IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
DAUPHIN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: : SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA
276 M.D. MISC. DKT. 1999
THE SXTEENTH STATEWIDE
DAUPHIN COUNTY COMMON PLEAS
INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY : NO. 8 M.D. 2000

NOTICE NO. 11

ORDER ACCEPTING AND FILING
INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY REPORT NO. 2

AND NOW, this_23rd day of February , 2001, upon review of Investigating

Grand Jury Report No. 2, and finding that said report properly regards public corruption and proposes
recommendations for adminigrative, executive and/or legidative action in the public interest based upon
dated findings, and further finding that said report is based upon facts received in the course of an
investigation authorized by the Investigating Grand Jury Act, 42 PaC.S. * 4541 et seq., and is supported
by the preponderance of the evidence, it is hereby
ORDERED

1 That Investigating Grand Jury Report No. 2 isaccepted by the Court with the direction that
theorigind befiled asapublic record with the Court of Common Pleas of Dauphin County and that acopy
be filed as a public record with the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County.

2. That the Attorney for the Commonwealth deliver copies of the Report to the following:

A. The Members of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives;

B. The Members of the Pennsylvania Senate;
C. The City Commissioners of the City of Philaddphig;



D. The Mayor of the City of Philadelphig;
E The Members of the City Council of the City of Philade phig;

F. The Secretary of the Commonwedlth.

BY THE COURT:

G. THOMAS GATES
Supervisng Judge



IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
DAUPHIN COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: : SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA
276 M.D. MISC. DKT. 1999
THE SXTEENTH STATEWIDE
DAUPHIN COUNTY COMMON PLEAS
INVESTIGATING GRAND JURY : NO. 8 M.D. 2000

NOTICE NO. 11

TO THE HONORABLE G. THOMAS GATES, SUPERVISING JUDGE:

REPORT NO. 2

We, the members of the Sixteenth Statewide I nvestigating Grand Jury, based upon factsreceivedin
the course of an investigation authorized by the Investigating Grand Jury Act regarding conditionsrdaing to
public corruption as defined in the Investigating Grand Jury Act and proposing recommendations for
legidative, executive and adminidrative action in the public interest. So finding, with not fewer than twelve

concurring, we do hereby adopt this Report for submission to the Supervising Judge.

Foreperson C The Sixteenth Statewide
Investigating Grand Jury

DATED: , 2001




INTRODUCTION

We, the members of the Sixteenth Statewide Investigating Grand Jury, have conducted an
investigation of possible violations of the Election Code, and other crimina offenses, committed by palitical
committees and individuas during the 1997 and 1999 judicid eectionsin Philadelphia. Our investigation
wasinitiated asaresult of acomplaint received by the Office of Attorney Generd, in February 1999, from
the Committee of Seventy, anot-for-profit, nonpartisan politica watchdog agency. That complaint aleged
that ward committees had engaged in widespread violations of the Election Code, by falling to report
contributions they recaeived during the primary judicid dections in Philaddphia. The complaint further
dleged that the Ablatant disregardil of the Election Code by the ward committees had been occurring for
many years.

During the course of conducting our investigation, we have received evidence regarding thejudicd
election process from participantsin all aspects of that process, namely: candidates, candidate committee
treasurers, and other individuaswho were involved in the candidates: campaign activities, membersof ward
committees; membersof other palitica committeeswhich received candidate contributions; consultantswho
were retained by candidatesto assist them in their campaign efforts; and representatives of the county and
date agencies which are charged with the responsibility of monitoring campaign financing and reporting.
The sections of this report are categorized accordingly. Our purposein conducting thisinvestigetion
was to determine if any crimes occurred in reation to the 1997 and 1999 judicid eections, and, if so, to
determine who was respongible for their commisson. In those ingtances where we have found crimind
conduct, and have been ableto identify the personsresponsiblefor it, we have recommended theinitiation
of crimind proceedings, consstent with our duty, through the issuance of investigating grand jury

presentments. 1n many ingtances, we havefound crimina conduct, but have not recommended theinitiation



of crimina proceedings, dueto the expiration of the statute of limitations. In someingtances, weareableto
identify crimind conduct, but are unable to assess responghility, due to the insufficiency of admissble
evidence. In other instances, we are unable to say that the conduct which has occurred was crimind. We
believe, however, that the conduct which occurred calsfor changesin the Commonwed thrsElection Code.

Accordingly, we are issuing this investigating grand jury report so that we might detail our efforts and
provide arecord in support of our proposasfor legidative, executive and administrative action to correct
the problems or percelved problems which we have identified. Some of our findings are drawn from the
investigating grand jury presentmentswhich we haveissued. They are repested hereto the extent that they
are the basisfor our present recommendations.

l. JUDICIAL CANDIDATES

During the course of this investigation, the Grand Jury heard from a totd of thirty-two judicid
candidates, including al of the 1997 candidates, some of the 1999 candidates, and some who were
candidatesin both of thoseyears. The portions of their statements which are specificaly reevant to other
sectionsof thisreport areincluded inthose sections. However, the candidates statements, collectively, paint
the overdl picture of the method through which the judicid eections in Philadel phia occur, and thereby
relate the story of how one goes about the business of becoming a judge in Philadelphia. It is a picture
which is not pretty, a story which needstdling, and a busness which, in fact, isabusiness.

Many of the candidates referred to the series of events involved in their campaigns as Athe
process.i All of the candidates, however they referred to their campaign activities, went through the
process. Simply put, the process is about money - raising and spending it. On the spending end, the
overwhdming focus is on Astreet money, @ the universal euphemism for what is officidly described in
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campaign expense reports asAd ection expenses) or Aelection day expenses) Street money istheprimary
vehiclein which the candidaters messageis ddivered to the voters, through the distribution of sampleballots
or other literature which encourages votes for the candidate. The amount of money spent by candidates
varied, but it was not uncommon for 1997 candidatesto spend $100,000. One unsuccessful candidate was
informed by a consultant that in order to be Acompetitive,i the candidate would need to spend $75,000.
According to that candidate, A(The consultant) thought that would doiit. It didret.; The consensusopinion
of unsuccessful candidates was that they should have spent more.

The process, to a large degree, begins with seeking the endorsements of the Democratic and
Republican City Committees, organizations comprised of the Ward Leaders of the political parties. In
Common Pleasand Municipa Court eections, candidates can cross-file, thet is, candidatescan fileasboth
Republican and Democratic candidates, and appear on both parties balotsin the primary eection. Itis
universdly held that candidates who win the primary eection on the Democratic Sde are ultimatdy
successful in the generd dection, due to the overwhelming mgority of Democratic registered voters in
Philadelphia. The primary eection is, therefore, tantamount to the genera election. The endorsement is
based upon a vote of the Ward Leader members of City Committee, and, ostengbly, resultsin al of the
Ward Leaders supporting that candidate, through the digribution, indl of theward:sdivisons, of the City
Committee sample bdlot, which contains the names of dl of the endorsed candidates. Thus, the
Democratic City Committee endorsement is highly sought by the candidates, but is not without cost. The
endorsed candidates are expected to make a contribution to City Committee, as payment for the
candidates share of the street money which is digtributed by City Committee. In 1997, the contribution

was $30,000. Tha money, which is given by City Committee to each Ward Leader, is supposed to be
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divided among the ward:s committegpeople to pay for the costs incurred in connection with the eection
effort, whichis primarily focused on the distribution of the sample balot by the committegpeople and other
workers. The criteriafor endorsement, from the candidates: perspective, are varied. Among the factors
which weigh heavily in the endorsement equation are service to the party, through the performance of

uncompensated legd work, and the support of influential ponsors, among whose number can be found
elected officids and certain Ward Leaders (who are sometimes one and the same). The singular common
denominator of the endorsed candidates is the contribution to City Committee.

In 1997, the endorsement and the $30,000, however, did not guarantee success. To the contrary,
it did not even ensure the support of al of the Ward Leaders. That was due to the fact that many Ward
Leaders, both individudly and in groups, who disagreed with the endorsement decisions, brokerankswith
City Committee, and supported unendorsed candidates. That free agency proved to be quite lucrative to
the renegade Ward L eaders, since it occasioned contributions, ostensibly to be used as street money, not
only from the unendorsed candidates, but from the endorsed candidates, aswell. Asone candidate stated:
AA lot of Ward Leaders knew that there were candidates running who were not going to be endorsed (by
City Committee), but who had alot of money to spend, and they didrrt want to bein apostion wherethey
couldrrt takethat money... once you invitethose peopleto maketheir own dedls, they-re only interested in,
basicdly, thehighest bidder.i The method through which Ward L eaders supported unendorsed candidates
was the production and digtribution of their own sample ballots, which included the names of unendorsed
candidates, and excluded endorsed candidates. That processisknown asAcuttingd acandidate. Endorsed
candidates, fearful of being cut, made payments, in addition to the $30,000 City Committee contribution,

directly to Ward Leaders. The City Committee endorsement was supposed to result in the support of al
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axty-nine of the Ward Leaders, but, as one candidate put it: Alt doesrrt work that way in the Democratic
Party... what do you get, 10 wards for $30,0007) Unendorsed candidates, who didrt bear the $30,000
endorsement burden, werein abetter financia position to make the independent dedls, and, if they wanted
support in the wards, had no choice but to go directly to the Ward Leaders. One candidate found that
dtudtion to be a bit gppdling. He stated: Al-ve been in politics dl my life.. | was a Republican Ward
Leader. We never operated that way... You got abdlot (from City Committee) and that was it... It
wouldrrt even enter my mind to bregk a balot.(

Part of the process, for many of the candidates, both endorsed and unendorsed, involved gaining
access to the Ward Leaders, and the Agroups) of Ward Leaders, through consultants or advisors. The
Ward Leader groups often conducted Ameetingsil for the purpose of evauating candidates. The candidates,
who were shepherded to the meetings by their consultants or advisors, spoketo the group, in the hope that
they, and the checksthey brought along with them, would be accepted by someor dl of the Ward Leaders
inthegroup. Generaly, the candidates relied heavily on the consultants to navigate the sometimes choppy
seas of Ward Leader support. It was through the consultants that the candidates attempted to avoid a
gtuation in which they made a contribution to aWard Leader, and received nothing in return. Inthewords
of one candidate: AThere are some (Ward Leaders) who will look you intheeye, say 1-m going to support
you... take your money, and then they dorrt do it.; According to another candidate, aWard Leader who
headed one of the groups requested large sums of money for support in the wards in her group and
consstently failed to ddliver. That candidate decided not to make the payment to that Ward L eader, based

upon the candidates andysis of past voting results in the subject wards.



One of the other candidates, however, made theopposite decision asto that Ward L eader and her
group. He, like many of the candidates, seemed to err on the Sde of contributing. In judtification of the
large expenditure, he noted: AA good friend of mine said, >do you want to wake up after the election not
having won and wondering the rest of your lifewhether that (contribution) would have madethe difference?
0 Theat typeof mindset exhibited itsdlf repeatedly in the statements of many of the candidates, who seemed
to have taken an dmost cavaier gpproach in expenditures amed at gaining Ward Leader support.
Payments of thousands, even tensof thousands of dollars, collectively, were made to consultantsand Ward
Leadersdike, with nary acontract or written agreement, and very littlein the way of verba agreements. It
wasalot of blind faith and very littlequid pro quo. Candidatesissued contribution checks, and hoped for
the best. Many of the candidates consstently had no memory, or no knowledge, of expenditures, or the
reasons therefor. As to some of the candidates, the lack of knowledge was due to an intentiond
detachment, an effort, born of ethical consderations, to insulate themsel ves from the monetary aspects of
theprocess. However, in other instances, it was due to the candidatess utter reliance upon, and confidence
inthe consultants. As stated by one of the candidates: ATheway | made out the checkswastheway | was
told to make out the checks.ii It was that mindset which resulted in the Situations hereinafter described in
Section 1V, of checksbeing made payableto non-exigtent individuds, and Ward Leaders using designated
payees. The consultants, and the Ward Leaders they might influence, were indeed viewed as vauable
commodities, and were courted with a deference bordering on obsequiousness. Candidates did not seek
proof, from the consultants or Ward Leaders, of the support for which they paid, opting instead to check
the vote totalsthey received intheward. Therewasauniversa belief among the candidates that the Ward

Leader=s support, through the issuance of the sample bdlots, produced results in the find taly. The
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perceived power of the consultants and Ward L eaders was further evidenced by the fact that candidates
who were unsuccessful in 1997 made the same type of paymentsto Ward L eaders and consultants when
they ran again in 1999. The perceived power of the sample bdlot was exemplified by the candidates
pursuit of, and payments to, Arump groups,i informal aliances of committegpeoplewithin award who have
defected from the Ward Leader. Even certain Ainfluentidd committegpeople were sought out and paid to
support acandidate. Asto dl of those instances, the contributions were for street money, the costs of
getting out the vote, and getting the candidatess literature into the hands of the voter.

During the process, candidates spent money on things other than the wards or rump groups, such
as. direct mall and newspaper advertisng; posters which were posted by volunteers;, contributions to
neighborhood organizations, and payments to groups or organizations which were not associated with the
ward committees, such as the Black Clergy, but which ether distributed sample balots through their
memberships, or through putting people on the sreet to Awork the pollsff However, the prevailing
viewpoint among the candidates was that it was the Ward Leaders, through the committegpeople they
controlled, who were in the best position to deliver the votes necessary for success. In the effort to Aput
people on the streets,i afew candidates made expenditures, for election day expenses/street money, in
amountsranging from $1,100 to $5,500, by writing checksto cash, to the candidate, or, in oneingtance, to
the candidaters husband. The cash from those checks was used to pay eection day workers, who in one
case were union members, who received $50 each in exchange for their services.

The generd impression of the process which was conveyed by thecandidateswas not afavorable
one. It wasagruding process, which required the candidates to criss-crossthe city a dl hoursof theday

and night, in an effort to speak to, and seek the support of, any and dl community, civic or neighborhood
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organizetions. At every stop, the candidates were saddled with the congtraints of the Code of Judicia
Conduct, which admonishes candidates not to answer many of the questions which would naturdly be
expected to be asked by prospective voters. Once again, however, the magnet for the mgority of the
campaign activity wastheward committees. In addition to attending ward meetings, candidates appeared
at aseemingly endless series of ward committeeAcandidates nights,§ Afundraisers,i and Abeef and beers,fdl
of which had admission prices. One group of Ward Leaders charged a$50Ainterview fee Incommenting
on the leader of that group, the campaign manager of one of the candidates noted: AShe had a (fundraiser)
every Tuesday and Wednesday, it seemed.f The disenchantment with the process was reflected by
comments such as Al got educated the hard way,@ and Al got involved in this thing, and geez, it=s
impossibled One of the candidates, quoting aformer Philade phiamayor, stated: Alf you arelooking for the
worst way we can get judges on the bench, Philadelphiahasit.) When offered an opportunity to comment
on the investigation, another candidate said, AThe only way to do anything about this is to change the
process.i Y et another candidate, who ran unsuccessfully in 1997, and successfully in 1999, noted, with no
amal amount of glee, Al-m awfully glad | dorrt have to go through this process again.i' Generdly, many of
the candidates found the process to be frudtrating, demeaning, and at times, compromisng. Those
sentiments were supported, ironicaly, by a Ward Leader, who is aso a member of City Council. That
Ward Leader stated:
AWhen youre putting someone in a position with aten year term, at, $103,000 or

$107,000 per year, whatever they make, you add it up, it=sover amillion dollarsover ten

years. There has been only one person who has not gotten through aretention eection in

the lagt twenty-five to thirty years.. Basicdly you have to be ether crazy, or shoot

somebody not to get retained. And that=sfor another tenyears. Sol think many peoplein

the politicd community have decided, ok, if | am going to help you do that, then youre
going to pay and youre going to pay dearly, and you are going to go through one of the
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worst possible public processes. You are going to humble yoursdlf to every politica

person and anybody who hasan axeto grind. Y ou are going to potentialy put every dime

that you canraise, and your own bank account, and your family=s, to get thisjob. Andthen

you aregoing to get dected and wewill never seeyou again. And | think in many instances

(the candidates) just get completely ripped off and abused. Itsahorrible system.

Itisaso worth noting that, during the process, qualificationswas an issue that wasrarely brought to
thefore. According to onecandidate, Al dorrt think that qudifications ever entered too highly into anyoness
congderation, party included.; Another candidate, putting it more bluntly, noted, Al-m not sonaveor supid
that | think that qudifications play any rolein this process asit is now.(l

. POLITICAL COMMITTEES

1 WARD COMMITTEES

Evidence obtained during the course of the investigation has established that, based upon a
computation of candidate contributions of $100 or more, fifty-eight Democratic ward committees and two
Republican ward committees received contributionswhich totaled close to $300,000in 1997, exclusive of
the amounts recelved through the consultants, which amounts are detailed in Section 111, below. Of those
gxty committees, only twenty-eight filed reportsfor 1997 prior to theinitiation of theinvestigation. Nineteen
additiona wards filed 1997 reports during the course of the investigation. The thirteen wardswhich have
never filed for 1997 received atotal of $49,000 from judicia candidates. Only two of thewardswhich did
not report in 1997, and which received in excess of $2,000 in 1999, repegted their failure to filein 1999.
The bdow-liged committees were among those which ether faled to file in 1997, or grosdy under-
reported their receiptsin 1997.

1. 37"" DEMOCRATIC WARD COMMITTEE




Specid Agent Michad Fuller provided testimony regarding the campaign expense reports and
financial records associated with campaign contributions to the 37" Ward Committee. A review of the
expense reports filed by the 1997 judicid candidates and their committees, as well as the bank records
associated with the campaign expenditures, reveded that judicia candidates contributed $10,500to the 37"
Ward for the 1997 primary eection. Four of those contributions, totaling $4,000, came from candidates
who were not endorsed by the Democratic City Committee. One of those candidates was a Republican.
The checks for the 1997 contributions were made payable to either Leonard DeBose or the 37" Ward.
Additiondly, the banking records related to Dan Slo Services, the company of consultant Peter Truman,
reveded that the 37" Ward received $2,000 in contributions, in the form of two $1,000 checks payableto
Ward Leader Constance Little, for the 1997 primary. The 37" Ward aso received $2,100 from the
Democratic City Committee for primary eection expenses. Thus, thetotal of 1997 primary contributions
was $14,600. Anandysisof the pertinent bank records demongtrates that the checks payableto DeBose
were deposited into his First Union Bank persona account, the checks payable to the 37" Ward were
deposited into a37™ Ward account maintained a United Bank, and the checks payableto Littlewereeither
deposited into her persona account at PNC Bank, or cashed. There were cash withdrawals from the
DeBose account in amounts concomitant to the deposit amounts. No campaign expensereport wasfiled on
behdf of the 37" Ward for the 1997 primary dection. As to the 1997 genera eection, three judicia
candidate checks, totaling $1,500, were made payable to DeBose, and a $1,000 Dart+ Silo check was
payable to Little. DeBose cashed one of the checks and deposited the other two, and Little cashed the

Dan-Silo check. Once again, no campaign expense report was filed as to those contributions.



There was acampaign expense report filed on behaf of the 37" Ward relativetoits 1999 primary
activities. That report, a 30-day post-eection report, which covers the period from January 1, 1999, to
May 28, 1999, was filed on June 19, 1999, contained a Sgnature of Beverly Allen as the treasurer, and
indicated $27,550 in receiptsand $17,090 in expenditures. During the course of theinvestigation, asample
1999 primary ballot which was distributed in the 37" Ward was obtained. That ballot, which is entitled
AOfficid Democratic Ballot - 37" Ward, Primary Election - Tuesday, May 18, 1999,§ containsthe names
and balot numbers of candidates for dl of the offices being dected. A comparison of the judicid
candidates listed on the ballot and those who made contributionsto the 37" Ward reflectsthat eleven of the
thirteen candidates who appear on the sample ballot made contributions totaing $10,000. Further, three
candidates, who contributed atotal of $2,250, were not on the sample balot.

