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WHITE HOUSE COMPLIANCE WITH
COMMITTEE SUBPOENAS

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 1997

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:25 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Burton, Morella, Shays, Cox, McHugh,
Davis of Virginia, McIntosh, Souder, Sununu, Sessions, Pappas,
Snowbarger, Barr, Waxman, Lantos, Owens, Kanjorski, Condit,
Sanders, Barrett, Norton, Fattah, Cummings, Kucinich,
Blagojevich, Davis of Illinois, Tierney, Allen, and Ford.

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Richard Bennett, chief
counsel; Barbara Comstock, chief investigative counsel; Judith
McCoy, chief clerk; Teresa Austin, assistant clerk/calendar clerk;
William Moschella, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Robin
Butler, office manager; Dan Moll, deputy staff director; Will Dwyer,
director of communications; Ashley Williams, deputy director of
communications; Dave Bossie, oversight coordinator; Robert
Rohrbaugh, James C. Wilson, Uttam Dhillon, and Tim Griffin, sen-
ior investigative counsels; Phil Larsen, investigative consultant;
Kristi Remington and Bill Hanka, investigative counsels; Jason
Foster, investigator; Carolyn Pritts, investigative staff; David Jones
and John Mastranadi, investigative staff assistants; Jay Apperson,
special counsel, and J. Keith Ausbrook, senior counsel, Sub-
committee on National Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and
Regulatory Affairs; Phil Schiliro, minority staff director; Phil
Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief in-
vestigative counsel; Agnieszka Fryszman, Elizabeth Mundinger,
Kristin Amerling, Christopher Lu, Andrew McLaughlin, David
Sadkin, and Michael Yang, minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minor-
ity chief clerk; Becky Claster, minority staff assistant; and Sheri-
dan Pauker, minority research assistant.

Mr. BURTON. The committee will come to order.

The first order of business before we discuss business with our
guests this morning will be the minority consultant contract. With-
out objection, the contract will be considered as read.

[The contract referred to follows:]

o))



CONTRACT AGREEMENT

Tlus Agreement is made and entered into this _L3th dav of Scptember. 1997, by and between the Commitee an
Govemnment Reform and Ohersight of the U.S. House of Represeniatives. hersinafter referred to as the Conunitiee. and The

Emeraid Group. hereinafier referred 10 as the Contracior. subjert 1o the approval of this Ag by the G on
House Oversight of the U.S. House of Representatives.
it is hereby agreed that the C i under ity of House Resolution 21, app! d March 11, 1997 105th
Congress. retain the Contractor ko perform the following services:
. itiee ip investigal ith ising impropricties at ibie
violatigns of law in areas in which the Contractor is uniquety qualified.

ftis d. } , that the Chai of the Cs i reserves the right to terminate this Agreement at any time. In
such cases. the pavment shall be based upon work performed.

The Committes further agrees to pay the said Contractor for all such contractual services rendered. the total sum not
to exceed $35.000. including authorized (ravel expenses. It is further agreed that payment for such contractual services will
be paid monthly, as such services are rendered.

The Contractor further agrees and warranis that it:

Has not employed any person to solicit or obtain this Agl forany ission. p
brokerage. or contingent fee:
2, Will save the Government harmless from liability in performance;
3 Will release no information obtained in carrving out the provisions of the Contract sithout prior conscont of
the contracting Commitiee:
4 Will not subcontract or assign clsewhere any of the work or services involved without prior consent of the
contracting Committee;, aud
3 Will not discriminate in its performance of this Agreement because of race, creed. color. sex. or nationat
ongin and shatl comply with atf laws app g to the ¢ ion for labor.

The Contracior further agrees and warrants that 1t will fully complete its services to the Committee hereunder not
later than the 3ist dan of December. 1997 . unless said date shall be extended by mutual agreement of the parties to tus
Agreement with the approval of the sard Comnutiee on House Oversight

No Member or Delegate to Congress. or R & . shalt be admitted to any sharc or patt in this
Contract or 10 any benefit that may anise therefrom

Approied by the Committee on House Oversight of Commutiee on Government Reform and Oversight
the U5 House of Represeatatnes., Chairman Dan Burton

Chairman
Chairman

Ranking Minonty Member
Dined

The Emerald Group
699 Hampshire Road. Suite 204
Westlake Village, CA 91361

{Contracion

By

{Title)
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The Emerald Group is an international security menagement fiem providing a full

range of investigative and security consulting services to corporations. institutions

and individuals. The Company's exclusive international metwork of former FBI Agents,
Scotland Yard detectives and similar law entorcement ofiiciais and secunity experts
provides global services to 2 wide and growing range of clients. Most Emerald Group
associates are former hi‘gh Teve! executives of their respective agencies who enjoy

close working relationships with their counterparts throughout North and South America,

Europe, Africa, and Asia.

Qur core purpose is to heip our clients resolve complex problems they have never had to
face before, and to assist them in preventing those problems from ever occurring again.

Each Emerald Group associate brings to our clients more than twenty years of bighly
specialized expertise in attacking {raud and embezzicment, industrial and foreign
espionage, copyright and trademark infringement, executive and celebrity extartion and
kidnapping, international terrorism, organized crime, and the criminzl iafilteation of

legitimate business.

With its corporate ieadquarters in the Los Angeles area, The Emerald Group has

d

i regional head ters oa five inents and iate offices in more
than 30 cities around the world.

Domestic International
Associate Offices New York Phaenix London Caracas
Los Angeles ~ . - Salt Lake City Paris Bueaos Air
Washington, D.C. Baton Rouge Geneva $3o Paulo
‘ . Chicago San Diego Milan Sydne.y//’/
Hlouston ’ San Jose Frankfurt Tokye
- Kansas City Santa Barbara Madrid Hong K(;ng
Philadelphia Tampa Budap Joh burg
Minneapolis Moscow

Las Vegas Mexico City



During my 24-vear career with the Federal Bureau of
investigation. I witnessed first-hand the explosive
arowth of fraud and 1S impact o8 tic business awolon
Federal. state and local luw enforcement agencies and
their prosecutorial counterparis were mcreasingly
unable to keep up as their resources secame more
constrained every vear. As a result. inminat

investigations became more and more selective. The ¥ uu‘usk!mm
, R Chairmen ond
Tap continues {o widen beiween the wihite cojlar crime Chied Execyrive Officer

Propien W e WL a1 s VICHEs To gain the saw

enjorcement dtiention tirey deserve

saw the need for o discreet. professional. private-vector {rrm. providing a full range of investigauve sud forensic
services 1o meet the growing securtty challenges facing maior corporations. Ia response to that need. | formed The
Emerald Group. 1 um proud that we have been able 1o bring to our clients the quality. professionalism and

confidentiality that. unui now. have not been readily available in private sector investigations,
Estimoted Cost of
Economir Crimes

The guabity ot our work speaks for iseli. Our aonual growtd has averzged more than S0 percent i :
i diinns

meluding both international and dumestic business. und has been 2 direct result of our success
9 omeetng Whe feeds of our clients, Ve have bwilt our busitiess through referrals from sansiied 200

vustomers  We du not advernse. tor nive we ever disclosed the names of our cirents

iS50
As udirect tesuit o2 the breadth iy depth ot oue decades of experience, we bring a unique,
wntegrated approach to our investigatne work. We provide our clients with expertise relevant 00
1o their problem, rasher than high-rriced generalists. Whether 2 client requires finznesal
Iveshiuations expertise. counter-terranism speciaiisis, behavioral science assessments. or 50
o II

farensic lubotatory examinations, we ate abie to deliver. We also offer g strategic business

attiance with one of the world's fargest accounting 3nd management consulting firms and

strong relationships with a number 1 vell-known snternational faw firms. nNm/EN®

Mans — 0 tuct. most — of vur c,.ents may onis require our assistance once. usually at 3 time of crists or acute
need. Ve dare commitied to meetinz 1hal need with rapid. professional and reliable services of the highest quality.

be are Emeratd”
Sipcerehr

.

Thomus R. Packer

Charrman of the Board



Investigative Services

The Emerald Group s
Investigative Services division
conducts worldwide financial
and fraud imvestigations.

SCUEY WL SUCT Isaues iy

< Management and emplovee embezzicmenis and thefts < Contract und procurement frauds < Bankruptey and
asset conceaiment frauds % Securities. iavestment and loan frauds % Contract and procurement frauds
< tosurance and hexith care frauds < Computer crimes and software piracy < Money laundening investigations

< Asset tdentification and location <+ International law enforcement liaison

Unvestizative Nervices aiso conducts cuc diligence tnvestigations. including background and ninancial

mguiries on

< Joint ventures % Investments % Meruers and acquisitions % Conflicts of interest % Customer tntegrity and

stabilits < Prior htigation searches

The intningement of intellectual proper:: rights. whether within the reaim of cleariv-defined trademark.
copyright. and patent viotations or the more abstract world of trade secrets and creative works-in-progress. is
at an unprecedented level and has pecome nternational in scope. Unfortunatelv. few law enforcement 2gencies
have the jurisdiction. resources oz enperience to handle these complex 1nvestigations. The Emeraid Group has
hoth the technical resources and the siunai network to provide individuals. corporations and law firms with
sophisticated investigaiive enpertise tR2t Jan proleclvlhur intetlectual property. We can alse pursue these whe

seek 1o profit from the piracy ol aur citents’ products.



{ property i 2 capabilities wmciude:

* Validating plaints of infriny 4 Developing
carroborating evidence and witnesses % Interviewing potential witnesses
and informants % identifving production outlets and distridution channels

* Und: investigati ¥ Searches and seizures & Forensic

laboratory examinations < Background investigations of suspected

violators < Identifying. tocating and seizing illicit assets ¢ Bomestic and

international law enforcement fizison % Developing amti-piracy programs.

Examptes ot investigative successes in this area inctude cases in which Emerald:

<+ ined that the Europ ing direcior of 3 multinational firm was engaged in 2 pattern of
activities including bribes and kickbacks from vendors, extortion of distributors. gross inflation of sales
irgures. ami pimsible affiliztions with organized

crime Digures

< Szecessioll ~tablished the gorlt o1 3 sentor vvecutive
Jomes 6. Perey

Executive Vice President
Directar of Investigations

ot an interiatonal financial institution who was

demanding und recerving kickbacks from customers

1 g foresgn country. “One of our greatest strengths is the proven
expertise of our associates. Their ability to
identify the critical issues. develop a strategy,

& Identitied 2 zroup of corporate managers and an internal and carry out a thorough investigation is the

Emerald ballmark.” :

scheme by which they defrauded their emplover through a

“phantem” zndor and Fctitious erdet procurement scam. Emerald identified and truced the globel
Mingtienal

vt o arganized trime
cartel based in Moscow. The cartel was

< Llocuted w bank account in u tax haven country into

attempting to infiltrate and coatrol an entire
which metirons of doltars of iflegaliy diverted corporate industry in saversl countries from the former
Sovist Union. The resuits of our investigation
ware successfully vsed by cur client 1o
publically expose this cortel ond thwart their

efforts to seize control of the industry.

ussers had bres secretly deposated. These (unds were

iruced throuer $1X countries — including two Caribbean



Security of the operations.
assets and personnel of
corporations is the concern of

Emeraid’s Corporate Securily Services division. Services for the workplace include:

% Assessment of vulnerabilities to intruders and criminal activity < Violence in the workplace
prevention programs < Development and implementation of access controis and intrusion prevention
svstems ** State-of-the-art electronics survesilance installations and technical operations ¥ Electronic

eavesdropping countermeasures.

Emerald also offers services for the protectsan of products and proprietary information. including:

< Competitive intelligence countermeasures < Proguct counterfeiting and copyright/trademark infringement
investigations <+ intellectuai propecty protection and anu-piracy programs < Product tampering and

diversion 1nvesiigations.

Recognizing that the greatest need mav arise in ime of threat or crisis. Emerald offers a series of

services designed to prevent or assist in the management of critical incidents. These inciude:

< Palics pianning and deveiopment % Critrcai incident management < Domestic and international
taw entorcement liaison < Crisis management and disaster recovery planning % Media relations and

Crists communications



¢cases in which Emerald:

.

Examples of successful experiences in providing these services inciude

& Conducied an international copyright and trademark tnvestigation on
behalf of 2 multtwationai corpormtion whose products werebeing “pirated”
in foreign countries. Successivlly identified and obtained evidence of the

criminat and civil culpability of the counterfeiters.

» Developed in-depth backdround information on the chief financsal officer of a corporation which reveaied

gross fabricanans of critical persanai and work history detatis. resulting in the individual's dismissal

by the firm.

%+ Discovered several prior sexual harassment victims of the caadidate for the chief executive officer position

at a large corporation during a routine background investigation of the candidate. Obtained the cooperation

of these victims. none of whom had previowsiy reported

the harassment incidents

> Invesugated allegations of embezziement at 3 nanonal
membership orgamzation. Working with sentor offtctals

5. &

{orporae Clients
Loy type of bosees}

-

= Extortwmmeni / Hespiobty

u-uq/hhiqv—-l

indevdusl / Miscolmmes. -——

P

= Famcial Wetoeters:

of the argamization. g the conf
of an accounis receivabie manager who had been
embezzling thousands of dollars from incoming cient

and member pavments.

o % Ahter suczessiully resolving & potennaiiy vivient sensor
emplovee terminanion for a major firm in the heaitheare
field. advised the firm's CEQ on pushc statements and
cgordinaivd megia coverage for the duranon of

the incident

Emeraid consultants hove succassfully resoived
several violence in the workplace incidents

for majer corporstions without injury fo any

PR,

participants ar & ge to pany
and property. Thereafter, wa consulted with
the victim tompanies on implementing early
identification progroms designed to prevest
future prokiems of this type. To dote, none
of these firms have had o recurrence of this

type of uctivity.
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Risk Management Services

The third area of services
Emerald offers is provided by its
Risk Management Services

division. The Emeraid Group s personal security experts routinetv design customized executive and celebrity

security programs and svstems 1n each ol the following areas:

< Threat assessment and risk anaivsis % Security pianning and protection program development < Residential.

workplace and travel securitv % Hostage negotiations. kidnapping and extortion contingency planning and

management % Celebrity stalking situations < Domestic and internanional law enforcement liaison & Crisis

mandgement and media rejations ounter-terrorism intelligence monitoring and brietings % Speciul event

personal security requirements

Xampies nl successes (n proveding these services inciude cases 1o which Emeraid:

4 Advised and represented the family of a wealithy foreign businessman who had been Kidnapped

and a 510 miilion ransom demanded. The victim was released unharmed within 48 hours.

< Provided threat analysis and security enhancement procedures to celebrity stalking victims.

Provided psicholowical profiles of the stulkers to the celebrity victims

@ Impiemented high-securnity executive protection programs for the senror executives ot major

wternational corporations
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“ Relucated and prov:ded customized. around-the-clock securny pregram
for a senior corporate execotive and lis estive family following threats

from otganized crime figures.

«3 Provided theeat avxessment to.an wiiieer oL maor corporation who hud
received communications from 2 Tormer emplovee threatening fiaancial

harm cut of vengeance for perceived workplace injury.

W Uang our document eXAMIDILAN eaperts, wiennificaiis determined thur & dysputed contract was i reality

i cranted “out and paste ducument which

had been electromcalls reproduced and otfered as

evidence 1 2 civil Hitgatios.

Jokn D. White

Sensor Vice Prasident

Birettor, Risk Rancgement and
7 Security Servites

S Concucted un extenuve iernal investiganion of 2

large wcompuns undes e direstion u 1ts doard

ot directors o allegatiuns of fragdulent entres

1 neaxs ang recends. The preshiwation produced “We're experts in the prudent assessment of
risk from criminal activity. and we bhave helped
céients prerent problems from occurring as

sugence trat wressh rathiieg ot hag deen

sepptied fof severad aears. A5 3 resull. the compant of{en as we solve them.”™
presidert, vice president of marketing. finuncat
Combining the high ethicai dards with an
mandues, und several vther empiotees tnvoiied 19 the unparaileied degree of professionclism,
dizcretion and fid. fality, The Emersid Group

MCREmE WEre terminated
is reguiarly reteined by mojor faw firms,
multingtional corparations, internotionol

. TN

4 dsaisted s nteraatianal firm o develapiyg + and govern g -
We conduct complex internationci fraud

FYRCEVLIEY e delect Daieniin

investigutions, background and due diligence
launderng tansactions inguiries, sophisticoted security and thrent
anolysis surveys, customized security planning,

crisis . nde

operatiens, and internutional law enforcemeant
finison, as wall as identifying and locating

illegaily-conteaied assets.



Erom iaft to right: Thomos R. Parker, Choirman and CEQ! Muey Rllen Hoovar, O

Almost from s inception Administeative Officer; Jahn D, White, Senior Vite Prosidant; Jamas G. Parry,

Eaecutive Vice Prasident; Otta G. Stoll, Vice President - Communications; Thame
The Emerzld Group has been Kahi, Vice Prosident and CFO.
an internatianad fiem

Headquarierea 3n the Los Angeles ares. we serve 3 diverse group of clienss with wmecests throughout the world.

To accommodate the needs of its clients. Emerald has established regional headquariers on five continents,

Today's sophisticated white collar criminals, terrorists and
industrial spies recognize no international borders
Unfartunately. public law enforcement agencies are

often constrained in their pursuit of international
Basry Todd
International
Manaqing Director

crimes. Frequently. the magnitude of the offense 15

aot matched by the avaslability of international law
5 . . enfarcement resources

“Emeraid is the ideal security pariner for
major corporations worldwide. We stand
ready to respond quickly and efficiently

As 3 resuft, The Emeraid Group has become the premier
wherever and whenever we're needed.” ?

choice of clients worldwide For corporate investigations

Responding to the immediate need of o targe, iat
i s @ targe. and secenty management — espacially whete in-depth

ltinstiennl corpororion, Emereid da
massive praduct liokility investigation in six financizh analysis or lengthy techmics! investigation is
P s with gotars Hluant in the

required to evtablish evidentiary patterns. ¥ith our

. respective longuages ond thoroughly fumilior with

tocal customs ond business proastites. The months. international network of former searor faw enforcement

tang i i, & signifi . of

officials of many natiens. we are umguely equipped to
the statistical improbability that the ciient’s producet

wes the zouse of ulleged deaths and injuries being putsue wnvestigations on bebalf of our clients, no matter

artributed to it by » e i do.
oc 1o 31 by sumor and Innusnde where tn the world they ortginate or conclude.
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The Emerald Group
Corporate Officers

THOMAS R. PARKER
CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

With over 28 years of experience in local and Federal law enforcement in the United States, Thomas R. Parker spent
13 years with the Federal Bureau of {nvestigation (FBI). He rose through the FBI ranks in a variety of progressively
responsible supervisory and management positions and retired as Assistant Special Agent in Charge of the Los Angelcs
FBI Regional Office where he was in charge of all criminal investigations.

While a field investigator and supervisor, Tom b 2 specialist in the i igation of compiex fi ia} fraud and
organized cnme violati and in the d ion of criminal p ion of legin busi He was the FBI
representatve o the Federal Organized Crime Suike Force investigating corrupton within the Nevada gaming induszry
shere he initated and conducted the successful seven-vear probe into the hidden Mafia ownership and conwol of major
Las Vegas casinos which resulted in the conviction and imprisonment of the entire leadership of the Mafia families in
Chicago. Kansas City. and Cleveland. as well as the liberation of these casinos from orzamzed crime conool. Thxs
mvésngation became the focus of the recent hit movie “Casino”. Tom also ducted many ful cri
tovesng o the ¢ ized crime infiltraion and conwrol of several labor unions in the United States. He was also
ible for the m ion and impri: of several high-level government officials for corruption.

P

Tom was the senior Federal law enft executive assigned to the Emergency Command Center managing all of
the law enforcement activities during the infamous 1992 Los Angeles riots, as well as the crisis management of the
cataclysmic 1994 Los Angeies eanhquakc He created and irmplemented the first Joint Dmg Intelligence Center in the

United States which used sopk to gather, analyze, and di plex drug wafficking
telligence data impactng the southern border of the United S:ates He was also the senior FBI representative 1o the
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area E ¢ Board resp ie for the dination of all ional and d i

drug enforcement investigations by Federal, state. and logal law enforcemant agencies. Tom also had executive
management responsibility for the largest field contingent of FBI Agents investigating white collar crimes and public
corruprion in the United States. In 1990 and 1991, he was a delegate to the Japanese-American Working Group on
Organzed Crime.

Prior to his duties in Los Angeles. Tom was Chief of R M and Planning for the FBI Criminal
Invesuganve Division at FBI Headquarters. In that posirion, he devised and implemented the first Asset Seizure and
Forfeirure Teams in major FBI field offices to identify and locate the illicit profits of major criminals and to recover
those profits for ultimate forfeiture 10 the government. He was also a member of the FBI's Undercover Review
Communee which had the approval authority over all FBI criminal undercover operations. He also served as a Public
Affairs Manager in the Office of the Director of the FBL. Tom was also 2 member of the FBI's Inspecton Siaff and
conducted audits and surveys to determine the effectiveness and efficiency of FBI investigative and

operations.

Upon his rearement from the FBI in 1994, Tom founded The Emeraid Group, an jonal security
and i gagve firm with headg in Los Angeles and regional offices on five continents. The highly mcpenenced
i s and i & of The Emerald Group are in great deman& thtoughout me werld by
i 1 corporati B ! law firms. and gove to d internan
secunty consul and fi | fraud i The firm is in the fourth yearofa sn-w:glc business alliance

with one of the world's largest internanonal accounnng firms, Price Waterhouse.

He holds a Bacheior of Arts Degree in Criminal Justice Administration from San Jose State University in Califomia,
and a Master of Arts Degree in Public Safery M from the University of St. Thomas in St. Paul, Minnesota.
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Mr. BURTON. The gentleman from California, Mr. Waxman is rec-
ognized in support of this contract.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The minority is pro-
posing that the committee approve a consultant to contract with
the Emerald Group. The Emerald Group is an international secu-
rity management firm that provides investigative services to cor-
porations, institutions and individuals.

The minority proposes the contract because the minority seeks
the assistance of the Emerald Group in investigating possible con-
duit payments to the Republican National Committee and the Dole
campaign.

These conduit payments are the same activity that the com-
mittee is investigating, except the recipients are Republicans, not
Democrats.

Approval of this contract should be routine. In June, the majority
and the minority discussed how consultants would be handled. We
proposed that consultants hired by our committee be a joint re-
source, which means that both sides would be informed about the
work of the consultants.

Chairman Burton’s staff rejected this idea. They insisted that
they wanted complete control over the activities of the consultants
hired by the majority. As a result, what we agreed to is they get
75 percent of the money that would be used for consultants, and
we would get 25 percent of the money, to allocate as each of us sees
fit and those consultants would work for each of us.

Since June, the majority has hired four consultants. Three of
these consultants—including a private investigator and a former
CIA operations officer—were hired with our votes. We supported
the idea of those consultants being hired because it was the choice
of the minority.

Today, we are making our first request for a consultant. We have
expected this would be routinely approved just like the majority ap-
proved all of its requests for consultants. Unfortunately, it now ap-
pears that the majority will deny the minority any consultants.
This is simply unfair. It seems that every chance the majority gets,
the majority tries to tilt the deck in their favor by denying the
rights of the minority.

Now, the majority is opposing the Emerald Group contract be-
cause they say it does not prevent conflicts of interest. The fact of
the matter is that the Emerald Group has agreed to follow exactly
the same precautions and procedures that Mr. Bennett agreed to
follow. As explained in a September 23 letter to myself, the Emer-
ald Group has pledged to follow the House Code of Official Con-
duct, and the House gift ban, just as Mr. Bennett did.

The Emerald Group has also agreed to conduct a careful review
before accepting any assignments to assure that there is no conflict
of interest, exactly the same procedure that Mr. Bennett is fol-
lowing.

Specifically, the Emerald Group wrote, quote, for each specific as-
signment provided Emerald, Emerald will perform a thorough
check using the firm’s computer technology to ensure that there is
no conflict of interest with respect to its existing client list, and if
there is a conflict, Emerald will not accept the assignment, end
quote.
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What we are seeing is a double standard being applied by the
majority and it becomes especially apparent when you compare the
Emerald Group contract with the first three major consultants. The
majority approved these consultants without requiring any safe-
guards against conflicts of interest. These consultants are directly
comparable to the Emerald Group. Like the Emerald Group, they
are being used for discrete projects.

The Republicans also argue that the consultant contract with the
Emerald Group is flawed because it is an entire organization, not
a single individual. According to them, it makes it harder to ensure
there are no conflicts or other problems. I would submit that this
argument is a straw man. There is no rule against hiring organiza-
tions as consultants. In fact, the use of organizations as consultants
is expressly authorized by law. 2 U.S.C. Section 72(a) provides that
“Each standing committee of the House of Representatives is au-
thorized to procure the temporary services of individual consultants
or organizations thereof.”

There is nothing unusual at all about having a consultant con-
tract with a firm instead of a single individual. For example, this
is exactly what the Republican majority on the House Oversight
Committee has done in the Sanchez-Dornan investigation.

On January 8 of this year, the majority entered into a contract
for the services of the Baker Hostettler Law Firm. This contract
did not limit the number of Baker and Hostettler attorneys work-
ing under the contract. In fact, it specifically provided that the rate
of compensation could not exceed $300 per day per attorney pro-
viding services.

Well, there are a lot of precedents. For example, in the Gingrich
investigation by the House Ethics Committee, the consultant con-
tract was not with Jim Cole individually, but with the Bryan, Cave
Law Firm.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, we are making this request.
We think it is a respectable request, given the rules that we have
set out and the way we have operated. I expect that we are going
to lose this. I expect that the Republicans are going to exercise
their majority and vote it down. But if they do, it is another exam-
ple of how the Republican majority of the committee is closing out
the rights of the minority to do our investigation, to participate in
the campaign financing investigation of the committee overall, and
how this is an investigation run by the Republican majority to the
exclusion of the Democratic minority for purposes that I believe are
partisan because they are solely in the interest of the Republican
majority rather than in the interest of this country for an honest
campaign finance investigation. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I must regretfully oppose
the contract that Congressman Waxman has proposed today. I was
hoping that we could reach an agreement on this matter. I have
offered to work with him to restructure this contract in a form that
would be acceptable to the entire committee. But, it is apparently
not going to be possible.

We reached an agreement earlier this year to give the minority
25 percent of the consultant budget, while the majority would con-
trol 75 percent of the budget. I served in the minority for 12 years,
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and this is a better deal than we were ever offered on any com-
mittee that I ever served on.

After reaching this agreement earlier this year, I was very dis-
appointed that the minority decided to vote in lock step against
Dick Bennett’s contract. Mr. Bennett’s contract was identical to
contracts used by the House Oversight Committee and the House
Ethics Committee under both Democrats and Republicans to hire
attorneys for sensitive investigations. It should have been routine.
And yet they voted in lock step against him. Unfortunately, we
were forced to approve it on a party line vote.

Despite this, I am still willing to work with the gentleman from
California to resolve some of the problems with this contract. I
would like to suggest, once again, to the gentleman that he with-
draw it and work with me to solve some of these problems. The
problems are fairly basic.

First, this committee has never before contracted with the firm
of private investigators to work on an investigation such as this.
All of the majority’s consultants have been individuals, not entire
companies or investigative agencies.

The Emerald Group is an international firm. It has offices and
major corporate clients all over the world. This is an investigation
of influence buying by foreign companies, foreign individuals and
possibly foreign governments. The prospects for serious conflicts of
interest are too large when you deal with an entire firm like this.

The Emerald Group’s brochure states that it never reveals the
identities of its clients and that is why it is far more appropriate
to hire an individual to come in and work out of the committee of-
fices alongside the regular committee staff like Mr. Bennett has.
When Dick Bennett came to work as chief counsel, he set up a fire
wall between his law firm and his work here on this committee.
Nobody else from his firm works on this investigation. No resources
of his law firm are utilized. This makes it very easy to isolate the
potential for any conflicts.

I have invited Mr. Waxman to structure this contract in the
same way. I have urged him to put together a contract in the same
manner that the majority contracts are structured. I think that
this is a reasonable and fair proposal.

Second, this contract offers not even a general description of the
type of work to be done by this firm. Not only is the work to be
done at an unknown corporate office, the type of work to be done
is a closely guarded secret. Every contract proposed by the majority
has contained a general description of the work to be done by the
consultant and the general issue area. This is a standard practice.

Today, Members are being asked to vote in the dark. As I said
before, I think the offer we have made to our friends in the minor-
ity is more generous than we ever would have received during all
of the years that we served in the minority. Despite the fact that
not a single Democrat here today voted for Dick Bennett’s contract,
I am still willing to work with you, Mr. Waxman, to resolve some
of these problems. I believe that we could reach an agreement on
the contract that the entire committee could support. If that is not
possible, then I must reluctantly oppose this contract.

Do any further Members seek to be recognized on this issue?

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, if you would yield to me?
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Mr. BURTON. I am happy to yield to my colleague.

Mr. WAXMAN. I want to point out that we have supported all the
consultants requested by the majority. We have tried to structure
the conflict of interest issue with the Emerald Group in the same
way that you handled Mr. Bennett’s agreement. We cannot agree
to let the majority have such supervisory role as you would if they
were individuals as opposed to an organization. We do not know
what your consultants do. They operate for you and we agreed to
let them do that. We want the ability for a very specific project of
checking out Republican conduit payments to have this group that
we think is quite qualified to handle it and we think offer the best
services to accomplish this goal.

