY. Actually, Mr. Waxman, what 1 said was that the
chairman underestimated, I believe, the $2.5 million.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, that figure’s a fixed——

Mr. TIERNEY. I understand that.

Mr. WaxMmaN. I believe this committee has spent over $5 million,
and I want the chairman of this committee to account for every

enny that's been spent, because I think we’re entitled to know

ow he comes up with the $2.5 million, and we ought to have that
information. We're entitled to it. This committee is not above some
accountability at least to the members of the committee, and so I
did want to raise that point.

Mr. TIERNEY. I yield some time back to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WaxMaN. I want to yield to Mr. Kucinich, but I want to ask
one question, if I might. The FEC is, you're being attacked for par-
tisanship, and the contributions underlying this whole question be-
fore us, and Mr. Kramer, involved, I think, a lot more money to the
Republican party in Florida than to the Democratic party in Flor-
ida. Is that an accurate statement?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Accurate statement.

Mr. WaAXMAN. Chairman Burton has focused his investigation
solely on Democrats. For example, although the Florida Democratic
party didn’t take any money from Thomas Kramer, it was subpoe-
naed. But the Republican party, which received more money than
the Democratic party in Florida, never got a request for informa-
tion, never got a subpoena from our committee. When you under-
take your investigations, did you request documents from both the
Democratic and Republican parties?
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Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct, Congressman.

Mr. WAXMAN. It sounds to me that rather than accusing you of
partisanship, it seems to me this committee stands indicted of the
accusation of partisanship when they only go after the Democratic
party of Florida and never ask for information from the Repub-
licans. Mr. Davis, you had one question, then I wanted to yield to
Mr. Tierney and then we’ll

Mr. Davis oF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. To Mr. Kucinich.

Mr. DaAvis oF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much. My question is:
How active has the FEC been in pursuing compliance with foreign
national cases?

Mr. NOBLE. We've been very active in pursuing compliance in for-
eign national cases. We've taken the matter very seriously. In the
1992, 1994, and 1996 election cycles, we had foreign national cases
dealing with 580 respondents and we got over %18100,000 in civil
penalties.

Mr. Davis or ILLINOIS. And is a foreign national the same as a
legal resident?

Mr. NoBLE. The definition of foreign national is someone who is
not a legal resident, is not a citizen or is not a legal resident and
does not have a green card.

Mr. Davis oF ILLINOIS. So when we're talking about one, we're
not talking about the other?

Mr. NOBLE. When we're talking about a foreign national, we're
not talking about somebody who has a green card and is a legal
resident.

Mr. Davis oF ILLINOIS. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Waxman.

Mr. WaxMaN. I'd like to yield whatever time I have to Mr.
Kucinich.

Mr. KuciNICH. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I think what we're wit-
nessing here, at the beginning, with the FEC being investigated, is
the metastatic state of campaign investigations. Now we're inves-
tigating the FCC.

Mr. Waxman raised some very important points about the FEC.
We have an investigation of the FEC, which is underfunded, can’t
enforce campaign laws, which we acknowledge are insufficient, and
our counsel for the committee is now asking the FEC not just to
enforce the laws, but to prefer charges prior to the finding of prob-
able cause. Now I want to ask the gentleman, how significant is
this concept of probable cause to the FEC?

Mr. NoBLE. The FEC has several stages by statute that it has
to go through. One is reason to believe, we cannot do any investiga-
tion until we find reason to believe. After the investigation, the
Commission has to find probable cause to believe there was a viola-
tion. So it is a higher threshold than reason to believe and it is
meant to be that after investigation now, there is probable cause
to believe a violation occurred.

Mr. KuciNicH. Why do you do that?

Mr. NOBLE. The statute requires it.

Mr. KucINICH. But why, what other principles are at work?
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Mr. NoBLE. The principles, I think, the congressional principle is
that the Congress did not want the Commission pursuing a case
unless there was strong evidence with regard to the case.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. The subpoena
that was sent to the Democratic party in Florida had nothing to do
with Mr. Kramer. Mr. Horn, you’re recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HoRN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me pursue
where the general counsel left off a little bit, as to Mr. Glicken. Mr.
Noble, I refer you to Federal Election Commission exhibit 12,
where you will find also on 12.3 the language at the bottom of the
page, it says, “Similarly, this Office does not recommend further
proceedings concerning the two Democratic National Committee
contributions apparently solicited by Mr. Glicken. Unlike the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee contributions, the
larger of these two contributions would not be timebarred until
March 1999—approximately a year and 4 months from now. How-
ever, because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent Demo-
cratic fundraiser, including his potential fundraising involvement
in support of Vice President Gore’s expected presidential campaign,
it is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter
short of litigation. Therefore, rather than continuing this matter for
an unspecified period in pursuit of one participant and because of
the low prospect for timely resolution, the age of the matter and
already successful resolution concerning all principals in this case,
the Office does not recommend further proceedings concerning
these two DNC contributions either. Instead, the Office rec-
ommends the closing of the entire file.”

Now, that was your recommendation, as I remember, to the Com-
mission, was it not?

[Exhibit 12 follows:]
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

W .
In the Matter of ) -
. ) SENSITIE
Greenberg., Traurig. Haffman, ) MUR 4638 _
Lipoff. Rosen & Quentel. P.A., s al. )
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

1 INTRODUCTION

On October 30, 1997, the Commission entered into conciliation with Greenberg. Traurig.
Hoffman. Lipofl. Rosen & Quentel ("Greenberg & Traurig™ or “Respondent™) in connection with
violations of 2 U.S.C. § 441e resuhting from Respondent's involvement in conmributions made by
Thomas Kramer. a foreign national, 1o Federal. state and local elections during the 1993-19594
clection cycic.! At the same time Respondem was provided with the Commission's proposed
conciliation agreement. See the General Counsel’s Repont in this maner ("GCR") dated

October 27, 1994

Additionally,
this repon analyzes the remaining issues and panicipants involved in Mr. Kramer's contributions

and recommends closing the matier wathout further proceedings.

M1 Kramer's contrsbutions w ere sddressed in predecessor MUR 4)98
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B. Remaining Participants
As noted in previous reports in this matter and in predecessor MUR 4398, in his sug

sponte submission Mr. Kramer suggests that an unnamed individual associated with the

D S ial Campaign C. ittee (“DSCC™) had instructed him to make his $20.000

April 28, 1993 contribution in the name of his secretary. in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f. During
the course of the matier, this Office sought information concerning this transaction. including the
identity of the individual involved. While this Office has discovered information identifying an
individual credited for soliciting four of Mr. Kramer's contributions to the Democratic Party (two
each to the DSCC and the Democratic National Committee (“DNC™)). including the contribution

made in the name of his y, the available evid is inconclusive as to this individual's

actual involvement in suggesting that the contribution be made in the name of another.?

Specifically, the available evid btained from the DSCC suggests that Howard

Glicken, a south Florida fundraiser, was responsible for both of Mr. Kramer's contributions to

the DSCC., including the $20,000 contribution made in the name of his secretary. However, this

information is not conclusive. Initsr

P to the C ission’s interrogatories, the DSCC
notes that it is “without any specific information responsive 10 this request other than 1o state its
belief that Howard Glicken may have been involved in soliciting these contributions.” DSCC

response dated July 16. 1997, a1 4. A panying this resp are d nts rel

ing 10 the

contributions: however. these documents do not confirm Mr. Glicken as the solicitor, instead

These conributivns include Mr. Kramer's April 28, 199) $20,000 contribution tmade in the name of his
secretany ) and September 17, 1993 $3.000 contnibution 10 the )SCC and Mr. Kramer's April 14, 199) $25,000
connbution (imade through Ponaling Group, Inc ) and March 14, 1994 $40,000 ib

10 the I
Nanotial Commtice

2 EXHIBIT

FEC - 12.2
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they show two unidentified entries under the fundraising heading—"Cooper™ for the $20.000
contribution and “MJV™ for the $3.000 contribution.

Morcover. there is only limited evidence regarding the Section 44{f scheme. Mr. Kramer
in his sua spontc submission, while suggesting that the he was instructed by a DSCC fundraiser

to make his $20.000 contribution in the name of his secretary ~ Terri Bradley. fails to identify

this individual or provide details of the con ion. Similarly, in conversations with this
Office, counsel for Ms. Bradley, while noting that his client recalls the suggestion being made to
Mr. Kramer. refuses to provide further information or the identity of the fundraiser without a
grant of immunity from criminal prosecution. While further inquiry of the DSCC may clarify the
apparent inconsistency concerning Mr. Glicken's artribution as the solicitor, because of the
discovery complications concerning the Section 441f issue, this Office does not believe that
sufficient time remains within the statute of limitations period 1o adequately investigate the more
substantial April 1993 contribution made in the name of another.

While this Office would generally recommend a reason to believe finding against
Mr. Glicken and conduct an investigation into the two DSCC contributions, because of the
discovery complications and time constraints addressed above, and the fact that the transactions
at issue took place during the 1993-1994 clection cycle, this Office does not now recommend
proceeding against this identificd individual or the DSCC.

Similarly. this Office does not recommend further proceedings conceming the two DNC
contributions apparently salicited by Mr. Glicken. Unlike the DSCC contributions, the larger of
these two contributions would not be time barred until March of 1999 .. nppm:;imulcly a year

and four months from now. However, because of Me. Glicken®s high profile as a prominent
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Democratic fundriser, including his potential fundraising involvement in support of Vice
President Gore's expected presidential campaign, it is unciear that this individual would agree to

settle this matter short of litigation. Therefore, rather than continuing this matter for an

pecified period in pursuit of one participant and b of the low prospect for timely
resolution. the age of the matter and the already successful resolution concerning all principals in
this case, this Office does not recommend further proceedings concerning these two DNC
contributions either. Instead, this Office recommends closing the entire file in MUR 4638
Therefore, this Office recommends that should the Commission agree with the above
assessment concerning further proceedings in this matter, it close MUR 4638. Should the
Commission not agree with this assessment, this Office recommends that the Commission close
the matter only as to Greenberg and Traurig.
1. RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with Greenberg, Trawrig, Hoffman, Lipoff,
Rosen & Quentel, P.A_ in settlement of MUR 4638 and close the matter as 1o this
Respondant.
2. Close MUR 4638

3. Approve the appropriate letter(s).

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

4 '3,'/’ "//7 ) ny: _ ’>Zc;l‘>:)—c~

] . /
Dane: l.ois G. Lemer
Associate Generad Counsel
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Attachment:
1. Greenberg & Trmurrig Proposed Signed Concilistion Agreement

Staff Member: Jose M. Rodrig
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Mr. NOBLE. Yes, it was.

Mr. HORN. And clearly there was a time, wasn’t there, within the
period of limitations, when you could’ve proceeded with Mr.
Glicken. Is that not true?

Mr. NOBLE. There was a time in the summer-fall of 1997, the in-
formation—it was in July 1997—the first information regarding
Mr. Glicken came into the office.

As I just said, we have statutory proceedings we have to follow.
We had not found reason to believe against Mr. Glicken because we
had not seen his name prior to that. So we would have had to find
reason to believe against Mr. Glicken to launch an investigation.

If you look at the procedures in the statute that we have to fol-
low, we have figured out that not counting any work the FEC does,
we have to take approximately 120 to 130 days to get a case
through. That’s not counting any investigation, any writing of re-
ports. We know, as a practical matter, based on our experience,
that it would take us a long time to get that case through, unless
it was going to settle early.

Mr. HORN. You knew at that time, though, that he was a promi-
nent fundraiser for Vice President Gore, did you not?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. HOrN. You did know that?

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Horn, would you yield briefly?

Mr. HORN. Yes.

Mr. BURTON. You never even called Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen
about this, right?

Mr. NOBLE. We would

Mr. BURTON. You never even called them?

Mr. NoBLE. No, we did not.

Mr. BURTON. You didn’t even call them at all. You didn't——

Mr. NOBLE. We did not call any of the solicitors.

Mr. HorN. Well, I was going to get to that point because I've
heard a lot about staff manpower here, and womanpower, and I re-
member that incident on the floor where the Appropriations Com-
mittee Chairman was rather upset; you were given $3 million in
the budget to use on computerization, and you didn’t. You went out
and hired people in complete violation of the law because that Ap-
propriations Act is a law, and you violated it. And here we have
all this whining about, we don’t have enough resources. As the
chairman said, couldn’t you just pick up a phone? How much time
does that take?

Mr. NOBLE. It does not take much time. I'd like to note, though,
as we've already answered, I believe to your subcommittee, that we
do not believe we did violate the law on that matter. And I be-
lieve——

Mr. HorN. Well, you did. That’s why the chairman hit the ceil-
ing. I was on the floor when he did. He was outraged. I would be
outraged. The law said spend it on computerization. There were
thousands of complaints of people saying, we can’t get the data we
need out of the FEC. You didn’t spend it on that; you spent it on
people. That isn’t what the Congress gave it to you for. It gave it
to you to modernize your computing.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Horn, I have to interject here. I respect there
might be a difference of opinion, but I strongly urge you to look
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very closely at the letter that we prepared. We think it is abun-
dantly clear that there was not any law that mandated that we
spend $3 million on our computerization effort. We did want to
spend as much as we could——

Mr. HorN. Do you regard an Appropriations Act as a law?

Mr. THOMAS. I certainly do, but if you look——

Mr. HORN. Well, thank you very much.

Mr. THOMAS [continuing]. Closely at our letter, it was not in the
appropriation law, sir.

Mr. HORN. You were given $3 million for modernization, not for
personnel. Let’s get back to the case at hand, which is a fascinating
case. Despite the clear indications that Mr. Glicken solicited signifi-
cant contributions from an individual, who was a known foreign
national, there was a decision to do nothing with him. Is that not
correct, Mr. Noble?

Mr. NOBLE. As with all of the solicitors—we assumed there were
solicitors of all these contributions; we did not pursue the solicitors.

Mr. HorN. But, the—-

Mr. NoBLE. What we were interested in with Mr. Glicken was
the suggestion that he may have suggested to somebody that they
make a contribution in the name of another. And that took it up
to another level which is why we held on to that part of the case,
thinking that we might be able to do something about it. But by
the time that—that was in the DSCC information. We did not find
Mr. Glicken’s name until July 1997, and that particular contribu-
tion, where there was a suggestion that it was a contribution in the
name of another, or solicited as a contribution in the name of an-
other, the statute of limitations would have run at the end of April
of this year.

Mr. HorN. Well, the fact was, was there ever a discussion be-
sides the General Counsel’s Office? Did you discuss it with the com-
missioners at all in terms of the choices you had?

Mr. NOBLE. I think this report laid out the choices that we
thought we had.

Mr. HORN. Well, they did nothing about it, right? The Commis-
sion? They took your word for it and said, let’s get rid of this case.

Mr. NOBLE. They approved our recommendation

Mr. HORN. Did they know that he was a prominent solicitor for
Vice President Gore?

Mr. NoBLE. They had the report in front of them; the report
mentions that——

Mr. HORN. So they knew that? Were they trying to duck tangling
with a powerful person or what?

Mr. NOBLE. No, not at all. It is not uncommon that we have to
tell the Commission that there are a lot of threads in a case but
we don’t think we have the resources or the time to do it.

And I have to tell you a little bit about what was going on at
that time. We had just lost a court case where the Democratic Sen-
atorial Campaign Committee sued us for how long we were taking
on a case involving the National Republican Senatorial Campaign
Committee. And in May 1997, the court said to us that we were
arbitrary and capricious, that were taking too long in the investiga-
tion.
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The prior year we had closed a very long investigation against
Presidential candidate Pat Robertson that went on for years. And
we took depositions, we went to subpoena enforcement, and we ul-
timately closed——

Mr. HogrN. Well, that’s very interesting, but let’s get back to Mr.
Glicken. And I would hope, frankly, Mr. Chairman, that somebody
picks up FEC exhibit 44 and starts in on that when Justice asked
you, why don’t you send us this matter.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I'll let the gen-
tleman answer.

Mr. NOBLE. In the Pat Robertson case, as we learned a lot from
this, we spent so much time investigating, and following the leads,
that the statute of limitations ran, and we ended up having to dis-
miss the case without even going to probable cause to believe. We
fought in court the statute of limitations, saying it should not apply
to us, and we lost that in court. Congress can amend the statute
of limitations and take us out of it.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Majors. Mr. Owens. I'm sorry.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield to the ranking member.

Mr. WAXMAN. I just find it bewildering that Mr. Horn asked you
the questions he asked, especially with the tone: You did something
wrong by trying to beef up your enforcement resources. He thinks
you violated the appropriations because that was supposed to go for
something else, computers, but not for enforcement. And then once
you put it into enforcement, he beats you up because you didn’t do
more. And you're saying you don’t have the resources to do more.
It just seems to me you can’t win.

And I find it just so amazing that Mr. Horn would have that line
of questioning.

I must say Mr. Horn plays Mr. Horn better than I play him, and
there are limits on how far I want to go there——

Mr. OweNs. Will the gentleman—I don’t want to be redundant,
and I had several questions that you already asked, but I think it’s
important to note that today we're considering the emergency sup-
plemental Appropriations Act. We're going to take money—it’s
being proposed by the majority—that we take money as an offset
from bilingual and immigrant education, Section 8 low-income
rental assistance program, et cetera. We are, on this committee,
wasting millions of dollars, and where as I don’t question the sin-
cerity of the chairman, I do think it’s pretty obvious that the com-
petence of this committee is such that we are wasting millions of
dollars. We talked about 70 employees for this so-called investiga-
tion, while the FEC is forced by the same majority to operate on
a shoestring budget knowing—it’s common knowledge all over
America, that the FEC is underfunded and not staffed properly to
deal with the gigantic tasks it has before it.

I yield to Mr. Kucinich for a question he might have.

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to thank my colleague.

I would like to submit for the record a recent article from the Na-
tional Journal, dated March 14, 1998, called, “Infinite Jeopardy”
and quote this paragraph, in part, “No matter how hard even the
most honest politician tries to obey the law, he can no longer go
about his business without fear of one or more ruinous corruption
investigations. The law’s first duty is not to catch the guilty, but
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to provide a zone of comfort for the innocent. On that score, the
ethics process has reached a point of collapse. Ethics investigations
can bring down the honest and dishonest alike.”

[The information referred to follows:]



Infinite Jeopardy

TODAY, EVENTHE
MOST HONEST
POLITICIAN RUNS THE
RISK OF RUINOUS
CORRUPTION
INVESTIGATIONS.

TO UNDERSTAND THE
BREAKDOWN OF THE
ETHICS PROCESS,
ASSUME THE
CHARGES AGAINST
BRUCE BABBITT ARE
TRUE—AND THEN
DECIDE WHETHER HE
COMMITTED A CRIME.

n Feb. 11, Attorney General Janet Reno called for an independent
prosecutor to find out whether Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt
lied to Congress last year when he testified about a controversial

Indian casino deal. For Babbitt and some other Administration in-

siders, the most important aspect of the case is presumably its out-

come. For the rest of us, however, its broader implications matter a good deal more.

By JONATHAN RAUCH
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Assume, {or the next few minuaes. that the charges against
Babbitt are true. If he is, therefore, guilty of corruption. then
535 Members of Congress, give or take one or two, and mast
of the executive branch’s political appoiniees—and, of
caurse, their staffs—would be well advised to get lawyers.

Since the 1970s, criminal law has been reaching ever deep-
er into politics, The post-Watergate reforms brought a fine
screen of campaign finance rules and. in 1978. the indepen-
dent counsel law. The 1980s brought the “zero tolerance”
prosecutorial mind-set, putting wetlands-illers in jail with
muggers and expelling siudenis for bringing Advil or key-

chain pocketknives to school. The result
is shown in the chari on page 567: a
spectacular increase in prasecutions of

public officials. stabilizing in the lae 1980s at an unprece-
dented level (though dropping off 2 bit in 1995). Through it
all. the public became convinced that all politicians are
crooked. it vou only dig a litde.

Politics is not like arson or batery. however. Politics is a
messv affair. in which no rwo people will draw quite the same
line between lobbying and peddling influence. or between
rewarding supporters and paving them off. As zero-tolerance
advanced, it was inevitable that at some point the ethics
process would lose the ability o distinguish in any-pre-
dictable wav berween politics and crime. With the Babbitt
case, that point has now arrived

To say this is fo make no judgiment about what, if anvthing,
Babbitt's independent prosecutor will come up with. 1t is to
sav that, no matter how hard even the most honest politician
tries 10 obey the law, he can no longer go about his business
without fear of one or more ruinous corruption investiga-
tions. The law’s first duty is not to catch the guilty, but o pro-
vide a zone of comlort for the innocent. On that score. the
ethics process has reached the point oi collapse. Ethics inves
1igations can bring down the honest and dishonest alike.

To see that this is true. vou need not believe anyv of Bah-
bitt's denials. Just the reverse: The best way to undersand
what has happened is by adapung the Alice-in-Wonderland
theory of justice—verdict first. charges after. For the purpos
es of this article, the verdict is Guilty. That is. in all important
disputes of fact. this article will assume that Babbiuw's accusers
are right about what actuallv happened. Wonderland

jurisprudence is not fatr to Babbitt, who has strenuoush
dented the charges: the box on page 566 tells his side of the
storv. For now, however, never mind which side you believe.
and consider what it is that Babbitt is charged with, and what
it means if those charges can ignite four separate corruption
investigations.

RAISING THE STAKES

From the day it opened in 1991. the St. Croix Meadows
Crevhound Park, in the 1own of Hudson. Wis.. lost monev
The dog track’'s owner. a Miami company called HAH Asso-
ciates Inc.. was losing something like 87 million a vea
HAH attributed its ill fortunes to competition from casino
gambling on Indian reservations nearby, and it decided o
fight back bv turning St. Croix Meadows into a2 gaming
operation. Unfortunately, though, the dog track was not
on an Indian reservation. So HAH made a deal with three
poor Chippewa tribes, whose reservations were anvwhere
from 83 miles-188 miles from Hudson. The Indians would
ask the Interior Department to take the dog wack “in trust
for them, effectively making it Indian land. Then the place
could be converted 10 a casmo. and both HAH and the
Chippewas would make money.

in due course. a regional office of the department's
Bureau of Indian Affairs blessed the plan and, in Novemhe:
of 1994, sent it w the central office in Washing-
ton. which had the final sav. A lot of monev was al
stake. not onlv for HAH and the Chippewas but.
on the other side. for several Indian tribes that
operated casinos near Hudson and did not relish
the new compeltition. That winter and spring. a
fierce Jobbving batile took place. The casino’s
opponents—call them. for clarity in this article.
the Winners—hired a small phalanx of Washing-
tout insiders. including Patrick J. O'Connor. a former Demo-
cratic Party weasurer who lobbied, among others, the chair-
man of the Democratic National Committee. the White
House and. at a reception. President Clinton. In a leter.
O'Connor pointediv reminded Harold M. Ickes. who was
then the White House deputy chiet of stafl. of the Winners’
“previous financial support” for Demderats and Clintou. For
their part, the Losers hired one of Babbitt's oldest and best
friends, a lawver in Phoenix named Paul Eckstein. who lob-
bied the lnterior Department. including Babbitr himself.

The department usually follows the recommendations ot
its regional offices. On the other hand, an application for
an off-reservation casino was itself unusual. Such casinos are
controversial with local communities. which fear that the
Interior Depariment might use federal muscle 1o force casi-
nos into unwilling towns or neighborhoods. Onlv one off-
reservation casino had been approved—and that one with
the communin’s support. The people in and near Hndson.
by contrast. were binerlv divided on the dog track proposal
and the area’s two city councils opposed it On Julv 14,
1993, the Interior Department. citing local opposition
annouuced that the casino application would he denied

Subsequently, bewween March and November of 1994
the Winners. renewing their “previous financial suppout
donated $230.000 or more (vartous figures are cited) to the
Democrats. The Losers. meanwhile. sued. Suit soon blos-
somed into scandal.

Those are the raw facts. To them. add one sharply contesi-
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ed picce of information. the onkv direct evidence of a link
benweci the money and the decision. In July of 1995. ou
hearing that his clients’ casino application was aboul 10 be
denied. Eckstein rushed 10 Washingion. On July 4. as the
denial was about to be issued. he met with his old friend and
pleaded for time. Babbitt refused. In his testimony before the
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee last Oct. 30—which.
in this article. we will assume to be definitive—Eckstein said:
“And his response was that Harold Ickes [in the White
House} had directed him to issue the decision that dav.”

Eckstein recalled something else. o
“Atsome point. the Secretary said 1o ine.
Do vou have any idea how much these
Indians. Indians with gaming contracts
have given 10 Democrats? | said 1 didn
have the shghtest idea, and he said. half a
million dollars.”

Now the charge. It was spelled out clear-
Iv and accuratelv (with one factual slip.
which. 10 avoid confusion. T have elided)
in the Senate hearings by Sen. Pete V.
Domenici, R-N.M.:

“The issue is whether or nat this permic
was denied to these three rather poor
Jndian wribes becanse of political pressure
put on by the opposition. namelv. other
tribes who had permits: and whether ov
not that opposition ripened o cam-
paign contributions and whether . . high
officials in this Administration. including
possibly the Secretary of the Interior. acted adverselv 1o the
Indians based on that.”

A CruciaL DistiNcTION

The first thing 10 notice here is what is not being alleged:
briberv. The omission mav seem sirange. given the charge
1that monev was tacitly exchanged for favors. Bun in fact the
law, according 1o a number of experis 1 interviewed. is quite
clear. On the facts alleged. bribery did not oceur

The Hudson case involves campagn contributions rather
than gifts. a distinction that s out 10 matter. Whereas
politicians draw salaries so that they need not take personal

B BABBITT’S SIDE OF THE STORY

gifts, campaign donations are an intrinsic part of American
politics, fur heuer and, of course, for worse. For exactly that
reason. in a 1991 case called ('S v. McConnick, the Supreme
Court laid down a refreshinglv bright line. A state legislator
who had supported a bill favored by a certain group com-
plained 10 the group's lobbyist thal campaigns were expen-
sive and that he had not heard anything from them. The
group then coughed up a 5900 donation. The official was
convicted, but the Supreme Count overturmed the verdict.

Campaign contributions—as opposed 1o personal gifts—
do not violate the law. the Court held
unless “the pavments are made in return
tor an explicit promise” of some official
favor (emphasis added) Why “explicii.”
instead of wacit, which would be the usual
way to make such a promise: “To hold
otherwise.” the Court said. “would open
to prosecution not only conduct that has
long been thought to be well within the
law but also conduct that in a very real
sense is unavoidable so long as election
campaigns are financed by private contri-
butiovns or expenditures. as they have
been trom the beginning of the nation.”

The lawvers and scholars 1 talked 10 al!
agreed thai the Eckstein version of evenis
in which Babbitt mentioned boil
White House pressure and cam-
paign contributions but said noth-
ing about a deal, does not even
approach the Court’s bright line
= *Abartion-rights groups are big
suppaorters of mine,” or whatev-
er—that's just politics.” savs Michael I Krauss, a law protessor
at George Mason University. On the facts alleged. neither
Babbitt nor Ickes could be convicted of bribery without
reshaping the law iself.

Of course, even if criminal bribery didn’t occur. the
process might still have been politically winted. And that. not
briberv. is what is actally charged in this case.

Look back it Domenici’s summan: “The isstue s whethel
- .. this permit was denied . . . because of . . . political pressine

ea

he main article assumes that the

core allegations in the Hudson
casino case are well-founded, but
there is another side 1o the story.
According to Bruce Babbitt and the
{nterior Department:

M Babbitt never discussed the
Hudson matter with Harold M.
Ickes or anyone else at the White
House, and was unaware of the casi-
no opponents’ allegedly improper
White House lobbying until long
after the fact.

8 He did tell Paul Eckstein, the

lobbyist for the casino advocates,
that Ickes wanted a decision that
day, but this was merely an excusc
he made up to close the conversa-
tion with the persistent Eckstein.

M Staff members in Ickes's office
called staff members of the Interior
Department to inquire about the
case, but those were routine suatus
checks.

B To the best of his recollection,
Babbiu said nothing in the conver-
sation with Eckstein about Indians’
campaign contributions.

. B Babbitt also never intervened
in the Hudson case within the de-
partment, which”properly followed
both the law and its own rules. The
key recommendation to deny the
Hudson application was made by a
career civil servant named George
Talichicl Skibine, the director of
the Indian Gaming Management
Staff. Skibine has testified that he
made his recommendation strictly
on the merits, and that he never
met o spoke to Babbiut untif this
year.
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. and campaign contributions.” ln effect. the charge is
improper political influence—not a criminaljustice concept
at all, but still relevant, since it is improper for a federal
agency 1o decide government business on the basis of partisan
politics or campaign contributions. Assume, then, in keeping
with Wonderland justice. that politics skewed the Interior
Department’s deliberations against the Losers. as thev belicve.

Charges of this sort are actually quite common. Aggrieved
claimants often sav that government agencies handled their
cases unfairly or improperlv. whether because of politics, ani-
mus or stupidity. And there is something
they can do about it: sue. The Interior
Department faces about 2,000 such law-
suits at anv given time, according to John
D. Leshy. its general counsel. of which a
handful charge unfair politicking. In the
Hudson lawsuit. the Losers are alleging
that because of politicking thev were left
out of an imporiant meeting. not given
enough time to tebut the Winners' claims
and otherwise not given a fair shake. If the
federal court in Wisconsin decides that the
Interior Depariment broke its rules or
hehaved untairkv. it will vacate the Hudson
decision and send the departiment back 1o
e ¢ ng board 10 make the decision
properhy.

That civil procedure is an adjudi-
catory process ibout fairness. not a
criminal or ethical procedure
about corruption. No one goes 1o
jail. faces o grand jury or s
declared a crook. For just that rea
son. civil charges of improper political influence and the like
can be handled routinely, without wrecking careers and repu-
tations. Launching formal corruption investigations on
charges of improper politicking. however. is a different sort
of thing. and a departure with sweeping implications.

THe Risk oF TaLxing PoLmcs
On aour Wonderland theorv of justice. continue to
assume Babbitt did in fact 1ell Eckstein. “Do vou have any
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idea how much these Indians . . . have given 10 Democrats?~
The comment might. of course, be evidence that the fix was
in. Absent any patiern of venality, however, it might also be
frank political talk between adults. If Babbitt's (alleged)
remark is presumed corrupt, then it is also presumably cor-
rupt for a Republican Congressman talking about his oppo-
sition to gun control 10 say, “Fred, do vou have anv idea
how much the NRA [National Rifle Association] has given
this party over the vears:"—or for a Democrat opposing
school vouchers 1o sav. “The teachers’ unions have been
some of our best backers. so you bet we
listen to them.” 1f the ethics process is
going to assume the worst about such
talk, then honest discussion of politics is
atan end.

Back in Wonderland, assume also that
Babbitt did indeed say “that Harold
Ickes had direcled him to issue the deci-
sion that dav.” Here an important detail
swims o the surface: Ickes is not direct-
ing a particular decision. only a prompt
decision. Eckstein himself told the Sen-
ate that the alleged direction was “simplv
as to uming” and that he had "no basis
10 believe™ that Ickes had directed the
substance of the decisi

Sometimes. of course. the uming ot a
decision can affect the outcome. Presum-
ably the Losers thought so. or they would
not have sent Eckstein to wheedle more time from his old
friend. On the other hand. one reason we elect pohticians is
“to prod bureaucrats to get things done. For a Whue House

aide to tell a Cabinet officer 10 hurm up with a controversial
and heavily lobbied decision involving a big contributor is a
verv long wav from anv traditional notion of corruptuon. Con-
gressmen do it all the time. [n fact, they are sometimes known
even 1o drop strong hints about the outcome of a case.

“I know at times we made calls to EPA [Environmental
Protection Agency],” savs former Rep. Timothy ]. Penny. D-
Minn. His office contacted the Environmental Protection
Agency on behalf of businesspeople fighting wetlauds bat-
tes. and it contacted the Agriculture Department on behall

Federal Indictments of Federal, State.
and Local Officials,1970-95
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of farmers uving 10 get their loans restructured. “The list
goes an and on of activiues fike this.” Penny savs. “and vou
have ta make a judgment call on what's meritorious.”

Politicians may misjudge the merits when assessing the
grievances of rher big donors. Thev mav even think. =l
wouldn't waste mv time on this trivia if the guy hadu't given
me so much monev.” That mav not be pretty. but it’s politics.
inherently and unalierably. The Supreme Court made pre-
ciselv that point in McCormick. which specifically renounces
an “appearance” standard where campaign contributions are
concerned: “Whatever ethical considerations and appear-
ances mav indicate. 1o hold that legislators commit the feder-
al crune of extortion [McCormick was tried (o1 extortion
rather than briberv] when thev act tor the benefit of con-
stittients or support legislation furthering the interests of
some of their constituents. shorly before or after campaign
contributions are solicited and received from those beneficia-
ries. is an unrealistic assessment of what Congress could have
mean!.”

On Capitol Hill. however. ithe ethics process now effective-
Iv stands MeCormick on its head: If favors even appear fo have
been traded for contributions, let flv the congressional sub-
poenas. and the more, the merrier. Charles Tiefer, a Univer-
sitv of Baltimore law professor and a tormer depur general
counse! of the House. savs that as recently as the earlv 1990s,
“a cangressional investigation was quite serious if it used even
a couple of dozen subpoenas.” In its current campaign fund-
raising investigation. bv contrasi. the House Government
Reform and Oversight Commiltee {whose chairman. Rep.
Dan Burton. R-Ind.. has himself been accused by Democrats
of fund-raising improprieties) has issued 479 subpoenas,
many of which land the recipient with legal bills in the four,
five or even six figures

Oddly. all but nine of those 479 subpoenas were issued to
Democrats. according to the committee’s Democratic staff.
Sdll imore oddly. none at all were issued 10 Members of Con-
gress or their staffs. If congressional investigators are serious
about the new corruption standards. thev will have to do a
niore thorough joh.

Thev might start with subpoenas for the
61 Senators who voted in 1996 10 presene
the federal sugar subsidy. and who (accor-
ing to the Center for Responsive Politics.
watchdog group) received an average of
$13,500 in sugar-industry money from 1991-
96, as against the $1.500 received by Sena-
tors who voted the other wav. Then the
investigators might suimmion the 213 House
Members who voled tor Northrop Grinn-
man Corp.’s B-2 bombers. and wlio received
an average of $2.100 each from detense con-
ractors i the 1996 election avcle. versus
less than $100 for the Members wha voted
the other wav. Then thev might pitch a tent
outside the door of. for example. Sen
Alfonse M. D'Amato, R-N.Y.. who (writes the
center’s Jenniter Shecter) received $42.800
in campaign contributions from exccwtives
of Alliance Capital Managewment three davs
after he imiroduced bil}
exempling partmerships such as
Alhance from certain taxes.

Asked about the Babbin alle-
gations. Penny replied. "Wha
he [aliegedlv] did is replicated
day in and day out in virmalbls
every office on the Hill.” When
Mark Twain called Congress the
only “distinctly nalive American criminal class.” he presum-
ably did not foresee that his assessment might come 10 be
taken literaliv.

a

One

In the wake of Congress's investigation of Babbin, another
change arose: peciy. And that charge. not the arviginal alie-
gation itself, is what wriggered the request last month tor an
independent prosecutor

In a crucial respect. the perjury issue is different from the
improper-influence issue: If the charge is true, than Babbi
clearly did commit a crime. In another crucial respect
though. the issues are similar. In both cases. a wide-rangin.
and potenually devasiaung corruption inguiry can just as eas
ilv be triggered by innocuous political behavior as by evi-
dence of criminality.

Reasonable people can argue about whether Kenneth W
Starr, the Whitewarer independent counsel, had enough o
go on when he embarked on a major pegury mvestigation ot
President Clinton. Stary. however, had tape-recorded evi:
dence that the President’s alleged perjury was an integral
part of a larger cover-up scheme. The Hudson case is some-
thing else again.

Verv rarely would a busy public prosecutor pursue a per-
Jury allegation without first having some fairlv strong indica-
tions of a larger crime or cover-up (though he might poke
around a bit). Even more rarelv would he embark on a broad
corruption investigation merely 10 back up a perjury charge.
But, in the Hudson case. both are happeniug. Like Escher’s
two hands sketching each other. the perjury investigation
and the corruption investigation justifv each other. Never
mind that the conduct of which Babbitl was originally
accused is almost certainly not criminal: In effect. the invex
tigative process triggers itself.