In the schedule of expenditures on the campaign expense report, eection day tdlot printing
expenditures of $370 arelisted. Thelargest expendituresare two which occurred on May 18, 1999, oneto
Congtance Littlein the amount of $7,545, and the other to Eleanor Brown, in the amount of $6,000, both
described as AE-day activities Those two expenditures were made through checks, payable to those
individuals, written onthe 37" Ward:s account, and cashed. Records obtained from Constance Little, after
she tedtified, included receipts for primary eection day Astreet moneyl expenditures to ward committee
workers, in amounts ranging from $50 to $150, the total of which was $6,100. Also in the records were
receipts for Astreet moneyl expenditures to workers for Darrdl Clarke, a City Council candidate, in
amounts ranging from $50 to $250, the total of which was $10,000.

A 30-day post generd dection campaign expense report, which wasfiled on December 3, 1999,

listed totd receipts of $3,250, the amount which was received from the Democratic City Committee. This
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report smilarly lists expenditures for AE-day expenses,i to Constance Little, of $4,000, and to Eleanor
Brown, of $3,250, and contains no expenditures associated with ballot printing costs. However, no
receipts reveding the ultimate recipients of that $7,250 were produced by Little. Further, there was no
listed expenditure associated with ballot printing cods.

When asked about the expenditures to DeBose and the 37" Ward, the 1997 judicia candidates
uniformly stated that such contributions were made in an effort to obtain the wardes support, which would
include being listed on the wardss sample balot. In response to inquiries as to why checks were made
payable to Leonard DeBose, candidates either didrrt remember, or stated that consultant Peter Truman
advised that DeBose was the appropriate payee.

Congtance Little, who testified pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that shehasbeeninvolvedin
ward politics in the 37" Ward for seventeen years, initialy as a committeeperson, and then as Ward
Leader. Her serviceasaWard Leader commenced in 1992 and continued until January, 2000, when she
resgned. Indiscussng her roleasWard L eader, she stated that she has always handled the ward=s money,
and that the ward treasurer never handled the money. By way of explanation of thefact that she sngularly
controlled the finances of the ward, Little stated that as long as she has been involved in palitics, it has
aways been the Apracticel that the ward leader controls the money. Despite her long involvement in the
political and ectord processes, she was unaware of the Election Code provision which mandated that
treasurersof political committeesreceive and disbursefunds. Infact, Littlewasnot even surewho theward
treasurer was during the 1997 primary, and stated that she Athinksj it was William Biddle. According to
Little, theonly other person on theward committee who handled money wasthe secretary, Barbara Carrdl,

whose role was limited to assisting Little in distributing the Astreet money.§
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During her testimony, Little related she was a member of a group of Ward Leaders, which was
headed by Ward Leader Frank Oliver, and was known asAProgressve Ward Leaders.il. That group was
aso known as the ATruman Group,f S0 named due to the involvement with the group of consultant Peter
Truman. Despite the fact that dl of the Ward Leaders who condtituted this group were members of
Democratic City Committee, the Progressive/Truman Group operated independently of City Committee,
and made its own decisons as to which judicid candidates to endorse and support. Little acknowledged
that judicial candidateswho are endorsed by City Committee make large contributionsto City Committee,
which expectsdl of itsmember Ward Leadersto support its endorsed candidates, However, Little stated:
AThey expect it, but they know different.;i By way of explandtion, Little stated that City Committee
Aknows) that some of the candidates they endorse will not be supported by the Progressive Group or the
African- American Democratic Ward Leaders, that there have been someAnasty battles)) a City Committee
over which candidates will be supported, and that the result is aAfree-for-dl.@

In describing the process through which the Progressive' Truman Group decided which 1997 judicid
candidatesto endorsefor the primary election, Little stated that prior to the primary, the group conducted a
meeting a which the candidates gopeared and made speeches. The candidates would then be asked
questions, which included an inquiry whether the candidates, if dected, would be willing to doAcommunity
work( after they are eected, snce Aoften times, when judges are elected, they forget the ward leaders.(
After the interviews, the group voted on which candidates to support. Although there were no direct
conversation with the candidates regarding contributions to the members of the group, it was understood
that the candidates who would be endorsed and supported would give money which would be used by the

ward leaders Afor their committegpeople to help with the dection.( Little agreed that the candidates who
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made contributions reasonably expected that dl of the money which was given would be spent by theward
inits eection effort. Further, Little sated thet al of the money received from judicid candidates for the
1997 primary election was used for payments to committeepeople and other workers, and for food and
ballots.

In discussing bdlots, Little stated that the Progressive/Truman Group did print a sample bdlat,
which was separate and independent of the City Committee sample ballot. However, some of the Ward
Leadersin the Progressve/Truman Group would not use that balot, and would have yet another sample
ballot printed for usein hisor her ward, due to opposition of one or more of the candidates endorsed by the
group. Itwasunderstood that if aWard Leader was not going to support one of the group-s candidates, he
or shewould not take any money fromthat candidate. Thus, therewas dissension among themembersof a
group, which itsdf was a dissenting faction of an even larger group, namely, the City Committee. The
dissensgondid not end there, for, according to Little, thereis even dissension among the committegpeoplein
the ward. Sometimes, individua committegpeople make their own dedls and put out their own balot.
When Littlewas shown the above- referenced AOfficid Democratic Ballot - 37" Wardifor the1999 primary
election, which did not contain the names of three candidates who made contributions to the ward, she
dated that it was only one of Aprobably three or four) versons of the warcks sample ballots which were
distributed during the 1999 primary, and that every contributing candidate appeared on one of theversons
of the balot. In explaining the method by which the varying versons are digtributed, Little stated that Aat
8:00 in the morning you might put out one balot and at 12:00 youll put out another balot with other

candidates namesonit, and maybe at 6:00 youll put out another ballot with some other candidates names

-13-



on it that are not on thefirst two.§ Litlessward did not distributethe officid City Committee sample bdlot
in 1997 or 1999.

Littlewas shown the above-referenced candidate and Dan-Silo Services 1997 contribution checks.
When asked why some of the checks were payable to Leonard DeBosg, Little stated that the candidates
who gppeared at the Progressive/Truman Group meeting brought their checkbooks, and that sheinformed
either Truman or Frank Oliver or the candidates that the checks should be made payable in that fashion.
Leonard DeBosewas her boyfriend at thetime, and Littlefelt that it wasAeasiex(l for her to have DeBosego
to the bank and cash the checks. When asked why she didrt make use of the wardks bank account in
disposing of the candidate checks, Little related that Awith some of the checksit wasjust easer to have Mr.
DeBose cash the checks, because | wouldrrt haveto wait aslong for the checksto be cashed.f§ (The 1997
primary contribution checks payableto Leonard DeBose which Little examined during her testimony, with
the exception of one dated May 14", were dated April 30", May 1%, or May 2™. The primary dection
was on May 20™)

Asto the checks payableto DeBosg, Little stated that after DeBose cashed the checks, he gavethe
cashto her, and sheused it for Aelection purposes.i Little acknowledged that one of the candidate checks,
which was payable to the 37" Ward, was deposited into the ward:s bank account. Asto thethree checks
from Dan+ Silo Services, which were payableto her, Little confirmed that they were from Peter Truman, and
stated that the first of the checks, dated May 2, 1997, in the amount of $1,000, wasAfor an event that we
were having intheward at thetime and Mr. Truman was being supportive of that event.) When asked why
A5-20-97( (the date of the primary dection) waswritten on theAfor( line of the check, Little stated that she

did not know. After it was pointed out that the check was deposited into her persond account, Little
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clamed that she did that Abecause the check was made out to meto use thischeck any way that | saw fitin
the community,@ and that the money in the check did not originate from ajudicia candidate. The second
Dan-Silo check, dated May 16, 1997, for $1,000, with ABerlef) on theAfor( line, was cashed by Little, who
stated that the $1,000 was from Superior Court candidate Berle Schiller, through Truman, for support in her
ward. The third Dan+Silo check for $2,000 dated November 3, 1997, Afor-Election=97,0 which Little
cashed, was used Ato get balots done for the eection.; When it was pointed out to Little that, based on
other evidence presented to the Grand Jury, aswell as her own balot printing expenseslisted in her 1999
campaign expense reports, $2,000 seemed an excessive amount for balot printing, Little said the money
was aso used to purchase food. She aso stated that, to her knowledge, that money did not represent a
contribution from any specific candidate.

When shown a May 19, 1997, check for $1,000, payable to her, from Andre Dassent, a
democratic candidate for City Controller, Little stated that it was given to her in exchange for support of
Dassent=selection effort. According to Little, she deposited that check into her personal account Abecauise
it was easier for meto do that - | deposited the check and then got thecash.@ Littlefurther stated thet dl of
the 1997 contribution checks were used for eection purposes. However, when confronted with the fact
that the 1997 candidate and City Committee contributions to the ward amounted to approximately $695
per ward division, Little then stated that not dl of the money was spent for e ection purposes, and that some
of the money went into the ward bank account. The ward used the money in its account for expenditures
such astaking the children intheward onabustrip, atrip to Atlantic City, and the purchase of ticketsfor a
Democratic City Committee event. Little further testified that she didrvt file acampaign expensereport for

1997 because she wasAnaive i and didrrt know shewas supposed tofileareport. When questioned about
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the absence of receiptsfor expenditures associated with the 1997 dection efforts, Little explained that when
sheasked theward secretary for those records, the secretary told her that they were destroyed inafloodin
the secretary-s basement.

The above-referenced 1999 30-day post primary eection campaign expense report filed for the
37" Ward, as previoudly stated, reflects $10,000 more in contributions than expenditures. When asked
about this, inlight of her previoudy-stated understanding that candidates expect that dl of their contribution
money will be spent by the ward committee in furtherance of the dection effort, Little said, AWeonly give
the committegpeople so much money, but it isused to hdp theward, ismy understanding, during eectionsi
Little sated that she completed and filed that campaign expense report, and that she signed Beverly Allens
name on it, after asking Allerrs permission to do so. When asked whether she could explain why Allen
testified that she did not give such permisson, Little stated: AWell, | did ask her before | signed her name.
The only explanation | can tdl you is ether she forgot or she wasiill when | C but | did ask because |
needed to file the report.) In response to questioning regarding the May 18, 1999, expendituresin the
report, of $7,545to Little and $6,000 to Eleanor Brown, Little explained that checksfor those expenditures
were converted to cash and put on the street. The Brown check money was used to pay committegpeople,
and the money from the check to Little, which represented contributions from City Council candidate
Darrdl Clarke and another candidate, was used for payments to workers other than committegpeople.

Leonard DeBose testified, pursuant to an order of immunity, that he has been afriend of Connie
Litless for forty to forty-fiveyears. Although he has never held any position in the 37" Ward, he has been
engaged in volunteer politica work with Little Snce she became acommitteewoman. DeBose confirmed

that he received the above-referenced checks, which were payable to him, and ultimately converted them
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into cash, which hegaveto Little. Accordingto DeBose, the checks were made payable to him based on
hisindructionsto Little, dueto thefact that he previoudy had difficulty cashing checksfor Littlewhich were
payable to Little, and which he co-signed. He dso stated that Little, for security reasons, didrrt want to
have to carry the cash from the bank. DeBose didrrt know whether the ward committee had a checking
account.

Eleanor Brown, the payee on the above-referenced $6,000 check, testified that shereplaced Little
asWard Leader in January 2000. During her first appearance before the Grand Jury, shetestified that prior
to becoming Ward Leader, she served as a committeeperson in the 37" Ward for eight to ten years. As
part of her role as acommittegperson, she worked during the 1997 primary eection, getting out the vote,
and digtributing sample ballots, and received between $150 and $175 for her efforts. When shown the
campaign expense report which reflected a May 18, 1999, $6,000 expenditure to her, Brown stated,
AGood God! i and related that she did not get $6,000 on May 18, 1999, and didrrt have any ideawhy the
report indicated such an expenditure. When asked how much money shedid, in fact, receivefor the May
1999, primary dection, Brown stated: Alt couldrit have been over $200, $300.0 Brown aso said that a
check Amust have beeni made payable to her, that she didrrt know why the report indicated shereceived
$6,000, that she didrrt remember being given a check and being asked to endorse it, but that she would
attempt to find out what happened. During her return gppearance before the Grand Jury, Brown was
shown the $6,000 check which was payable to, and endorsed by her, and testified that, after seeing the
check and having a conversation with Little, she now remembered recaiving the check from Little, cashing
the check and gving the money to Little, who probably gaveit out on dection day. Little never told her

why the check was payable to her, and she never asked. During the time between her Grand Jury
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appearances, Brown was informed by Little that the $6,000 was used for eection day expenses. Brown
a0 tedtified that she was able to cash the check on the same day she received it, because she went to the
bank on which the check was drawn.

Beverly Allen tetified that she has been acommitteepersonin the 37" Ward for approximately ten
or eleven years, and was elected treasurer of the ward committee sometime latein 1999 or early in 2000.
However, she does not know who preceded her as treasurer. When asked about her responsbilities as
treasurer, she stated: Al was C | wasjust C itwasC | guessit wasjust atitle, because I=d never C the
treasurer, I-d never even seen C | never knew who the treasurers were and | didret even know what my
position would be, because | never seen anybody handle any money.f No onetold her what her dutiesas
treasurer were, and she has not had any dedlings with the warcks finances or records since she became
treasurer. Infact, she hasrt done anything at dl in her capacity astreasurer Snce she assumed the position.
She was unaware of the Election Code provision requiring treasurersto file campaign expense reports, and,
infact, didret know what acampaign expensereport was. Further, she didret know who handled theward
committesrs money, and didrrt know Leonard DeBose.

During her testimony, Allen was shown the 1999 30-day post primary campaign expense report
which contained asignature of ABeverly Allen.i According to Allen, she did not complete the report, did
not dgn it, did not remember having previoudy seen it, ad did not recognize either the printing or
handwriting utilized in affixing her name and sgnature to the document. Allen dso stated thet she did not
authorize anyone to sgn her name on the report, and that she was not the ward committee treasurer during

the time period covered by the report.
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Allen dso provided testimony relaive to her receipt of street money. In 1997, ether Little or
Arnold Mitchell, who was the Aminigter(i of theward, distributed the money to her for working the primary
election. 1n 1999, she believed that the primary e ection street money was distributed by Littleand Barbara
Carroll, the Ward Secretary. When asked how much money she received for working the 1999 primary,
shereplied: Al think it might have been $140. I:mjust C | really dorrt remember. It might have been 140.
It might have been 75, it might have been 95.0 Allen agreed that the amount provided variesfrom eection
to eection, but thought that the primary dection amount money was gregter than the generd eection
amount. Shefurther believed that the amount of money received by the committegpeopleis supposed to be
dependent upon the tota amount of money received by the ward committee from City Committee and
candidates. Thelargest anount Allen remembersreceiving during her committegperson tenurewas $160 or
$165, sometime before Little became the Ward Leader.

William Biddle, who preceded Allen as the ward committee treasurer, testified that he hasbeen a
committeeperson in the 37" Ward for gpproximately eighteen years, but that hewas uncertain of the period
during which hewastreasurer, and was unsure of whether he was gppointed or € ected to that position. To
the best of hisrecollection, he was the treasurer from 1992 toAmaybe=96 or :97.0 During thetimehewas
treasurer, he had nothing to do with the money or record keeping. According to Biddle: Al was just
treasurer in name, actudly. | had no duties astreasurer.f) He stated that he has no ideawho handled the
money or financeswhile LittlewasWard Leader, and never heard anyone discuss money or bank accounts.
Although he knew L eonard DeBose as someone who used to livein the neighborhood, and who delivered
lunches on election day, Biddle was unaware that checksfor the 1997 primary € ection were made payable

to DeBose.
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For his efforts in working the 1997 primary, Biddle received $30 in street money from Little.
Biddle rdated that it was either Little or Barbara Carroll who handed out the street money to the
committeepeople, but he was¥t aware of street money being given to workers other than the
committegpeople. Aspart of hiseection day activities, Biddle distributed ballots which he picked up a a
ward meeting. He doesrrt remember if therewas more than onetype of balot distributed. In discussngthe
1999 primary eection, Biddle stated that the same process aswas discussed for 1997 was utilized in 1999,
but that he couldrrt remember the amount of street money he received. To the best of his memory, the
largest amount of street money he ever received wasAmaybe $100 or $125.0 Findly, Biddletegtified that
during histime as treasurer, he never completed or filed any campaign expense reports.

BarbaraCarroll testified that she has been a37" Ward committeeperson for twenty years, and was
the ward committee secretary during both the 1997 and 1999 eections. As secretary, she recorded
minutes of meetings and sent out meeting notices, but had no involvement in keeping financid records. In
both 1997 and 1999, Carroll distributed street money that she received from Connie Little to the
committegpeople. Although Carroll could not recdl the exact amount of the street money for the 1997
primary, she dated that its usudly a standard amount, $150 per division, which is $75 for eech
committegperson. According to Carroll, in both 1997 and 1999, the balot which was distributed was the
officid ballot of Democratic City Committee.

Joyce Martinez, who has been a committegperson in the 37" Ward since 1998, testified that she
was gppointed as assstant treasurer for the ward committee after the generd eection in 1999. However,
she has no duties as assstant treasurer, and has no involvement in the ward committees finances. In her

role as committegperson, Martinez worked the 1999 primary eection, and received $100 in street money
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from Connie Little. To her knowledge, the other committegpeople dso received $100, dthough some of
the committegpeople clamed to haverecaived lessthan that. Thelargest amount of street money Martinez
has received since she has become a committeeperson was $150.

2. 3*° DEMOCRATIC WARD COMMITTEE

Specid Agent Michad Fuller provided testimony regarding the campaign expense reports and
financial records associated with campaign contributionsto the 3 Democratic Ward Committee. A review
of the expense reports filed by the 1997 judicid candidates and their committees, as well as the bank
records associated with the campaign expenditures, reveal ed that judicid candidates contributed $11,000to
the 3¢ Ward for the 1997 primary eection. Six of those contributions, totaling $5,250, came from
candidates who were not endorsed by the Democratic City Committee. Two of those candidates were
Republicans. The checksfor the 1997 candidate contributionswere made payablein thefollowing fashion:
six of the checks were payable to Joan Sudler; two were payable to George Craig; three were payable to
Joan Sudler and George Craig; one check was payable to the 3 Democratic Ward. On that last check,
the name Anthony Williams was printed on the check above the A3 Democratic Ward) payee.
Additiondly, the banking records related to Dan Slo Services, the company of consultant Peter Truman,
reveded that the 3¢ Ward received $2,750 in contributions, in the form of three checks payable to the
Ward Leader, Senator Anthony Williams, for the 1997 primary. The 3" Ward aso received $2,200 from
the Democratic City Committee for primary eection expenses. Thus, the tota of 1997 primary
contributions was $15,950. All of the checks were cashed a Georgess Check Cashing Agency.

A 30-day post primary campaign expense report, covering May 6, 1997 to June 9, 1997, signed
by Shirley Davis, was filed with the Department of State, Bureau of C.E.L. on May 3, 2000. That report
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reflects abeginning cash baance of $6,750, receipts of $1,750, expenditures of $8,500, and an ending cash
balance of 0. Only $1,500 of the $11,000 candidate contributions, and none of the contributions from
Truman, were reflected in the report. Further, the report contained the following statements: AThis
committee believesit did not recelve contributions, but rather acted as agent for the candidate contributors.
However, thisfiling is made while reserving this postion, without prejudicell; andAThecommitteebdievesit
did not make expenditures as defined in thisbody but only acted asagent. Thisformisfiled, however, but
without prgjudice@ One of the listed expenditures was to H&M Printing, in the amount of $556, for
Aprinting.¢ 1n 1999, there were no candidate contributions to the 3 Ward, as the candidates apparently
opted to make contributions to Senator Williams: campaign committee, which did filereports. Thewardss
election expenses were smilarly handled in thet fashion.