We have a disagreement. It is not unusual on this committee
that we have a disagreement. You are the chairman of the majority
party, which means your party has the majority and has exercised
that power every step of the way to succeed in accomplishing your
goals and I expect you will do the same here.

I know that there are Members who have other places they have
to be, and rather than ask for a recorded vote, we will ask only for
a voice vote on this matter. I do want to put in the record a letter
from the Emerald Group to me that I referred to in my opening
statement.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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EMERALD

699 Hampshire Road, Sujte 104
- Weslske Village, Californis 91361
) 3?4‘121‘2 (213) 2364518
Fax: {803) 3741274

September 23, 1997

The Hovorable Henry Waxmean

Rariking Minority Member

Committes on Government Reform and Omszght
Rayburm House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Waxman:

Imwiﬁngmwywﬁﬂﬁeﬁm&ﬂd&faup(&mﬂd)wmwiubyﬁemf&
_ & company hired as a consultant to acnmmitteemﬂ'inth:}iousaofmprmnuﬁves. B

Emuaidplcdgesﬂmtewhmployecmgagedmwoxk fortheminority members nftheoommtma
will abide by the House's Code of Official Conduct and the House gift rules duving the hours on ©
which we are working on Minority Cormittes ssrignments. Bmerald would alsp agree to adhsie -
to the post-employment restrictions that normally apply to House employees; howsver, { bave. -~
been informed by your staff that in our case the amount of the contract (835,000)utoobwto, .
- tigger any such restrictions.

Finally,fo each secific msigament provided Exneral, Eruerald will pecform  thoroughicheck .
using the finm’s computer technology to ensurs there isno eonﬂietofmtﬂmwiﬂxmpectwus
existing client list. If there is a conflict, Emerald will not accept the sssignment.

I trusi that thess cormmitwents will be setisfastory to permit Emersld to contract for work st the
direction of the minority members of your committae.

aG’M&W

Smcerely,

Thomas R. Parker
Cheirman and C.E.Q.

TRP/msh
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Mr. BURTON. Let me just say that the majority is investigating
both Democrat and Republican conduit payments, contrary to some
of the media reports, and we will continue to do that wherever we
find illegal activities or alleged illegal activities we are going to in-
vestigate.

With that, is there further discussion on the issue? If not, the
question occurs on the contract offered by Mr. Waxman.

All those in favor of the contract signify by saying, aye.

All those opposed will signify by saying, no. In the opinion of the
chair, the noes have it. The noes have it, and the contract is not
agreed to.

We now have a vote on the floor.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, could I ask you one question?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. You made a statement that you are investigating
some Republican conduit payments. We have no knowledge of that.
Can you tell us anything more about that?

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Bennett, do you want to respond to him briefly?

Mr. BENNETT. Congressman Waxman for the record, agents both
of this committee, including the particular individual assigned to
your staff, were in California last week and I won’t say on the
record what was done, but there were matters—the inquiry con-
cerned contributions from a foreign source and the inquiry con-
cerned a clear record of distribution of those contributions to a Re-
publican candidate. And I would be glad to deal with that in some
detail obviously in a better setting.

Mr. WaxMAN. I appreciate that. If these are joint detailees, they
are supposed to report

Mr. BENNETT. No, these were not joint detailees. I believe it’s
Harry, and I have forgotten his last name.

Mr. WAXMAN. Is there any other example, Mr. Bennett?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Waxman, I am glad to go into more detail, but
clearly as of last week we were seeking to do that as well. So, it
is not a correct statement.

Mr. BURTON. Nevertheless, some of these things we are looking
at and are not ready to be made public.

Mr. WAXMAN. We are not asking it to be made public. We are col-
leagues on the committee. If you are doing an investigation for the
first time in our knowledge that involves Republicans, I think you
ought to let us know about it.

Mr. BURTON. We certainly will, Mr. Waxman. I will be happy to
consult with you and your counsel as soon as possible. We have a
vote on the floor, and I know that we want to go through these
hearings with as few interruptions as possible, so why don’t we go
ahead and vote and come back as quickly as possible and get into
the meat of the hearing. We stand in recess until the fall of the
gavel.

[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. The committee will come to order.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Fattah.

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I seek unanimous con-
sent to enter into the record a number of news clippings relative
to our investigation. And the first one is from a Capitol Hill maga-
zine, which suggests that senior aides in a Dole campaign were in-
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volved in, at least it alleges, were involved in a kickback scheme
in the latter days of the campaign. And another is from the news-
paper, the Wall Street Journal, references unfortunately a Pennsyl-
vania family who gave close to $2 million to issue advocacy groups
having to do with the Triad Management, and there are a number
of other ones. And I mention these and I want to insert them in
the record because of the chairman’s statement earlier that we
have crossed a major rubicon in that we now have an investigation
in which we will look at Republican misdeeds. I want to thank the
chairman for that and seek unanimous consent that these matters
be entered into the record because they may help our investigators
toward some of the misdeeds that may have been prevalent on the
Republican side.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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A Monthly Guide to Washington Behavior

Frank Luntz,

\

Maked Luntz

Is he a conceptual genius
or a self-promoting peeka-
zoid? There are as many
theories to explain the
mind of pollster Frank
Luntz as Luntz has 10 ex-
plain the moods of the vot-
ing public. The controver-
sial Republican consultant
expressed his latest
thoughts on the latter sub-
Jectin The Language of
the 2st Cenrury, 8 222-
page how-to manual he re-
cently distributed free to
GOP lawmakers.

In it, Luntz, a framer of
the Contract with America.
aceuses Republicans of “be-
ing linguisticatly vut of
touch with the American
people.” His advice: Learn

R RNHARH ¥ DU 5Y L B THRN

to communicate better with
all voters, particularly
women and minerities, or
suffer the electoral conse-
quences. To attract women,
he recommends using
phrases like “paremtal in-
volvement” and “child-cen-
tered.” Remember, he says,
women “bring home the ba-
con and fry it up in a pan.”

But who is this man
whose Dutch-boy coiffure
makes him look like Elton
Joha and whose ideas exert
such influence on GOP
feaders? Before he ap-
pointed himself party sage,
Lumtz fet his hair down
with writer Jeft Shear, of-
fering these insights into
what makes him tick.

N\

“What scares me...Is that 1 don't exist as much as I did neo years age.”

Question: How de you ap-
proach your work?

Luntz: When [ approach
all this, I do it from a Peter
Seliers mode. I've actually
studied him. I've studied
all his characters. By the
time he died. he did not
exist. He unly existed in
character. And what scares
me a little bit is that [
don't exist as much as I
did two years ago.

[ am a focus group. I
can synthesize for you: Af-
ter I get out of a focus
group, I, Frank Luntz.
cease to exist and § be-
come those 12 people in
the focus group. I'm like
Chauncy Gardener in the
movie Being There, He
doesn’t exist either. It took

Continped o page 17

apitalbyes

The Kickback Xids... A year
fhas passed since Bab Dale’s
presidential campaign crashed
and burned. But many Repubii-
cans who witnessed the
flameout are stilt sniping at
each other, and not just about
incompetence. Seme within
the GOP are charging that sus-
picious financial deals took
place inside the ill-fated Dole
campaign, including cash kick-
backs to senior aides.,

Consultants close to the
campaign and othgrs — all of
wham are trying to position
themselves for doing business
it 2000 — allege that a small
group of campaign higher-ups
earned hundreds of thousands
af dollars through & secret
agreement they made with
hired hands. In exchangs for
employment on the campaign,
they say certain consuftants
paid back a percentage of
thair fess to the officials who
hired them. Thus, stalf mem-
bers orchestrating the scheme
could augment their salaries
and circumvent Federal Elec-
tion Commission faw requiring
the disclosure of alt income
and expenses.

“[Campaign officials) were
on the take, and bitter fights
erupted over who was getting
he most,” according to a
post-glection memo
written by a high-
ranking Republican
and oblained by
CagitalEyes,

The bittemness
surfaced again re-
centty when wite-abuse
charges were leveled against

S
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The sale is anuther her piece of bows |

CARDZL COMIPUSIE i,

Pennsylvanw, s Cones Secretly Funded

Controversial '96 GOP Election Effort

By GLENN R. Sipsox
And Put Kustz
Staff Reporters of Tk WaL, Sty Jounsar |

WASLINGTON — A weulthy family us-
sociated with conservative causes secretly
put up much of the funding for a controver-
sial campaign 1o help Republican candi-
dates in the fast election.

Belween mid-1995 and November 1996,
members uf the Cone family of Pennsylva:
nia made a series of payments totaling as
much as $1.8 miltion to accounts controlled
bya Repuhhcan oriented consulting firm
called Triad Management Services Ins
according to niormation provided by sev-

Fleet to Acquire
Credit-Card Lines
Of Advania Corp.

©pprare x5 3 naattor of rec ond oy,

Soma O
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,000,000
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lled the plug on power lunches.
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Fieet Financlal (xroup Inc. agreed {o
buy the credit-card operations of Advanta
Corp. for $500 million, in 2 bid to become a
major player in the field at a bargain
price.

The denl was expected. But in a sur-
prise development, the confirmation of the
sale was accompanried by the resignalions
of two key officers: Alex W. “Pete” Hart,
Advanta's chief executive, who has led the
company through a troubled period of
sising loan losses and damage control; and
Jim Allhusen, the head of an Advanta
payment division.

‘Dennis Alter, Advanta's chairman, will
succeed Mr, Hart. No successor to Mr.
Althusen, whom some analysts had ex-
pected might go to Fieet, was named.
Advanta said both were leaving to pursue
other interests, and neither executive was
available for comment.

In buying the card portfolio, Fleet will
acquire $10.5 billion in credit-card receiv-
abes.bringing it totat i over ST ilion,
ninth in the country. Boston bank
alse is continuing a Iang term paitern of
buying problem-plagued goods in hope-
fully opportunistic circumstances.

The price was much less than wha!
some analysts had expected Advanta
might receive, Eugene McQuade, Fleet's
chief financial officer, said the bank had
been in taiks with Advanta since the start
of the year, bul was in ne hurry to complete
an agreement because of a $20 miliion
Advanta loss in the first quarter, ascribed
to rising delinguencies.

The deal will increase Fleet's net in-
come by five cents a share next year and 15
cents a share in 1999, Mr. McQuade said.
H. Jay Sarles, Fleet vice chaitman, said
Advanta's six million credit-card holders
might be targeted for new electronic-pay-
ment cards and other high-tech services,
and other Fleet products. The purchase
effectively doubles Fleet's customer base.

But the Advanta portfotio still has prob-
lems. The Spring House, Pa., company
reversed its losses by raising interest
rates, but has lost customers as a result.
Mr. Sarles sald that is because Advanta
has " pretty much stopped their marketing,
so they weren't getling an inflow” to
repiace the cuslomers who had left be-
cause of rates.

“You've got Fleet paying a very low
price.” said Moshe Orenbuch, analyst at
Sanford C. Bernsteln & Co. in New York.
“‘But the question is, is Fleet getling
enough marketing expertise to make this
work in the long run?"

Moody's 1nvestors Service lowered its
ratings outlook for Fleet's debt to stable
from positive, citing increased competition
for credit-card customers and the resulting
veduction in profitability for all providers.
The deal is expected to be completed by
early 1998, pending approvals {rom regula-
tors and Advanta shareholders.

‘Advanta will be left with mortgage and
business-services divisions, logether to-
taling 2.200 employees.

Advanta Class A shares rose 93.75 cents
to close at 34.437 in Nasdaq Stock Market
trading yesterday, while Fleet shares fell
625 cents to $63.75 in New York Slock
Exchange composite trading.

—Stephen E. Frank

ST Jounar

contributed to this urlicie.

eral people familiar -with Triad's fi-
tanees

Much of the money went to two non-
profit groups that spent at least $3 million
last fall on advertisements that benefited
Republican candidates for Congress. Triud
officials and others associated with Ihe
groups have refused to identify their finan-
cial buckers.

The contributions included an Oct. 16,
1996, cheek for $300,00¢ to one of the
groups. Citizens for the Republic, from
businessman Edward Cone. His brother,
Robert Cone, also made payments to Triad
totaling 5175000 0ver a six-month period in
19%. In addition, Triad and an affiliated
nonprofit received S350,000 in wire trans-
fers from a personal (rust at CoreSlates
Rank, the same Philadelphia bank through
which Edwitrd Cone has made payments o
Triad. Senale investigators say payments
from the Cone farily to Triad totaled about
$600,000 while (heir payments 10 the two
nonurofiL groups totated about $1.2 mil
lion.

Through his secretary, Robert Cone
yesterday declified to comment on his
relationship to Triad. Edward Cone de-
clined to respond directly when asked
whether information regarding his pay-
ments is accurate, saying, "I just think
what [ do to contribule is my business.”

The nonprolit groups ads proved con-
Lroversial because they showed how do-
nors couid avoid disclosure. Bven Senale
Investigators with access to Triad records
canfgure aut thesource of all the money
of the iwo nonprol example, Lhe
groups received oou 513 mon rom &
group called the Economic Education
Trust. Investigators suspect — but are un-
able to prove — the trust is tied o the Koch
Tamily of Kansas, which controls the
energy conglomerate  Koch industries

nc.

The Kochs have been major contribu-
tors to conservative causes for years.
Republican investigators said the Kochs
paid Triad a fee, indicating they are a
client of the company, which advises
donors on where 1o contribute. A Koch
Industries spokesman declined o say
whether the family was behind the educa-
tion trust's donations.

Anonymous campaign _contributions
have been long been prohibited by law in
American elections. and laws passed foi-
lowing the Walergate scandal were de-
signed to further tighten disclosure re-
quirements. In 4 famous 1976 decision, the
Supreme Court upheid contribution discio-
sure requirements, concluding that “di
closure requirements deter acfual corrup-
tion and avoid the appearance of corrup-
tion by exposing farge contributions and
expenditures to the light of publicity, This
enposure may discourage hose who would
use money [or improper pu -

L Triad's backets cloim to have found
a legal means of hiding polilical contribu-
tions by steering themn through fax-exempt
organizations that claim they don't have to
make filings with the Federai Election
Commission because they are technically
not political. The tax-exempt groups then
use the funds for advertisements that
benefit candidates bul can’t be defined asa
direct contribution 1o them, allowing the
groups to mainiain their “nonpolitical™
status.

‘Washington tawyer Mark Braden, who
belped set up Triad and its nonprofit arms,
said yesterday that Triad is in compliance
with both tax and disclosure laws. He
declined Lo comment on information show-
ing the Cone brothers' support for Triad,
but he defended Triad's insistence on
anonymity for its backers. There are some
good arguments for disclosure, he said,
“but i('s not a lead-pipe cinch that it's goud
public policy.” Many honest pevpie are
afraid to make polilical contributions ' be-
cause they re afraid, rightly or wrongly, of
retribution from the folks in power,” he
said.

While the Cone brothers don’t want to '

discisss their dealings with Triad. the Cone
family is far from anonymous in poltics.
Federal records show that the two
brothers, along with their spouses, chil
dren and friends, made more than $160,000
in contributions to conservative potitical
action commiltees and Republican con
gressional candidates. All of those contri-
butions were disclosed as required by
law.
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HEADLINE: RNC Steered Funds To Cutside Groups:; $1 Million-Plus Has Passed From
Big Donors

BYLINE: Ruth Marcus, Washington Post Staff wWriter

30DY:

In the closing weeks of the 13%6 campaign, the Republican National Committes
steered more than § 1 million in contributions from its major donors to
sympathetic outside groups, ¢ollecting the checks at the RNC and then passing
them on to the other organizations, documents obtained by Senate investigators
show.

The documents, obtained last week from the campaign of former senator Robert
J. Dole (R-Kan.) by the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, demonstrate that
then-RNC chaiyman Haley Barbour and deputy fimance director Jo-Anne Coe tapped
big GOP donors to make large contributions to the outside groups. Unlike
political parties, such groups don't have tc disclose where their monay comes
from or how they spend it.

The groups included the National Right tc Life Committee, an antiabortion
group that was heavily involved in voter education projects in the 19396
campaign, and Americang for Tax Reform, which wade 4 million phone calls and
sent 19 million pieces of mail urging voters to dismiss Democratic warmings
about Medicave cuts.

The documents show that Coe passed on checks for § 100,000 each to the Right
=0 Life Committee and Americang for Tax Reform from Carl Lindner of the American
Financial Group, a majox donor to both parties.

The biggest beneficiary of the GOP program was the American Defenge
Institute, which runs a voter turnout program for military personnel, who tend
to vote heavily in favor of Republican candidates.

The military-oriented group received around $ 1 million, including § 500.000
that Barbour solicited from Philip Morris, the documents show. American Defense
Institute president Eugene B. "Red" McDaniel said that was close to the full
cost of the voter turnout efforc.

Republicans erupted with criticism earlier this year after reports that
Dewmocratic National Committee officials and Harold Ickes, then White House
deputy chief of sta directed givers to groups they thought would help hoost
Democratic turnout in 1996.
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Page 8
The Washington Post, October 23, 1997

Democratic and Republican election law experts said yesterday that party
officials are allowed to solicit and even serve as conduits for contributions to
outside groups as long as the groups don't coordinate their activities with
the political parties.

But the GOP-generated donations to the outside groups allowed the party's
backers to give additional sums that would help the party without having them
publicly reported. Having the donors give directly to the groups also kept the
full amount of the GOP's help to the outside organizations from being disclosed.
Internal RNC documents show that officials there were highly sensitive to
donors' concerns about keeping the full extent of their contributions from
public view.

The checks, which were made ocut to the groups rather than to the RNC, were in
addition to the large sums the RNC separately gave directly to the groups at the
end of the 1996 campaign, including $ 650,000 to the National Right to Life
Committee and § 4.6 million to Americans for Tax Reform, run by GOP activist
Grover Norquist.

RNC spokesman Clifford May said of the program: "This party has an interest
in these organizations being successful. We help them. There's no reason not to.
These are independent organizations, and we had no input intc how this money was
spent."

Asked why Coe had checks from donors sent to her to pass on to the groups
rather than having the donors contribute directly to the organizations, he said,
"She was raising it so I guess the protocol was to give it to her to get to
them. The RNC wants these groups to know we support them. That doesn't mean we
have sway over them. They're independent groups, and what they're doing is going
to be philosophically similar to what we're doing."

In the case of the American Defense Institute, the contributors were able to
deduct their gifts as charitable donations on their tax returns. Normal
political contributions aren't tax-deductible.

The contributions from the RNC donors also allowed the group, which bills
itself as strictly nonpartisan, to avoid taking money directly from the RNC.

In September 1996, the RNC gave the American Defense Institute $ 600,000 from
its own funds, but the group returned the party's donation, McDaniel said
yesterday, because "we didn't want to be controversial and we had funding from
other sources."

Federal Election Commission reports show that the RNC money was returned on
Oct. 29, several days after a bundle of six donor checks, totaling § 530,000,
was sent from the RNC to the group.

The checks came from some of the party's biggest doners, including $ 150,000
from John Moran, Dole's finance chairman in the 1996 campaign, and § 100,000
each from longtime GOP donor Max M. Fisher, Enterprise Rent-a-Car founder Jack
C. Taylor and a foundation started by billionaire investor Kirk Kerkorian. The
other donations were $ 50,000 from a foundation controlled by former defense
secretary Donald Rumsfeld and § 30,000 from Houston oil executive Patrick R.
Rutherford.
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The Washington Post, October 23, 1397

#Please send an acknowledgment to each individual as well as a receipt for
their use in claiming deductions on their tax returns," said a letter to the
group from Coe accompanying the checks.

In addition, an internal memorandum dated Oct. 17, 1996, refers to "the §
£00,000 Haley obtained from Philip Morris® for the institute. McDaniel said
yesterday that the group received that awount from the tobacco company and that
Barbour “could have" helped solicit it.

Barbour was traveling yesterday and unable to return telephone calls, said
his aide, EQ Gillegpie. Philip Morris did not respond to a reguest for comment
on its involvement.

McDaniel said his group was "truly apolitical*® and had asked for money from
both parties. Asked why the RNC provided him with so much financial support,
McDaniel said, “Maybe they think it helps them.*

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: Qctober 23, 1397
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National
GOP coordinated issues ads with Dole forces

Republicans have cited the same tactic as evidence that Clinton violated
a campaign spending ceiling.

By Larry Margasak
ASSOCIATED PRESS

WASHINGTON -- With Bob Dole's campaign reaching federal spending
limits fast summer, campaign officials coordi d with the national GOP
organization on ing i based advertising that would not count against
the ceiling, internal GOP memos show

The same tactics by the Clinton campaign triggered Republican accusations
that the President was violating the spending ceiling by coordinating similar
ads with the Democratic National Committee

A political party may run ads that are exempt from the ceiling, provided they
do not advocate anyone's election or defeat. but rather place issues before the
public

1f a candidate coordinates the ads with his political party, that could indicate a
plot to purposely evade the limits. However, the White House has said in
Clinton's defense that coordination by itself is legal and even anticipated by
the Federal Election Commission.

Former Republican National Chairman Haley Barbour set the stage for the
GOP coordination in a March 3, 1996, memo, written even before Dole
captured the Republican nomination.

Barbour wrote Republican leaders that the party nominee "is likely to be
broke and to have reached the spending limit allowed by law. Assuming our
nominee has reached the fimit, he will not be able 1o air radio and TV spots or
conduct much in the way of campaign activity until the convention in
August.”

Declaring that Clinon, who was far under the limit, should not have "a free
shot.” Barbour said the RNC and state party organizations “have a sizable . . .
butdget” for generic issue ads that would begin in April. Then, he added, "the
party can coordinate our generic adventising with anybody™ except for
restrictions in doing so with independent groups.

On May 22, two Republican National C ittee staffers wrote Barbour that

I8i87 10:07:08
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the party "could run into a real snag" with a generic, biographical ad on Dole.

"Certainly, all the quantitative and qualitative research strongly suggests that
this spot needs to be run," but "making this spot pass the issue advoecacy test
may take some doing," the memo acknowledged.

Several weeks later. ou June 3. Barbour wrote Republican staffers that he
would discuss the budger for generic ads with Dole campaign manager Scott
Reed

T will reach out to Scott Reed to ask him to consider whether the Dole
campaign would want us to . . reduce other spending, such as the issue
advocacy television advertising by $800,000," Barbour wrote.

In midsummer, GOP consultant Don Sipple wrote both Barbour and Reed to
coordinate strategy on television spots beginning in mid-July.

Dote will testify soon before the campaign-finance hearings of the Senate
Governmental Affairs C i after vol ing to do so.

Sen. Arlen Specter (R., Pa.) has led the Republican charge against Clinton,
contending that recently released videotapes show that Clinton coordinated
and controlled Democratic National Committee issue-based advertising to
avoid the spending limits.

The White House responded that the coordination was legal so long as the
ads concentrated on issues without advocating Clinton's election or Dole's
defeat.

Senate aides said yesterday that an Indonesian couple who donated $450,000
1o the Democratic Party at the direction of fund-raiser John Huang obtained
the money from overseas while Huang still held his government job.

Arief Wiriadinata and his wife, Soraya, told Senate investigators they had
$500.000 wired to them from Indonesia in November 1995 1o make
donations because Huang told them such contributions would help their
business ventures, aides said.

It is generally illegal for anyone who is not a legal U.S. resident to donate to
federal election campaigns. Also, the Hatch Act prohibits federal employees
from soliciting campaign contributions. Huang worked as a deputy assistant
commerce secretary.
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Mr. BURTON. Before the distinguished ranking member and my-
self deliver our opening statements, the committee must first dis-
pose of procedural issues, pursuant to an agreement reached last
night with Mr. Ruff. I thank Mr. Ruff for coming up to our office
on the Hill last night. I know it was a strain on you and your staff.

Mr. RUFF. Not at all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Members are advised that they may not release
copies of documents listed on the White House privilege log dated
October 21, 1997. These documents, which relate to the Hudson
Dog Track issues, do not implicate core Presidential powers or re-
sponsibilities. They do not implicate national defense, national se-
curity, or foreign policy concerns. They do not implicate the ap-
pointment or removal power of the President. In fact, they don’t
even implicate a decision the President would ever be called to
make.

However, because these documents are still subject to Presi-
dential claims of privilege, we have agreed to meet again in a colle-
gial way to discuss the committee’s future public use of these docu-
ments. Members may refer to the documents by noting the descrip-
tion on the privileged log and may discuss with the witnesses the
documents generally. However, Members should not quote in large
part from the documents or release them publicly at this time.

Furthermore, consistent with the unanimous consent agreement
I am about to offer, Members may quote from depositions pertinent
to today’s hearings. However, the committee will not make them
public today. They will only be made public after Mr. Ruff has had
an opportunity to review the depositions. He needs a couple of days
to notify the committee about any deposition testimony which may
be subject to privilege. Staff will redact any material subject to
privilege, and then the redacted depositions will be made public.

With that understanding, I ask unanimous consent that Mem-
bers be able to use the depositions of Lanny Breuer, Michael
Imbroscio, Cheryl Mills, Dimitri Nionakis, Jack Quinn, Steven
Smith, Colonel Joseph Simmons and Alan Sullivan at today’s hear-
ing. Without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that those depositions be made public
after the Counsel to the President notifies the committee that the
deposition material is not subject to privilege, or after the com-
mittee staff redacts material after Counsel to the President notifies
the committee staff as to material subject to claims of privilege.

Without objection.

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman reserves the right to object. The
gentleman will state his reservation.

Mr. WAXMAN. You are asking unanimous consent that we make
these depositions public after we have information from the White
House as to what ought to be redacted because it is privileged. Is
this decision up to the White House or is it up to our committee
counsel to decide what will be withheld and redacted?

Mr. BURTON. I think last night we decided that there would be
a conference between the White House and our committee staff, in-
cluding the general counsel, Mr. Bennett, and that would be a deci-
sion that would be made jointly.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Well, if I might inquire, then, what you are asking
us to agree to by unanimous consent is an agreement you have
made with the White House on this information; is that correct?

Mr. BURTON. I think that is correct.

Mr. WAXMAN. I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. SOUDER. Reserving the right to object.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state his reservation.

Mr. SOUDER. I am willing to trust the chairman and the ranking
member and the White House counsel in working through this at
this point, but I am very concerned that one of the processes here
is that we make as much public as possible, because that is part
of the education of the general public in understanding. Because
this is an oversight committee that hopefully will lead potentially
to changes in both how the Government behaves directly and what
laws need to be changed and part of that is minimizing the infor-
mation that is not available to the public.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s point is well taken. Let me just
say that the committee reserves the right to release these docu-
ments. But we felt, after consultation with Mr. Ruff last night, that
they deserved an adequate amount of time to make their case re-
garding privilege, and if they could not make their case, then of
course we would go ahead and make the documents public.

Mr. WAXMAN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUDER. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. I appreciate your comment. I agree with it com-
pletely. That is why we sought to make all the depositions public
that had been taken by this committee. And we were defeated on
that on a party line vote. But I do think the public ought to get
the depositions, be able to review them, because I don’t think there
is anything in all the 50 depositions that this committee has taken
and that is the reason I submit, that the Republicans defeated our
attempt to make it public.

But your statement was you think these depositions ought to be
out, the public ought to be able to see them. I fully support that.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that copies of the depositions listed in
the Deputy Independent Counsel’s November 5, 1997, letter, except
the deposition of Gina Ratliff, be transmitted to the Office of Inde-
pendent Counsel.

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WAXMAN. I have no objection to releasing these documents
to Ken Starr. If they are relevant in any way to his investigation,
he should have them. But I want to remake the point I just stated
for the record. I believe we should also be releasing these deposi-
tions to the public.

I would note for the record that the minority Members offered a
motion to release these depositions at a recent committee meeting
and we were voted down on a party line vote. The Republicans
voted not to let the public have these depositions and to be able
to review them and to see what was said in a secret, closed-door
deposition of these witnesses.

So, let’s give them to Ken Starr. That is your unanimous consent
request, and I will not object to it. But I want to use this oppor-
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tunity to point out that he is not the only one who should get these
depositions. The American people should see how this committee
has spent its money in depositions and what we have to show for
it. I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. BURTON. Does the gentleman, Mr. Souder, have further com-
ments?

Mr. SOUDER. No, I withdraw my objection.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered. I ask unanimous con-
sent that questioning in the matter under consideration proceed
under 2(G)(2) of House Rule XI and 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 minor-
ity.

Mr. WaxmMAN. We have no objection.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection, so ordered. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the witnesses and Members’ statements appear in the
record in their entirety. Without objection.

I ask further unanimous consent that questioning in the matter
under consideration proceed under clause 2(G)(2) of the House Rule
XTI and Committee Rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member allocate time to members of the committee as they
deem appropriate for extended questioning not to exceed 60 min-
utes equally divided. We have already covered that. Without objec-
tion, so ordered.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman? If we are making unanimous con-
sent requests, let me suggest a way to expedite our hearing today.
We have two panels and since they are all from the same area in
the White House, I would suggest and make a unanimous consent
request that we put them all together and then have questioning
of all of them by the Members. And I have no problem if we go
through several rounds so Members will have a full opportunity to
ask all the questions they want to ask. But it seems to me pretty
wasteful to have two separate panels and to go through the testi-
mony in two separate groupings.

Mr. BURTON. The Chair would object to that because we have
some reasons to have these two panels split. And so an objection
is heard.

Without objection, the previous question is ordered. We have a
vote on the floor, I have been notified, and we have opening state-
ments. So before we begin the opening statements, we will recess
once again. There probably will be numerous recesses today. There
are some dilatory tactics that are going to be employed on the floor.
So I would urge Members to get back as quickly as possible so that
there would be some continuity in the hearing. The Chair recesses
the hearing to the fall of the gavel.