This needs a bir of explaining. Tracing the logic takes
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some effort. but is worth the wrouble.

Most people assume that Babbitt's perjury
problem is that he changed his storny about
his conversanon wilth Eckstein. or seemed to
change it. Acwually, though. that is not the
issue. Instead. as Reno explains in her
request for an independent prosecutor, the
problem is that Babbitt's revised story con-
flicts with Eckstem’s story on onte poini.

Recall thar Eckstein told the Senare com-
mittee last Oct. 30, "And his response was
that Harold Ickes had directed him to issue
the decision that dav.” But that is not what
Babbhitt. who also testified on Oct. 30,
recalled saving. BabbitU's version was: “What
I believe I've said is that Mr. Ickes expects
me, or Mr. Ickes wants me, to make a deci-
sion.”

Reno notes that there is a crack of daylight
between those two accounts. “Expecting”
probably wouldn 't suggest arm-
twisting bv Ickes. but “directing”
might. so the word choice is rele-
vant. Moreover. savs Reno. “if Eck-
slein’s tesimony is Lue. Secretary
Babbitt’s 1esumony on those
points would be false.” So that
would be false testitnony on a mat-
ter of concern o a Senale inveso-
gation—potential perjury, il Babbiw had criminal intent.

The ditference bemween “directed” and “expected”™ might
not imply criminal intent, of course. Both Babbitt and Eck-
stein enjov reputations for honesty. and by the time of their
Senate tesumony, the conversation in question was maore
than two vears old. When I asked two memory experts
whether the difference between “expected” and “directed™ in
a vearsold conversation can be assumed to be suspicious.
thev said, in eflect. of course not.

“The verbauim words of a conversation fade awav verv
quickly,” savs Ehzabeth Loftus. a Universitv of Washingion
psvchologist who is the president-elect of the American Psv-
chological Sociery, “and what vou re left with is the gist of the
conversation™—or rather the interpreted gist. because even
the most honest and sincere people remember themselves in
“prestige-enhancing” wavs. (Thev often recall voting in elec-
tions when they didn’t. for example. or giving more 1o chari-
v than was the case.) [ asked Robert A. Bjork. a psvchologist
at the University of California (Los Augeles). about “direct-
ed” versus “expected.” “That is such a subtletv—vout could
have both sides be entirely confident and sincere, and
nobody was lving.” he said.

Reno. however. is required to assume the worst about Bab-
bitt’s motives if she is in doubt. To set the case aside. she
notes. she would need “clear and convincing evidence™ that
Babbiut larked criminal intem—and she is “unable 1o con-
clude” that the evidence is clear and convincing. because
(she implies) Eckstein’s testimony is plausible. So. under the
terms of the independentcounsel law. she must appoint
prosecutor 1o setile the matter.

And now a final step——one that. by jujitsu. wirns a narrow
perjury question into an expansive criminal inquirv. To find
out if Babbut's "expected” was a deliberate lie. the prosecuiuy
will need to know f Babbitt had amvthing to lie about. To do
that, he will need to investigate “anv potential criminal viola-

uons i connection with the nnderlving casino decision.
Though the prosecutor’s mandate 15 narrow, his awthority is
very broad

Here. in nncrocosin, is the closed-loop logic that has given
recent corruption investigations their peculiar quality of self-
propulsion. The Hudson case has already been {orinally
westiggated by the FBL. the Senate and the House. Some ol
the people pvolved in the Hudson matier, including mid-
level civil servants and political appointees wha aren’t
accused of anvthing and never will be. have already been
deposed three times. (In the Hudson case. one career staft
member of the Interior Deparument has so far been ques-
tioned under ocath for a total of 16 howrs) Nouve of the inves
ugations found a crime. and indeed it s doubtful 1hat any
crime was alleged 10 begin with. Nevenheless. the meye suspi-
cion of perjury iu the second investigauion triggeced ve
fourth invesugation

Far froim being odd. this hallotmirrors pattern is becom-
ing the standard. “The same ground gets churned again and
again and again bv muluple and redundant inquiries.” savs
Tieler. the Balumore law professor. "And the subsequent
investigations go over the responses 1o the previous imvestiga-
tions, producing what looks w0 the people caught it like
never-ending «vcle of being invesugated for what was said i
the last invesugation.” The “Travelgaie™ scandal, he says, pro-
duced five successive investigations. The Hudson matter is a1
four. and counting.

Babbitt is a wealthv man who aimed for national promi-
nence in a game that he knew 10 be hardball: but the same is
nor necessarih irue of the bureaucrais and political func-
tionaries at lutertor who are swept along behind hin. An
hour betore a grand jury wpically costs SLU0O o
legal fees. according to a recent repol
(Mo.} Star. As the subpoenas dropped on their doorsteps.
more than a few Clinton Admimstraton officials hive been
landed with legal bills ranging well into the six fgnres. Mere
innocence is nu protection

“The legal bills are shacking to relatively juntor people.
who find themselves paving for lawvers both tor grand juiy

wre in

n The Kansas City
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appearances aud congressional
depositions. even though they
themsetves have done absolute-
Iv nothing wrong and are mere
bit plavers.” savs Tiefer. “We're
not 1alking abowt rich peuple
These are people for whom the legal fees represent a siz-
able amount ol al] they have in the world.” Or had. as the
case mav he.

CircLes OF FEAR

At the end of the dav. Babbitt ar symebody else mav be
tound guiln of a crime. But undiscrimmating nveshigations
are not excused by the faci that they unearth wrongdoing
anv more than McCarthvism was excused by the fact tha
some of its tugets were Communist agents. Nor are such
investigations excused by ultitnately clearing their targets. it.
along awav. they have tormented or bankrupted scores of
people who are guiln only of politics

Bruce Babbitt is not Alger Hiss. and mindless legal
process is not opportunism or paranvia. But imagine. for o
moment. thal vou ser personalities and circumstances aside.
and just put 1950s McCarthvism and 14990s ethics investigat-
ing side by side in black boxes. so that all vou could see is
how both svstems behave. Then certain similarities emerge
Formal investigations can be iriggered Iw ardinary pclitical
conduct. with 1o showing that a ciime has been conunited:
once the invesngation begins. it justifies 11s expansive scope
on the grounds thai, atter all. some people are guiln: the
investigauon exacts from even the innocent a 10il in mones
and time and anguish that is iself atten hard to distinguish
from a form of punishment: above all. 5 cascade of invesu-
gauons-of-investigations creates a maze of ntinite jeopards
At no stage is there protection from bankruptey or exhaus-
tion. or shelter trom 1he radianing circies of fear as the sub-
poenas pour forth

What to do? The independenccounsel law will almosi cer-
tainly be revised and narrowed next vear, when it is due (0,
expire. it could be repealed altogether, or its hair trigger
couid be changed so that. for instance. no mvestigation
would be allowed on less strong suspicion. or on less serious
charges. than a busv public prosecutor would ordinarilv pur-
sue. In other words. it could presume innocence rather than
guile.

As for formal congressional imnvestigations. which are
hardly less onerous. thev could be required to provide stan-
dard due-process protections. so that subpoenas could 1ot
be issued willv-nillv by curious congressional siafiers. witness:
es could not be badgered under oath. and forneal investiga:
tions could not begin in the hrst place withouwt strong indica-
tions ol criminal mtent and activity. (Congress would stll be
free to condict informal invesugations. such as ordinan
hearings. and to criticize anvbody tor anvthing.)

More broadlv. multiple jeopardy might be restrained, so
that echo-chamber investigatons could not repeat cach
other ad infinitum. Restraints might also he placed on the
investigation of "naked perjun.” so that free-standing per-
Jury allegations could not he 1elescoped into openended
searches for possible cover-ups. Arrangements could be
made to help pav legal bills for people who are investigated
but never charged. And so on.

Nohe of that. however. would be enough without a tur-
ther change: a recognition on the part of the bioad public
that poliucs will never be a virginal enterprise and thai,
while voters can and perhaps should be cvnical about poliu-
clans. lormal investigative processes must never be. When
politicians™ natural behavior becomes probable cause for
mquisition. ethics investigations become random eruptions,
avoidable only by avoiding public life altogether. Whether
the ethics process has quite vet became legal McCarthvism
is debatable. but the Babbin case clearlv hovers over the
abyss.
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Mr. KucinNicH. This article relates to the assumption of guilt
which seems to have permeated the investigative process in this
Congress. And, therefore, in raising the issue earlier about the pre-
sumption of innocence, I think we have to require that that prin-
ciple, which is so important to the democratic process, let alone the
criminal justice process, be enforced, and that questioning which
drills the FEC as to why they should regard the presumption of in-
nocence as being such a sacrosanct matter, ought to be, in itself,
scrutinized.

Now I want to ask some questions here. The FEC has come
under criticism from members of this committee and from outside
groups for dropping the Glicken case. I'd like to show a chart pre-
pared by the minority staff. When they produce the chart, this
chart represents some of the cases against Members of the other
side of the aisle dropped in the last 3 months. And as you can see,
when you look at it—you can see that the FEC has dropped cases
against quite a few Republican party organizations including the
Dole-Kemp Campaign, the National Republican Campaign Commit-
tee, and the National Republican Senatorial Committee. And the
FEC has also dropped cases against many prominent Republican
officials, and I'd like to emphasize that these cases were all
dropped within the last 3 months.

Now, I don’t mean to suggest from it that I'm trying to criticize
the FEC, but it’s my understanding that the FEC is forced to drop
many of the cases it receives. Is that correct?

Mr. NoBLE. That is correct.

Mr. KUCINICH. And in many instances, aren’t cases dropped even
after your preliminary investigation has discovered that there’s
some basis to believe a violation has occurred?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. KUCINICH. And would it be fair to say that there have been
cases dropped by the Commission which appear to be more serious
than the Glicken case?

Mr. NOBLE. There have been, yes, there have been very serious
cases——

Mrb KucCINICH. And why have you been forced to drop those
cases’

Mr. NOBLE. Resource or statute of limitation problems.

Mr. KUCINICH. And can you tell me approximately what percent-
age of cases the Commission receives in a year that are closed
without action?

Mr. NOBLE. We are able to activate at any given time only about
a third of our cases. I can tell you that we have an enforcement
prioritization system and we've dismissed under the enforcement
prioritization system, for example, in 1997, 133 cases, and 55 per-
cent of those, of our total caseload, was dismissed under the en-
forcement prioritization system. Now the enforcement prioritization
system identifies cases that are either low-rated, meaning they’re
nlo(f important, or cases that are stale, meaning that they were too
old.

Mr. KUCINICH. One final question: It’s my understanding that
the first step you take in a case is to find reason to believe that
a violation occurred. Has the Commission closed cases after finding
reason to believe that a violation has occurred?
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Mr. NoOBLE. Yes, and it has closed cases after finding probable
cause to believe, which is the higher step, has occurred.

Mr. KUCINICH. So even in cases where they might yield some
finding of wrongdoing, you’ve closed cases?

Mr. NOBLE. Absolutely.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Davis.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. Thank you. I've got a few questions, let
me start with the FEC document No. 44. On that screen there,
that’s an e-mail from Lois Lerner to Lawrence Noble. Looking at
the FEC exhibit, Ms. Lerner, you in fact, were called by Mr.
Donsanto from the Department of Justice last month after the
story of Mr. Glicken and his association with the Vice President
was reported in a major newspaper. Isn’t that correct?

{Exhibit 44 follows:]
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Data: 2/12/98 3:55:02 PM

From: Leis G. Lernmer

Subject: GREENBERG TRAURIG (sp?)

To: Lawrence M. Noble

CcC: Jose Rodriguez .

Donsanto just called. They've seen the "offend:ing I
sure there must be more to the story than this was Go'e
know why this hadn't been referred to DOS He sayd the Task
revving up an investigation unless he could provide them w.ih some
clarifying this. While I have no problem with them inveszigat
would be useful to provide them with whazever statemen: we make

-
o

EXHIBIT

FEC - 44
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Ms. LERNER. Yes.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. Specifically, the language in this e-mail
notes that with respect to the matter of Mr. Glicken being the Vice
President’s friend, this official at the Justice Department wanted to
know why this hasn’t been referred to DOJ. He said the Task Force
would be wrapping up an investigation unless he could provide
them with something clarifying this. Who is Mr. Donsanto?

Ms. LERNER. Mr. Donsanto works in the Public Integrity Section
at the Department of Justice.

Mr. DAvVIS OF VIRGINIA. Why did he call you?

Ms. LERNER. He is my contact at the Department of Justice.
When there’s—we're liaisons for the two organizations.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. What was your response with respect to
his question of why this matter hadn’t been referred to the Depart-
ment of Justice?

Ms. LERNER. We hadn’t found probable cause in the matter, so
there couldn't be any referral, but what Mr. Donsanto was really
saying to me was that he had seen the article and based just on
that article, he wondered what was going on and he assumed that
there was more to it than just the fact that Mr. Glicken had been
a fundraiser for Al Gore, as to why we hadn’t gone forward.

Mr. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. And you just didn’t have enough infor-
mation before, was your position?

Ms. LERNER. No, I'm sorry, I didn't make myself clear. Mr.
Donsanto had only seen the statement that Mr. Glicken was a
fundraiser for Al Gore, and he assumed that the Commission had
not closed the case simply on that fact, but that’s all that the arti-
cle that he read had focused on. So he was asking me about that.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. But your argument was that you really
didn’t have enough information to move forward at that point——

Ms. LERNER. 1 told him, yes, I told him where we were in the
case, and what the status was, and how it had all come about.

Mr. DAvis OF VIRGINIA. OK. Let me just—in retrospect, do you
think that maybe you should’'ve called Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen,
and just talk to them before this was closed?

Mr. NOBLE. Not necessarily. I would like to say, yes, given every-
thing that’s happened but, frankly, I know all the other cases we
have in-house, and I can tell that this is going to happen, time and
time again, with our resources. That we're going to dismiss cases,
or, in this case, keep in mind we've got over half-a-million dollars
in civil penalties that we're going to take parts and move forward
on them, and other parts, not look into, that can people honestly
criticize us and say, you should have looked into it. And my answer
is, I would have loved to have looked into it; we had to make a
triage decision here.

Mr. DAvIs OF VIRGINIA. But in this case, you have no regrets
that you didn’t look forward, given your priorities within the De-
partment, or referring it over to Justice.

Mr. NoBLE. Referring it over to Justice, I have no regrets; we
had no probable cause to believe, we could not have done it.

Mr. DAvIS OF VIRGINIA. But if you didn’t have the resources——

Mr. NOBLE. I regret we didn’t have the resources——

Mr. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. But you didn’t have the resources—I just
want to understand——
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Mr. NOBLE. Right.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. Given your resource load, you don’t re-
gret not having called them or having referred it over to Justice
and saying this is something you might look at?

Mr. NOBLE. I regret not having the resources. I could not have
referred it over to Justice, so it’s not a question of regret. I could
regret, in some of these cases, that if the statute wasn’t different,
that we couldn’t refer something at an earlier stage. But, given
what we had to work with, given the statute, no, I don't regret it,
I regret the lack of resources.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. Let me ask this: Last September, it be-
came public knowledge that the DNC was engaging in the practice
of siphoning off the first $20,000 of soft money contributions into
hgtd r)money accounts. Are you familiar with what I'm talking
about?

Mr. NOBLE. We are all aware of newspaper reports, of course.

Mr. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. Well, OK. I'm calling that public knowl-
edge. Under the law, individuals are allowed to contribute up to
$20,000 in hard money to national political parties; they can give
an unlimited amount of soft money, of course. This practice came
to light during investigations of fundraising phone calls that the
Vice President had made from the White House. According to the
Washington Post a total of $120,000 in hard money was siphoned
off from soft money donations solicited by the Vice President. This
revelation forced the Attorney General to open a preliminary crimi-
nal investigation under the independent counsel law. To quote from
the Washington Post article, “Unless the donor specified otherwise,
the DNC’s policy during the 1996 election cycle was to treat the
first $20,000 of most large contributions as hard money, with the
remainder going into soft money accounts.”

1I':Iow these are newspaper reports; I'm not asking you for any
other——

Now, without referring to any specific enforcement actions, is it
your belief that under the law it is legal for a political party to con-
tribute the first $20,000 of a soft-money contribution to a hard
money account without the donor’s permission? Just your under-
standing of the law; I'm not asking you what happened. I'm just
saying in your understanding of the law, do you believe that under
the law, it’s legal for a political party to attribute the first $20,000
of a soft money contribution to a hard money account without the
donor’s permission?

Mr. THOMAS. I would say the way you stated that, where you
said without the donor’s consent, I think is the phrase——

Mr. DAVIS OF VIRGINIA. Permission.

Mr. THOMAS. Permission. That would pose problems, but——

Mr. DAvIS OF VIRGINIA. OK, that's—

Mr. THoOMAS [continuing]. There are many factors that go
into——

Mr. DAviS OF VIRGINIA. Well, I'm not—I just——

Mr. THOMAS. The way you phrased it——

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. I'm not asking the facts, I'm just giving
the general law.

Mr. THOMAS. We have a regulation that specifies what has to be
done to put money into a Federal account.



96

Mr. DavIs OF VIRGINIA. What would be the penalties for such an
action, under the FEC——

Mr. THOMAS. The penalties, of course, are set out in the statute.
The possible penalties can range from, for a non-knowing and will-
ful violation, the amount of the violation in question, or as much
as $5,000 if it’s larger.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. And last, individuals can contribute up
to $25,000 in hard money contributions to Federal candidates and
parties combined. They can give up to $20,000 in hard money to
any one political party. If a party organization attributes $20,000
of a soft money contribution to a hard money account, without the
contributor’s knowledge, isn’t it possible that they might put that
person over his or her $25,000 personal limit?

Mr. THOMAS. We have seen cases where that has happened, yes.

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. And if a contributor goes over the
$25,000 limit, whether inadvertently or not, what are the potential
penalties that he or she would face?

Mr. THoMAS. Well, we are mindful of the contributor’s predica-
ment in those circumstances. So, it would depend on the cir-
cumstances, whether the contributor was fully aware of what was
going on or not. But conceivably, if the contributor was actually
aware of that having happened, and that——

Mr. Davis OF VIRGINIA. Or should reasonably have been aware?

Mr. THoOMAS. Or should have been reasonably—we might pursue
the contributor in those kinds of circumstances.

Mr. DAvis OoF VIRGINIA. And what would be the penalty?

Mr. THOMAS. Well, again, the penalty would be the same statu-
tory penalty laid out for a non-knowing and willful violation: as
much as 100 percent of the amount in violation or $5,000, which-
ever is larger.

Mr. DavVIs OF VIRGINIA. OK, thank you.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I'll take my 5
minutes now. Mr.

Mr. KucINICH. Mr. Chairman, point of order. Are we going back
and forth still, or are we changing——

Mr. BurTON. Did you not—you have not yet had 5 minutes?

Mr. KUCINICH. No, it was yielded to me.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Kucinich, you're recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KuciNICH. I appreciate that, thank you very much.

Am I correct that both Democrats and Republicans are being
equally treated by the FEC’s process?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. KucINICH. In the case of Mr. Kramer, Republican Political
Committee has received over $230,000 from him. Do you know
whether that money was solicited by someone, or whether Mr. Kra-
mer just gave $230,000 to Republicans without any prompting? Do
you know that?

Mr. NOBLE. I don’t believe we know, but——

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. No, we don’t.

Mr. KucINICH. OK, the next question is then, did the FEC ever
open an investigation into any Republican who solicited money
from Mr. Kramer?

Ms. LERNER. Not in this case.
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Mr. KUCINICH. And I understand that your office settled with the
law firm Greenberg, Traurig, et al, and received a $77,000 fine
from that firm, presumably for its solicitations of Mr. Kramer?

Ms. LERNER. Yes.

Mr. NOBLE. Correct.

Mr. KUCINICH. And apart from this action, however, you did not
open investigations into any individuals who may have solicited
money from him, is that——

Mr. NOBLE. That’s correct.

Mr. KuCiNICH. And that goes for Democrats and Republicans?

Ms. LERNER. Right.

Mr. NoOBLE. Correct.

Mr. KucINicH. That'’s all correct?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. KuciNicH. Although the majority here is criticizing the FEC
for not pursuing Howard Glicken, your answers make clear that
this wasn’t a partisan decision. There were Republicans who solic-
%Ieﬂ% money from Mr. Kramer, who also weren't pursued by the

Ms. LERNER. That’s right.

Mr. KUCINICH. Is that correct?

Mr. NoBLE. Correct.

Mr. KuciNICH. Then, I think that given the facts that we have
heard in the last few minutes, it’s difficult to argue that FEC closes
its cases with an eye toward protecting one political party. The fact
is that the FEC, as we have been fully aware, is underfunded, over-
worked, often forced to drop promising cases. And, frankly, until
this Congress is serious about reforming the system and giving the
FEC the power to effectively enforce the campaign finance laws, I
suspect we're going to see cases closed against prominent Repub-
licans and Democrats.

And I think that singling out the Glicken case for criticism is a
curious exercise in selective outrage. Once again we see where a
process that could be beneficial to the American people in terms of
pointing out the difficulties in the campaign finance system is not
being used effectively. And we have had many hearings in this
committee, and as a new Member of Congress, I'm very concerned
that we have missed the opportunity to capitalize on a chance to
strengthen our campaign finance laws.

We have had such a volume of testimony from people at every
level; from people who have been contributors, from people who
have been fundraisers, from individuals who have been involved
with contributors and fundraisers, now from the FEC. You would
think that with all the information that we’re gathering, we'd be
given an opportunity to come up with some proposals that would
strengthen the campaign finance process, and give the American
people increased faith in this system. But for some reason, we
haven’t taken that opportunity. And it's really a shame.

And the FEC now that we're calling them, we're now investigat-
ing the FEC. I think that we need to continue to review the pur-
pose of these hearings. And if the purpose of these hearings is sim-
ply to conduct a partisan onslaught, then this committee has ful-
filled its purpose. But I would like to think, given the honorable
nature of all the members of this committee, that this committee
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has a higher purpose, and that that purpose is to strengthen the
political process in this country through examining not only the ex-
isting campaign laws, but through examining the process to see if
we can report it.

It’s really the height of cynicism to be here today investigating
the FEC when yesterday we voted down campaign finance reform,
and even lost a chance to have serious bills brought to the floor.
I have to tell the members of this committee, most of whom are
senior in their years in the Congress, that we have a long way to
g(l) before these hearings have some relevancy to the American peo-
ple.

People want to know: Why does any of this matter? It matters
when our political process is corrupted by money, but we still have
to meet the test of coming up with the way that we will do it bet-
ter, and nothing in these hearings has suggested how we’re going
to do it better. And until that happens, frankly, these hearings are
an exercise in chewing gum for the political mind. And, frankly, I
think we can do better and I hope we will before this is all over.

Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the balance of my time. Thank
you.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I'll take my time
now.

Let me start off by saying, in 1994, Mr. Kramer told you of his
aCtiVitif;- In 1994, Mr. Kramer told you that he gave $20,000 ille-
gally through his secretary to the DNC, and it wasn’t until 2%
years later that you even sent out an interrogatory on this incident
in this case—2Y%2 years later.

He did say, as I understand it, that somebody, unidentified, solic-
ited this $20,000 to be laundered through his secretary. He said
that he would not tell who it was unless there was a grant of im-
munity and his secretary said a similar thing, she wouldn’t make
a comment on this unless there was a grant of immunity. Is that
correct?

Mr. NOBLE. That is essentially correct.

Mr. BURTON. It just troubles me, and I can't figure out why this
wasn't investigated more thoroughly, especially in view of the fact
that you investigated these other cases. Why didn't you cail Mr.
Rosen, and why didn’t you call Mr. Glicken. Didn’t even pick up the
phone, and it took 2%z years before you sent any interrogatories.

And then you say, Ms. Lerner, that there wasn’t any probable
cause, and that’s why it wasn’t referred to the Justice Department.
Would you please tell me what you mean by probable cause? Give
me your definition of probable cause.

Ms. LERNER. Probable cause is one of the steps that we have to
meet——

Mr. BURTON. Well, what is your definition of probable cause?

Ms. LERNER. That there’s enough evidence for the Commission to
make that finding.

Mr. BURTON. Well, you knew that there was $20,000 that was
laundered through his secretary. You did know that, did you not?

Ms. LERNER. That Mr. Kramer said he had used his secretary’s
name to make a contribution——

Mr. BURTON. Right. Illegally. You knew that was illegal?

Ms. LERNER. Yes.
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Mr. BURTON. And that is not probable cause?

Ms. LERNER. We went forward with Mr. Kramer with regard to
that contribution.

Mr. BURTON. But you did not pursue who asked for that money
to be laundered through the secretary.

Ms. LERNER. That’s not true.

Mr. BURTON. Well who did—who was it then? Who did ask? Did
you ask who——

Ms. LERNER. Ask——

Mr. BURTON. Did you say to Mr. Kramer: Who said to launder
this money through your secretary?

Ms. LERNER. There were discussions with regard to that in the
context of conciliation which I cannot go into any further. It was
not until 19——

Mr. BURTON. But you did discuss this with Mr. Kramer, who
asked you to give the money through your secretary.

Ms.fLERNER. As I said, there were some discussions in the con-
text of——

Mr. BUrRTON. If you did have that discussion, then, they knew
that somebody, somebody, asked Mr. Kramer to run the money
through his secretary, which is an illegal act. Why was that not re-
ferred to the Justice Department?

Ms. LERNER. We were pursuing that matter. That matter is ex-
actly what we were pursuing with Mr. Kramer, exactly what Mr.
Kramer paid a portion——

Mr. BURTON. I know. I understand.

Ms. LERNER [continuing]. Of the $300,000 for.

Mr. BURTON. Why was it not referred to the Justice Department?
It was a criminal act. It was an illegal act.

Ms. LERNER, All of the acts under the Federal Election Campaign
Act are illegal but we have the authority to pursue them civilly.
And that’s what the Commission does. It pursues all of these illegal
acts——

Mr. BURTON. I understand. You have the civil responsibility, but
the criminal responsibility rests with the Justice Department. Why
was this not referred to the Justice Department, and why did you
not even call Mr. Rosen or Mr. Glicken?

Ms. LERNER. We did not know Mr. Glicken’s name or Mr. Rosen’s
name until 1997. At that point, as we explained before, we were
in the middle of our conciliation negotiations with the law firm,
and when we completed that we had to make a determination——

Mr. BURTON. I understand.

Ms. LERNER [continuing]. As to whether it made sense to go for-
ward with this case any further or to use our resources to pursue
other more recent cases.

Mr. BURTON. If you were on this side of the chair, and you were
reading this, “Because of Mr. Glicken’s high profile as a prominent
Democratic fund-raiser, including his potential fund-raising and
support of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign, it
is unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter
short of litigation.” And then you drop the case, you did not send
a criminal referral to the Justice Department, and yet you knew
that that was a $20,000 illegal campaign contribution. Illegal. It
was against the law.
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And when you read this, along with the actions that were not
taken by your agency, it certainly appears as though there was a
reason why you didn’t send this to Justice. And then you have the
Justice Department call you about this. Did you not?

Ms. LERNER. Yes——

Mr. BURTON. And you didnt say that this is something you
should investigate?

Ms. LERNER. Actually, I had talked to Mr. Donsanto with regard
to this some time before that, and the Department of Justice, at
that time, was not involved or interested in it, at that time. These
were 1993 and 1994 contributions. I believe the Department of Jus-
tice and its Task Force was looking into 1996 activity.

Mr. BURTON. It doesn’t make any difference. If it’s a criminal ac-
tivity involving campaign contributions of this type, it should have
3een referred to the Justice Department for action, and you didn't

o it.

Ms. LERNER. We can’t do it under the statute. We can only do
what the statute allows us to.

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, we would’ve violated our law had we
referred Mr. Glicken over without finding probable cause to believe.

Mr. BURTON. But the probable cause, you know——

Mr. NOBLE. It’s a formal finding by the Commission. This is not
just something we decide is probable cause. We have to put a case
before the Commission and we have to put the evidence before the
Commission and say there’s probable cause. And they have to vote
by four votes that there’s probable cause.

Mr. BURTON. One aspect of this, I mean it’s very clear that there
was an illegal campaign contribution; it's very clear you didn’t call
Mr. Rosen; you didn't call Mr. Glicken; you didn’t take it before the
Commission; and you just dropped it. And it was illegal.

Mr. NoBLE. We did take it before the Commission. In that last
report that you're quoting, we did, in fact, take the issue before the
Commission. We told the Commission what our concerns were; the
Commission approved——

Mr. BURTON. And you recommended dropping it?

Mr. NOBLE. And we recommended dropping it——

Mr. BURTON. Because of the volume of things that they have be-
fore that Commission, I'm sure they don’t go into great detail on
everything that you put before them. They probably took your rec-
ommendation at face value. This is something that should have
gone to Justice. It should’ve been looked into. Mr. Kramer would’ve
cooperated, his secretary would've cooperated, if they had been
given immunity in this case, and it wasn’t even given to Justice,
and I think it’s a miscarriage. I really do.

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, I know this is not going to be com-
forting to the committee, but the present situation we'’re in, we're
dropping a lot of cases like this, there are a lot of matters that
should be looked into, there are a lot of matters that should be in-
vestigated, that we just can’t do. And in regard to this specific con-
tribution, you also have to recognize that there was some issue as
to the evidence. The DSCC referred to Mr. Glicken as the person
who may have solicited this $20,000 contribution, but the docu-
ments turned over to us did not show Mr. Glicken’s name on the
solicitation material—-
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Mr. BURTON. And you didn’t even call him, and you didn’t call
Rosen, and you did make this statement, this statement that he’s
connected to Gore, and, for that reason, we ought to——

Mr. NOBLE. Mr. Chairman, that is not what that statement says.
What the whole report says is that there were a lot of reasons—
there were resource reasons and statute of limitations reasons—
and what we’re analyzing for the Commission was the possibility
of a quick settlement because, remember, when we took this case,
when we activated this case, we were looking for a quick settle-
ment with Mr. Kramer because he came in on his own. We were
trying to get a quick settlement and get out. We then pursued the
law firm because we were concerned about the law firm deal, the
negotiations lasted longer than we wanted them to. We kept the
DSCC in the case because we were concerned about this but ulti-
mately, as it turned out, as it does in many of our cases, we de-
cided that the statute of limitations was running on this, and there
was no way we were going to resolve this. We did not say in that
report, and I know it’s been reported this way, that “do not proceed
against Mr. Glicken because he is a fundraiser.”

Mr. BURTON. One last statement, and I'll yield to you, Mr. Wax-
man. I'll give you your time.

Up to the last day, you could have referred this to the Justice
Department, could you not?

Mr. NoBLE. No, we could not have.

Mr. BURTON. You could not have?

Mr. NOBLE. We would have first had to have gone to the Com-
mission and gotten reason to believe.

Mr. WaxMaN. Well let—1TI'll let him answer on my time.

Mr. NOBLE. We would have had to gone to the Commission and
have gotten reason to believe there was a violation. We would have
had to investigate the matter, then we would have had to have
gone to the Commission—first we then would have to send out a
brief to Mr. Glicken, and give Mr. Glicken 15 days to respond to
the brief where we would have had to analyze the law and the
facts. His response, and our report, would have then gone to the
Commission. The Commission would have to vote that there was
probable cause to believe and that it was a knowing and willing
violation, and then the Commission could have referred it over to
the Justice Department. I don’t believe we could have gotten all
that done.

Mr. WaxMAN. I thank the chairman for allowing me to have you
further answer the question. Now I want to take up my questions.
And it seems to me that there’s just no reason why witnesses ought
to be browbeat when they come before a committee of the Congress
because there’s a difference of opinion. And I also think that it’s
somewhat dishonest for the chairman to put on the screen a state-
ment that you wrote, but only to use that part of it that could sub-
stantiate the innuendo that they want to cast upon your actions.

Your statement said that this man was, “a prominent Democratic
fundraiser including his potential fundraising involvement in sup-
port of Vice President Gore’s expected Presidential campaign, it is
unclear that this individual would agree to settle this matter short
of litigation.” Now that’s all one sentence, but do you think he’s not
going to settle the litigation because he’s a friend of Gore’s?
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Mr. NOBLE. Our experience has been that the more prominent
somebody is, the higher the profile that he is, that they are going
to fight you more.

Mr. WaxMAN. OK. So, he’s going to get a fight, you've got a lim-
ited amount of resources—-

Mr. NOBLE. And a limited amount of time at that point.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have to come here twice a month, so you don’t
have time to pursue all of these cases, and you also don’t have the
budget. And the innuendo is, you dropped this case because he was
a prominent supporter of the Vice President’s. Now, he’s violated
the law, a lot of people seem to violate the campaign laws, but not
all of them are pursued to the point where there’s a referral to the
Justice Department. Isn’t that correct?

Mr. THoOMAS. We don’t know he violated the law, by the way. I
think you said that he violated the law, I don’t know that we know
that he violated the law.

Mr. WAXMAN. I see. There’s an allegation.

Mr. NOBLE. An allegation, yes.

Mr. WaxMAN. OK. You pursue allegations of people that might
have violated the law, some of which you’re going to refer to Justice
for prosecution.

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. If you had unlimited funds, you can pursue every
allegation to see if there’s any possibility of some accuracy. In fact,
Mr. Kramer had given some money to the Republicans, I think
Senator Mack of the Republican party, and it was in violation of
the law, apparently, but you decided not to pursue it because it
was a small amount of money. Is that just a prioritization decision
because you have to go after the people that are most in violation
of the law?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have the people who make the contribution.
If they have made a contribution that’s illegal, you will pursue
those allegations?

Mr. NOBLE. As many as we can. We can’t pursue all of those.

Mr. WAXMAN. Now we have the level of people who solicited the
contributions. Let’s say there was an illegal contribution somebody
solicited. They may or may not have known that there was an ille-
gal contribution. So in order to go after someone who solicited or
requested the contribution, you have to decide whether they knew
there was a violation, that the contribution was illegal.

Mr. NOBLE. Correct. And in addition, with the 441e violation, the
foreign national violation, there’s a question whether we could even
go after the solicitors at all, with regard to the foreign national
part of it. Again, what we were concerned about is that he may
have suggested, or someone suggested, that they make a contribu-
tion in the name of another, which we do go after the people who
help in that.

Mr. WAXMAN. And when you make these decisions, are you mak-
ing them on a partisan basis or are you making them on the basis
of what is the most likely to result in successful prosecution?

Mr. NOBLE. We’re making——

Mr. WAXMAN. Given your resources?
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Mr. NOBLE. Yes, given our resources, what will best effectuate
the purposes of the act and how we can best use our resources in
a triage mode to get the best effect for what we're doing.

Mr. WAXMAN. Now Mr. Kramer gave to Republican party sources
$230,000. This was a Republican. And did you pursue who might
have asked him to give that money?

Mr. NoOBLE. No.

Mr. WAXMAN. Why?

Mr. NOBLE. The same issue: We were not looking at that. We did
not have the resources to look at that. We were trying to keep the
case narrow and focused.

Mr. WaxmaN. So you're being criticized for not going after Mr.
Glicken when you found out, that he requested that Mr. Kramer
give the Democrats, but you're not being criticized for not going
after the person or persons who asked Mr. Kramer to give money
to the Republicans? Is that an accurate statement?

Mr. NOBLE. Those are the questions that are being raised now,
yes.

Mr. WaxMaN. I just don’t understand. Your budget is limited by
the Republican leadership. You're being criticized because you don’t
do more, and you don’t have the money to do it. And then you're
brought up here twice in 1 month to get beat up by these ques-
tions. So you don't have the time, as you prepare not just to be
here, but to prepare for these hearings, to go out and further en-
force the law. And what we have is a hearing by innuendo. There's
just nothing substantive that you've done that warrants a commit-
tee of Congress to take our time to pursue this not once, but twice.

I just see nothing coming from this hearing that we didn't know
about after Mr. Horn’s committee hearing, and if anything, we
ought to draw the conclusion that you don’t have the resources to
go after everybody who may have violated the law, and your deci-
sions are not partisan, are they?

Mr. NOBLE. No, they’re not.