The candidates who made the above contributions were questioned about them. Some of the
candidates didrrt recall why the checks were payable in the above-described fashion. Other candidates
related that it was consultant Peter Truman who advised them how the checks should be made payable, or
that the expenditures were made through consultant Henry Cianfrani. According to the candidates, all of
their expenditures to the 3¢ Ward were made to gain the support of the ward, and to contribute toward
their eection expenses.

Testimony was obtained from dl of the payees on the contribution checks. Joan Sudler, George
Craig, and Senator Williams, aswell asfrom DoritaByrd and Shirley Davis, who were identified by Sudler
as having information regarding the checks.

Joan Sudler testified that in 1997 she was employed asa Chief of Staff in the Philade phia office of

Senator Williams, who was at that time a State Representative. She resigned from that pogition in June,
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1997. Although not active in the 3" Ward:sactivities, it was Sudler=s understanding that Senator Williams
handled the ward-sfinances. In discussing the checks onwhich shewasthe payee, Sudler testified that she
was unaware that any checks were payable to her until she was informed of that fact by Dorita Byrd,
Senator Williams secretary. Although unableto recall the specific date of that occurrence, Sudler believed
it was sometime in early May, 1997, when Byrd told Sudler that there were checks made out in Sudler=s
name. Sudler and Byrd then went into an office, where Senator Williams was taping checks, which had
gpparently been ripped in haf, back together. Senator Williamstold Sudler that he had accidently torn the
checks, which were payableto Sudler. Senator Williamsthen presented the checksto her, face-down, for
her endorsement. She then endorsed the checks, giving them back to Senator Williamswithout having seen
the fronts of the checks. To the best of her recollection, she Sgned eight or nine checksthat day. Senator
Williams didrvt say what the checks were for, and Sudler didrt ask. She had no further involvement with
the checks, or the funds contained therein. Therewas no one other than Sudler, Byrd and Senator Williams
present when she signed the checks. According to Sudler, she had never previoudy been asked to Sign
checks. After sgning the checks, she had some misgivings about what she did, and asked Shirley Davis
about it. Davistold Sudler that she hadrt done anything wrong, that Achecks being made out in other
persons: names... had been done before.ll When asked if shewasfamiliar with Georgess Check Cashing,
she dtated that athough she had never cashed checks there, it was her understanding, based upon
conversations she overheard, that George-swas the business a which Senator Williams cashed checksto
obtain the money used for eection day activities.

During her testimony, Sudler was shown atotal of nine canceled checks, copies of which were

obtained, through grand jury subpoena, from the banking records of the candidates accounts. Sudler
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identified her endorsement signature on the backs of five of those checks. However, asto the remaining
four checks, she stated that she did not affix theAJoan Sudler endorsements on those checks, which were
clearly in adifferent handwriting, and did not authorize anyone to Sgn her name.

Shirley Davis, a3 Ward committeeperson, initially testified that she had never had any discussion
with Joan Sudler regarding Sudler=s signing of checks. However, after she was excused from the Grand
Jury room, sheindicated that she wanted to clarify something about her testimony. Shethenwasre-called,
and testified that she did remember Sudler saying she had sgned some checks, and tdlling Sudler that she
wouldrrt doit, but till did not recdl telling Sudler that it had been done before.

Dorita Byrd, who was employed by then Representative Williamsin 1997, testified that sheknew
nothing about the subject checks, had never seen those checks, and had no recollection of Joan Sudler
being asked to sign checks, or being present when Sudler sgned checks.

George Craig, who is presently employed by a Philadelphia judge who is an in-law of Senator
Williams, testified that he worked as avolunteer in the 3" Ward during the 1997 dections, and that he had
known Senator Williams for approximately five years. During his testimony regarding the candidate
contribution checks, Craig exhibited an astounding lack of memory. Although he acknowledged thet it was
his endorsement signature on checks on which his name gppeared as payee, he had no memory at al about
how he came to be the payee on the checks, and had no recollection of who gave him the checks or the
circumstances under which he endorsed the checks. While he admitted cashing those checks, which totaed
$9,500, he could not specificaly recal to whom he gave the cash he received when he cashed the checks.
Craig Aguessedi that he gave the cash to Joan Sudler, only because her name appeared on some of the

checks as the co-payee. He dso denied sgning Joan Sudler=s name on any of the checks.
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Senator Williams, who testified pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that he is presently a
member of the Pennsylvania Senate, and that he previoudy served in the Pennsylvania House of
Representative for ten years. He has been the Ward Leader of the 3 Democratic Ward for six or seven
years. Inhiscapacity asWard Leader, Senator Williams both recelved and expended funds, in theform of
Astreet money, i on behdf of theward committee, which has never had abank account. He kept only Avery
limitedi records of those transactions, and retained only a portion of such records. He could not
specificaly recal who the ward committee treasurer wasin 1997, stating that it was either Shirley Davisor
Robert Littles, and was unaware of the Election Code provison requiring that treasurers be involved in
committee expenditures. During his tesimony, Senator Williams acknowledged that he received money
both from City Committee and from judicid candidates for the 1997 primary dection. Although he was
unaware tha the endorsed judicia candidates made contributions, in the amount of $30,000, to City
Committee, he agreed that the endorsed candidates had an expectation that al of the Ward Leaders, who
were membersof City Committee, would support theminthe primary dection. Senator Williams confirmed
recelving sample bdlots from City Committee for the 1997 primary, which contained the names of the
endorsed candidates. However, he stated that he printed and distributed hisown sampleballot, which was
A98% smilar( to the City Committee bdlot. That is, his ballot may have had one or two candidates who
were different than those on City Committeess ba lot, but he could not recall the names of those candidates.

Senator Williams further said that the 1997 candidate contributions to the wards were not sanctioned by
City Committee, but that it was along-standing process. He said: AThiswholething goesback towhen|
wasakid... Thisisnothing new that Ward L eaderstook contributions from an organized Democratic City

Committee and also had direct discussons with candidates for contributions@ According to Senator
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Williams, the candidate contributions were funneled through a process organized by consultants. Peter
Truman was the consultant identified by Senator Williamsas being primarily responsiblefor that process as
to his contributions, and dso identified Henry Cianfrani=s handwriting on the payee line of one of the
candidate checks he received.

Senator Williams was shown dl of the above-referenced contribution checks and acknowledged
receiving the proceeds of those checks, and claimed that those proceeds were utilized for Astreet money, @
that is, expended on a variety of eection day expenses such as payments to committegpeople and other
workers, balot production costs, and lunches. When asked about the variety of payees on the checks,
Senator Williams stated that he had asked both Joan Sudler and George Craig to dlow their namesto be
used as payeesin order to expedite the cashing of the checksin timeto pay vendorsand committegpeople.

Although Senator Williams admitted recelving the cash after the checks were cashed, he was not positive
astowho cashed the checks. Hethought it was probably Joan Sudler, because she had doneit previoudy.
Senator Williams aso didrt specifically recal the checksbeing ripped, but stated that it was possible that
some of them may have been accidently torn. In response to the information from Joan Sudler that
someone other than she Sgned her name on some of the checks, Senator Williams claimed that he did not
know who signed Sudler-s name on those checks. As to the check which was payable to the 3¢
Democratic Ward, on which the nameAAnthony Williamsi was printed above that payee, Senator Williams
testified that it was he who printed his name asthe additional payee on the check, because therewas no 3

Ward account, and he needed to get the check cashed.
Asto the 1997 post-primary campaign expense report, which wasfiled on May 3, 2000, Senator

Williamstestified that he gave whatever records he had to Shirley Davisand other staff membersto get the
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report prepared, but did not know who actudly prepared it. He also stated that he asked Shirley Davisto
ggn the report.  Senator Williams had not filed any ward committee reports prior to that, and didrrt
discover the inadequacy of his 1997 records until the Attorney Generd:s office started asking questions.
He dso stated that he had nothing to do with adding the statements to the report pertaining to the ward
committee acting asAagentsi and filing the report Awithout prejudice.fi| Thereport wasfiled aslate asit was
Abecause | didrrt know at thetime | was doing this stuff that the record- keeping and thefiling was apart of
the process... So, frankly, to be helpful so people would get an understanding what was going on as
opposed to some big mystery about, you know, what was going on with the money, we tried to concoct,
not concoct, but recongtruct what we did with the money. (i

Senator Williams had no explanation for the report showing abeginning cash balance of thereport
of $6,750, in light of the absence of both award bank account and prior reports. He aso agreed that the
amount of contributions listed on the report, $1,750, was in serious contrast with the amount of money
contained in the contribution checks, which was in excess of $13,000. When asked if the zero balance
indicated that al of the primary contribution money was spent on the primary eection, Senator Williams
stated that the money was spert on various eection day expenses, but that sSometimes he saves some
money, and carriesit over for expendituresrelated to the general eection. When it was noted that anumber
of the 1997 primary contribution checks, which were dated prior to the e ection, were not cashed until after
the primary dection, Senator Williams explained that the proceeds of those checkswere used toArepl acel)
money he had spent for the primary, or was used for the Fal Election. Senator Williams dso
acknowledged that he presently had no documentation for the expenditures which represented the

difference between the 1997 receipts (in excess of $13,000) and the expenditureslisted in the 1997 report
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($8,500), but was in the process of attempting to document al of 1997 expenditures. In speaking of the
1997 report, Senator Williams stated: Al had discovered | was one of the persons who was guilty of not
keeping good records and al that kind of stuff.i He stated that all of the money that was received was
ultimately spent on election activities. However, Senator Williams agreed that the lack of meticulous
record- keegping provides ammunition to those who alege that Astreet money@ which is not accounted for
findsitsway into the pockets of the Ward Leaders.

In discussng Astreet money, Senator Williams took exception to what he perceived to be the
negative image, portrayed by the media, of the distribution of street money as an Aearthy, incestuous, grimy
activity.(' In his opinion, street money is a necessary resource to compensate and encourage people to
becomeinvolved inwhat isessentidly tiresome and thanklesswork, whichisaimed at increesing theleved of
participation in the eectora process. He further opined that ward committees are organizations that work
for the people and attempt to disseminate information about the eections and the candidates.

Asto 1999, Senator Williams confirmed that his warcks dection-related financia activities were
conducted through the Williamsfor Senate campaign committee, because, ashe put it, Al dorrt want to have
to come back to agrand jury and explain what | did in=99.0 Helater stated that he intended to changethe
procedure of using his campaign committee for ward activities, noting that he intended to establish a3
Ward bank account, and establish procedures to enable clear documentation of the 3¢ Ward financid
activities, aswell asthe identification of candidates being supported by the ward committee.

Findly, Senator Williams spoke favorably of theGrand Jury investigetion, intermsof itspotentid for

effectuating positive changes, sating: Al think that thisprocesswill tighten up dl of that record-keeping for
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everybody. And | think it should. And | think people should be aware of -- they should be educated about
what goes on, so that when they walk into the ballot box, they understand the whole (system).

Information asto the 3" Ward:sdection adtivitieswas aso obtained from Tommy Reid, alegidaive
assgtant to Senator Williams, and from the following individuals who were identified in the 3¢ Ward:s
ACertificate of Membership,i which wasfiled with the Democratic City Committee: First Vice-Char Shiley
Davis, Treasurer Callie Brown, and Secretary M. David Faison.

Shirley Davistedtified, pursuant to an order of immunity, that she hasbeen acommittegpersoninthe
3rd Ward for ten years, and has been First-Vice Chair snce 1998. Davisfurther stated that she worked
the polls for the primary éection in both 1997 and 1999, and was paid $350 or $360 to cover the costsin
her divison, by Senator Williams, the Ward Leader, but did not know the source of the money distributed
by Senator Williams. Aspart of her eection day duties, she distributed a sample balot, which she thought
was generated by City Committee. When shown the 1997 campaign expense report, she identified her
ggnature in the affidavit section of the report, which directs that the treasurer Sign the report, under the
following Satement: Al swear (or affirm) that thisreport, accompanying schedules and statementsareto the
best of my knowledge and belief, true, correct and completei Davis, who did not prepare the report,
sgned it because Tommy Reld brought it to her and asked her tosignit. Reid told her that asignaturefrom
a member of the Aexecutive part of the committesd was needed on the report. Davis, who had never
previoudy seen or Sgned such areport, stated that she was not the Treasurer of the ward committee when
she sgned the report. Davisredized that Snce shedidr¥t preparethe report, shedid not havethe ability to
verify its content, but was unaware of the Election Code provisionwhich required that Treasurerssign such

reports.
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Tommy Reid testified that in March, 2000, he wasworking asalegidative adeto Senator Williams.
Sometime during that month, one of the staff membersin Senator Williams: office asked him to take the
completed 1997 campaign expensereport to Shirley Davis. After complying with that request, and ssauing
Davis sgnature, he notarized the report, and returned it to the office. He did not know who prepared the
report.

CdlieBrown, whoislisted asthe Treasurer, Sated that she has been acommittegperson for seven
or eight years, and was elected as treasurer approximately two years ago. Brown did not know who
preceded her astreasurer, and did not know if shewas il the Treasurer, noting that it was only anomina
position. Shehasengagedin no dutiesas Treasurer. According to Brown, shereceived between $100 and
$150 for her work on éection day.

M. David Faison testified that he served asacommittegperson from 1992 until the Fall of 1999. In
his role as Secretary, he was not involved with the finances of the ward committee, and didrrt maintain
records Aof any significance@ To the best of his recollection, he received between $75 and $100 from
Senator Williamsfor working during the 1997 primary dection. Generdly, that wasthe amount received by
the committeepeople for working both the general and primary dections. However, Faison thought that he
received either $100 or $125 for the 1999 primary. He could not recall whether the ward committee
digtributed the City Committee balot or their own balot for the 1997 primary.

3. 11™ DEMOCRATIC WARD COMMITTEE

Documentsand records reviewed by this Grand Jury indicate that in 1997 judicid candidatesmade
contributions totaling $9,250 to the 11" Democratic Ward Committee. These contributions were made

through checks payable to: the 11" Ward; Ward Leader Alvin Stewart; or Shellyn Holder, the daughter of
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Ward Leader Stewart. Ward Leader Stewart further received $4,000 from Dan-Silo Services, the
company of Peter Truman, a consultant who wasworking on behdf of the 1997 judicid candidates. Thus,
the 11" Ward received atotal of $13,250. Only one campaign expense report for 1997 wasfiled by the
11" Ward. That report, which identified theward committee astheA11™ Democratic Wardi was a30-day
post e ection report, covering May 20, 1997 to June 19, 1997, signed by Ward Leader Stewart, and filed
on June 19, 1997. Thereport (hereinafter referenced as theAfiled report() indicatesthat therewasazero
beginning cash balance, $3,500 in total receipts, and $3,500 in total expenditures, leaving an ending cash
balance of zero. There were only three receipts listed in the report:  $2,000 from Democrat City
Committee, $1,000 from Marsha Neifield, and $500 from Gwendolyn Conway, dl dated May 19, 1997.
(A campaign expense report for 1999 was filed on behaf of the 11" Ward, and reflected $8,000 in
contributions from judicid candidates.)

Alvin Stewart and his daughter, Shellyn Holder, were interviewed by Agents of the PA Office of
Attorney Generd, gpproximately one month prior to their testimony, in the office of their attorney. During
the interview, an undated, unsigned, unfiled campaign expense report was provided to the Agents by Ms.
Holder-sattorney. The name of the committee on thisreport (hereinafter referenced astheAunfiled reportf)
was A11"™ Ward Campaign Committeed The report indicates a beginning cash balance of zero, total
receipts of $6,000 and total expenditures of $5,915. The ending cash baancewas $85. Thisreport listed
$6,000in receipts, consigting of $1,000 contributionsfrom each of six judicia candidates. Thefiled report
listed only $1,500 in contributionsfrom judicid candidates. The unfiled report listed $6,000 in contributions
from judicid candidates. Neither report listed a$1,000 check from candidate Richard Gordon, a$1,000

check from candidate Doris Pechkurow, and a $1,000 check from candidate Harry Schwartz, and the
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$4,000 from Peter Trumarks company. Banking records indicated that a $1,000 check from candidate
Harry Schwartz, and a $1,000 check from candidate Benjamin Lerner were deposited into the personal
Méellon Bank account of Shellyn Holder. A review of the disbursementsin the account, after receipt of the
checks, falled to disclose expenditures which gppeared to be related to eection activities.

Alvin Stewart, who testified before the Grand Jury under an order of immunity, Sated that heisa
former City Councilman in Philade phia County, and has been involved in Philadel phia politics snce 1980.
He is currently the Ward Leader for the 11" Ward, and has served in that capacity since approximately
1984. He tedtified that there were twenty divisons within the 11" Ward and that there were forty
committegpersons, two per each divison in hisward.

Shellyn Holder, who aso tedtified pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that she was presently
employed by the City of Philadephia, Board of Revision of Taxes, and that she has been so employed for
the past Six years. Holder testified that she received checks that were made payable to her in 1997 asa
result of arequest from her father, and that she served asan acting treasurer of acommittee that worked for
unendorsed judicid candidates. She was unableto recdl, however, whether or not the checkswere given
to her directly by the candidates or whether the checks were given to her by her father. According to
Holder, her only function as treasurer was receiving the checks, cashing them, and giving the cash to her
brother Dwayne and Joseph Faulk. Shefurther revealed that she recelved compensation for what shedid,
but was unable to recal the amount of the compensation.

Dwayne Stewart, who testified pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that heisthe son of Ward
Leader Stewart, and the brother of Shellyn Holder. Hefurther related that he was acommitteepersoninthe

11" Ward, having been dected to that position in 1998.
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Alice Martin testified that she has been a committegperson in the 11™ Ward since 1981, and has
been the treasurer of the ward for about the last nine or ten years. In describing her duties as treasurer,
Martin noted that the ward had a checking account and checkbook, and that she was responsible for
meaking depositsinto that account. However, her description of her involvement inthefinancia transactions
rel ated to eection activities established that it was Ward Leader Stewart who wasin control of theeection
finances. It was Stewart who gave her the street money which she, in turn, digtributed to the
committeepeople. Thesource of that money was City Committee, which would issue acheck totheward,
and, on occasion, a check from a candidate. Martin would cash any checks she received from Stewart,
and then make the payments to the committeepeople. Any money Aleft over() after the committegpeople
were paid wasused for aparty. Martin further stated that she was responsible for making depositsrelated
toward fundraisers. During her testimony, Martin was shown all of the above-referenced 1997 contribution
checks. Shetedtified that she had previoudy seen only one of the checks, acandidate check made payable
to the 11" Democratic Ward, which she received from Ward Leader Stewart. That check was cashed,
and was part of the proceeds used to pay the committegpeople for the 1997 primary.

During histestimony Alvin Stewart stated that during the primary campaign he normdly holdstwo
ward meetings for candidates, one for endorsed candidates and the other for unendorsed candidates. At
those meetings, the candidates appear and present their credentias and talk with his committegpeople. It
has been Stewart=s policy, since becoming a Ward Leader, to invite al Democrats, both endorsed and
unendorsed, to come to his ward meetings and spesk.

Stewart ated that prior to the 1997 primary dection, he received money from Democratic City

Committee. Stewart described thisasAstreet moneyl or money to be used to support endorsed candidates,
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through paymentsto committegpeople and workersto do variousthingsfor candidates, such asdistributing
literature, ringing doorbells to get out the vote, and working a the polls on eection day. According to
Stewart, dl of the money that he received from City Committee, during the primary election of 1997, was
put out on the street. He stated that he received a sample balot from Democratic City Committee, which
was supposed to be distributed to his congtituents, either going door-to-door with them, or handing themto
the voters asthey walked to the voting booth. Stewart acknowledged that the purpose of that activity was
the Ward Leader supporting the endorsed candidates.