[Recess.]

Mr. BURTON. The committee will reconvene.

Today, we are addressing how the White House has complied
with subpoenas issued by this committee in the course of its inves-
tigation into fund-raising abuses and the funneling of foreign
money into political campaigns. While the issue of the White House
videotapes of fund-raising events being withheld for months brings
us to this point today, it is part of a bigger picture of a consistent
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pattern of lack of cooperation by the Clinton White House in any
and all investigations.

This conduct by the White House is just one of the bricks in the
stone wall put up to stop this and other investigations. Other
bricks in the stone wall include the over 60 witnesses who have
taken the fifth amendment or fled the country, including a number
of close friends of the President such as Webb Hubbell, John
Huang, Mark Middleton and Charlie Trie, and the remarkable lack
of memory of so many of the key facts by those witnesses who are
still available.

This situation with the White House videotapes is hardly unique.
It is part of a 5-year history of stonewalling of any investigative
body, the House, the Senate, any number of Independent Counsels
and even the President’s own Justice Department. While we are
addressing this matter publicly today, I would note that the Justice
Department has already called before the grand jury various mem-
bers of the White House Counsel’s Office and other White House
staffers regarding this very serious matter. Despite what many of
us may feel is a weak investigation by the Attorney General, even
General Reno did not feel she should have to tolerate such defiance
among those subpoenas. It was only due to 2 months of pointed re-
quests and questions from the Senate, that these long-subpoenaed
items finally were turned over.

Initially, the existence of videotapes of the White House coffees
was denied by the White House after a month of alleged inquiry
into the matter. It then took another month of pressing from the
Senate to finally result in the White House’s compliance with
months-old subpoenas with which the White House Counsel had
assured us the White House had complied.

The Washington Post has written a series of editorials on how
the White House responds to subpoenas and inquiries in “dribs and
drabs” and provides varying accounts of various events as new
pieces of information are uncovered. The story is the same: Run the
clock, attack those who attempt to investigate, change the subject,
drag everything out long enough that most will lose interest or en-
ergy.

Those at the White House charged with the task of producing
relevant records perhaps may not want to find out how many other
shoes are yet to drop or where these other shoes are located. As
columnist Michael Kelly has observed, “the White House is on a
need-to-know basis about itself these days and what it does not
need to know and does not want to hear about grows and grows.”

Republicans in Congress are not the only ones who have been
frustrated by the Clinton White House. As I already noted, the At-
torney General has expressed her exasperation with White House’s
foot dragging on the videotapes.

Last Congress, we heard from one of the city’s most respected
senior Justice Department officials, Michael Shaheen, who testified
before this committee during the Travelgate investigation that,
quote, the lack of cooperation and candor, end quote, that he re-
ceived from the Clinton White House was unprecedented in his 20-
year Justice Department career in the Office of Personal Responsi-
bility.
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At issue in that case were withheld documents pertaining to the
Travel Office inquiry. Mr. Shaheen stated that in 1995, quote, even
a minimal level of cooperation by the White House, end quote,
would have resulted in documents requested 2 years earlier being
produced.

In that same investigation, we heard from the head of public in-
tegrity, Lee Radek that he too was faced with an uncooperative
White House. After a year of attempting to obtain documents about
Harry Thomason in the Travel Office inquiry, Mr. Radek wrote to
Acting Criminal Division Chief Jack Keeney in September 1994
stating quote, At this point we are not confident that the White
House has produced to us all documents in its possession relating
to the Thomason allegations. The White House’s incomplete pro-
duction greatly concerns us because the integrity of our review is
completely dependent upon our obtaining all relevant documents,
end quote.

Even after the Justice Department issued a subpoena to the
White House because of Mr. Radek’s concerns, it was only after
this committee subpoenaed documents from Harry Thomason that
the White House and other documents which should have been pro-
duced years earlier finally came to light years after they were origi-
nally subpoenaed.

Other instances of this investigative stonewalling by the Clinton
White House include White House billing records showing up in
the White House private residence book room almost 3 years after
they were first subpoenaed; Webb Hubbell, while he was essen-
tially running the Justice Department, transferring Whitewater
files to his basement at the same time the Justice Department was
investigating this matter; a former bar bouncer at the White
House, Craig Livingstone, inexplicably ending up with hundreds of
FBI files on Reagan and Bush officials, and the White House call-
ing it a bureaucratic snafu.

The FBI Director called it an inexcusable invasion of privacy.
The White House withholding subpoenaed records regarding the in-
vestigation of the Hudson Casino project from the House and Sen-
ate until the information made its way into the press; the White
House delivering just a week ago documents on the White House
data base requested over a year ago by Chairman McIntosh.

If anyone wonders why we must continue this investigation, just
consider the history of this White House. Would anyone be sur-
prised, including our witnesses today, if documents central to our
investigation are still somewhere in the book rooms at the White
House or basement offices or misplaced files?

No doubt we will hear much about how many documents have
been produced, but compliance with subpoenas is not measured by
the pound. Quantity does not mean compliance.

It is not a mistake here or there that is troublesome. We all un-
derstand that mistakes will occur. It is the consistent patterns of
behavior throughout five different White House Counsels that raise
serious questions and concerns; questions and concerns which I
earlier noted are shared by my colleagues in the Senate as well as
the Attorney General, and rightfully so. The atmosphere that has
been created at the White House is that compliance with congres-
sional subpoenas is not treated seriously.
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Sadly, this year it took a threat of contempt of the White House
to produce many responsive records, and then the President at-
tempted to claim executive privilege in May, something which Mr.
Ruff told me the President didn’t intend to do when we first met
on February 6, 1997. At that time, Mr. Ruff pledged the President’s
full cooperation.

But this is a White House which has always had more staff oper-
ating on spin control than it has on document production. A White
House which often hides the facts from its own people and its own
lawyers. This is the White House which not only had a Johnny
Chung giving $50,000 checks to the First Lady’s Chief of Staff, but
which saw Johnny Chung solicited by close friends of the First
Lady to contribute $25,000 to the Back to Business Committee, a
group set up by close friends of the President and First Lady to
thwart any investigations and attack committee chairmen and
Independent Counsels appointed by their own Justice Department.

This is a White House which gathered documents back in Octo-
ber 1996, about John Huang and others and held on to those docu-
ments and held its collective breath until Election Day. Trying to
find out about how the DNC vice chairman, John Huang, raised
money was attacked as quote, “partisan.” Yet at least one candid
White House staffer said a week before last year’s Presidential
election, quote, all they, [the DNC] are trying to do is push this
back until after the election and then we’ll watch it all blow up,
end quote.

Let’s take for example the White House coffees. Initially, the
President said they were an opportunity for outreach to stay in
touch with people. The White House overnights, all 938 of them
were friends. “I did not have any strangers here,” said the Presi-
dent. While it is hard to imagine that all 938 overnighters were
friends or that the President really needed to reach out and touch
a Chinese arms dealer or a Florida drug dealer, now that we have
the videotapes we do, indeed, see that certain individual people
central to this investigation who have now taken the fifth or fled
the country were intimate friends of the President.

A picture paints 1,000 words. On one video we see the Trie team,
which included Charlie Trie and the infamous Mr. Wu, the Macau
gambling honcho, who provided Trie with over $1 million in wire
transfers from overseas. It sends a message, the President was told
when he posed with Mr. Trie, Mr. Wu, and various of their busi-
ness associates. It sends a message, indeed. What message is sent
by a President who made time for these shady characters, but
leaves human rights activists and friend of many of us, Harry Wu,
like an unwanted orphan? It sends a message, indeed. Why is the
President meeting with Mr. Wu, instead of the humanitarian
Harry Wu?

If anyone wants to know why we need to complete this investiga-
tion, they also should roll the videotapes of Jiang Zemin being feted
at the White House just a few days ago. Representative Nancy
Pelosi said last week, quote, “As the Clinton administration gives
a 21-gun salute to President Jiang Zemin today, which the Chinese
Government insisted upon that President Clinton and all those as-
sembled remember the shots fired in Tiananmen Square.” The
President’s National Security Advisor, Sandy Berger, said last
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week that the Chinese Government has denied any plan to funnel
money into our political system. Let’s remember they also denied
killing anyone at Tiananmen Square.

Does anyone really believe that we learned all there is to learn
in these matters? There is much work left to do. The stonewall
erected by the White House and the President’s operatives must be
taken down brick by brick. “James Riady sent me,” whispered the
Riady intermediary, Arief Wiriadinata, in a September coffee 1995.
Mr. Wiriadinata provided $450,000 to the DNC, the legality of
which was questioned over a year ago.

Consider if the James-Riady-sent-me tape was public in October
1996 instead of October 1997. Would we have accepted the DNC’s
assurances that there was nothing to an Indonesian gardener of
moderate income contributing close to half a million dollars to the
DNC? The James-Riady-sent-me greeting brought an approving
nod from the President. Now we have learned that Mr.
Wiriadinata’s lawyers are telling him to stay out of the country
along with over 60 others who have taken the fifth amendment or
fled the country. Mr. Wiriadinata is just another brick in the White
House stonewall.

These videotapes are a treasure trove of information on the way
this President worked for campaign cash. We now are able to see
how those who have taken the fifth and fled the country in order
to obstruct this investigation were intimately engaged with the
President who knew them on a first name basis. A Presidential hug
for Johnny Chung, a “Hi Pauline” for Pauline Kanchanalak, the
woman who has fled the country and left a multitude of questions
about her quarter-of-a-million-dollar DNC contributions. Questions,
regrettably, which apparently create no curiosity on the part of the
President, the White House, or many in Congress. Who are these
people and what were they doing at the White House?

I would like to add one other thing that just came to my mind.
I sent two letters to the President of the United States regarding
Charlie Trie, asking him to talk to the Chinese Government and
in particular, the Chinese President about bringing Mr. Trie back
before this committee so we could talk to him and ask him ques-
tions. To my knowledge, and to the media’s knowledge, that ques-
tion was never asked of the Chinese President. And I would like
to know why the President didn’t ask him that if he really wants
to get to the bottom of this investigation. Could it be because Char-
lie Trie has answers we want and cannot get as long as he is in
China? That is something I am very concerned about and I think
other members of the committee are concerned about as well.

These pictures clearly provide a clear picture of what we are in-
vestigating and the withholding of such information is inexcusable
as the ranking member of this committee, Mr. Waxman, has ac-
knowledged. They were clearly responsive to our subpoena of
March 4, 1997. There is no contention about this. The President’s
counsel has admitted the videotapes should have been turned over.

As we go forward in our investigation, the FBI assigns more
agents every day and additional Cabinet members are under inves-
tigation by a slow-moving Justice Department. Some would suggest
we should stop investigating, but the role of oversight is to inform
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the American public of important information which may affect
American policy. There is much left here yet to uncover.

The fact that an unprecedented number of witnesses have either
pled the fifth amendment or fled the country cannot and will not
deter us even if it will make our task more lengthy and difficult.
The White House shouldn’t be assisting in this stonewalling effort.
Rather the President should demand that the public servants who
serve him make every effort to get at the truth.

With that I yield to my colleague Mr. Waxman for his opening
statement.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:]
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Statement of Chairman Dan Burton
House Government Reform and Oversight Committee
November 6, 1997

SUBPOENA COMPLIANCE BY THE WHITE HOUSE
“Running the Clock....”

Good morning. Today we are addressing how the White House has
complied with the subpoenas issued by this Committee in the course of its
investigation into fundraising abuses and the funneling of foreign money into
political campaigns. While the issue of the White House videotapes of
fundraising events being withheld for months brings us 1o this point today, it is
part of a bigger picture of a consistent pattem of lack of cooperation by the
Clinton White House in any and all investigations. This conduct by the White
House is just one of the bricks in the stonewall put up to stop this and other
investigations.

Other bricks in the stonewall include the over sixty witnesses who have
taken the Fifth amendment or fled the country -~ including a number of close
friends of the President such as Webster Hubbell, John Huang, Mark Middleton,
and Charlie Trie -- and the remarkable lack of memory of so many key facts by
those who are still available.

This situation with the White House videotapes is hardly unique. Itis part
of a five year history of stonewalling of any investigative body -- the House, the
Senate, any number of Independent Counsels and even the President’s own Justice
Department. While we are addressing this matter publicly today, I would note that

i
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the Justice Department has already called before the grand jury various members
of the White House Counsel’s office and other White House staffers regarding this
very serious matter. Despite what many of us may feel is a weak investigation by
the Attorney General, even General Reno- did not feel she should have to tolerate
such defiance of month old subpoenas. .

It was only due to two months of pointed requests and questions from the
Senate that these long subpoenaed items were finally turned over to the
Committee. Initially, the existence of videotapes of the White House coffees was
denied by the White House after a month of alleged “inquiry” into the matter. It
then took another month of pressing from the Senate to finally result in the White
House’s compliance with months old subpoenas which the White House Counsel
had assured us the White House complied.

The Washington Post has written a series of editorials on how the White
House responds to subpoenas and inquiries in dribs and drabs and provides
varying accounts of various events as new pieces of information are uncovered.
The story is the same -- run the clock; attack those who attempt to investigate;
change the subject; and drag everything out long enough that most will lose
interest or energy. Those at the White House charged with the task of producing
relevant records perhaps may not want to find out how many other shoes are yet
to drop or where those shoes may be located.

As columnist Michael Kelly has observed, “The White House is on a need
to know basis about itself these days. And what it does not need to know, and
does not want to hear about, grows and grows.”

Republicans in Congress are not the only ones who have been frustrated by
-the Clinton White House. As I aiready noted, the Attorney General has expressed
her exasperation with White House footdragging on the videotapes. Last
Congress we heard from one of the government’s most respected senior Justice
Department official, Michael Shaheen, who testified before this Committee during
the Travelgate investigation that the “lack of cooperation and candor” that he
received from the Clinton White House was unprecedented in his 20 year Justice
Department career in the Office of Professional Responsibility. At issue in that
case were withheld documents pertaining to the Travel Office inquiry. Mr.
Shaheen stated in 1995 that “even a minimum level of cooperation by the White

2
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House” would have resulted in documents requested TWO years earliér being
produced.

In that same investigation we heard from the head of Public Integrity, Lee
Radek, that he, too, was faced with an uncooperative White House, After a year of
attempting to obtain documents about Harry Thomason in the Travel Office
inquiry, Mr. Radek wrote to Acting Criminal Division Chief Jack Keeney in
September 1994 stating:

“At this point we are not confident that the White House has

produced to us all documents in its possession relating to the

Thomason allegations...the White House’s incomplete production

greatly concerns us because the integrity of our review is entirely

dependent upon securing all relevant documents.”

Even after the Justice Department issued a subpoena to the White House because
of Mr. Radek’s concerns, it was only after this Committee subpoenaed documents
from Harry Thomason, the White House and others, that documents which should
have been provided years earlier finally came to light -- YEARS after they were
originally subpoenaed.

~ Other instances of this unprecedented stonewalling of investigations by the

Clinton White House include:

* Whitewater billing records showing up in the White House private
residence bookroom almost three years after they were first
subpoenaed.

* Webster Hubbell, while he was essentially ranning the Justice
Department, transferring Whitewater files to his basement at the same
time the Justice Department was investigating this matter;

* A former bar bouncer hired by the White House, Craig Livingstone,
inexplicably ending up with hundreds of FBI files on Reagan and
Bush officials and the White House calling it a “bureaucratic snafu.”

* The White House withholding subpoenaed records regarding the
investigation of the Hudson casino project from the House and Senate

until the information made its way into the press;

*. The White House delivering just a week ago documents on the White
House Database requested over a year ago by Chairman Mclintosh,
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If anyone wonders why we must continue this investigation just consider
the history of this White House. Would anyone be surprised -- including our
witnesses here today, if documents central to our investigation are still somewhere
in bookrooms at the White House or basement offices or misplaced files? No
doubt, we will hear much about how many documents have been produced. But
compliance with subpoenas is not measured by the pound. Quantity does not
mean compliance.

It is not a mistake here or there that is troublesome -- we all understand that
mistakes will occur. It is the consistent patterns of behavior throughout five
different White House Counsels that raise serious questions and concerns.
Questions and concerns which I earlier noted are shared by my colleagues in the
Senate as well as the Attorney General -- and rightfully so. The atmosphere that
has been created at the White House is that compliance with congressional
subpoenas is not treated seriously. Sadly, this year, it took a threat of contempt for
the White House to produce many responsive records. Then the President
attempted to claim executive privilege in May -- something which Mr. Ruff told
me the President did not intend to do when we first met on February 6, 1997. At
that time Mr. Ruff pledged the President’s full cooperation.

But this is a White House which has always had more staff operating on
spin patrol than it has on document production. A White House which often
hides the facts from its own people and its own lawyers. This is the White House
which not only had Johnny Chung giving a $50,000 check to the First Lady’s
Chief of Staff but which saw Johnny Chung solicited by close friends of the First
Lady to contribute $25,000 to the “Back to Business” Committee -- a group set up
by close friends of the President and First Lady to thwart any investigations and
attack Committee Chairmen and Independent Counsels appointed by their own
Justice Department.

This is a White House which gathered documents back in October 1996
about John Huang and others and held onto those documents and held its
collective breath until election day. Trying to find out about how the DNC Vice
Chairman -- John Huang -- raised money was attacked as “partisan,” Yet at least
one candid White House staffer said a week before last year’s Presidential
election, “All they -- [the DNC] -- are doing is trying to push this back until after
the election...And then we’ll all watch it blow up.”

4



40

Let’s take for example the White House coffees. Initially the President said
they were an opportunity for outreach -- to stay in touch with people. The White
House overnights -- all 938 of them were “friends” -- “I did not have any strangers
here,” said the President. While it is hard to imagine that all 938 overnighters
were “friends” or that the President really needed to reach out and touch a Chinese
arms dealer or Florida drug dealer, now that we have the videotapes we do indeed
see that certain people central to this investigation who have now taken the Fifth
or fled the country were intimates of the President.

A picture paints a thousand words. On one video we see “The Trie Team” -
- which included Charlie Trie and the infamous “Mr. Wu” -- the Macau gambling
honcho who provided Trie with over a million dollars in wire transfers from
overseas. “It sends a message,” the President was told when he posed with Trie,
Mr. Wu and various of their business associates. It sends a message indeed.
‘What message is sent by a President who made time for these shady characters but
leaves human rights activist and friend to many of us, Harry Wu, outside the
White House gates proiesting. It sends a message, indeed. Why is the President
meeting with “Mr. Wu” instead of Harry Wu?

If anyone wants to know why we need to complete this investigation they
also should roll the videotapes of Jiang Zemin being fetted at the White House just
days ago. Rep. Nancy Pelosi noted last week, “As the Clinton administration
gives the 21 gun salute to President Jiang Zemin today, which the Chinese
Government insisted upon, that President Clinton and all those assembled
remember the shots fired in Tiananmen Square.” The President’s National
Security Adviser Sandy Berger said last week that the Chinese government has
denied any plan to funnel money into the political system. Let’s remember they
also denied killing anyone at Tiananmen Square. Does anyone really believe we
have learned all there is to learn in these matters? There is much work left to do.
The stonewall erected by the White House and the President’s operatives must be
taken down brick by brick.

“James Riady sent me,” whispered the Riady intermediary, Arief
Wiriadinata in a December 1995 coffee. Mr. Wiriadinata provided $450,000 to
the DNC -- the legality of which was questioned over a year ago. Consider if the
“James Riady sent me,” tape was public in October 1996 instead of October 1997,

5
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Would we have accepted the DNC’s assurances that there was nothing to an
Indonesian gardener contributing close to half a million dollars to the DNC? The
“James Riady sent me,” greeting brought an approving nod from the President.
Now we have learned that Mr. Wiriadinata’s lawyers are telling him to stay out of
the country. Along with over 60 others who have taken the Fifth or fled the
country, Mr. Wiriadinata is just another brick in the White House stonewall.

These videotapes are a treasure trove of information on the way this
President worked for campaign cash. We now are able to see how those who have
taken the Fifth and fled the country in order to obstruct this investigation, were
intimately engaged with a President who knew them on a first name basis. A
Presidential hug for Johnny Chung, a “Hi Pauline” for Pauline Kanchanalak, the
woman who has fled the country and left multitudes of questions about her quarter
of a million dollar DNC contributions. Questions, regrettably, which apparently
create no curiousity on the part of the President, the White House or many in
Congress. Who are these people and what were they doing at the White House?

These pictures provide a clearer picture of what we are investigating and the
withholding of such information is inexcusable as the ranking member of this
Committee, Mr. Waxman has acknowledged. They were clearly responsive to our
subpoena of March 4, 1997. There is no contention about this. The President’s
Counsel has admitted the videotapes should have been turned over.

As we go forward in our investigation, the FBI assigns more agents every
day and additional Cabinet members are under investigation by a slow moving
Justice Department. Some would suggest we should stop investigating, but the
role of oversight is to inform the American public of important information which
may affect American policy. There is much left here yet to uncover. The fact that
an unprecedented number of witnesses have either pled the Fifth or fled the
country cannot and will not deter us even if it will make our task more lengthy and
difficult. The White House should not be assisting in this stonewalling effort;
rather the President should demand that the public servants who serve him make
every effort to get at the truth.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Since our committee
last met, Senator Thompson announced that he was bringing his
hearings to a close. He held 32 hearings this year, but concluded
he wasn’t going to hold more hearings just for the sake of holding
hearings.

I completely agree with Senator Thompson’s assessment that his
hearings showed the need for real campaign finance reform. Our
system is broken and desperately needs fixing. In New York’s spe-
cial congressional election, for instance, just 2 days ago, more than
$1 million in soft money was pumped into a single congressional
race. That was inconceivable just 8 years ago.

This morning’s Washington Post has an article, “Fund-Raising
Flourishes in the House.” In the first 6 months of 1997, incumbent
Members of the House of Representatives raised $52.9 million, up
$7.4 million from the comparable period 2 years ago, according to
a new report by the Federal Elections Commission. And they point-
ed out Members who raised a lot of money recently and they point-
ed out a lot of Members who were holding on to war chests.

In terms of people who raised a lot of money, they talked about
Newt Gingrich as of June 30th raising a million eight, and Richard
Gephardt, the Democratic leader, a million four; Joe Kennedy, $1
million, and others over hundreds of thousands of dollars.

They pointed out that some of our colleagues have stored away
money. David Dreier, $2.7—over $2.7 million he is holding on to.
Joe Kennedy has a million eight. Dick Gephardt a million one. Our
chairman, $995,000.

We need to change this system. People are out grubbing for
money and that is what we have seen in the Congress and that is
what we have seen from the Presidential campaigns as well.

That is only one of the reasons that nearly every Democrat on
this committee and Representative Sanders has signed on to the
discharge petition that would force a vote just simply a vote on the
House floor on campaign finance legislation. And I also want to
mention that one Member of the majority, Congressman Shays, has
also signed that petition, and nearly every minority Member sup-
ports passing a bill that would ban soft money. The fact that we
have soft money that can be thrown into these campaigns, Presi-
dential and congressional, has meant that we have seen extraor-
dinary, extraordinary lengths to which people have gone to raise
more and more money.

At the same time, many of us are wondering why we are having
this hearing today since Senator Thompson covered the same
ground with the same witnesses last week. It might be a better use
of our time to focus on other issues like the Triad Management’s
role in the 1996 election. And I very much doubt when we hear
that our majority is looking at Republican campaign finance abuses
that they are looking into that. One should. Or the Empire Land-
fill’s conduit contribution scheme. These were ignored by the Sen-
ate. They shouldn’t be ignored by our committee.

The continual duplication of the Senate’s work suggests that the
real objective may not be the truth, but to drive the Democratic
party further into debt. There are two points I want to make about
today’s hearing. First, the White House has an absolute obligation
to provide Congress with information pursuant to legitimate infor-
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mation requests. No one on this committee, Republican or Demo-
crat, will tolerate frivolous privilege claims or any attempt to hide
important information from Congress.

Over the past year, there have been a series of editorials in the
Washington Post titled “Dribs and Drabs” and I noticed, Mr. Chair-
man, you used the term, dribs and drabs. The point of the series,
which I think many Members agree with, is that the White House
has sometimes failed to provide needed or accurate information to
the public. At some point, it matters less why that happens, than
the fact that it undermines credibility.

In many instances, it is a failure to provide information when
first requested, and not even the substance of the information, that
is damaging. For this reason, my personal view is that careless
mistakes, not malicious intent, is the likely explanation. Based on
the evidence I have seen, there is no indication that Charles Ruff
or his staff have intentionally misled the Congress.

It is also essential that we put the White House’s action in con-
text. The White House has received over 1,100 requests for infor-
mation from the House and the Senate, the Independent Counsel
and the Justice Department. They have spent millions of dollars
complying with these requests and have worked with a small staff
under tight deadlines. In a process like this, mistakes and omis-
sions are possible.

As important as it is for the White House to cooperate with us,
we must be reasonable in our requests and careful in the accusa-
tions we make. In October, for instance, Mr. Chairman, you ap-
peared on Face the Nation and leveled a serious charge at the Clin-
ton administration. You said that, quote, “We think that some of
those tapes may have been cutoff intentionally. They have been al-
tered in some way.”

Now, this very serious accusation was the lead story on the
evening news and was in the next day, and it was even sent out
in a prominent Washington Post headline: “Tapes May Have Been
Altered, Representative Burton Says.”

There is only one problem. It is apparently not true. I know of
no evidence that substantiates your charge. In fact, several wit-
nesses who testified in the Senate, including Chief Petty Officer
Charles McGrath and Colonel Charles Campbell, swore under oath
that the videos have not been altered.

The depositions that we are releasing today, or at least we are
going to release after some of the privileged information is re-
dacted, will provide further evidence that there was no tampering.
And I understand that Paul Ginsberg, a video expert hired by Sen-
ator Thompson has also concluded that there was no tampering.

Mr. Chairman, if you have some evidence on this matter, I hope
you will share it with the committee this morning. If not, I would
ask that you correct the record so that reputations are not need-
lessly impugned.

Furthermore, I found your opening statement really curious, be-
cause you attacked the President for entertaining some of these
contributors at the White House. At the same time you attacked
the President for receiving the President of China, as if there is
some conspiracy that the President of China coming to the White
House had something to do with these other characters.
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I just don’t see it. And I have to say that you and I have not dis-
agreed on policies that we voted on in the House when it has come
to China because both of us voted against most favored nation sta-
tus to China and strongly spoken out against human rights abuses
in China. Speaker Gingrich received the President of China. Sen-
ator Lott received the President of China. The President of the
United States received him as well.

I think we have to be careful. I think the White House has to
be careful to be sure to comply with the requests for information
or they are going to lose their credibility. And that is something
they should take seriously. But I think we as Members of Congress
have to be careful when accusations are made if there is no sub-
stantiating evidence for it. Let us conduct an investigation to get
the facts, to get to the truth, and not make statements for which
there are no facts to substantiate them.

I look forward to any new information that last week’s hearing
might have overlooked when these same witnesses appeared in the
Senate. I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. We would like to ask
other Members to submit their statements for the record so we can
get to our witnesses as quickly as possible.

And with that, Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills, would you raise your right
hands, please?

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. BURTON. Thank you. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I believe Mr. Ruff has an opening
statement.

Mr. BURTON. Pardon me, I agree. Mr. Ruff, you are recognized
for an opening statement. If you could keep it to 5 minutes we
would appreciate it.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES F.C. RUFF, COUNSEL TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. RUFF. Mr. Chairman, I will do my best to abide by that con-
straint. I submitted my opening statement 2 days ago. And I will
read it into the record, but I want to begin with one very brief, very
pointed response, Mr. Chairman, to your opening.

There is not in my office, there never has been, and there never
will be defiance, stonewalling, obstruction, or any other inappro-
priate conduct. My orders from the President of the United States
are to cooperate with this committee’s legitimate demands. We do
so. And that is all we do.

Now, my colleagues and I are here to respond to the committee’s
questions today concerning compliance with your document request
and subpoenas. When we have answered those questions, I am con-
fident that the committee will conclude that our efforts have been
diligent and our compliance with the committee’s demands exem-
plary.

It is inevitable in any adversarial setting that there will be dis-
agreements about process and substance. Mr. Chairman, you and
I have disagreed on occasion. You have been candid in letting me
know about your concerns, and I trust that you have found my re-
sponses equally candid.
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Our staffs, too, have had disagreements, most of which have been
resolved just as they should be, by ongoing discussion. When we
have found some requests to be overbroad, your staff has often
been willing to narrow them. When demands have strained our re-
sources, we have been able to prioritize your requests. When con-
cerns over privilege have arisen, we have been able to establish a
process that ensures committee access to all relevant documents.

And I will pause here for a moment to reiterate what I said ear-
lier, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your taking the time to meet with
me last night to resolve what I think was really a procedural ques-
tion about how these issues ought to be addressed. It was sympto-
matic, I think, of the relationship we have developed in which we
are honest with each other about our concerns and we try to find
solutions to them.

When the committee has made special requests for expedited
production we have done our best to respond. At every stage, we
have worked to give the committee the information it needs.

Where we have erred, we have been forthright in admitting it,
and we have done our best to correct mistakes as quickly as pos-
sible. But I submit that, considering the extraordinary number and
breadth of the demands placed on us by this committee and other
investigative body, those mistakes have been few.