Mr. WaxmanN. Well, I ask the chairman, do you have evidence
other than this one case that maybe there’s a suggestion that it's
partisan? Because it seems to me they’re taking one case and one
sentence from your letter and blowing it up into the allegation that
you go after Republicans—or maybe you don’t go after Republicans,
but you're not going after Democrats who solicited contributions.
You did go after Mr. Rose’s law firm, didn’t you?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes, we did.

Mr. WAxMAN. And there you had some additional evidence——

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. To justify it.

Mr. NoBLE. Well, we also thought it was a very serious matter
for the law firm who knew he was a foreign national to actually
solicit contributions from him; we thought that was a serious mat-
ter.

Mr. WAXMAN. So it’s a question of whether the solicitor or re-
questor of the funds had knowledge, maybe even participated in
getting a contribution that might have been illegal?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes, we had to make a judgment about where to put
the resources. We thought the law firm was in a unique enough po-
sition that it warranted us putting our resources there.



104

Mr. WaxXMAN. You made your best judgment, and now you're
being requested to justify it, I think, in the context of an innuendo.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was listening to all
of this, and as a new Member of Congress it does concern me that
public servants who are doing the best they can, as Thurgood Mar-
shall says, with what they have, are brought before our committee,
this committee, and beaten up on. As a lawyer, as one who has
made discretionary types of decisions, I understand that everybody
won't agree with me or agree with you or agree with the chairman,
or anybody here. People have disputes all the time. I guess, but
then to be beaten up over it is a whole other question and concern.

I guess my question simply goes to—I mean, is there anything
unusual about the procedure that you used in this case than other
cases that you all pursue?

Mr. NOBLE. There was nothing unusual.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And so I take it would be fair to say that you
would use the same procedure no matter who the donor was, no
matter who the solicitor was? I mean, you all are—I think all of
you are lawyers?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And you are officers of the court——

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS [continuing]. And you at some point or another,
when you were admitted to the bar, you raised your hand and
swore that you would do the honorable thing and do the right
thing, according to the laws of this country. And then you came
into public service at some point, and the agency that you work for
is one which has to be—I mean, you can’t be partisan, is that
right? I mean, I guess you have no room for partisanship?

Mr. NOBLE. No.

Mr. CUMMINGS. As a matter of fact, I would guess that if you
were partisan, if there were people on your staff who are partisan,
and it's quite clear that they are, then they would—can [ have—
can I have just a little silence, please? I can’t hear myself.

But when you have that, I guess that person would not be looked
on too nicely by superiors in your agency, is that right?

Mr. NOBLE. That’s absolutely correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes, you wouldn’t have that, and so there’s a
chart—where’s that chart? Can you see this?

Mr. NOBLE. Somewhat.

Mr. CuMMINGS. All right. Well, let me—this says, “FEC Reason
Not to Believe Findings Not Pursued in Kramer Case,” and it goes
down and it says, “National Republican Senatorial Committee,
party: Republican; action taken: no investigation or fine.” Is that
accurate?

Mr. NoBLE. That’s correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. All right, and then we go down; we have Senator
Cortx‘;lie Mack, a Republican, no investigation or fine, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. NOBLE. That is correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I don’t want to make this one-sided. So let me
skip a little bit. We have Jeb Bush, Republican, no investigation
or fine. Then we have the Democratic National Committee, no in-
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vestigation or fine, and Senator Robert Kerry, Democrat, no inves-
tigation or fine, and then we have a list of State and local offices.
f\_fou’ve got Gerald Lewis, State and local office, no investigation or
ine.

I guess my point is that this is consistent with what you said a
little bit earlier, and that is that what you try to do is be fair; you
try to do the best you can with what you have, and you use discre-
tion all the time. And the discretion that you do use is based upon
your best judgment, your best information, and all you’re trying to
do is do your job?

Mr. NoBLE. That’s correct, and we recognize people can disagree
with our judgment. Our point here only, though, is the judgment
is made on a nonpartisan basis with our best intentions of prosecu-
torial discretion. They are not judgments made based on the poli-
tics involved, on whether somebody’s a Republican or Democrat or
Independent.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So I would take it that if you were partisan,
there would probably—if you were—there would probably be a
whole slew of people, I guess, assuming you had the money, from
one party or another, that would go through the whole wringer,
and you wouldn’t—you probably wouldn’t come to some of these
conclusions, is that right? Is that a reasonable assumption?

Mr. NOBLE. I guess so. Our credibility depends on us not being
partisan.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Right.

Mr. NOBLE. And so I don’t know what we would do if we were
partisan, and we're not.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Well, I couldn’t stand by and—because I know
for myself, when I fill out my reports, I try to make sure all the
“I’'s” are dotted, all the “T’s” are crossed, because I know you all
are looking, and you're only trying to uphold the law. And I under-
stand that; I think all of us understand that.

And I just pause for a moment to thank you for your public serv-
ice and apologize to you for having been beaten up, and that’s what
I consider it here today.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Horn.

Mr. HorN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Lerner, I believe you said, in response to one of Mr. Davis’
questions about exhibit 44, that you had talked to Mr. Donsanto
previously. Is that correct?

Ms. LERNER. Yes.

Mr. HORN. What’s the type of conversation you had with him?
Was he your regular contact in Justice?

Ms. LERNER. Yes. I had contacted him earlier to talk to him
about whether or not the Department of Justice would be able to
do anything to let Terri Bradley know that Justice was not going
to pursue her. We have no way of granting immunity.

Mr. HORN. And you're correct, only Justice or this committee has
the grant of immunity, I believe, and we check with Justice first.
So this case was discussed with Mr. Donsanto in at least that re-
spect that you've told us right now?

Ms. LERNER. Yes.
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Mr. HorN. Had you ever called him on any other cases and said,
“Look, this is one we simply don’t have the resources to deal with
it. Why don’t you people look at it?”

Ms. LERNER. That’s not how we do it. We either refer something
over to the Department of Justice that’s an FEC violation, or if
we're talking about violations of other statutes, there is a provision
in our statute that allows us to report violations of other statutes.
Other than that, Justice ordinarily, if we were to close a case, may
pick up on it or they may have a concurrent investigation that
we're not aware of.

Mr. HorN. Now in Ms. Bradley’s case, she was the secretary, as-
sistant to Mr. Kramer, is that not correct?

Ms. LERNER. Yes.

Mr. HORN. And she was the one that was the conduit of Mr. Kra-
mer’s money to various political figures in both parties, is that not
correct?

N'Ijs. LERNER. I'm aware of two contributions that her name was
used in.

Mr. HORN. Yes, now at that point did she know and you know
that there was somebody advising Mr. Kramer as to how to get
money into the political system who was Mr. Glicken or Mr. Rosen?
Did you know that at that time?

Ms. LERNER. No.

Mr. HoRN. Even though you wanted immunity for her, right?

Ms. LERNER. Oh, I'm sorry, I misunderstood your question. I did
not know who the individuals were. In the original affidavit there
was a statement that Ms. Bradley was present when the Demo-
cratic fundraiser spoke with Mr. Kramer, and later on, when we
were—after our discussions with the law firm had not gone for-
ward, and we were back into an investigative mode, Ms. Bradley
had indicated that she may know who the people were, but she was
unwilling to give us any information without a grant of immunity.
And that was when I spoke with Mr. Donsanto.

Mr. HorN. I see. So you had a total of two conversations with
him? One you initiated; the other he initiated, is that correct?

Ms. LERNER. One during the context of the matter and one after
the Kramer matter had been closed that he called me on.

Mr. HorN. OK. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, we ought to be
granting Ms. Bradley immunity to get at the bottom of this, be-
cause she apparently knows who was the person that was giving
the, shall we say, encouraging people to commit criminal acts, be-
cause that’s what it gets down to, and that's sort of what surprises
me—when you've got somebody in a very high place that is encour-
aging people how to illegally get money into political campaigns,
when that person knows Mr. Kramer is not an American citizen,
and he's giving advice as to how you use your secretary, who is an
American citizen, or whatever.

And, of course, what you've seen in the number of Members here,
we're talking about priorities, and what greater priority does the
Federal Election Commission have than someone close to, or em-
ployed by, one of the national parties who's advising a foreign na-
tional on how to break the law? And it would seem to me that
would be justification to say this isn’t just an inadvertent act here;
this is a planned way to do business, and this is a way to get
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around the law, and we ought to shut this person off, whoever that
is, Republican, Democrat, you name it. They're simply advising
people to break the law, and you can, I think, assume, and cer-
tainly what we can assume after listening to a lot of the various
conspiracies in the 1996 Presidential campaign, that this is a
planned operation, and those are the people we ought to be putting
out of business, and not the inadvertent people that does some
dumb thing because they don’t know. And Mr. Kramer eventually
knew, and that's when the money was asked to come back.

But it just seems to me, when you've got somebody clearly advis-
ing people to break the law, that you ought to be able to deal with
it, and it ought to be a major priority, not simply an inadvertent
act. Inadvertent acts you've got, I'm sure, all over every report
practically everybody files with you, but this, it seemed to me,
should have had the warning flags go up very early.

And I guess, why wasn’t that the No. 1 priority last year? Here
you have a solicitor, a lawyer, affiliated with a national party, and
he’s urging people to—it doesn’t matter; just get the money to us;
that’s what it’s all about. It seems to me we should realize that at
that time, not just now.

And I'd just like to ask a couple of questions here. Mr. Noble——

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. Do you have
anyone—Mr. Cummings?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes, just——

Mr. BURTON. I'll yield to you when I get my time next time.

Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes, just one question, and then I want to yield
to Mr. Waxman.

Again, tell us—I mean, you just heard the lengthy statement,
and I just want one more time, because there are people watching
this, and some people heard what was just stated, and they didn't
hear your response. Would you give it to us now? Because there are
people who will get the impression that it ends there, and you did
not have a response to that. So I want you to respond to that, if
you don’t mind, what you just heard.

Mr. NOBLE. Yes. I agree, Mr. Horn, that the idea of somebody
suggesting making an illegal contribution is a very serious idea, is
a very important priority. As I said earlier, we don't have the re-
sources to do all of those. We have asked Congress for the re-
sources.

But important here is you asked-—and I think very correctly—
why last year, last summer, we did not consider that a No. 1 prior-
ity. Because by last summer we were already focused on the 1996
election cycle, as we told this committee; that this is a 1993-94
contribution; that the statute of limitations on the specific $20,000
contribution we’re talking about was going to run out this April,
and I, frankly, think it would have been a bad decision at that
point to put a lot of resources, to get reason to believe to inves-
tigate it, when we are looking at how we'’re going to handle all the
allegations from the 1996 election.

And I think the criticism of us at that point now would have
been, how come you were still stuck back at 1993 and 1994 when
you have all these cases from 1996 that you should be dealing
with? And that’s the dilemma we have right now, and we don’t
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have the resources now to deal with the 1996 cases. So that’s a
judgment that we had to make, that we weren’t going to pursue
that. Yes, it’s a serious matter, and I fully agree that it should
have been pursued, given the resources to pursue it. Eight months
before the statute of limitations run it’s a very difficult decision to
decide to open up an investigation like that.

Mr. CUMMINGS. If you had the resources that you need to do your
job the way you just described—I mean, that you would have liked
to have done things—I take it that that would increase your per-
sonnel quite a bit, is that right?

Mr. NOBLE. Yes, we have actually asked I think the Office of
General Counsel for 34 additional staff, and that’s really focusing
on the 1996 election now and the other violations we have now.

Mr. CUMMINGS. That'’s just for 1996?

Mr. NOBLE. Well, that would also include some others, but the
main focus was for 1996, yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And how many people do you have right now? I
mean, what kind of—

Mr. NoBLE. We have 24 staff attorneys right now. I can give you
the full staffing. Enforcement has approximately 24 staff attorneys,
5 supervisors, 2 investigators, and 12 paralegals. Our whole Office
of General Counsel, which does a lot more than enforcement, has
onboard strength of approximately 100 people authorized for 1996.

Mr. CUMMINGS. OK. So at 34, it would be about a—what—about
a one-third increase, just to be able to do 1996 and some priority
things from——

Mr. NOBLE. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINGS [continuing]. The past?

Alright, I'd yield the balance of my time to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank you for yielding.

P've listened to this hearing—we’ve been here for many hours.
This is, as I pointed out, the second hearing on this very subject
in the same month. And if I were to say that the evidence is thin,
I'd be overstating it, because I don’t think there’s anything here.
You’re either being accused of incompetence—and I don’t think this
committee’s in a good position to be accusing anybody of incom-
petence—or you're being accused of partisanship, and I don't think
tﬁs committee’s in a position to be accusing anybody of partisan-
ship.

I want to point out that Mr. Burton to date has unilaterally
issued 524 subpoenas, 515 to Democrats; he’s deposed 143 wit-
nesses, including 141 Democrats. In other words, there’s 1,000 in-
formation requests; 99 percent of them from this committee have
been against Democrats; 1 percent dealing with Republicans.

Based on your experience at the Federal Election Commission,
are Democrats responsible for 99 percent of the campaign finance
abuses?

Mr. NOBLE. Not based on my experience. I think it’s spread pret-
ty evenly.

Mr. WAXMAN. It’s what?

Mr. NOBLE. It's spread pretty evenly, I think.

Mr. WAXMAN. Spread pretty evenly. Can you estimate what per-
centage of the violations you investigate are Democratic, and what
percentage are Republican?
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Mr. NOBLE. I don’t have that. Our office does not keep figures in
that regard.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I might be able to help you there.
I have been sensitive to this kind of criticism since a recent Wall
Street Journal article came out a while back, wherein it suggested
that someone was under the impression 9 out of 10 of our cases
were against Republicans. And 1 had my assistant go back and look
at what the status was at the beginning of 1995 and again at the
beginning of 1998. Of the active cases that we had going back in
the beginning of 1995, as I strike the percentages of the cases in-
volving Republicans versus Democrats, 53 percent were involving
Democrats; the remaining percentage, out of 100 percent, would
have involved Republicans, roughly the same percentage in the be-
ginning of 1998.

Mr. WAXMAN. Is it accurate to say you just don’t take political
affiliation into consideration?

Mr. THOMAS. It is not even mentioned for the most part who the
party affiliation is in the context of them.

Mg WaxMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I see my time has ex-
pired.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. WaxMaAN. May I ask unanimous consent to put into the
record a letter from the Federal Election Commission?

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

[The letter referred to follows:]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. D C 70463

February 17, 1998

Charies W. Burson, Esq.

Counsel to the Vice President

Office of the Vice President
of the United States

Old Executive Office Building

Washington, DC 20501

Dear Mr. Burson:

This is in response to your letter of February 13, regarding the General Counsel’s
Report in MUR 4638, In the Matter of Greenberg. Traurig, et.al, The language in the
report to which you refer, and which has been the focus of some press reports, was not
intended in any way to imply that I was recommending that the Commission not pursue
Mr. Glicken because of concern about fallout due to his past relationship or presumptive
future fundraising role with Vice President Gore. Any such implication would be
incorrect.

As the report makes clear, there were a number of factors that gave rise to my
recommendation that the Commission exercise prosecutorial discretion and not pursue
the matter any further. Among those factors were the age of the case. the fact that we had
aliegations, but littie hard evidence. and the unlikelihood of a quick resolution. With
regard to Mr. Glicken. we were only at the beginning of what can be a lengthy
administrative process and we had to assess the probability that we could reach a timely
resolution of any issues that pertained to him. This analysis was particularly important in
light of the fact that the contributions in question were made in 1993 and 1994 and we
had already resolved the heart of the case with significant civil penalties totaling over
$500.000. The language referred 1o was meant as an analysts of one of the factors we
have learned may affect the likelihood of somcone settling early - the possibility of future
involvement in fundraising. Frankly. as you can imagine. this factor carries weight on
both sides of the equation.

Let me assure you that | share your concerns about any implication that
inappropriate consideration of Mr. Glicken's status as a supporter of Vice President Gore
influenced the decision not to pursuc the matter. Unfortunately, because of our limited
resources we regularly find ourselves in the position of having 1o exercise prosecutorial
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Lette .o Charles W. Burson, Esg.
Page Two

dic~r +i~= -~ 10t pursue matters that might otherwise warrant pursuit. Although this is a
dech. v waisay prosecutors have to make, what is unusual in the case of the FEC is that
our commitment to openness results in some of the more delicate discussions reaching the
public record.

The report in question is on the public record, therefore, ] will ensure that your
letter and this reply is also made part of that record.

If you wish to discuss this matter, please feel free to call me at 202-219-3690.

Sincerel

awrence M. Noble
-~ General Counsel
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Mr. BURTON. You could have taken part of the investigation in-
volving Ms. Bradley and Mr. Kramer and sent that to the Justice
Department or you could have gone to the full Commission and
asked for approval because you had probable cause that there was
a violation. That could have been sent to the Justice Department,
could it not?

Ms. LERNER. We had not gone through the probable cause phase,
which requires a briefing stage, notification, responses——

Mr. BURTON. I understand——

Ms. LERNER [continuing]. Et cetera.

Mr. BURTON [continuing]. But you knew about this transaction,
and you could have gone through that independently and sent that
to the full Commission and then sent it on over to the Justice De-
partment, could you not have?

Mr. NoOBLE. If I may explain, to do that, we would have had to
have foregone settlement with Mr. Kramer and the law firm and
Ms. Bradley, and found probable cause to believe against them and
refer the whole matter over to the Justice Department. We thought
that it was better in this situation, especially given the evidence as
to them, to get a settlement in it and get the matter out on the
public record.

Mr. BURTON. But you knew that somebody had solicited an ille-
gal campaign contribution to be laundered through his secretary?
You knew that had taken place?

Mr. NOBLE. There was some evidence of that, yes.

Mr. BURTON. And you knew that there was someone in all prob-
ability that was coming from the Rosen law firm or Mr. Glicken,
one of the two that had done that, right?

Mr. NOBLE. As a matter of fact, we don’t know who it is still at
this point, but Mr. Glicken, as far as I know, doesn’t have a rela-
tionship with the Rosen firm——

Mr. BURTON. But they would have, under grant of immunity, told
you?

Mr. NOBLE. If Justice Department had granted them immunity,
Ms. Bradley, presumably, would have told us. I think she said

Mr. BURTON. I know, but the point is, when they said that at
that point, you knew that we could have gotten to the bottom of
it, had it been passed by the Commission and referred to the Jus-
tice Department?

Mr. NoBLE. Had we begun an investigation on that aspect of it
and found probable cause to believe, we could have then referred
it over to the Justice Department.
hMg. BURTON. In retrospect, do you think you should have done
that?

Mr. NoOBLE. In looking at the whole file, in retrospect, and know-
ing what we—how we were making those decisions then, no. I will
tell you that I could pick this case out and say we should not have
settled with Mr. Kramer; we should have launched a major inves-
tigation with Mr. Glicken when his name came forward; the statute
of limitations would have run. And I suspect the upshot of that
would have been we would have been dismissing another case in-

vestigated but with no resolution, because the statute of limita-
tions——
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Mr. BURTON. But there was apparent criminal intent here. I
mean, Mr. Kramer, when he came and started giving these con-
tributions, he came to you and said, hey, I didn't really know I was
doing anything illegal; I'm a German national, and I was doing this
because I was soliciting—but you knew that there was criminal in-
tent with this $20,000. Somebody said, hey, you can’t give this as
a German national; you're going to have to give this to an Amer-
ican citizen; you've got to launder this money through your sec-
retary. There’s criminal intent there. There wasn’t in the other
case. Why wouldn’t you pursue the criminal intent?

Mr. NOBLE. 'm not sure-—again, it’s not our judgment whether
there’s criminal intent there. I'm not sure that what Mr. Kramer
said rises to that level. What he said was that a suggestion was
made that somebody else make it on his benefit, and if I remember
correctly, his affidavit also says that he does not remember any dis-
cussions about the legal reasons for this.

Mr. BURTON. Well, in your conciliation agreement with the law
firm of Greenberg and Traurig, you note that partners in the law
firm were involved in soliciting contributions from Mr. Kramer.
However, you avoid to mention the names of the partners at the
firm. The General Counsel’s Report notes that DNC documents in-
dicate that Marvin Rosen was a solicitor of some of Mr. Kramer’s
contributions, but the conciliation agreement avoids any mention of
the partners at the firm who solicited donations, including Mr.
Rosen. This is a fairly serious matter because, as you noted, the
firm does Mr. Kramer’s immigration work, and had reason to know
that he was a foreign citizen.

So I have about three questions all tied together here. Mr. Thom-
as, in your earlier remarks you noted that a couple of the partners
at the law firm were soliciting donations from Mr. Kramer.

The first question is—answer these collectively, if you like—who
were those partners? We know one of them was Marvin Rosen. Did
the FEC develop knowledge during the investigation and negotia-
tions with Greenberg-Traurig about who the partners were who so-
licited the donations? Why were their names not included in the re-
port? Why did you leave the names out? Did Greenberg-Traurig re-
quest that the names not be included during the negotiations over
the conciliation agreement? And, finally, were the names of these
lawyers not included in the conciliation agreement to avoid embar-
rassment for prominent members of the firm?

Mr. THOMAS. I'm not sure—I think you mentioned me first. I
think your question, if I remember, Mr. Chairman, to me was, who
were the lawyers associated with the firm that we're aware were
involved with soliciting? I'm not sure that I can honestly say that
we are aware that more than one lawyer at the law firm was in-
volved with soliciting. There is some information which we've
turned over to your committee which notes that there were some
lawyers who were involved with the law firm who were at various
fundraising events, some for Republicans as well as Democrats.

But we can provide more detail in terms of the specific names
of each of the lawyers, if you want.

[The information referred to follows:]
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The only Greenberg-Traurig individual specifically identified as a solicitor of Mr.
Kramer’s contributions in the file of this matter is Marvin Rosen. However, the
record indicates that other firm lawyers attended fund raisers. Based on a review
of the staff attorney’s file, these persons are:

Event; 3/22/93 fund raiser for Senator George Mitchell at the Bilamore Hotel:

-- Mark P. Schnapp ($500)

-- Martin Kalb (31,000)

— Larry J. Hoffman ($1,000)
-- Mathew B. Gorson (52,000)
-- Cesar Alvarez ($1,000)

-- Hilarie Bass ($250)

Event; 10/12/93 fund raiser for [leana Ros-Lehtinen at the Biscayne Bay Marrion:

-- Sue M. Cobb (3750)
- Robert. H. Traurig ($150)
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Mr. THOMAS. As to why there was some reference in the concilia-
tion agreement to some aspects and not others, I would defer to the
counsel’s staff.

Mr. NOBLE. Again, as explained before, the problem we have is,
by statute, we’re not allowed to discuss information we derive dur-
ing conciliation. I will say generally with regard to cases that when
you're in conciliation you discuss a lot of things, and to get settle-
ments on cases sometimes you forego going against some people;
you go against other people. Now I'm not talking specifically about
this case, because we're not allowed to discuss what goes on in con-
ciliation in specific cases.

{ don’t know that we ever knew all of the solicitors who were in-
volved.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. We did not.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you.

Mr. Horn has just a couple of questions. Do you want to ask
them real quick?

Mr. WaxMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can’t understand why, after
Mr. Horn had these people before his subcommittee and was able
to pursue extensive questioning with him, and he's had two rounds
today, he should have further time that he wants to take up of
these witnesses. Can he submit them in writing?

Mr. BURTON. I told Mr. Horn I would grant him some of my time,
and we ran out. So I'd like to give him the opportunity to ask one
or two questions, if you——

Mr. WAXMAN. Then I'll pursue my 5 minutes—

Mr. BURTON. That's fine. That'’s fine.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. And then Mr. Horn can do whatever
he wishes to do, whatever the chairman wishes him to do.

What we'’re talking about is a contribution from Mr. Kramer.
More money went from him to the Republicans than to the Demo-
crats in Florida, right?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Right.

Mr. WaxmaN. And so you wanted to find out what was going on.
You found out that these contributions were illegal, and you pur-
sued it, and you got fines, penalties, against whom? The Repub-
lican party?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Fines against the Republican party, against Kra-
mer, against the law firm, and against the secretary.

Mr. WaxMAN. OK. So you went after Mr. Kramer, his secretary,
the law firm of Mr. Rosen, who was an active Democrat——

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. And the Republican party?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. And now you’re being questioned why you didn’t
pursue it even further, to go after the person who solicited the
money from Mr. Kramer for the Democrats, but you're not being
criticized for not going after the solicitor from Mr. Kramer to the
Republicans. In fact, you don’t even know who that was, is that
right?

Mr. NoBLE. That’s correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. So it just seems to me that to complain that you're
being partisan can’t be justified from the facts. The charge can be
made; any Congressman can say anything. We are up here; we are
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on the risers. We loock down at you. We can ask you the questions.
You have to respond to the questions. You work for the Federal
Government, and we oversee your agency. So we can be as rude to
you as we want. And you've seen enough evidence of it from some
of my colleagues.

But the fact of the matter is, it sounds to me like you're doing
a commendable job, given the fact you don’t have the resources.
The Republican leadership made sure you didn’t get any more re-
sources.

Mr. Horn criticized you because he thought maybe you took some
money from computers and put it into more staff, which would
allow you to even pursue more of these enforcement violations.

And I just have to ask this question: You're to be commended for
wanting to do your job the best you can, but I wonder why anybody
would want to work for the Federal Government or for the Federal
Election Commission? Because if I were trying to make sure that
no enforcement actions ever took place against politicians, I'd
shortchange your money and I'd beat you up when you came before
the congressional committees; I'd complain, and then when good
people won’t want to take these jobs anymore, because they have
to be bullied by Congressman, then we'd be sure that any viola-
tions that are occurring by the politicians up on the rostrum won’t
be prosecuted.

I hope you don’t get discouraged by the fact you have to be here,
spend so much time, take this kind of abuse. I don’t think it’s justi-
fied, and I hope you don't feel that some of us—and many Ameri-
cans, Democrats and Republicans appreciate the fact that you're
trying to enforce the law to the best you can.

I just want to point out one clear example. You issued subpoenas
in this Kramer case, didn’t you? I think six or seven subpoenas?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Right, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Democrats and Republicans?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Correct, correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. This committee doesn’t issue subpoenas to both
Democrats and Republicans. This committee issues subpoenas only
to Democrats and people who support Democrats. At least you're
being fair about it.

Now someday people who run this committee should be down
there answering to the American people about how they've con-
ducted their activities, and I still expect that the chairman will
give us a full accounting of the resources of this committee, par-
ticularly when we give these low estimates of how much money is
being spent, when we know, in fact, at least $5 million and a lot
more.

So I want to yield to Mr. Horn on my time and let him pursue
the questions, and if he then has need to go beyond it and wants
to take up more of your time, then it will be up to the chairman
whether he wants to go for a third round, and if he wants to go
for a third round, then we’ll all decide whether we want to ask
more questions. But I yield to Mr. Horn.

Mr. HORN. I'm delighted my colleague has yielded me the time,
because the first thing I want to do is set the record straight from
the way he has stated it.

Mr. Thomas, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee?
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Mr. THoMAS. No, I have not. It was Chairman Aikens——

Mr. HogrN. Thank you very much.

Ms. Lerner, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee?

Ms. LERNER. No, I have not.

Mr. HORN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rodriguez, have you ever appeared before my subcommittee?

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. No, I have not.

Mr. HorN. Thank you very much.

Three of the four witnesses here have not appeared before the
Subcommittee on Government Management.

Now, Mr. Noble, you have appeared. Mr. Noble, how much time
did we take to look at the workings of the FEC?

Mr. NoOBLE. If I remember correctly, the actual hearing part of
it where we testified was about an hour and a half or so. We were
there all day because of delays, but——

Mr. HOrN. Well, that’s correct. We spent most of our time on try-
ing to extract what your needs were and what some of the prob-
lems were that you confronted, despite Mr. Waxman’s complete
misstatement of what went on.

And when did I ask the question about Mr. Kramer and Mr.
Glicken?

Mr. NOBLE. It was at the end of the hearing.

Mr. HORN. That’s right; I did it at the end of the hearing, after
a couple of hours, on behalf of the chairman, who had to get back
to Indiana that day and couldn’t make it to that particular meet-
ing.

So you were well-prepared, and I was kidding you on that. You
had a rather thick brief book. You’re very bright, and you are well-
prepared. And when I asked that question, you went right to the
tab, and you had all the facts laid out, as you saw them. Is that
not correct?

Mr. NOBLE. That’s correct.

Mr. HorN. OK. So, so much for the business that we've gone over
this ground before. It’s utter nonsense. The gentleman should have
been there.

So let me just ask you a few last questions. No. 1, as the chair-
man noted in his opening statement, he said, quote, I should note
that the Commissioner’s vote on this matter does not appear to be
a partisan move, unquote. No one is saying it was a partisan move.
We're simply saying, look, we know it’s tough; not everybody in
every agency gets all the resources they would like, but the ques-
tion was: If you had to do it over again, would you do it differently?
The way I get some of the answers here are you would have done
it differently if you had to do it over again, because I think we've
pursued the question of, when you’ve got a person that is system-
atically telling other individuals how to commit a crime, it might
be worth dealing with that.

Now what we’re trying to find out is, are there formal ways

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman’s time has expired,
but I'd like to ask unanimous consent that Mr. Horn be given 2 ad-
ditional minutes, providing he lets Mr. Noble respond to that,
whether he would have liked to have done it differently, because
I think Mr. Horn is putting words in his mouth. But I think he
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ought to be given 2 more minutes, and I hope you'll let the gen-
tleman respond to your accusation.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

Mr. HORN. Yes, I have no problem with that. I think we pursued
in previous questioning the fact that here you have an individual
that we don’t completely know now, because we haven’t given him
immunity through the Department of Justice or this committee,
who is systematically telling individuals how to violate the cam-
paign finance laws. What we’ve been pursuing with you is, even
though you don’t have all the staff you'd like, you’ve got 100 indi-
viduals on your own staff; couldn’t someone have made a telephone
call and gotten the answers to some of this?

And it sort of boggles the mind of most of us that have run large
organizations that you can’t find someone somewhere that could
followup on that thing, and that’s what this is all about. And I'm
sorry we have to get at it from three or four different angles, but
that’s what’s concerning us: Why couldn’t you get 1 of those 100
lawyers on your staff to do something about it?

Mr. NOBLE. Well, first, we don’t have 100 lawyers; we have 24
lawyers working on enforcement cases. But——

Mr. HORN. Well, you said you had 100 people in the Office of
General Counsel, and you had 24 staff attorneys, plus 5 super-
visors, and 2 investigators. That was your testimony.

Mr. NoBLE. Right, that is correct, working on enforcement. But,
in response to your question, again, I don’t think I would do it any
differently, even knowing what I know now, even knowing that it
meant coming before this committee. The fact of the matter is that
in July, when we had Mr. Glicken’s name, in 8 months the statute
of limitations would have run. We have to make these decisions.

Now you said in your question that he was systematically solicit-
ing contributions—we don’t know that he systematically did that.
The evidence that we had, as I said, was not that clear. We had
the DSCC referring to Mr. Glicken with regard to this $20,000 con-
tribution. The solicitation material that we had did not refer to Mr.
Glicken; it referred to others.

I could have had somebody pick up the phone and make a phone
call. To what end? So if we're not going to pursue the matter—and
we’'ve been through this before in our agency; we know what it
means. If we’re not going to pursue the matter—yes, if we had
known that this would have stopped all of this, it was in the record
who it was, maybe it would have been worth doing, but, frankly,
we make these decisions all the time just to stop at this point;
we’re going to stop, and we're going to move on to another case.

Because last year and right now what we’re facing is the 1996
election. We’re coming on to 1998 and 2000, and just trying to an-
swer, if you will, for intellectual curiosity or just for the record who
everybody is, we don’t have the resources to do that. We don’t have
the luxury to do that. We do it if we think we can pursue the mat-
ter. We couldn’t pursue the matter.

Mr. HORN. Yes, Mr. Noble, I guess I'd go on the assumption, if
I were in your shoes, that who’s doing the evil deeds in 1994 will
do them in 1996, and who’s doing evil deeds in 1996, knowing they
got away with it in 1996, will do it in 1998. And it just seems to
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me, when you've got something like that going, that’s where you
target somebody.

Mr. NoBLE. And I'm not at liberty to discuss what we have going
on that’s open involving 1996 or anything else. But those are
things you take into consideration. Yes, obviously, people do turn
up again, and those are things you have to take into consideration.

Mr. HORN. Thank you.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I ask unanimous consent that the record remain open to receive
answers to questions the committee may submit to the FEC.

[The information referred to follows:]
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April 6, 1998

Honorable Scott E. Thomas, Vice-Chairman
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Commissioner Thomas:

Pursuant to a i consent agr reached at the conclusion of the Cc
on Government Reform and Oversight’s hearing of March 31, 1998, on the Federal Election
Commission’s (FEC) enfc actions, I am submitting the enclosed questions for inclusion

in the record on behalf of Rep. McIntosh.

Please reply to these questions by Friday, April 17, 1998, and refer all correspondence to
my chief clerk, Judy McCoy. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Chairman
cc: Hon. David M. Mclntosh
Hon. Henry A. Waxman
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April 3, 1998

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

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

Dear Mr. Noble:

1 appreciate your appearance before the House Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight on Tuesday, March 31. This letter contains questions for the record of that hearing.

L How is the value of a reportable in-kind contribution determined?
2 Does the person making a reportable in-kind contribution ordinarily provide the
national political party or federal candidate with his or her estimate of the market value of an in-

kind contribution?

3. Do national political parties or federal campaigns that receive reportable in-kind
contributions ordinarily take any steps to verify the value of an in-kind contribution?

4. Please provide copies of any written Cc ission policy st guidelines,
advisoty opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases involving the valuation of
in-kind contributions.

a1

5. Please provide copies of any written Cc ission policy
advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases involving the conlnbuuon
of mailing or telephone lists to a national political committee or federal campaign.

6. It is my understanding that White House employees are permitted to engage in
partisan political activity while on duty, provided they do not use government resources, such as
vehicles, photocopiers, computers, etc., and that if they use such resources for partisan political
activities, the value of the use of those resources must be reimbursed by the national political
party or federal campaign for whose benefit those resources were used.

A. If the White House were not reimbursed for the use of those resources, would the
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use of those resources constitute a reportable in-kind contribution to the national political party
or federal campaign for whose benefit the resources were used?

B. If reported and not reimbursed, would such an in-kind contribution constitute a
contribution from a prohibited source?

C. Has the Commission ever investigated whether the use of government resources
for partisan political purposes was properly reimbursed?

D. Please provide any written Cc ission policy guideli advisory
opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases regarding the reimbursement of the
government for the value of the use of any government resources for the benefit of a national

political party or federal campaign.

Thank you very much for your assistance in providing the answers to these questions for
the record.

Sincerely,

Ound. AT

David M. Mclntosh
Chairman
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth,
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs
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Responses to Post-Hearing Questions
Submitted by Congressman David McIntosh
in Conjunction with the
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
Hearing on
FEC Enforcement Actions
March 31, 1998

Question 1: How is the value of a reportable in-kind contribution determined?

Answer: The Federal Election Campaign Act defines “contribution” to include, inter
alia, “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value
made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for federal office...” 2
U.S.C. §431(8)(A)(i) (¢emphasis added). Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations,
“the provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that is less than
the usual and normal charge for such goods or services is a contribution.” 11 CFR
100.7(a)(1)(iii)(A). The regulations also define “usual and normal charge” and, when
applied to goods, this term means “the price of those goods in the market from which
they ordinarily would have been purchased at the time of the contribution.” 11 CFR
100.7(a)(1)(iii)(B). When applied to services, other than those provided by an unpaid
volunteer, it means “the hourly or piecework charge for the services at a commercially
reasonable rate prevailing at the time the services were rendered.” /d. The value of in-
kind contributions must be reported by a political committee in accordance with 11
CFR 104.13.

Question 2: Does the person making a reportable in-kind contribution ordinarily
provide the national political party or federal candidate with his or her estimate of the
market value of an in-kind contribution?

Answer:. The Commission is not in a position to know what information in-kind donors
ordinarily provide to recipients, as the agency does not get involved in such
relationships unless a question or problem emerges. However, the Commission advises
donors to provide recipient candidates with the amount of an in-kind contribution. See,
e.g., Federal Election Commission Campaign Guide for Party Committees (August
1996) p. 13. See also, documents provided in response to questions 4 and 5.

Question 3: Do national political parties or federal campaigns that receive reportable
in-kind contributions ordinarily take any steps to verify the value of an in-kind
contribution?