When asked whether or not he personally recelved any money from either ajudicid candidate or a
consultant in 1997 before the primary election, Stewart stated that he did not, that unendorsed candidates
gave money to hisdaughter, Shellyn Holder, and hisson, Dwayne Stewart. Stewart further testified that he
received money from endorsed candidates through the City Committee, thet is, through the money received
from City Committee.

Stewart explained that he organized the 11™ Ward Campaign Committee, which wasidentified on
the unfiled report, after he spoke to his son and his daughter about it. That committee was organized to
support unendorsed candidates. He asked his daughter to be temporary treasurer of the organization, and
told certain candidates from whom contributions were received, to make their contribution checkspayable
to his daughter. As to those candidates, Stewart explained that, in exchange for their contributions, the
candidates were supported as follows. Sample balots were printed which contained the names of those
candidates and aAstreet(l organization was put together to distribute the balot and perform various other
tasksto support the candidates. The workerswho engaged in those activities, who were individuals other

than committeepeople, were paid for their efforts. According to Stewart, it was his son, Dwayne Stewart,
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who made the arrangements for the printing of the sample ballot for the unendorsed candidates. Alvin
Stewart gave his permission to Dwayne to work for the unendorsed candidates.

During his tesimony, Alvin Stewart was asked to explain the decisionmaking process he utilized
relative to the acceptance of candidate contribution checks. Stewart stated that unendorsed candidatesare
usualy accompanied to the aforementioned meeting by a consultant. After hearing the candidates
presentation, Stewart decided whether he wanted to support that candidate. Contributionswere accepted
from candidates he decided to support. Asto endorsed candidates, Stewart stated that he does not take
contributions from them, since he receives money from City Committee, which originates from those
candidates. When asked why hewasinvolved in the support of unendorsed candidates, Stewart stated that
he did not dways agree with City Committees endorsement decisions, but he did not want to openly
disrespect the party chairman. Thus, it was his son, rather than he, who worked in support of the
unendorsed candidates.

Dwayne Stewart testified that prior to the 1997 primary dection, he was recruited by hisfather to
work on behdf of candidates, dthough he had never previoudy engaged in that type of activity. It washis
father who provided him with the materids he used, and who paid him for hiswork, in an amount which he
believed was $1,000. Aspart of hisefforts, he recruited between twenty-five and thirty people who were
friends, or who were known to him in the neighborhood. Joseph Faulk asssted him in this recruitment
effort. The workerswho were recruited handed out Aflyers(i put up posters, and worked on election day.
Each worker was paid. The amount each worker recelved was determined by Dwayne-sfather. Joseph
Faulk was al'so compensated for his efforts. According to Dwayne, his father gave him dl of the money

which wasused in hisoperation, in cash. Dwayne was unableto recall the amount paid to theworkers, the
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amount paid to Faulk, or thetota cost of the operation. He was smilarly unableto recdl what candidates
heworked for, or whether they werejudicial candidates. According to Dwayne, hewasnever told that the
candidates were judicid candidates, and was never informed whether the candidates were endorsed or
unendorsed.

Joseph Faulk, testifying pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that during the 1997 primary
election, he served in the capacity of advisor to Dwayne Stewart, and that he had worked on, and
coordinated campaigns prior to that. According to Faulk, he volunteered to assist Dwayne Stewart, after
Dwaynetold him that Dwayne and hisfather were going to be helping some unendorsed judicia candidates.

The above-described scenario of Stewartsward not recelving checks from endorsed candidates,
and of the separate committee funded by, and operating on behaf of, unendorsed candidates, seemed
wildly inconsstent with an examination of the aforementioned contribution checks. Alvin Stewart, during his
testimony, did nothing to logicaly explain the inconsstency, when he was shown the contribution checks.
When shown acheck from an endorsed candidate which was payableto him, Stewart stated that he didret
recal the check, but acknowledged that he must have received and cashed it, due to the fact that his
endorsement signature gppeared on the back of the check. Asto why the check was payable to him,
Stewart=s only explanation was that, sometimes, the candidates made checks payable to him. Stewart
testified that he guessed he gave the proceeds of the checksto Alice Martin, theward treasurer. However,
he could not recdl if he supported the candidate from whom the check was received. A check from
another endorsed candidate was made payable to the 11" Democratic Ward. According to Stewart, the
proceeds from that check were used for theward committeers e ection day expenses. When Stewart was

shown five checks from endorsed candidates which were payable to Shellyn Holder, who dlegedly was
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acting as the treasurer of the operation for the unendorsed candidates, he exhibited a lack of recdl asto
which candidates were endorsed, or indicated that he coul drrt recal why checksfrom endorsed candidates
were made payable to Holder. Stewart-smemory wassmilarly flawed asto the checks, made payableto
him, from the company of Peter Truman. Essentidly, Stewart did not remember receiving the checks, nor
could he recdl the purpose for which Truman gave him the checks. Once again, however, he
acknowledged that his endorsement signature indicated that he had, in fact, cashed the checks, which
totaled $4,000.

Shellyn Holder, during her testimony, stated that she didrrt recaive any information, from any
source, asto the purpose of the fundsin the checks which were made payableto her. Her testimony, that
she cashed the checks and gave the money to Dwayne Stewart and Joseph Faulk, was contrary to the
testimony of Dwayne Stewart, who testified that he received thefundsfrom hisfather. Holder wasshowna
check from Candidate Harry Schwartz, a registered Republican, which bank records indicated was
deposited into her Mellon account, and was asked why she deposited the check, rather than cashing it. Her
responsewas. Al dorrt recdl.f

Stewart=stestimony regarding the above-referenced campai gn expense reports, both thefiled report
and the unfiled report, does little to darify the activities which occurred in hisward in 1997, and, like his
testimony regarding the checks, seemswidely a odds with the testimony of other witnesses.

Asto thefiled report, Stewart acknowledged that he prepared the report and signed it, despitethe
fact his sgnature gppears on the report form in a section which clearly indicates thet the report should be
completed and signed by the committees treasurer.  His only explanation for that was. AWdll, treasurers

have never made up thereport. My Ward Leader beforemeand | have dwaysdonethereportsi Stewart
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a0 acknowledged that the report only lists contributions from City Committee and two candidates.
According to Stewart, the expenditures section of thefiled report contained alist of the committegpersons,
and the amounts paid to them for their work on behalf of theward committee, as opposed to the committee
which was being operated by hisson Dwayne. Stewart further testified that he had not supplied receiptsfor
those expendituresto the Grand Jury, in responseto its subpoena, because he probably misunderstood the
subpoena. He stated that the receipts were in the possession of Alice Martin.

Alice Martin testified that she had nothing to do with the preparation of thefiled report. During her
tenure as treasurer, she prepared one campaign expense report, sometimein the past, but that sheAmade
such amess of it.0 Ward Leader Stewart thereafter took on the respongibility of preparing the reports.
Martin recognized many of the names on the expenditures section of thefiled report as committegpeoplein
theward, and stated she kept areceipt book for those expenditures when they were made, but that book,
and many other documents, were destroyed in a flood a her home. The filed report reflected an
expenditureto Martin of $110. To the best of Martiresmemory, the actua amount of money she received
was $75.

Asto the unfiled report, Stewart testified that it was prepared by his son, Dwayne Stewart, or his
daughter, Shellyn Holder, but that he was unaware of when it was prepared, or whether it was filed.
According to Stewart, heinsisted that the report be prepared, dueto thefact that he had experiencesinthe
past where unsuccessful judicia candidates had requested an accounting of what had been done with their
money. However, he had no explanation for why the contributionsfrom some of the candidates, in checks
to Shellyn Holder, were not listed in this report, and were smilarly unlisted in the filed report. He was

amilarly a aloss to explain why the unfiled report listed a contribution from ajudicid candidate whose
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records did not reflect a contribution to Stewart, his daughter, hisson, or hisward. Stewart further stated
that the expenditures section of the unfiled report listed the names of al of workers who were paid by his
son Dwayne, for the work performed on behdf of the committee Dwayne organized for the unendorsed
candidates. It was then pointed out to Stewart that thirty-9x of the names in the unfiled report were the
same names which gppeared in thefiled report, which would indicate that those thirty-sx individudswere
amultaneoudy working for both theward committee (and therefore the endorsed candidates) and Dwayness
committee (and thereforethe unendorsed candidates). After Stewart acknowledged that it was, indeed, the
same individuas who received money from both committees, he was asked if those individuds
smultaneoudy handed out two separate balots, each of which supported opposing candidates, Stewart
replied: Al would hope s0.6 One of those listed individuas was Alice Martin.

Alice Martin testified that she knew nothing of a separate committee being operated in 1997, did
not receive $50 from that committee, aswasindicated in the unfiled report, and did not receive any separate
balot to be digtributed in addition to the City Committee ballot, which contained the names of the endorsed
candidates.

Dwayne Stewart testified that he did not prepare the unfiled report, that he did not know who
prepared that report, and that the first time he saw it wasin his attorney=s office two to three weeks before
he tedtified. During his 1997 eection activities, he did not keep formal records, but he had dl of the
individualswho were paid by him write their names and addresses on apiece of legd pad paper, which he
gaveto hisfather.

Shellyn Holder testified that she did not prepare the unfiled report, and that she, too, first saw it in

the attorney=s office, two to threeweeksprior to her testimony. Shewasthen confronted with the contents

-30-



of her previous tape-recorded interview, which was conducted by specid agents of the Office of Attorney
Generd. During that interview, she stated that she had prepared a campaign expense report, for the
adtivitiesinthe 11" Ward for the May 20, 1997 dection, which was undated, unsigned and unfiled. Holder
testified that e did not recal making that particular satement, but if she did tell the agents that she
prepared the unfiled report, she was obvioudy wrong about that.

Joseph Faulk testified that he and Dwayne compiled alist of expenseson ydlow paper shortly after
thedection. When shown acopy of the unfiled report, Faulk stated that he did not know who prepared it,
but assumed it was prepared based upon the list he and Dwayne compiled.

Thus, the identity of the preparer of the unfiled report remains amystery, as does much about the

adtivitiesin the 11" Ward relative to the 1997 judicia dections.

4, 61°" DEMOCRATIC WARD COMMITTEE

In conducting our invegtigation of the 61% Democratic Ward Committeg, we have received and
reviewed information from the following candidates, reports filed by the candidates and their campaign
committees, and financid records related to thelr campaign activities.

The Honorable Richard Gordon, a successful Court of Common Pleas Court candidate in 1999,
Stated that he made a contribution to the 61% Democratic Ward Commiittee, by giving a check, in the
amount of $250, dated May 15, 1999, from his campaign committee, to Ward Leader Robert McGowan,
for eection day expenses. This contribution is reflected in the ARichard Gordon for Judgef 30 day post

primary campaign committee report.
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The Honorable Benjamin Lerner, who was an unsuccessful candidatein 1997, won dection to the
Common Pleas Court benchin 1999. A 30 day post primary report of the Committee to Elect Judge Ben
Lerner reflects a May 5, 1999, expenditure to the 61 Ward Democratic Committee, in the amount of
$500, for Adection day expenses, including ballot production and digtribution.( Judge Lerner confirmed this
expenditure, sating that he gave a $500 check to McGowan, or McGowarrs ward, either directly or
through consultant Henry Cianfrani, with the understanding that this expenditure congtituted hisAsharefl of
the expenses incurred by the 61% Ward in producing and distributing its sample ballot, on which Judge
Lerner=snamewould appear. It was Judge L erner-sunderstanding, based upon aconversation he had with
McGowan, that the above contribution would be used to support his dection effort and to influence the
outcome of the éection in his behdlf.

Susan Schulman was an unsuccessful candidate for Common Pleas Court Judgein 1999. A 30day
post primary report filed by her campaign committee, the Committee to Elect Susan Schulman, containsan
expenditure on May 4, 1999, in the amount of $500 to the 61%* Ward Democratic Committee for Adlection
day expensel Inconfirming thisexpenditure, Schulman stated that this expenditure was made by acheck
issued by her campaign committee, through consultant Henry Cianfrani, for the purpose d the ward
committee usng the money to defray ballot printing and other eection day expenses.

Harry Schwartz, who was an unsuccessful Municipa Court Judge candidatein 1999, sated that he
issued a$500 check, through consultant Henry Cianfrani, to the61™ Ward Democratic Committee, whose
leader is Robert McGowan, for the purpose of supporting hiscandidacy on election day. Thisexpenditure

isreflected in Schwartz campaign committee report as being made for Aelection expenses.
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The 30 day post primary campaign financereport of IraB. Shrager, an unsuccessful Common Pleas
Court candidate in 1999, contains a May 10, 1999 expenditure to the 61 Ward Democratic Executive
Committee, in the amount of $500, for Aballots and eection day expenses@ Shrager confirmed this
expenditure, and stated that McGowan, the Ward Leader of the 61% Ward, did not give Shrager any
support on election day.

During the course of our investigation, we heard from the following 61% Ward Democratic
Committee members, known as Acommitteepersons,i who also were listed, or served, as officers of the
ward committee.

Steven Garlanger testified that he has served asa Democratic committegperson inthe 61% Ward in
Philadd phiafor approximatdly four years, having been appointed to that position by 61% Democratic Ward
Leader Robert McGowan. He dso is the designated treasurer of that Ward Committee, having smilarly
been gppointed to that position by McGowan on June 8, 1998. Garlanger acknowledged hissignature, as
treasurer, on the Certificate of Membership in Democratic County Executive Committee (hereinafter:
ACertificate of Membership@) for the 61% Ward, dated June 8, 1998. This document is filed with the
Democratic County Executive Committee (commonly referred to asACity Committedd), whichiscomprised
of the Democratic Ward Leadersof dl theward committees, to register the officers of theward committee.

Garlanger agreed that the statement on that Certificate indicating that he had been Aduly dected) was
incorrect, snce he had been appointed by McGowan, rather than dected. According to Garlanger,

McGowan asked him to assume the pogtion of treasurer, Snce no one was nominated or ran for the

position.
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When Garlanger became treasurer, McGowan represented to him that he didrt have to do
anything, that treasurer was a Atokeni postion, that Awe have to get somebody-s name down (on the
catificate), and that the ward Adoesrrt have any money.i McGowan never told Garlanger anything about
any lega obligations imposed on treasurers of committees by the Election Code, such as the duty to file
campaign expense reports, and the exposure of thetreasurer to crimind sanctions. Smilarly, Garlanger was
never informed by McGowan, or anyone dse, of the record-keeping duties involved with the treasurer
postion. Therefore, based upon the representations made by McGowan, Garlanger never kept any
records, filed any reports, or did anything dsein anAofficidi capacity astreasurer. Garlanger didrrt recaive
any financid records when he was gppointed treasurer, has never seen any such records or any other
paperwork during his time as treasurer, and has no knowledge of any ward committee bank account.

Garlanger further testified that during both the primary and generd eections which have occurred
snce he became treasurer, he had no involvement in the receipt or distribution of ward committee funds,
with one exception, an incident which occurred sometimein August 1998. Asto that incident, McGowan
informed Garlanger that there was a Asurplus of campaign fundsf@ and ingtructed him to give each
committegperson ten dollars, and have the committegpeoplesgn areceipt. Garlanger distributed the money
he received from McGowan asinstructed, and had the committegpeople sign the receipts, whichweredso
supplied by McGowan. In dl other ingtances, during the entire time he was a committegperson and
treasurer, Garlanger never saw anyone other than McGowan actudly handle the wards money.

In describing the activities related to the 1999 judicid primary dection, Garlanger stated that
candidates for both the Common Pleas and Municipd Court Benches appeared and spoke at ward

mesetings prior to the eection, in an effort to gain the Asupport( of theward committee. Garlanger defined
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Asupportf) asincluding the digtribution of Asample ballots, which were provided by McGowan, and which
contained the names of the candidates whom the ward committee was recommending to the votersin the
ward. These ballots were distributed door-to-door prior to the primary eection day, and at the polling
places on dection day. Garlanger explained that the primary is actudly the Areald eection, since the
candidateswho win the primary eection on the Democratic balot generdly wininthefdl eection duetothe
Democratic Party regigtration mgority.

Garlanger further related the method through which McGowan didributed money to the
committeepeople for the 1999 primary dection. On the Sunday preceding eection day, the
committeepeople were directed to appear a a meeting place, where each committegperson received
election day money, in cash, when he or she went in to see McGowan on a one-to-onebasis. Garlanger
went through this process and received his money, the exact amount of which he could not recall. 1t was
Garlanger=s understanding that the money which was being distributed by McGowan had been given to
McGowan by candidates, for the purpose of promoting and supporting those candidates in the primary
election. Garlanger never inquired as to whether the candidates who provided the money were the same
candidates who appeared on the sample balots which he distributed.

Edward Mack, who became a 61 Ward committegperson in 1998, was gppointed, sometime
during that year, by Ward Leader McGowan, as the assstant treasurer of the ward committee.  When
Mack asked McGowan what duties were involved with being assstant treasurer, McGowan said Adorrt
worry about it.fi Therefore, Mack engaged in no activitiesin hisrole as ass stant treasurer, was unaware of
any contributions to the ward from either candidates or the Democratic City Committee, and never saw,

and has no knowledge of, campaign expense reports. Mack further stated that he received approximately
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$100 from McGowan in exchangefor hiswork in the 1999 primary eection, which included hishanding out
sample ballots. According to Mack, it was McGowan who decided which candidates were endorsed by
the ward committee.

William Taylor, who has been acommittegperson for fourteen years, and who is listed on the 61%
Ward Certificate of Membership asthefirst vice-chair of theward, stated that he did servein that position,
until he replaced John Hopkins, who passed away, astheAchairpersoni of theward. Despite holding these
titled positions, Taylor stated that he is Anot involved in any of the paperwork, any of thefinancid things of
the ward,( describing his role in the ward as Avery minimd.; He had no knowledge that the ward had a
checking account, and was not aware of judicia candidates making contributions to the ward in 1999.

In describing theward committeess activitiesrdativeto the 1999 primary ection, Taylor essentidly
confirmed the process related by ward treasurer Garlanger. Candidates appeared at ward meetings to
Speak to the committegpeople, but there was no discuss onswith the candidates regarding contributions to
the ward. On the Sunday preceding primary €ection day, Taylor received $100 cash Astreet money, (0
described as money expended to pay committegpeople and other workersfor their eection day efforts, and
cover other costs associated with the eection. Taylor received thismoney from Ward Leader McGowan.
ThisAstreet moneyl was distributed by McGowan to the other committegpeople as well.

Dianne Thompson stated that she has been acommitteeperson in the 61 Ward for fiveor six years,
and was appointed by Ward Leader McGowan, in June 1998, as second vice-chair of theward committee
As second vice-chair, she does not have any particular duties, is not involved in any of the paperwork or
financid dedlings, and does not know whether the ward had a checking account. In discussing both the

1997 and 1999 primary el ections, Thomjpson confirmed that she and the co- committegpersoninher divison
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received Astreet money.f According to Thompson, the street money was aways received from Ward
L eader McGowan, who would be accompanied during the distribution process by ward Achairpersoni John
Hopkins, who is now deceased.

Nazario Jminez stated that during the 1999 primary dection hewasacommittegpersonin, and third
vice-chair of, the 61% Democratic Ward, for which Robert McGowan was Ward Leader. Jminez resigned
as both committegperson and third vice-chair on August 1, 2000. In hisrole asthird vice-chair hehad no
duties a dl, and had no knowledge of the ward having a checking account, or of candidates making
contributions to the ward. Jminez related that he received $100 Astreet money,§ aterm used to describe
election day expense money, from McGowan for working the 1999 primary eection, and had to Sgn a
receipt, which was presented by McGowan, for the money. Finaly, Jminez confirmed that Robert
Hopkins, liged in the ward:s ACertificate of Membershipll as the ward Achairperson, (i is now deceased.