On that point, let me address one of the principal issues that has
brought us here today, the recent discovery and production of the
videotapes. The charges of impropriety surrounding that discovery,
although readily disposed of, are symptomatic of a tendency of
some, I would submit, to reach hasty and ill-considered conclusions.

We do not dispute that the videotapes were responsive to the
committee’s subpoenas and should have been found and produced
some months ago. But the record developed over the past month
makes it clear beyond any doubt, that the reason they were not
found was simple and innocuous. One page of my directive, faxed
from the White House Military Office to the White House Commu-
nications Agency was misplaced. WHCA personnel have testified
that if they had received that page, they would have searched their
computer looking for tapes of the coffees. There was no conspiracy.
There was no effort to obstruct justice. There was no stonewalling.
There was only a mistake of the most mechanical, routine and in-
nocent variety.

Thus, the suggestion that the videotapes were concealed or their
production delayed for some ulterior purpose is absolutely baseless.
Nor is there any basis whatsoever for the claim that the tapes were
altered before they were produced. The WHCA professionals, career
military personnel, have testified that they retrieved the original
tapes from the archives and copied them. Nothing else.

I began with the issue of the videotapes because, just as the
charges that have been levied concerning their discovery are base-
less, so is the more general allegation that the White House has
been deliberately slow in responding to subpoenas or has somehow
been concealing relevant documents. Those who make such accusa-
tions need to understand two things.

First, to withhold, for tactical or political purposes, documents re-
sponsive to this committee’s legitimate demands would be incon-
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sistent with our professional responsibility, a responsibility that all
the lawyers in my office take very seriously.

Second, to search for documents in the White House is an enor-
mous task. There are some 2,000 employees in some 40 different
units within the Executive Office of the President. No matter how
focused a search request may be, and most are far from that, it
may require us to contact every 1 of those 2,000 people, examine
every one of their files, search the central records storage system
as well.

Faced with deadlines from this committee and others that any
dispassionate observer would find extraordinarily short, my law-
yers have worked 100-hour weeks to meet the committee’s de-
mands in a manner that deserves, I submit, not criticism, but
praise. When we receive a subpoena, a letter, or merely a phone
call, we respond as rapidly as possible.

When a subpoena is broad-ranging or numerous requests have
been received from various investigative bodies, we issue a direc-
tive to all personnel of the Executive Office asking them to search
their files. Lawyers in our office are available to answer questions
or assist in the search. In addition, my lawyers visit the individual
offices that are most likely to contain responsive files and work
with the Office of Records Management to guide their search for
archived documents.

In response to more limited requests, we conduct targeted
searches or send special directives to those persons who are most
likely to have responsive millionaires and for WAVES records,
phone logs and e-mails we search through mounds of paper our-
selves, often in response to some emergency request.

No process, however careful, can ensure error-free compliance,
particularly given the demands and deadlines we have faced. In-
deed, any lawyer who has been involved in large-scale document
production, even in routine civil litigation will understand that
mistakes sometimes larger, sometimes smaller are inevitable.

We can, however, take all reasonable steps to minimize the
chances of error and to that end, we have continued to search to
make sure that we have found every responsive document. When
we find such a document, we produce it. That is the responsible
and professional course that any lawyer would follow.

It is a course, Mr. Chairman, that is consistent with my mandate
from the President to respond forthrightly to this committee’s le-
gitimate demands. No one has ever so much as hinted that we do
anything less, and neither the President nor I would accept any-
thing less. With that, Mr. Chairman we are happy to respond to
the committee’s questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ruff follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Congressman Waxman, and Members of the Committee:

My colleagues and I are here today te respond to your questions concerning

compliance with the Committee’s d t req and subp ‘When we have

answered those questions, I am confident that the Committee will conclude that our efforts
have been diligent and our compliance with its demands exemplary.

It is inevitable, in any adversarial setting, that there will be disagreements
about process and substance. Mr. Chairman, you and I have disagreed on occasion. You
have been candid in letting me know about your concerns, and I trust that you have found
my responses equally candid. Our staffs too have had disagreements, most of which have
been resolved as they should be — by ongoing discussion. When we have found some
requests to be overbroad, your staff has often been willing to narrow them. When
demands have strained our resources, we have been able to prioritize your requests. When
concerns over privilege have arisen, we have been able to establish a process that ensures
Committee access to all relevant documents. When the Committee has made special
requests for expedited production, we have done our best to respond. At every stage, we
have worked to give the Committee the information it needs.

Where we have erred, we have been forthright in admitting our mistakes and
have done our best to correct them as quickly as possible. But I submit that, considering
the extraordinary number and breadth of the demands placed on us by this Committee and
other investigative bodies, those mistakes have been few.

On that point, let me address one of the principal issues that brought us here

— the recent discovery and production of the videotapes. The charges of impropriety
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surrounding that discovery, although readily disposed of, are symptomatic of a tendency
on the part of some to reach hasty and ill-considered conclusions. We do not dispute that

the videotapes were r

ponsive to the Committee’s subpoenas and should have been found
and produced some months ago. But the record developed over the past month makes it
clear beyond any doubt that the reason they were not found was simple and innocuous: one
page of my directive, faxed from the White House Military Office to the White House
Communications Agency, was misplaced. WHCA personnel have testified that, if they had
received that page, they would have searched their computer looking for tapes of the
coffees. There was no conspiracy — there was no effort to obstruct justice - there was no
stonewalling. There was only a mistake of the most mechanical, routine and innocent
variety.

Thus, the suggestion that the videot: were led or their production

1

delayed for some ulterior purpose is absolutely baseless. Nor is there any basis whatsoever
for the claim that the tapes were altered before they were produced. The WHCA
professionals, career military personnel, have testified that they retrieved the original tapes
from the Archives and copied them — nothing else.

I began with the issue of the videotapes because, just as the charges that have
been levied concerning their discovery are baseless, so is the more general allegation that

h

the White House has been deliberately slow in responding to subp or has

been concealing relevant documents. Those who make such accusations need to
understand two things. First, to withhold, for tactical or political purposes, documents

responsive to the Committee’s legitimate demands would be inconsistent with our
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professional responsibility -- a responsibility that the lawyers in my office take very
seriously. Second, to search for documents in the White House is an enormous task. There

are some 2000 employees in some 40 different units within the Executive Office of the

President. No matter how f d a search request may be (and most are far from that), it
may require us to contact every one of those 2000 people, examine every one of their files,
and search the central records storage system as well.

Faced with deadlines from this Committee and others that any dispassionate
observer would find extraordinarily short, my lawyers have worked 100-hour weeks to
meet the Committee’s demands in a manner that deserves, I submit, not criticism but

praise. When we receive a subpoena, a letter, or merely a telephone call, we respond as

rapidly as possible. When a subp is broad-ranging or ous requests have been

5

received from various investigative bodies, we issue a directive to all personnel of the
Execative Office of the President, asking them to search their files. Lawyers in our Office
are available to answer questions or assist in the search. In addition, my lawyers visit the
individual offices that are most likely to contain responsive files and work with the Office
of Records Management to guide their search for archived documents. In response to more
limited requests, we conduct targeted searches or send special directives to those persons
who are most likely to have responsive materials. Apd, for WAVES records, phone logs,
and e-mails, we search through mounds of paper our:selves -- often in response to some
emergency request.

No process, however careful, can ensure error-free compliance, particularly

given the demands and deadlines we have faced. Indeed, any lawyer who has been

3
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involved in large-scale document production, even in routine civil litigation, wili
understand that mistakes — sometimes larger, sometimes smaller — are inevitable. We can,
however, take all reasonable steps to minimize the chances of error, and to that end we
have continued to search to make sure that we have fomid every responsive document.
When we find such a decument, we produce it. That is the responsible and‘professional
course that any lawyer would follow.

It is a course, Mr. Chairman, that is consistent with my mandate from the
President to respond forthrightly to this Committee’s legitimate demands. No one has ever
s0 m;xch as hinted that we do anything less, and neither the President nor I would accept

anything less.
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Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Ruff.

Ms. Mills, do you have an opening statement.

Ms. MiLLs. I do not.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you.

Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills.
Good morning. Almost good afternoon. I thank you for your pa-
tience. Mr. Ruff, I, too, want to thank you for your visit up here
last night. I enjoyed our meeting.

Let me first, for the record, note Ms. Mills, you are accompanied
here by your attorney, Mr. Neil Eggleston; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. That is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Eggleston, if you want to be seated next to
your client at the table, you are welcomed to do so, sir. If at any
time you want to stop my questions, please so advise.

Mr. Ruff, you did not arrive as Chief Counsel to the President
until late January or early February of this year; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. February 10th was my first day, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Had you previously served in any capacity in the
White House at previous administrations?

Mr. RUFF. No, I had not.

Mr. BENNETT. What was the general status of varying investiga-
tive matters upon your arrival?

Mr. RUFF. I think it’s fair to say that they rested in various
stages. Some matters were left over from the previous Congress
and actions were being taken to respond to a variety of requests
that had been lodged over the preceding months. Others were just
gearing up.

For example, we were aware that the Thompson committee was
about to begin, but hadn’t yet begun its work. Similarly, the work
of this committee was just beginning, and, indeed, I think maybe
even before I arrived in my office I had my first meeting with the
chairman.

Mr. BENNETT. And that would have been, I believe, February 6th
of this year; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. I believe that’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. So essentially there were matters having to do
with the Senate, the House, the Department of Justice and Inde-
pendent Counsel as you arrived on the scene; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. That is true.

Mr. BENNETT. You will note that there were in fact earlier direc-
tives from your predecessor, Mr. Jack Quinn, concerning informa-
tion sought by these investigative bodies and I believe if we can put
up on the screen certain directives which had been previously sent
by Mr. Quinn. Exhibit 135, a directive, I believe, in October 1996;
exhibit 136, a directive of December 16, 1996; and exhibit 137, I
believe it was a directive of January 9, 1997.

Did you have occasion to review those directives from your prede-
cessor when you arrived, Mr. Ruff?

Mr. RUFF. In the days and weeks following my arrival, I re-
viewed these directives as part of my ongoing effort to try to catch
up with the state of affairs and begin to address how we would go
about making production.

[Exhibits 135, 136, and 137 follow:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON |

October 31, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL STAFF OF THE WHITE HOUSE, THE OFFICE OF
ADMINISTRATION, THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET, AND ALL OTHER UNITS OF THE EXECUTIVE
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JACK QUINN
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: DOCUMENTS RELATING TO THE LIPPO GROUP,
INDONESIA AND OTHER MATTERS

The White House (including the NSC and all other EOP cemponents) has received a
congressional request for production of documents relating to the Lippo Group, Indonesia
and other maners. The precise document requesied is atacked, if you tave any questions
concerning the interpretation of the request, contact Kathy Waliman (x6-6611) or Alan
Kreczko (x6-9111).

Please conduct a thorough search of your fijes and provide copies of responsive
documents to William Leary (NSC) in Room 352 of the OEOB. a¢ later than 5:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, November 12, 1996. For purposes of this request. documents include. but are not
limited to, drafts and final copies of correspondence. memoranda, reperts, notes, records of
cogversation, calendars, telephore records, electronic mail, and any other matcrial in the
possession of the White House, either on paper or in computer files.

Arachment: Document Request & 4 A/ e

|

3 EXHIBIT
135
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Any telegraphie or eloctronic mail messages in ths
posscasion of tha NSC. whether *in the System® or "nou for
the systam* relating to the Lippe Graup, the RKeng Xong
Chinate Bank, and any of thelr Xnown affiliates {or entitiss
which have participated with 4% in jeint ventures eor
finaneing deals): Mr. Nochtar Riady, Mz, Jamee Riady, Xr,
Stephen Riady, Mr., John Ruang., ©f Ms. Melinda Yee.

Any other material in the files of che ¥SC on ctha
individuals and sannicies spelled sut in the presading
paragTaph.

Any telegraphic messages, slectrotic miil messages, or
written materisls relevant to the following aaspects of U3-
Indenessian relations:

a. Any material relating te ths President’s announcemenc
{n May, 1993, that he wag going to meet with the
Indonesian Prasident in Tukye and relative to
discussions about whether the Indonesian President
would be received by the entire G-7 or otherwise.

b. Indomesia‘’s GSP status.

<. Indenesia‘s IMET program,

d. Davelopmant aid lesvels and programs for Indonesixz.

e. The US viev of Indonesis's behavior as the profsctisn
of intellectusl property.

£. The situation in Paes Timer.

q. The F-16 sale to Indosasia.

h. the P-$ sale/axchangs relating to Indozesia.

L. The Preaident’s trip te the APEC mesting in Indogesia,
in 1984,

3. The Indonesia trada odiseion of 1994 ana the . .
parcicipation of any U.S. gyovertmeas official.

k. Tha Presidant's meeting with Minleter Eabibie, .

1. Any wmesting becwean the Frasident sr sny othar etza.eu

of the Uniced Stazes government with any of the .

ot

- 7 L ...l' M&A.tzmu
- . ™ X |
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
December 16, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR: EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT STAFF

FROM: JACK QUINN ———
COUNSEL TO D
SUBJECT: Document Request

We bave reesived document requests fom certain congrassianal commitices and the Department of
Justice. Accordingly, please condact a tharough and complete scarch of ALL of your records (from
January 20, 1993 - preseat) « whether electronic, paper or ary other foam — and provide any materials
» referccing or relating in any way to the following:

Individuals

John Huang

James T. Riady

Mochtar Riady

P, Kanchanalak

Peuline (or Pornpimol) Kanchanatak

Pauline (or Pompimol) Parichattioul

Arief Wiriadinata

Soraya Winiadinata

Yah Lia Tric (aka Charles ("Charfie”} Yah Lin Trie)
Johnoy Chien Chuen Chung (aka Jolinny Chung)
Hashim Ning
Yogesh Gandhi .
John Hoon Kyung Lee (aka John H.K. Les, Lez Kyung Hoon or Kyung Hoan Lee)”
Hogen Fulamagn

Yoshia Tanzka

George Psalts

Hsing Yuo (ska Shing Yun}

Tzu Jung (aka Su-Jen Wu)

Shih Hsin Kuang

Hsiazo Pi-Hsia

Chu Lin Hsiu (aka Hsiy Chu Lin}

jou Shea {2ka Jou Sheng)

Man Ya Shth

Siuw Mot Lian

. MiRyu Ahn

Gary Hsueh

Keshi Zhan

Xining Wang

uc F. Chu

Please include any documents refesing or ralating 1o visits to the White House by, or ather sctivities of,
any of the aforementioned individuals
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San Kin Yip Intermationa! Trading Corp.

Please include in your search and production, to the extent ):ou arc aware, any parents, subsidiaries,
affiliaies, officers, directors, owners, employess, sharcholders, ageats, or assigns of the entities
identified above. ’

Documents include, but are not limited to, memoranda, correspondence, notes, minutes from
mectings, schedules, messages, appointment logs, telephone logs, telephone messages,
photographs, and computer disks.

Every employes is respoasible for searching all of his or her files and records to ensurs a
comprehensive search. [n the White House Office, the Office of Policy Development, and the
Executive Residence, cach Office head or Assistant to the President must certify that his ot her staff
has done 2 complete scarch. For all other Exccurive Office of the President (EOP) ageacies or
entities, the Geaeral Counsel must certify that all agency records have been provided.

We recognize that this request is, in some respects, duplicative of 2 prior document requests. To
ensure & complete response, however, please provide all responsive documents = even those you
may have previously provided. ’ ’

All document must be provided by NOON ON MONDAY, DECEMRER 23, 1996 to Cheryl
Mills, OEOB Room 128. If you have any questions, please call Cheryl Mills (6-7900) or Wendy
White (6-7361).

~
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASKHINOTON
January 9, 1997
MEMORANDUM FOR: EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT STAFF
FROM: JACK QUINN, COUNSEL TO THE PRESID! QW‘
x*
SUBJECT: Eellaw-up to Decamber 16, 1996 Document Requass
On December 16, 1996, we asked you to search for materials in resp to we ived from

cemm congrcssnonul committces and the Depanment of Justice. As umwp to this request, please

h h and plete search of ALL of your records that were creeted or received between
DECEMBER 23. 1996 JANUA.’RY 9, 1997 — whether clectronic, paper or any other form — and
provide any Ag or relating in any way to the following:

Indiidus)
John Huang

James T. Riady

Mochear Riady

P. Kanchanalak

Pauline (or Pompimol) Kanchanaiak

Pautine (or Pornpimol) Parichankul

Aricf Wiriadinata

Soraya Wiriadinata

Ysh Lin Trie {gka Charles {"Charlic*) Yah Lin Tric)
Johnny Chien Chuen Chung {aka Johnay Chung}
Hashim Ning

Yogesh Gandhi

John Hoon Kyung Lec (aka John H.K. Lee, Lee Kyung Hoon or Kyung Hoon l.ce)
Hogen Fukunaga

Yoshia Tanaka

George Psaltis

Hsing Yun {aka Shing Yun)

Tzu Jung (aka Su-jen Wu)

Shih Hsin Kuang

Hsiso Pi-Hsia

Chu Lin Hsiu (aka Hsiu Chu Lin)

Jou Shen {aka Jou Sheng)

Man Ya Shih

Siuw Moi Lian

Mi Ryu Ahn

Cary Hsueh

Keshi Zhan

Xiping Wang

Yue F. Chu

Pirase include sny documents referring or relfating to visits to the White House by, or other activities of,
any of the aforementioned individuals.

2 EXHIBIT

137-1
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Exmiti
The Lippo Group

Lippobank

Cheong Am America

K & L Intemnational

K & L Internationsl Partners, Inc.

Psaltis Corporation

Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd.

Autommted Intelligent Systems, Inc.
Bang Chang Group

Bang Chang Internstional

San Kin Yip International Trading Corp.

Please include in your search and production, to the extent you arc awire, any parenis, subsidiaries,
affilistes, officers, dircctors, owners, employees, shureholders, agents, or assigns of the entitics
identified above,

Documents include, but are pot limited to, d d , notes, mi from
: et P Taeh

logs, telep logs, teleph B

) : S ges, app
p graphs, and p disks.

Please remember that you must maintain all original White House or Executive Office of the
x rctuding d

Presid g that are responsive to this and previous docuraent
requests. In addition, please provide your d in the in which they are maintsined in
yaur files.

Every employee is responsible for hing all of his or her files and records to ensure a
comprehensive search. In the White House Office, the Office of Policy Development, and the
Executive Residence, each Office head or Assistant to the President must certify that his or her staff
has done » complete scarch. For all other Executive Office of the President (EOP) agencies or
entities, the General Counsel must certify that all agency records have been provided,

All document must be provided by NOON ON THURSDAY, JANUARY 16, 1997 to Cheryl
Mills, OFOB Room 128. f you have eny questions, please csll Chery! Mills (6-7900) or Ksren
Popp (6-7901).
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Mr. BENNETT. I note with respect to the first directive, exhibit
135, looking at the second page, that that directive included the
particular attached request for information or subpoena. I think it’s
on the television screen in front of you, sir, if you want to take a
minute to look at it on the document.

Mr. RUFF. Unhappily, sir, the screen is only modestly legible.
Yes, I see it.

Mr. BENNETT. That directive, in fact, Mr. Quinn just also at-
tached the particular request for information which had come from
the investigative body; isn’t that correct?

Mr. RUFF. Yes, that appears to be the case.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, you, in fact, worked with Mr. Quinn
prior to working with Mr. Ruff; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. That is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And what is your present title?

Ms. MiLLs. Deputy Counsel to the President.

Mr. BENNETT. You are essentially the No. 2 lawyer in the office;
is that right?

Ms. MiILLS. There are two deputy counsels; myself and Mr. Bruce
Lindsey.

Mr. BENNETT. So essentially only Mr. Ruff outranks you in the
Office of White House Counsel; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. I don’t like to think of it that way, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. I won’t ask you if you outrank Mr. Ruff. Let me
rephrase my question.

You had, in fact, been employed in the first term of the Clinton
administration in the Office of White House Counsel?

Ms. MILLS. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. And you, in fact, assisted Mr. Quinn in the prepa-
ration of these directives that we just placed up on the screen; isn’t
that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. No, it’s not. I think, as you know from my deposition
testimony, this first directive I was not involved in. The second di-
rective I was.

Mr. BENNETT. I’'m sorry, Ms. Mills, I did not take your deposi-
tion. I apologize for that error.

Ms. MILLS. I'm sorry; I thought you had my transcript.

Mr. BENNETT. I looked at part of it. Then you assisted in the sec-
ond directive; is that correct?

Ms. MILLS. Right.

Mr. BENNETT. And how about the third directive? Did you assist
in the preparation of that directive?

Ms. MILLS. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. So then I misstated as to the first of the three, but
then directives two and three in December and January you pre-
pared those?

Ms. MiLLS. That’s exactly correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And whose decision was it to attach copies of the
actual request, whether it was a request for documents or a sub-
poena? Did you make a decision to attach the particular request
with these directives from Mr. Quinn?

Ms. M1LLS. I think you are speaking about the first directive, and
I was not involved in the first directive. The second two directives
actually were with respect to requests that we had received and we
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went about ensuring that we put all the information from the par-
ticular requests in there in a form that would be understandable
to our staff.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, was it Mr. Quinn’s policy to generally
seek to attach the particular document request or subpoena to a di-
rective?

Ms. MILLS. No.

Mr. BENNETT. And directing your attention to the group of law-
yers who arrived—in fact, you and Mr. Lindsey were the only two
holdovers from the first term; isn’t that correct?

Ms. MiILLS. That’s incorrect. In fact, at that time there were sev-
eral other members of the Counsel’s Office who were still there, but
they have since departed.

Mr. BENNETT. Well, let me ask you this. Is it safe to say that by
February or March of this year that essentially there had been a
complete turnover with the exception of you and Mr. Lindsey?

Ms. MiLLs. I think by June, that would be an accurate state-
ment.

Mr. BENNETT. And by mid-January of this year, just prior to Mr.
Ruff’s arrival, there were a considerable number of documents
which had already been compiled; isn’t that right?

Ms. MiLLS. We were beginning the collection with respect to the
December 16th and January 9th. At that point, we had compiled
documents. We had not completed, obviously, compiling all of the
materials nor had we began all the production related to those ma-
terials, as I think you might know.

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, in late January, early February, right
around the time of Mr. Ruff’s arrival, a significant number of docu-
ments were turned over to the Department of Justice under your
supervision; isn’t that correct?

Ms. MiLLsS. I believe somewhere on the order of 3,000 pages had
been turned over at that point.

Mr. BENNETT. And in terms of your efforts for document compli-
ance in searching for information, you had actually gone through
a number of documents yourself with respect to Mr. John Huang;
isn’t that correct?

Ms. MILLS. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, you sent an aide down to the photo office
to see if you could find photographs of Mr. Huang or the Riadys
at some point in time.

Ms. MiLLs. With respect to the WAVES request, when we were
getting press requests from a number of individuals, we made an
attempt to go through and identify all the different WAVES records
for Mr. Huang. I believe we had a request from the committee for
that information as well. And so in the course of trying to establish
which was the correct John Huang, which was an individual who
was also named John Huang, but not the same John Huang, that
is how we went about trying to discern the appropriate visitor and
determining whether or not Mr. Huang was or was not the correct
John Huang.

Mr. BENNETT. And during that process, did you, in fact, deal with
the White House Communications Agency, better known as
WHCA?
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Ms. MiLLs. I dealt with the photo office. I did not deal with the
audio visual section of the WHCA, as I think you probably are
aware. I was not familiar with their practices with regard to
videotaping.

Mr. BENNETT. Directing your attention to January 15th of this
year, prior to Mr. Ruff’s arrival, there was, in fact, a letter sent
by Chairman Burton of this committee, I believe it is exhibit 138
that is on the screen now, with respect to the matter of compliance
with document requests of this committee. Did you discuss this
matter with Mr. Ruff when he arrived?

[Exhibit 138 follows:]
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ONE MUNDRED FIFTH CONGARESS

Congress of the Enited States
Fouse of Repregentatives .

COMMITTEE.ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
2357 Raveuan House OFRice Buioma
WasrinaToN, DC 20515-6143
{202) 225-5074

January 15, 1997

M. Charles F.C. Ruff
Mr. John M. Quinn
‘White House Counsel
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Messrs. Ruff and Quinn:

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and X1 of the House of Represemtatives, the
Comumittee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign
wontributions to the Democratic Nationai Committee, other alieged campaign fundraising abuses,
guestionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust and/or the legal defense
funds of administration officials, political activities of agency officials or misuse of agency
resources and any related matiers arising out of these areas,

It has come to my attention that Mr. Quinn distributed two memos instructing all White
House staff to collect and submit documents to the Counsel's Office, many of which ars relevant
to the Committee's inquiry as defined above. Iam encouraged by this action, as a prompt
“response by the White House will allow this investigation to pmceed in an orderly fashion. As
we begin this process ] trust we can work together, in a coop to complete this
essential review.

To prevent conflicts or the appearance of conflicts, it is essential that none of the
individuals who were involved in dealing with Mr, Huang, Mr. Tri¢ or any of these DNC
fundraising matters be involved with the collection of documents or response to Congressional
requests. In this regard, it has been confirmed by the White House that Deputy Counseis Bruce
Lindsey and Cheryl Mills attended a May 9, 1996 ing hie funds reised
by Mr. Trie for the Presidential Legal Expense Trust. In addmon. Specml Counsel Jane
Sherburne reported that Mr. Lindsey relayed misieading information about the President’s
meetings with the Riady family. Iunderstand that Ms. Mills currently is in charge of document
production on this matter.  Given this information and what ! am sure is your interest in avoiding
any conflicts as we begin reviewing these maners, I trust that you will not have interested parties
such as Mr, Lindsey or Ms. I«misworkmgenthesemmers. 1 would appreciate your assurance
that they will not be participating in any way with this investigation.
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Charles F.C. Ruff
January 15, 1997
Page 2

Finally, during the 104th Congress, the White House and Committee agreed that
production of documents within 15 days was a bl P period. A dingly. we
request the documents on the attached list, with a production log, by January 30, 1997. The
production log should include each d ’s Bates number, author, description and source

file.

Thank you for your prompt attention to these matters. If you have any questions please

do not hesitate to contact me.
2 Sinx:em'.!yi

Dan Burton
Chairman

ce: Rep. Henry Waxman
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Attachment 1

(1) For the purposes of this request, the word "record” or "records™ shall include, but shall
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written. typed.
printed, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio
taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not limited to, any writing.
reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any
fashion, including any and all computer entries, memoranda, diaries, phone bills. telephone logs.
telephone message slips, tapes, notes, talking points, letters, journal entries, reports, studies,
drawings, calendars, manuals, press releases, opinions, documents, analyses, messages,
summaries, bulletins, disks, briefing materials and notes, cover sheets or routing cover sheets or
any other machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record” shall aiso
include redacted and unredacted versions of the same record.

(2) For purposes of this request, the terms "refer” or "relate” and "concerning” as to any
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals
with, or is in any manner whatsocver pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to
records concerning the preparation of other records.

(3) For purposes of this request "White House" refers to any and all employees of the
Executive Office of the President; the First Lady and her office; the President; the Vice-
President; consultants, whether paid or not paid; volunieers; and all employees of the executive
branch assigned to, or working at the White House, regardless of designation describing their
service at the White House.

(4) For purposes of this request any records requested included all records which you
have in your physical possession as well as any records to which you have access, any records
which were formerly in your possession or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in
storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically identified, the request includes all
documents to the present.

1. All records relating to the following individuals:

John Huang

James T. Riady

Mochtar Riady

P. Kanchanalak

Praitun Kanchanalak
Pauline Kanchanalak

a.k.a Pornpimol Parichattiul
Arief Wiriadinata

Soraya Wiriadinata

o mmunwe

s EXHIBIT
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Hashim Ning

Johnny Chien Chuen Chung

aka. Johnny Chung

Yogesh Gandhi

John Hoon Kyung Lee

ak.a John HK. Lee, Lee Kyung Hoon,
or Kyung Hoon Lee

Hogen Fukunaga

Yoshia Tanaka

George Psaltis

Hsing Yun

ak.a. Shing Yun

Tzu Jung

ak.a Sv-Jen Wu

Siuw Moi Lian

Mi Ryu Ahn

Gary Hsueh

Keshi Zhan

Xiping Wang ‘

Jung Wang (or Wang Jun)

Yue F. Chu

Mark Middleton

Mark Grobmyer

Yah Lin “Charles” Trie

Nora Lum

Al records related to Mr. Trie’s appointment to the Commission on U.S.-Pacific Trade
and Investment Policy.

All records related to Executive Order Number 12987 which expanded the membershi

4

of the above named Commission.

All records on the following corporations:

“rzommpowE >

Lippo Group, including LippoBank, LippoLife, PT. Multipolar Corporation or
any other affiliate and/or subsidiary of the Lippo Group.
Cheong Am America

K&L International

K& International Partners

Psaltis Corp.

Hip Hing Holdings Ltd.

Automated Inteliigent Systems Inc.

Ban Chang Group (a.k.a. Bang Chang CGroup)

Ban Chang International (a.k.a. Bang Chang Int.)

San Kin Yip International Trading Company
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CommerceCorp. International

Arkansas International Develop Co.
Acgis Capital Management Corporation
Poly Technologies, Inc.

zZzrm

All records relating to Legal Expense Trusts, or other type of legal defense fund formed
by any current or former Clinton administration White House employee. Please include
SF-278 forms or related gift disclosure forms filed with the ethics office in the White
House which require the reporting donations to such funds.