Answer: The Commission is not in a position to know whether recipients ordinarily
take steps to verify the value of an in-kind contribution. If a question arises, these
issues are addressed on a case-by-case basis.
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Question 4: Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements,
guidelines, advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases
involving the valuation of in-kind contributions.

Answer: Numerous advisory opinions issued over a period of many years have
considered specific fact patterns involving the valuation of various goods or services
that may have represented contributions in-kind, either in their entirety or in part.
Examples include: Advisory Opinions 1996-29 [independent appraisal to value donated
computer equipment should include its future useful life]; 1995-08 loan of office
equipment valued at market rental rate for each piece of similar equipment]; 1990-19
[valuation of fundraising items for use by campaign committee to retire debts must
include profit/cost analysis where identical items were sold in retail marketplace];
1986-14 [value of motor vehicle owned by campaign committee can be set using
“Bluebook™ upon its sale to arms-length purchaser]; 1984-60 [value of partnership real
property sold by former candidate to family member to raise cash to retire campaign
debts best determined by independent real estate appraisal, see footnotes 2 and 51;
1984-37 [value of campaign services paid by PAC, in advance, and provided to
candidates by employees of PAC’s sponsoring corporation was set at same rate for
outside political consultants rendering similar campaign services]. Copies of these
opinions are enclosed. Other opinions treating this topic less directly or in some special
circumstances are: Advisory Opinions 1996-13, 1995-24, 1994-22, 1991-37, 1990-11,
1989-21, 1989-04, 1988-17, 1985-01, 1982-08, 1979-36, 1979-24, 1977-12. Copies
are not provided at this time, but are readily available, if desired. We also are
enclosing copies of 19 Conciliation Agreements the Commission entered into with
various campaign committees or other entities during the period from 1986 to 1997.
These Agreements present fact patterns involving the making and receipt of in-kind
contributions, and are identified as Federal Election Commission Matter Under Review
(“MUR") 1741, 1816, 2177, 2602, 2750, 2921, 3000, 3020 (3), 3164, 3191, 3360 (2),
3562 (includes other MUR’s), 3608, 3918, 3991, 4048.

Question 5: Please provide copies of any written Commission policy statements,
guidelines, advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases
involving the contribution of mailing or telephone lists to a national political committee
or federal campaign.

Answer: Commission regulations, 11 CFR 100.7(a)(1)(iii)(A), provide that
membership lists and mailing lists are examples of goods or services that, if provided at
less than usual and normal charge, are in-kind contributions to the extent of the
difference. If donated without any charge, the full amount of the usual and normal
charge would be the in-kind contribution. Several advisory opinions have addressed
specific situations where these types of lists were donated or sold or exchanged by or
between committees. See Advisory Opinions 1991-18, 1988-01, 1987-16, 198241,
1981-46, 1981-11, 1979-18, 1979-03. Copies enclosed.
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Question 6: It is my understanding that White House employees are permitted to
engage in partisan political activity while on duty, provided they do not use government
resources, such as vehicles, photocopiers, computers, etc., and that if they use such
resources for partisan political activities, the value of the use of these resources must be
reimbursed by the national political party or federal campaign for whose benefit those
resources were used.

Question 6A: If the White House were not reimbursed for the use of those resources,
would the use of those resources constitute a reportable in-kind contribution to the
national political party or federal campaign for whose benefit the resources were used?

Answer: No. The Federal Election Campaign Act excludes the “Federal Government
or any authority of the Federal Gavernment” from the definition of “person” in 2
U.S.C. §431(11); therefore, the Federal Government cannot be considered under the
law to have made a “contribution” under section 431(8). See, Letter dated May 14,
1991, from FEC Chairman to Rep. Robert E. Wise and H. Rep. 96-422 (96th Cong.
1st Sess.) at 6-7, 11 (copies enclosed); see also, Advisory Opinions 1976-34 and 1976-
44 (copies enclosed). Other federal statutes administered by other agencies, however,
do address the use of appropriated funds. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. §1301(a) and 18 U.S.C.
§641.

Question 6B: If reported and not reimbursed, would such an in-kind contribution
constitute a contribution from a prohibited source?

Answer: As noted in the response to question 6A, the Federal Government cannot
make a contribution. Thus, the answer to this question is no.

Question 6C: Has the Commission ever investigated whether the use of government
resources for partisan political purposes was properly reimbursed?

Answer: Yes. While the Federal Government is not a “person” under the law,
publicly-funded Presidential candidates must defray their campaign expenses with funds
regulated under the FECA and the public funding laws. For example, the
Commission’s regulations at 11 CFR 9004.7 and 9034.7 state that expenses for
campaign-related travel by publicly-funded Presidential candidates are considered
qualified campaign expenses and reportable expenditures. Paragraphs (b)(4) and (5) of
those sections govern reimbursement for campaign-related trips using government
conveyance, including aircraft and vehicles, and the use of other accommodations paid
for by a government entity during campaign travel. Reimbursement issues regarding
the use of Federal Government aircraft for campaign travel have been considered in
several past Commission audits of Presidential candidates: the Carter-Mondale 1980
campaign, the Bush-Quayle 1988 campaign, and the Bush-Quayle 1992 campaign. The
Commission also considered reimbursement issues regarding the use of State (Virginia)
aircraft and other State-owned equipment in its audit of the 1992 Wilder Presidential
campaign. (The Commission’s Presidential audit file materials are extensive and cover
many other topics besides the Government reimbursement issue. Please contact the
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Commission’s Staff Director if further documentation from these files is needed.)
Please note it can be difficult to determine whether a particular trip is campaign-related
or official business when an incumbent is running for re-election or another Federal
office. The Commission's legislative recommendations seek Congressional guidance to
clarify these distinctions. See, 1998 Legislative Recommendations, Distinguishing
Official Travel From Campaign Travel, p.15.

Question 6D: Please provide any written Commission policy statements, guidelines,
advisory opinions, conciliation agreements, decisions, or court cases regarding the
reimbursement of the government for the value of the use of any government resources
for the benefit of a national political party or federal campaign.

Answer: See the response to Question 6C and the documents cited therein. As
explained above, the Federal Government is not a “person” under the FECA and
cannot be treated as making a “contribution” if Government equipment or resources are
used to benefit any political committee and are not reimbursed. The Commission has
also addressed the application of FECA and its regulations to the use of state
government resources by Congressional candidates who concurrently held state office.
See, e.g., Advisory Opinions 1992-34 and 1984-48 (copies enclosed). These opinions
applied the Commission’s regulations at 11 CFR 106.3(e) which provide guidelines for
non-publicly funded candidates using government conveyance or accommodations for
campaign travel. For a comprehensive treatment of this subject (including citations to
and summaries of numerous Federal court opinions) from a broader prospective than
the FECA and the Presidential campaign funding statutes, see generally, Maskell, “Use
of Federal Appropriations for Non-Official, Political Campaign Purposes,” American
Law Division, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Sept. 6, 1996).
Copy enclosed.
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O BRI A w0 2157 RaysuRN House OFFice BuDiNG
Sere SR, New o WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6143
MAE PAPPAS, uw‘“:nzv O
April 6,1998

Honorable Scott E. Thomas, Vice-Chairman
Federal Election Commission

999 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Commissioner Thomas:

Pursuant to a unanimous consent agreement reached at the conclusion of the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight’s hearing of March 31, 1998, on the Federal Election
Commission’s (FEC) enforcement actions, I am submitting the following questions to be

included in the record on behalf of Rep. Pappas:

(1) Ibelieve Mr. Lawrence Noble and others alluded to decisions being made to

pursue or not pursue possible FEC regulation violations because of limited
resources and limited staff. Do you agree? If so, what changes in funding and

staff would you need from Congress or someone else to accomplish what the FEC

was established to attend to?

(2) Do you believe either of the campaign reform measures, H.R. 34 and H.R.
3582, that the House approved on March 30, 1998, would be of any help?

(3) Who makes decisions on what is being investigated? What are those decisions based

upon?

Please reply to these questions by Friday, April 17, 1998, and refer all correspondence to

my chief clerk, Judy McCoy. Thank you for your cooperation.

cc: Hon. Michael Pappas
Hon. Henry A. Waxman



128

Responses to Post-Hearing Questions
Submitted by Congressman Michael Pappas
in Conjunction with the
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
Hearing on
FEC Enforcement Actions
March 31, 1998

Question 1: 1 believe Mr. Lawrence Noble and others alluded to decisions being made to
pursue or not pursue possible FEC regulation violations because of limited resources and
limited staff. Do you agree? If so, what changes in funding and staff would you need from
Congress or someone else to accomplish what the FEC was established to attend to?

Answer: It is certainly true the FEC has not been able to pursue as many potential
violations as it otherwise would if it had more resources. Perhaps the best indicator of this
is the growing number of cases the FEC has dismissed in recent years because the cases
became “stale.” These "stale” cases were significant enough to avoid being rated as “low
priority” matters under the Enforcement Priority System, but could not be activated and
assigned because of inadequate resources. In FY 1997, there were 32 such stale case
closings (13% of all closings). In FY 1998, already there have been 73 stale closings as of
March 2 (47% of all closings). Even some cases involving significant allegations arising
from the 1996 election are becoming stale and have been dismissed because resources must
be devoted either to other matters from the 1996 election or to matters stemming from the
1998 election.

The FEC sought additional funding last year to head off this problem. A $1.7
million supplemental appropriation for FY 1997 was requested to begin hiring staff for an
enforcement task force. This request was denied. An additional $4.9 million was sought in
our FY 1998 request, all but about $1.4 million of which was to acquire and support 37
FTE for similar purposes, but this request too was denied. The FY 1998 appropriation
provided a $3.5 million increase over FY 1997, but $750,000 of this was allotted for a
GAO supervised audit of the FEC, $1.3 million was allotted for computerized document
management, and $300,000 was allotted for placing computerized images of campaign
finance filings on the Internet. The FY 1998 funding level only allows for an increase in
staffing from the 306.9 FTE level of FY 1997 to a planned level of 313.5 FTE in FY 1998—
well short of the 37 FTE increase sought.

For FY 1999, the FEC is seeking an appropriation of $36.5 million, about $3.4
million of which is, again, to support an additional 37 FTE for our compliance effort. This
37 FTE includes: 17 attorneys, 8 paralegals, 2 investigators, 7 general support and
administrative staff, and 3 auditors.



129

As we explain in our attached FY 1999 Budget Justification and Performance Plan,
with the additional 37 FTE, the Commission would be much better equipped to handle the
enforcement workload. We could increase the active caseload from about 87 cases (30% of
290 cases) to about 120 cases (40% of 300 cases); we could increase the number of cases on
which substantive action is taken from about 90 cases (40% of 225) to about 113 cases
(45% of 250); we could continue to pursue 10 to 20 active enforcement cases from the
earlier election cycles that otherwise might have to be dropped; and we could increase the
number of enforcement suits initiated from 8 to 15. With the additional audit staff, we
could initiate as many as 30 audits under 2 U.S.C. § 438(b), instead of only 25. Apart from
these numeric increases in cases handled, we would endeavor to process all cases activated
more expeditiously.

Question 2: Do you believe either of the campaign reform measures, H.R. 34 and H.R.
3582, that the House approved on March 30, 1998, would be of any help?

Answer: H.R. 34, which extends the ban on foreign national contributions to resident
aliens, would likely neither increase nor decrease the demands on our enforcement staff.
The statutory content requirements for campaign finance disclosure reports exclude any
reference to citizenship status so there is no indication on the face of a report that an
individual donor may be an alien--with or without a permanent residency visa. If an
allegation of non-citizen contributions came to the Commission’s attention through a
complaint, the evidentiary burden on us to prove donors were not citizens would probably
be about the same as it is today to prove they were neither citizens nor “green-card”
holders. Initially, the Commission likely will incur some litigation expenses because such a
provision probably would be challenged in court.

H.R. 3582, which has several provisions, is another matter:

Section 2(a) imposes more extensive last minute reporting obligations on all
committees. Present law requires candidates to file 48-hour notices on all contributions of
$1,000 or more between 20 days and two days before an election. During the 1996 election
cycle, we processed about 11,600 such last minute reports. Contributions reported
piecemeal in 48-hour notices also must be reported in the first scheduled report after the
election; in the case of a general election, the 30-day post election report. We monitor
compliance with this requirement by comparing that report with the 48-hour notices filed by
the same candidate. ‘We have found many omissions through this process and the more
egregious have generated enforcement actions. H.R. 3582 would require candidates, PACs,
and party committees to file 24-hour notices on contributions and expenditures of any
amount from 90 days before an election through the closing of the polls [underlining
highlights the distinctions from current law]. We cannot predict how many more last-
minute reports would be required under this proposal, but it obviously would be many more
than now received. This suggests a need for more Reports Analysts (desk auditors) to make
the necessary comparison as well as more attorneys and investigators to prosecute gross
instances of failure to report fully financial activity on essentially a daily basis 90 days
before an election. Apart from the compliance costs of H.R. 3582, there obviously will be
additional costs for the Commission to capture these new reports and their component
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transactions on our disclosure systems. The greater aggregate cost, however, will fall on
political committees obliged to file these comprehensive and frequent reports.

Section 2(b) requires any committee that raises or spends more than $50,000 to file
their reports electronically. Just over 3,000 of the 8,000 political committees active in the
1996 cycle exceeded that threshold. The vast bulk of detailed transactions are filed by these
larger committees. If filed electronically, the Commission would save several hundred
thousand dollars in coding and entry costs. More important, the public would have faster
computer-based access to this information and the information would be more
comprehensive. It is, however, difficult to project whether there would be a potential cost
or saving to the compliance program. In the first election cycle, some unknown number of
committees exceeding the financial activity trigger likely would try to continue filing on
paper and the Commission might have to compel compliance with the requirement to file
electronically. Whether this would be an ongoing problem is difficult to predict.

Section 2(c) requires cycle-by-cycle aggregation of financial reporting rather than
annual aggregation on candidate committee reports. The present contribution limitations for
candidates are expressed on an election-by-election basis, so neither annual nor cycle
aggregation requirements directly satisfy our reports review. Indirectly, however, cycle
aggregation provides more information per contributor because the reporting committee
must carry balances forward from one year to the next. This, in turn, provides the basis for
calculating if and when a contribution limit has been exceeded. If, as the Commission has
recommended, the limitations on contributions to candidates were made cycle-by-cycle as a
companion amendment, both reporting and desk auditing the reports would be easier.

Section 3(a) requires record keeping and reporting of disbursements to secondary
payees for goods and services if the amount paid exceeds $500 or more. It is difficult to
gauge the number of complaints potentially generated alleging a failure to report such
information. Currently, some committees use the equivalent of “prime contractors™ that
farm out significant work and large sums of money to “sub-contractors.™ Absent other
information, however, missing secondary payee expenditures would not be evident on the
face of the report. Therefore, the Commission likely would rely upon interested persons to
monitor this reporting and advise us through the complaint process of incomplete reporting.

Section 3(b) requires all committees to aggregate the total contributions received and
expenditures made as of the date of an election in their post election reports. Here also, we
see no appreciable impact on enforcement.

Section 3(c) requires all reporting committees to aggregate by election all itemized
contributions from individuals and political committees. This satisfies the deficiency noted
in Section 2(c) above for candidate committees; however, it imposes this same requirement
for non-candidate committees (PACs and Parties). Contributors to PACs and political party
committees are subject to an annual contribution limit, not an election limit. The new
aggregation requirements in this bill have candidate (authorized) committees aggregating by
election cycle and election; and non-candidate (unauthorized) committees aggregating by
calendar year and election. Commission monitoring would continue to focus on the
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aggregation period identified for a given contribution limit, i.e., currently, by election for
candidate committees and by calendar year for non-candidate committees.

Section 4 provides for an informal advisory opinion process to address questions
amenable to “clear and unambiguous”™ answers. Such a process would encourage the
regulated community to check with the Commission before engaging in an activity or
transaction which might violate the law. Additional legal staff would be required to respond
to such inquiries. How many of the violations possibly avoided otherwise would have
generated a complaint and triggered our enforcement thresholds for prosecution is difficult
to project.

Section 5 bans the receipt of cash contributions over $100 in aggregate. This
parallels the ban at §441g on contributing over $100 in cash in aggregate “to any campaign
... for nomination for election, or for election, to Federal office.” Covering both sides of
the transaction, as is done for other contribution limits, is a useful amendment, but of no
great resource impact.

Question 3: Who makes the decisions on what is being investigated? What are those
decisions based upon?

Answer: Ultimately, the Commissioners decide which cases will be investigated. Pursuant
to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(2), no investigation can be undertaken unless the Commission
determines, by at least four affirmative votes, there is reason to believe a law under the
Commission’s jurisdiction has been violated. The Office of General Counsel makes
recommendations to the Commission regarding which cases it believes should be
investigated. Because the Commission does not have adequate resources to investigate all of
the matters that come before it, the Commission has adopted the Enforcement Prioritization
System (EPS). The EPS sets forth several criteria the Office of General Counsel] uses in
deciding which cases should be activated and forwarded to the Commission with a
recommendation. In addition, the Commission gets a monthly report from the Office of
General Counsel which lists all cases activated and deactivated during the month. At any
time, the Commission may direct the activation or deactivation of a case.

All cases evaluated under the Enforcement Priority System are assigned a numerical
score. Because the ratings are crucial to the Commission’s decisions regarding its
prosecutorial discretion, as with other law enforcement thresholds, the specifics of the
rating criteria are not public. However, the Commission has made public the general
elements covered by the EPS ratings. Those elements are: Respondents/Players; Impact on
the Process; Intrinsic Seriousness of the Violations; Topicality of the Issues or the Activity;
Development of the Law; Subject Matter; and Countervailing Considerations.
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Mr. BURTON. Anyone else seek time?

[No response.]

Mr. BURTON. This committee stands adjourned, and thank you
for your participation.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the committee adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.]

(The letter dated March 30, 1998, and the accompanying mate-
rial submitted for the hearing record from p. 2 follows:]
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555 13TH STREET, N.W. TELEPHONE (212) 909-6000 TELEPHONE 33-1140 7312 12 TELEPHONE M4.171) 329 0779
WASHINGTON, DC 20004 TELECOPER (212) 909-6836 TELECOPER(33-1)47 205082  TELECOPER {44.171) 329 0860
(202) 383-8000
1M ENTERTAINMENT BULDING
30 QUEEN'S ROAD CENTRAL 1065 BUDAPEST
HONG KONG REVAY KOZ2 M) 2
TELEPHONE (852) 2610 7918 TELEPHONE (36-1) 131 0845
TELECOPIER: (202) 383-9118 TELECOPWER (857) 2010 9828 TELECOPIER (36-1} 132 799%
March 30, 1998

The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman
Committee on Government Reform

and Oversight
U.S. House of Representatives
2157 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143

Re: Democratic Natiopal Committee
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed at the request of the Democratic National
Committee is a declaration of Josgeph E. Sandler, prepared in
response to the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight's March 24, 1998 interrogatories to the DNC.

Should you have any questions regarding this
matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

udah Best

Enclosure

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman
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BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH E. SANDLER

A. I am the General Counsel of the Democratic National Committee (“DNC”).
This Declaration is submitted in response to the Interrogatories accompanying the letter

dated March 24, 1998, addressed to Judah Best, Esq., from Chairman Dan Burton.

B. The information set forth in this Declaration and the accompanying Exhibit is
based on a review of such records of the DNC and such other inquiries as I deemed

necessary to provide the following answers to the Interrogatories.

C. Based on my review of this fourth set of interrogatories from the Committee, I
believe it is impossible for the DNC to answer certain of these Interrogatories, and that
those questions should more properly be directed to individuals or entities other than the
DNC. Certain other interrogatories call for information relating to time periods up to five
years ago, which I believe the DNC could endeavor to develop only through an extensive
search of archived records. If the Committee wishes the DNC to prioritize searches for
any such materials over the DNC’s ongoing document search efforts for the Committee,
the DNC is prepared to do so, consistent with its legal obligations to other investigative

bodies.

Interrogatory No, |: Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or DNC
office-holder and Thomas Kramer (a German national with Florida business ties).

Answer:
Corporations reportedly owned and/or controlled by Thomas Kramer made three

contributions to the Democratic National Committee, by checks of the following dates and

amouants:
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Olympus Holdings, Inc. 4/14/93 $ 25,000
35 Star Island, Inc. 3/4/94 $ 60,000
Portofino Group, Inc. 3/15/94 $ 40,000

Attached as Exhibit A are copies of the check tracking forms and the summary
printouts from the DNC’s A/S 400 system for these contributions. All of these

contributions were refunded on or about November 7, 1994.

The information presently available to us indicates that the following DNC
personnel had or may have had some contact with Mr. Kramer, by telephone, in person

and/or in writing;

David Wilhelm DNC Chair

Terry McAuliffe National Finance Chair
Laura Hartigan DNC Finance Division
Peter O’Keefe DNC Finance Division
Eric Sildon DNC Finance Division

A copy of a memorandum from Mr. Sildon relating to Mr. Kramer is attached as

Exhibit B.

The DNC’s records indicate that Marvin Rosen, who subsequently became the
DNC'’s National Finance Chair, also had some contact with Mr. Kramer, and that Scott
Pastrick, who subsequently became the DNC's Treasurer, may have had some contact with

Mr. Kramer.

In addition, I received a letter from Mr. Kramer requesting a refund of the above-
listed contributions, and I wrote a letter back to Mr. Kramer, on or about November 7,

1994, enclosing the requested refunds.

The DNC’s records indicate that the $ 25,000 contribution from Olympus
Holdings was solicited by Howard Glicken; that the $ 60,000 contribution from 35 Star
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Island was solicited by Marvin Rosen; and that the $ 40,000 contribution from Portofino
Group was solicited by Howard Glicken, with Peter O’Keefe listed as the DNC fundraiser.

We are unable to address more specifically the detailed questions raised in the
Preliminary Statement to the Interrogatories based on the information available at this

time.

: Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or
DNC office-holder and Terry Bradley (Thomas Kramer’s secretary).

Answer:

We have not identified any information indicating the existence of any contacts

between Terry Bradley and any DNC employee or office-holder.

Interrogatory No 3:  Please list the names of any and all DNC employees or DNC
office-holders who solicited Thomas Kramer for financial contributions.

Answer:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 1.

Interrogatory No. 4: Please list the names of any and all employees or DNC
office-holders who solicited Terri Bradley for financial contributions.

Answer:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 2.

What DNC events or meetings was Mr. Kramer invited to
during 1993 and 1994?

Sa. What was the purpose of these meetings?

5b. When were these meetings?
S5c. How many people attended the event or meeting?

Answer:

As shown on Exhibit A, the contributions by companies associated with

Mr. Kramer were credited on the DNC’s records as having been received in connection
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with the following events:

1. Fundraising event held in Miami, Florida on April 29, 1993, with Vice President
Gore as featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to raise funds
for the DNC. I am advised that the event included a seated dinner for about 50 guests and

a reception for approximately 150 people.

2. Fundraising dinner held in Flonda for the Democratic Business Council on
March 21, 1994, with President Clinton as featured speaker and honored guest. The
purpose of this event was to raise funds for the DNC. I am advised that the dinner was
attended by approximately 1,000 people, and DNC records indicate that a separate

reception was attended by approximately 40 people.

In addition, DNC records which we have identified indicate that invitations to Mr.

Kramer may have been extended for the following events:

1. DNC Dinner in Washington, D.C., June 10, 1993, with Vice President Gore as
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to express
appreciation to substantial contributors. I am advised that approximately 20-25 peopie

attended.

2. White House Jazz Festival, June 18, 1993. We have not identified information

indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people attended.

3. Meet-and-Greet with President Clinton, Miami, Florida, September 5, 1993.
The purpose of this event was to express appreciation for support of the DNC. DNC
records suggest that approximately 27 people attended. Mr. Kramer may also have been
invited to a reception with President Clinton in Miami on the same day. I understand that
about 75 people were invited to that reception. We have not identified documentation

indicating the number of people who attended that reception.
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4. DNC Reception in Tampa, Florida, September 23, 1993. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people

attended.

5. DNC Trustee Retreat, in October or November of 1993. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people

attended.

6. DNC Donor Breakfast in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, February 2, 1994, with
DNC Chair David Wilhelm as the featured speaker. The purpose of this event was to
inform donors and prospective donors regarding DNC programs, and to solicit support for
a March 1994 Florida fundraiser. DNC records suggest that approximately 65 people

attended.

7. DNC Dinner, planned to be held on or about February 2, 1994. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people

attended.

8. DNC Trustee Retreat, in April 1994. The purpose of this event was to provide
members of the DNC's Trustee Program an opportunity to receive briefings about the
agenda and prograrﬁ of the Administration and the Democratic Party from Administration
officials, Members of Congress, Party officials and others. We have not identified

information indicating how many people attended.

9. DNC Business Leadership Forum Issues Conference, Washington, D.C.,
June 21-22, 1994. The purpose of this event was to provide members of the DNC'’s
Business Leadership Forum donor council with an opportunity to receive briefings about
the agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from
Administration officials, Members of Congress, Party officials and others. I am advised
that the various briefings and meetings were attended by approximately 150-200 people. I
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-understand that there was also a related reception at the White House. We have not

identified reliable information as to the number of people who attended that reception.

10. DNC Gala, Washington, D.C., June 22, 1994, with President Clinton as
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpgse of this event was to raise funds for the

DNC. I am advised that the event was attended by approximately 2,000 people.

I declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the
best of my present knowledge, information, and belief. Executed this 3o day of March,

1998.

L A&

Joseph E. Sandler
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MENORANDON
TO: Laura Hartigan
cc: Nancy Jacobson
Petar 0’Kesefe
FROM: Exric sildon
DATE: June 6, 1993
RE:

Thomas Kramer
LT L T s L L LT T T T TR ey e e TR T T T T P ey

As we discussed, I have spoken to Thomas Kraner, prominent
real estate developer in South Florida, about his tntur- commitaent
to the DNC (Kramer made a $25,000 emtzihueton to the April Gore
dinner in Plorida.) In conversations I have had with him since the
dinnar, he has expressed a strong desire to incresase his support to
the party.

On friday, using the Thursday dinner with the Vice President
as an opening, I moved the process bayond the discussion phase and
asked Kramer to commit another $75,000 to the party before the end
of the year. He signed on and made ths commitment.

He has the ability to write much more than $100,000 and runs

in vealthy, yet untapped, circles. Lat’s sit down and discuss how
you can mors fully engage him. : R 1

HENEIREREHEIEIE DNC 1040292
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GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION HEARING - MARCH 31, 1998

EXHIBIT
D OF PAID IN RE| NCE T KRAMER
INVESTIGATION

8! /ENTITY FINE AMOUNT DATE PAID
Terri Bradley $21,000 July 1996
Thomas B. !Cramer $323,000 August 1996
Republican Party of Florida $82,000 March 1997
Greenberg, Traurig, $77,000 February 1998

Hoffman, Lipofl, Rosen
& Quentel, P.A.
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sr. Larry Noble
Genaral Counsel
Pedaral Election Commission

999 E strest, N.W.
, D.C. 20463

Re: Incmas EXERSX

Dear lLarry:
I am writing to follow up om ouxr M call last

mzwnguu status as a £ofy
xr
t.but!mlqnnnumhnymt-‘h._ Hlbations 'in connaction
vith candidste alections in the DalteldNtitss. > Wr.-Fraser is .
willing to cooperate fully with :n.e-—u-u.- ‘mpd ‘Ats 'staff ‘in
connection with this matter. - We mm-t. Kramar's -
records to identify which contr | ‘'Questicnd nnux
the FECA. Ve will promptly advise thé’Commission of any such
contributions. If wve conclude that ud‘ ‘contributions vere

Questionable, Nr. Kramer will proaptly ssak ‘refunds of the
contributions in question.

We would appreciaste it if you vould forwvard this lettar
to the appropriate person on your anforcemant staff. Thank you
for your cooperation.

Vary truly yours,
y/
Roger M. Witten
cc: Mr. Kramer
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Decamber 27, 1994

Joan McEnery, Esq.

Mary L. Taksar, Esq.

Central Enforcement Docket

0ffice of the Ganeral Counsel B
Federal Election Commission .
999 E Street, N.W, -
Sixth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Pre-MUR 307
Dear Joan and Mary:

This letter follows my earlier communications regarding
our client, Thomas Kramer, and his vish to disclose voluntarily
to the Coemmission that he may have inadvertcntly'viclltcd
provisions of the Federal Elaction Campaign Act by making or
causing contributions in connection wvith candidate elections
despite his status as a foreign national. We include Mr.
Kramer's affidavit and a chart of his guestionable contributions
for your review. Although we believe we have investigated quite

thoroughly, we will, of course, notify the Commission promptly of
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any other contributions that we may learn of after this

disclosure.

Mr. Kramer did not intend to violate Section ¢4le, and
he is quite sorry that it appears that he has done so. He was
unavare of Section 44le or any legal rastrictions on the ability
of foreign nationals to make candidate-ralated contributions.
Although Mr. Xramer is quite obviously a torsign national in
origin, no fundraiser or candidate ever inquired into his
izmmigration status or rafused funds from him because he vas a
foreign national. 1In addition, Mr. Kramer vas represantad by law
firms on business matters during this period, including a firm
that handled his immigration matters and vhose principals
solicited contributions from him and suggested that he make
certain other contributions. He vas never advised that a foreign

national could not make candidate contributions.

When Mr. Kraser learned s a result of a September 28,
1994 article in the Tampa Iribune (attached) that some of his
contributions might violate the FECA, he immediately contacted
legal counsel. Counsel proaptly notified the FEC of the
polential problem and of Mr. Kramer's intention to cooperate
fully in gathering information on contributions he made or caused
to bs made, in seaking refunds of questionable contributions, and

in making full disclosure to the Coamission.
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As reflected on the enclosed chart, Nr. Kramer or his
companies made or caused six contributions to candidates for
federal office and numerous contributions to candidates on the
state and local level. Has also made several contributions to
Democratic and Republican party committees, which are not clearly
candidate-related but which we list in our effort to make full

disclosure.

Mr. Kramer has requested refunds of all his personal
and corporate contributions.! To date, he has received rafunds
from the Democratic National Committee, the Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee, the Republican Senatorial Committes,
Representative Jleana Ros-lehtinen, and local candidates Gwen
Margolis and Charles Dusseau. By letter of October 25, 1994, the
Republican Party of Florida informed Mr. Kramer that it had
directed the bulk of his donation to its state account for "non-
campaign, non-Federal activities,”™ and refunded the remaining
$5,000. Mr. Kramer asked for a further refund of the additional
$200,000 he contributed, but the Republican Party of Florida
denied his request.¥ Many of the local candidates who received
contributions frop Mr. Kramer, particularly those who were

unsuccessful in their bids for office, have indicated that they

¥ An exception ie Nr. Kramer's $1,000 contribution to Ms.
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, which the candidate refunded before Mr.
Kraper made a reguest.

¥ The letters exchanged by the Republican Party of
Florida and Mr. Kramer are attached.

-3 -

FEC - 5.3
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no longer have open campaign accounts or funds from which to

refund his contributions.

In addition to his personal and corporate
contributions, Mr. Kramer also made scse contributions through
et':hcx people. Of the contributions Mr. Kramer sade on the
federal level, two were made through another, his secretary,
Terri Bradley. These are listed in the accompanying chart. We
have reason to balieve Mr. Kramser slso made candidate-related
contributions through othars on the state and local level. We
have included the information ve have besen able to gather in the
enclosed chart. We did not want to further delay thie submission
to the Commission, and have noted “intermediary® as the
contributor where ve believe Mr. Kramer made a state or local

cappsign contribution through another.?

In sum, Mr. Kramer was, until recently, unawvare that
foreign nstionals could not make candidste-rslated contributions.
He sade soms of these contributions at the suggestion and with
the advice of principals at his lead lav firm, vhich also handled
his immigration matters. Although he vas solicited by nusarous
caspaign fundraisers and is quite .learly of toz‘oiqn origin, he

vas never asked gbout his citizenship or residency status. MNr.

¥ We vere guided in our approach to this issus by the
rirst G a) C 1*s Report in the Sports Shinko satter, dated
Juns 4, 1993, in wvhich the Ceneral Counsel took the position that
violations of 2 U.5.C. § eq1f involving contributions to state
and local candidates were sore properly the business of state
suthorities than the FIC. (Report at 17-18).
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Krasar voluntarily brought this matter to the Commission's
attention, and he has cooperated fully if facilitating an

investigation into his contributions.

We wvould appreciate an opportunity to meet vith you
regarding this matter at your convenience to explore the
possibility of pre-probable cause conciliation. In the interim,
please let us know if ve may provide any further information.

Sincerely,

[ a. (W

Roger M. Witten
Margaret L. Ackerley

Enclosures
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APFIDAVIT OF T=OMAS KRAMER

STATE OF FLORIDA )
)

COUNTY OF DADL H

1. My nase :s3 Thomss Krasar. ! am a real eszace
investor living ir Miams BSesch., Tloc:ds. The donor corpanies
listed :n Attachmen: A hereto are all corporations incorporated
under the lawe of the state of Florida and are vholly owned by
-

2. : am 2 Cerman citizen and sm in the Unizted States
on a% -2 J:s‘. T em pez lewfully admizted in the Uz:ted Stactes
{zr permanen: res:dease

3. ? #ade cans:2ate s3n:Tidbutions personally and
TRIISgh My coeparies 3ur.nj & Fer.o>d of approxartately a year and
three-Qiasters. teginnirng in cerly :9%). | gave to siaie and
locs]l candidates. the Repudlicar Party of Florida. and :te
TALiSn8l Cemocratic ang Rep.tlican pariies. D also pessanally
~ade or caused CONIT:iD.2:0%8 D I3.r ‘ederal condicates.

4. Prior Lo and Guriry cnis period. 1 was no:

anowledgeable sbout feJers. ze-7s.3~ fanance laws, includ:rg
3 2.5.C. § 441e oRich I Adw L-2sreiend tars conttibutions by
{oteign nationals to politizsl cer2idazes.

S. 1 spese Inglieh wit® & Cerman accent, and |
believe mOSt pecpie who wnce we rcallie ; am Cerman.
Nevertreless, no ore «ho 60li7i2¢d of accepted my candidaze

CONIrIDULIONS @Vvar a8zs3 = sDO.° =y iTfagraiion status. advised
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.2 -

oe that it was illegai far me o contribute, or r2jected my
polizical -contTidutions Decause cf my &1t zenship.

€. Duriag thas period, I was represented by several
lav firws on Dusifess meiters. :acluding Greenbesg. Traurig.
Koffman, Lipofl. Resea & Caentel and Thomson Hu.rlrc lu:;:i &

Hars.

The Greertesg, Traur:j fiTm was my principal counsel, and

nar2lesd my irm:goet:o= -atters smong other things. Principals st
that fira from gice-co-21me 92.:cited fxom me and suggested that
: make cersain polis:cal csntT:ibutiens. I did not specifically
reg:es: eleciicn lsv advice {tom Creenberg, Traurig or Thomson
Murars. However. ! generally Tequested Greenberg, Traur:g o
T8Ce AL, SPPrEPI.4le 4107 U2 AgSuTeE TRAL my activities of which
they were aware sere r:zc3ucied :n 8 fashion fully complian: with
15 law AT 70 ive 8.2 ary azterney advise me that there was
ary issue 49 tO my _eqgs. aDilily tO make poliiical coniribuz:iens

raticra.s ~oie sron.t:ied from making such

3. On reediry o Sepievder 28. 1994 arcicle in the
2ASIA IIoSuyne wndicatirg Ihe: a0~ of ry contributions may be
BrITl. NatiC. I wes surpc.sef #~3 :~eed:ately consulted counsel.
Afiefr CSNBUIIALACA wil) cfe.%se. end irveatigation of my recorde.
< teT.eved refurds cf il reliticel contributions thet | or my

€o=panies ~»ade that may te zandisdate-related. .