Specid Agent Michadl Fuller testified that, during the course of the investigation, banking records
related tojudicia candidate expendituresin 1999 were obtained. Anexamination of thoserecordsresulted
in the identification of an account into which al of the above-referenced judicid candidate checks were
deposted. A statement for this account, number 1000175830036 at First Union Bank, identified it as
belonging toAGertrude Wojcik, Robert J. McGowan, 6239 N. 4™ &., Philadelphia, PA.¢ Theaddressfor
the account is the same as that used by McGowan in the Certificate of Membership.

Therecordsassociated with thisaccount reveal that between May 11, 1999, and May 17, 1999, a
total of $2,750 was deposited into this account. These deposits were comprised of the five judicid
candidate checks detailed above, aswell as acheck dated May 6, 1999, in the amount of $500, from the

campaign committee of candidate GlynnisHall. All six of these checks contain the following endorsement:
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A61% Ward Demo. Committee, Robert J. McGowan, Ward Leader.§ Therewere cash withdrawalsfrom
this account, al made from automatic teller machines, totaling $2,351, between May 12, 1999, and May
18, 1999, the date of the primary eection. An additiond $400 cash was withdrawn, dso through an
automated teller machine, on May 21, 1999, three days after the election.

Finaly, Specid Agent Fuller testified that no reports were filed by the 61% Ward Democratic
Committee, for 1997 or 1999, with the City Commissioner=s Officein Philade phia, or with the Department

of State, Bureau of Commissions, Elections and Legidation in Harrisburg.
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5. 47" DEMOCRATIC WARD COMMITTEE

In conducting our investigation of the 47" Democratic Ward Committee, we have received and
reviewed information from the following candidates, reports filed by the candidates and their campaign
committees, and financid records related to thelr campaign activities.

The Committeeto Elect John O:-Grady, asreflected inits2™ Friday pre-primary campaign finance
report, made an expenditure on April 7, 1999, to the 47" Ward Executive Committee, in the amount of
$70, for Adlection day expenses.i The Honorable John O=Grady, who was deected as a Common Pleas
Court Judge in 1999, confirmed this expenditure, made with a check from his campaign committess
account, and stated that he gave the check to the 47" Ward to attend aAcandidatess night, the purpose of
which was the warcks railsing money for its eection day expenses. Judge O-Grady made the contribution
and attended the event in an effort to promote his candidacy. The 30-day post primary report of the
campaign committee of Susan Schulman listed two expenditures to George Brooks and his ward.
Schulman stated that she assumes the first of these expenditures, on May 8, 1999, to theA47" Ward,@ in
the amount of $100 for Atickets,§ was for afundraiser. Asto the second expenditure, for $300, on May
14, 1999, to George Brooks, for Adection day expenses,i Schulman stated that she had been asked to pay
this amount to 47" Ward L eader Brooks to cover food costs of the workers on election day.

Ira Shrager stated that he gave a $500 check, dated May 8, 1999 to George Brooksin City Hall,
where, Shrager believes, Brooks is an assstant clerk of Orpharrs Court. Shrager gave the check to
Brooks, as part of Shrager=s efforts to get dected, to defray expensesincurred in that regard by the 47"

Ward Democratic Committee. This expenditureis reflected in Shrager-s campaign finance report.
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The Honorable Jmmie Moorewas asuccessful candidatein 1999 for asest onthe Municipa Court
bench. A campaign finance report filed by Judge Moores campaign committee indicates a $500
expenditure, on May 17, 1999, to the 47" Ward, which is described as a Acontribution.d The check
through which this expenditurewas made, which isa so dated May 17, 1999, was made payableto the 47"
Ward. Judge Moore stated that he met with George Brooks, and had a discussion with him regarding
obtaining Brooks: help in Judge Mooresdection effortinthe 47" Ward. According to Judge Moore, the
$500 contribution was to be used by the 47" Ward for dection day expensesincurred in producing and
digributing bdlots, in furtherance of Judge Moores campaign. The Honorable Shella Woods- Skipper
confirmed an expenditure of $70 on May 9, 1999, by her committee to the 47" Ward, for afundraiser.
Although she did not specificaly recal that particular fundraiser, she stated that, generdly, the wards
conduct fundraising events prior to the election in order to raise money for the wardss € ection day efforts.

During theinvestigetion, we heard from the following 47" Ward committeepeople, who werelisted
on a ACetificate of Membership in Democratic County Executive Committes) as ward officers.

Reginad Bundy testified that he has been a democratic committegperson, that is, amember of the
47" Ward Democratic Executive Committee since 1982, and that George Brooks has been the Ward
Leader of the 47" Ward since 1992 or 1993. Bundy was elected as treasurer of the ward committeein
June 1998. When Bundy became treasurer, he received no ingtructions from Brooks asto what he should
do astreasurer and was told nothing about a duty to file campaign financereports. Bundy did not recelve
any records or documents at the beginning of his tenure as treasurer, and has never seen any paperwork
associated with the finances of theward committee. According to Bundy, it was Brookswho controlled the

finances and handled the money of the ward committee, Bundy was shown an exhibit congsting of
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checksrepresenting judicia candidate expendituresto the 47" Ward for the 1997 primary election. Three
of the five checks contained an endorsement signature, which Bundy identified as the sgnature of George
Brooks. The remaining two checks were endorsed with the designation Afor dep. only,@ aong with the
account number, 8611633911, of the 47" Democratic Ward Executive Committee PNC bank account.
Bundy had nothing to do with the ward bank account, and, in fact, was not even aware of its existence,
According to Bundy, it was Brookswho distributed money, known asAstreet money, i aterm used
to describe money expended to committeepeople for their work associated with the eection day efforts,
and to pay other costsincurred during election day activities. TheAstreet moneyl was given by Brooksto
Bundy and the other committegpersons in the ward for the primary dections in both 1997 and 1999.
Although Brooks never identified the source of this Astreet money, @ Bundy thought thet it came from the
Democratic City Committee, since Bundy drove Brooksto the City Committeess officeto makeapick-up
prior to the elections. Bundy was not sure as to the exact amount of Astreet money@ he and the other 27
committeepeople received from Brooks in 1997 and 1999 but thought it was between $125 and $150.
VictoriaNewkirk testified that she became ademocratic committeeperson in the 47" WardinMay
1998, and was appointed, by Ward L eader George Brooks, asward secretary in June 1998. Sheresigned
as secretary in March, 2000, having come to the conclusion at that time that sheAdidrrt carefor politicsd
When she became secretary, she received neither records nor instructions from Brooks. Her secretarid
duties were limited to keeping minutes of ward meetings in a book which she gave to Brooks upon her
resgnation. During the ward meetings leading up to the 1999 primary eection, there was no discusson

about money, or the finances of the ward.
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Based upon her experience as secretary and committegperson, it was her conclusion that Brooks
handled the money and finances of theward committee. Newkirk aso received money from Brooksfor the
1999 primary e ection, to compensate her, and the other workersat her division, for their effortson election
day. Brooksdid not tdl her where he got the money he distributed, and never discussed ward financeswith
her.

Newkirk further testified that she contacted Brookswhen shereceived the grand jury=s subpoena.
She was upset about receiving the subpoena since she knew nothing about the finances of the ward.
Brooks told her that the investigation was Aa fishing expedition, you know, wasr¥t nothing to it.0

Edwina Canty-Rucker is identified in the 47" Ward ACertificate of Membership in Democratic
County Executive Committesd (hereinafter ACertificate of Membership()) asthefirst vice-char of thet ward.

Canty- Rucker gtated that she has been acommitteeperson for approximately twenty-two years. 1n 1997,
Ward Leader George Brooks distributed envelopes containing cash for eection day expenses to the
committegpeoplein each of theward:sdivison, and required the committegpeople to sgn for the envelopes.

Brooks smilarly digtributed the election day expense money in 1999.

Marlene Gray, a 47" Ward committeeperson listed on the Certificate of Membership asthe 47
Ward:s second vice-chair, stated that Ward Leader Brooks paid her approximately $150 for her work
related to the 1997 primary election. She aso worked the 1999 primary eection, and was again paid by
Brooksfor her eection day efforts.

Marie Holloman, the 47" Ward third vice-chair, according to the Certificate of Membership, aso

worked, in her capacity as committegperson, during the 1997 and 1999 primary elections. According to
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Holloman, it was Ward L eader George Brookswho paid her for working those elections and required her
to sSgn arecept for the money she received.

Margaret McClain, acommitteeperson in and assistant secretary of the 47" Ward, confirmed that
which was stated by other committegpersons, that it was Ward L eader Brookswho distributed the election
day money.

Specia Agent Michad Fuller testified that, during the course of the investigation, banking records
related to candidate expendituresin 1999 were obtained. An examination of those records resulted in the
identification of an account into which candidate contribution checks to the 47" Democratic Ward were
deposited. The statement for this account, number 8611633911, at PNC Bank, identified it asbelonging
to the A47" Democratic Ward Executive Committee, ¢/o George Brooks, 1626 N. 17" ., Philaddphia,
PA.0 According to Specia Agent Fuller, the address on the account is that of Ward Leader Brooks.

The records from this account reflected that between March 1, 1999, and May 17, 1999, checks
totaling $4,235 were deposited into the account. All of the checks, including those associated with the
judicid candidate contributions discussed above, contained an endorsement stamp which read: AFor deposit
only, 47" Democratic Ward Executive Committee§ Two of the checks contained Brooks name, oneon
the Apay to the order offi line, and one in the Amemof section. Further, the checks, which were primarily
from candidates for various € ected offices, contained various notationsin theAmemof section of the checks,
induding Acandidates night,§ Ameet candidatesi Award fundraiser,i Afundraiser,i and Aelection day,(

indicative of dection-rdated contributions to the ward.
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Finaly, Specid Agent Fuller testified that no reports were filed by the 47" Ward Democratic
Executive Committee, for either 1997 or 1999, with the City Commissioner-sOfficein Philadd phia, or with
the Department of State, Bureau of Commissions, Elections and Legidation in Harrisburg. OTHER

POLITICAL COMMITTEES

1 BLACK CLERGY OF PHILADELPHIA AND VICINITY

During theinvestigation, the Grand Jury received evidence regarding theinteraction between judicid
candidates and Reverend Randd | McCaskill and the Black Clergy of Philadelphiaand Vicinity (hereinafter
ABlack Clergy@) both in 1997 and 1999, from the candidates, reports filed by the candidates and their
committees, and individuas working on behaf of the candidates. That evidence established that in 1997,
the judicid candidates made contributions totaing $21,450 to the Black Clergy. There were additiona
contributions, totaling $1,000, from nortjudicia candidates. Coallectively, evidence obtained from those
sources demongtrated that in 1997, the Black Clergy operated as a politica committee, both receiving
contributions and making expenditures for the purpose of influencing the outcome of the dectionsin that
year. Candidates seeking the endorsement of the Black Clergy wereinterviewed by Reverend McCaskill,
or groups of Black Clergy member ministers. Those who werefortunate enough to attain that endorsement
made contributions to the Black Clergy in amounts ranging from $1,000 to $2,700, through checks made
payable to the Black Clergy or the Olivet Baptist Church, where Reverend McCaskill was the presiding
minister. Checks were made payable at the direction of, and delivered to, Reverend McCaskill. It was
the understanding of the candidatesthat their contributionswould be used to defray the expenses associated
with the Black Clergy-sdection effort, specificaly, asto printing and digtributing sample balots. After the

Black Clergy madeitsdecisonsregarding which candidatesto endorse, they held apress conference during
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which theendorsementswere announced. Theregfter, sample balots containing the names of the candidates
being endorsed by the Black Clergy were printed at the direction of Reverend McCaskill, with the
assigtance of Reverend James Allen, the Chairman of the political action committee of the Black Clergy.
The sample balots were then distributed through the member churches of the Black Clergy.

Evidence obtained from sources smilar to those referenced above established that the same
activitiesinvolving thejudiciad candidates and the Black Clergy occurred in 1999. Contribution checksfrom
judiciad candidates in 1999 totaled $19,700. Additiondly, there were contributions from City Council
candidateswhich amounted to $3,500. Thus, thetotal amount of 1999 candidate contributionsto the Black
Clergy in 1999 was $23,200.

During the course of the investigation banking records of four accounts controlled by Reverend
McCaskill, and utilized by him to process the contribution checks in 1997 and 1999, were obtained and
andyzed. On April 18, 1997, Reverend McCaskill opened an account at First Union Bank, number
1416696990, through the deposit of judicia candidate checks. That account was entitledADr. Randdll E.
McCaskill, Black Clergy of Philadelphia@ Theaddressfor that account was Reverend M cCaskill-s home
address. Checkswhich wereissued on the account contained no referenceto the Black Clergy, and were
identified only by the name and address of Reverend McCaskill. Candidate contribution checks, totaing
$19,250, represented dl of the deposits into that account, and disbursement checks, in the amount of
$2,343, were issued from that account in payment of persona expenses of Reverend McCaskill. There
were dso cash withdrawas from that account in the following amounts: $5,900 prior to eection day;
$1,000 on eection day; and $4,062 after election day. The account was closed on July 21, 1997. During

the time Reverend McCaskill utilized that account, the Black Clergy had a banking account which was
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maintained and controlled by Reverend Albert Davis, thetreasurer of the Black Clergy. Further, during that
time period, Reverend McCaskill had two other bank accounts at his disposa, a persond account (First
Union number 1408482773, and an Olivet Baptist Church account (First Union number 1411967456). Six
of the candidate checks, totaling $3,200, were deposited into the Olivet Baptist Church account, and one
$500 candidate check was deposited into the personal account.

In 1999, Reverend McCaskill engaged in the same type of conduct. Once again, despite the
existence of persond, church, and an authorized Black Clergy account, Reverend M cCaskill opened, on
February 4, 1999, aseparate account for candidate contributions(First Union number 3058293). Thetitle
of that account was AOlivet Baptist Church, Black Clergy of Philaddphia and, once again, Reverend
McCaskill used hishome addressfor the account. A total of $17,200 in candidate checkswere deposited
into that account. All of those checks, with the exception of one $1,000 check, payable to Olivet Baptist
Church, weremade payableto the Black Clergy. Reverend McCaskill, onceagain, issued checksfromthis
account for the payment of persond expenses. The 1999 total of personal expenditureswas $3,863. The
cash withdrawals were: $7,900 prior to eection day, and $1,392 after election day. The account was
emptied and closed on February 16, 2000. Further, candidate checkstotaling $6,000 were deposited into
the origind Olivet Baptist Church account (First Union number 1411967456).

Testimony was further dicited regarding the Black Clergy sample bdlot which was digtributed in
1999. A comparison of the balot with candidate contributions reflected that six of the seven Common
PleasCourt judicia candidateswho contributed wereincluded on the balot, al ong with one candidate who
did not contribute. However, three candidates, whose contributions totaled $6,000, were not included on

the bdlot.
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Further, there was testimony which established that no reports were filed by the Black Clergy or
Reverend McCaskill, as to ther activities in ether 1997 or 1999, with ether the Office of the City
Commissioner in Philadelphia, or with the Department of State, Bureau of Commissions, Elections and
Legidation in Harrisburg. Since Reverend McCaskill acted as the treasurer of the Black Clergy, it ishe
who bears the responghility for the falluresto file.

During the course of the investigation, the Grand Jury heard from Black Clergy members who
sarved as the vice-presdent, treasurer, secretary and political action committee chairman during the
presidency of Reverend McCaskill, which spanned both the 1997 and 1999 eections. Those officers,
aong with the present secretary, dl provided information regarding the political activities of the Black
Clergy, aswdll asthe conduct of Reverend McCasill.

All of the aforementioned officers confirmed the above- described processregarding theintaviening
and endorsement of candidates, and the distribution of sample balots. In discussing theinterview process,
the Black Clergy officers stated that the candidates were questioned regarding various subjects, including:
issues which affect the black community; interest in an intervention process for crimina defendants; their
gods, platforms, and plans in terms of hdping the minority community; how they would serve the
community; and whether they would give consderation, in terms of scheduling, to Black Clergy members
who appeared in court aswitnesses or character witnesses. However, none of the officers were aware of
the contributions accepted by Reverend McCaskill, in 1997 and 1999, on behdf of the Black Clergy. The
officersfurther confirmed the existence of asingle authorized Black Clergy bank account, which, a dl times

relevant hereto, was maintained and controlled by Reverend Albert Davis, thetreasurer of the Black Clergy,
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who was respongble for handling dl of the Black Clergy-s financid transactions, including making the
depositsinto, and the expenditures from, the Black Clergy account.

Reverend Vernd Simms dtated that he was dected as the presdent of the Black Clergy in
November 1999, and was ingtalled in that position in January 2000. He previoudy served asfirst vice-
presdent under Reverend Randal McCaskill, who served as president of the organization prior to
Reverend Smms: ection. According to Reverend Smms, the Black Clergy-spaliticd action committeeis
comprised of the Ajudicatory headsi of the various denominationswithin the organization, and was chaired
during both the 1997 and 1999 dections by Reverend James Allen. It isthrough this committee that the
candidate endorsement process occurs. When Reverend Smms became president, heinitiated changesin
both the committee and the process. He replaced the chairperson of the palitical action committee and
ingtituted apolicy prohibiting the acceptance of candidate contributions, Snceitishisbelief Athat you cannot
buy and sell my vote nor theintegrity of the Black Clergy.( Indiscussing the production of the Black Clergy
balots, and the cost thereof, Snce he became president, inlight of the policy changesheinitiated, Reverend
Smms dated that they haverrt had any bdlots yet (the 2000 primary eection did not involve Alocal
elections). However, in condderaion of the equipment available to the Black Clergy in its member
churches, Reverend Smms dated that they would probably have the bdlots printed utilizing church
equipment Afor alittle less than nothing.(

Reverend Albert Davis testified that he has been the pastor of Mount Cavary Baptist Church in
Ardmore for eighteen years, and that he served as an agent for the Interval Revenue Service for fourteen
yearsprior to becoming aminister. He hasbeen amember of the Black Clergy for ten to twelve years, and

has served asthetreasurer of that organization Snce 1996. Astreasurer, Reverend Davisisresponsiblefor
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handling dl of the financid transactions of the Black Clergy, induding making the depodts into and
expenditures from the single Black Clergy bank account maintained at United Bank. Even though the
president, vice-president and secretary, as well as the treasurer, have signatory power as to the United
Bank account, which isthe only officidly authorized account of the Black Clergy, dl financid transactions
are supposed to be conducted through Reverend Davis, who manages the account, and maintains the
records related thereto.

Reverend Davis was in no way aware that judicid candidates made contributions to the Black
Clergy in 1997, and therefore had no knowledge whatsoever of any disbursements by the Black Clergy of
any funds received from candidates. He had no knowledge at dl of Reverend McCaskill or the Black
Clergy receiving money from judicid candidates in 1997, or expending that money on dection-related
activities At no time did Reverend McCaskill inform him about this, or discussit with him. Infact, when
Reverend Davisfirst learned, through areport inthe media, that 1997 judicia candidates had contributed in
excess of $16,000 to the Black Clergy, hisreaction wasthat the reportAhad to be untrue,§ since he wasthe
treasurer, and he knew that if that kind of money had been given to the Black Clergy, it would have had to
come through the Black Clergy account that he, asthe treasurer, managed. Asfar asReverend Daviswas
concerned, the mediadlegation concerning the $16,000 had to bewrong, because hewasthetreasurer, he
had not seen the money, and in fact, had not even heard about it.

When shown a Corestates Bank statement for account number 1416696990, entitled ADr. Randal
E. McCaskill, Black Clergy of Philadel phia, 5001 Overbrook Ave., Phila PA 19131,0 Reverend Davis
dtated that he had never seen this statement or the account it represented, and knew nothing aboutit. Tohis

knowledge, Reverend M cCaskill was not authorized to use that account on behaf of the Black Clergy, or
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deposit money, which had been accepted on behdf of the Black Clergy, into that account. Reverend Davis
had no ideawhatsoever about why or how Reverend McCaskill had used that account. Reverend Davis
further stated that he was smilarly unaware of Reverend McCaskill depositing checks from candidates, in
1997, into McCaskill-s persona and Olivet Baptist Church accounts. Reverend Davisdid not authorize, or
give permission for, that activity.