- All records relating to any contacts between White House staff'and any trustee and/or
employee of the Presidential Legal Expense Trust.
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Ms. MiLLs. When everyone arrived, there was, as you would say,
there was a large number of individuals who arrived to do the in-
vestigative work, and I did sit down with the new staff who were
going to be doing the investigative work to apprise them of what
had taken place to that point and also what matters we had that
had just come in that needed to be addressed.

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, your office is right next door to Mr. Ruff’s
office in the White House; is that right?

Ms. MiLLs. It is now. At the time you're speaking of now, it was
in the Old Executive Office Building.

Mr. BENNETT. And when did your office move next door to Mr.
Ruff’s?

Ms. MiLLs. Early February.

Mr. BENNETT. Upon his arrival?

Ms. MiLLs. I believe that is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. Incidentally, Ms. Mills, just to perhaps correct a
misimpression by Congressman Waxman, you did not testify before
the Senate; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLS. No, I did not.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, with respect to the time period of Feb-
ruary 6th at the time that Mr. Ruff met with Chairman Burton,
I assume that except for Bruce Lindsey, there were basically no
other persons upon whom Mr. Ruff could rely for document produc-
tion in that I think Mr. Breuer has testified that at least he
thought by February or March, Mr. Breuer in an earlier deposition
testimony, that by February or March the entire new team had ar-
rived. So I gather that upon Mr. Ruff’s arrival and your taking the
office next to Mr. Ruff, that Mr. Ruff was relying upon you to assist
him in efforts of document production upon his arrival?

Ms. MiLLs. That’s correct. I was transitioning those matters.
There was one member of the team who arrived in December 1996,
but apart from that; that is correct.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Ruff, ultimately there was a subpoena that
was served by the committee, the subject subpoena for your ap-
pearance today, and I believe that is exhibit 139. The March 4th
subpoena. Mr. Ruff, do you know who actually received the sub-
poena and receipted it?

[Exhibit 139 follows:]
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Subpena Duces Tecum

By Quthority of the-Fouse of Representatives of the
Congress of the Wnited Svtates of Smerica

President, The White House, 1600 Pemmsylvania Avenue, N.VW., Washington, D.C. 20500
- You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the

y MeCay ot shals Service

- to serve and make return,

Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Represeatatives
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this
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SCHEDULEA

Subpoena Duces Tecum
Commiittee on Government Reform and Oversight
United States House of Representatives

TO:

Executive Office of the President
The Whitz House

1600 Petinsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20500

SERVE: Charies F.C. Ruff
Counsel to the President

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign fundraising abuses,

ionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust and/or the legal defense
ﬁmds of administration officials, polmca.! activities of agency officials, misuse of agency
resources, and any related matters arising out of these areas.

As part of its investigation, the Committee hereby subpoenas the following records.
Please provide production logs which indicate each record’s Bates number, author, description,
and source file. Where information is available in computer disk form, please indicate and
provide the information by computer disk rather than paper copy. If you have any questions,
please Chief Investigative Counsel Barbara C k at (202) 225-5074.

Definiti i) .

(1) For the purposes of this subp the word “record” or "records” shall include, but
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written,
typed, printed, ded, ibed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or
audio 1aped, however produced or duced, and includes, but is not limited to, any writing,
reproduction, u-anscnpuon, photogmph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any
fashion, including and all activity reports, agendas, analyses; announcements, appointment
books. briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or
routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, external
and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (¢-mail), facsimiles,

1
: EXHIBIY
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journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions,
statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes,
statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking points, tapes, telephone bills,
telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of incoming and outgoing teiephone
calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine readable material of any sort whether
prepared by current or former employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without
limitation. “Record” or “records” shall also include all other records, documents, data and
information of a like a similar nature not listed above.

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer” or "relate” and "concerning” as to any
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to
records concerning the preparation of other records.

(3) For purposes of this subpoena “White House” refers to any and all employeoes,
representatives, officers, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid
or unpaid, of the Executive Office of the President; the President; the Vice-President and his
office; the First Lady and her office; Office of National Security Affairs; the National Security
Council; and/or the executive branch assigned to, or working at the White House, regardiess of
designation describing their service at the White House.

(4) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not
Jlimited to. all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to
which vou have access. any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically
identified, the request includes all documents to the present.

(5) The conjunctions “or™ and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that
gives this request the broadest reading.

(6) No records, documents. data or information called for by this request shall be
destroved, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee.

(7) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the requested records, documents, data or information
and provide an explanation of the destruction. discarding, loss, deposit or disposal.

(8) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record,
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different,
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter and indicated or known circulation. Also,
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or

2
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information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege.

(9) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto.

(10) This subpoena includes all Staff S Y ds including all records the President
has seen and/or ¢ d on or responded to.

Requested ltems
1. All records relating to John Huang and all records relating to Jane Huang,

2. All records relating to Mochtar Riady, James Riady, Stephen Riady, Andrew
Riady, Lydia Surywati, Aileen Riady, the Lippo Group, and any affiliate of the
Lippo Group.

3. All records relating to Yah Lin Charles Tric a.k.a. Charlic Trie and any family
member of Mr. Trie, including but not limited to, Wang Mei Trie.

4. All records relating to P. Kanchanalak, Pauline (or Pornpimo}) Kanchanalak,
and/or Pauline (or Pornpimot) Parichattkul; Chupong Kanchanalak (aka Jeb
Kanchanalak) and/or Daungnet Kronenberg.

All records relating to C. Joseph Giroir, Arkansas International Development
Corporation, Giroir & Gregory and/or any business connected with C. Joseph
Giroir, Jr.

w

6. All records relating to Johnny Chien Chuen Chung (aka Johnny Chung),
Automated Intelligence Systems; and/or any business connected with Johnny
Chung.

7. All records relating to John Hoon Kyung Lee (aka John HK. Lee, Lee Kyung
Hoon or Kyung Hoon Lee).

8. All records relating to George Psaitis.

9. All records relating to Mark Middleton, CommerceCorp. International, and/or any
business connected with Mark Middleton for the period February 1, 1995 to the
present.

10 All records relating to any of the following individuals: Soraya and/or Arief

3
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Wiriadinata; Paul Berry; Jorge Bolanos, Craig Hall, Jerome Bertin, Hashim Ning;
Yogesh Gandhi; Hogen Fukunaga; Yoshia Tanaka; Hsing Yun (aka Shing Yun);
Tzu Jung (aka Su-Jen Wu); Hsiao Pi-Hsia; Chu Lin Hsiu (aka Hsiu Chu Lin); Ken
Hsiu; Jou Shen (aka Jou Sheng); Man Ya Shih; Siuw Moi Lian; Mi Ryu Ahn;
Gary Hseueh, Charles DeQueljoe; Keshi Zhan; Xiping Wang; Yue F. Chu; Farhad
Azima; Leo Chan; Ming Chen; Any Hsi-I Chiang; Chin-kaun Chiang; Juan Kuo
Chiang; Hong Jen Chiao; Marina Chiu; Richard Mays, Richard J. Scon Choi (aka
Unchung Choi); Wei Fen Chou; Dario Crosetto; Juan Gallicchio; Ming Yao Hao;
Chiu-lan Ho; Comete H. Hong; Pi Hsia Hsiao; Bor Yun Jen; Bih-Yueh Jeng;
Stanley P. Jobe; Joseph R. Landon; David Lee; Richard Tienken, Qing Li;
Michele Lima; Chong Lo; James Lu; Benito Michaud; Sang Minh Nguyen; Hsu
Pi-chu Nien; Seow Fong Ooi; Gilberto Pagan; Paul Audio; Ai Hua Qi; Max Salas;
Jou Sheng; Shiwen W. The; Min Hsiang Ten; Ying Chiu Tien; Chi R. Wang:
Kun-cheng Yeh; Bun Yeung; Kimmy L. Young; Master Shing Yun; Keshi Zhan;
Master Suma Ching Hai, Eugene Wu, Mark Grobmyer, Paul Berry; Jorge
Cabrera; Dhanin Chearavanont; Sumet Jiaravanot; Sarasin Virpol, Mark Jimenez,
Emest Green; Howard Glicken; Alan Leventhal; Grigory Louchansky; Vivian
Manarrud; Mike Mitoma; Joseph O’Brien; Fred Siegel; Ng Lap Seng: Roger
Tamraz; Melinda Yee, Eric Wynn.

All records relating to any of the following entities: The Lippo Group, Lippobank,
Cheong Am America; K & L Intemnational; K & L International Parters, Inc.;
Psaltis Corporation; Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd.; Automated Intelligent Systems,
Inc.; Bang Chang Group; Bang Chang International; San Kin Yip International
Trading Company, CommerceCorp. International; Hsi Lai Temple; Commerce
International, Inc.; Commerce International of Arkansas, Inc.; Mid-South
Intemnational Trade Association; U.S.-Thailand Business Council, Daihatsu
International Trading Company; Asian Pacific International Inc.; America-Asia
Trade Center, Inc.; American Eco Corp.; ACPC Inc.; American International
Bank; Aviation Leasing Group; Cherry Communications; Chy Corp.; Empire
Sanitary Landfill; Interactive Wireless; Jss Consultants; Japan Green Stamp
America; Kassaouf Real Estate; Promay Plastic; Richfield Window Coverings;
Royal Industries; Supercom; T & W Ants & Crafts (USA); Taiwan Machinery
Trade Center; Tayu (Texas) Inc.; United Global Trading; Victor CNC Systems;
Victor Industrial Supply; Victor Intemnational; Wireless Advantage; Yama Ren
Trade Entertainment; C.K. Victory Investments; Prince Motors, Co.; Global,
USA, Inc.

All records related to Executive Order Number 12987.
All records related to.the Presidential Legal Expense Trust.
All records relating to Hongye Zheng, China Council for the Promotion of

4
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International Trade (CCPIT), Yan Sanzhong, China Petro-Chemical Corp., Jichun
Huang, China International Trust and Investment Corp., Renzhong Wang,
Shanghai AJ Shareholding Corp., James J. Sun, Urumqi Talhe Industry Co,
Jianiong Yu, Wang Jun, Poly Technologies, Poly Group and/or CITIC.

All ds relating to Occid 1 Petrol

All records relating to White House Political Coffees, including but not limited to,
all attendees to the coffees, all invitees to the coffees, all briefing memos for the
coffees, all records relating to expenses of the coffees, all records reflecting
donors attending the coffees, donations connected with the coffees, “installment™
payments from donors, and all notes taken at the coffees, including but not limited
to, notes taken by Harold Ickes, Marsha Scott, Alexis Herman, Doug Sosnick,
Erskine Bowles, Scott Pastrick, Marvin Rosen, Richard Sullivan, and/or the
President.

All records of Air Force I and Air Force II passenger manifests for the period
January 20, 1993 to the present and all records of reimbursements for Air Force I
and/or Air Force II expenses for non-staff passengers.

All records relating to official delegation trips abroad.

All records relating to William Ginsberg, Chief of Staff to Secretary Ron Brown,
inciuding but not limited to his Commerce Department diarjes.

All records of attendees at the White House movies.

All Usher’s records of who was in the White House residence for the péﬁbd
January 20, 1993 to the present.

All records relating to use of the Presidentia! box at the Kennedy Center for the
period January 20, 1993 to the present.

All records of attendees at radio address spots for the period January 20, 1993 to
the present.

All records of who has White House mess privileges for the period January 20,
1993 to the present.

All records of guests at Camp David for the period January 20, 1993 to the
present.

All records of Ann Stock, Carolyn Huber and/or any social secretary at the White

S
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30.

31.

33.

34.

35.

36.
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Homerégnding scheduling of any of the following White House events for the
petiod January 20, 1993 to the present: ceremonies, residence visits, overnight
stays at the White House, Kennedy Center Tickets, Camp David visits, private
dinners, guests at White House movie showings, and official delegation trips
abroad.

All records relating to the Democratic National Committee for the period January
20, 1993 to the present.

All records relating to volunteers at the White House paid by the DNC and/or any
other outside entity.

All records relating to Webster Hubbell.
All records relating to the First Lady’s visit to Guam in September 1995.

All records related to United States policy with Guam, regarding the Jones Act,
the Guam Commonwealth Act, and issues relating to immigration, labor and taxes
and similar issues relating to the Comm Ith of Northem Mariana Isiands
since 1993, including all records relating to contacts between the Interior
Department and the White House ; all records relating to contacts between the
White House and the DNC concerning Guam; all records related to contributions
received from Guam and the Commonwealth of Northern Marian Islands; and all
records relating to contacts between the White House and Govemor Carl
Gutierrez of Guam.

All records relating to any meetings held in the White House complex (including
the White House residence) attended by any employee or volunteer of the DNC,
including, but not limited to, al! meetings generally known as “Wednesday Money
Meetings.”

All records relating to Truman Amold.

All records relating to the investigation of Secreta.ry Ron Brown by an

Ind d Counscl ludi butnot' ited 10, all records relating to Nora
Lum, Gene Lum, Nickie Lum, Maxme Lum Mauricio, Trisha Lum, and/or
Dynamic Energy Resources, Inc.

All records relating to the American Institute in Taiwan and/or James Wood.

All records relating to the Clinton Birthplace Foundation and/or the Hope
Foundation.
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40.
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42.

43,

45
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All records relating to the Asian Pacific Advisory Council (*APAC™; the Asian
Pacific American Leadership Council (“APALC™); and/or the Asian Pacific
American Working Group (“APAW(Q™).

All cellular phone records, phone credit card records and any charges billed to the
Dernocratic National Committee.

All legal opinions relating to the use of volunteers at the White House.

Al legal opinions relating to fundraising.

All records relating to the President and/or Vice President and fundraising.

All records relating to any expenses connected with White House Political
Coffees, White House overnight guests, Air Force | and Air Force II trips taken by
non-staff, and Camp David guests.

All phone records from Air Force I and Air Force IT for the period September
1995 through November 5, 1996.

All lexus-nexus account numbers for the period January 20, 1993 to the present.

All lexus-nexus searches done on any DNC donors for the period January 20,
1993 to the present.
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Mr. RUFF. I do not. That tends to vary depending on how it is
delivered and what time of day and who happens to be present.
But we view it as having been served on and received by the Office
of White House Counsel.

Mr. BENNETT. Who made the initial determination as to who was
going to ensure compliance with that subpoena and gather the re-
quested material?

Mr. RUFF. I think it is fair to say, Mr. Bennett, that we treated
this subpoena as we would any other subpoena or request for docu-
ments. Principal responsibility for responding to these sorts of sub-
poenas is vested in what I'll refer to as the investigative side of my
office, which is headed by Mr. Breuer as Special Counsel to the
President.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills and Mr. Ruff, I'll note that paragraph
1 of page 1 of that subpoena, clearly calls for videotapes; isn’t that
correct?

Mr. RUFF. It refers to video or audio recording, yes.

Mr. BENNETT. And I believe, and if I am incorrect, Mr. Ruff, cor-
rect me, and I note and have appreciated your great candor in our
meetings in terms of the error in not turning the material over, but
neither of you dispute the fact that the videotapes recently pro-
duced by the White House were clearly within the scope of this
subpoena back in March of this year; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. That’s correct.

Mr. RUFF. Yes, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Now, Mr. Ruff there was a directive which you ul-
timately sent out on April 28, 1997, I believe noted as exhibit 140
and we will place it on the screen.

[Exhibit 140 follows:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 28, 1997
MEMORANDUM FOR: EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
FROM: F.C. RUFF
TO.THE PRESIDENT _
SUBJECT: Document Request

This request is part of what have besn exteasive efforts to gather materials responsive to various
doctment requests from outside entities. We ask that you conduct & thorough and complets search
o@f your records (whetber in bard copy, computes, or other form) that were created during
the period January 20, 1993 to the presest (unless noted otherwise below) for materials responsive
to the requsts below. Plesse provide copies of thm doc\.!men:s in the manner in which they are

mainained in your files. .

PLEASE NOTE: Because this has been an ongoing process, some of the names listed on
Anachment A are similar or identical to previous requests, Therefors, if you are certain that you
have previously provided a document in respoase to 2 Counsel's Office request, please do not
provide it again. If you have previously searched fora parﬁa.xhr category of document, please
update your search to ensure that you provide any responsive records that were created or
discovered after your last seasch. Moreover, pleass remember that under the Presidential Records
Act you rust waintain all gggina] White House or Executve Office of the President documents,

including documents that are responsive to this and previous document requcsts

Every employee is responsible for searching all of his or ber own files and records to ensure 2
comprehensive search. In the White House Office, the Office of Policy Development, and the
Executive Regidence, mhoﬁoehudot&smwthekmﬁcmmmmfymm“hqmﬁ'
has done & complete search. For all other Executive Office of the President (EOP) agencies or
entities, the General Counsei (or agency head) must certify that ail agency records have been
provided. Appropriate search certification forms are attached for your use.

In addition, the Counsel's Office has been working closely over the past seversl weeks with the
staff‘ of the Office of Rword.s megemenr. and they have been gathering responsive materials

4 in storage. Ifyoub files that you have sent to Records Management may conmin
responsive information, please feg us know so that we can ensure that ali responsive documnents can
be located. Thank you very much for your cooperation in this respect.

All documents must be provided by NOON ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 1997 to Michaze!

Iinbroscio or Dimitri Nionakis, OEOB Room 125. if you anticipate any difficulty in meeting
this deadline, or if you have any questions, please call Michael Imbroscio or Dimitri Nionakis 3t
456-7901 so that we may offer any assistance lvukble from our office.
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Plexse search your files and records for the following materials:

1.

b. Referring or relating to any

Any documents or materials:

a. Referring or relating to any of the individuals or entities on Attachment A.

b. R:femng or relmng o Whuc House political coffess (including logistical issues, foliow-
r ding or proposing invitess, cl q for
mendes, ee.);
c. Referring or refating to voluntesss at the White House paid by the DNC and/or any other
non-federal entity;
d. Referring or relating to any fundraising events during the First Lady’s trip to Guam on
Scptember 4, 1995; . .

Referring or reliting to the Asian Pacific Advisory Council (APAC); the Asian Pacific
American Leadership Council (APALC); and/or the Asian Pacific American Working

Group (A.PAWG)
f. Referring or relzmng to Executive Order Number. 12987, which expmdd the membership

of the Commission on U.S.-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy (also know as the*
Bingaman Commission). NOTE: Responsive records do not include documents relating to

the form and legality of the Executive Order. .

Any documents or materials dated — or if undated. documents created or received — after
Jaguary 1, 1994:

a Referring or relating to the D ic National'C intee (DNC) and fundraising
(including any documents related to DNC fundraising me‘ungs or eveats, DNC financial
projections o budgets, any DNC fundraising prepared by or that refe
Harold Iekes, ete.). -

Any documents or materials dated — or if undated, documem; created or received — after
February 17, 1995:

. Referring or relating to Mark Middl C ceCorp International, and/or any

business you know to be related to Mark Middleton,

Any documents or materials dated — or if undated, documents created or received - after
Jaouary I, 1996-

a Referring or refating to i b Michael Cardozo and White
House suaff or individyal donors — _g.z, Yah Lin “Charlie” Tric — regarding raising money

for the Presidential Légal Expense Trust;

or with Occidental Petrol
Corporation (OPC) concerning business or investment by OPC in the Sudan.

"Any documents or materials dated ~ or if undated, documents created or received — between
August 3, 1996 and December 31, 1996

a. Referring or relating to the Whne House Data Base (WHODB).

3 EXHIBIT
l 140-2
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ENTITIES"
America-Asia. Trade Ceater, Inc.
Arkansas Intemational Development Corporation
Autornated Intelligence Systems, Inc.”
Ban Chang Group®
Ban Chang International*
C.K. Victory [nvesunents
China Council for the Promotion of Intemational Trade (CCPIT)
China [nternational Trust and Invesmment Corp. (CITIC)
China Petro-Chemical Corporation
Cheong Am America*
Commerce International, Inc,
Daibatsu International Trading Company

- Dynamic Energy Resources, Inc. .
Giroir & Gregory
Hip Hing Holdings, Ltd *
Hsi Lai Temple*
Lippobaok®
Lippo Asia (U.S.A) Inc.
The Lippo Group (or any affiliates)*
Mid South International Trade Association
Poly Techaologies :
Poly Group
Prince Motors Co:
Psalitis Corporation
San Jose Holdings Inc.
San Kip Yip International Trading Corp.*
Shanghai AJ Shareholding Corp.
Surna Ching Hai Buddhist sect
U.S. Thailand Business Council
Wireless Advantage

Please include in your search and production, to the extent you are aware, any parcnts,
subsidiaries, affiliates; officers, directors, owners, employees, shareholders, ageuts or assigns of

* the entities identified above.
7

Individuals and entities which were the subject of previous docurnent requests are
denoted with aa asterisk (*). For these items, please update your search for records created of
discovered since January 9,'1997, the date of your last search. )
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ATTACHMENT A

Mi Ryu Ahn* Maxine Lum Mauricio
Farhad Azima Vivian Maanereud
Jerome Berlin Richard Mays
Paul Berry Warren Medoff
Jorge Cabrera Carlos Mersan
Dhaain Chearavanont Mike Mitoma
Sumet Chearavanont William Morgan
Richard J Soon Choi (aka Unchung Choi) Hashim Ning®
Yue F. Chu* George Psaltis®
Johnny Chiea Chuen Chung Aileen Riady
* (aka Johnny Chung)* Andrew Riady
Yogesh Gandhi® James Riady*
Howard Glicken Mochtar Riady*
Erpest Gresn Stephed Riady
Master Suma Ching Hai Yan Sanzoung
Ken Hsiu Ng Lap Seng
Jane Huang Ma Ya Shih*

Jichun Huang Fred Siegel

Jobn Huang* Jarpes J. Sun

Mark Jimenez Lydia Surywat

Wang Jjun Roger Tamraz

Chupong (or Jeb) Kanchanalak Richard Tieaken
P. Kanchanalak* Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie*
Pauline (or Pornpimol) Kanchanalak® .Wang Mei Trie

(aka Pauline (or Pormpimol) Parichattkul®) Sarasin Virpol
Daungnpet Kronenberg Renzhong Wang
John Hoor Kyung Les® Xiping Wang*

(aka John HK Lee, Lee Kyung Hoon, or Arief Wiriadinata®
Kyung Hoon Lee)* : Soraya Wiriadinata*
Alan Leventhal Eugene Wu
Chong Lo Eric Wynn
Grigory Louchansky - Melinda Yee
Gene Lum Hsing Yun (aka Shing Yun)*
Nickie Lum Keshi Zahn*

Nora Lum Hongye Zeog
- Tricia Lum

T Individuals and entities which were the subject of previous document requests are
denoted with an asterisk (*). For these items, please update your search for records created ot
discovered since January 9, 1997, the date of your last search.
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Mr. RUFF. Yes, sir.

Mr. BENNETT. Is there any reason why there was almost a 2-
month delay before forwarding this directive to members of your
staff to seek compliance with this subpoena?

Mr. RUFF. This directive to my best recollection, Mr. Bennett,
was intended to encompass a variety of requests and subpoenas re-
ceived not only from this committee, but from other investigative
bodies as well.

There had been, as you know, during the February, March, April
period, ongoing efforts to collect documents and produce those that
were responsive to the earlier Quinn directives as well as specific
searches that were being conducted. This really was designed to
vxg_ap up a whole range of different requests that had come into the
office.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, you were, in fact, aware of the existence
of the entity known as the White House Communications Agency
as early as last year, 1996, weren’t you?

Ms. MiLLsS. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, that is the entity that produces the video-
tapes that are subject to question here among the many questions
we have?

Ms. MiLLs. It is the entity that produces them among lots of
other responsibilities that they have.

Mr. BENNETT. And if I can, showing you exhibit 141, which is the
memorandum in April 1996 from Mr. Quinn, noting that that agen-
cy, WHCA, would be recording political events, you in fact assisted
in authoring that memorandum in April 1996; is that correct?

[Exhibit 141 follows:]
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DRAFT

April 8, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR WHITE HOUSE STAFP

FROX: JACK QUIRN
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Reminder: Appropriate Usa of Reasources

As we get closer to the genaral election season, ve vant to
remind staff that federal rescurces may not be used to assist in
political activity on behalf of the President's re-election
efforts. This memorandum outlines appropriate use of federal
resources on the White House complex during the campaign season.

As a general principle, government raesources should not be used
for campaign purposes. In certain instances where official
resources are used for purposes that may be considered campaign-
related, there must be prompt reimbursement for the costs
incurred by the government. To ensure that White House resources
ars not used, as a general matter, to support campaign activity,
White House staff should use that equipment that has not been
paid for from appropriated funds for political activity.

¥hite House Equicment

White House equipment, including computere, coplers, and
facsinile machines, i{s for official purposes and should not be
used for campaign activity. Bacause of the need for liaison
betwveen limited numbers of White Housa staff members and variocus
political committees, telephones may be used for local calls.
However, White House t-lezhonol must not be used, aven locally,
for reqular comaittee activities such as recruiting velunteers or
fundraising. Moreover, any long-distance calls for campaign
activity aust be made using a personal or campaign calling card.

¥hite House Communications Agency (WHCA) Rasources

WHCA is a Department of Defense agency; its aission is te provide
communications support for the President of the United States in
his official capacity. Accordingly, it is important that stafe
appreciate the limitations on WHCA’s activities as they relate to
political activity.

WHCA facilities provided in connection with Presidential travel
may continua to be used during mixed and wholly political trips.
The facilities must be used axclusively for communicatiohé S
relating to trip planning and arrangements and not for direct
political purposes such as campaign fundraising and crowd-

building.

DRAFT
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URAFT

Unlike for official evente, WHCA only provides limited support
for the President during political svents on the road and at the
White House. This support is limited to the following
activities:

1. providing technical advice to the staff regarding the
quality of audio-visual systems;

2. ingtalling Presidential lecterns, microphones and
taleprompters;

3. recording Presidential resarks for the Archives;

4. announcing the President; -

S. opsrating teleprompter equipsent for Preaidential use;

6. feading Presidential remarks to the Press Filing Center;

7. installing phones, facsinile machines, computers and other
comsunications equipment for official usa when travelling;
this equipment may not be used for political purposes.

WHCA will not provide the tolleving support for political events:

1. lights or sound equipment, nor contract for such equipment;

2. make announcements at political events that include other
candidates or anncuncements with a partisan slant (a.q.,
“"the naxt President of the United Statas . . .%);

3. install or cparate comnunications equipment that is intended
for campaign staff or used for political purposas such as
crovd-building or fund-raising.

If WHCA provides any of the aforementioned support during a
political event, there must be prompt reimbursement.

Government operators should not be used by staff xembers to place
campaign-related or other political long distance calls. In
addition, the incoming WATS Systam {800 #) should not be used to
call into the White House on campaign or political mattere.
Similarly, government credit cards may not be used for canpaign
teléphone calls. PFinally, WHCA equipment -- including cellular
telephenes and two-way radios -~ only may be used for official
purposes.

¥hite. House Services

-Services provided at the White Bouse are for official businsss.
Texis-Rexis Eay not be used to.conduct ressarch for campaign
purposes. Similarly, staff masy not ask the Library staff to
conduct research or gather information for campaign purposes.
The White Bouse messenger service may not be usad to take
packages te or pick packages up from the mfuqn or Democratic

© National Committee officeg, nor may you uss inner office mail for
campaign purposes. Likewiss, White House stationary, envelops
and postage is for official use only. Finally, the White Eouse

DRAFT ’
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Frint shog g:cducas reports, charts, paaphlets and other material
for official purposes; campaign and partisan political documents
should not be sent to the print shop for raproductioen.

¥hite House Photographa

Whits Houss photographers may continue to photograph all
Presidantial, First Lady, and Vice Presidential activities for
the purposs of creating an archival record of this
Administration. ERowever, as a general rule, photographs taken by
-White House photographers at political events should not be used
tor distribution to individuals attending such events or .for any
other political or campaign purposa.

Photographs taken at events in the Executive Residence (other
than politically-sponsored events), at West Wing and East Wing
zoetings, and at non-political evants outside the White House may
be distributed consistent wvith reqular practices. In addition,
photographs taken of persons assisting with official aspects of
any Presidential trip (e.g,, Fire Daiu'taent personnel, Emergency
Medical staff, hotel staff) say be distributed pursuant.to
ordinary practices.

For security reasons, White House photographers may photograph
politically-sponsored events in the Executive Residence. The
political sponsors must pay the U.S. Trsasury for the cost
associated with producing any photographs it regquests from the
White House Photo Office. A campaign or political committee will
be expected to provide a photographer at all other campaign and
poelitical events for which it desires to distribute photographs
to the participants for political purposes. White House
photographars will not photograph recaiving lines or greetings at
campaign or pelitical svents, except to tha extent necessary fox
archival purposes.

A campaign ox .golitial coxmittes may purchase, for its use,
photographs taken by Wnite Housa photographers in those limited
clrcumstances vhere those photographs provide the only source for
a particular picture. All photograph purchase requests from the
campaign or pelitical committes must be dirscted to the Director
of the White House Photo Offica. A record of sll campaign photo
reguests vill dbe saintained by the Director of the W¥hits House
Photc Office, who will be responsible for billing the caspaign or
political committee for all photo orders on & monthly basis at
tha norsal rate and according to the procedures sstablished by
the Government for the purchase of such pictures,

If you have any questions, please call Chexryl Mills (§-7908) or
Dawn Chirwa (6§-7901) in this Office.

TAF,
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Ms. MiLLs. That’s correct. It indicates that it would be recording
Presidential remarks as opposed to political events.

Mr. BENNETT. But essentially you were aware of the efforts of
WHCA in that regard?