EXuieIt

-
o
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8. I made two contributions at the Iederal level
through my secretary, Ms. Terri Bradiey. I have reguested
retunss of these contr:butions.

cme s an

&. 1 re:mburses Ms. Bradley for a $1.000 caniriiuticon

mace :n her name to Senator George Mitchell i March 19%3. [ ¢»
rot -ecall the circumstances surrounding this coniribuiion cor wiy
the centribution was made it this way.

b. I also re:rbursed Ms. sradley for a $2°,000
czntriouiion made in her name to the Democratic Senatcrial
Carpaizn Commitiee (°DSCC) on April 28, 1993. To the best of my
recollection, [ believe that ! was :nformed directly or
irdirectly by a JDemosraz:c pasiy fundraiser that the 2SCC weuld
3Tzept zsniIibulisng sanl; If3m U 8. citizens. I do not recall
“hai. :{ any, explanat.c~ =ay have been given. In any even:, I
€:2 n3: understand 4t tre time Tnal ! was being advised zha: :t
was urnlawful for the DSCI (or any one else) to accept political
=ntraduz:ons Irer fcrei3n naticnals. ! proceeded as I dad
Setause, to the best ¢! =y recolliection. ~ understood that the
scliz:itor suggesied (ir the ;resente of myself and my secretary)
thal. since the DSCC sscezied coniridutions only from U.S.
Sitizens. a U.S. cit:izen snould corir:bute on my behalf. I have
no recollection qt wnderszanding that there was any legal issue
invclved.

9. To the bes: of my knowledge, the accompanying

chart of contributione I[Attachment B) accurately shows the
EXHIBIY

=
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i

candidace-related and possibly candidate-related contriduiions I

made directly or indireczly. and the status of my refund

Teguests. .
I swear under :re peralty of perjury that the fcregaing

stazements are true and corTec:t. <!

The foregoirg :as:irumen: was acknowlecged befcre me
tn1s )ds day of Cecemoer. 1994 by Thomas Kramer, who is
Fersonally knowr to me of who has produced
as 12enz1fizatisa and wns cid take an ocath.

Rztacy Public, State of rF.iorida
Prir: Name: ‘se..y A UslT

Cz-mission Number:
Cermigsion Expares:

(SEAZL)

AP L. OFMmCiaL mOTARY 3gaL

Y4 8 A many
» COMNUMON NuuDES
@o‘ CC2i19000

O' Y COMMSSON CBP
O 4! AUG. 18 1998

T

3 EXHIBIY

PEC - 6.4
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Azure Coast Developmsnt, Ltd.

Beachwalx Develop Cerp.

New Fiesza, 1I=c.

2ly=pus Holding Corp.

Playa Del Sol, Lid.
rzofino Group, Ime.

Sandpoin: Financial, Ltd.

Santorici 1lsle, Inec.

£3Z. 4nc.

Seagull Devel Corp.

Scuth Beach Creative Group

&z. Tropez R/E Fund, Ltd.

Sun & Fun, Inc.

2 Star 1sland, 1Inc.

Star Island, Inc.

h & 5th Deco Corp.

33 Star Isiand, 1Inc.
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ATIACGNT B
D of A of Rafumd afund Made®
e Racymm . (Dam)
3 Swr biasd, lac. Depsscruse Nessual DA% €0./0.00 Yo 0000800 =n 1072854
[ ed
Porwfnn Group, . | Prasoress Namceal 313 40.000.00 Y 40,000 00 am 117794
L enid
TPoreimu Group Drsscraex Napcasl | Scomsume .o Yes £29.000 00 on 102894
arag March-
Grond Doy dumms Aprd 1993
for VP Gore)
Tern Bradiry DSCT 4727 20.000.00 Yo
Thooms Kretmer The DECC Samm "7 3.000.00 Yo £.000.00 ou 9/ X994
¢ Magprwy Damer
Porofias Group. Inc. | Repabinas 409} 23.000.00 Yo I23,000.00 e §1/730/5
Sconmra)
Commmtens
Pormfen Groap. I Repoblwas Parry of [ 2] “300.000.00 Yo
Florue-Viesory 94
Porotmn Group. lac e [ 3.000.00 Yo
Tocems Kramer Repmbleas Puty of I 100.000.00 Ym £5.000.00 oo 102594
Florsa
Thooms Krames Rahen Kervy for e 1.000.00 Yes
U.S. Sconmr
Toomas Krame: Row-Letomrs for 10119} 1.0m.00 Refund $1.000.00 on 9/309
Coogren precaded
Tapcn
Thomas Kramer Frends of Cotax [RER LA 300.00 Yes
Mac)
Thomas Krame s Framts of Coonn: 1217093 1.500.00 Yo
Mack
Toomas Kramer Fremes of Connar 1109 1.300.00 Yo
Mack
Term Dndien George Mt 370w 1.000.00 Yo
Prrofino Group. Inc. | Samm Baambery 12w 500.00 Yo
Campaige Fund
Oivmens Sann Bumbery 1700 300.00 Yo
Carmymugn Furd
Prnofine Gnwp Ing Sacy brezn 170090} 200 00 Cannot Soc s
recpuens
Sun & Fun Srmt Compuugn 4149} 500 00 Camnot lacan
rcpwa
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el f—— el Tt Mats?
[ — Soapun Conthan | Contmen | gt (]
L
[ Combi Bouus anum E [ 1]
]
Thmwns Reomsr [ 1319 mm® Yo
Campags Pund
Owywps Jot Bt TI w0 Yo
Ovtermmral
Cotpags
[-— b Ded @ we Ya
Cuberassmond
Compmigs
New Fame Quetes Dunms v we Yo SHDDOes 112198
Campuign
Pors Caaris Dusas am 000 Yo NODLD en 11214
Compuigs
[ oo— Churtes Dugmm wvien 1m0 a $100.00 eu 112194
Compngn
Sormfme Growp. . | Sy Emmiesg = 20000 Yo
Campugs Pund
% Topez R Fumd | Sy Escatarg L ] ~mm Ya N3 Oa 12V
Casgngs Pand © s
New Fesa Sy Kommbeny «3m 20000 Ya $12.00 e 12
Campgs Fant [ ]
Sunk Fus Sy Enmbany -3 ] oo Yo NBWw WD
Casgpuegs Pand Cunpulnd » Raget)
Pore By Emambery o 300.00 Y $135.00 ow L)
Campags Fund {emrciand @ wquan)
Beacheain Sy Suesbury uam .00 Ya $129.00 o 122393
. Campusge Fand e ]
Otymps By Savnbwy [S-20) E X ] Yoo
Campnige P
Saamne Sy Eursherg [T 0000 Yas $133.00 a0 122393
Campegn Pusd tumseined B voquam)
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bate:
Subyect: MOR 4638
To:

9/27/97 31:30:28 A
Jose Rodrigues

Mary Ann Busgarner

Just spoke with Terri Bradley's counsel, Lou Vendittelli, regarding her
. _onse to our discovery seeking informetiod concerning Greenberg & Traurig's
and the DSCC's involvement in the Kramer contributions made in h-z name.
Counsel poted that his client had much ion en Mr.
contyibutions (bsyond just what was asked for in the discovery), bu‘ feared
that by providing this info she'd expose hersel! to passible craminal
laability. In this regsrd, counsel asked what Ber Craminal exposure eould bc
and asked if we would be willaing te offer ity from er 1 pr o
exchange for her testimony. 1 noted. with the usual caveats, that l-emu-
Commiesion had already settled with his client, 3t was unlikely to sither re
or report her to Justice fer criminal prosecution. I further noted, however.
that Justice could alwsys act indspendent of any Cosmission actiom. Concermaing
the immunity request. ] noted that we do not veuslly offer ismunity {and in ’
tfact mdy not have the power to do so). MNe responded that his client would no:
rap to the da Y sony and that be was referring her
to & criminal attorney to advise her on this 318us. I noted that I°'d run the
Teq eat up the line and get back te Bim with 2 more solid response.
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Date: 7/37/97 22150117 AN
Prom: Ann

Subject: Re: MUR 4638

To: Joss Rodrigues

‘ow. It is amazing to me thaZ we can’'s eves ge: a rezusT phone call from some
le and others want 1mmunity. I doz*: think we can cffer amm ¥ angd we

no control over DOJ. 1 wonder if what she has 15 so good we might want o
L. o« Lois talk to Donsanto. I know we will no: be reporting or referring it

ourselves. Good advice to the attorney. I am going to forward your EM to
Lois. Thanks.
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL MEMORANDUM
OF TELEPHONE CALL OR VISIT

DATE 8/18/97 TIME 2:20 am.

MUR 4638 STAFF MEMBER J. Rodriguez

CHECK ONE: >[X ] TELEPHONE CALL >[ ] VISIT

NAME OF PERSON: Lou Vendinelli, Esq.

NUMBER CALLED: (305)379-3515

CHECK ONE: >| ) RESPONDENT >[ X ) WITNESS >[ ) OTHER

SUBSTANCE: Counsel calied 10 inform me that he would be negotiating the proffer, and not
cnminal counsel  Counse! noted that he had spoken with his client briefly and that she had
knowledge of who soliciied the two contribuuions st issue, and solicitation knowlcdge regarding
numerous other contributions Much of her knowledge was first hand, but some involved info
she received from another party  Counsel hunted that G&T was involved in the two solicitations
and in many of the other sohcstaions  Counsel agreed 10 only verbally provide information at

this ume conceming his clients solicitation knowledge Cwithout ing ™), tncluding an
indication of which contribuuons hus ciient has first hand knowledge about, and which info sh:
recerved from a Burd pasty (including an indicauon of the ). C 1 agreed 10 call either

tus Fnoor Mon | informed counse! that | would be out of the Office beginning thus Thurs, but
provided MAB as s conuact

| also reiteraied that while we accept & verbal response for now, a precise written proffer would
be required before immunrty could be gram-4

2 EXHIBIT
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL MEMORANDUM

OF TELEPHONE CALL OR VISIT
/,’./ //
DATE 9/11/987 TIME 1225 p.m. _ . ,‘/ [/” y
: | “ {
MUR 4638 STAFF MEMBER ). Rodriguez o ,/ ot . s
' Vo

CHECK ONE: >[X ) TELEPHONE CALL >[ ] VISIT

NAME OF PERSON: Lou Vendittelli. Esq.

NUMBER CALLED: (305) 379-3515

CHECK ONE: >{ | RESPONDENT >[ X ] WITNESS >{ ] OTHER

SUBSTANCE: Counsel called 1o inform me of his client’s knowledge concemning the various
contributions

20K DSCC (in her name)

M3 Bradicy overheard a conversaion between Mr. Kramer and another individual dunng
which the individual asked Mr Kramer (of there was “anyone else who could make the
contnbution 1n your place = Thus individual also explaned that the requested contribution would
make Mr Kramer 8 member of the ~inncr cirtie™ with vanous accompanying perks. In fact,

Mr  Kramer later wrote an ! memo pl. § about how none of the stated perks

J12ed afier the contnb Ms Bradicy can idenuly this individual and his business
aflihauon She was not » party to Uus converation, but insicad overheard it while at her desk
next 1o Mr Ksamer's office | asked counsel of thus indissdual was DSCC: counsel noted that his
chent could 1.D. the individual b did not know s afiliation w..1 the commitiee.

Ouher Conusibs

Ms Bradiey has informauon \g vanous sol by 3 named panner at G&T.
Thus indin1dual was not the lswyer who wually handied Kramer's business maners. This
individual’s only interaction with Kramer mas the solicitation of contributions. According to Ms.
Bradley. dunng the penod of Prop 6 (Gaming).(Bradiey believes 1995, but conuribs at issue 93-
84), thus individual began sohiciung Mr Ksamer for fund-raisers. There were approximately 5-6
solicits, they were either by fax or by phone  She was not privy to any of Mr. Ksamer's
conversaions She only knows that the individual called and faxed solicitations. She believes
M. Kramer bought 3 full table for » Gore fund-raser. She can also idemtify this individual.
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Because of its legal representation of Mr. Kramer and his corps, the firm had full knowiedge that
Kramer was foreign. and knowiedge re: his intsrest in the corps.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION L2
Cerai |} 350097
In the Maner of ;
Greenberg. Traurig. Hoffman. : MUR 4633

Lipoff. Rosen & Quemel. P-A.
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT m‘
1. INTRODUCTION
The preszmt maner addresses the seversd portion of MUR 4398. MUR 4398 was

generated by & sua sponte submission filed by counsel for Thomas Kramer noting that, a3 2
foreign national. Mr. Kramer made extensive contributions to Federal, state and local elections
during the 1995-1994 election cycle. The sua sponte also disclosed that Greeuberg, Traurig,
Hoffman, Lipoﬂ'. Rosen & Quentel (“Greenberg & Trawrig™ or “Respondent™), a law firm
retained by Mr. Kramer to handle his i

gt had solicited an undisclosed parti
of the contributions at issue. Based on this information, oa Jupe 25, 1996, the Commission

found reason 10 believe against My, Kramer, his assistant Ms. Terri Bradiey, his wife

W

Mrs. Catherine Burda Kramer, several jons under his 1, various Federal, sute and

local recipi and the p pondent. Greenberg & Trawrig. The Commission took no

further action against all respondents except for Mr. Kramer, Ms. Bradley, one recipient

- the Republican Party of Florida — and Greenberg & Traurig.'

The seu sponte ion alw d inf noung that an unidentified individual associan ..

wrth the D 1 C. C ("DSCCT) had suggesind thal Mr. Kramey fonnel & 520,00
contribution through hrs assrsant. s«rn-cmuc.-mnmhuuum.mu'l 199 (“FOCR").
211721 Thas Office made no recommendations concerming the DSCC of thas time. informing the Commission the
tesommendstins would follow &3 warranied by sny aew information discovercd. A7 of 20-21. The investigation

of the

imo Greenberg & Traung’s mvolvement n Me Kramar's has provided an inkia) ind
Weniy of the ndis idual respunsible for ihe IMCC Add ¥ '}
winrohursung 1his Wenin)y  In aay event. ol dues it appear that the andivedus) wi
ated with Uiteenbrerg & 10surig
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“

All sbove remmining sespondents requemed pre-probabis ssmse concilistion. and the
Commission successhully scaled MUR 4398 as 10 ol respondents. ensopt for Geoanbury &
Traurig — ebuining & 10 of $426.000 in civil penaity puyments.’ Soe the Genesal Comel's
Report ("GCR™} in MUR 4398, dxed May 9. 1997, 51 3-3. ‘Becsuss-of the insbility w reach
scilement with Greenberg & Trourip. and 30 25 10 20t adversely projodios the secoassfully
compieted portion of MUR 4398, the Commistion seveved she-sctivity conserning Greenberg &
Traurig into the present maney. closed MUR 3398 and lounched an investigation inmto the law
firm's involvement in Mr. Krumer's contributions. See id '
quesied discovery, Respondent expressed s
renewed interest in settling this matter 2t the present siage” Based on the svailsble evidence

R Iy. rather than d 0 the

»

from the \arious recipient d dusing the investigation. it now appears thi
Greenberg & Trawig selicised approximaiely $92.000 from Mr. Krumer. This repon

mminginhmiluimumomth-igdp.—nuﬁrh

C ission’s approval 3 proposed conciliion

. PRIOR CONCILIATION WITI GRFENRERG & TRALRIG

The Commnsin sho rreened 2 sutat 35 095 W0 » Jigurpements

The decoverny 10 Groeaberg & 1 dowrny s ond e () el
B Kramrr s Commibutnns 2 the proututsesn ool 3 1ecurth reloung 19 Thear conmribunans. - In Convernanons wih
thos Ufice. Respundent has $ Bt muth of he e 0 be privileged under

Whe SROTRES Clarnt pers sleps. 088 Mo Koamer ol et @ 2ua.¢ ther provaleyge. G st therefons 8 will sfune
MONUCHIn on 1hore grounds should sentirment i be succersiol Wikle thes Office uangrees wish Revpundent’s

SPPRLILOR oF Wy Pris siege 18 Wy Maser B 2002 130 Ve iiver 1 wnkbeh W he 2990i0 0% shan of L sher prasrneied
RGOtk wr L uh Ilwn
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

). Enmerineo concilistion with Greenberg. Traurig. Hoffman. LipofL Rosen
& Quansal, PA. prior 10 » finding of probable cyuse 10 beiieve.

2, Approve the asttached concilistion sgreement and sppropriate leter.

Lawrence M. Nobie
General Coursel

(0f22)6 e Qe
Dase Lois G.

Amsociste General Counsel
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

we oo -
1n the Maner of ) -
| ) SENSITIVG
Greenberg. Traurig. Hoffmen, } MUR 4638
Lipoff. Rosen & Quemel. P.A.. er 0! )
GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

). . INTRODUCTION

On October 30, 1997, the Commission enteved ino concilistion with Gresaberg. Trawrig.
Hoffman. Lipoff, Rosen & Quentel (“Greenbery & Trwrig™ or “Raspoadent™) in connection with
vislations of 2 U.S.C. § #41¢ resuking from Respondent’s iavolvesment in conributions made by
Thomas Kramer. s foreipn national. 10 Federsl. state and local elections dwring the 1993-1994
ciection cycle.’ A1 the same time Respondesm was provided with the Commissios’s proposed
conciliation sgreement. See the General Counsel's Repon in this maner (“OCR™) daed
October 27, 1994

Addisionally.
this repont analyzes the remaining maves and panscipants invelved in Mr. Kramer's contributions
and recommends closing the matier withows funther proceedings.

M Keamer'y wer - MUR )%
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B. Remaining Participaats
Auunedinpmmhmmwinmmmlln.inhhm

sponte submission Mr. Kramer suggests that an unnamed individual associmied with the

D N ial Campaign C: inee ("DSCC™) had instructed him to rake his $20.000

April 28. 1993 contribution in the name of his secretary. in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f. During

the course of the matter, this Office sought infe i ing this ion. including the
identity of the individual involved. While this Office has discovered informsation identifying an

individual credited for soliciting four of Mr. Kramer's ibutions to the D ic Party (two

each to the DSCC and the D ic National C ittee (“DNC™)). including the contribution
made in the name of his secretary, the availabie evidence is inconclusive a3 1o this individual's

acrual involvement in suggesting that the contribution be made in the name of another.

Specifically, the svailable evidence obtained from the DSCC suggests that Howasd
Glicken. a south Florida fmdmser was responsible for both of Mr. Kramer's contribettions to

the DSCC. including the $20,000 contribution made in the name of his secretary. However, this

P 1 .

is not ive. In its resp to the C jssion”s i gatories, the DSCC

notes that it is “without any specific information responsive 1o this request other than to state its

belief that Howard Glicken may have been involved in soliciting these contributions.” DSCC

responsc dated July 16, 1997, a14. A panying this r' are d tating 1o the

contributions; however. these documents do not confirtn Mr. Glicken as the solicitor, instead

Thewe conrthutions include Mt Krasner's Apnl 23, 199) $20.000 contribution i made in the name of his
sectetany ) and September £7. 199) 53 000 conteibution 10 the DDSCC and Mr. Kramer's Apeit 14, 199) $25.000

comtibutin (made through Pontaling Grsup. Inc ) and March 18, 1993 $40.000 contributenn 1n the $emacrain
Sangl (Commitigce

i EXHIBIY

’ reC - 12.2
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5 -.

MMMWM“M&MWW‘&#WM
contribution and “MJV™ fer the $3.000 contribution.
Mm.misaﬂylimiudmmusmulfm Mr. Kramer
hhismwrmmimmhmmmmm&“WUylmw
o make his §20.000 contribtion in the name of his secrecary — Terri Bradiey. feils o idcatify
this individual or provide details of the conversation. Similarly, in conversations with this
Office, counsel for Ms. Bradley, while noting that his cliens recalls the suggestion being made o

m.m.nﬁmwmminmmwhmo(hmm-

gant of i ity from crimina) p jon. While further inquiry of the DSCC may clarify the
apparent incorsistency conceming Mr. Glicken's atwibution as the solicitor, b of the
discovery plicat ing the Section 441{ issue, this Office does not believe that

sufficient time remains within the statnz of Jimiutions period w sdequaely investigate the more
subsuntial April 1993 contribution made in the name of another.
While this Office would generally recommend ¥ reason to believe finding against

M. Glicken and conduct an investigation into the two DSCC contributions, because of the

di v plications and time j dad d above. and the fact that the transactions
at issue took place during the 1993-1994 clection cycle, this Office does not now recomumend
proceeding against this identificd individual or the DSCC.

Similarly. this Office does not d further 1 di ing the two DNC

{ 4

contrit P y d by Mr. Gisken. Unlike the DSCC contributions. the larger of

these 1wo contributions wowld not e time harred until March of 1999 . approximatcly a year

and four months trom aow. However. because of Me. Glicken's high profile as a prominent
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Democratic fndraiser. including his poswntial fundraising involvement is support of Vice
President Gore's expucted presidential campaign. it is unciess that this individual weuld agres ©
settle this matter short of litigation. Therefore, rmther than comtinuing this maner for an

unspecified period in pursuit of one participant and b of the low prospect for timely
resolution. the age of the maner and the already successful resolution conceming all principals in
conuibutions cither. Instead, this Office recommends closing the eatire file in MUR 4638

g further p
Commission not agree with this assessment, this Office recorunends that the Commission close
the matter only as 1o Greenberg and Traurig.

n.  RECOMMENDATIONS

dings ip this matter, it close MUR 4638. Should the

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with Greenberg, Trawrig, Hoffman, Lipoff,
Rosen & Queniel, P.A. in setdement of MUR 4638 and close the matter as 1o this
Respondant.

. Close MUR 4638

(¥}

3. Approve the appropriate letterts).

Lawrence M. Neble
General Counsel

L/, Y
o f -//” BY. _ "52673‘«)#&
Date ! ’ [ emic
 Dawe Lois Gi. L.emer
Asuiate Genernl Counsel
- EXHIIIT_
PEC - 12,4

[
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1. Greenberg & Trewig Proposed Signed Coscilistion Agreanent

Stff Member: Jose M. Rodrig:




Deméliatic National Cillinittee

wevet ional Chmr o 4 Rew Bomey. Geneval Chate

n

h

Sepramber 3. 1997

o %) Y

L

oludlh(;rw-dcd
999 E Sorest, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20463 BURK FILE

Attamsion: Jose Rodriguex
Re: MUIR 4618

Enclossd are documents thet the Democrasic Netions) Commsities ("DNC™) hes locsted
which are responsive 10 the Iterrogstories and Regquast for Decaments surved 0w the DNC in the
sbove-referenced MUR. We have idantiied bnst have boan vasbis to rerrisve and copy an
sdditionsl handfil of respomsive documents.  We tpect 10 be shie 10 produce thoss ransining
documents 10 you within the o wesk 0 ten deys.

Answars 1o the lsserregatories ers aleo enciossd. As noted tharsin, the swwers ware
prepered by counsel for the DNC besed on the DNC's seconds sad the. decusanss that we have
focated. To the best of our knowisdge, no corvest employss of the DINC was directly imvolved in
the soliciwstion of the coatribtions & imve end, tharefors, we were act shis to cbisin avy
sdditional information, for purposss of anseering the imerrogasories, from asy current DNC
smployee with first-hand knowledge of the =i ounding the solicitmion of the
contributions of iasue.

_lrmmnmuunmmma—nm

Sincarcly yours,

s

€ Sandier
Genena) Counsel

[T TN L TT TN T IO .u.nrn- D Smatnth € opsanedt Mg et N 8 -\\,nlunm-l LLISNE. T IT R K N T

R L W N J PRV PR
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VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Senator George Mitchell
c/o Frances Cromarte
321 D Swreet, NE
Washiogton, D.C. 2000

Dear Senator Mitcbell:

Enclosed please find checks totalling $74,000.00 collected in conjuncti i
March 22nd codmil reception. Tbere are still remaining outstanding che’cul:,ﬂ:volsc:‘l:dml:
be rsbnllmed and recut and others to be collected. I will forward them 1o yOu as 3000 a3
possidle.

Siocerely,

Y/ :

Marvin §.
MSRovim arvin S. Rosen
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SENATOR GEORGE MITCHELL
March 22, 1993
ALVAREZ, CESAR Attomney 1,000
3 Trawig
<221 Brickel Avenue
Jiami, Florida 33131
305-578-0500
3ASS, HILARIE Attomey 250.
3 , Traurg .
-22) Brickel Avenue
JGsmi, Rorida 33131
579-0500
~
- .
GER, JAMES L Antomey 1,500.
.E. Third Avenue
>ulte 400
'-g , Florida 33301
C:
—c'\
SRADLEY, TERAI E. Executive 1,000.
371 NW 18t Street Assistant
lantation, Forida 33324
384422
ROWN, ILIANA Rea! Estate 1,000.
7801 NW 16th Street Accoumant

ambroke Pines, Florida 33029

APLAN, SHEILA Interior Designor
2 Y gNo|

o 2,000. 3 EXHIBIY
th Mlami Beach, Florida 33160

FEC -~ 13.3
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smwmmm.amm_

page 2

CEJAS, PAUL L Chairman
Care Florida

7950 NW S3rd Avenus
Sults 300

Meami, Florida 33166
305-370-1950 .

CUNNINGHAM, ALLEN A Real Estate
68 East 3rd Street, No. 23 Executive
New York, New York 10003

CRUZ, GLORIA C.F.0.

‘COFFEY, JONI ARMSTRONG Housewife
£320 SW 86th Terrace
Miarni, Florida 33158

DALY, THOMAS Il Studenm
¢/o 32 Simpson Road
Briarcitf Manor, NY 10510

DALY, TRUDY Ho
:_!2 Sn'-lp:;on Road usewte

B Y e N R

2,000.

2,000,

2,000.

<« EXHiay
FEC - )3 4
——
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Serator George Mitchell, March 22, Bitmore Hotel
page 3

ENGEL, FAITH Accoumant
13258 S.W. 114 Terrace
Miamni, Florida 33186

FERNANDEZ, MIGUEL - Heath insurance
125 Gavilan U Executive
Ceral Gables, Rorida 33143

“FLETCHER, PATRICIA Aromey
~Shapo, Freedman & Fletcher
. T e 4750
J South Biscayne Bivd.
~Jwiami, Florida 33131
305-358-4440

3

“GARCIA, ANTONIO Developer
~2828 SW 112th Avenue
_Miam, Florida 33165
GORSON, MATTHEW B. Attorney
, Trawrlg

1221 Brickell Avenue
Miami, Florida 33131
305-579-0500

GREER, EVELYN LANGUIEB A
240 za.s.'gm Dbde Highway fomey

1,000.

1,000

2,000.
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Senator George Mitchell, March 22nd, Biltmore Hotel

page 4

701 Brickell Avenue
Miarni, Florida 33131

HOFFMAN, LARRY J.
Greenberg, Traurig
1221 Brickell Avenue
Miami, Florida 33180
305-579-0500

ISAZA, LUIS
Bdorado Trading Co.
7290 NW 43rd Street
Miaml, Florida

KALB, MARTIN
Greenberg Traurig
1221 Brickel Avenue
Miami, Florida 33131
305-579-0500

KRIES, LAWRENCE
Care Florida

7950 NW 53rd Avenue
Sulte 300

Miaml, Florida 33168
305-470-1850

LANNES, ANGELA P,
350 Alcazor
Coral Gablos, Florida 33134

Investment
Banker

" Attomey

President

Attorney

President

Land Survoyor

250.

1,000.

250.

1,000

< EXHIBIT

FEC ~ 13.6
————

S ———



194

Senator George Mitchel, March 22nd, Bikmore Hotel

page 5

MARTINEZ, MANUEL
43 Madeira Avenue, No. 2
Coral Gables, Florida 33134

MARTINEZ, OSVALDO
14548 Baigowan Road
Miarni Lakes, F1 33016

]

MCcALPINE, M.E
3410 Creekbriar
Heusten, Texas 77068

McDONALD, THOMAS M
8833 NW 70th Court
Parkiand, Florida 33067

— 305-739-6400

g ¢

" Z“MEDINA, LISETTE
- 5 Star island
Miami Beach, Florida 33129

MEDINA, MANUEL
Terremark

44 West Street, Sulte 1275
Miaml, Florida 33131

MONTERO, HILDA
1605 Bay Road, Apt. 507
Miami Beach, Florida 33139

Bookkeeper

Health Care
Executive

Real Estate Executive

President

Engineers

Housewile

Developer

Executive
Assistant

1,000.

1,000.

2,000.

2,000.
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Senatsr George Mitchel, March 22nd, Bitmare Hotel
sage §

MURPHY, LINDA F. Developer
- 200 Leucadencrs Drive
Ccral Gables, FloSrdida 33156

PUGH, JAMES H. Jr. . Developer
Epoch Properties Inc. .
359 Caroiina Avenus
Winter Park, FL.

_407-644-5055

YELATED GROUP OF FLORIDA Health Care
. 828 Coral Way, PH1

Miamni, FlLorida 33145

Contact: Mr. Jorge Perez
-~ 305-450-9900

~

_.RUGG, JOSEPH W.N. Attomey
- 305 Bonnie Brae Way -
-~Hollywood, Rorida 33021

SCHNAPP, MARK P. Attomey
Greenberg, Traurig

1221 Brickell Avenue

Miam|, Florida 33131

305-576-0500

SHAPO, RONALD A Anomey
Shapo, Freedman & Fetcher

200 South Blscayne Bivd.

Miami, Florida 33131

305-358-4440

1,000

1,000.

1,000.
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Senator George Mitchel, March 22nd, Bitmore Hotel

cage 7

STACK, CHARLES “Bud”
2529 Ponce De Leon Bvd.
Coral Gables, Florica 33134
305-443-3329

TANNENBAUM, Dr. JEROME . .

Ren Corporation :
6320 Chariotte Pke .

Nashvile, Ternessee 37209  +/2

TAPUN, MARTIN W
Tapin & Associstes

1177 Xane Concourss #201
.Bay Harbor, Florida 33154
305-865-5760

WALLACE, MILTON
Fnancisl

Centrust

100 S.E. 2nd Street
Suite 2100

Miami, Florida 33131
305-371-223

1515 Broadway
New York, New York 10038
212-2588110

WILLIAMS, JAMES
5441 Buchanan Street
Hobywood, Florida 33021

Attorney

President

Attomey

Attomey

Senlor V.P.

Printer

1,000.

2,000.

1,000.

1,000,

1,000.
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Senatcr George Mitchell, March 22nd, Bitmore Hotel
page 8

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH Prirer 2,000,

ZIFF, Dr. SANFORD L S nveste: 1,000
881 Ocean Drive T
Ccsta Del Mar Condo-268

Key Biscayne, Forida 33149

305-381-1009
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“
BEEQRL THE Frus I 30, %

)
In the Mazer of ; MUR 4633

BRepanse of AMighall for Snats snd Barbars 1. Kl Transurer
ta Sehposua to Preduse Decyments and Order ta Subsnit Writtes Asswers

DOCLMENT REQUESTS ANDINTFREBOGATORIES
These Document Requests end loterrogatories refer to the following contribution made o
Mitchell for Scoste:
Namesd Connibutos Due Amomt
Terri Bradley 32093 $1,000
For the listed contribution separately:
1. a) Sute if the contritation was solicited by s person isted with Greenberg &

Traurig and idevtify all persons involved in the solicitation and describe their
substantive involvernent.

Tohbuofww.hwmmbﬂmm
ﬁmTeﬁManﬁu.be‘wmihﬁu‘)mmWh&piﬂ
Communications, 8 Washington fundraising firm hired by Mitchell for Senate 10
coordinate fundraiting events outside of Maine. Robert L. Redding, Jr. owned
ClpiulCommunicuiounlheﬁmmdemployedFmClmwmnd
d ibutions from P We do not know if any person associsted
with Greenberg & Trawrig solicited the contribution.

We do not know if Capital Communications still exisis today. We understand that
Robert Redding presemily works as a lobbyist in Washingion. While we do not have
his address, we have several telephene numbers for him:

(202) $43-7464 (office)
(202) S434575 (fax)

We do not hnow the whicreabouts of Frances Cromanic today.

2 EXHIBIT

FEC - 14
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b)  If not solicited directly by Greenb tTnmg.ndwnfylhepamwboM
lhewnmhm-dmlfdutwanymlmofm&Trllnllpﬂof
the solicitation or if Greenberg & Traurig had any other imvolvement in the
solicitation.

As set forth in our ans\nr 10 Question l(l) lbo\e we do not know if Greenberg &
Traurig had any invol in the soli

State if the ibution was itted from Greenberg & Traurig and identify the
person tansmitting the conribution.

Marvin S. Rosen, Esq. of Greenberg & Traurig did transmit to Frances Cromartie
S‘M Mwnhofchnhwllemd in conjunction with s fundraising reception held for
Mitchell’s reel paign in Miami. Florida on March 22. 1993. Attached
is a true copy of Atomey Rosen's transmitial letter of April 20. 1993 plus his cight page
summary of the names and occupations of donors along with comtribution amounts for
each. Ms. Bradiey is listed as an Executive Assistant and having made a $1.000
contribution. We believe Ms. Cromartie would likely have transmitted these checks 10
Mitchell for Senate in Maine for deposit.

Anached is a copy of Ms. Bradley's check. There are two handwriften notations on it
One is a date stamp locaied in the upper right hand comer near the check number 0210.
The date starnp would have been done by staff of the Mitchell for Sensie campaign to
indicate the date the check was received in Maing. As it is. the date is not clearly
nrnpnmed Also, 10 the n;ht and slightly below the check number 0210 is the outober

*17.” This number. or ion code. was assigned by the campaign suff o indi
that the contribution was transminied from Marvin Rosen for this specific fundraising
event in Florida.

Sue if the contribution counted against the fundraising commitment, or any other credit
or tracking system. of any person associated with Greenberg & Traurig. Idemtify each
such person.

We do not know of any fundraising commitment or other credit or tracking system of any
person associated with Greenberg & Traunip or anvone else. As suggested in 2 above, s
solicuation code was assigned to contributions received from individual fundraising
cvents. This was done so the campaign would know the total amount of contributions
received from individual events and was assigned hased on the individual who
vranymitted the cheeks 1o the campuign No individual donor and no person organizing or

spansoring & lundraising cyent was exer given or held 10 3 fundraising commitment of
any hind.

State of the Contribution resulted trom a lundrasang event. 11 so, state the name or title
#1ven the event, the date ol the eveat. the Lvatson swhere the event ub place. and the
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time the event 1ook place. ldentify the sponsor of the evenl. Also. identify all persons
associated with Greenberg & Traurig invoived in the event and describe their substntive

involvement.

The contribution resulted from a fundraising event held a1 the Biltmore Hotel in Miami,
Florida on March 22. 1993, We do not know the sponsor of the event. We do not know
of any p iated with Greenberg & Traurig who were involved in the event
other than Marvin Rosen who later d the contribution checks to Ms. Cromarmie
in Washington. .

Separately identify and produce all d including but not fimited to all

cunmbunon cards pledge cards (or other similar d ibuting » ibution 10
a ) fi invitations, cover letters. encl and handwritten ions, and
all other documents, including all electromc copns. versions and drafts. containing,

lating to or refe ing each solici to question 1. achnm:monof
a contribution ponsive 1o question 2 ach j or credit responsive to g
3. and each fund ive to question 4. For each & duced indic o
which above response u:: r.locumenl mhles For each cover letter, enclosure and note

panying a di the jcation containing such document

by identifying the icaton's recipient. C ing esch handwriften potation,
identifv the person making the notation.
The only d approximating a conmibution card in lhe possession ofM.m;hell for

Senate is an Individual Receipts ReporL copy hed. The campaign’s d:

stored on computer in binary form that can only be accessed by Informix Sonw:r: We
could. at your request, supply vou with an ASCIl dump of the data for this Individual
Receipts Report. Jt should be noted, however. that the computerized report would look
no different than the hard copy lied with this R

PP

The documents referred 10 in the answer to Question 2 relate 10 that question.

a) For cach communication not in writing ¢ ining. relating to or ref ing each
solici ponsive 1o question 1. each ts ission of a contrib ponsive
1o question 2, each ! or credi responsive to question 3. and each
fundrai ponsive to q 4. scpanately describe in detail the substance of each

such communication. Separately identify each person involved in the communication
and describe in detail their substantive participation in the communication. For each
communication. also siate the date of the communication, the time of the
cammumcation. the locauon where the communication occurred. and the duration of
the communication

Also sutached are copies of a letier trom Atlomey Allred R. Camner dated March 25,
199V iransmuting 10 Frances Cromartie cheeks wtaling $25,000 collected in
conjuiction sith the March 22 199Y fundranser. Attached 1o his letier is o three page
st ob the donors thest secupations and contribution amounts These

<« EXHIBIT

FEC - 14.3
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contributions are unreiated to those - Terri Bradiey. but arc nonetheless supplied
here becsusc they appear 1o have been raised from the same event.

b) Identify and produce all d inciuding but not limited 10 all electronic copies.
mmuﬂ&aﬂamnﬂmmwwm-ﬁw
; ive 10 q o(a). including but not limi walwmappmn?um
books. telephone logs. ing agendas. handwrinen i mdmowe
AP \cation. C ing cach handwri identify the
person making the notation. .