As to Reverend McCaskill=s activities in 1999, Reverend Davis stated that he was not aware of
Reverend McCaskill opening an account entitted AOlivet Baptist Church, Black Clergy,d deposting
candidate checksinto that account, and making disbursementstherefrom. Once again, Reverend Davisdid
not authorize, or give permission to, Reverend McCaskill to do that. Further, Reverend Davis did not give
authorization or permission to Reverend M cCaskill to deposit 1999 candidate checksinto aseparate Olivet
Baptist Church account, or to make expendituresfrom that account, on behdf of the Black Clergy. Infact,
Reverend Davis was not even aware of this activity.

According to Reverend Davis, Reverend McCaskill has never served in the position of treasurer of
the Black Clergy a any time since the beginning of 1997, and at no time provided any records of his
financid activities to Reverend Davis. Reverend Davis never heard of a AChristian Education Fund@
dlegedly utilized by the Black Clergy for the purpose of providing scholarships, and wassmilarly unaware
of the Black Clergy using money from candidate contributionsto pay for hedth care coveragefor children.
Findly, Reverend Davistedtified that Sncethe beginning of 1997, he never authorized Reverend M cCaskill
to use any Black Clergy funds for the benefit of Reverend McCaskill or his church.

Reverend James Allen tedtified that he was the initid presdent of the Black Clergy, when that

organization was established in 1981. After serving as presdent for three years, he was appointed as
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chairperson of the political action committeein 1984, and served inthat capacity until theend of 1999. As
chairperson of the politica action committee, Reverend Allen was responsible for the printing and

digtribution of the Black Clergy bdlot. 1n 1997, Reverend Allen paid atotd of $2,700 for the balot printing
and digtribution, using a check which was provided and sgned by Reverend McCaskill. Reverend Allen
further stated that he received an $1,800 check, dated May 23, 1997, and made payable to his church,
from Reverend McCaskill. According to Reverend Allen, Reverend McCaskill gave him this check as
reimbursement for the costs associated with severd politicd action committee breskfast meetings conducted
by Reverend Allen at hischurch. Reverend Allen aso rdated that Reverend McCaskill Aprobably@ toddhim
to kegp any amount of the $1,800 which was Aleft over,§ that is, above the amount of the cogts of the
breakfasts, as compensation for the services he rendered as chair of the political action committee.

After Reverend Allen provided the above testimony regarding the expenses which were actudly
incurred by the Black Clergy in the printing and distribution of the balots in 1997, he was shown 1997
candidate contribution checkstotaing approximately $19,000. Reverend Allen, the chairman of the palitical
action committee, didret know anything about those checks, which were, ostensbly issued by the
candidates for the purpose of defraying eection expenses, and could not imagine any reason why that
amount of money would be needed for the eection efforts of the Black Clergy.

Reverend Allen did not recdl any judicid candidate contributions to the Black Clergy in 1999.
Once again, as the chairman of the political action committee, Reverend Allen handled the printing and
digtribution of ballots. After typing the balot himself, Reverend Allen had the printing of the ballotsdone at
Kinkoss. Although he kept no records of the transaction, and could not recd| the exact amount he paid for

the printing, he believed that the cost was smilar in amount to the 1997 printing expenditure.  Again,
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Reverend Allen received two checks from Reverend McCaskill, on February 16, 1999, and March 7,
1999, both in the amount of $1,000, as reimbursement for printing and other costs incurred by Reverend
Allen in the endorsement process, and as compensation for hisservices. Heidentified a copy of the 1999
balot which he printed and distributed.

Reverend Randall M cCaskill wasinterviewed on two occasons by Specid Agentsof the Office of
Attorney Generd. During the firg interview, which dealt with his 1997 activities, Reverend McCaskill
acknowledged that he wasthe president of the Black Clergy in 1997, and stated that hewasemployed asa
Deputy Managing Director by the City of Philadelphiaduring 1997. He
subsequently assumed another city podtion, Director of Community Outreach, Communication and
Volunteeriam. Indiscussng theactivitiesof the Black Clergy rdativeto the 1997 primary judicid dections,
Reverend McCaskill confirmed the conduct of the politica action committee, the solicitation of contributions
from candidates, the endorsement process, and the printing and distribution of sample balots. Headso
acknowledged that the Black Clergy never filed any reports, with any government agency, regarding the
election activities.

However, Reverend M cCaskill made numerous statements which were clearly refuted by both the
witnesses and financid records previoudy discussed. Essentidly, Reverend McCaskill, on many occasions
during thisinterview, madefad se satementsand materid misrepresentations, al of which revolved around his
rolein thedection activities of the Black Clergy, soecificdly relating to thereceipt and use of thefundsfrom

the candidates.
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Mogt prominently, Reverend McCaskill clamed that none of the money from the candidate
contributions was used by him for his own persond benefit, or for anyone eses persond benefit. (As
indicated above, the financia records showed $2,343 in expenditures for his persona benefit, not to
mention the $10,962 in cash withdrawa swhich are unaccounted for.) Wheninitialy asked what was done
with the candidate contributions, before being confronted with the number and amount of candidate checks,
Reverend McCaskill only mentioned ballot printing cogts. After being shown some checks, he expanded
the purported use of these funds to include disbursements, through a AChristian Education Fund,f for
scholarships, and expenditures on behdf of children who had no medical coverage. He acknowledged
having no receaipts, invoices or other documents related to such expenditures. (Reverend Davis, the
treasurer, never heard of ether of these endeavors, and there were no checks reflective of such
expenditures in any of the accounts used by Reverend McCaskill in 1997.) While discussing various
candidate checks, Reverend M cCaskill identified eight checks, totaling $10,800, as representing the funds
used for cogtsincurred in printing and digtributing balots. (The testimony of Reverend Allen reveded that
the actual cost for printing and distribution was $2,700.) Reverend McCaskill further stated that he didrrt
know who printed the balots, or who would have written the check to the printing company. When asked
how the money for the ballot payment would have been taken out of the Black Clergy account, Reverend
McCaskill replied: ALet=ssee. Mogt of the time Reverend Stencil handled that.i Reverend McCaskill had
previoudy stated that Reverend Stencil isnow deceased. (Reverend Allentestified hereceived the check to
pay for the balotsfrom Reverend M cCaskill, and that the check contained Reverend M cCaskill-ssgnature

The check was written on an account exclusively controlled by him. According to the other officers of the
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Black Clergy, dl expenditures are made through the treasurer, a position never held by the deceased
Reverend Stencil.)

Many of the misrepresentationsin theinitid interview involved the bank accounts discussed during
the testimony of Specia Agent Fuller and Reverend Davis. When shown acheck which he endorsed, and
which was deposited into First Union account number 1416696990, Reverend McCaskill, inresponsetoa
question regarding the nature of the account, stated it was Aan account with Black Clergy that we used.f
(According to Reverend Davis, the Black Clergy had only one bank account. The records of account
number 1416696990 indicateonly Reverend McCaskill usingit.) When further questioned about candidate
checks which were deposited into this account, Reverend McCaskill, in an gpparent contradiction of his
earlier answer, acknowledged that the Black Clergy had only one account, intimating that it was First Union
account number 1416696990. (According to Reverend Davis, the sole Black Clergy account was
maintained a United Bank.) In response to a question regarding how the money was removed from
account number 1416696990, Reverend M cCaskill stated: AThe personin charge. | have somethingto do
with that, but a the time | wasill, | was¥t respongble for that....0 (Again, he was the only person who
made payments out of that account.)

When shown a candidate check which was deposted into his First Union account number
1408482773, Reverend McCaskill acknowledged his endorsement signature on the check, but, when
asked what the account was, he stated: Al have no idea unless when we went to the bank the bank might
have made a mistake because we only had one account.i (This account was hislong-standing persona
account, utilized extensvely by him before, during and after both the 1997 and 1999 eection campaigns.

Further, he used three separate accountsfor the 1997 candidate checks.) Theresfter, Reverend McCaskill
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was shown a candidate check, which he said was used for Abdlots and printing.0 That check was
deposited into First Union account number 1411967456. When asked about the nature of that account,
Reverend McCaskill stated, in an inherently contradictory response: Alt wasfor Black Clergy. | suspect it
might have been, they might have put that into, that might have been, at that time, my church was, ahh, had
bought a new organ, it might have been that account.i When shown another candidate check which was
deposited into this account, he then acknowledged that this was Athe church account.g

The second interview of Reverend M cCaskill focused on hisactivitiesin 1999. He acknowledged
that he served as the president of Black Clergy until the end of 1999, and confirmed the existence and
operation of the palitica action committee during that year. However, once again, many of his Satements
were refuted by the witnesses and documentary evidence outlined above.

Reverend McCaskill clamed he wasAnot activef inthe 1999 judicia eections, becauseAtherewas
alot of controversy.f (All of the candidate checkswere deposited into two accounts which were controlled
by him.) Essentidly, Reverend McCaskill sated that the Black Clergy followed the same endorsement
procedures aswere used in the 1997 elections. He also said that contributionswere solicited and received
from candidateswho were endorsed by the Black Clergy. (Accordingto the 1999 Black Clergy bdlot and
financid records, $6,000 was received from candidates who were not endorsed). He further stated that
money received from candidates was pooled to create aAkittyl which wasused to pay for the printing and
digtribution of balots. (According to Reverend Allen and the bank records, only $2,000 was spent in this
fashion; $3,863 of candidate money was spent by Reverend McCaskill for his persond expenses.)

When asked who actudly received the candidate contribution checks, and handled the funds

contained therein, Reverend McCaskill explained that the checks could have been given to any number of
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the reverends, stating: AThisisgoing to sound strange, but we are not aswell organized as peoplethink we
are. Some checks were made out to individuas. Some checks were made out to the organization. It
varied and it was based on the integrity and honesty of anybody who received the check to present the
check. Now | guess| have tried to bear the brunt of this because | was the leadership. But there was
never one person handling checks.f) (All of the candidate checks were made payable to the Black Clergy
or to Reverend M cCaskill=s church, and were deposited into accounts controlled by Reverend McCaskill.
The 1999 vice- presdent, treasurer, secretary and poalitica action committee chairman, had no knowledge of

any candidate contributions.) At another point inthe interview, however, Reverend McCaskill clamed that
he Adidrrt have anything to do with the printing of the bdlots, | didrt have anything to do with the person

who digtributed the ballots@ (According to Reverend Allen, Reverend McCaskill gave him two checksto
cover the cogts of the ballot production and distribution.)

When asked whether the Black Clergy had achecking account in 1999, Reverend M cCaskill said,

AYes. There might have been morethan onel (Reverend Davis Sated that there was only one account,

which he controlled.) In responseto an inquiry as to whether he had aBlack Clergy checking account in

1999, Reverend McCaskill stated: AYes. | didrt close it out.; (The account he used for the 1997

candidate checks, entitled ADr. Randal McCaskill, Black Clergy,@ wasclosedin July, 1997. The account
into which Reverend McCaskill deposited the 1999 candidate checks was entitledAOlivet Baptist Church,

Black Clergy, i and was opened in 1999, and closed in February 2000, five months prior to the interview.

Reverend M cCaskill opened and used both of these accounts without authorization from the Black Clergy

treasurer.) Findly, Reverend McCaskill stated that Amost of the timewe dorrt have enough money to pay

for thebdlotsand the printing. Wego inour pocketsand do that. |-vedonethat many times(i (According
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to Reverend Allen, total amount spent in 1999 for ballot printing and distribution: $2,000; per bank records,
total of 1999 candidate checks deposited into accounts controlled by Reverend McCaskill: $23,200.)

2. CAROL CAMPBELL:-SCOMMITTEES

During the course of thisinvestigation, the Grand Jury heard evidence pertaining to Carol Camphbll,
and her conduct related to three political committees, the African- American Democratic Ward Leaders,
The Philaddphia Group, and Campbd| -99. The Grand Jury received evidence from the registered
treasurers of thethree aforementioned political committees, leaders of ward committees, campaign expense
reports and other documentsfiled on behaf of those committees, aswell asfinancia recordsrelated to the
activities of Carol Campbdll. The evidence recelved by the Grand Jury has demondtrated that Carol
Campbe | conducted financid transactions on behdf of Campbel =99, the African- American Democratic
Ward Leaders, and The Philadelphia Group. As to the latter two of those committees, the evidence
establishesthat Campbell acted asthetreasurer of those committees, and wastherefore responsiblefor the
failure of those committees to accuratdy report their financid transactions.

1 AFRICAN-AMERICAN DEMOCRATIC WARD LEADERS

Benjamin Hassdll testified that he has been the ward leader of the 14" Democratic Ward
Committee Since 1984, and served in that pogition until approximately February, 1997, when he resgned
because he was a candidate for traffic court judge. Through his involvement in politics, he met Carol
Campbdl, and has known her for twenty years. In 1994, Campbell asked Hassdll to be the treasurer of a
political committee which she created, and of which she was the chairman. This committee wasinitidly
caledthe U.B.D.W.L. (United Black Democratic Ward Leaders) P.A.C., and subsequently became, and

dill isknown asthe A.A.D.W.L. (Africant American Democratic Ward Leaders) P.A.C. Thecommitteeis
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comprised of African-American Ward Leaders of various Democratic Wards in Philadelphia, and was
formed by Campbd| for the purpose of attempting to elect more blacks asjudges. Hassdll acceded to the
request but he ceased functioning as treasurer in February, 1997, when he began his campaign for traffic
court judge.

Hasd | testified that no one explained to him what thefinancia reporting requirementswere, and he,
in fact, had no idea what was required of him in that regard. Hassdll further tedtified that no one ever
explained to him the dutieswhich wereimposed on treasurers by the Election Code, and that he didrt have
any specific dutiesastreasurer of the A.A.D.W.L ., dueto thefact that Carol Campbell essentidly handled
dl of theactivities financid and otherwise, of the A.A.D.W.L. Campbell controlledthe A.A.D.W.L. bank
account, made dl of thefinancid decisons, including those involving who to take money from and who to
pay money to, and actudly madedl the A.A.D.W.L. expenditures, by writing out thechecks. Accordingto
Hassdll, Campbel| Awas the organization.) His sole involvement in the expenditure process was sSigning
checks, in blank, so that Campbell, who dso signed the checks, could later fill them in and make the
expenditures.

During histestimony, Hassdll was shown a 30-day post primary election campaign
expense report of the U.B.D.W.L. PAC (A.A.D.W.L. PAC), covering May 15, 1997 to June 15, 1997.

Has| tedtified that he signed the report, as treasurer, when it wasgiven to him by Campbell, but
that he played norolein completing it. Hewas unawarethat one-haf of the report, the section dedling with
expenditures, was missing from the report. One of the contributions listed in that report was a May 15,
1997 contribution from APennsylvanians for Good Government( in the amount of $20,000. (The actud

name of the contributing committee, which was misdentified in the report, wasAPublic Service P.A.Cf) As
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with al other contributions, Hassdll did not know about it at thetimeit occurred. However, helater became
aware of it through news media accounts, which related that the $20,000 came from aPAC controlled by
Senator Fumo, who was angry with Campbel | because she received the $20,000 and didrrt support the
candidates for whom the contribution was made. When shown an A.A.D.W.L. 30-day post primary
amendment report, dated September, 1999, which contained the expenditure information missing fromthe
previous report, Hassell stated that he didrt prepare the report, and didrrt remember Sgning it, dthough a
sgnature which is similar to his gppears on the report. According to Hassdll, he doesyt think that itishis
sgnature. Theamendment report lisssanumber of expendituresin May 1997 to anumber of ward leaders,
including Representative Michael Horsey, Representative Rosita Y oungblood, City Councilman Michadl
Nutter, and Hassdll. In explaining a May 19, 1997, expenditure of $3,000 to him for Adection day
expenses,i Hassdll stated that Campbel gave him an A.A.D.W.L. check in that amount, saying it wasfor
election day expensesin hisward, and that the funds contained therein were used to defray eection day
expenses, such as paymentsfor food, and paymentsto committegpeople and other workersfor their efforts
related to the dection in hisward. Hassell stated that Campbell had produced a sample balot, which was
giventothe A.A.D.W.L. ward leaders, but could not recal which specific candidates were on that ballot.
Hassdl was dso shown an A AD.W.L. (U.B.D.W.L.) PAC annua campaign expense report
dated September 2, 1999, which covered the period of January 1, 1998, through December 31, 1998, and
which contained his name as treasurer, dong with what gppears to be his Sgnature. Once again, Hasl|
testified that he did not prepare this report, which contained an opening cash baance which was $4,163
lower than the ending cash balance on the previousreport. Hefurther stated that he did not sign the report,

and did not give anyone permission to Sgn hisname, and was not involved in receiving the contributions, or
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making the expenditures, listed therein. The expenditures, about which he had no knowledge and gave no
authorization, included two to Carol Campbdll: $2,300 on September 13, 1998, for Arembursement,§ and
$800 on November 5, 1998, for Areimbursement for Louise Bishop.§
In addition to providing the above information regarding Carol Campbell and the A A.D.W.L.,
Hassdll provided testimony about judicia dections in Philadelphia, from his perspective as both a ward
leeder and unsuccessful candidate. The most important aspect of support, as to judicid eections, is
including the candidaters name on the sample ballots which are given by the committeepeoplein the various
wardsto the voters. Hassdll fedsthat helost the primary election in 1997 because he, along with some of
the other judicia candidates, wereAcutl by some of the Democratic Ward Leadersfrom the sample bdlots.
Inexplaining this, Hassall rel ated that the Democratic City Committee suppliesal of theWard Leaderswith
sample bdlots, which contain the names of dl of the endorsed candidates, and which are supposed to be
digtributed by the committeepeople in dl of thewards. A Ward Leader Acuts) a candidate by having the
committeepeoplein hisor her ward distribute sample balotswhich do not contain the endorsed candidatess
name. Hassdl, aswell asother candidates, base an eva uation of whether they wereAcut onthe number of
votes they received in the ward. The decisions to support non-endorsed candidates are sometimes
premised upon the non-endorsed candidate making a contribution to the Ward Leader. Hassdll further
testified that he remembered an investigation, which was conducted in 1984, regarding the 1983 elections,
and which involved a subject smilar to that involved in the present investigation, namely, candidate
contributionsto Ward Leaders. During that investigation, the mediareportsincluded alegationsthat Ward
Leaders often times would keep a significant amount of the contribution for themsdlves, and refer to it as

AYdlow Bird money,i since they would use it to go to Horida on AYdlow Birdi flights. In Hasdl-s
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experience in palitics, he has heard stories of Ward Leaders, after converting the contributions into cash,
keeping Sgnificant amounts, but denied engaging in thisactivity himsdf. Accordingto Hassdl, snceboth his
ward, and thevoter turnout within, wassmall, the candidate contributionsto hisward were much lower than
those made to larger wards.