Ms. MiLLs. My interactions with WHCA at that time were not
to walk through a memo. As you probably are aware, there was a
precursor memo that WHCA sent to me outlining what their activi-
ties were. With respect to that memo, we were focused, in par-
ticular, on activities and support that they provided that were tele-
communications-related.

For example, when the President travels, every trip that he
takes, there is always a staff room, and associated with it there are
computers, faxes, phones and other equipment. WHCA wanted to
ensure that they were appropriately following the guidelines that
had been laid out in earlier memoranda that we had sent out re-
garding political activity, so our discussions related to those mat-
ters, as opposed to what other practices or activity they might actu-
ally engage in as an agency.

Mr. BENNETT. Showing you a memorandum 4 months later, once
again involving you with WHCA—and correct me if I'm wrong, Ms.
Mills, because I'm really not sure of this—but exhibit 141-A is a
memorandum in August 1996, and I believe there is a note as to
guidelines, as to the taping of political events by this agency; is
that correct?

[Exhibit 141-A follows:]
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WASHINGTON
Corrnnts, eclids e, . 7

MEMORANDUM FOR WHITE HOUSE OFFICE STAFF C-Zyc0
! Rea 12 Y

August 23, 1996

FROM: JACK QUINN
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIOENT

SUBJECT: Use of White House Communications Agency Resouzces

This memorandum provides guidance regardirig“the’appropriate use
of equipment and services provided by the White House
Comnunications Agency {(WHCA) in support of the President's
official duties. The President's travel in the up-coming twe
months will, for the most part, be campaign-related. I therefore
wanted to take this opportunity to remind staff about appropriate
uses of WHCA resources.® :

WHCA is a Department of Defense funded agency. Its mission is to
provide communications support to the President in his official
capacity. Thus, WHCA does not provide the same level of support
for the Presidert at political events as it does for official
events., As always, staff must be careful to use WHCA resources
sole’y for official purposes during poli%ical travel by the
Presicdent {or any of the other principals).

Reminder on Staff Use of WHCA Equipment

Generally. official White House resources should not be used for
carpaign purposes. In certvain instances where official resources
are used for purposes that may be considered campaign-related,
there must be prompt reimbursement for the costs incurred by the
government. To ensure that White House resources are not used te
support campaign activity, White House staff should use only that
equipment that has not been paid for from appropriated funds for
political activity, unless arrangements for reimbursement to the
government have been made.

In terms of WHCA resources, pleass remember:

1. The incoming WATS System (800 #) should not be used to call
inte the White House on campaign or political matters.

For a comprehensive discussion of political activity,
inciuding appropriate use of WHCA resources, please review the
April 27, 1996 White House Memorandum (Presidential Campaign-
Relaved Political Activity).

t
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2. WHCA facilaties provided outside the White House in
connection with travel may continue toc be used during mixed
and wholly political trips. The faciiities, hovever, must
be used exclusively for.communications relating to trip
planning and arrangements and other official matters and not
for direct political purpeses such as campaign fundraising
and crowd-building. Additionally, WHCA cell phones, radics
and pagers may not be used for political purposes.

3. On Air Force I, if you are making a pelitical call, please
indicate that fact to the operator to ensure that those
lines that are reimbursed by the campaign committee are
used.

WHCA Support

WHCA provides support to the President during official and
political events. During a political event, however, WHCA
support is generally limited to the following:

1. Providing technical advice to the staff regarding the
quality of audio-visual systems:

Installing Presidential lecterns and microphones;

Recording Presidential remarks for the National Archives;
Announcing the President;

Operating teleprompter equipment for Presidential use:
Feeding Presidential remarks to the Press Filing Center;
Installing phones, facsimile equipment, computers and othe:
communications equipment solely for official communications
and activities,

~NAaUne WwN

WHCA will not provide the following support during political
events:

1. Provide light or sound equipment or contract for this
equipment:

2. Make announcements.that include candidates other than the
President or make political announcements (e.g., "and the
next President . ., .")

3. Install or cperate communications eguipment that is intended
for campaign perscnnel or used for political purposes (e.q..
crowd-building, fundraising).

Please remamber that WHCA, as a customer-oriented agency, will
always seek to provide those services that are appropriate. You,
however, are responsible for ensuring that you use these
resources for officlal purposes. If you have any questions about
appropriate use of WHCA resources, please contact Cheryl Mills
(6-7900) in my office.




87

Ms. MiLLs. If you're speaking about on the second page, where
it speaks about reporting Presidential remarks, it is, and as you
are probably aware, there is a precursor memo to this memo from
WHCA that is identical almost to this memo. So what I was trying
to do was ensure that I was providing advice to our staff regarding
the activities that they indicated that they did or didn’t do.

Mr. BENNETT. Just so you understand, there is a limited amount
of time, so I can’t necessarily produce each document to lead into
the next document.

N Ms. MiLLS. No, I understand. But I noticed that that one was not
ere, SO——

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, correct me if 'm wrong, your personal no-
tation ?is in your handwriting at the top of that page to the right;
isn’t it?

Ms. MiLLs. Right.

Mr. BENNETT. Did you at that time—the notation there in terms
of your handwriting on that memorandum, did you at that time
have a general discussion with audiovisual officials with respect to
the particular events that were going to be videotaped by WHCA
over the course of the Presidential campaign?

Ms. MiLLs. No. And as I think you are probably aware, the indi-
viduals with whom I met were not familiar with what WHCA’s
audiovisual practices were at that time. Indeed, Mr. Steve Smith
was not yet assigned to the audiovisual unit, so he was unaware
what practices they had with regard to what they taped and what
they didn’t tape; and the other individuals also, I think, as you
probably are aware from testimony in the Senate, were unaware at
that time. So we did not discuss that.

Indeed, what we were trying to ensure was with respect to the
President’s political activity during a time period where there
would be a considerable amount, we were making sure that
WHCA'’s resources with respect to their phone, their faxes, their
equipment, and their computers were being used appropriately;
and that was particularly of interest because in this time period
forward, the President’s activity at that time was primarily cam-
paign-related with respect to his traveling.

Mr. BENNETT. In fact, I can’t report to you that I read all the
Senate testimony, but Steven Smith, I believe, testified before the
Senate within the last 2 weeks that you came to speak with him
about the role of WHCA in filming events; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. That is not correct.

Mr. BENNETT. His testimony would be incorrect in that regard?

Ms. MiLLS. I'm not familiar that he has made testimony with re-
spect to us having discussions regarding WHCA'’s filming.

Mr. BENNETT. But if that was the extent of his testimony, then
you would disagree with that?

Ms. MiLLs. I would disagree with that, though it is my under-
standing that Mr. Smith has indicated that we did not discuss
WHCA'’s videotaping practices at that time. Indeed, he was not fa-
miliar with them at that time.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, in fact, you are on one of the videotapes
that was released within the last few weeks, I think the March 11,
1995, videotape, if I can have exhibit Roman Numeral 6 or VI. And
if we can, just quickly that is, in fact
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman? Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chair-
man.

Ms. MiLLsS. That’s my lovely family.

Mr. BENNETT. That is you and your family there; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. I will stop, Mr. Chairman, if there is a——

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry
here.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, when we are requesting information
for someone to respond to testimony, we should provide the tran-
script of that testimony so the witness can familiarize herself with
it.

Mr. BURTON. The point is well taken.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills in that regard——

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I have an inquiry, too.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. BARRETT. Do we have a copy of all the exhibits that are
being shown here? I understand there may have been one copy
given to the minority. It is difficult when we see a corner of a pic-
ture to know what the probative value of that is. I mean, it would
be helpful for us, as we go through these, so when counsel is asking
a question, we see more than just the part that is on the screen.

Mr. BENNETT. I will be glad to respond to that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Please, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. The tape, Congressman, is quite lengthy. It wasn’t
my intent to play the entire tape.

Mr. BARRETT. No, not the tape. I'm referring more to the prior
one that we saw. The prior exhibit that we saw on the screen here.
What I would like to do is be able to look at the whole document
as you are showing it on the screen, and to know what the docu-
ment is.

Mr. WAxMAN. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. BARRETT. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. I was going to point out that the majority gave us
these documents and we are now trying to duplicate them. They
just gave it to us just now, so we are trying to make copies as
quickly as possible.

Mr. BURTON. In the future, we will try to make sure that docu-
ments relevant to the hearings will be provided in advance.

Mr. BARRETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, no attempt to be dilatory either,
there have been a series of questions in which the witness has said,
“as you are aware,” and I guess the concern would be—that would
arise out of that is, if the counsel has some information to the con-
trary or that would infer a different slant to things—I mean, there
just seems to be something going on that I am not

Mr. BURTON. Well, relevant documents, we will try to make sure
are given to the minority so that they are aware.

Mr. BENNETT. Congressman Fattah, there is nothing going on be-
tween Ms. Mills and myself. I think we have met each other once
before. Is that correct, Ms. Mills, in case my wife happens to
watch?

Ms. MILLS. I'm not going to answer that question.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will suspend.
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Yes, Mr. Kanjorski?

Mr. KANJORSKI. If I may followup on Mr. Fattah, I think the
counsel examined and asked, as you are aware, Mr. Smith testified
on such and such in the Senate. And then that was not her recol-
lection, that she is aware that he so testified. It would be awfully
helpful, if there is that type of testimony of which the counsel is
aware, if the staff immediately provides us with it, and follows up
and provides it to the witness.

Mr. BURTON. As I said, Mr. Kanjorski, we in the future will try
to make sure that depositions or testimony given in the other body
that’s being referred to will be provided to all Members.

Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, I think just for the record, you and I,
I think, have met once before on Friday morning, October 10th, in
Mr. Ruff’s office; is that correct?

Ms. MiLLs. I believe that’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And this is only the second time you and I have
actually spoken; isn’t that correct?

Ms. MILLS. I believe it is.

Mr. BENNETT. And to the extent that you indicate, as I may be
aware—I don’t presume that I am as aware of some of the facts as
you are—I am trying to get to some facts. If to any extent I sum-
marize something that you think is inaccurate, please correct me,
if you will.

Ms. MiLLs. I am assuming that you have my deposition tran-
script, because that is what I was informed at my deposition. So
if I don’t have that, I don’t, so—OK, I have yours. Thanks.

Mr. BENNETT. Directing your attention to June of this year, Mr.
Ruff, I'll show you your letter of June 27th, which is exhibit 142.

[Exhibit 142 follows:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 27, 1997

BY HAND

The Honorable Dan Burton

Chairman

House Government Reform and Oversight Committee
U.S. House of Representatives

2157 Raybumn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As we discussed yesterday, this letter serves to certify that, to the best of my knowledge,
the White House has produced all documents responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas, with the
exception of those documents that appear on the privilege logs that we have provided to the
Committee.

We have made every effort to collect and produce, on the schedule reflected in my letter
of May 20, 1997, al} documents that are responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas. Further,
however, in order to ensure to the maximum extent possible that no responsive documents have
been overlooked, I have directed my staff 1o continue their efforts to see to it that all areas that
may contain such documents have been searched and that all responsive documents have been
produced. As a result of that continuing process, we have located some additional documents,
which we are producing today under separate cover. and we will, of course, produce promptly
any others that are found.

I appreciate your and the Committee’s courtesy as we have worked through this process.

Sincerely,

Charles F.C. Ruff
Counsei to the President

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman

EXHIBIT

-
o
’ 1421
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Mr. RUFF. Yes, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNETT. And essentially at that time you represented to
Chairman Burton that, to your knowledge, your staff had complied
with all requests contained in the subpoenas; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. That’s correct. As you will note, my letter states, “To
the best of my knowledge, the White House has produced all docu-
ments responsive to the committee’s subpoenas, with the exception
of those documents that appear on the privilege logs,” and then
goes on in the next paragraph to note “our continuing efforts to en-
sure that we have been fully productive of these documents and
that our searches are continuing and we will produce documents
that we find.”

Mr. BENNETT. Did you have any knowledge of the existence of
videotapes at that time, Mr. Ruff?

Mr. RUFF. No, I did not.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills—at any time, did Ms. Mills indicate to
you, Mr. Ruff, that there were videotapes?

Mr. RUFF. No, sir.

Mr. BENNETT. And did you ever inquire of Ms. Mills as to wheth-
er or not she knew of any videotapes?

Mr. RUFF. No, I did not.

Mr. BENNETT. Were there any discussions with her?

Mr. RUFF. Many discussions with her about the general duties of
our office, including the discovery and production of documents, but
nothing that was focused on the issue of videotapes.

Mr. BENNETT. According to—again just as a matter of public
record and not trying to give any concerns to the minority, not try-
ing to repeat the testimony of the Senate, but I think that everyone
is aware of the testimony in the Senate, and if I summarize this
incorrectly, please correct me, Mr. Ruff. But according to testimony
presented in the Senate, there came a point in time where attorney
Donald Bucklin of Senator Thompson’s committee inquired of your
office with respect to the existence of some taping; isn’t that cor-
rect?

Mr. RUFF. I believe the sequence of events is essentially this, Mr.
Bennett: That in a conversation with Michael Imbroscio of my of-
fice on August 7th, Mr. Bucklin raised with Mr. Imbroscio the
question of whether there was some form of clandestine taping of
conversations in the Oval Office, and asked him to inquire into
that.

Then, later in August—I believe the date was August 19th—Mr.
Bucklin sent a letter to Mr. Breuer asking more broadly about the
activities of WHCA. The first time, I believe, which the issue of
videotaping coffees was broached was at a meeting between Mr.
Imbroscio and Mr. Bucklin on September 9th, in which Mr.
Imbroscio described the preliminary results of his inquiry to Mr.
Bucklin; told him there was no evidence of clandestine taping; that
there was taping of DNC fund-raisers; that he didn’t believe that
the coffees had been videotaped, but that he would continue to
search to be sure of the story on that subject.

Mr. BENNETT. Well, with respect to your interpretation of pos-
sible clandestine taping—and I believe those are your words, sir—
did you discuss with Ms. Mills a question from counsel for the Sen-
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ate which you interpreted to ask about clandestine taping at the
White House? Did you inquire of Ms. Mills as to that?

Mr. RUFF. You know, I don’t remember Mr. Bennett. Mr.
Imbroscio came to me shortly after his August 7th meeting with
Mr. Bucklin—and by the way, I think the clandestine taping ref-
erence was Mr. Bucklin’s. I expressed, given my historical experi-
ence, a mild degree of skepticism that any sort of clandestine tap-
ing in the Oval Office had gone on, but instructed Mr. Imbroscio
to do whatever was necessary to find out. I do not remember
whether I mentioned that subject to Ms. Mills or not, because I did
discuss it with Mr. Breuer and Mr. Imbroscio.

Mr. BENNETT. You basically cannot say that you did or did not;
you just don’t recall?

Mr. RUFF. I just don’t have a recollection. Ms. Mills might.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, do you recall whether Mr. Ruff broached
the topic with you of counsel for Senator Thompson’s committee,
suggesting that there might be clandestine taping at the White
House?

Ms. MiLLs. I do not recall that.

Mr. BENNETT. When you say you do not recall, is it your testi-
mony that it did not occur, or you cannot say one way or the other?

Ms. MiLLS. I don’t have a recollection of it occurring.

Mr. BENNETT. And with respect to the September 9th meeting,
Mr. Ruff, when there was apparently a discussion with staff in the
Senate as to taping of political events, but not specifically coffees,
did you at any time have any member of your staff contact any rep-
resentatives of this committee with respect to the fact of political
taping of any type, which you learned about on September the 9th?

Mr. RUFF. Let me be clear, Mr. Bennett, that my brief recitation
of the chronology with respect to Mr. Imbroscio’s meeting was
largely a matter of having heard his testimony on the subject and
discussing it with him. I was not aware of the September 9th meet-
ing, indeed, I think, until October 1st when I first learned of the
existence of the tapes themselves. So there was really no predicate,
I think, for the question of whether or not I would instruct some-
body to raise it with this committee.

Mr. BENNETT. And with respect to the importance of that kind
of topic, there is no point in time that you didn’t ask Mr. Lindsey
or Ms. Mills, based on their history during the first term of the
President’s administration, as to this whole matter of taping, to
your recollection?

Mr. RUFF. No, I am certain I did not. And indeed I would only
comment in that regard, Mr. Bennett, that although legitimately
so, the issue of videotaping has taken on a sort of life of its own
in the last month, the existence or nonexistence of videotaping real-
ly was not an issue that was, I think, high on anybody’s screen
here, other than as a general matter searching for all responsive
documents, whatever form they took.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Ruff, let me ask you this. There was a meet-
ing in your office on Friday morning, October 3, 1997, this year,
when these videotapes had been discovered; isn’t that correct?

Mr. RUFF. That’s correct.

Mr. BENNETT. And who was in attendance at that meeting?



93

Mr. RUFF. I don’t remember who all were there, but it was basi-
cally the investigative team in my office, which would have been
Mr. Breuer, Mr. Imbroscio, and a variety of other lawyers who
work on the investigative side, the purpose being to discuss where
we stood on various elements of document collection and production
and, particularly, the issue of the recently discovered videotapes.

Mr. BENNETT. And Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills was present at that meet-
ing at well, wasn’t she?

Mr. RUFF. I believe so.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, were you present?

Ms. MiLLs. Yes, I was.

Mr. BENNETT. At that point in time, was there any discussion by
anyone of the fact that they knew that there had been, in fact, vid-
eotapes of political events before?

Mr. RUFF. Well, there was discussion of Mr. Imbroscio’s having
found the initial evidence of videotaping. I recall no other discus-
sion of the subject.

Mr. BENNETT. Ms. Mills, did you at that point in time indicate
to Mr. Ruff that if you had known they wanted videotapes, you cer-
tainly could have let people know that there were videotapes? Did
you express any surprise at this request?

Ms. MiLLs. I learned about this the morning of the 3rd, so, I
think, as you might know from prior testimony of mine. So one of
the things that I think was at issue at that time was that the tap-
ing was the coffees. I was quite surprised to learn that there were
videotapes related to the coffees.

Mr. BENNETT. Did you—what steps did you take over the week-
end with respect to this matter?

Ms. MiLLs. I tried to work with the staff and assist in any way
that I could with regard to ensuring that all the appropriate mate-
rials were produced.

Mr. BENNETT. Did you contact Mr. Steve Goodin?

Ms. MiILLS. I'm sure I would have contacted Mr. Goodin prior to
the time we would have produced them, because at that time we
had understood that Mr. Goodin might have been one of the indi-
viduals who worked with WHCA to apprise them of what events
should and shouldn’t be taped.

Mr. BENNETT. Moving on to just the general topic, Mr. Ruff, of
compliance—Mr. Chairman, I’ll yield the balance of my time to an-
other attorney on the staff of this committee and the subcommittee,
Jay Apperson, and I ask that exhibit 146 be placed up on the
screen.

[Exhibit 146 follows:]
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WASHINGTON
January 17, 1994

HKEMORANDUM FOR MARSHA SCOTT

DEPUTY ASSXSTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR OF
CORRESPONDENCE AND PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGES

FROM3 CHRERYL MILLS :
© ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: o sponde t

(-]

This memorandum xesponds to your request for guidance regarding a
new database system for the Correspondence Department. In
particular, you have requested guidance on procurement rules,
recelpt and distribution of data, the Presidentfal and Pederal
Records Act and personal contacts within the computer industry,

Xt is my understanding from you that the Correspondence
Department would like to acquire new software, and an Necessary
assoclated hardware, for a new database system that will be used
to track all ‘contacts and correspondence on behalf of (or by) the
President. This database will be used solely for ofticial
purposes -- to track the officlal contacts and correspondence of
the President and White House employees acting on his behalt or
at his dirxection. '

This memorandun responds to three of tha four questions you
raised in your January 11, 1994 memorandum and in Brich Vaden’s
January 13, 1994 memorandum. IXnformation regardi procuresent
issues needs to be addressed through a meeting, which I will set
up as soon as you would like, with the General Counsel’s office
in the office of Adninistxation.

Receipt and Distribution of Data

The White House can receive data {g_.g._, nanes and addresses,
mailing lists, birthdates and social security numbers, eto.) tor
the proposed database system from any source, provided that the
data is received for use in caraing. out the statutory, o (o e
constitutional, ceremonial or other officfal duties of the Lecon
President. The White House can therefore receive data from

Ctecrac /nocey?
private entities or individuals, non-protit organizatfon ’
political organizations, and ot?’ner sources., g . _%;lgl’l

once White House employees lntegx.;atc Information provided by any—f“'c ’
source into the database system, it becomes govermment property Ll""
in the form that it {s stored in the database system T4

o (
Thereafter, data fxom the database system may be provided t

source out::lde the federal government only for au{horlzed o8 ’;ﬁ‘(,y
purposes. S C.P.R. § 2635.704. Authorized purposes are those ° Z¢¢'"

. T

I :4912 4’7 e
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purposes specified by law or regulation or those purposes for
which Government property is made svailable to the publie. 4.

Genexally, the White House cannot provids data from -

to a non-federal entity ox individsal. Tha White Boﬂ: ﬁggbas.

should not provide an outside entity with ufdated or supplenental
information about data the entity may have initially provided to

the White House, if the newly acquired Information was recofved

in the course of, or for the purpose of, official business, Ka
obviously should ba helpful where the action involved fm dg ¥ theet o
minimis, e.9., correcting addresses, name spelliings, birthdates ,fcﬁa" r
or soclial security numbexs; however, the White House should not ,zp ", 4
provide or update any othex Informatfon for non-federal source (‘jff" “
unlese the information is to fulfill an official purpose, ’:-Ef

I

Presidentia L _Re “
dential and Fedexa) Recoxds Acte sy ‘:‘}"Zg“""’;

Presidential records ara all documentary materials (in

created or received by the President, H- fmnediate (uta:xt‘f ﬁ?r:’
unit or individual of the Executive Office of the Preaident whose
role is to advise andlgssit’it the P}'esldent, in the course of
caxrxying out the Presldent’s constitutional, statut

official or ceremonial duties. ! UEOKYs oF other

Data in the database system is a Presidential record. As such
1t wust be preserved for the Archives. It s important to '
remenber that all information in the database system belongs to
the government and ultimately may be made available to the
publ c.bl'rhefgorge:pondeneotbe artnint should wake ev
reasonablae effort to respec rivacy of the inat

any associated information, lncluged hc\ythc a.um.vﬁﬁg:l and

Notes taken by your assistants in tha process of reviewing
available software also may be subject to the Presidential
Records Act. While informal notes that contain information that
ultimately is reflected in final docusents and that de not
document pollicy development or executlon are not necessarily
Presidential records, they potentially could be subject to the
Act. Accordingly, notes xade by your assistants in thig
enterprise should not be destroyed,

The Federal Records Act provides that all docunentary materials
made or received by an agency of the government in connecticn
with the transaction of gubl ¢ business and appropriate for
preservation because of its informational value as evidencs of
the agency’s policies, decisions, {roceduxes or other activities
arae Pederal records. HNotes taken by employees of the Offica of
Adminfstration for the puxposes of this project may therefore be

N 24519
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subject to Federal Records :kct: houever; it {g more likely that
these notes will be Presldentia) records,

Informal notes that do not add information of value to the
preparation of an officlal record need not be preserved under the
Fedaral Records Act, However, if thess notes are used by
employees of the white House Office in making decisions to advige
and assist your staff, this material may be subject to the
Presidential Records Act. Accordinqu,. these notes should also
be preserved and evaluated at the conclusion of the project to

determine whether they must be preserved, and if so, pursuant to
which Act. °

Foxr further guidance on Presidential records, please consult the
Chief of Staff’s May 5, 1393 memorandun,

XIndustry Contacts’

It {s my understanding from you that one of your assistante,
Exich Vaden, has several contacts in the softwate industry, one
of whom is his brother. It {s permissible for Kr, Vaden to
contact these individuals for advice on technological
issues (e.q., what types of prodicts are on the market, what ig
the state of available technology, etc.). However, Mr. Vaden may
not solicit or engage in an{ negotiaticns with his brother’s
company for software, as this action would violate s ¢,F.R.

§ 2635.502 (involvement In a matter with specific parties likely
to have a direct and predictable impact on the financial interest
of a Iamil{ wember). Similarly, to avoid the appearance of using
public coffica for private gain in violation of § C.F.R. w Lot
§ 2635.702, Mr. Vaden likewise shoul

d not enhgage in any fe”
negotiations with companies at which he has contacts arlsing from /77"
personal relationships, Contract negotiations should be o

cooxdinated with the 0ffice of Administration’s General Counsal,
Chris Serf, but in particular, Stewart Bender (5-2273}.

This memorandum addresses three of the four Issues raised by you
in your memorandum. Xf you need further guidance on any ot the
issues discussed in this nemorandum, please contact me

oA
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Mr. BURTON. Mr. Apperson is recognized for the remainder of the
time.

Mr. APPERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills, good afternoon. The subcommittee of this
committee, chaired by Representative David McIntosh, has been
tasked with conducting an investigation of the White House data
base which was planned and developed inside the Clinton White
House with the use of taxpayer funds to the tune of $1 million-plus
dollars. The investigation includes the possible misuse of that data
base for partisan political purposes.

The subject of our inquiry, from the subcommittee’s standpoint
today, stems from a remarkable incident just last week. After being
repeatedly assured that the requests for documents by the chair-
man and by the subcommittee had been complied with, we were
sent a letter, as you know, Mr. Ruff, on October 28th, conveying
additional documents. And we learned for the first time that those
documents contained some very important ones, ones that had, in
fact, been discovered not in some dusty room in the basement of
the White House, as you referenced in other instances in your
opening statement, but had been discovered fully a year ago when
they were first requested; and that someone in the White House
had found those documents pursuant to the subcommittee’s request
and pursuant to the directive from the Counsel’s Office to find it
and to give it to the Counsel’s Office. And the record reflects that
whoever that was in the White House in fact delivered it to the
Counsel’s Office for production to the Congress.

This is an instance in which that document was then deliberately
determined not to be provided to the Congress pursuant to its re-
quest, not by some low-level staffer but by someone directly in the
White House Counsel’s Office. That person or other persons there-
after placed that responsive document in a file and there it re-
mained.

Now, Mr. Ruff, on August 2, 1996, after repeated attempts to ob-
tain cooperation and relevant evidence from your predecessor, Jack
Quinn, the subcommittee sent a letter directly to the President,
signed by all majority members of the subcommittee, requesting all
documents and materials related to the White House data base
known as WHoDB. The subcommittee had been led to believe that,
the relevant documents pursuant to that request had in fact been
produced.

Now, I have noted your letter of just last week conveying addi-
tional documents and that’s what I want to talk about. Among
these documents

Mr. WAXMAN. Point of inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state his point of inquiry.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are we in the process of questions or are we now
in a monologue? Are we getting to a question?

Mr. BURTON. The counsel has the time as requested and agreed
to, and I'm sure it will result in questions. I think he is setting the
stage for his questions.

The gentleman will proceed.

Mr. ApPPERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On the screen is the
pertinent portion of the request from the subcommittee.
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Mr. RUFF. Mr. Apperson, may I request what exhibit you are
looking at? It’s very difficult to read.

Mr. APPERSON. You have it right on the screen. It’s in a separate
notebook identified as White House data base information, and you
will find that as exhibit No. 3, sir. The attachment to that request
is very specific and sets forth: Requires response from the White
House to furnish documents for all communications concerning the
WHoDB, including and involving the White House, its employees,
internal communications, notes, et cetera.

Now, produced along with your letter was a handwritten nota-
tion, and I will ask that that be put up now as C-64.

[Exhibits 155 and C—64 follow:]
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Congregs of the Wniteh States

Committee on Sobernment Relorm and Obersight
Frouse of Repregentatives

August 2, 1996
BY FACSIMILE

President William 3. Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr, President:

As you know, the House Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs has been conducting an investigation of the White House
Database (WhoDB) at the request of our full Committee Chairman, Wiliam F. Clinger, Jr,

In the course of this investigation, the Subcommittee has requested certain dc
materials, and other information from the White House. Unfortunately, the White House has
provided only a fimited number of documents and incomplete responses to many of the requests
for information.

The Subcommitice has indicated in several letters to your Counsel, John M, Quinn, that
we cannot fulfill our oversight obligation without complete answers to our questions and the
production of all responsive documents and materials,

Specifically, the Subcommittes has requested a copy of the database, an alphabetized list
of the Amesicans on whom a database file is maintained, as well as documents and other materials
related to the design and development of the WhoDB. In response to Mr. Quinn’s objections to
providing the requested information, we have described many of the reasons why we need the
documents, materisls, and answers. (Please see the attached letters of July 3, 10, 23, and 29,
1996 from the Subcommittee to Mr. Quinn.) At the very least, however, this information is
essential for the Subcommitice (o determine if this White House project is s wise and proper
expenditure of more than 550,000 taxpayer dollars and if this project should continue to be
funded by the taxpayers. As you know, this is Congress's most basic oversight obligation.