‘There are no other documents relating to or referting each communication responsive
to Question 6(a).

Tou'eqt_cmnolidemiﬁedlnd, duced in resp to the preceding questions, identify
and produ lll‘ i L_-Il 1 ic copies. versions and drafts.

ini lating to or refi ng the listed ibution. including but not Limnited 10
conmb\moncuds pledgewds(orodnrnnultdocmmm‘b\mummm
a solicitor). cover leters. encl entries, sppointment books, telephone logs.
meeting agendas. hmdwnuennomom.mdmwoflhemmy For each cover
lener, encl and note g 3 the communication

containing such document by |d¢rnnfymg the jcation's recipi C
each handwrinen notation identify the person making the nuuucm

Following are the other d inourp i garding the listed it

First is a copy of a letter from Barbara Keefe to Terri Bradley dated Junc 4, 1993, This
letier requested the name of her employer and occupation. Ms. Bradley's occupation snd
employer information are provided at the bottom of the letter in what we assumne to be ber
handwriting.

The only other documents we have peraining 1o the listed contribution have W do with
the refund of that contribution. By lenter dated December 6, 1994, Thomas Kramer wrote
108 Miichell in Portland. Maine. requesting a refund of the $1,000 contribution
which had been made by Terri Bradicy and staung that any questions should be referred
10 his counsel, Margaret Ackerly. at Wiimer. Cutler & Pickering in Washington. The
handwriting on the lefter other than Mr. Kramer's signature is that of Shayon Sudbay, an
employec of the Mitchell for Senate Campaign. who made handwritien notes of her
efTons on the refund.

Me. Kramer’s fequest was what the campaign considered 3 “hitd-pany request,” that is, it
was the request by o third pany 1a retum the contnbution made by another. 1t was the
practice of Mitchelt for Senate 1n such cases ta get 2 wnitten request for 8 refund from the
onginal donor. Accordingly, on Junuary 19, 1995, Sharon Sudbay called Atomey
Ackerly 10 request a letter trom Teem Bradics . conlirnung the request jor a refund. No
fespanse was recenned 00 APRETI PO Sudbas called Alomey Ackerly agnin

, s EXHIBIT
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and was told to contact Ms. Bradiey directly. Ms. Sudbay mmedzmly calied Temn
Bradley to ask her for 3 letier requesting the refund. Ms. Bradiey indicated she would
fax the request which was received the next day. A copy of Ms. Bradicy's lener, dated
April 13, 1995, requesting the refund is antached. A check for a refund of the
contribution was drawn on April 21. 1995 and signed by Barbars Keefe. A copy of the
front and hack sides of the cheek is anached along with » copy of the Payce and
Dishursements Report which shows that 3 $1.000 refund was made to Ms. Bradley.

We would note that the chant of contnib (Anach B ving Thomas
Kramer's sua sponte submission to the Federal Election C ission does not indi
that a refund was made. We further notc that in foomote 22 on page 21 of the First
General Counsel’s Report on Pre-MUR #307. the Commission considered asking
Mitchell for Senate 1o “disgorge 10 the United States Treasury the unrefunded $1,000
contribution at issue.” We believe it imporant o set the record straight and inform the
Commission that Mitchell for Senate in fact refunded the conmibution upon receipt of
proper documentation.

a) To the extent ot described in resp 1o the p ding questi describe in detai)
the purpose and substance of all non-wrien communications relating o or
referencing the listed contribuions. both before and afier they were made. For each
communication, separately identify each person involved in the jcation and
describe i detail their substantive panicipation in the jeation. For cach

communication. also state the date of the communication. the time or the

the location where the ication occurred. and the duration of
the communication.

The non-urifien communication associated with the refund is described in the answer
1o Question 7.

b

Identify and produce all documents. sncluding but not limitcd to ali electronic copies,
versions and drafis. conwaining. relaung 10 or referencing each such communication,
including but not limited 10 calendar entries. appoi hooks, logs,

meeting agendas. handwritten notations and transcripts of the communication.
Conceming each handuntien notation. identify the person making the notation.

Therr are no documents referencing such b The only hand
notations were made by Me. Sudbay on the face of Mr. Kramer's letter.

Identify cach person who pravided any intormation used in the preparation of the

responses b these questions and 1or cach person identified. describe for which question
the information was used

Sharin Sudbay s the individual who would be most capable of fumishing festimony on
e amswers piven o cach ot the ahove guestions . Sharen Sudhay provided verbal
mbonatien an all b ihe abose questions and woten documents tor questions 2. 8, 6(z),
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and 7. Barbars Keafe provided verbal information on all of the above questions. Larry
Benoit, s voluatesr adviser 90 the campaign, provided verbad information for snall
portions of questions 5 and 7. Esslle A. Lavoie, Esq. assisted in drafting all responses
which were reviewed by Seastor George J Mitchell. See Attached Exiribit A for the
addresses snd telepbone pumbers of all such individuals.

Dated at Portland, Maine this 13th day of August, 1997,

STATE OF MAINE
Cumberland, ss. August 13, 1997
Personally appeared the sbove-named Barbara J. Keefe and made oath to the truth of the
foregoing ststements.
Before me,
Notary W%
OERORAN 4, JEAN
NOTARY BLE:, MARE
COMMESION EXPWES A, ¢, 2004

« EXHIBIT

FEC - 14.6
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rIS800 1/30/9) Pinsace Systss Page 27
. Seurve Detail Repezt
GORE, APRIL 29, MINCI FLORIDA
salanta Corporation wr. Don Garson
Sugarmill Division
saL: PATL CEJAS 316 Royal Poinciana Plaza
Palm Baach, 71 13480 3000.00 WOl 7/09/9)
Mr. Thamas Rraser Bome (303) 538-4422
43 sta- lsland DY work (30%) $32-35.9
Miani Beach, Fi 33139-3146
25000.00 wOL 4/28/92
nr. Thamae Kreaer Bome (30S) $38-4422
43 Btar Island Dr Work (305) 532-25.9
Miaali Beach, FL  13139-85148
25000.00 e 4/28/793
nr. Thomas Xramer fome (305) 538-4422
43 Star Islazd Dr Work (30S) $32-231¢
niami Beach, FL  33129-5148
235000.00 WOl $/06/93
Criental Family Medicine Dr. Borgiian Me, XD
901 W. Rarcules Ave. 07 work (813) 442-9220
oL JEROME C. BIRLIN Clearvatar., Fi 34623
200.00 w01 5/14/9)
Panse, Maurer. Maynard and JEAN D EUNTER
stow J08]1 & Commarcial Blvd
Ly RETTY CASTOR fart Lavdardals, FL 33308432
$00.00 ¥02 5726793
Par Prarmarwutical,lne, EX3 SANTIR
1 ham Ridge N4 Work (914) 435-710C
0L NITCH BERCER apring Valley, NY 10§77-6719
2500.00 w02 $/14/9)
Rr. Bowvard C. Peddie 4302 Sw )1th way Boms (904) )76-9040
Gainewville. L 32608-3100
ADD0.DO rO: 3/05/92
Nr. J. David Pena 24C X3 93td Nt
Rianl Bnores. T 33338-236)
0L ARIA X3 TORARO
1000.00 FO) s/ie/93
Ra. Parricis B. Pepper 3327 lnagss Ave Bowe (J05) B50-917)
7( Meai, P 3313)-3812 work (105} 940-3844
L 1 Sud Brach @, 7T
1000.00 rOI 4/04/92
Dr. Lee N. Perdech 884: Sw 37 Bt
Corper City, 7o 33320-3118

RS NRMTURMAENE DNC

0415921
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-
‘s DSCC Finance Division - Check Tracking Memorandura
From: Dae:___S/%

Fundraiser_Coodar” Letner auh)__ P R

PAC/Contributor Nmz:__,m_w_

Centact:
Busi Phone: Fax:
Home Addressi____IE 7L Wl) /57 Gound”
B 73 5

Home Phone:__* Fax:,

~  Auribuie the following program and event code:
_y/Majority Tnm-_m_\_ —__Women's Counci)

__Leadership Circle- —_Labor Council
“~» __Businzgs Rounduabl __ Miscell
= ___FallUSpring Dinner- —_ Building Fund
__Road Show- —__Other
-~  Taly: Credit S /Chalieng
o Twouh Lehnes(auth ) \
- Raised by, _Bll:h-‘. -'.-_-:;f--u—_—-- - w—‘nv:iz‘u‘!—_%w
FA3BR2299
} TEARI L ALY o )
T EXH 181t

Attt v e e B —
— FEC - 1y
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TRACKING FORM
Al s S v e e et
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sin Akt Nt Fooma Gwrg
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W besta AWM
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e Y S WAL watcy 38 YL ettt €11 AN
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Poopoes - A w____
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Sliatant W Fasien
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Expoytive Susmary

* . Mg. Tom Rramer
3 § star 1aland Inc.
Portofino Grovp
19 Sctar leland
- Niami Beach, FL 331219

w: (308) 532-7894 P3

L H b 4]

N , H: (308) 538-4422
k 2] Cs
o
R:
[-}} 8z

H poO8: 0/00/00 SSW:
WRITTEN 1997 Total: ° 1996 Total: o ) INDIVY
Date Amoust Oommest Solicitor Pundraiser
WRITTEN 1997 Total: ] 1996 Totals -] [-- ¢
Date Ascust Comsaat Solicitor Pundraisar

371679 40,000 BC BOSTON PARESIDINTIAL EV Marvin 5. Rosen, Eag. Peter O°Kesfe ]
Jr1e/94 60,000 BC BOSTON PRESIDENTIAL EV Marvin $. Rosen, Eeq. Peter O'Keefe t
716794 40,000 BC PLORIDA PRESIDENTIAL D Marvain §. Rosen, Eeq. Peter O'Keefe ’
RAISED
Gane Amcunt ERvent Date
PANTICIPATION
Date Activity

7 EXHIBITY
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PERKINS COIE

& L FAeTeERar et 00 FRUrvacea COPROSAnon
0" Femrrremn St 8 Woevencron. D 200082041
Tiirrane 202 a28+ed0 § & g 202 44 Imie

July 16, 1997 s

Jose M. Rodriguez, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel -
Federal Election Commission .
6th Floor

999 E Sgeet, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4638
Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

Enclosed plesse find Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee's response to
your subpoena dated June 10, 1997 in connection with MUR 4638.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (202) 434~

1625,
Very uuly yours,
Masc E. Elias
MEE:dml
Enclosure

retartannnr 1t ItrMung
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DEMOCRATIC SENATORIAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE'S RESPONSE
TO FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S DOCUMENT
REQUESTS AND INTERROGATORIES IN MUR 4638

1. a) State if the contribution was solicited by a person unened with
Greenberg and Traurig and identify all persons involved in the
solicitation and describe their substantive involvement.

b)  If not solicited by Greenberg & Traurig, Mfy&yai.uwho
solicited the contribution and state if there was any mention of

. Greenberg and Traurig as part of the solicitation or if Greeaberg &
Traurig had any other involvement in the solicitation.

Response; )

The Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee's ("DSCC* or the
*Commifttee”) records do not reflect any involvement by Greenberg & Trawrig or any
person associsted with Greenberg & Traurig io the solicitation of these contributions.
The Committee believes that these contributions may have been solicited by Howard
Glicken.

2, State if the contribution was transmitted from Greenberg & Traurig and
identfy the person transmitting the contribution.

Response:
The Committee has no information or materials that suggest that the

contribution was transmitied from Greenberg & Traurig.

3. State if the contribution counted against the fundraising commitment, or any

other credit or tracking sysiem, of any person associsted with Greenberg &
Traung. ldentify esch such person

1o90m casat Viaxtioyems;
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Remonsc;
The Committee has no information or materials that would suggest the
bution ) against the fundraising commitment, o anry other credit or
tracking system. of any person associsted with Greenberg & Treurig.

4 State if the contribution resulted from s fundraising event. If 5o, state the name
or title given the event, the date of the event, the location where the event took
place, and the time the event took place. lhﬁyﬁemdﬁem
Also, identify all persons associsted with Greenberg & Traurig involved in the
event and describe their substantive involvement.

Response: .

From the svailable records, it does not appear that Ms. Bradley’s contribution
resulted from any paricular fundraising event. The available records do reflect that
Mr. Kramer’s $3,000 contribution resulted from the DSCC's annual Fall dinner. That
event is sponsored by the DSCC. The Commitiee cannot respond to your request to
“identify all persons associated with Greenberg & Traurig involved in the event.”
While it is possible that some memtors or employces of Greenberg & Traurig may
have contributed to or aftended the event, it is not clear if this is what is meant be
“involvement." The event is 3 DSCC fundraising event that is organized and

sponsored solely by the DSCC.

S.  Scparstely identify and produce all docunents, including but not limited 1 all
contribution cards, pledge cards (or similar documents atwributing &
contribution to a solicitor) fundraiser invitations, cover letters, enclosures and
handwritten notations, and sl other documents, including all electronic copies,
versions and drafls, containing. relating to o referencing each solicitation
responsive 1o each question 1, each uansmission of & contribution responsive to
question 2, each commioment or credit responsive to question 3, and each
fundraiscr responsive to question 4 For each document produced indicate to
which shove response the document rela:es. For each cover letier, enclosure

(neattssmrt ATV ga) |

X
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containing such document by identifying the communication’s recipient.
Cm‘admmﬁﬂkidﬂﬁfyd"mmsum

Responsc:

The DSCC does not possess any documents responsive to this request.

6. a)
b)
Response:

For each communication not in writing containing, relating to or
referencing each solicitation responsive to question |, esch transmission
of a contribution respoasive 10 question 2, each commitment or credit
responsive 1o question 3, and each fundraiser responsive to question 4,
separately describe in detail the substance of each such communication.
Separately identify esch person involved in the communication and
describe in denail their substantive participation in the commiunication.
For each communication, also state the date of the communication, the
time of the communication. the location where the communication
occwred. and the duration of the communication.

Identify and produce all documents, including but not limited to all
electronic copies, versions, drafls, containing, relating to or referencing
esch communication responsive to question 6(s), including but not
limited to calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, meeting
agendas, handwrinen noutions and transcripts of the solicitation
communication. Concerning each handwrinen notation, identify the
person making the notation.

The DSCC does not possess any information or materials responsive 10 this

roquest.

7. Conceming Mr. Ksamer’s $20,000 contribution to The Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Commitiee of 4/28/93 made in the name of his assistant, Terr E.
Bredliey. please describe the details surtounding the making of the contribution.

Also:

5)

feamtam) vl -1

Identify each person, including their associstion with the DSCC, who
suggested that the contribution be made in Ms. Bradicy's name.

T
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b Identify any person associatod with Greenberg & Traurig present when
) &eu&wm&h&mhﬂmwm
and describe in detil their substantive participstion in the coaversation.
) IMdem-Mth»dl
mmummmmmwme; )
versions and drufts, cootaining. relating to or referencing the o
contribution. For each cover letter, enclogure and note accompanying a
wmhm\mwm
Responsc:

The DSCC is without any specific information responsive to this request other
than to state its belief that Howard Glicken may have been involved in soliciting these
contributions. The only information or materials the Committee maintains regarding
either of these contributions is contained in the documents that have been attached.

The DSCC has sttached, as potentially responsive, several documents related to how
these contributions were tracked and ultmstely refunded. To the extent that these

possession of the DSCC.

8. To the extent not identified and produced in response 10 the preceding
questions, identify and produce all documents, including all electronic copies,
versions and drafis, containing, relating to or referencing the listed
contributions, including but not limited to contribution cards, pledge cards (or
other similar documents attributing a coatribution to » solicitor), cover letters,
enclosures, calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, meeting
agendas, handwritten notations, and transcripts of the activity. For each cover
lettet, enclosure and note accompanying a communication, indicate the
communication containing such a document by identifying the
communication's recipient. Conceming each hendwritten notation, identify the
person making the notstion.

040030001 TIASTY1930 64 }] oo
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Reaponsc;
Other than documents produced pursuant to request 5o. 7, the DSCC does not

9. ) To the extent not described in response to the preceding questions,
describe in detil the purpose and substance of all non-written
communications relating to or referencing the listed contributions, both
before and after they were made. For each commmumication, scparately
identify each person involved in the communication and describe in

¢ demil their substantive participation in the comumunication. For each
communication, also state the date of the comrmmication, the time of the
communication, the jocation where the communication occurred, and
the duration of the communication.

b)  ldentfy and produce all documents, including but not limited to all
electronic copies, versions and drafis, containing, relating 1o or
referencing each such communication, including but not limited to
calendar entries, appointment books, telephone logs, meeting agendas,
handwritten notations and transcripts of the communication.

Conceming each handwritten notation, identify the person making the
notation.

Response:
Other than documents produced pursuant to request no. 7, the DSCC does not
have any responsive materials.

10.  Identify each person who provided any information used in the prtpannou of
the responses to these questions and for each person identified, describe for
which question the information was used.

Response;

The answers to these interrogatones are derived largely from the documents
provided herewith. Stephanic Cooper provided information for all requests. Darlene
Seter, the Committee's Comptrolicr. provided information regarding what documents

[ A2 T TRIRLRILS T N T ...
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ﬂ“m&mﬁwmhwﬂ'iﬂﬂh
the Comnitioe ‘
wuh*hwnhm

1 declare under penalty of petjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on July 5, 1997.

Paul J

EXHIBIT

-
o
-0
)
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Laura Hartigan Calls

Ms. Merle C. Chambers
President & CEO

Axem Resources, Inc.
Denver Technological Center
7800 E. Union Ave., Suite 1100
Dertver, CO 80237-2757
Office Phone: 303-740-9000
Home Phone: J03-770-218)
Fax: 303-488-0206
Spouse Name: Hugh Grant
Stanus: 7

Mr Lester Crown

222 North La Salle Street
Chicago, [L 60601-1003
Office Phone: 312-236-6300
Fax: 312-899-5039
Spouse Name Renee Crown
Surs Z

Msr Tom Kramer

Owner

The Portofino Group

446 Collins Avenue

Miamu Beach, FL 33139

Office Phone 305-532.2519

Home Phone  305-532-2519

Fax 305-538-1020

Notes Gave 100K dunng lnauguranon
Spouse Name Cathenne Burda Kramer
Wnren Total 25,000 00

1993 Conmbuton Towl 25,000 00
[nvoice Date 4/29/93

Event AG Miamy(25K)

Starus W

Coafidential information

JJ pNC 4026023
3 EXHIBIT
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TO: Nancy Jaccbson, National Finance Directer
Laura Kartigan, Director, Trustee Program

Jane Hearst, Director, BLF

Sam Newman, Director, NFC

FROM: Team Florida
DATE: May 7, 1993
RE: Florida donors

[ L e R A A R A RS S N R S R R R L g

ceronw

The following is a list of donors whose contribution
to the April 29, 1993 dinner in Miami honoring Vice
President Al Gore has earned membership to either the NFC
or BLF. Only contributions given, not contributions
raised, were counted towards such credit.

The individuals who raised more than $50,000 should be
included as members of the Trustee program, as should
individuals who made significant contributions as “"partial
payment” towards Trustee status, with the understanding
they will finish their $50,000 commitment by the end of the

year.

In addition, there are several individuals who raised
substantial money but did no:t make a contribution towards
the event. Their names, & brief explanation of their
situation and the amount each raised or gave is listed at
the end of this memo in the Honorable Mention section. We
recomnend each receive special consideration for membership
1n one of the programs. e 4

WEHNEEERERIE prC 402883
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TRUSTEE (raised at least $50,000)

Marvin Rosen
Jerry Berlin
Mitchell Berger
Howard Glicken
Russ Barakat
Austin Forman
Monte rriedkin
Bud Stack

BLF (S10,000 contribution)

Michael Adler

8ell South (Danny Murray)

Gladys Csfrin

Arcthur Courshon

Tlorida Medical Center - £ddie Dauer
U.S. Generate {Steve Herman)
Charles Intriago

Tom Kramer

Riczhard Machado

Steve Scott (Nevco Partners)

Jorge Bolanos

Jim Pugh

Sel Maduro

Hugh Westbrrok (Vitas Health Care)
Dz. Sandy Ziff

Environmental Sal (David Block)
Ham:ltsn Forman

- EXHINIT

FEC - 23.2
—

MENIRANREREEE DNC 402594
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NFC ($5,000 contribution}

Harold Altschuler
William Amlong

Dan Ashland

Alan Becker

Abel Holtz

Mickey Arison (Carnival Cruise)
Michael Chizner

Bucky Clarkson

Michele Cohen

Larry Hawkins

Bill Crotty

Fred Estrada

Max Salas

Ada Fiedkin

Shawn Friedkin

Lisa Friedkin

Arnold Friedman
Joseph Gehl

Sherman Podolsky (Gold Star Medical)
Ira Leesfield

Dennis Ross

Bob Kagan

Harvey Kaltsas

Albert Knoll

I

EENNERENENN »

EXHIBIT

FEC ~ 23.3
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Mickie Leonard

Fernando Alvarez (Mercy Lu Enterprises)
Mark Michasels (Vitrec-Retinal Consultants)
Soloman Melgan (Vitreo-Retinal Consultants]
Montenay Power Corp/Montenay-Dade, Ltd.
Carol Moody

William Rand

Janet Robbie

Nelsn Rodriguez

Diane Sepler ) .
Specisl Committee for Health Care Reform (David Schiering)
Larry Stewart

Morris Stoltz

Parker Thompson

‘Maria Elana Torano

Norm Tripp (Alamo Rental Car)

Windmere Corporation

Louis Wolfson

Richard Zelman

Armando Munoz

Mike Pecora

Bret Berlin

Pat Bickford

Belin Saborido

HONORABLZ MENTION

Tom Daly - raised $20,000, including $5,000 personally
written. He should be considered a Trustee, and certainly
will write and raise more than enough by the end of the
year to Gualify for the program. o «

Bud Chiles - Raised over $30,000 as of this memo, with
additional money likely to "“come in" during the next few
weeks.

Linda Murphy McCool - Wrote 530,000, We have listed her as
a BLF member, but if “teed-up" properly, could write or
raise an additional $20,000 to be a Trustee.

Simon Ferzoe - Raised $30,000. We would like to list him a
a BLF membder.

WERINERARERIE DNC 402593
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He wants to

Joe Chapman - Wrote $20,000 and raised $5,000. "
wzite the

remain a trustee and has the ability ¢to
remainder. We recommend his Trustee status be renewed.

Jack Bendheim - Wrote $25,000 and gave check to Monte
Friedkin. He did so under the assumption that 325,009 was
the membership cost to be a Trustee, as indicated to him by

Monte.

Jim Blosser - President of Blockbuster Video, which wrote a
$10,000 check for dinner. We need to find an event for
them to write the remaining $5,000 to allow them to join

the BLF.

Paul Cejas - Wrote $25,000 and has committeed to write or
raise at least $25,000 more, although he is aiming for
Managing Trustee status and hopes to raise the additional
$75,000 necessary for that program.

Larry Hawkins - Raised $40,000 in 3 days! Wrote $5,000
himself. As a County Commissioner, he has the ability to
raise hundreds of thousands of additional dollars in Miami.
We should get him fully engaged by asking him to be a
Trustee and commit to raise an additional “"chunk” of money.

Doc Cullison - As President of MEBA, he controls several
labor groups contributions nad has the potential of giving
hundreds of thousands of dollars. He gave $15,000 to our
event while also giving $15,000 to the Labor Council. His
Trustee status should be renewed. He'll certainly give
another $20,000 prior to year's end.

Tom Kramer - Gave $25,000 to the event. Is the developer
who will build much of South Miami Beach and is worth tens
of millions. Make him a Trustee and stroke him and®hevl]
do more than $50,000 for the program.

Maria Elana Torano - Raised $42,000, :including $5,000 she
wrote. At minimum, she will do remaining $8,000 in the
near future and should be listed as a Trustee at this time.

< EXHIgIT

FEC - 23.5
e ——
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EMORANDUX

TO: laura Bartigan
€C: Nancy Jacobson
Pater O‘Kaafe

RONM: Irie £ildon
DATE: June €, 299
RE: Thomas kraser

As we discussed, I bave spokean to Thomas KXraser, prominent
Teal estats developer in South Florida, about hiis future comaitmant
to the DNC (Krasar sade a $25,000 contribution to the April Gore
dinner in Plorida.) 1n conversations I have had vith hias since the
dinner, he bas axpressed a strong dasire to increase his support to

the party.
on friday, using the Thursday dinner wvith the Vice President
88 an opaning, I seved the process beyond the discussion phase and

saxed Kraser to camait another $75,000 to the party before the end
of the year. Us signad on and mads the commitment.

Be bhas the adility to vrite much more than $100,000 and runs
in vealtay, yet untapped, circles. Llat’s sit down and discuas hov
yOu can sore fully emgage his.

-
o

FEC - 24
——

HARRENRTNWEE DNC 1040232
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From: Pric $ildon (SILDON)
Tot Bartigan

Date: Tuesday, June 8, 19293 1:09 p=
Subjeoct: Thomss Kramer -

Per ysur reguest, bers is scooe background information on Thomas
Xraner.

Rraser is the owner of the Portifino Group, a major real estate
developmant fira in rlorida. gramer’s current project is the
devalopsent of 33 acres of prime real estate ir Niami’s South Beach
arsa. (Be bought the land with cash for $100 million, though the
value Of the property develepad is $2 billion.)

He met the Vice President at the April dinner in Miami. Kramer vas
& hev playar tO the DNC at that dinner (be had never been involved
in national political fundrajssrs prior to the Miami dinner.) Re
gave $23,000 to that event, and has committed to contribute another
$75,000 to the party in the narxt year.

contact:
Rarsball RcAlpine, CEO
or

Lizette (persensl assistant)
for

Toomae Rruser

The Portifino Croup

446 Colline Avenus

Mianl Besch, Plorids 3319
(R) 30%-338-4422

(¥} 30%-3)2-2319

(P} 303-330-j020

[- ] Scully

EERNINNRLNEN DNC 1040281



221

Event Form for Chainnan Wilhehm
Date of the Event: Juse 10, 1993
Name of the Event: Vice Presidennal Pnivate Dinner
Sponsor: Derocrasic National Commites, Finance
Conmct: Launa
202.737.3500
800.SKY.PAGE 277.8476
Locadon: The Fousr Seasons Hotel N

2800 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Wastungton, DC 20007

p 202.342.0444
 202.342.1673

Even: begins: Cockails, 6:30 pm
Duaoes, 7:00 pm

Lasy unti): 8:30 (approz)

DW amnves: T:45 po

deparnts: 8.18 pm

{posuble) program: 3.00 prz (1ce end sote)

Estmated anendence: 20-23 people

Greeter: Ln‘ﬂambh-merdlhe‘l’mmm
the event will be closad to the prex.

Neote:

Mumwmgolmvnmmmunwo!mDNc
and speafically of e Pre ‘s Dwer.

Accordingly, 80 propun 1 xcbedule¢  However, it is possible that DW will ingoduce
the Vice President for claxng remarks as he acouns. When the Chairman arrive, we will decide
if a program is necessary. T 4 2 voy @sal eveung and it might be more beneficial to the
wOmmnwnhmunmmofmeguuu.

ummmmwmwmmmmmmso!miswhmmmmmm

IBIGEYEBEEMUMIY DNC 1102178




his asrival.

Please find atached a copy of the Vice President's briefing. It includes background anc
event notes for AGJ, as well as 2 guest list with biograplucal sketches for your use.




N S Y

spouses will not be attending, names appear FY1
Inbic A

Dr. Benjamin Armstrong, PaD. Madison, NJ

¢ Trustee

& Former E ive D of Nan elig
¢ Kaows Mrs. Gore from his work with PMRC

& Has built a relationship wath radio networks around the nation

¢ PhD in Communicanons from NYU

¢ Is significantly conmbuung o the President’s Dinner that you are scheduled to anend
on hmne 28 .

¢ spouse: Ruth

Mr. Morton Bahr (Morty) Washiagon, DC

¢ Managing Truste (he will be seased on your left)

¢ President of Commurucanons Workers of America

& CWA gave $300K 1n 1992 and has commined w $200K in 1993
¢ Has met with the Vice Prendent before

¢ Anended White House mecnng in AFL-CIO in May

¢ spouse: Florence

Mr. Bob Barrle Washungme, DC

¢ Maapng Trusae :
@ Servor Viee Prendent of Goveramenn Affuns for General Elecmnic
¢ jong ume Democranc supponer

¢ rused $200K in NYC, and $130K for Prendent’s Dinner

¢ spouse. Pauls
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Mr. Thomas Blair Washingion, DC

¢ Managing Trustee (be will be seated on your right) ]

¢ employed 2t America’s Halth Plan (organizavon does not use titles)

¢ s hosung tonight's dinner

& Wrote a check for $100K during the geaera) electon

¢ Former member of Bush Taam 100

¢ Needs to culnvated as a lead contibutor

# In 1989, joined in venture with H. Ross Peror, formed Direct Health Inc. The firm was
p d by The Pnacpal F Group in 1992.

¢ spouse: Alice

Mr. Larry Elllson  Radwood Shores, CA

¢ Managing Trustee

¢ Prendent of the Oracle Corporation

¢ Prior, was vice president of sysiems development a1 Omex

¢ Reapent; Harvard School of Bunnets Entrepreneur of the Year
¢ not marnied

Elien Globaker Washungwn, DC

¢ Polidcal Director; AFSCME
Olunmxmdﬁvmlnmnnc: worked on Cliston/Gore

¢ g ;ave SlmxmeNCmA.FSDCE
& AFSCME was very I the lending over 100 empioyees to the effort.
One of those employees, TeTy Ravoor, wrbdﬂmnm:mymofﬁce

Naocy Jacobson Washingroe, DC

¢ Duecxr of Fimnce, DNC
¢ 1992 Mid Atasne Fuaance Director
¢ Not mxnad

Mr. Tom Jolly Waskiagme, DC

¢ Managing Trusee

® Torn Quann's bw partner, O'Comnar and Haanoe

(4 FmGuuﬂCanﬂmem:WmmFm

¢ Vay dowe with the Vics Prendent, wppormd hum n the 1988 campai
¢ Early financial supponer u the 1992 campugn i
¢ $100K towards the Presider:’'s Duaner

ISERmBRBIALNIEBNE DNC 1102183]¢

FEC - 26,4
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Coogressman Bob Matsui Washingion, DC

¢ Treasurer of the DNC
¢ spouse: Doris Matsui, mmmumﬂmumeofhofmmummm
Old Executive Office Building

Mr. Tony Podesta  Washingon, DC

¢ Trustee

[ mdunhﬂunmmm,nmmdwbhcpohcymmdwbhclfhmﬁm
¢ Former counsel w Senator Ted Kennedy

¢ Founding President; People for the American Way, 2 national pon-partisan citizen’s
organization designed t protect constinmtionsl liberties

¢ Memper; Climon for Prenden: Finance Comminee

¢ Co-chzired 1991 Gala

¢ JD; Georgewwn Law, 1976

¢ Brother John Podess 13 Aansant to be Presdent and Staff Secremry

¢ not mamed

IWWMMRMBIBIIWHHHFIHH DNC 1102184
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Mr. Tom Bresashan, I Wastungion, DC

¢ Trusiee

& Manager, Federal Relanoss, Chevion Company

¢ long time Democratic suppones

@ former member of the BLF, roving up  Trustee level
® $40K in wwards the Prendeot’s Danner

Mr. Kelth Geiger Washungun, DC

¢ Manuging Trusiee )
¢ President, Nadona! Educanon Associsson
@& Gave $75K thus year

@ spowe: Janet

Ms. Laurs Bartigans Wanagwn. DC
Durcior of the Trustee Programs. DNC

*

¢ Fomer M ofS y Brown’s wam
¢ 1997 Dhnows Fuuece Duecor

¢ ot marned

Mr. Tom Kramer Muam. FL

& Bom in Germany

& Major real cs;mz deveiopa 5 Muw. owns Pormfino Group

¢ Ma AQ) exrlier tus your o Ohe Muamy Qe

¢ Gave s very firt DNC conebuaon ($25K) for the Miami dinner
¢ Ha commted sddioonal 75K 2 yeur

¢ spouse: Kathenne

RSO HEmMIE DNC 1102185
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Mr. Frank Moore Washinguor., DC

¢ Managing Trusiee

¢ President and CEO, Waste Management Systems

¢ Met with the Vice Presiden in Chizago two weeks ago with Krueger

@ Knows the Vice President and has spoken with him on several occasions

@ Brought in $175K to New York, brought in $100K w0 the President’s Dinner

@ spouse: Naacy

Mr. Scott Pastrick  Bethesda. MD

¢ Managing Trustee

¢ Works with Peter Kelly

¢ Was Deputy National Firazce Disector in the Mondale-Ferraro Campaign

¢ was hevily in involved in 1992 cmpaign

¢ Served in the Caner Admynistranos a3 a special assisaant in Legislative Affairs at Treasury
¢ 15 the Chairman of the Premdent's Dinoer on June 28, has been working directly out of the
DNC Fimance office nnce carty May, will be creditad for raising close to $500K.

¢ Paumer in Stone, Masafort, Black and Kelly

¢ spouse: Courtney Qark Pasnck

Mr. G. Kirk Raab (prosousced "Rod®)  San Francisco, CA

¢ Wl be scated to your left

¢ President and CEO, G

¢ Lrved 1n Laun Amenaa for 1] yeans
¢ Serves on the Boxrd of Dyueczuny for

| 4 facturen” A
Indusal BioTech Assocznos
Cholexaech, lac

Uarverary of Califorma-San Franasco
¢ Sovea oo the Board of Trusnes

Colgzz Unaversty

Sas Frianwn Baller
® He 13 3 new prospect © pe DNC
¢ gpouse. Molly

NEwEMEIEIGNIE DNC 1102186

s EXHIBIT
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Mr. Steve Wilisan Chicage, IL

¢ Will be seated & your righ:

¢ Managing Trustee

¢ Has agreed 1 be Co-chair of the Presidential Dinner

¢ Will play a subsantial role in the upcoming Chicago dinner io July
¢ Prior involvement also with the DSCC

¢ Spouse: Pany

Chbairmao David Wilheln

4 spouse: Degee

ISMBERR@ENEINE DNC 1102187 s EXHIBIT,

FEC - 26.3
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MR Fvent driet

ARended 3 privaie dinser with the Vice Pretident
June 10, 1993 &t the Four Seasons Hotel, Georpetown.

See amached OVP dricfiag mesmo for denils.

. Jomter Scully, Ramrah Spliman (not at dianer)

-
o

EXHIBIT

FEC - 27
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MEMORANDUM
e [ ]

TO:

Nancy

cc: Peeer, Joy
FROM: Eric
DATE: September 20, 1993
RE: Cllowms iz Florids

As you now, e POTUS is traveling © Plorids this week. The kisarary is fiuid and will:be finalized
luer today. Cuwsrest plac calls for » lass aterooos depararre from Washingtoo on Thursdsy. Tbursdsy
aight sppesrance 00 the ABC News specui, A Healts Care Towa Hall Memting. This will ocour ia
Tamps. A Friday evem somewbers ba the state 0o arime.