Roseanne Pauciello, who was the treasurer of the Public Service PAC, which made the $20,000
contribution to the A.A.D.W.L. by wiring it to the A.A.D.W.L. account, stated there was an agreement
with Campbell that, in exchange for the $20,000, Campbell would print and distribute sample bdlots, in the
1997 primary election, containing the names of al of the City Committee endorsed candidates, and, more
specificdly, the names of the three endorsed judicid candidates who were being supported by the Public
Sarvice PAC, namdy, Berle Schiller, Gary DiVito, and Fred Perri. The agreement was that the sample
ballotswereto be distributed in all of the wards whose leaders were members of theA. A.D.W.L.. Those
wards were the 4", 6", 12, 13", 14", 16", 22, 24™, 28", 38", 46", 47", 49", 52" and 59" It was
further part of the agreement that the Ward L eadersin those wards, and their respective committegpeople,
would actively support those three candidates, using part of the $20,000 to hire people to assst the
committeepeoplein that effort. It wasPaucidlo-sassessment, based upon conversationswith A.A.D.W.L.
members, and examinations of balots distributed in their wards, that Camphbell violated the terms of the
above-described agreement, and that Campbell, in fact, Acut@ most of the endorsed candidates, including
the three being supported by the Public Service PAC. Specifically, when the Ward Leader of the 38"
Ward was questioned as to why his committegpeople were distributing ballots which did not contain the
three subject candidates, he referred the inquiry to Campbell, since he said that it was Campbel who

decided which candidates appeared onthe A.A.D.W.L. samplebdlot. Paucidlofurther related that sample
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ballots being distributed in the 52™ Ward, in which City Councilman Michael Nutter isthe Ward Leader,
did not contain the names of the three candidates. Ultimately, Councilman Nutter returned $2,000 to the
Public Service PAC, since that amount represented his portion of the $20,000 contribution.  Paucidllo
dated that the City Committee by-laws prohibit aWard L eader from supporting non-endorsed candidates,
and that Campbdll, despite receiving additional money to support the three endorsed candidates, till Acut
them from her ballots. As far as Paucidllo was concerned, Ward Leaders who Ahave any integrity@
shouldr¥t take money from City Committee to push endorsed candidates, and then take money to support
non-endorsed candidates.

Paucidlo, who has beeninvolved in ward politicsfor forty years, and has been aWard Leader for
twelve years, explained the process involved with eection day activities, and expounded upon the
importance of sampleballotsinjudicid eections. Ward Leaders, who receive money from City Committee
and other sources, distribute that money to the ward-s committeepeople, who hire additional workers,
peoplefrom the neighborhood who are known to the voters, and pay for the costs, such asthoseincurredin
providing food for the workers, associated with the Aget out the votel effort. Both the committegpeople,
who aredso known to the voters, and the workersthen handout the samplebalot, which they receivefrom
the Ward Leader, to the voters, recommending that they vote for the candidates contained thereon. Asto
the primary judicid dections, thelist of candidates on the sampleballot, with very few variations, arethetop
vote-gettersin theward, based on thefact that the voter, whoAhas no idegll who thejudicia candidatesare,
islikely to votefor the names on the samplebdlot. Sincethe primary dection winnersalmost invarigbly win

the generd dection, the gppearance of acandidate name on the primary samplebdlot iscriticaly important.
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Three Ward Leaderswho were members of the A.A.D.W.L. were questioned about their receipt
of money from the A.A.D.W.L. for the 1997 primary election.

City Councilman Michael Nutter, the Ward Leader of the 52™ Ward, confirmed thet herecdived an
A.A.D.W.L. check from Carol Campbell for 1997 primary dection day expenses, dong with sample
ballots, which did not contain the names of the three subject Public Service PAC judicid candidates, who
Councilman Nutter never intended to support. When he became aware of the $20,000 contribution, and
the purpose thereof, he returned what he calculated to be his portion of that contribution, specificaly,
$2,000.

Representative Michadl J. Horsey, amember of the A.A.D.W.L. and the Ward Leader of the 6™
Ward, confirmed that hereceived aMay 20, 1997, $2,000 A.A.D.W.L. check, to help defray el ection day
expensesin hisward. However, he did not receive sample balotsfrom Campbdl, and neither Campbell nor
anyone ese from the A.A.D.W.L. suggested candidates that the A.A.D.W.L. wanted him to support.

Representative Rosita'Y oungblood, who isthe Ward L eader for the 13" Ward, received a$1,000
A.A.D.W.L. check on May 19, 1997, from Campbell, who was the chairman of the A A.DW.L.. The
purpose of Campbell giving this morey to Representative Y oungblood was to Ahelp out with dection day
expenses) in the 13" Ward. Representative Youngblood had no understanding or agreement with
Campbel| asto which candidateswould appear on the 13" Ward ballot, which Representative Y oungdlood
provided, and which contained the names of the candidates which the committegpeoplein her ward voted
to support. Campbdll did not ask Representative Y oungblood to support any specific candidate, and did

not provide any sample balots to her.
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Specid Agent Fuller testified that during the course of the investigation he obtained AADWL bank
records entitled AAADWL PAC, c/o Carol A. Campbell,§ with 236 N. 59" &, Philadelphia, which is
Campbellzshome address, asthe account address. Fuller identified thirty- nine expenditure checksfromthis
account with issuance dates between April 25, 1998 and February 27, 1999, which were not signed by
Hassdll. Those checks contained signatures of Carol Campbell and (State Representative) Michad J.
Horsey. Therewerefiveadditional checksdated from April 21, 1999 through May 14, 1999 which were
not sgned by Hassdll. Those checks contained the Sgnatures of Campbell, and Ann Moss, the name of the
Ward Leader of the 16" Ward, and a member of the A A.D.W.L.

Specid Agent Fuller further provided testimony regarding a comparison between the financid
transactionsindicated in the account records and those reported by the A.A.D.W.L. in the three campaign
expense reports, the A.A.D.W.L. filings obtained during the course of the investigation. The account
records reflect that between January 13, 1997 and April 30, 1997 there were seven deposits totaing
$7,145, and sixteen expenditures totaling $8,108. None of those transactions were shown in acampaign
expense report.  The financid activity in the account for the months of July through December, 1997
amilarly do not appear in any of the A.A.D.W.L. campaign expense reports. During those months, there
were ten deposits totaing $15,890 and forty expenditure checks totaling $19,516.

The annual A.A.D.W.L. campaign expense report for 1998 essentialy corresponds to the
transactions in the bank account records. However, none of the account expenditures or receipts from
January 1, 1999, through June 30, 1999, were reported by the A.A.D.W.L. During that period, there
were nineteen transactions, five depositstotaing $8,610, and fourteen expenditure checkstotaing $6,810.

Seven of the deposits, totaing $950, consisted of contribution checksfromjudicia candidatesand judicia
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candidate campaign committees. Fuller further testified that there was nothing filed indicating that Hassdl
had resigned as treasurer, or that anyone else was appointed as treasurer.

B. THE PHILADEL PHIA GROUP

Michael G. Horsey, who has been a C.P.A. for twenty-two years, tetified that based upon a
request from Carol Campbell, he became the treasurer of The Philade phia Group, apolitical committee, in
May 1997. The only members of the committee were Horsey and Campbell, who served aschairman. Al
of the decisons regarding expenditures and receipts were made by Campbell. Horsey was never advised
by Campbell of the provisons of the Election Code pertaining to the treasurer, and was unaware of the
requirement that expenditures and receipts must be handled through the treasurer. According to
Horsey, The Philadel phia Group checking account was established in such afashion that both Horsey and
Campbd| had signatory power for checks, and authority to make deposits. However, the addressfor the
account, which appeared on the checks, was 239 N. 59" Street, the home address of Campbell.
Therefore, the statements and other materias related to the account were delivered to Campbell-s home,
(In March, 1999, Horsey had the account address changed to that of hisfirm, so he could have accessto
information necessary for completing campaign expense reports, without having to wait to receive the
information from Campbdll.) Prior to testifying, Horsey provided copies of The Philadephia Group
expenditure checkswhich werein hispossession. During histestimony, Horsey explained, asreflected by
the copies of the checks, that he was only involved in making expenditures, by writing checks, in 1997.
Between May 9, 1997 and May 19, 1997, Horsey wrote checks at the direction of Campbell, who told
him who to make the checks payable to, and in what amounts, but provided no further information as to

why the expenditures were being made. On May 19, 1997, thefina date on which Horsey wrote checks,
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he relinquished The Philade phia Group checkbook to Campbdll, and since that date, he did not write or
sgn any checks, and had no involvement in any of the expenditures. The expenditures after May 19, 1997
were made by Campbdll, as reflected by her sgnature on the expenditure checks, and were not made
through Horsey. Threeof those checksinvolved large expenditures gpparently associated with the primary
eection effort: $9,500 to Joseph Wallen for Astreet workersf); $2,000 to Acashil for Astreet food@; and
$2,000 to DionnaMiller (nothing indicated on theAfor@ line, and not listed in any campaign expensereport).
Those checks, provided by Horsey, on which heidentified Campbell-ssignature, cover atime period from
May 20, 1997, through April, 2000, and include expendituresin dl of the years during that period.

In discussing contributions madeto The Philadd phia Group, and the rece pt thereof, Horsey stated
that only he and Campbell would be engaged in that activity. Essentidly, theonly time Horsey wasinvolved
in recei pts was when he collected contribution checks at fund-raisng events. All other contributionswere
received by, and went through Campbell, who never discussed them with Horsey. A 30-day post
primary election campaign expense report, which covered May 4, 1999, through June 7, 1999, wassigned
by Horsey and notarized on June 17, 1999, and filed on June 21, 1999. This report reflects no receipts,
and $21,100 in expenditures, including a May 14, 1999, $21,000 loan to ACampbell :99.0 Asto the
$21,000 loan, Horsey stated that he had nothing to do with that expenditure, and first became aware of it
when he saw it reflected on a bank statement as a wire transfer out of The Philade phia Group account.
When he asked Campbel aboutt it, she informed him that she executed the wire transfer of $21,000 to the
account of the ACampbd| :99( poalitical committee, which she said was the committee associated with her

candidacy for City Council in 1999.
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Specid Agent Fuller testified that he reviewed the checks and bank statements related to the
account of The Philadel phia Group, which were provided by Horsey. Fuller identified atota of nineteen
Philadelphia Group expenditure checks provided by Horsey, as well as an expenditure check dated
February 25, 1998, in the amount of $7,000, payable to the Olivet Baptist Church. In light of Horsey:s
testimony, and the Sgnatures on the checks, al twenty of these checks, which totaled $33,705, represented
expenditures made by Carol Campbell, who was not The Philade phia Group treasurer. The $21,000wire
transfer, on May 14, 1999, is also reflected in the bank records.

Specid Agent Fuller further stated that the Department of State, Bureau of Commissions, Elections
and Legidation, confirmed that no written resgnation wasfiled by Horsey, and nothing wasfiled gppointing
any Philadel phia Group treasurer other than Horsey. In comparing the filed campaign expense reportsto
the bank account records, Specid Agent Fuller noted that, as to 1999, only one of the eleven check
expenditures was reported. The other ten were not listed in any report.

3. CAMPBELL -99

Samud Kuttab stated that Carol Campbell, whom he had known for six years, asked him to be
treasurer of ACampbell 99, acandidatess palitica committee which wasformed sometime during 1998 to
support the campaign of Carol Campbell, who was acandidate for an at-large City Council seet inthe 1999
election. According to Kuttab, some of the contribution checks to the committee were received and
deposited by Campbell. When asked whether Campbell 299 had abank account, Kuttab stated that there
Adefinitdy@ was one account, but he was Anot surefl if there was more than one account. After being
informed that the bank records he produced on the day of his testimony indicated that there were two

Campbell :99 accounts, K uttab acknowledged that the addressfor both accountswas the home address of
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Camphbell, which meant that dl of the statements related to both accounts would be sent to Campbel=s
home. The statements for those accounts indicate that one was a PNC Bank ABusiness Premium Money
Market@d account opened in November 1998, and the other was a PNC Bank AChecking 1000 account
opened in April 1999. Kuttab aso stated that the checkbook was kept at Campbell=s house.

During histestimony, Kuttab was shown a Campbell 299 30-day post primary eection campaign
expensereport which covered the period of May 4, 1999 to June 7, 1999, and which wasfiled on June 18,
1999. Kuttab admitted that thisreport, which was prepared by Campbell, an accountant and Kuttab, was
the only report filed by Campbell >99 up until the date of his testimony, and identified both his and
Campbell-s sgnatures on the report, as treasurer and candidate, respectively. The report reflects a
beginning cash baance of $33,695, plus receipts of $15,336, for atotal of $49,031, with expenditures of
$39,398, resulting in an ending cash balance of $9,633, and $21,000 in unpaid debtsor obligations. It did
not occur to Kuttab, when he signed this report, that the fact that there was a $33,695 Abeginningl cash
balance should haveindicated to him that aprior report should have been filed to reflect the source of those
funds.

Asto a $21,000 loan, on May 21, 1999, from The Philade phia Group, Kutteb related that the
receipt of that money, via a wire trander, by Campbdl| >99 occurred through Campbell, and that, to his
knowledge, the loan has not been repaid. Kuttab was not aware of the existence of any loan agreement or
other paperwork associated with thisloan.

Kuttab identified four additional Campbell 99 campai gn expense reportswhich he brought withhim
and turned over during hisgrand jury appearance. According to Kuttab, the preparation of these reports,
whichwerefindized during theweek prior to histestimony, was prompted by avist by PennsylvaniaOffice
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of Attorney Generd investigators, and the reports were filed on the day he testified. All of these reports
contain the sgnatures of both Kuttab, astreasurer, and Campbell, as candidate. Once again, the reports
were prepared by Kuttab, Campbell, and an accountant.

The first of those additiona reports was an annua report covering November 11, 1998 to
December 31, 1998, whichreflected $20,289 in receipts and no expenditures during that time period. The
next report, chronologically, was a 2" Friday pre-election report, covering January 1, 1999 to May 3,
1999. In that report, the beginning balance is $20,289, which, along with $52,650 in receipts, totas
$72,939. Sincethere are no expenditures, the ending cash balanceisaso $72,939. Kuttab acknowledged
that hewas not aware of the receiptsin the amount of $52,650 when hefiled the above-referenced 30-day
post-eection report, in June, 1999. The third of the additiona reports is an amendment report, covering
May 4, 1999 to June 7, 1999, the filing of which was necessitated by the origind 30-day post eection
report being, according to Kuttab, Aincompletef In reviewing the amendment report, Kuttab
acknowledged that it contained a beginning cash balance of $72,939 (as opposad to $33,695 in the
origind), plus $36,336 in receipts ($15,336 in origind), for atotal of $109,275 ($49,031 in origind); and
expenditures of $41,992 ($39,398 in origind) resulting in an ending cash balance of $68,283 ($9,633in
original). Kuttab agreed that the Aamended( rece ptsincluded contributions from judicid candidates, and
admitted that he knew nothing about the money involved in the receipts differentia. He further had no
explanation asto why the $21,000 loan was not repaid, in light of the $68,283 account balancein existence
after Campbell=s primary election defeat, which Aabsolutely( signaded the effective end of Campbell-s
eection effort. The find additiond report which Kuttab brought to the grand jury was an annud report,

covering June 8, 1999 to December 31, 1999, which indicated a $68,114 beginning cash baance, no
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receipts, and $3,637 in expenditures, with a resultant $64,476 ending cash balance. When asked if

Campbdl =99 was ill an on-going committee, Kuttab stated that Athereisgtill money intheaccount.i As
far as Kuttab knew, there were no reports, in addition to the five discussed during histestimony, filed by
Campbell =99.

Specid Agent Fuller testified that he obtained and reviewed records rel ated to both of the above-
referenced Campbell 99 accounts. A review of those accountsindicated that al contribution checkswere
deposited into the money market account, which was opened in November, 1998. On April 22, 1999,
$20,000 was transferred from that account to open the checking account, from which dl of the campaign
expenditureswere made. An additiona $50,000 wastransferred from the money market account into the
checking account on May 17, 1999. On June 17, 1999, $44,000 was transferred from the checking
account into the money market account. Asof July 31, 2000, the checking account had abal ance of $418,
and the money market account had abalance of $64,209. Specid Agent Fuller confirmed that, at dl times,
the addresses of both accounts was Campbd ls home address, and further confirmed that $21,000 was
wired into the checking account, from The Philade phia Group, on May 14, 1999. Findly, Special Agent
Fuller testified that, according to the filed campaign expense reports, Campbell =99 received twenty
contributions, totaling $10,350 from judicia candidates, and their committeesin 1999.

1. CONSULTANTS

1 HENRY ABUDDY (@ CIANFRANI

Aspart of theinvestigation of the activities of consultant Henry Cianfrani reativeto hisinvolvement
inthejudicid dections, the Grand Jury heard from candidateswho retained Cianfrani=s consulting services,

and reviewed the campai gn expense reports and bank account records of the candidatesand their campaign
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committees. Additiondly, information, resulting from an investigation into the payees on candidate checks
issued to or through Cianfrani, was obtained from the bank account records of Cianfrani and Matthew
Cianciulli, who was enlisted by Cianfrani to assst in his sarvicesto the candidates, and from thetdlersand
manager of the bank a which Cianciulli maintained his accounts

Six judicid candidates availed themsealves of the consulting services of Cianfrani in an effort to
bolster their chance of successinthe 1997 primary eection. Three of those candidates, Doris Pechkurow,
the Honorable Benjamin Lerner, and the Honorable Teresa Sarmina, were endorsed by the Democratic
City Committee. Cianfrani, a Ward Leader, was a member of that committee. Those three candidates
made the requisite $30,000 payment to City Committee. The Honorable Barbara Joseph and the
Honorable Joyce M ozenter, both unendorsed Democrats, aso retained Cianfrani asaconsultant. Thefind
candidate for whom Cianfrani toiled was Alexis Barbieri, a Republican.

Doris Pechkurow, an unsuccessful candidate for the Court of Common Pless, Stated that after
retaining Cianfrani, she issued a check, in the amount of $2,000, payable to Cianfrani and Associates, in
payment of hisfee. Based upon indructions from Cianfrani, she dso provided him with severd sgned
checks with amountsfilled in, but with the payee left blank. Cianfrani informed Pechkurow that hewould
use the checks for Aget out the votel expenses, and would then provide her with the names and the
addresses of the payees. Theresfter, Cianfrani gave Pechkurow a handwritten list of the names and
addresses corresponding to theAblank payeel check numbers. Pechkurow then utilized that informationon
her campaign expense report for the expenditures associated with those checks.

The Honorable Joyce M ozenter, who was e ected asa Common Pleas Court Judge in 1997, stated

that her husband, Robert Mozenter, essentidly was in charge of the campaign activities conducted on her
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behdf, and that Cianfrani was hired as a consultant for the campaign. Robert Mozenter stated that based
upon arequest from Cianfrani, he supplied Cianfrani with alarge number of checks, inamountspecified by
Cianfrani, with the payees left blank. According to Cianfrani, these checks were for people who would
assg inthedection effort. Information related to the names and addresses of the payeesto which Cianfrani
ostensibly gave the checks was later provided by Cianfrani, and was used in completing the campaign
expense report of Judge Mozenter-s campaign committee. Cianfrani=s fee was $2,500. According to
Robert Mozenter, the fee was provided to Cianfrani through a campaign committee check payable to
Anthony Conti, who was Cianfranizs assstant. When Robert Mozenter was asked why the check wasr¥t
made payableto Cianfrani, Mozenter stated: AY ou haveto ask Buddy (Cianfrani) that.; Theaddresswhich
was supplied for Anthony Conti was 543 Wilder Street.

The Honorable Barbara Joseph, who was successful in her 1997 campaign for a seat on the
Common Pleas Court, dso hired Cianfrani as a consultant and similarly acceded to his request to provide
blank payee checks. Cianfrani told Judge Joseph that the checks would be given to various workers and
Ward Leaders. Thereafter, Cianfrani provided Judge Joseph with alist of the names and addresses of the
check payees. That information was then used to prepare the campai gn expense report of Judge Joseplrs
campaign committee. Cianfrani=s fee of $10,000 was paid through a check to Henry Cianfrani.

The Honorable Benjamin Lerner, who ran unsuccessfully in 1997, after having been previoudy
appointed to the bench, a o retained Cianfrani asaconsultant. Judge L erner engaged in the same process
asdescribed for the other Cianfrani clients, providing blank payee checksto Cianfrani, and using the names
and addresses later provided by Cianfrani in his campaign committee expensereport. Cianfrani received

$5,000 for his services, through a check payable to Cianfrani and Associates.
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The Honorable Teresa Sarmina, who was a successful 1997 Common Pleas Court candidate, also
agreed to provide Cianfrani with blank payee checks. Liketheother Cianfrani clients, she used nameand
addressinformation provided by Cianfrani to list the expendituresrel ated to those checksin her committeess
campaign expense reports.  However, unlike the other clients, she ddivered her blank payee checks,
pursuant to Cianfrani=s indruction, to Matthew Cianciulli, a his grocery store in South Philadelphia
Sarmina paid Cianfrani $5,000 for his consulting services by giving him a check in that amount payable to
ACC&M Corporation.( The check was made payable to that entity at the request of Cianfrani.