Mr. Quinn confirms the legitimacy of our oversight needs, and repeatedly says that he
wrants to satisfy themall. In his most recent letier to the Subcommitiee, bowever, Mr. Quinn
provides absolutely no explanation a5 to why he will not provide answers to our questions, In
addition, Mr. Quinn gain rejects our request for an afpbabetized fist of Americans on whom you
maintain s file in the WhoDB. We offered to postpone our request for the entire database if the
White House would snswes & number of questions about the database and produce the fist,

Mr. Quinn argues that the list of Amesicans in the WhoDB would not answer our questions,
Although our recent letters establish that the list would be highly relevant to many of oue
questions, we agree that a copy of the entire database would be a great deal more belphd than the
Tist in satisfying our oversight needs.
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The White House cannot first deny our request for the database and then plausibly deny
other information about the database simply because such information will not provide us with ail
of the information that is y for us to complete our investigation. A more forthcoming
response would be to provide all the necded information. The White House response, or fack
theseof, is unacceptable,

Nor can we abdicate our gversight obligation based on assurances from the White House
that we would find nothing improper in our examination of the WhoDB.! As you can appreciate,
we have & constitutional obligation to determine the facts for ourselves. That means we must

ine the rel de ts and all other necessary information for ourselves, and we must
make our own determinations what information is helpful and refevant to our investigation,

In this regard, you should not be surprised that we have not yet scheduled a personal visit
to review the WhoDB. We have objected from the start to the unacceptable constraints you have
attempted to impose on such a visit, and have also communicated that it would be premature for
us to review the database untit GAO made substantial progress in its review of the technical
configuration of the WhoDB. Thus far, you have not permitted GAO any direct access to the
database itself. Inany event, we have repeatedly indicated that no personal review of the WhoDB
and no technical audit would be a meaningful substitute for the information we have requested.

The Subcommittes is resolved to complete this oversight investigation. Therefore,
pursuant to Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Subcommittee requests that the
materials described in the attached document be provided forthwith

If all of these materials are not provided to the Subcommittee by noon, August 1S, 1996,
we are tesolved to proceed with the steps necessary to issue a formal subpoena for the production
of the documents and materials described.

We urge you to direct your staff to begin prompt compliance with the Sub.

P nittee's
request.

‘Mﬂn\lsbkisnolo\nﬂewmﬂaﬁnddclctmimﬁonsoncompﬁmwimmeaimindhws.mm
increasingly concerned sbout Mr. Quinn’s seeming indifference to whether the WhoDB is maintained and used in
socordance with law because be reflises 1o tel the Subcommitice what steps be bas taken o ensure complisnce with the
law. Mr. Quina docs nat sespood #t all o the possible violation of the Computer Security Act, various ethics lews tat

expenditure of public funds fr improper or noe-approp pup and reluied executive branch reguletions, afl of
which undoubtedly apply to e creation, mai .and\sseot:he%o!)ﬂ.)k@imdoaad&whe?ﬁvam
with & somcwhat cavalier statement Bt it docs not apply o the WhoDB. As the White House Counsel's Office bes
ocoafirmed in an csrlier telephone conversation with my staff, the questioa of whether this White House Office is
geocrally covered under the Privacy Adt depends oa its suprent functions, rather than any malysis of White House Office
operatioas in any of the previous Administrations. The more ouwr Commitice Jearns shout current White House Office
opetations, the more reason there is to conclude that White House Office operations of prior years is o sn
comparisen, and that tbe curreat White House Office would be fouod by # court 1o be covered by the Privacy Act. Evea
iflcouﬂdidﬁndthtlﬂnm%ﬁuﬂwxoﬁummyhmptﬁmmgedmePﬁvaAamsm
are several reasons 1o conclude that the WhoDB is covered by the Privacy Adt, including the involvement of otber
componenlsdlbeExewﬁveOﬁeedﬂmeideu(inil:czuﬁenmdm-inlmme,mdbeumﬂnlpedﬁcmd‘me
WhoDB by White House staff vitistes te normal exeroption. Accordingly, WET you to take the necessary steps to
ensure that the WhoDB is maintained aod used in duoce with all applicable laws.

2.




101

Thark you for your cooperation in this important matter.

Sincerely,

~
©, s st
David M. Mclntosh obert L. Ehrdich, Jr.

m@v Ne Chairman

| .

J. Dennis Hast. JohnM. McHugh

R.b, 9 e
Randy|Tate il Gutkn:

ﬁ;mréorough 6 John Shadegg

72X

Scott Klug

EN
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White House Dagabase Q¥hoDB) Document and Matecial Request

| 8 An electronic copy of the White House Database (WhoDB),

2z An alphabetized list of names in the WhoDB in hard copy and electronic form.

3. All communications related to the WhoDB, including, but not limited to, those involving
the White House, its employees, govemment agencies or entities, and/or the outside
contractors. This includes all documents and materials that memorialize conversations,
meetings, or other communication involving the White House, its employess, and/or the
outside contractors. This should include intemal communications regarding the project, as
well as communications with outside entities including the contractors and other
govemment agencies or entities,

4, All documents related to the specifications, design or modification of the WhoDR,

S, All contracts, invoices, agreements, or other documents detailing the tasks undertaken by
the contractors and its employees, as well as cost-related information.

6. All documents refated to the legality or propriety of creating and maintaining the WhoDB
or refated system{s).

7. All documents refated to who nitiated and approved the WhoDB project.

The foregoing request includes all doc t

and other materials in your possession or control,

including those in draft and final form. It includes all hard copy and electronic materials, including
but not limited 1o, electronic mail, memorands, letters, faxes, phone messages, pager messages,
and notes,
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Mr. BARRETT. Parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BARRETT. Before we get to the next one, again, I am having
difficulty, and it may be that we do have the documents. I have
here exhibit C—65, which is the prior screen, and it has obviously
this material that’s been taken out and highlighted. Everything
else on the page, I'm unable to read.

Mr. APPERSON. If I may, Mr. Chairman, it will be found in the
Members’ books as exhibit 147.

[Exhibits C—65 and 147 follow:]
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Mr. BARRETT. Could you refer to that when you have an exhibit
up there?

Mr. APPERSON. I will attempt to do so.

Mr. BARRETT. Thank you.

Mr. FATTAH. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. Is this line
of questioning related to our investigation of Chinese influence in
the 1996 elections?

Mr. BURTON. It’s related to the investigation by this full com-
mittee and the subcommittee chaired by Mr. McIntosh.

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. McINTOSH. The counsel’s time is not being docked for all of
the inquiries, is it?

Mr. BURTON. It is not. We are giving him the full time. Add an
additional minute and a half or 2 minutes to that. Thank you.

Mr. APPERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ruff, with respect to that document—and I know you are fa-
miliar with it because it was one of a very few documents which
were sent accompanying your letter, is a handwritten note, a single
page that references and provides evidence that Harold Ickes, who
was then Deputy Chief of Staff to the President, and Deborah
DeLee, Executive Director of the Democratic National Committee,
wanted to assure that the WHoDB, the White House data base, is
integrated with the DNC data base so that each can share the in-
formation.

The handwritten notations further reflect that evidently POTUS,
President of the United States, wants this done. It further talks
about the desire on the part of Mr. Ickes for a meeting to take
place to further this plan. And it talks further that Bobby Watson,
Deborah DeLee’s assistant at the DNC, is working on that very
plan at their end, i.e., at the DNC. You can imagine that after a
year, we were quite interested to receive this document.

Now, in your letter of October 28th, conveying the document—
well over a year—you stated, quote, “certain of these documents,”
accompanying your letter, “are arguably not responsive.”

Mr. Ruff, I am going to ask you directly with respect to this docu-
ment, these handwritten notations which set forth a plan by per-
sons in the highest level of the White House and at the DNC to
share prohibited data from the White House data base, do you con-
sider that relevant to the request from this subcommittee in Au-
gust 1996?

Mr. RUFF. Mr. Apperson, I don’t want to be impolite, but I will
avoid, I think, trying to parse, line by line, the introduction to that
question; because I disagree with at least many of the implications
that it contained.

My view of this document is that it was clearly something that
we should produce to the subcommittee as soon as we found it,
which we did. We have taken the view in the months since Con-
gressman McIntosh and I exchanged what seemed to be an endless
number of letters—some before and some after I took office—and
I told him that my view of this process was——

Mr. APPERSON. With all respect, Mr. Ruff, I appreciate your
views of the process; my question is with respect to this document.
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Mr. RuUFr. I am attempting to answer your question, Mr.
Apperson.

Mr. APPERSON. My question is, is this document responsive to
the August 2 letter?

Mr. RUFF. If you will permit me, I will try to make my answer
shorter than the introduction.

Mr. BURTON. Just wait a second. We all want to hear what you
have to say, and when beepers go off——

Mr. RUrF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. I didn’t
know that beepers could be controlled, but I appreciate it.

My view has been, since the early months of this year, and as
reflected in my discussion, my correspondence with Chairman
McIntosh, that we would break through the impasse that had de-
veloped previous to that. We have produced documents erring on
the side of responsiveness without worrying, candidly, about fine
questions about whether or not they fit exactly within a particular
description. I will not, I think, venture to go back into even the
modestly dim mists of history and make a judgment about where
this document fit into the sequence of events.

I made the decision on production on October 28th because there
was no question in my mind that it was directly relevant to the
chairman’s concerns, the committee’s investigation, the subcommit-
tee’s investigation, and there was clearly no reluctance on our part
to produce it at that time.

Mr. APPERSON. Well, Mr. Ruff, a year before, well over a year be-
fore, there was more than a reluctance on the part of someone in
your office to make that exact decision. And my question to you is,
who in 1996 in the White House Counsel’s Office made the decision
to withhold that document?

Mr. RUFF. Mr. Apperson, obviously I was not there at the time
so what I am about to tell you is a reconstruction of events that
led up to my letter of October 28th to Chairman MecIntosh.

As 1 understand the situation last fall, there were a number of
lawyers working to collect documents responsive to the WHoDB re-
quest. Ultimately, as I understand it, the decisions about respon-
siveness were made by my predecessor, Mr. Quinn, who, as is my
practice, reviews these close questions whenever they arise and
makes the ultimate judgment about them.

[Exhibits 166, 162, and C-66 follow:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 28, 1997

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Honorable David M. McIntosh

Chairman

Subcommittee on National Economic Growth,
Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs

B-377 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Consistent with our commitment to deal candidly and forthrightly with the
Subcommittee, I want to apprise you of some new information and to correct certain statements
regarding two earlier aspects of our document production.

On February 26, 1997 we produced a number of documents, including two memoranda
written by Marsha Scott. One memorandum, dated March 7, 1994, bears the number M 32447,
As to the second memorandum, dated June 28, 1994, two versions were produced -- one bearing
the number M 32433-34 and the other the number M 32438-39. In response to the
Subcommittee's inquiry about the late production of the version numbered M 32438-39, | stated
in my letter of March 6, generally, that the February 26 production was the result of an ongoing
review of White House files and, specifically, that M 32438-39 had been found in Mr. Ickes's
files during a search in connection with other document requests.

By letter dated May 13, 1997, from Lanny Breuer to Ms. Webber, we produced 1o the
Subcommittee additional documents from Ms. Scott’s files (bearing the numbers M33040-81),
explaining that they had been found during the restoration of her computer drive in connection
with unrelated searches. Further in my letter to you of May 30, 1997, in which | responded to
your letters of May 5 and 15 conceming our document search and production procedures, | stated
that the documents produced on May 13 had been missed when Ms. Scott’s computer was

. searched last fall,

Both explanations were true to the best of our understanding at the time they were
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The Honorable David M. Mclntosh
October 28, 1997
Page 2

offered, but we have recently learned that they were inaccurate.

In the course of efforts to respond to the questions in your October 9, 1997 letter, staff has
spent considerable time reviewing the documents produced in response to the Subcommittee's
August 2, 1996 document request. As a result of that review, we learned fast week that some of
the Scott documents produced earlier this year (M32433-34, 32447, 33040-44, 33050-52 and
33081) had, in fact, been found in September, 1996, during the initial search for documents
responsive 1o the August 2, 1996 request. They had not been produced at that time because they
were not believed to be responsive to that request. Instead, they were placed in folders and,
together with other materials, were transferred in December 1996 to the attomey who was
assuming responsibility for responding to the Subcommittee’s requests. She did not examine the
contents of those folders, however, until last week when, as part of her effort ta respond to your
letter of October 9, she undertook a review of the materials gathered in 1996. Thus, when we
produced the Scott documents in February and May, 1997, we believed them -- erroneously - to
have been newly discovered.

In addition, some of the documents in the folders found last week have not yet been
produced in any form, but some are substantially similar to documents already produced.
Although certain of these documents are arguably not respousive, we are erring on the side of
production. Bearing the Bates numbers M 33292-33302, they are enclosed with this letter.

1 apologize for the errors in our previous explanations concerning the source of the
documents produced earlier this year and for the belated production of the remaining responsive
documents. We are available to meet with your staff at their convenience to answer any
questions you may have and to offer any further explanation you deem necessary about the
circumstances of our 1996 and 1997 productions.

Sincerely,

@M@
Charles F.C. Ruff
Counsel to the President

Enclosures

ce: Hounorable Bemard Sanders
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THE WHITE HOUSE - %4\“
WASHINGTON

CONFIDENTIAL
MEMORANDUM TO: Harold Ickes

. Bruce Lindsey

ce: The First Lady M 2 g Q’“M""‘a
FROM: 3\5 Marsha Scott Pl Lé adans
T e

DATE: June 28, 1994
SUBJECT: Recommendation for Design of New Database

As you know, over the past year [ and my stafT have had extensive interaction with Percy's
people and their system in Arkadelphia. We spent two days in Arkadelphia working with their
people to learn their operation. and software capabilities. Our technicians have worked
regularly with their designers. In order to obtain lists for various functions and projects, I
have requested from the PeopleBase system, many different types of information with varying
time frames for iurnaround time. (If you need specifics, I wll be glad 1o provide the
documentation). My overall impression is that while he has made some improvements,
Percy’s system and staff cannot adequately meet our quality or response demands and should
not be considered for future use.

Currently in the White House we are preparing, as you know, to implement a new database
system starting August L. While that system is modeled afier the PeopleBase software, it has
major differences. The main differences are ease of use, function flexibility and correction
capabilities. By the first of the year we should have any flaws identified and corrected and the
majority of the White House using the new system. We will then have a year to fmily train
and familiarize our folks to its' many possibilities and uses. If they like.it, as they seem to
now, they will use it. The PeopleBase system was not used during the campaign because it
was not user friendly. For the most part, only people from the Governor's staff used it. While
I feel the new system far surpasses PeopleBase as a useful tool, it will be technically
compatible with PeopleBase.

My team and § are also engaged in conversations with the DNC about the new system they
are proposingd.  We have asked that their system be modeled after whatever system we decide
" 10 use outside the White House. [ need you to make very clear to them that their system must
be technologically patible, if not the same, as whatever system we decide to use for
political purposes fater on. These discussions are currently in progress and a clear direction
from you t0 the DNC will eliminate much unnecessary wrangling.
M 32438
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The time to act is now. Cloning or duplicating database syslems is not difficult if carefully
planned by a good design team. We have proven that it can also be done relatively quickly
and inexpensively. Therefore, I suggest that instead of continuing with an old outdated
system (PeopleBasc) that does not meet our current demands, let my team work with the
DNC to help them design a system that will meet our needs and technical specifications. We
can show them what to do and then clone another system for our specific uses later on. Any
information stored with PeopleBase could then be dumped into the new system and made
available, when deemed necessary, to the DNC or other entities we choose to work with for

political purposes.

The time to make these decisions is now while we have the opportunity to coordinate the
various projects. Please let me know your thoughts as soon as possible. In the meantime |
am proceeding as if this is the plan.

M 32439
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Mr. APPERSON. Are you testifying that Mr. Quinn made the deci-
sion

Mr. RUFF. I cannot——

Mr. APPERSON. Excuse me—not to produce this document?

Mr. RUFF. I obviously cannot tell you as to each document, who
made which decision, because I was not there.

Mr. APPERSON. Have you asked the people in the White House
Counsel’s Office the question I am asking you now?

Mr. RUFF. No, I have not. But may I suggest——

Mr. FATTAH. Could we allow the witness to answer the question?

Mr. RUFF. May I suggest that my colleague’s recollection, that
since she was there at the time, she may be able to shed some light
on that.

Mr. APPERSON. I appreciate it.

Ms. Mills, do you know about this?

Ms. MiLLs. Yes. At that time——

Mr. APPERSON. Let me ask the question of you.

Who made the decision in the White House Counsel’s Office in
1996 not to produce this document, which had been provided to you
pursuant to the request of the committee for production? Who
made the decision in 1996 not to give it to Congress?

Ms. MiLLs. Well, setting aside your premise, because actually
this was one of the materials that were found by the Counsel’s Of-
fice in going through archived materials——

Mr. APPERSON. When?

Ms. MiLLs. Back in September.

Mr. APPERSON. Of what year?

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, can we allow the witness to answer
the question?

Mr. BURTON. Let her answer the question.

Ms. MiLLs. Thank you.

Mr. APPERSON. What year?

Ms. MiLLs. In 1996, as—I don’t know if you were familiar with
the data base production at that time, but Mr. McIntosh at that
time was seeking seven itemized materials related to the data base;
and in connection with that, we sent out a directive on September
12th.

On September 18th, when documents were to be returned, Mr.
McIntosh determined that he needed those documents that day. We
began production at that time. We completed production within 4
days of over 27,000 documents

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, the witness is not answering the
question as to who made the decision.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let her answer the question, please.

Mr. McINTOSH. Could I ask unanimous consent for additional
time if she is going to stonewall and not answer the question as
to who made the decision?

Mr. WAxXMAN. I object. I object.

Mr. FATTAH. I have no objection that he has the time, but we
should allow the witness to answer the question if we want to
know the truth.

Mr. McINTOSH. And that’s all T ask for is time.
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Mr. BARRETT. I understand that Mr. McIntosh is upset that he
can’t control the witness’s answer, but if she could be allowed to
continue.

Mr. BURTON. That’s enough. That’s enough.

The gentlelady will be allowed the time to answer the question,
and we will allow the continuance to get to the conclusion of this.
We have 10 minutes. Go ahead.

Ms. MiLLs. We reviewed all the materials at that time and pro-
duced them to you. At that time, this is a part of the materials that
I reviewed and then reviewed with Mr. Quinn, and made the deter-
mination that these materials were not responsive to the seven
enumerated items that you all had listed in the August 2nd direc-
tive.

Mr. APPERSON. So your testimony is that you looked at this docu-
ment, which reflected “WHoDB” in bold letters at the top line of
that document, and reflects people at the highest levels of the
White House and the DNC sharing data bases, and you determined
it was not responsive to a request for WHoDB material?

Ms. MiLLS. Actually, I think you probably are familiar with the
directive that actually asked for seven enumerated things. It
doesn’t ask for all documents related to WHoDB.

But setting that aside, I can’t go back and re-create for you at
this time what information I had that led us to conclude that this
material was not responsive to any of the seven enumerated items.
But at that time we sat down, we looked at these documents, I re-
viewed them with Mr. Quinn, and ultimately made the determina-
tion that those materials did not fall within the scope of the mate-
rials that were requested.

As you likely—are probably aware, there were many documents
of a similar type to this that we produced that are equally—provide
the same information with respect to the desire by many of the
staff members to ensure that there were supporters of the Presi-
dent included in the data base, so that they might have an oppor-
tunity to invite and include them in events. The President and
First Lady also were obviously interested in ensuring that they
could have a data base that would provide them with an oppor-
tﬁnity to include supporters at events, and that is something
that

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

The Chair will stand in recess, and when we return, the minority
will have their half-hour.

Mr. BURTON. The committee will reconvene. The gentleman from
California is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. WaxMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In my opening state-
ment——

Mr. BURTON. Excuse me. I agreed that Mr. Ruff would have 1
minute to respond to some comments that were made earlier so,
Mr. Ruff, if you want to be recognized, we will go to Mr. Waxman.

Mr. RUFF. Excuse me, Mr. Waxman, and thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. In your opening statement, Mr. Chairman, you raise the
question about the importance of communications with the leaders
of the People’s Republic of China concerning cooperation with this
committee’s and other investigations I just wanted to inform the
Chair that indeed this very issue of cooperation in the investiga-
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tion, of course, had been raised previously by both the Vice Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State during their visits to Beijing, but
more importantly for today’s purposes, this was an issue that is the
importance of cooperation with your investigation and others, that
was raised directly by the President, with the President of the Peo-
ple’s Republic during his recent visit. The administration intends
to continue to press for further cooperation by the Chinese Govern-
ment in these matters, and I wanted to put that on the record.

Mr. BURTON. Just for clarification, did the President specifically
ask Charlie Trie be returned to the United States for questioning?

Mr. RUFF. Mr. Chairman, I am not familiar with the details of
the conversation, but I am advised he did specifically raise and
press for full cooperation in all aspects of your and other investiga-
tions.

Mr. BURTON. But you do not know about Charlie Trie.

Mr. RUFF. I do not, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. In my opening statement, I noted that this hear-
ing, like the first and only other campaign finance hearing we have
held, duplicates hearings already held in the Senate, and if this
committee is going to investigate campaign finance issues, they
should look into matters not previously investigated by the Senate,
such as the activities of nonprofit groups like Triad Management.

I do not want my skepticism about this hearing to be construed
as an endorsement of the White Houses actions. The Presidency is
the highest office in our country. Those who serve in the White
House should be held to high standards. It is reasonable to expect
the White House to comply fully and promptly to all reasonable
congressional requests for information, including requests for vid-
eotapes of political coffees.

Mr. Ruff, you testified, and I want to quote, our efforts have been
diligent and our compliance exemplary, end quote. I do not doubt
that your efforts may have been diligent. You have a small staff
of talented lawyers who have been working very hard, but I would
not call the failure to discover the videotapes exemplary.

In fact, I was extremely disappointed when I learned it had
taken the White House so many months to produce the videotapes.
In a word, I think it is inexcusable.

In a sense, Mr. Madigan, the Senate counsel, captured some of
my thoughts when he asked you about a series of questions about
Starbucks. And if I may, I would like to replay a portion of that
Senate hearing, and you can see it on the monitor in front of you.

It would be helpful if we had sound.

Mr. BURTON. Run it back to the beginning, please. This will not
be counted against the gentleman’s time. The only thing worse
than this is when the Super Bowl goes silent. We have an hour,
I have been informed.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank God they don’t have the Super Bowl re-
peated as we have the hearings repeated.

Mr. BURTON. While we are waiting for the sound, I would like
to make one brief response to my colleague from California. It is
my understanding Ms. Mills did not testify before the Senate, so
that is some new information for our investigation.
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Mr. WAXMAN. A new witness. I don’t know about new informa-
tion.

While we are waiting, just for the record, both Lanny Breuer and
Mr. Ruff testified in the Senate and Ms. Mills gave them a deposi-
tion in the Senate, but did not testify.

Mr. BURTON. That is correct.

Would it be possible, Mr. Waxman, for you to come back to this
part of your testimony or your statement?

Mr. WAXMAN. I can’t understand why we can’t master the tech-
nology to run a videotape. You turn it louder. You have got the
video. It is running, so, therefore, the sound, audio, has to be
turned up.

Mr. RUFF. I may remember what I said.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, have you hired lip readers?

Mr. BURTON. Let me think about that.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, I would have liked everyone to have seen
this videotape, because it encompassed some of the very same ques-
tions that have been asked already, and in that videotape, Mr.
Ruff, it was the questioning of you.

Mr. RUFF. Yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. You were asked whether you would go to the
President or the CEO of a company if you were trying to get infor-
mation to comply with the request for information. And as I under-
stand your answer, you said you would not.

Mr. RuUFF. I think the way it played out was this, Congressman
Waxman. Mr. Madigan was pressing to learn how we go about
checking to make sure we got everything that is responsive, and
we, of course, had talked about sending the directive out to WHCA,
and then he asked

Mr. WaxmaN. WHCA is the White House.

Mr. RUFF. Communications Agency that did the taping and, of
course, how we lost relevant pages, as we have often been told. He
then asked, well, did you go to see the President, and I think my
response was, something along the lines of, if you were conducting
a document search in Starbucks, you wouldn’t go talk to the CEO
about where those documents were. I think that was the exchange
to which you had reference.

Mr. WAXMAN. And with that kind of an answer, I presume that
when you start a document search, you don’t go to the President
of the United States because you would be taking up his time at
every request for information.

Mr. RUFF. I think that is a fair assessment, yes.

Mr. WAXMAN. What I don’t fully understand is why you or your
staff didn’t talk with enough people close to the President to know
the coffees had been videotaped. Can you explain why you didn’t
learn about the videotapes earlier?

Mr. RUFF. Well, I think it is difficult to look back over the last
several months and respond to that question, simply because the
videotapes have taken on such an enormous aspect in the last
month or so, and, quite rightly, they have.

When we send out a directive asking for information in all its
forms, computerized and every other, and we get back a specific re-
sponse from the agency involved, as we did in this case, as we do
from all the people to whom we send this directive, and we get
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computerized information and photographs and e-mails, and every-
thing else, we have no reason at that point to pick out the video-
tape process or the coffees as a special item for inquiry, and we
didn’t really have that until August when Mr. Imbroscio began his
inquiry into the matter.

Mr. WAXMAN. Did you send out a directive to the White House
Communications Agency requesting information that would have
included videotapes?

Mr. RUFF. We sent the directive of April 28 to all the key agen-
cies, including the White House Military Office, which is the parent
agency of the White House Communications Agency, and as you
know from testimony, Congressman Waxman, they in turn sent
that directive to WHCA, and one page didn’t make it off the fax
machine.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, Mr. Ruff, I am going to tell you that I would
have hoped you would have done more than this to find the tapes,
and I wish that you had asked people who participated in the cof-
fees what kind of information existed about those coffees, and per-
haps if you had taken a more active approach, you would have
learned about the videotapes earlier. This could have saved you,
the President, and everybody, in general, a lot of embarrassment.

Mr. RuUFrF. I will second your wish that I had done just that, if
only to have avoided the last 5 weeks of turmoil.

Mr. WAXMAN. Well, for the reasons I indicated to you, I wish you
had done a better job of locating the videotapes, plus I am critical
of your efforts.

Mr. RUFF. I understand.

Mr. WAXMAN. But there is a big difference between making a
mistake and deliberately trying to obstruct a congressional inves-
tigation or deliberately tampering with the evidence. The chairman
and other Republican members of the committee have gone much
further in their criticism than I have. The chairman said on na-
tional television that he thought the tapes had been intentionally
cutoff and altered.

This would have been a deliberate obstruction of justice. Other
Republican Members have also raised allegations of obstruction of
justice. In fact, Mr. Barr, a member of this committee, sent a letter
to me and other Members of the House this week that said articles
of impeachment should be filed against the President.

Now, these are very serious charges. If they are true, there
should be serious consequences for the White House, but if they are
false or unsubstantiated, they represent partisanship at its worst.
Serious investigators don’t throw around unsubstantiated charges,
but those conducting a partisan witch hunt do.

This issue of obstruction of justice was addressed in the Senate
and we have another videotape and I want to see if the sound is
working so we can show that videotape. That was an inquiry by
Mr. Baron, the minority counsel, where I thought he cut right to
the issue. Has anybody contacted Ms. Ros-Lehtinen to see if we can
get the sound working, because she was very successful last week?

Mr. BURTON. We have a technician that is on his way to get to
this. I apologize, once again, somebody must have kicked a wire
loose or something.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Well, let me read from the testimony in the Sen-
ate.

Mr. BARON. Mr. Imbroscio, have you ever been told or has it ever been suggested
to you directly or indirectly or in some implicit way to conceal a document or any
other material from being produced?

Mr. IMBROSCIO. One-hundred percent, absolutely not.

Mr. BARON. Are you aware of anybody else within the White House attempting
to conceal or fail to produce a document that was responsive to requests?

Mr. IMBROSCIO. Certainly not, and if I were, I would probably go immediately to
Mr. Ruff.

Mr. BARON. With regard to the videotapes, are you aware of anybody attempting
to conceal, alter, or in any way hinder the production of the videotapes?

Mr. ImBROSCIO. Certainly not.

Those were the statements given, under oath, before the Senate
Committee. Mr. Ruff, I would like to ask you the same questions
Mr. Baron asked one of your lawyers.

First, have you ever been told or has it ever been suggested to
you directly or indirectly or in some implicit way to conceal a docu-
ment or any other material from being produced?

Mr. RUFF. I can’t say it better than Mike Imbroscio did, 100 per-
cent, absolutely not.

Mr. WAXMAN. Are you aware of anybody else in the White House
attempting to conceal or fail to produce a document that was re-
sponsive to a request?

Mr. RUFF. Absolutely not.

Mr. WaxMAN. With regard to the videotapes, are you aware of
anybody attempting to conceal, alter, or in any way hinder the pro-
duction of the videotapes?

Mr. RUFF. I am not.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Ruff, are you aware that this committee has
taken the deposition of Colonel Joseph Simmons, the commander
of the White House Communications Agency, Colonel Alan Sim-
mons, who heads the White House Military Office, which oversees
the White House Communications Agency and Steven Smith, Chief
of Operations of the White House Communications Agency?

Mr. RUFF. I am aware their depositions were taken, yes, sir.

Mr. WaAxXMAN. Each of these witnesses are nonpartisan White
House employees. They have distinguished military records. They
are all in the chain of command responsible for those videotapes.
Each of them was asked whether they were aware of any evidence
of tampering or altering those tapes, and do you know what they
told this committee?

Mr. RUFF. I know only in summary that they absolutely deny
any knowledge of such tampering.

Mr. WAXMAN. They all testified under oath that there was no al-
teration of those videotapes. Mr. Chairman, I wrote to you a letter
last week asking you to substantiate your accusations of tam-
pering, and I said you should either come forward with evidence
supporting these allegations or you should apologize to the Presi-
dent, Mr. Ruff, and to everyone else responsible for the tapes at the
White House.