Josh King, who is scheduliog the trip, has odicsed thers will be mo time for 8 “supporiens event® co s
trip. However, | ssked if be could give ws some tme for our wop Floridians snd be said be thought be
could work b amo the zip. He asked for » prioriusad st of our wp 15 people, with so guasantees as be
could ke care of ALL of thean Hs thinks thare will be s *wasch room® set up at the site of the Tows
Hall, apd tbe Prasidem will spend ume is here s & boldisg ro0m sither prior ©, or immediaely sfter,
e show. THK, he thiaks » B¢ dam Aot for ume wab 1be President. FYI, the trip is tight, because they
wani the Pravident t0 bave masuou® spesch prep tume befors bis address to the UN at the end of the
woekeod

As Laurs requened, | have akes » firm qad & aanes for e pronty lut. PLEASE GIVE ME YOUR
PROMPT REACTION, $O WE CAN QUICKLY FINALIZE OUR LIST. THEY ARE NOT
PRIORITIZED. Leat's fum daermuse who shoulé de addd or dropped from this list before we priontse.
1 bave ned w combdoe key trusem from Flonda wab bal care people from Florids. | also have added
Tom Kremer bectuss thiogs like @us mughi got bus yarzed-up 0 mart writing those big checks, as |
previcwsly xplused ip 8 momo

Mazball Barger 2 9 Arvold Fredman Beic) €D (4
Pail Fron (eald) | Tyery Batn § 7
< Cq:llh.ll.h)s 11 Howwrd Glicken @0 (D
ADer . 12 Dos Masdden
33 Dn.ulmnﬂll(p!)lo MWS,ZD
{anmam)zl A0 Mcb Adier B
@Hm Watbrook (beatr) §f 0wt Quilm 22,
Asttur Courshon (bs was the 0oe who §d ocn

lluvnanumdMlﬁ--qupl)b

. . 4 1>
Possible addrioas) eames include Gi M?Mm Sdomas Maiges, Dr. %chﬂ
Mac3aco, Bud Suck, Muvia Roses, Jos Qhapman, Moste Friadiua, Paul Prosperi, Jay Steia, Jim Pugh

TR T SR B> 7S 7

IS RMURRmIY DNC 1102040
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Call Sbeet for
CHAIRMAN DAVD WILEELM

REQUESTED BY: Irunee Programs

DATE SUBMITTED: November 16 1993 DEADLINE: November 19, 1993
DNC CONTACT: lenaife: Scully e lay Webber

PHONE: 37142 or 17147

NAME: Jom Kamet

TmE:

ORGANIZATION. Inx fonafine Croud

PHONE: 005) 332.2319 More #) 00T 332:2519

CONTACT:

PHONE:

PURPOSE OF CALL g eacowoage Mr Knrer 1o sy aciive and involved in the Trustes

BACKGROUND/RELATIONSHIF WTTH DNC 1992 Trugae, gave $100 000 to the tnaugural
Comxines : .

ACTIVITY/FOLLOW-UP:
Call thert propared by o € wense

KSR NCRIANMIRRERUSTUN DNC 1121910



Nmater 16, 190
Calt Requests from the Trusies Program
Drs
Recustted  Nams Request sod Further Developments.
13 Arthur Glafeler To 2g¢ him © ived with the DNC. _
. work: (T17) 7410911 1cC K Mo«g Trewlia - Y
b ({1 Wikl Céek -
1ns Mare Turiand Tommnnymwummic Hebas
eemionpsd it be would Hke 1 writs $100,000.
Work: (916) 943-5241
1116 Alfie Fagjul Sox, Eacoursgehim w stay involved with the Trustee Program,
- —_— tirough the Nov 22ad Dianer.
*« Week: (607) £356303 .
Home (30F) 66)-38T7
1116 Tom Krana E b involved with the Trusies Program,
‘Guough e Nov. 2284 Dianet.
Work: 305) §)2-2519
Home (30S) 532-2519
1116 7D Swnt To wank for bis panicipation in the Nov. 220d Dinner.
Heis writing 100K
Work 4:3) 225-1000 )
1, 1neé Waw Shorwume Toe Churman asked Laurs o remind bi © wmake is

all
Werk (415) “72-7000
Kome (415) 753-25781

EXHIBIT

FEC -~ 30
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MEMORANDUM
TO. Laura
ec: Terry
Richard
FROM: Esic
DATE: January 26, 1954
RE. The Glickea Dinner for the VP

Howard calied ths mormng  He 4 sot optunustc sbout the prospects for aext wednesday's dunner. He
¢laums the people who comouted 10 bam are still sohd, but 10 days notice was not enough ume for many of
them 10 change mud-week bunness placs 3ad come 10 DC for 24 hours.

Nauarlly, | espluncd 0 Howard tut de’ll arver have more than a few weeks notice. But he scems 1o feel
tha these people Bt be o sulciung are commined w playing with us and will congibute at the Trustee
ievel or above, but they seed 2-3 weeks mouowm 10 pake the time available on their schedules

1 have lumd below those wdwaduals e he © D g. what ther previous commmment was to Howard.
and what thew Stans s (whether they can sgend. or of aot, why)

NAME CoNPaNY cossery RSYP IENOTWHY

Ball McBrage holland and hasg=: prossect NR Has previously indicated he wams
to get involved w/DNC wn 'S8

hor Comt Duney prospyect NR

P Frou MAX proaspect NO  wano to do something special like

thu, but needs more advance tune
Jobr Tab Loves Hoxb prunect NO  ncrds ¢ break. wanus 10 help HG
) el plony et

Sangy 2N — prasne NO  will consider heiping abeve Florida
comma. very close 10 Howard

Jarmey Onazo Long :and Bee! PROSPLCT  NO  notinteresed

Toadd Riduaon L PRIOSPLTT wants t0 play/no decuwn un 272

8.0 Crmae Comswwvenats Cirin,» NO  will wnite check for Howard

B30 Croee Sute Soen Bazz NO  they will coasider. have previously
expressed imerest. but not ready
this soon

Tom Kramer NR  We've given up bope on thes guy

Steve Wyan Eqator Cunp 23°%0K wants (0 play lur sure on hus owo
. steam. not as pant of Dad's shadow,

3 EXHIBIY
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Arthur Halleran

Howard Wewngrow

David Muller
Mi Ahn

Suniey Kreuman
Morns Wesman

Jack Manpung
Jetfrey Stherman

Ralpk Viinces
Man Gohd

tar. Cumming

240

prospect
COMPANY COMMIT

req] estats Sirm prospect

Summm Tesh SOK

PMX Indusaies SOK!100K
— ® 2550

US Bank Now

Boston Capral 100K
Plygem S0K/100K
Atwondt 2550
Whae Securaes 35/50K
Lucades Corp SO

though he will talk 1o Dad about
paying % the b

NO  cannot make the 2,2,

RSYP IENQT WHY

wants to help the DNC, thinking -
abow 212

NO  prior commizment on 2/2

NO  out of country. $ asre solid

Possible
Bad busipess tirse for US Bank note
to get involved

NY Board meeung/cannut cancel,
but $ are solid

out of country/previously sud yes
1n San Fransisco, can't be n DC on
272, he's solid

waveling on business

YES
NO

NO

NO

EITEINRBNNENEE DNC 16583988
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M Abn PMX indwipes S0K/100K NO o of country. $ are solid

< EXHIBIT

FEC - 31.3
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Mr. and Mrs. Tom Kramer
CEO

The Portofino Group

446 Collins Avenue

Miam: Beach, FL 33139

Dear Catherine and Tom,

On Wednesday. June 22, 1994, the Demacratic National Commnee will host the 1994
National Presidential Dinner *An American Celebration.” honoring President Bill Clinton and
Vice President Al Gore in Washington, DC.  In recognition of your friendship and support as
DNC Trustees, it grves me great picasure to extend o you an invitation o atiend this special event
as my guests.

The event will begin with a cockmii reception at 6:30 p.m. and the dinner, featuring all
star encerainment, will begin & 7.30 p m.  The dinner will be held at the Washingion Hilton.
I have enclosed an informanon thee! with more cetaus.

Please RSVP to Asi Swiller. our Trusiee Pregram Director. by Wedresday, June 8th, to
reserve your complimentary seas  Ari can be reashed a: {202) 863-8033.

Thank you for your coctunued support. | look forward w joining you for this special
evenng.

Sincerely.

Dav ¢ Wilkeln
Cra rman

Enclosure

+ EXHIBIT

FEC - 32
e ————
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Thomas Kramer

President

Olympus Holdings. Inc

446 Collins Avenue

Miami Beach, FL 33139-5146

Dear Tom:
On behalf of Chairman David Wilhelm and
the D \ational C (DNC), 1t 1s my pleasure to invite you to the 1994 Busincss

Leadership Forum's Issue Conference
in Washington on June 21st and 22ad

The conference begins on Tuesday, Junc 2151 at the White House with a reception hosted by the
President and First Lady hononing the DNC's Business Leadership Forum (BLF) members. An official
invitauon to the recepuon will

be extended 10 you from the Wiute House and we request that you please R.S.V.P. to the office of the

Social Secreary. The
following day's schedule begins with breakfast and wall include morning bricfings and a luncheon

featunng seruor adrurusiauon
officials and congressional leadership

You are also imvited to our annual Presidenual Dinner on the evening of Wednesday, June
22nd hononng the Chimon/Gore adrmusustrauon The dianer is 2 fundraiser and if you wish 10 atiend, we
ask that you make the

d $1.500 contnb per seat

For your comveruence there s 2 block of rooms resen ed at the Mavflower Hotel in
Washington, DC. (202) 3473000 Rooms are resen ed under the DNC block

A more deuniled schedule of avents and response form for
the conference will follew 1n ihe nent few davs If sou Aave any questions, please feel to contact Richard

Sullinan or Fran Wakem
of the Business Leaderstup Forum a1 (202) 861-7136

Thunks agan for your generous suppont | look forward 10 sccsng you 1n

s EXHIBIT

FEC - 33




Washington on June 215t

Sincerely,

Terry McAuliffe
National Finance Chairman
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REPORT DATE 06/14/9¢
REPORT TDME 01:30P¢

CATE L1ST

(POSTPONED TO JUNE 21) Business Lsadership Ferua - April 19, 1994
Contact Social Office X§713¢

ACCEPT AND NO RESPONSE

NANE NAMZ
Hurvitz, Charles (Mr.) Kelly, Peter (Hr.)
Hyjok. Steve (Mr.) Kempner, III, Harris (Mr.) A
Nynes. Toa (Mr.) Kespner, Hetta T. (Ms.) A
Kempner, Nichsel (Mz.) A
Iberra, Ken (Mz.) Kerczaan, Mitchell (Mr.) A
lckes, Hareld (Heu.) Xhan, Kawran (Mr.) A
Iazriago, Chacles (Mr.) Xilleen, John Jay (Mr.) A
Kisbrough, Rellie (Mr.)
Jacks, Rthan (N=.) Kinney, Jantie (Ms.) A
Jackson, 1lra A. (Mr.) A Xirk, James (Mr.) A
Jacobs. Harxy (Nr.) A Klothen, Rea (Mr.)
Jacobsen, Ken {Nr.) Knight, Peter (Mr.)
James. 111, Chazles (Rr.) Knoll, Albert (Mr.) A
Jankowsky, Josl (Rr.) A Kecot, Larry (Mr.) A
Jarvis, Scect (Mr.) Koegler, Harold (Mr.)
Jayne. Léward (Dr.) Kovach, Cerald J. (Mr.) A
Jalin. :lliam (Wr.) Kozs, John R. (D2.)
Joffe Robert {fr.) A Kraper, Thomas (Mr.)
Jofts Virginla (Ms.) A Krise, Ron (Mr.)
Joansen. Rober: L. (Nr.) A Kronzer. James (Mr.)
Johnssn, Sheils (Ms.) Kuitwaard. Jake (Hr.) A
Jones. Arthony (Mr.) A Kurtz, Anthony David (Mr.)
Jones David (Mr.) A
Jones. C. Douglas (fi£.) a Lacer, Mnilip (Hon.)
Jonas. Kitby (%r ) Lake, Anthosy (Hon.) A
Jones Jr.., Mobert Treot (Ry ) - Lambert, David (Mr.) A
Jordan. Cerelyn (Na.) A lasonice, Don (MHr.)
Jordan. Robert (Rr.) A Landow, Nathan (Mr.)
Joseph. Peter (Mr ) Landsman, Dick (Mr.)
Josh_ i, Ernest P (Mr.) lLatener, M. ihomas (Mr.) A
Joves Gens (DT.) larkin, Carrol (Ms.)
Law. Joanns (Ms.) A
Xandall, Altce (0r.) A Launstein, Karl (¥Nr.) A
Ranser. Nicksy (Hon. (Amb.)) Laussll, Migusl (Mr.) A
Xapur. Lasesh (Mr.) A Lear, William (Mr.)
Karcher, David {Rr.) LaBev, Bennstt (Mr.)
Rasugse. Maashiko (Nr.) Las. Thomas (Nr.)
Taup. Redert (Mr.) A Lafkowitz, Stephen (Mr.)
Kestan., ‘rank (M:.) lafrvich, Maxins (Ms.) A
Xally. tethy (Ms.) A Leggect. James Mark (Mr.) A
Kelly. Cemes P. (Dr.) A Lagrard, Thomas A. (Mr.)

AR RRD ST DNC 110328
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1) Bud Stack
2) Barbana S@ck
3) Tom Kramer
4) Katherine Kramer
$) Fred Estrada

6) Terena Estrada
N Mark Jimenez
8) Willie Gary

9) Gloria Gary
10) Rebecea Scon
11) Stephen Scoc
The First Lady

TOTAL = 12

247

THE FIRST LADY'S TABLE

Atomey, DNC Trustee
Spouse, Bud Stack

Miami Real Estate Developer, DNC Trustee

Spouse, Tom Kramer
Chairman,

issue of the Miami Henald), New

Spouse, Frod Estrada
CEO, Pornofino Growp

ing (runs in the Sunday
DNC Trustee

Partner, Gary, Williams, & Parenti (law firm), New DNC
Trustee, Minority Advocacy Activist

Spouse, Willie Gary
Spouse, Stephen Scott

CEO Coasza! Pharmaceuticals

0T L AT A A R EAEERE DNC 1116334
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1994 Florida Presidential Dinner
Donors

Adler 15,000.00
Adorno & Zeder 30,000.00
Alanis, Inc 3,000.00
Albasia 3,000.00
Alexander 1,500.00
Albadet? 15,000.00
All State Engineerin 1,500.00
Ashlin 10,000.00
Astrone 1,500.00
Astrone2 1,500.00
BaczXo 15,000.00
Balkin 1,3500.00
Balkin2 1,500.00
Barakat 3.000.00
Barot 1,500.00
Barry 1,500.00
Barton 2,675.00
Baungarten 3,000.00
Besach 1,500.00
Becker 6,000.00
Bendhein 25,000.00
Beregyni 1,500.00
Berenyi 1,500.00
Bergar $,000.00
Bernillo, Ajaami) 30,000.00
Billard 100.00
Blosker 1,500.00
Blosser 15,000.00
Bond 15,000.00
Brin 1,500.00
Brover 0.00
Buss 1%,000.00
Butbee 1,5%00.00
Cardoso 3,000.00
Care Florida 10,000.00
Carey 13,000.00
Cassel 1.%00.00
Cavanaugh 1,500.00
Ccejas $,000.00
Cejas2 10,000.00
Chapman 1%,000.00
Chaviano 6,000.00
China Pavallion 4,%00.00
China Pavilon 1.300.00
China Pavilon 3,000.00
Chishols 31.%500.00
City Natianal 1%,000.00
Clarkson 3,750.00
Clavero 3,000.00
Cleanco J,000.00
Collins 1,500.00

Adler, Kichael
Glicken, Hovard
Glicken, Howard
Persz, Jorge
Torano, Maria Elena
Peraz, Jorge
Perez, Gaorge
Barger, Mitchell
Persz, George
orseck, Jeff
Jacobson
Direct Mail
Direct Mail
Barger, Nitchell
Pearaz, Jorge
derger, Mitchell
Barger, Mitchell
Parez, Gesorge
Priedkin, Monte
Berger, Mitchell
Priedkin, Monte
Crotty, Bill
crotty, Bill

, Mitchell
Glicken, Howard
Dirsct Mail
orseck, Jeff
Berger, Mitchell
Rosen, Marvin
Perez, George
(Sullivan)
Bargar, Mitchsll
Perez, Georgs
Perez, Ceorge
Perez, Jorge
Barger, Mitchell
Parez, Jorge
Parez, Georgs
Peraiz, Jorges
Pare:, Jorge
Stack, Bud
Berger, Mitchall
Ying, Nelson
Ying, MNelson
Ying, Nelson
Pere:, George
Perez, Jorge
Rosan, Marvin
Torano, Maria Elsns
Perez, George
friedkin, Monte

IR M ENRE DNC 1116350
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Collins 13,500.00 Friedkin, Monte
conklin 1,500.00 Berger, Mitchell
conn 100.00 Torano, Maria Elena
Conn2 400.00 Torano, Maria Elena
Connor 200.00 Direct Mail
Cansul~Tech 1,500.00 Perez, Geaorge
courshon 10,000.00 cCourshon, Arthur
Craven 1,000.00 Toranc, Maria Elena
Cxavenl 500.00 Torano, Maria Elena
crotty 1,500.00 crotty, Bill
Crotty2 1,%00.00 Crotty, Bill
cumpings 3,000.00 Perag, Jorge
curmings 100,000.00 Glicken, Boward
current Builders 13,000.00 Perez, Jorge
Dascal 3,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Davis 7%0.00 Graves, Richard
Decarc $00.00 Direct Mai}

Del Rio 1,%500.00 Bergar, Mitchell
Delta Shoe Group 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
Dockery 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
bonchos 6,000.00 Berger, Mitchall
Edelman 3,000.00 Perez, George
Engineering & Constr 25,000.00 Parker, MY

Estrads 100,000.00 Torano, Maria Elana
Fanjul 65,000.00 Fanjul, Alfonso
PFarser $,000.00 Glesason, Carey & McKowvan

1,500.00 rriedsan, Arthur
25.00 Diract Mail
25.00 Direct Mail
1,500.00 Torano, Maria Zlena

Pernandes 1,500.00 Bargar, Mitchell
Fernande:-Haar 1,500.00 Gleason, Carey
Ferrell 15,000.00 Stack, Bud
rielde 1.500.00 Berger, Mitchell
Figuercs 4,500.00 Perez, Gsorge
Pine $00.00 Peresz. Jorge
Pirst Union 4,000.00 Paraz, Seorge
Piscal Punding 30,000.00 Glicken, Howard
Floors & Walls J3,000.00 Perex, George
Plorida Sarvice 1,%00.00 Perez, George
Plorida Teaching 6,000.00 Priedkin, Monte
Pormani 1,000.00 Bergar, Mitchell
rorsanl 1,000.00 PBargar, Mitchell
forman) 1,500.00 Bsrger, Mitchesll
Formand . 1.000.00 Berger, Mitchaell
forman$ 2.500.0. Barger, Mitchall
Pormané 1.000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Porsan? +,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Portun 1.%00.00 Parez, Jorge
Pried 1.500.00 Perez, Jorge
Priedkin 1.%00.00 rriedkin, Monte
Priedkin $0,000.00 Priekin, Monte
Priedkin Industrise 1.500.00 7Priedkin, Monte
Priedman 310,000.00 Friedsan, Arnold
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Friedson 5,000,00 Rosen, Marvin
Fryz2 3,000.00 Parez, Gaorge
Garchar 1,500.00 Direct Mail
Gardonsky 100.00 Direct Mail

Gary 5,000.00 Glicken, Howard
Gehl 7,500.00 Barger, Witchell
Giller 3,000.00 Courshon, Arthur
Gohd . 10,000.00 Glicken
Goldberg 3,000.00 Unsolicited
Goldneier 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
Gopher Trust 1,500.00 Graves, Richard
Goszan 50,000.00 Dozoretz, Bath
Graves 1,500.00 Graves, Richard
Gray, Marris 1,500.00 Priadkin, Monte
Griffin 1,500.00 Cleason, Caray & McKowvan
Grody 1,500.00 8ink, Alex
Harrington 15,000,00 Glicken, Boward
Harrington2 15,000.00 Glicken, Howard
Harringtonl 15,000.00 Glicken, Moward
Harris 1,000.00 Courzhon, Arthur
Hart 15,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Hattavay 500.00 Crotty, Bill
Haverfield §,000.00 Glicken, Howard
Hexmeter 3,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Hendon 3,000.00 Gleason, Carey & MNcKowvan
Hert:z 100.00 Direct Mail
Hodxin 3,000.00 Paresz, Jorge
Holtz 6,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Horizon Leasing 5,000.00 Bargar, Mitchell
Interior Group 1,500.00 Parez, Jorge
Internal Medicine 1,000.00 Bargar, Mitchell
Internationsl 15,000.00 Glicken, Howard
ITA Managesent 3,000.00 Barger, Mitchell
J. Valiente Pasinting 1,500.00 Perez, George
Jimine: $0,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Jiminaez2 $0,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Johannssen 1,500.00 Orseck, Jeff

JW Harris 1,500.00 Peraz, Cecrge
Kagan J,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Xagan2 1,500.00 Bergar, Mitchell
Xatz 1,300.00 Barakat, Russ
Keith 3,000.00 Stack, Bud
Kramser €0,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
Kraser? 4D,000.00 Glicken, Boward
Lane 29,000.00 Rosen, NMarvin
larson 1,500.00 Baczko, Ruth
Lavarna 1.000.00 Barger, Mitchell
lLavernias 1,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
lesstialg 30,000.00 Dozoretz, Beth
lLeestiald2 30,000.00 Dozoretz, Bath
Levin 1,800.00 Rosen, Marvin
levine 1,400.00 2iff, Sanford
lLorraine Trave! 1,500.00 Torano, Maria Elena
Louziet 1,000.00 Perez, Jorge
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Lovelady 1,500.00 Perez, George
Lucibella 1,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Maduro Traval 15,000.00 Glicken, Howard
Mandelion 1,500.00 Berger, Mitchell
Mandler 1,500.00 Persz, Jorge

Map Construction 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
Marcus 1,500.00 Coursnon, Arthur
Marcus2 1,500.00 Courshon, Arthur
Narguatte Realty 2,500.00 Barger, uu_:n-n
Mauks 1%,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
McGowan 1,500.00 Gleason, Carey & McKowan
McMillen 1,500.00 Berger, Mitchell -
Msdina 15,000.00 Rosen, Maxrvin
Melgen 15,000.00 Ferro; Simon
Mendel 3,000.00 212, Sandy

Miami Motor 8,500.00 Glicken, Howvard
Kichele & Partners 1,500.00 Perez, Gaorgs
Morgan 1,500.00 Torano, Maria Elena
Moskowitz 1,500.00 Barger, Mitchell
Moskowitz 3,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Nunson 1,500.00 Perasz, Jorge
Rurphy 15,000.00 Rosen, Maxrvin
MurTov 3,000.00 Glicken

Mycon Corp. 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
Nahaad 3,000.00 Rosen, Marvin
National Care 5,000.00 Persz, Jorge
Nature Way 750.00 Parez, Jorge

NEA PAC $,000.00 Priedkin, Monte
Olympia Conatr 1,500.00 Glicken, Howard
orange PAC 1,000.00 Priedin, Monte
oritz 1,500.00 Persz, Jorge
orseck 1,500.00 Perez, George
Ovarton 15,000.00 Priedkin, Monte
Owvens 750.00

Palley 3,000.00

Pala Beach Teschecs 1,000.00

Pannu 3,000.00 Orseck, Jeff
Parkleigh Apartaenzs 3,000.00 Barger, Mitchell
Patipa J,000.00 Nelgen, Salomon
PCA 4,%00.00 Priedkin, Monte
Peddie 1.,500.00 Priedxin, Monte
Peico Professional 1,500.00 Perez, Jorge
Pere: 1,300.00 Bergar, Mitchell
Pino 1,300.00 Torano, Maria Elena
Podolaky 1,000.00 Bargar, Mitchell
Poe ¢ Browm 3,00¢.90 Priedkin, Monte
Porter 13,000.00 Glicken, Boward
Preyer, McClendon 13,000.00 Glicken, Hovard
rugh 10.000.00 Stack, Bud

R. Palacios 13.000.00 Glicken, Boward
Rankin 1.300.00 Gleason/NcKovan/Graves
Ray 1.%00.00 24re, Santord
Reavill $00.00 Torano, Maria EZlena
Reico 1,800.00 Glicken, Howard
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Related Bank
Related Services
Reshafski
Richman

Roe

Roger Wright
Roizman
Roizman2
Roller
Rosen

Rubin
Salazar
Savit:
Scharlin
Scottl
Scott2

SeaPxpress
Shapiro

Shapo

Sheldon

Shih

Shuford

Simon

Sink

Skelly

Suith

Smith For Congzess
Solnix

Southern Properties

Spalding
Spills, Candalas
Steiner

Swvann

Svery

Teachers Association

Teitelbaus
Thirer

Torano

Teranol

‘Toranol
Tornillo
Tornille2

Iraums and Rebad
Travel Depot
TTiPP

L rnar

UPP=-PAC
Unteldar

Unitad Surgical
Urban Construction
Valverde

vance

Viers Cospany
Wackenhut

252

25,000.00
1,500.00
3,000.00
1,000.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
5,000.00

16,000.00

200.00

15,000.00
3,000.00
1,000.00
1,500.00
1,500.00

100,000.00

15,000.00

15,000.00
1,500.00

30,000.00
3,000.00
1,500.00
3,000.00
3,000.00
1,500.00

15, 000.00

325.00
3,000.00
1,000.00
5,000.00
1,500.00
1,500.00

25,000.00

10,000.00
1,300.00

300.00

15,000.00
3,000.00

15,900.00

13,000.00
1,500.00
7,800.00
7,500.00
3,000.00
2,500.00
1,500.00
1,%00.00

$00.00
3,000.00
3,000.00

13,000.00
1,000.00
3,000.00

13,000.00

22,000.00

Bob
Gleason, Carey & McKowan

Berger, Mitchell

Tnknown

Berger, Mitchell
Bergar, Nitchell
2itf, Sanford
Torano, Maria Elena
Priedkin, Monte

Tnknown

Barger, Mitchell

Friedin, Monte

Glicken, Boward

Orseck, Jeff

Torano, Maris Elena
Torano, Maria Elena
Torano, Maria Elena
Priedkin, Monte & Sheldon
Priedkin, Monte & Sheldon
Orsack, Jeff

Bargar, Mitchell

Barger, Mitchall
Glaason, Carey & McKowan
Prisdkin, Monte

Priedkin, Monte

Glicken, Roward
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Vaters 3,000.00 Berger, Mitchell
Web Service 3,000.00 Psretz, Geoxge
Weinberger 15,000.00 Weinberger, Barry
Weiner 3,000.00 Perez, George
Weinstein 1,500.00 Berger, Nitchell
Willis Shaw 15,000.00 Glicken, Boward
Wilson 250.00 Perez, George
Wine Spirits 15,000.00 Friedkin, Monte
Wolte 1,500.00 Perez, Jorgs
Wuliger 25,000.00 Friedkin, Monte
Yanes 9,000,00 Bergsr, Mitchell
Yanez2 1,500.00 Berger, Mitchell
yarkin J,000.00 ziff, Sandy
Yeanan 1,500.00 Barakat, Russ
Ying 4,500.00 Ying, Melson
212e 3,000.00 :iff, sanford

Total Neney In Rand: $2,262,900.00
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Invoice Dates
Managing Trustees

Mr. lan M. Cummings

Payment on Pledge: March 15, 1994

1994 written: 100, 000.00

Mr.

Richard A. Hayward

Chairman

Mashantucket Pequot Nation

Payment on Pledge: March 14, 15%4

1994 Written: 100, 000.00 Wraitten
1993: 100,000.00

Mr. Mark Jaminez

Future Tech International Inc.
Payment on Pledge: March 10, 1994
1994 vritten:

100, 000.00

Mr. Alfred Lstrada

Payment on Pledge: February 13, 19%4

1994 Wratten: 100, 000.00 Written 1993:
5,000.00

Mr. Harold HNix

Harold Nix & Associates

Payment on Pledge: February 1C, 1994
1994 wratten: 100,000.0C

Mc.
Truman Arnold
President, Chairman of the Boarc ana CEC
Truman Arnold Companies
Payment on Pledge: February 9, 1954
1994 wratten:

100, 000.00

Mr. Oscar Wyatt

CEO

The Coastal Corporstion

Payment on Pledqge: February 9, 1994
1994 Wratten: 100,005, 08

Mr. Paul Montrone
fisher Scientific Interrsi:oral
Payment on Pledge: February 5, :994
1994 wraitten: 120,5%%C.¢C
Written 1993:

40, 000.00

Mr. Robert L. Healy

Manager of Federal Goverrmen: Re.ations
ARCO

Payment on Pledge: Februasy E, .96¢
1994

Written: 100.2%0.00



Mz. Vayne Reaud

i partner

Reaud, Morgan, and Quinn

Payment on Pledge: February 8, 1994
1994

Written: 100, 000.00

Dr. Steven M. Scott
Chairman and CEO
Costal Health Care Group
Payment on Pledge: February 4, 1994
1954
written: 100, 000.00

Mz. John J. Moores

President

JMI Incorporated

Payment on Pledge: January 22, 1994
1994 V¥ritten:

100, 000.00

Mr. Alan £. Kligerman

Chairman and CEO

Akpharma Inc.

Payment on Pledge: January 19, 1954
1994 vritten:

100, 000.00

Mr. Marvain Davas

Presadent

The Davis Companies

Payment on Pledge: Decerber 13. 1993
Written 1993: 100, 000.00

Mr. Milan Pamac

President

ICK Pharmaceuticals Inc.

Payment on Pledge: Decermber 13, 19%)
Written 1993: 100, 000.0C

Dr. Bod

Elkans

cro

Integrated Health Services

Payment on Pledge: December 1, 199%)
Written 199): 11%,00C.¢CC

Mr. Carl H. Lindner
President

American Financial Ceorporac.
Payment on Pledge: Decerd
Written 1993: 25%0,000.CC

i 1982

Mr. Phil Stout
Stout

Group Limated
Paymen: on Pledge: Decemde:
1994 wratten:

LK

Mr. Dark 2aff

Chairman Emeritus

21ff Communications

Payment on Pledge: Decembe:r 1€, 1952

100, 000.00




Written 1993: 100, 600.00
Mz. Sidney J. Sheinberg

Mrs. lLorraine Sheinberg

c/0 Price Waterhouse

Paymant on Pledge: November 17,

Written 1993: 100, 000.00
Mr. Steven

Spielberg

c/0 Breslauer, Jacobson, Rutman,
Payment on Pledge: Novesber 17,

Written 1993: 100, 000.00

Mr.

Jeffrey Katzenberg
Chairman

Walt Disney Studios
Payment on Pledge:
Wratten 1993:

November 13,
100, 000.00

Mr. Steven L.
Tisch

Payment on Pledge:
wratten 1993:

November 10,
100, 000.00

. Dwayne ©O. Andreas, Jr.
Chairman

Archer Daniels
Madland Company
Payment on Pledge:
Wraitten 199)3:

October 21,
210,000.00

Mr. Bruce Stern
President and CLO
SWAT

Incorporated
Payment on Pledge:
Written 1993:

September 28,
100,000.00

Mz. Walter Kaye
Payment on Pledge:
20, 1993

1994 wratten:

September

2%0.00
M. Mallaam Brandt, Jr.
President
Development
Specialists, .ac.
Payment on Pledge:
1994 wratten:

August 1C,
%3,000.00

Mr.

Peter Morton
Chairman ang Founder
Hard Rock America
Payment on Pledge:
Written 1993:

July Je.
100, 000.00

Mz. Ron

Burkle

Managing Partner
Yucsipa Companies
Payment on Pledge:
Wraitten 199):

July 13.
10%,00C.¢0

1993

and Chapman
1993

1993

1993

1993

1993

¥ritten 1993: 104,958 .44
199)
Mritten 199): 80, 000.00

HCLH

198}



Mr. David Geffen
Payment on Pledge: July 13, 1993
Written 1983: 100,000.00

Mr. Willaam S. Lezach
Milberg, Weiss, Bershad, Spechtraie.
and lLerach

Paymsnt on Pledge: July 13, 1993
Written 1993: 150, 000.00

Mr. Walter H. Shorenstein

Chairman

The Shorenstein

Companies

Payment on Pledge: July 13, 1993
Written 1993: 110,000.00

Mz. Finn M. W. Caspersen

cro

Beneficial Corporation

Payment on Pledge: June 28, 1993
Written 1993: 265,000.00

Dr. Benjamin Armstrong

President

Madison Broadcasting

Company

Payment oh Pledge: June 2%, 199)
1994 wratten: 250.00 Wratten 1993:
Mr. Dennis Bakke

Presadent

The ALS Corporation

Payment on Pledge: May 27, 195)
Wraitten 1993: 110, 000.0C

Ms. Denise Rich
Zerem Inc.
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Payment on Pledge: May J6. 199)

1994 Wratten: 2,600.0C Writtern
M. Peter V. May

DuG

Corporstion

Payment on Pledge: May 3. 19¢)
Wzitten 1993: 110,000.0C

Mr. Roy Furman
Turzan Selz, Inc.

Payment on
Pledge: April 15, 199}
Written 1993: 100, 000.C.

Mr. Georqge L. Norcross, 11:
Chairmen and CEO
Keystone National Company,

Inc.

Payment on Pleduge: Apral i, lwss
Written 199): 100, 00C.C:

Hs. Ann £. Sheffers

Payment on Pledge: Apri. .t, -
Written 1993: 100,000.G:

Alfred R. Piezce, Isqg.

1e9):

100, 000. 00

105, 000.00



Payment on Pledge: May S,
written 1993: 100, 000.00
Mr. William D. Rollnick

Ms. Nancy Ellasoen

Paymant on Pledge: May 7,
uzitten 1993: 109, 000.00
Nr. Jeffrey

Hirshberg

Di of Relations

Ernst & Young PAC
Payment on Pledge:
1994 wWritten:
Wzitten 1993:

Januazy 12,
2%0.00
115, 000.00

$50, 000-399, 999 Donors

David T, Muller Ph.D.
President

sSummit Technology Imc.
Payment on Pledge:
March 17, 1994
1994 wratten: 50, 000.00
Mz. Paul Tudor Jones

Tudor Investment Corporation
Paymsnt on Pledge: Macch
1994

1994 written:

7,
30, 000.00
Mz. Abraham D. Gosman
(- <-)

The Mesdiplex Group
Payment on
Pledge:
1994 wraitten:

Mazeh T, 1994
30,002.00
Mr. Tom
cco
The Portofino Group
Payment on Pledge:
1994

1994 vratten:

Kramer

Maren 4,

40, 000.00

Mr. Machasl Caddell
Ms. Tracy Conwell
Ceddel}l & Conwell
Payment on Pledge:
1994 written:

February €.

70, 000.00

Mr. Beznard Rapaport
Chairman of the Board
Amezican lncome
Life lnsurance
Payment on Pledge:
1994 ¥Wratten:

February
$0,00:.0¢C

Mr. Lee Godilrey

Sussman Godi{rey

Payment on

Pledge: February 6, 1994
1994 Mraitten: $0,000.00

De. Samuel Klagsbrun

1993

1993

1993

Wratten 1993: 40, 000.00

¥ritten 1993: 25, 000.00

1954

ceg
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DNC Florida Managing Trustees, Trustees and Business leadership Forum Members

Managing Trustee

Mitchell Berger

Barger,

Shapiro & Davis

100 N.I. 3rd Avenue
Suite 400

Tt. Lauderdale, FL. 33301
¥ - 305-52%-9900

Ian Cumming
Chairman, Leucadia National
Corporation

529 East South Temple

Salt Lake City, UT 84102

¥ $01/521-1001

F 801/539-0722

Trea Estrada

Chairman, Hispanic
Publashang Corporataon
999 Ponce delaon Blvd.
Suite 600

Coral Gables, FL 33134
¥ 305/442-2462

T 305/443-7650

Alfonso ranjul

President - Flo-Sun Inc.
316 Royal Poinciana Plazs
Palm Beach, FL. 33400

W 407/7655-630)

Monte Fraedkin
Friedxan lndustries

7900 Glades Rd,
Boca Raton, FL. 33431
¥ - €07/475-1882

Howard Glicken

Chairman - The Commonwesltt Group
8400 0ld Cutler Rd.

Coral

Gables, rL 33134

V¥ - 305/446-002) or 202/79%-40404
F - 305/662-2647 or 202/70%-424>
H - 305/669-1063 Honorable Larry Mewkins
Board of County Commussioness

111 MW 13t Street

Suite 220

Miami, FL. 33120

¥ - 305/375-%12)

Carlos Herrera
Presigent
2-C Properties 1Inc.




2900 West 40th Street
1201

Hialeah, FL 33016

W -~ 305/362-1664

Mark Jimensz
Future Tech Int'l
3000 MW 72nd Avenue
Miami FL. 33122
305/477-6406

F - 303/477-3473

Thomas Kramsr
portofino Group, Inc.
43 Star lsland

Miami Beach FiL. 33139
W - 305/530-4422

F-
305-538-1020

Jorge Pere:

President - Rslated Group of Florida
2020 Cozal Way

Penthouss 1

Miami, FL. 33145

¥ - 305/460-9900

F -

305/445-172%

H - 305/663-9121

Marvan Rosen

Greenberg, Traurig, Hoffman, Lipoff & Rosen
1221 Brickell Avenue

22nd Floor

Miama, FL.

EE D& DY

¥ - 305/579-033%

Dr. Steven Scott CEO - Coastal Phamesueticals
2820 Croasdaile Dr.

Durham. NC 2770%

F 919-302-3287

v .

919-383-035%

Charles R. “Bud™ Stack

High, Stack, Lazendy, Palahach ¢ Goldsmath
3929 Ponce de Leon Blvd.

Coral Gables, FL. 33134

v -

305/443-3129

F - 305/443-085%0

N - 303/661-1025

Maria Llena Torano
1000 Brickell Avenue
Miama, FL. 33131

W 30%/579-2100

F
309/%79-21%6

Trustees
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Michael Adler

President - Adler Group
8161 NW 14th Street
Miami, FL. 33126-1899
¥ 305/590-1100

r
303/590-1194

Russ Barrakat

Broward County Housing Commission
1773 N. State Rd. 7

Lauderhill, FL 33133

W 305/739-1114

r
305/484-3630

Jerome C. Berlin

Chairman, Deux Michel, Inc.
1272% $.W. 122nd Avenue
Miami, FL 33186

¥ 305/251-3000

r 305/251-7723

Guy Bostick

President & CEO, Commerce Carrier
P.0. Box 67

Auburndale, FL. 13823

¥ 800/524-2101

¥ 813/965-109)

H 303/443-2587

Paul

Cejas

Chairman/CEO - Care Florida
7950 MW 33rd Street

Third Floor

Miamy, FL. 33166

¥ 305/591-3311

F 305/470-2936

Joe Chapman

President, Royal American Managment
1002 ¥. 23rd Stzeet

Suite 400

Panama City, TL. 32403

¥ 904/76%-090)]

F 904/769-3506

Arnold Friedman

CEO - St. Johny Home Mealth Agenc)
15500 New Barn Rd.

Miami Lakes, FL. 33014

W 305/%58-0101

F J05/%58-5118

¥Willie Gary

Gary,

Williams, Parenti, Finney & lewi:
Waterside Professional Build:ing
22] Last Osceola St.

Stuart, FL. 34994-2174%

-
o

EXHIBIT

FEC - 37.8
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W 407/203-8260
T .
407/220-3343 .

Matt Gohd

Whale Securities

€30 3th Avenus

New York, New York 10018
w 212/4 3672

F 212/4 3678

H 212/073-8227

Abraham D. Gosman
Chairman & CEO, Mediplex
15 Walnut Strest
Wellesley, MA 02161

W 617/446-6900

T 617/446-6908

Calvin Grigsdy
President, Grigsby Branford ¢ Co. Inc.
230 California St.

Suite €01
San Fzansico, CA 94111
o 415/39 800

F 415/390-5548
Neil Harrington

Chairman, Harrington and Company, Inc.
099 S. America Vay

Miama, FL 33132

¥ 305/358-1511

F 305/358-0611

H 305%/576~-4742

Stephanie

Kerr

Cruise Line Executive
901 S. America Vay
Miami, FL 33132

O 305/350-5122 x3%371
F 305/3%0-4807

H 305/371-5%3)

1ra Leesfaeld

2330 South Dizie Hwy.
Miami, FL. 313}

¥ 305/7854-4900

F 305/854-8266

Boyd B. Lewis

B.B. Lewas & Company
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue,
N

Suite 11%0

Washingten, D.C.

W 202/4295-6949

F 202/2913-2068

Don A. Madden S:I. S36 Mcaney, P2
Fort Walton Beach, FL. 3254~
w

904/244-3196




H/W 407/3€7-7291
F 407/367-0656

David Block

President, Environmental Salvage Team
1330 MW 24th Avenue

Miami, FL 33125

¥ 305/633-3000

r
303/633-8301

James J. Blosser, Esq.
Assistant to the Chairmen
Blockbuster Entertainment, Corp.
1 Blockbuste Plaza

Ft. Lauderdsle, FL

33301

¥ 305/832-3051

F 305/032-3925

William B. Bend

Private lnvester

225 Water Street

Suite 030

Jacksonville, FL 32202-5141
(-3

904/358-9100

£ - 904/350-914?

H ~ 904/646-1548

Joe Boren

Presadent, South Region Air and Water Technologies Corp.
400 Sawgrass Pkwy,

Sunrise, FL. 33325

Tor: Burt

CED, Anesthesia P.A., Inc.
Suite 204

5300 MW 33z Avenue

f2. Lauderdale, FL 13309
¥ 109/485-5666

Monorable

Hugh Cerey

Vice Pres;aent

W.R. Grace & Co.

919 'Ath Street MW
Suite 400

Washingion, D.C. 20006
W 2C2/4%2-6704

F 2027/452-05%97

Art Collins

Presiger:, Public Private Partnership
3528 Eas: Park Avenue

Tallahassee, FL. 12302

& 904/%€1-C7€0

T 904/%€1-0397

Arthur Courshon
Chairman
& Presigent



Jefferson Bancorp, Inc.

301-413t 3treet

Miami Beach FL 33140 .
¥ 305/535-9574

Jim Eaton

President, Capital Strategies
P.O. Box

173

Tallahassesees, FL 32302

¥ 904/224-6709

F 904/222-€981

Milton M. Ferrell, Jr.
201 S. Biscayne Blvd, Suite 1520 Miami, FL, k3 B

L
305/371-858%
F 305/371-8732

J. Carey Gleason
1039 N. Pitt St.
Alexandria, VA 22314
¥ 703/693-3970

Cathy Kelly
Assistant Lxscutive
Dirsctor

ITP - NEA

213 S. Adams St.
Tallahassee, TFL 32302
¥ 904/222-4702

Allan Kluger

Kluger, Peretz, Kaplan &
201 S. Bascayne Blvd.
Suite

1970

Mama, FL 33131

Don Lamonica

lLamonica Inc.

200 South Monroe St.
Tallahassee, FL. 3220}

Chazles H. Lydecker

Poe & Brown, Inc.

220

South Ridgewood Avenue

P.0. Box 2412

Daytona Beach, FL. 32115%-24.0
¥ 904/23%2-960)

T 904/235-5729

N 904/672-3834

Bill Mauk

Vice President

John Alden Lite

7600 Corporate Center Dr.
Miama, FL. 33126

W 305/715/438)

F 305/263-4306

R 305/2%3-6113

Raymond McClendon Pryot.




McClendon, Counts
1 Midtown Plaza

1350 Peachtree St., NE, Suate 850
Atlanta, GA. 30209

W 404/875-1545

Manny Medina

Tezrzemark, Inc.

2601 .

Bayshore Dr.

PH 1-8

Coconut Grove, FlL 33133
¥ 305/856-2626

£ 305/856-8190

Dz. Salomen Melgen, M.D.
vitreo-Retinal Consultants
2521

Metrocentre Blvd.

West Palm Beach, FL 13407
¥ 407/687-0007

r 407/680-0431

Linds Murphy McCool
7425 SW 42nd Street
Maama, FL. 33155

]
305/661-0195

lLarry Overton

Larry J. Overton & Aasoc.
101 gast College Avenue
Suate 302

Tallahass rL. 3230}

¥ 904/224-205%%

2

904/%61-631)

H 904/8%3-1242

faward Porter

President, lnternationsl fine Arts College
1737 North Bayshore Drive

Miami, FL 3132

|
305/37)-4684
F 305/374-7946

James N. Pugh

359 Carolina Avenue

Winter Park, FL. 22789

¥ 407/644-905%5 F 407/644-9045

Steve Naclerio
Senaor

VP 4 General Council
Bacard: Imports, Inc.
2100 Biscayne Blva
Misrma. FL. 33137

¥ 30%/573-8%1)

r 305/573-2730

Chip Read
President, Current
Builders




2251 Blount Ad.
Pompano Beach, FL. 33069
¥ 305/945-1358
F 305/970-0646

1srael Roizman
President, Roizman & Assoc. Inc.
801 ERast

Germantown Pike

Suite -3

Norristown, PA 19401

W 213/278-1733

F 215/278-1734

Pat Tornillo Jr.
President, FEA - United
118 MNorth Monros St.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1700
¥ 904/224-1161 -

r 9504/681-2903%

Xerzy A. Walsh Skelly

Assistant Vice President/Director of Government
Relatsons

Brown Forman Corp.

P.0. Box 1080

Louisville, KY 40201-1000

W 502/774-7552

F 502/774-7108

Nelson Faicbanks
Presadent & CTO, U.S.
Sugar

P.O. Box 1207
Clewastown. L

Armando J. Yane: President, Tinancial Contracting Sevices, Inc.
3211 Pleasant lake Dr.

Tampa, FL

33618

¥ 813/204-26%6

F 013/264-3%5¢
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MAJOR DONOR SCRELNING TORY
To: Major Donor Scresning Croup: Kent___ Joe___ Nancy __ Riki____
From: Nail Reifr, xally Fagan

Re: Majer Donor Screening

Date: [

Balow is inforastion about the above-rsferenced donor. I you
have any additional information and/er ections to the DNC's
receipt of this contribution, plesse send s fora, with comments,
to Kent Markus dy cloes af businass, .

Slep i
g—,‘#}" ‘Name of Denor: Olvmduns \\o\dlhss , Inc.

\.5'.‘ ST, Amount of contribution: 25 OCC)

"‘li-ul[,w.... QdNn - Thoemas kKramey ,0wney

H—, =3 stae Iqrana . m. ey Beon FL 3213
bvnl Occupation: 'ch\d.c'l Recd E>\c¢c Develcoer

@ Imployer:

Solicitor (If known): rowdt-rd GriiClen
Date of Domation: (4-14-Q73

Rorx sent to Reagarch: Ves: __  No Date: _4/zufen

DS STARIM: Yes /' No
FIC ONLINE SZARON: Yes __. No
(Attach Summary of Pindinge)

Coasiziee Negbes Pacopaendatins: Deposit Return to Donor __
Coxniszae Commants:

Committes Meaber Signeture:

Pleaase contact Legsl D.o't. Py close of business . or
chack vill be deposited. -

1) Dieposition: Deposit Return___

2) Date of Motificstion to Leqsl Dept. .

Chief of Staft:

IRTRURRMERENEE DNC 062 EXHISIT
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Copyright 1993 Canads NewsWire Lui.
Canada NewsWirs  *

April 8, 1993, Thursdsy
SECTION: Fisancial News
DISTRIBUTION: Attention Business Bdisors

LENGTH: 2878 werds
READLINE: VANCOUVER STOCK EXCHANGE - COMPANY MEETING DATES MEETINC
FROM APRIL

10, 1993 TO MAY 10, 1993

DATELINE: VANCOUVER, Aped 8

mRENENRNNESN DNC 0629598
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Copyright 1993 Forbes, Inc.
Forbes

Masch 1, 1993
SECTION: MONEY & INVESTING; Pg. 58
LENGTH: 964 words
HEADLINE: The odd couple
'BYLINE: By Phyllis Berman
HIGHLIGHT:

Miami Beach's South Beach has become the new Mocca of Eurotragh: Maet Thomas
Kramer

BODY:
SOUTH BEACH. MGAMI BEACH. South Beach in its way is boner than Saint-Tropez
was back in the 19701. There u a0 Brgine Bardot, but gorgeous male and
female models are w plenuful supply. Lase afternoons and easly evenings,
oczanfront cafes wem with nch Ewsotrash, who Laer repair 0 trendy clubs

Thomas Kramer 1 the Lic of the Sosth Beach party. He is flamboyant even
by Ewronch mandwrds  The German-bom Kramer, 35, educated at a fancy Garman
bonrding school, 1 dashungly Nandsome and arvogant

The Florida pagen bbve ® hax Kraroer.  Last summer he 1ore down a house on
excluuve Induan Creed lastand © make room for & new mansion. But be never
Suilt the manuion. elling hus employacs. °1 don’t want to Live surrounded by
old paople.* Gownp A & thas he axandoned s building plans after powerful
members of the wland's golf cdub hured & privace invesngator 10 wack him. He
ey Sueaienad @ buld 8 arang home on s land.

Kramer owra hcaam’s *Weswn 8 an Armcra:s,® for whucd he paid $ 2.9
Sullon. Me brags St he's segonanng © Svy Chnsmn Onassis® chalet in
mm_uu-m-u-m-mmuycmm.
Robart Maswell's old yacht.

Ncnh&emwlnmou.mlhnm-ainlm
for has sughiciud, calind Mel There wore frrecrts and 3 naked woman lying on
5 Gbie vilh & pool of chenlan e Ny Selly Guesy were uwied O dip
ENWACTE 1 O Chomiae. Moolrg © snsnders.  Krame: wstructed the
éoovieper 10 bar b wis The Lo proumad by plastening Nazi emblems
o lus 1948 Mercedes and s can

SRCTIRENENKEER DNC 0629
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All very decadent.

But Kramer has a business side, too. szzs:psummmilhonz' buying
real estate in South Beach: 5 residental propertics on Sar N .
pvprﬁnmhdhnCukMW”mmmnﬁ_mtSoumm
Towers. According to a Miami Beach real estaze agent, he paid top dollar for
these propesties.  And in every case, he paid cash.

Whence came all that cash? Apparently much of it from German demibillionaire
Siqmw.ﬂ.molmm'smumdm(uw).
Awmmmmmm.:‘w-mth'maﬁua
long relarionship. H:mhmlmmwum_nned
o Thomas Kamer. Kramer brugs that his wife, when she was going with
Siegfried Ono's son Yorck, isgoduced her mother 10 the old gentleman. At any
raze, Ono apparenty belped stake his new spson-in-law’s Florida foray.

How much has Oun pven Kramar? Enough to cause a fift between Ono and his
,two sons, Tilman and Yorck umwmmmwma

the business where they had workad for years. “They were trying o poison
their father’s mind agann me.* oy Xramex. One repont has it that the sons

thed to have Ouo declared mentally ncompetent.  Neither Siegfried Ouo, his
fawyer 1n Palm Beach aar members of his company’s supervisory board were willing
to alk about the relaponshup.

1t's an odd relanonsbsp. an apng and ailing conservative Genman businessman
and 2 playdoy with 3 dicry repuanon.  Even Kramer's friends admit he iz a
cnpthoowr. One of thers, Erax Rotrer, 3 Swnss banker, mys of Kramer: “He's a
real gambler.®

Kramer has show crags «» commodity masiets aace he was 3 weenager, and
hat’s where the rest of hus owoney may have come from. He had speculated 1
such Uungs a3 gold. grun and cwrrency, reponedly making and losing large
wmi He snaaTed hus acovnes 1© South Beach arly last year, after bang
vutully osraazed w Germasy tuee yean ago  He had set up 2 blind pool to
aven 1 East German raa) e long before hoe was 2 nuling on who actually
Oered il Knme mys o endesvor collapred when negative publicity caused his
Ak 10 cut off lus ¢ wit lne ovarngN  He maned over m Florida

“l am 3 swn with vuora.° @y Rma, 0 s Togant way.  *Once | was
skung v Graad. 1 was on O wp ¢’ O mowrun, and suddenly | knew | must
Short gold, 30 | gradomd & prone a3 calied by droker, and thoned $ 25
Mulbon worth of gold ) mane berwaen $ $ and $ 6 million.

'miulhﬂomwnmgﬁdﬂ. I knew | should buy wheat
and com futures. That ome | mace sulsons more. That 13 how it is With me.”

REFLLRE R ENITIEITIREIE DNC O_S
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But things aren't 50 good with him right now. “Apparently his
sicphather-in-law bas a moraorivm on checkwriting. u-ly_mdnﬂ.
Kramer has in the past month dismissed at least 68 saffers, including the
well-respecied developer Kay Stz He also shunered his nighclub, Hell. But
he 380 alks of bullding a $ 250 million apartment complex as a playground for
the Exzorich in pewly glamorous Miami Beach. He envisions a new juxury hotel
and Evropean-style village. If anly he could raise the money. “Now I ama
puinter without arms,® he moans. 'l‘nuaa&vdqe.hulhveuvi.ﬂmofa
mmuﬂ.mwmummmmmmm
Miarai Beach.®

Ksumer has abandonad Miami Beach, at least temporarily, for what associazes
my is 2 money-raisiag jaunt ® Saint Moritz, the hot spot for sew Milanese
money. Why Saint Moriz? °Let me put it this way,® says Swiss banker Rohrer.
“la Saint Moritz it’s likz fishing in an squarium.®

When we asked Kramer sbout his unsvory reputation in Florida, he dropped his
wisionary tone, explodiag is red-faced rage: *You journalists are all alike.
You make 80 money, 10 you ae yealous of people like me who do.” We responded
that FORBES reponers ase accusmomed (o dealing with people 3 lot more solvent
than he is.

GRAPHIC: Picture, Thomas Krumes, Miami Beach's attention grabber from Germany,
Has e gone o Sani Mona for good or will be be back o build a
Ewropcan-gryle village w South Beach? Bill Waz

Forbes, March 1, 199)

IRRErRRINmMAEIEEIE DNC 062
EXHIBIT
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Forbes, March 1; 1993
SECTION: MONEY & INVESTING; Pg. 59
LENGTH: 205 words
HEADLINE: The source
BYLINE: P. B.

BODY: .

MUNICH's Gicsecke & Devnent GmbH peints currencies, passports, traveler's .
checks, and stock and boed certuficates. kt shares thess ineernational markets
with New York's U.S. Banimote, London-based De La Rue, Paris-based
Francois-Charles Oberthur, and others.

G&D began in Leiprig in 1832. Sisgfriad Ouo came 1 the firm prior o World
‘War T as 3 printer-trainex and gained control afer martying the danghter of
one of the founders. Though the company served the Nazi war machine, it refused
 pnnt counierfat Bnosh buak nows when the Natis domandad ft;
counter{anng would compromuse s ticgnry. The plants were 0% destroyed in
3 1944 bombing. and » 1945 Ono was takem prisoner by the Russians. In 1949 he
acaped and begas e fum anew m Munich.

In his 503 he divorond tus wafe and ia fus 70s marrier Rambi, Thomas
Kramer's motho-u-Uw (e mory) Thus begas the Kramer-Oup relanonship.
With Ouo's sons out of the tvmress and us health failing, Otto has put his
company on the black. | could dnng $ SO0 mullbon. Which could be good news
for Thomas Krames, «f e aan m3y on good Worms with his mother-in-law, who,
by Gorman law, u ewoued © o leaxt 1238 of the cstate.

GRAPHIC: Prcoure. Badmu and Sugfned Ouo, Thomas Kramer's angels? Munich
Preus

Fordea, March 1, 1993

ERITCIEHEMENUEN DNC 0629
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imemational Herald Tribune, November 12, 1992
FOCUS
SECTION: FEATURE
LENGTH: 227 words
HEADLINE: Matisse Is Sold For $11 Millios
DATELINE: NEW YORK

BODY:
- The poraait of 3 women, *L'Ase,” painted by Henri Matiase in 1946, has
been 30id &l Sotheby's for $1) milbon.

mpi:nu.mefm-nduummumnu
Museurn of Modem Ast, was withdrawn from the show © be included in the
w'lvmwucuﬂcTuﬂymiu,h'iﬂhmndblh
exhibiton until Jas. 12 and will then go © the Kimbell Art Museum in Fort
Worth, Texas, which bought e work-

The $35.6 million mie was only half successful. Of the 66 lo, 31 were
unsold, making 8 38 peroent faduse raie by value. A prominent sole was played
by Amencan buyens. who acqared 21 of 35 wara *Fernmes dans wn Fauteuil.”
punted 1 1932 by Puame, sold for £2.86 million, 25 percest below the low
cmmaie. Sothedy's sué the buyey w33 Thomas Kamer «f Florida

BIRnENCIENBLNKE DNC 0629
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Copyright 1992 The New York Times Company: Abstracts

AUTH: BY DON FINEFROCK

TITL: GERMAN BUYS £3.7S MILLION HOME

REFR: MIAMI HERALD Section G; Page S, Column 1 JOURNAL-CODE MH
DATE: May 3, 1992, Sunday

ABST: German investr Thomas Kramer pays $3.75 millicn for bayfront home on
Iadisn Creek Island, Fla; purchase is his sscond on isiand in past two moaths:

sale represents thisd lughen pnce ever paid for home in Dade County, Fla (M)
DESC: HOUSING; SALES; PRICES

NAME: KRAMER, THOMAS; FINEFROCK, DON

GEOT: DADE COUNTY (FLA); INDIAN CREEX ISLAND (FLA)

INREIREHNEENNE DNC 06

gXHinlY
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Neither Olympus Boldings, Inc. and nor Thomas Kramer made any foderal election
contributions betwsen 1925-1992.

MERRRLEREMNEE DNC 062
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Bt s

e
HURRICANE ANDREW THE WR!T|NG ON THE WALL PAGES |
.

v
homas: Kramer Ha% -
en 30 M’i]hon Reason

-

ok bene 4 EXHIBIT
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Date: 7/22/97 8:20:15 AM
From: Jose Rodriguez
Subject: Bradley lssue
To: Mary Ann Bumgarner

Now that the story has broken, can LL check with Justice to determine
if they hava any interest in pursuing the reported Kramer/Bradley activity
criminally? This would be good info to have bafors contacting Bradley's
counsel . :
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7/25/97 2:51:41 PM

Date

From: Leis G. Lerner

Subject: Kramer

To: Mary Ann Bumgarner

To: Jose Rodriguez .
cC: Lawrence M. Noble

cC: LISA KLEIN

1 spoke to Donsante re: whether they are still pursuing the law firm and’/or
Kramer or others involved in that matter. He d he ought they were no
longer pursuing, but he would need to check w the US atty offzice in Fla o
be aure. I asked if they were no longer pursu:f.g was there gomething we could
ger them to sign off On as to our potential witness He seemed to think zhere
might be. Have you heard back from the crimina P

In a similar, but differenc vean. I asked

Rg,l-;rb-aco b another case
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9/18/97 1:14:47 M
Jose Rodrigu
Latest from Bradley
Mary Ann Bumgarmer

Atrached is my relecon noting counsel's latest info re: his client's
knowladge/testimony. We'll obviously need more concrece info before DOJ
considers granting immunity, but before going back to counsel I need some
indication that we've been communicating w/ Justice on this and that they are
generally interested in the reguest. Let me know where we are on this.

J-




Date: 9/15/97 1:18:00 M
From: Jose Rodriguex

subject: Re: Latest from Bradley
To: Mary Ann Bumgarner

We will probably need more detail (espacially 1.D. of folks) before
DOJ grants ismunity.
I just want to know whether its even something that they're considering at this
point. 1 have no real sense of what LL's discussions w/ justice have been on
this.
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Jaca: 2/12/98 3:33:02 M

*rom: Lois G. Lerner
3ubject: GREENBERG TRAURIG (sp?)

To: Lawrence M. Noble

cC: Jose Rodriguez .

Donsanto just called. They've seen zhe “0ff
sure there must be more to the story than this s

know why this hadn't been referred to DOJ. He said the Task Fo
revving up an investigation unless he could provide them
clarifying this. While I have no problem with them inves:t:
would be useful to provide thes with whalever statemen: we maxe

-
-

EXHIBIT

FEC - 44
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DEBEVOISE & PLIMPTON

“ml‘:ﬂl 2 AvPAR GROROR v I_M.mﬂm
o Wy 75008 PARS LONOON
555 13TH STREET, N.W. TOLEPvonE 12 Sob o0 TELEPWOME O3 140 731212 TELIFHONE 44.1711 K29 0779
WASHINGTON, DC 20004 TELECOPER (212 3004808 TOLECOPER33-1)67 0G0 A2  TILECOMER s44.171) 339 0NN0
(202} 383-8000
1 ENTERTAMMNT SULDING

20 QUEES ROAD CENTRAL 1085 BUDAPEST

TrLEm O a0 38 o Beh 10t e
TELECOPIER: (202) 383-8118 iyt frdithe TELECOPMA O8-1) 122 7998

March 30, 1998
By Hand

The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman

Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight

U.S. House of Representatives

2157 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-6143

Re: Democratic Natiopal Committee
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed at the request of the Democratic National
Committee is a declaration of Joseph E. Sandler, prepared in
response to the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight's March 24, 1998 interrcogatories to the DNC.

Should you have any questions regarding this
matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

M

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman

Enclosure
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BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH E. SANDLER

A. 1 am the General Counsel of the Democratic National Committee (“DNC™).
This Declaration is submitted in response to the Interrogatonies sccompanying the letter
dated March 24, 1998, addressed to Judah Best, Esq., from Chairman Dan Burnton.

B. The information set forth in this Declaration and the accompanying Exhibit is
based on a review of such records of the DNC and such other inquiries as | deemed

necessary to provide the following answers to the Interrogatories.

C. Based on my review of this fourth set of interrogatories from the Committee, 1
believe it is impossible for the DNC to answer certain of these Interrogatories, and that
those questions should more properly be directed to individuals or entities other than the
DNC Certain other interrogatories call for information relating to time periods up to five
years ago, which I believe the DNC could endeavor to develop only through an extensive
search of archived records. If the Committee wishes the DNC to prioritize searches for
any such materials over the DNC’s ongoing document search efforts for the Committee,
the DNC is prepared to do so, consistent with its legal obligations to other investigative

bodies.

. Please describe all contacts between any DNC employee or DNC
omce holder and Thomas Kramer (a German national with Florida business ties).
Answer:

Corporations reportedly owned and/or controlled by Thomas Kramer made three

contributions to the Democratic National Committee, by checks of the following dates and

amounts

o EXHIBIT

FEC - 45.2
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Olympus Holdings, Inc. 4/14/93 $ 25,000
35 Star Island, Inc. 3/4/94 $ 60,000
Portofino Group, Inc. 3/15/94 $ 40,000

Attached as Exhibit A are copies of the check tracking forms and the summary
printouts from the DNC’s A/S 400 system for these contributions. All of these

contributions were refunded on or about November 7, 1994.

The information presently available to us indicates that the following DNC
personnel had or may have had some contact with Mr. Kramer, by telephone, in person

and/or in writing:

David Wilhelm DNC Chair

Terry McAuliffe National Finance Chair
Laura Hartigan DNC Finance Division
Peter O'Keefe DNC Finance Division
Eric Sildon DNC Finance Division

A copy of a memorandum from Mr. Sildon relating to Mr. Kramer is attached as

Exhibit B.

The DNC’s records indicate that Marvin Rosen, who subsequently became the
DNC's National Finance Chair, also had some contact with Mr. Kramer, and that Scott

Pastrick, who subsequently became the DNC's Treasurer, may have had some contact with

Mr. Kramer.

In addition, I received a letter from Mr. Kramer requesting a refund of the above-
listed contnbutions, and I wrote a letter back to Mr. Kramer, on or about November 7,

1994, enclosing the requested refunds

The DNC's records indicate that the $ 25,000 contribution from Olympus
Holdings was solicited by Howard Glicken, that the $ 60,000 contribution from 35 Star

< EXHiIBIY

FEC - 45.3
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Island was solicited by Marvin Rosen; and that the § 40,000 contribution from Portofino

Group was solicited by Howard Glicken, with Peter O’Keefe listed as the DNC fundraiser.

We are unable to address more specifically the detailed questions raised in the
Preliminary Statement to the Interrogatories based on the information available at this

time.

Interrogatory No. 2: Please describe all contacts between-any DNC employee or
DNC office-holder and Terry Bradley (Thomas Kramer’s secretary).

Answer:
We have not identified any information indicating the existence of any contacts

between Terry Bradley and any DNC employee or office-holder.

Interrogatory No 3:  Please list the names of any and all DNC employees or DNC
office-holders who solicited Thomas Kramer for financial contributions.

Answer’
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 1

Interrogatory No_4:  Please list the names of any and all employees or DNC
office-holders who solicited Terri Bradley for financial contributions.

Answer
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 2.

Interrogatory No 5: What DNC events or meetings was Mr. Kramer invited to
during 1993 and 19947

Sa. What was the purpose of these meetings?
Sb. When were these meetings?
Sc. How many people attended the event or meeting?

Answer:

As shown on Exhibit A, the contributions by companies associated with

Mr. Kramer were credited on the DNC’s records as having been received in connection

7 EXHIBIT

FEC - 45.4




with the following events:

1. Fundraising event held in Miami, Florida on April 29, 1993, with Vice President
Gore as featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to raise funds
for the DNC. [ am advised that the event included a seated dinner for about 50 guests and
a reception for approximately 150 people.

2. Fundraising dinner held in Florida for the Democratic Business Council on
March 21, 1994, with President Clinton as featured speaker and honored guest. The
purpose of this event was to raise funds for the DNC. 1am advised that the dinner was
attended by approximately 1,000 people, and DNC records indicate that a separate
reception was attended by approximately 40 people.

In addition, DNC records which we have identified indicate that invitations to Mr.

Kramer may have been extended for the following events:

1. DNC Dinner in Washington, D.C., June 10, 1993, with Vice President Gore as
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was to express
appreciation to substantial contributors. 1 am advised that approximately 20-25 people
attended.

2. White House Jazz Festival, June 18, 1993. We have not identified information

indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people attended.

3. Meet-and-Greet with President Clinton, Miami, Florida, September 5, 1993.
The purpose of this event was to express appreciation for support of the DNC. DNC
records suggest that approximately 27 people attended. Mr. Kramer may also have been
invited to a reception with President Clinton in Miami on the same day. I understand that
about 75 peopie were invited to that reception. We have not identified documentation
indicating the number of people who attended that reception.
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4. DNC Reception in Tampa, Florida, September 23, 1993. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people
attended.

5. DNC Trustee Retreat, in October or November of 1993. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how. many people
attended.

6. DNC Donor Breakfast in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, February 2, 1994, with
DNC Chair David Wilhelm as the featured speaker. The purpose of this event was to
inform donors and prospective donors regarding DNC programs, and to solicit support for
a March 1994 Florida fundraiser. DNC records suggest that approximately 65 people

attended.

7. DNC Dinner, planned to be held on or about February 2, 1994. We have not
identified information indicating the specific purpose of this event or how many people

attended.

8. DNC Trustee Retreat, in April 1994. The purpose of this event was to provide
members of the DNC's Trustee Program an opportunity to receive briefings about the
agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from Administration
officials, Members of Congress, Party officials and others. We have not identified

information indicating how many people attended.

s EXHIBIT

9. DNC Business Leadership Forum Issues Conference, Washington, D.C., FEC -~ 45.6,
June 21-22, 1994, The purpose of this event was to provide members of the DNC's
Business Leadership Forum donor council with an opportunity to receive briefings about
the agenda and program of the Administration and the Democratic Party from
Administration officials, Members of Congress, Party officials and others. I am advised

that the various briefings and meetings were attended by approximately 150-200 people. 1
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understand that there was also a related reception at the White House. We have not
identified reliable information as to the number of people who attended that reception.

10. DNC Gala, Washington, D.C., June 22, 1994, with President Clinton as
featured speaker and honored guest. The purpose of this event was 10 raise funds for the
DNC. 1am advised that the event was attended by approximately 2,000 people.

1 declare under penalties of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the

best of my present knowledge, information, and belief. Executed this 3 i day of March,

1998

£ AL A

Josegh E. Sandler
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Exhibit A




Nr. Tom Kramer
Miani Beach, FL 3312%
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wiC cunance 10:20:
Executive Summary

Nr. Thomas Kraser
Olympus Holdings lnc.
446 Collins Avenue
Niami Peach, rL 331239

L rn W (305) 532-4678 P2

B: (305) 530-4422 s (30S) 538-4422

k1] C: Business Council

(-]

24

(-] 2]

b 1] DOB: 0/00/00 S&Ns

WRITTEN 1997 Totals 199¢ Totals Q IEDIVIDT
Date ARcupt Coament Solicitor Pundraiser

WRITTES 1997 Total: 1996 Total: ] CoMpPA
Dats Amcunt Comment Solicitor Prondrajisar

5/06/93 25,000 GORE, APRIL 29, KIAMI FLO O
4/28/93 25,000 GORE, APRIL 29, MIAMI FLO NO
4/28/93 25,000 GORE, APRIL 29, MIAMI FLO NO:
BAISED

e Amougt Bvest Dats
FARTICIPATION

Date Metivity

EXHIBIT

FEC - 45.9

DNC 4276857.1



B8/26/97

Portofino Group, 1Inc.
Hr. Tom Kramer

Star Island
..aomi, FL 33230

291

DNC Plnance 10:09:1
Executive Summary

Mr. Tom Kraper
MNiami Beach, FL 33139

Ws (30S) $32-2519 F1 (30S) S$38-1020 L] | 43
H: (30%) 532-2519 H: (305) 538-4422
Ts €z
Oz
1]
Cs 1
| 1] DOBs 0/00/0C s3M:
MRITTEN 1997 Totals ] 1996 Total: 4] IEDIVIDG
Date Amount Comment Solicitor Fundraiser
3/31/94 40,000 BC FLORIDA PRESIDENTIAL D Pater O'Kesfe NC
WRITTEN 1997 Total: 2 1996 Total: 0 COMPAF
Date Amcupt Cosment Solicitor Pundraisar
RAISED
Hame Amomat Bvent Dats
~ARTICIPATIOR

Date Activity

s EXHIBIY

FEC - 45.10

DNC 42768572
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8/20/97 DNC Finance 10:09:2
. Dxecutive Summary
Nr. Tom Kramer
3 § Star Island Inc.
. .portofino Group
19 star island
Niani Beasch, FL 33139
" r: Wz (308) 332~7894 V3
as Bz (J05) $)8-4422
T Cs
(23
1]
C: | 13
B DOB: 0/00/00 suM:
WRITTER 1997 Total: 1996 Total: [} IEDIVIDUA
Date Amount Crmmmst Solicitor Pundraiser
WRITTEN 1997 Total: 1996 Total: ] COMPAR
Date Aacunt. Comsaat solicitor Pondraiser
3716/94 60,000 BC BOSTON PRESIDENTIAL EV Marvin S. Rosen, Isq. Peter O°Reefe NO)
3/16/94 60,000 BC BOSTON PRESIDENTIAL LV Marvin S. Rosen, Lsq. Potear O'Reete NO1
3/16/9%4 60,000 BC FLORIDA PRESIDENTIAL D Marvin S. Rosen, Ksq. Peter O'Keefe NOl
RAXSED
- Mcupt Sveot Dats
PARTICIPATION
Date activity

DNC 4276851.3
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CHECK TRACKING FORM d
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PLEASE FILL IN ALL THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: @ Lo

NamesContact

‘n\\wms &‘I‘ Y_‘(UxMCf g_

Company/Employer: Olumaons Preithn SS_'/ SL\:C el CM\% o

Main Address:

Occupauon:

Teieprione #3:

Check Amount

Event:

Solicitor:

Notes:

42 Sty \s\and
e Beath FL 13104

fumlﬁlu,\is\ak Dot baee
Home 25 /538 WML

Work oS /G317 -15W
Fax
s 5,000 = Federat
Non-Federal E
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PORTOFING GROUP. INC. Ll T aomAL Lane 18¢
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TO: Laura Hartigan
cc: Nancy Jacobson
Petar O’Ksafe

FRONM: Eric Sildon
DATE: June &, 199)
REs Thomas

Kramar
AUNB AR R A NERR R OANANA N A ADARRENNANRVAN ROV A AR SR EAC RO NOADANNORAROADS

A9 ve discussed, I have spoken to Thomss Kramer, prominent
real estate developer in South Florida, about his future commitment
to the DNC (Kramar made a $25,000 contribution to the April Gore
dinner in Florida.) In conversations I have had vith hia since the
dinner, he has expressed a strong desire to increase his support to
the party.

on friday, using the Thursday dinner with the Vice Pressident
as an opening, I moved the process beyond the discussion phase and
asked Kramer to commit another $73,000 to the party befors the end
of the year. He signed on and pada tha commitment.

He has the ability to write much more than $100,000 and rune
in wealthy, yst untapped, circles. Let’s sit down and discuss how
you can mors fully sngage hinm. : :

s EXHIBIT

FEC - ¢5,17
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