Unfortunately, you didn’t respond to that letter, but in light of
the testimony in the Senate, given under oath by people who are
not even partisans, who work at the White House, and the testi-
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mony received today, I would like to yield to you if you want to re-
tract that accusation.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman would yield, the Justice Depart-
ment, the Senate committee and our committee are going to be ex-
amining the tapes if it hasn’t been done already by expert techni-
cians to make sure that the tapes were intact and were not at all
altered in any way. What I said on national television, I believe it
was on Face the Nation, is I thought there was a real possibility
that they may have been altered. I made no categorical statement
they were altered.

Mr. WAXMAN. On what basis did you think there was a real pos-
sibility?

Mr. BURTON. I will be glad to restate what I said on Face the
Nation.

Mr. WAXMAN. I heard what you said. In fact, we even have the
videotape, but we wouldn’t get the sound from that one either.

Mr. BURTON. I can get you sound.

Mr. WAXMAN. You said there may be alteration of those tapes.
You made the statement. Do you have any basis for it?

Mr. BURTON. The basis we have is there were interruptions,
there were tapes that had no sound, there were tapes that were
broken in the middle and have information that may have been rel-
evant was left out and we are trying to find out if that was a delib-
erate attempt to keep information from the committee or if it
wasn’t. The fact of the matter is, we are investigating that right
now, and if we find no attempt to alter the tapes, then we will so
state.

Mr. WAXMAN. The only thing I can say is Mr. Ginsberg also testi-
fied in the Senate who said there was no alteration of the tapes.

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman will yield, I believe they said to
the best of their knowledge.

Mr. WAXMAN. I am reclaiming my time. To the best of your
knowledge, Mr. Chairman, you had no evidence. You were making
a guess, and when you make a guess, and you are the man leading
the investigation, that is what ends up in the headline the next
day, and often the truth never catches up with the accusation, and
I think that that is not a responsible way for an investigative com-
mittee to be proceeding.

Now, we have additional time and I want to yield to members
of the committee, and I promised that I would yield to—well, Mr.
Sanders, I know I promised, let me yield to him a minute or two
and see if we have time for others.

Mr. SANDERS. Very briefly, Mr. Chairman, I will get into greater
discussion later on. It seems to me one of the problems we have
had in the whole hearing is that the focus of attention has only
been on the White House.

Now, I think we should probe as deeply as we can, all of the
problems, and there are many associated with the President’s fund-
raising, no argument from me, but I think that the reason that
these hearings have not captured the interest of the American peo-
ple is there is nobody in America, maybe with the exception of a
few people on that side of the aisle, who think campaign finance
problems are limited to the White House.
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Let me quote, if I might, it doesn’t have to go very far, today’s
newspaper. USA Today, quote, “National Republican organizations
sank $5 million into their sweep of Tuesday’s elections in New
York, New Jersey and Virginia, more than five times what Demo-
crats invested.”

Next article, today’s paper, Wall Street Journal, quote, After
months of intraparty second guessing, Tuesday’s elections became
a triumph to gladden Republican hearts and perhaps also to stiffen
their spines against the prospect of sweeping campaign finance
overall, end of quote. In other words, they raised five times more
money, they won the elections and they are saying, hey, who needs
campaign finance reform.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope very much that we might hold some
hearings on that issue. And the second point I would like to make
with that regard is an article in Roll Call, October 30, just last
week. The thrust of the articles are Democrats are very upset, be-
cause corporate America, the largest corporations in this country,
are contributing more money to the Republican party than they are
to the Democratic party, it is a great concern to the Democrats.
AT&T, American International Group, Anheuser-Busch, are put-
ting millions of dollars in soft money, and the Democrats are upset
the Republicans are getting more.

I would hope very much that we can have a hearing which I
think really would capture the attention of the American people if
we brought corporate America in here and asked them why they
are contributing millions of dollars to both political parties, and
what they expect to get from that. It is no secret that the rich get
richer, the middle class is shrinking, working people have seen a
decline in their standard of living, and I think the American people
understand that that is directly related to the role that corporate
America and big money have on campaign finance.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Sanders. I want to yield to some
of the other Members. I thought you had some good points.

Mr. Lantos, 2 minutes.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first commend
Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills for an outstanding job conducted in a most
professional manner. We don’t know each other. This is the first in
my life I have seen you, but on behalf of the committee, I want to
express our apologies to you, because you have been harassed, in-
cessantly, and in an utterly irresponsible fashion and there as one
member of this committee, I want you to know how sorry I am and
how fully you do not deserve this.

Now, I want to bring a bit of reality check to this hearing be-
cause to call this trivial pursuit is an insult to other trivial pur-
suits. This is much worse than that. This is a reckless and irre-
sponsible and hypocritical attempt to create an impression that
highly professional and dedicated public servants, who have been
doing their jobs, have somehow, illegally, attempted to confuse and
cloud and obfuscate an issue.

I would like to remind our Members that 10 years ago, this week,
in November 1987, at the conclusion of the Iran-Contra hearings,
some of the most respected Members of this body, some of them no
longer alive, future Speaker of the House, Tom Foley; future Sec-
retary of Defense at that time, Les Aspin; chairman of the House
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Judiciary Committee during the Iran-Contra hearings, Peter Ro-
dino, issued a report concerning the Reagan White House’s non-
compliance with requests.

I want to read just one paragraph. Because of President Reagan’s
personal promise that the executive branch would fully cooperate
with the committees in their investigation, the committees did not
issue subpoenas to any person or agency of the executive branch.
However, the White House and a number of executive agencies, ei-
ther belatedly produced or withheld information requested by the
committees. This delayed production, nonproduction, and non-
compliance with committee requests, made witness interviews dif-
ficult, made it necessary that some witnesses be reinterviewed, and
complicated the committee’s preparation for public hearings.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that this report be made
a part of the record.

Mr. BURTON. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Final Reporr of the Iran-Contra Committees

H. Rept. No. 100-433,

5, Rept. No. 100-218

November 1987
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Additional Views

suggestion that the White House computer records
should not be produced in arder to pru:ccl “'national
security information” and. beuuse of “separation of
powcrs pri: ples and i prerog
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that she used thess diskettes to alter some documents
on November 21, 1986, In fact, the diversion mewo-
randum itself was found on Halls disketics, However,

the user’s screen.
inought he had deicied the messages rmm (he syst.em

he had not. Obwi y, the that -he purposely
deleted from lh: du'ectory are of cm:a.l importance
1o the C ly, Poi did not
desgoy irrelevant mqu;u.

The C i also di that the White

House reviewed all “live” PROFs only far Narth and

Poindexter, and conducted only a more limited

review of PROFs for olher NSC IM It is endrely
of

the C never received any diskettes so that it
could run a complete print-out of all the documents
or data on them. A fulf print-out could have disclosed
all documents typed onto the diskettes, even if they
had been deleted from the user's directory. The origi-
nal diskettes are in the joint custody of the Independ-
em Counsel and the \Vlme House. Although the

r d & written tory of
over 90 disketzes md relevant documents printed
from the diskettes, this production did nor include
deleted Without that information, it is im-

ible that two additi

that were not provided are retrievable from the
systexn: (1) PROFs deleted by North and Poindexier
sent to others on the system: and (2) “live” or deleted
messages to or from users other than North and Poin-
dexter not discovered by the more limited review.

After the White House refused wo “dump” all of the
live and delcted material from the PROF notes of the

principals in this in ion, the C i sought
nh:manves Its expens attempted to devise a program
that would. separate out the deleted materials and
rerieve them in 8 readable format, In order 1o write
the program. the experts asked the White House for
access to the NSC system in order to understand the
systeze and to facilitie the writing of the program.
Again, the White House refused, on patonal security
grounds

possible 1o say that there were not other diversion
memoranda or gther pertinent documents.
3. Other Systems

The Committer lcarned that some NSC =mplnye=
had accews to otber

‘microcomputers and = VAX minicompuler system.

Although the White House stated that the key NSC
employees either did not have these computer systems
or did not usc the systems because they were so new.
the Cammmee did request a list of users and invento-
ry to hether the principals of our invesu-
gation had access to these systems. The Committes
also requested s briefing on the NSC “'fashboard”
system that transmitted messages within the NSC.
These requests were not granted.
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Additional Views

Section Il (Minarity)

. Beenuse of President Reagun s personal promise that
the caecutive branch wauld fully cooperale with the Com-
Tittees 1n therr invesugation. the Commiutiees did not ssue
subpocnas to any person or agency of the exgcutive branch.
However, the White Houke und a number of cxecutive
agencies etther belatedly produced or withheld information
requesied by the Commustees. This deiaved production. non-
produc and pi with C requests
made witness interviews difficult. made 11 necessary that
some winesses be re-interviewed, and <omplicated ihe
Commurtees’ preparation {or public hearings.

2 Leter from Lee H Hamilton. Chairman. to Arthur B.
Culvahouse, Jr., Counsel (o the President. August 7. 1987,

3. Letter from John W. Nields. 5., to Alan Raul, Associ-
ute Counsel 1o the President. August 1. (987

4. Letter from Arthur B. Culvahouse. Jr.. 1o John W
Niglds. Jr., Seprember 4. 1987, a1 2.

s. id
6. /d. a3l
7. For exampic. all staff members of ithe Select Commit-
lees had the necessary security clearances to review all
documcnts relevani 1o our inquiry.
8 The p experts P d by the C
estimatod that it would 1ake only one day to perfcrm the
requested “'dumps”
PETER W. RopINO, Jr.
Jack Brooks.
Epwagp P. BoLAND.
THOMAS S. FOLEY.
LES ASPIN.
DANTE B. FAsCELL.
Louis STOKEs.
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Mr. LanTOS. Now, it is important for us, who are so self-absorbed
in our own importance in this particular trivial pursuit, to recog-
nize that there is a whole world out there. Southeast-Asian econo-
mies are crumbling, Iraq is preparing weapons of mass destruction,
there is a new palace revolution within the Kremlin, and as we
speak, 6 million political prisoners in China are suffering fate that
most people in this country cannot even comprehend.

So I would like to call on you, Mr. Chairman, to follow the exam-
ple of Senator Thompson, who recognized that there is nothing
there, throw in the towel and call off the investigation. What we
are witnessing is an irresponsible and reckless partisan political
theater of the absurd, with self righteousness oozing, oozing from
the pours of this committee, at a time when the country is, in fact,
in need of dealing with serious domestic and international issues.

Last night, as we were here until past 11 voting, some of us went
into the Cloakroom and watched Ken Burns’ Masterpiece, the
Lewis and Clark expedition, and it sort of restored one’s faith in
both the past and future of this country. But, frankly, I couldn’t
care less whether these breathless movies showing Sweet 'N Low
being put into a coffee at a White House gathering, whether it is
released Tuesday or Wednesday or next Friday afternoon, and this
pathetic attempt to make it appear that we are dealing with issues
of major import, matters of deep concern for the United States,
when military officers are testifying that nobody altered these
films, that mistakes were made in releasing them late, never hav-
ing made a mistake in my life, I really have no sympathy for peo-
ple who make mistakes in the White House or elsewhere, but I just
think it is important to wake up and realize that there are real
issues to be dealt with, and this trivial pursuit needs to come to
an end.

Campaign fund-raising reform is long overdue, the Republicans
are as guilty as the Democrats of historic mistakes and we better
move on to some real issues. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Lantos.

Mr. Kanjorski.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you very much. Just as a point, I think
we have all seen it in Pennsylvania. We call it Monday morning
quarterbacking, and, of course, we can all outguess Joe Paterno,
particularly if he loses. It seems to me we have had a perfect exam-
ple here today where even the simplest of modern technology goofs
up on three occasions.

We are incapable of providing just the sound to evidential docu-
ments that we wanted to be presented to the witnesses and the
committee. And I have not heard a cry for an investigation of mis-
carriage of justice or an attempt to avoid proper pursuits of the
same. I think that Mr. Lantos has adequately summed up what we
are all about, or should be about. But Mr. Ruff, I would like to fol-
low through, particularly on this question of the tapes.

As I understand it, and I want to make sure the American people
that are watching this, the explanation is that there was not a pro-
tocol until April 10 of this year in which any documents were sup-
plied by the White House to this committee; is that correct?
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Mr. RUFF. There were some documents supplied before that time,
but not really in any flow until we had that arrangement with the
committee; that is correct.

Mr. KANJORSKI. And the protocol we would be talking about for
the average American out there is the system or process under
which it would operate.

Mr. RUFF. That is correct.

Mr. KANJORSKI. There was an understanding for protection and
security, that those documents would not be misused, abused or in-
advertently leaked or intentionally leaked; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. That is correct, sir.

Mr. KANJORSKI. We are dealing with a period that moves from
April, when the documents were begun to be released. As I under-
stand it, the White House encompasses about 19 offices in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the White House; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. Actually, more offices than that, depending on how
you count. In the neighborhood of 40.

Mr. KANJORSKI. What now is the breakdown? I think when I was
Chair of the committee that had jurisdiction over the White House,
we have about 22 or 23 offices now.

Mr. RUFF. More than that, actually.

Mr. KANJORSKI. And as I understand it, there are more than
2,500 employees in the White House engaged in various pursuits.

Mr. RUFF. That is correct.

Mr. KANJORSKI. And as I understand it, and I am being face-
tious, you were given $6 million in the Counsel’s Office to respond.
We appropriated that money, did we not?

Mr. RUFF. I have been searching for the $6 million. I am sure
it is there somewhere.

Mr. KANJORSKI. In reality, you have in the President Counsel Of-
fice, yourself, a deputy and several assistants, four or five assist-
ants?

Mr. RUFF. We have a total of 17 lawyers, about half of whom
work on noninvestigative matters, the real business of the office.

Mr. KANJORSKI. And the Congress has not seen fit to give you ad-
ditional appropriations so you could increase that staff, even
though you have three intensive examinations going on, one by the
Senate, one by the House committee we are at now, and one by the
Justice Department; is that correct?

Mr. RUFF. That is correct, sir.

Mr. KANJORSKI. And in the course of this period of time, is it cor-
rect that you have had over 300 subpoenas to which to respond?

Mr. RUFF. We have had 300 requests or so from this committee
alone, plus about the same from the Senate, and several hundred
from other bodies.

Mr. KANJORSKI. OK. So we are talking about a receipt of maybe
seven to eight subpoenas per working day, since April.

Mr. RUFF. Well, I haven’t tried the division, but certainly if you
divide the 1,100 or so requests we have got into the intervening
days, certainly on work days; that is correct.

Mr. KaNJORSKI. I understand in this committee alone you pro-
vided us with more than 110,000 documents.

Mr. RUFF. That is correct.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. All of which had to be found, read, and deter-
mined whether or not they violated national security or were sub-
ject to executive privilege?

Mr. RUFF. That is correct, Mr. Kanjorski.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Kanjorski, will you yield to me just to make
one point?

Mr. KANJORSKI. Certainly, Mr. Waxman.

Mr. WAXMAN. You have 17 people.

Mr. RUrF. We have 17 lawyers total, Congressman Waxman. Ms.
Mills, myself and Mr. Lindsey, are the three headquarters lawyers,
and then we have about a—half our lawyers work on investiga-
tions, about seven, and another seven to work on noninvestigative
matters.

Mr. WAXMAN. In this committee alone, we have 60 people inves-
tigating you.

Mr. RUFF. I would have guessed more, given their presence, but
I will take your word for it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Sometimes they ask the same questions over
again. And I must say, 60 people working on the investigation in
this committee, it hasn’t been a model of efficiency.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Let us attack just that. This committee has al-
ready issued six subpoenas to misidentified Americans that had
nothing to do or were not intended to be subpoenaed. We brought
the bank records in of people, examined their bank records, when
they had absolutely no relationship to it, so with our 60 employees
and all our lawyers, and all the coordination between the House
and the Senate side and whoever else, I think there are probably
some nonprofit organizations out there that are even providing soft
support, they have made significant errors, it could border, if you
were not fair-minded, to say men make mistakes and sometimes
things don’t pursue a degree of incompetence. As a matter of fact,
as I recall, about 2 months ago, there was a chief counsel on the
majority side, who resigned because of incompetence and political
activity on the part of the majority.

Have you had any of your attorneys at the White House resign
because they felt you were politicizing the office or that the office
was acting in an incompetent manner?

Mr. RUFF. No, sir.

Mr. WaxMAN. Mr. Kanjorski, I am going to yield some time to
Mr. Fattah, who has been here as well, and we will have more time
to go back and forth.

Mr. Fattah.

Mr. FATTAH. Let me thank the ranking member.

I guess I want to get at two issues as quickly as I can and as
concisely as I can. The President is at, on one hand, the most suc-
cessful politician of his generation, and the most successful Demo-
crat, in at least two, maybe three decades, having won the White
House twice. So on one hand we have a very successful politician,
and on the other hand, as best as I can determine it, between
Whitewater and Filegate and Travelgate and now the campaign fi-
nance investigation, he is also—somewhere around 55 million or so
being spent on investigating his activities, the most investigated
person, ever in the history of this country.

Would that be a correct statement, Mr. Ruff?
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Mr. RUFF. I am not sure that my history is good enough, but cer-
tainly there are more investigations than one would care to con-
template.

Mr. FATTAH. What I mean is by most investigated, I mean that
no one has ever had that much resources spent analyzing, inves-
tigating his every activity, meetings, phone calls, his wife’s activi-
ties, even down to Socks the cat, I think there have been allega-
tions of some type of wrongdoing. And through it all, there has not
been anything that has come of these investigations, and the Sen-
ate, after spending millions of dollars, has concluded its campaign
finance investigation, and today we spent a long time talking about
videotapes, the suggestion being there was an obstruction of justice
and the reality is there is nothing on the videotapes that is incrimi-
nating in any way, shape or form, as best I have been able to deter-
mine.

Do you have some contrary determination about that?

Mr. RUFF. I think, quite so, Congressman Fattah, the videotapes
of the coffees are entirely consistent with the descriptions pre-
viously given of those events and certainly reveal no improper ac-
tivity.

Mr. FATTAH. So you have been brought over here with your dep-
uty to be questioned about obstructing the delivery of incriminating
evidence, supposedly, which is not incriminating at all.

Mr. RUFF. I think that is fair.

Mr. FaTTAH. Now there was an election that took place in 1996
and one that took place in 1992, and I think that maybe the big-
gest offense of Bill Clinton is that he beat the Republicans, but
there is another point I would like to make about those elections,
is that there was some similarities between the two campaigns, the
Republican party’s campaign and Democratic party campaign. Both
campaigns used soft money for issue advocacy and other purposes,
and both campaigns received foreign contributions that they had to
return in the millions of dollars, and there are some differences in
the two campaigns. The Dole campaign is the only one of the two
in which there have now been two successful criminal prosecutions,
one of a campaign chair, who was fined some $6 or $8 million, I
can’t recall, and put under house arrest for laundering money
through a Hong Kong bank, and we now have a Pennsylvania com-
pany that has pled guilty to a conduit of hundreds of thousands of
dollars into the Republican campaign coffers.

Have there been, to your knowledge, any successful prosecution
of any official in the Clinton campaign having to do with conduit
payments?

Mr. RUFF. No, sir.

Mr. FATTAH. Have there been any charges made, specific crimi-
nal charges, to your knowledge, of the President or anyone else,
being involved in criminal activity, conduit campaign contribu-
tions?

Mr. RUFF. Not to my knowledge, Congressman.

Mr. FATTAH. So there is a distinction between the two cam-
paigns, in that one has been burdened by successful prosecutions
of illegalities, and the other, at best, what we have had is a Senate
investigation, which has concluded with nothing but thin air. And
I think that it is important, as we deal with this issue, that we try
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to put this in its own perspective because I assume your office has
other responsibilities, as the counsel to the White House.

Mr. RUFF. I would like to think so, Congressman, yes.

Mr. FATTAH. I have no idea, since I am not a lawyer and I never
worked in the White House Counsel’s Office, would you in a bullet
form tell us about some of the other responsibilities that you have
as counsel to the White House?

Mr. RuUrr. Well, my principal responsibility, of course, is to try
to advise the President on a whole range of legal matters arising
out of legislation, the work of this body, and others. We are respon-
sible for advising the President concerning the selection of judges,
certainly one of the most important functions the President has; we
serve as ethics counsel to all White House employees.

Mr. FaTTAH. I would assume there are some national security
issues that you have to deal with?

Mr. RUFF. We, together with the National Security Council legal
advisors, work on a number of those matters.

Mr. FATTAH. Let me just conclude because I know the ranking
member has a limited amount of time, but the real crime that may
have been committed is that this White House, this administration,
notwithstanding its political success, has been burdened, as you
have already illustrated, by a whole range of investigations. My
colleague, Mr. Kanjorski, said we have one investigation here in
the House. There are other committees in the House that are
issuing subpoenas and making requests around other matters, and
I remember the Speaker saying that once the Republicans took
over they were going to have every committee of the Congress be
an investigatory committee and they will have subpoenas flying all
over the place. I think that one possibility is that the biggest crime
that has been committed here is that this administration is, even
though it is elected by the people of the country twice now, is being
impeded from carrying out its policy objectives by this continuing
assault, within, after all of it, after tens of millions of dollars being
spent, no one has even come close to being able to bring any type
of a criminal activity or improper activity upon the President or
saying that he had any knowledge thereof. So I want to thank you
for your appearance here and I want to thank the ranking member
for yielding to me.

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. I would like to
just make a couple of clarifying comments before I yield to Mr.
McIntosh for his 10 minutes.

First of all, Senator Thompson wanted more time. In fact, I think
he said when he concluded his hearings that, in effect, the White
House had run out the clock and he thought setting time con-
straints on him was probably, in retrospect, the wrong thing to do
because they had more they had to look into.

Second, it was two and not six people to whom we sent erroneous
subpoenas. Those records that we received were returned without
us reviewing them. Obviously, when you send out 300 or 400 sub-
poenas, sometimes there is a mistake made, but we made sure they
were not violated in any way because those records were returned
without review.

Finally, there are 62-plus people that we have been investigating
and asking for information on the Democrat side who have taken
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the fifth amendment or fled the country, none on the Republican
side. That is the reason why the preponderance of effort in the in-
vestigation has been on the Democrat side. That is not to say that
we are not going to investigate Republican alleged illegal activity.
We are. When you have 62 people taking the fifth amendment or
fleeing the country, you have to look into that.

Finally, I want to ask Mr. Ruff one quick question. Has anybody
on my staff, on the majority side, harassed you in any way?

Mr. Rurr. Mr. Chairman, we are engaged, I believe, in good,
hard fought occasionally, professional dealings with you and your
staff. As I indicated at the beginning of my comments today, I have
always appreciated the candor with which you and I have dealt
with each other, and I appreciate the candor with which Mr. Ben-
nett and I deal with each other. We do not always agree, almost
never agree, but I have always felt our relationships to be profes-
sional. I feel burdened because you have asked for a lot of stuff
from us, but our relations, as I said, I viewed as professional, occa-
sionally contentious but professional.

Mr. BURTON. But not harassed?

Mr. RUFF. No, sir.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. McIntosh.

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, let me start with an inquiry. Do
you want to stop for the vote, first?

Mr. BURTON. If you would like, Mr. McIntosh, we can break for
the vote and come back and then you can start when we come
back.

Mr. McInTOSH. We have 10 minutes. I am happy to do it.

Mr. BURTON. We have the time.

Mr. McINTOSH. Good afternoon, Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills. Let me
pick up where we left off on the WhoDB question. And, Ms. Mills,
in addition to you and Mr. Quinn, were there any other individuals
who were involved in the decision to withhold the handwritten
notes and the other documents in the fall of 1996.

Ms. MiLLs. In the fall of 1996, given the short timeframe in
which we had to review the materials, we went about asking those
members of our office who had time that weekend to come in to
help go through all the different materials that had been collected.
I couldn’t tell you how many of those different people might have
had occasion to review this document, but what we did try and do,
once we got to this particular document and some others, is review
them carefully and make a determination based on the criteria you
outlined that you were looking for and make a determination re-
garding its responsiveness.

Mr. McINTOSH. OK. And do you recall which weekend that was?

Ms. MiLLs. I believe, actually, we sent out our request on the
12th. I believe on the 18th is when we had our directive return
date for the documents, so we had a very quick turnaround for the
return date. I believe it was on the 18th or 19th that you sought
the materials from us and we started producing them around that
time. That is my best recollection.

Mr. McInTOSH. Was that decision ever revisited?

Ms. MiLLS. The decision to produce documents to you?
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Mr. McINTOSH. The particular ones that we were talking about
earlier, the handwritten memo and the other documents that Mr.
Ruff said?

Ms. MiLLs. They were placed in a file and at the time when I
concluded handling this matter I transferred them to another attor-
ney who was handling them. I don’t believe she had occasion to re-
review those materials until sometime recently in response to addi-
tional requests that you have been posing.

Mr. McINTOSH. You and Mr. Quinn didn’t revisit that decision?

Ms. MiLLS. At that time we didn’t revisit because we didn’t have
any new requests from you; that is correct.

Mr. McINTOsH. Well, let me point out we had an outstanding re-
quest for all of the documents. Let me ask you about some individ-
uals to see if you remember whether they were involved in that ini-
tial decision. There was Mr. Quinn. Were any of the individuals
listed in the handwritten document, there is Erskine, which I pre-
sume is Erskine Bowles, was he consulted about the document?

Ms. MiLLs. No, these are—these were internal notes of a par-
ticular staff member so he was not consulted with regard to this
document, this was somebody’s notes.

Mr. McInTOSH. Mr. Bowles was not consulted?

Ms. MiLLs. Correct.

Mr. McINTOSH. Do you know whose notes these were?

Ms. MiLLs. It is my understanding they are Brian Bailey’s notes.

Mr. McINTOSH. Was Mr. Bailey consulted?

Ms. MiLLs. I don’t know if he was consulted at that time or not.

Mr. McINnTOSH. OK. Do you know—Harold is listed. Was Harold
Ickes consulted?

Ms. MiLLs. I don’t believe he would have been. These would have
been Mr. Bailey’s internal notes, so I don’t believe we would have
consulted him, but I am doing my best to recall from over a year
ago.

Mr. McINTOSH. I understand. How about Deborah DelLee, would
she have been consulted?

Ms. MILLS. No.

Mr. McINTOSH. Or Bobby Watson?

Ms. MILLS. No.

Mr. McINTOSH. OK. And then the other one, I have to ask, was
the POTUS consulted?

Ms. MILLS. No.

Mr. McINTOSH. The President?

Ms. MiLLS. No.

Mr. McINTOSH. Who is Brian Bailey again?

Ms. MiLLs. Brian Bailey was at that time serving in, I believe,
}he Deputy Chief of Staff’s Office. He was an assistant in that of-
ice.

Mr. McINTOSH. So he was the deputy to which deputy?

Ms. MiLLS. I don’t know that he was a deputy to a deputy.

Mr. McInTosH. OK.

Ms. MiLLs. I actually don’t know what his official title was. He
was one of the staff members in the Deputy Chief of Staff’s Office.

Mr. McINTOSH. Forgive me if I forget the organizational chart.
Was Mr. Ickes and Mr. Bowles, both of them were deputies? Did
he work with one or the other?
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Ms. MiLLs. I believe both of them were deputies at the time Mr.
Bailey was working in the White House, I believe that is correct.
I believe at that time he was working with Mr. Bowles, but that
is my best understanding.

Mr. McInTOsH. OK. Thank you. Let me ask you this. To get the
sequence correct, on that weekend when the documents were re-
viewed, Mr. Ruff indicated in his letter they were then put in the
folder. That was your job, to put them in the folder and then keep
custody of the documents?

Ms. MiLLs. Yes, at the end of what I was doing is I created a
working file, a file of other materials that might need to be re-
viewed or issues that needed to be handled in that file. When I was
transferring the matter, that file was transferred.

Mr. McINTosH. OK. And who was the attorney to whom the doc-
uments were then transferred?

Ms. MiLLS. Miss Sally Paxton.

Mr. McINTOSH. Miss Paxton. Did you review with her at that
time the contents of the folder of documents that you had deemed
were not relevant?

Ms. M1LLs. I don’t believe I reviewed the contents of the folder.
I believe I might have reviewed my working file with her, in other
words, the different files that were in my working file, but I don’t
believe or at least I don’t recall as I sit here right now going
through those documents with her.

Mr. McInTOSH. OK. Approximately when did you give Miss
Paxton the files?

Ms. MiLLs. I believe it would have been sometime in December.

Mr. McINTOSH. December.

Ms. MiLLs. Of 1996.

Mr. McINTOSH. And, again, you gave them to her because you
were being reassigned to different duties, or what was the reason
you gave them.

Ms. MiLLS. There were a lot of different matters I was also start-
ing to handle, and so we were transitioning different matters to dif-
ferent people. This was one of the matters that Miss Paxton had
the fortune to be transferred to her.

Mr. McINTOSH. We have enjoyed working with her, too, actually.

We are talking about the WHoDB matter generally, or—just to
be clear, the matter that was being transferred to her was the
WHoDB investigation and the responses to our subcommittee?

Ms. MiLLs. Correct.

Mr. McINTosH. OK. Let me ask you, Mr. Ruff, could you tell me,
and I want to point everybody’s attention to a letter that you wrote
to me on May 20, and it is tab 9 in the book of documents about
the WHoDB investigation, and for my colleagues, it is in the green
folder, the May 22 letter, from Mr. Ruff to me.

You indicate there, and we disagreed at the time, but in fairness
to you, you stated there was no evidence that in this memorandum
or anywhere else that WHoDB was planned to be used for political
purposes.

Now we have new evidence that you tell me in your Octo