AlexisBarbieri, who ran unsuccessfully in 1997 for Common Pleas Court, also utilized the services
of Cianfrani, but was not charged any feefor hisservices. The processutilized by Cianfrani, however, was
the same as with the other candidates. Cianfrani demanded and received blank payee checks, which he
said would be used to gain the support of various Ward Leaders for Barbieri. She, too, used the payee
name and addresses provided by Cianfrani in her campaign committeess expense report.

Testimony from Specid Agentsestablished that aninvestigation was conducted regarding theAdank
payeell checks provided by the candidates to Cianfrani. In totd, there were one hundred twenty-one
Ablank payeel checks givento Cianfrani. A large percentage of those checkswere made payableto ward
committees or Ward Leaders. However, an investigation of the names and addresses provided by
Cianfrani to the candidates, and consequently used by the candidatesin campaign expensereports, reveded
that, asto thirty of the payees, theindividuadsidentified by Cianfrani werefictitious. Thosethirty individuals,
named by Cianfrani as having been the recipients of candidate checkswere not in existence a the addresses
provided by Cianfrani. Those Ahomell addresses included a high school, vacant lots, a dentd office, a

church, and ahair sdlon. Thetotal amount of funds contained in those thirty fictitious payee checks was
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$49,500. Invegtigation further reveded that AAnthony Conti, @ the payee on Cianfrani=s $2,500 fee check
from Judge Mozenter, wasfictitious, and that theACC& M Corporation, @ the payee on the Judge Sarmina
$5,000 fee check, smilarly did not exist. Theinvestigetion of the remaining ninety-one blank payee checks
proved that the payees on those checks were genuine. The genuine payee checks amounted to $78,750.
Thus, the total amount of funds contained in the blank payee Cianfrani checkswas $128,250, and the total
amount of fees received by Cianfrani was $24,500, $7,500 of which was contained in fictitious payee

checks. The following chart demonstrates the breakdown of this activity, by candidate.

>97 CIANFRANI CANDIDATES - ABLANK CHECK ANALY SIS}

CANDIDATE (PARTY) OUTCOME FICTITIOUS PAYEES GENUINE TOTAL OF ALL FEE/FEE
(Status with Dem. City Comm.) (# of checks) AMOUNT PAYEES CHECKS CHECK PAYEE
(# of checks)
AMOUNT
SARMINA (D) Elected None (10) $10,000 (10) $10,000 $5,000/ACC&M Corpf
(Endor sed) (Fictitious)
MOZENTER (D) Elected (9) $13,000 (30) $26,000 (39) $39,000 $2,500/A Anthony Conti @
(Not Endor sed) (Fictitious)
JOSEPH (D) Elected (4) $10,000 (19) $19,000 (23) $29,000 $10,000/Henry Cianfrani
(Not Endor sed)
LERNER (D) Not Elected (4) $8,000 (11) $9,000 (15) $17,000 $5,000/Cianfrani and Associates
(Endor sed)
PECHKUROW (D) Not Elected (7) $9,000 (12) $8,000 (19) $17,000 $2,000/Cianfrani and Associates
(Endor sed)
BARBIERI (R) Not Elected (6) $9,500 (9) $6,750 (15) $16,250 None
(Not Endor sed)
TOTALS (30) $49,500 (91) $78,750 (121) $128,250 $24,500
($7,500 - Fictitious Payees)

An andysis of the canceled checks described in the above chart demondtrated that dl of the
fictitious payee checks, including the Cianfrani fee checks, were presented and processed at the same bank
branch in South Philadelphia. Account numbers accompanied the fictitious endorsements on nine of

fictitiousindividua payee checks, and onthe CC&M Corporation check. Records of those accountswere
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subpoened, and reflected that dl of the accounts belonged to Matthew Cianciulli, or membersof hisfamily.
One of thefictitious payee checks was deposited into one of Cianciulli-saccounts. Theremaining twenty-
ninefictitious payee checkswere cashed, despitethefact that none of the payees had accounts at that bank,
and despite the absence, on most of the checks, of aco-endorsement and an account number. The $5,000
CC&M Caorporation check was cashed againgt an account of Matthew Cianciulli, with $1,500 of the
proceeds of that check being deposited into the Cianciulli account.

The bank tellers whose stamps appeared on the above checks, as well as the teller supervisor,
provided tesimony to the Grand Jury. All of thoseindividuas were familiar with Matthew Cianciulli, who
was a long-time customer of the bank branch, and who would often cash or deposit third party checks
which he obtained while conducting his gocery busness. Collectively, the testimony of the tellers and
supervisor established that many of the above-referenced fictitious payee checks were cashed in amanner
which was contrary to the policy of thebank. That is, checks of non-account holderswould generdly not
be cashed, and the cashing of third party checksrequired an endorsement by an account holder, dong with
an identification, under the endorsement, of the account number. Despite examining the checks, thetellers
and supervisor were unable to identify who cashed the subject checks. However, it was established that
Maithew Cianciulli would often cdl in advance of sending a Adriver@l to the bank with a multi-faceted
transaction, involving the cashing of numerous checks, which would be gpproved by the supervisor, even
though such transactions involved components which violated bank policy. This was due to Cianciulli-s
datus as a long-standing customer, and the fact that there was never any problems, such as Abounced(

checks, with any of histransactions.



The examination of the checks of dl of the 1997 judicid candidatesled to the identification of four
additional checks which were payable to fictitious individuas, and were dso cashed at the subject bank
branch. Thosefour checkswereissued by the campaign committee of the Honorable Shelly RobinsNew, a
successful 1997 Common Pleas Court candidate. Judge New stated that during her campaign, she solicited
the assgtance of Matthew Cianciulli in her eection effort in South Philaddphia, specificaly as to the
digtribution of her balot. However, Judge New could not recal whether she gave the four checks to
Cianciulli, or how she obtained the names and addresses, corresponding to the expenditures made through
those checks, which were included in her campaign committess expense report.

Matthew Cianciulli was cdled before the Grand Jury and testified pursuant to an order of immunity.

Cianciulli, who has been involved in politicsfor approximately twenty- seven years, and formerly served as
amember of the PennsylvaniaHouse of Representatives, hasbeen afriend of Cianfrani for thirty years, and
has occasondly worked with Cianfrani as a political consultant. In discussing his banking activities,

Cianciulli gated thet as part of conducting businessat hisgrocery store, he cashesalarge volume of checks
for his customers, often as many as one hundred fifty to two hundred fifty per month. He then cashes, or
deposits, these Athird partyll checks at the above-described bank branch, which has never refused to
process any of his transactions.

Prior to testifying about his activities involving the 1997 judicid dections, Cianciulli noted that he
was Aon prescribed narcotics for my medical condition.i. He then repestedly rdaed difficulties in

remembering the 1997 events which were the focus of his testimony.
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Wheninitidly asked if hereceived any checksin 1997 from Cianfrani, Cianciulli responded: Al dorvt
redly remember. | may have. | honestly dorrt remember but | may havel After being shown an exhibit
containing al of the above-referenced fictitious payee checks, his memory was only dightly improved.

During the course of Cianciulli=stestimony, in bitsand pieces congstently punctuated by vagueness
born of memory difficulties, the following story emerged. In 1997, Cianfrani gpproached Cianciulli to do
consulting work on behaf of Aa package of judgesi being supported by Cianfrani. The consulting work of
Cianaulli conssted of enligting the services of variousAfield workers) to print and distribute sample balots,
trangport voters to and from the polls, and engage in poll watching. To enable Cianciulli to engage in that
process, Cianfrani provided Cianciulli with blank payee checks, to cover the costs of the operation.
Cianciulli also took hisfee from the proceeds of those checks. In response to an inquiry asto whether he
knew the totad amount of money contained in those checks, Cianciulli replied: Al honestly dorrt. | had the
feding that | took a$10,000 fee, but | dorrt remember that to be accurate. 1n other words, |:m under oath,
and | dorrt want to bewrong. | want to say it=s $10,000, but it could have been five (thousand). | dorrt
remember.fi During a dscusson of his fee, in light of the fact that he was not the payee on any of the
subject checks, Cianciulli was asked whether Cianfrani knew that Cianciulli waskeeping some of themoney
from thechecksashisfee. Cianciulli-sresponsewas: Al would assumehedid. | dorrt know. | doret know
if it was actudly said. | dorrt remember... well, he (Cianfrani) knowsthat | dorrt work for nothing a dl.(@

After the blank payee checks were received, fictitious names were printed or written on the payee
line, and endorsements of thefictitious nameswereforged on the backs of the checks. That handiwork was
perpetrated by Cianciulli or Aanybody that waked in my stored In other words, Cianciulli could not

remember whether hewrote out the payee names and endorsements, or whether he asked someone eseto

-86-



doit. Nonetheless, Cianciulli thereafter cashed the checks, containing the fictitious payees and forged
endorsements, and used the funds contained therein in the previoudy-described fashion. According to
Cianciulli, there were multiple reasons for the chicanery: to enable Cianciulli to hide his fee income; the
impracticdity of having the checks made payable to sngleindividua s when the proceeds were going to be
distributed among many individuds inincrements assmall as $50; and theinability of theAfield workers)) to
cash checks. (These reasons were propounded despite the previous testimony regarding Cianciulli=s
cashing up to two hundred fifty checks per month for hisgrocery store customers and having no transaction
refused at his bank.)

Theresfter, Cianciulli provided Cianfrani with alist containing the names of thefictitious payees, with
accompanying fictitious addresses. When asked whether Cianfrani knew that Cianciulli wasgivinghimfeke
names and addresses, Cianciulli initidly sad, ANo.; However, when asked if he was sure about that,
Cianciulli responded: AN, I-m not positive. But to the best of my recollection, | dorrt know if | ever
discussed it with him. | redly dorrt.i Ciandulli-s answer to a question of whether he gave Cianfrani any
money in 1997 was. Al dorrt believe | did. | dorrt remember. | dorrt think | did. But | honestly dorrt
remember if | did.f

During his testimony, Cianciulli initidly damed that, to the best of his memory, he only received
between three and five blank payee checksfrom Cianfrani. Dueto theincongruity of that number of checks
with the number of blank payee checks which contained his and his family=s account numbers, and the
number which were cashed a hisbank branch, Cianciulli was asked to examine, individudly, dl of the blank
payee checks, and identify those which he handled in the fashion he described in his testimony. Hewas

unable to definitively identify any of the checks, but gave equivoca answers, such as Amight have been, (i
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Amay be,d Apossbly,@d Alooks familiar,i Anot sure,§ Acould be,@ Amay have been, @ andAdorrt remember( as
to twenty-one of the blank payee checks.

When shown the $5,000 fee check to CC&M Corporation from Judge Sarmina:s campaign
committee, Cianciulli admitted that the Corporation did not exist, and wasAfictitiousi and stated: AThetmay
have been my fee check. That may have been the check | took for my feel It wasthen pointed out to
Cianciulli that bank records demonstrated that this check was cashed, and $1,500 of the $5,000 proceeds
was deposited into hisaccount. Cianciulli then, once again, expressed uncertainty regarding the amount of
money hetook as hisfee, stating that he may have taken afee out of the other checks, aswell. Hefurther
stated that he didrrt believethat Cianfrani received any of the proceeds of the CC& M Corporation check.
When confronted with the above-related statement of Judge Sarmina, that the subject check was made
payablein that fashion based on theingtruction of Cianfrani, and represented Cianfrani=sfee, Cianciulli said:
ABuddy (Cianfrani), as| remember it, and I-m not C and | dorrt remember verbatim. He may have told
Teresa Sarminathat was my fee and may have asked me how do | want that check made out.; Cianaulli
further was unsure about, and didrrt remember, whether Judge Sarmina persondly ddivered the check to
his store.

Cianciulli further provided testimony regarding the above- referenced fictitious payee checksfrom
the committee of Judge Shelly Robins New. According to Cianciulli, he worked for Judge Robins New
independent of thework he did for Cianfrani=s candidates. When shown thosefour checks, Cianciulli once
again gave ambiguous answers as to whether he handled the checks, but stated they were not part of the
checks he recaived from Cianfrani. Cianciulli smilarly could not recall whether he provided the fictitious

names which agppeared on the checks, and the corresponding fictitious addresses which ultimately appeared
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in Judge Robins New-s campaign committee expense report. Hea so could not remember if heAtook afee
out offl the four checks.

Henry ABuddy@ Cianfrani, testifying pursuant to an order of immunity, stated that he has been
involvedin politicssince the early 1950s. He hasbeen aWard Leader since 1954, and hasbeen apalitica
consultant since 1984. His consulting business is cdled Cianfrani and Associates. Prior to the 1997
primary dection, Cianfrani was retained by the x above-named Common Pleas Court candidates, who
wererunning in the eection tofill saven positionson that bench. Noneof the candidates, who were charged
varying fees, had contracts with Cianfrani, who related that he never had written contracts with anyone,
gating: Alt was a question of their word and my word. If they didrt trust me, they would befoolishto do
busness with mel Cianfrani testified thet prior to the primary eection, he obtained blank payee checks
from dl sx of the candidates he was conaulting. He then filled in the payee line with the names of various
Ward Leaders, civic groups and their leaders, and other individuas he would solicit toassst intheeection
efforts of his candidates. He thereafter reported to the candidates the names and addresses of the
individuals or groups to whom the checks were given.

During histestimony, Cianfrani was shown two exhibits, thefirst conssting of the above- referenced
fictitious payee checks, and the second congsting of the genuine payee checks. All of the checksin both
exhibitshad been given to Cianfrani by hissix consulting client candidateswith the payeeleft blank. Initidly,
Cianfrani denied having received the fictitious payee checks, and denied giving Cianciulli any checkswith
payees left blank, despite acknowledging that Cianciulli had worked with him on behdf of the judicid
candidates. Cianfrani then stated: Al dorrt recdl doing that. Y ou aretaking about four yearsago. You are

talking about | had alot of problems since then, sickness and dl.i However, after being shown alist of
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check numbers, names and addresses, in his handwriting which corresponded to fictitious blank payee
checks, and which was supplied by him to acandidate, Cianfrani acknowledged that heAapparently( gave
such checksto Cianciulli, whoAapparently( filled in the payees, and gave the payee names and addressesto
Cianfrani, who then gave the information to the judges. Cianciulli used the checks to hire workers.

Asto thenumber of blank payee checkshe gaveto Cianciulli, Cianfrani stated that hedidrrt havea
gpecific recollection of how many checks there were, but thought it was Aafew.f) However, Cianfrani
acknowledged receiving the blank payee checks, and stated that Cianciulli wastheonly person who hegave
checks on which the payee was|eft blank. Cianfrani further stated that he was not the author of any of the
writing on the fictitious payee checks. Cianfrani was shown lists corresponding to blank payee checks
which he had prepared and given to three of the candidates. (Neither Cianfrani nor the other three
candidates retained smilar ligts)) Thosethreelists contained atota of seventeen names and addresses of
fictitious payees, dl in Cianfrani-s handwriting. After seeing these ligs, Cianfrani admitted that the
informetion asto those payees would have had to come from Cianciulli. After Cianfrani wasinformed that
the total amount of funds represented by fictitious payee checks (including fee checks) was $57,000, he
stated that he didrrt know what happened to that money. When asked about Cianciulli=sfee, Cianfrani
stated: Al dorrt know what he did.; By way of further explanation of this, Cianfrani stated: ABut | didrrt
assume hewastaking any of that money. | thought he was making contact with variousjudges saying, look,
I=-m pulling your bdlot. Cianfrani didrrt givemeany money. Hewould get something fromthem.§ Cianfrani
further noted that Cianciulli=s efforts Awould put him in line for the future to build his own organization.(

Cianfrani denied receiving any money from Cianciulli.
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In discussing the exhibit containing dl of the blank payee checks which contained genuine payees,
Cianfrani acknowledged executing the payee information on those checks. The mgority of those checks
were payableto ward committees, Ward L eaders, or Asubstitute namesi which variousWard Leadersgave
Cianfrani. That is, the check wasactualy giventothe Ward Leader, for support intheward, but was made
payable, at theinstruction of the Ward L eader, to someone other than the Ward Leader. \When asked what
prompted the Ward Leaders to request Asubstitute names,§ Cianfrani initidly suggested it was dueto a
reluctance on the part of Ward L eadersto accept money from unendorsed candidates. After being shown
a Asubgtitute namell check from an endorsed candidate, Cianfrani agreed that it was possible that this
practice could be designed to dlow the Ward L eader to hide, or keep, themoney. Cianfrani further stated
that he did not get receipts for any of the expenditures he made through the use of candidates: checks.

In response to a question as to why he requested blank payee checks from the candidates,
Cianfrani explained that he essentidly Apooledi the candidate money, which enabled his Apackagel of
candidates 1o have the ability to influence a greater number of Ward Leaders. Further, at the time he
requested the checks, he didrrt know Awhat amount (the Ward L eaders) wanted or who was going to get
what,(i and certain Ward L eaderswoul drrt take money from certain candidatesthey didrrt like. According
to Cianfrani, that a so explained thevast disparity in theamounts of candidate money distributed through him
(e.g. $29,000 for Judge Joseph, $10,000 for Judge Sarmina).

During histestimony, Cianfrani confirmed that hereceived feesin theamountsreflected in the above
chart. Hedid not charge Barbieri afee because she was Aardative of my family.f On the subject of his
fees, Cianfrani stated: AFrankly, between you and |, whether you bdieveit or not, I-m 77 yearsold. Cdl it

prideor ego. | likepoalitics. | would work for you for nothingif | liked you.i The varying fee amountswere
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otherwise dependent upon what the candidates could afford. However, Cianfrani disputed previoudy
related accounts as to how two of thefeeswerepaid. Specificdly, Cianfrani denied receiving theAAnthony
Conti@ check, which Robert Mozenter clamed congtituted Cianfrani-sfee. Cianfrani also stated that he
didret know AAnthony Conti.; Asto the CC&M Corporation check, which Judge Sarmina asserted she
made payable to that corporation a the direction of Cianfrani for the payment of his fee, he clamed that
Judge Sarminawas wrong in her assartion, and that he was unfamiliar with that corporation. Although he
postulated thet it was Amaybe correcti that Judge Sarmina, a his direction, delivered the CC&M check,
and anumber of blank payee checks to Cianciullizs store, he stated that he did not remember telling her to
make a check payable to CC&M. Cianfrani was then given the above-referenced information regarding
Cianciulli cashing the check and depositing approximately one-third of it in his account, and asked if that
information refreshed his recollection. He stated thet it did not.

Cianfrani dsowasasked about hisworking for unendorsed candidates during atimewhen hewasa
member of City Committee, which received $30,000 from each of the endorsed candidates. He Stated:
ABasically, (Bob Brady) would expect the 69 Ward Leaders... to support the endorsed ticket. But it
doesrrt work that way. Intheold days under different circumstances, if you got the endorsement, you won.

Today, you can win without the endorsement. The only way you carrt winisif you areon the Republican
ticket in the generd dection... | think Brady makes an exception with me because of my seniority, and
that=s my livelihood. 1:m probably the only Ward Leader thet doesr¥t have apolitical job.§ Inexplaining
why the candidates hire him, rather than dealing directly with the Ward Leaders, Cianfrani related that the
sheer number of Ward Leadersisafactor, that he hastheAlongest servicel asaDemocratic Ward Leader,

that he knows dl of the Ward Leaders, and that he has a reputation for Abacking winners§ He further
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noted: Aln other words, not to cast any reflection on any Ward Leaders, but sometimesyou go to them and
they will give you their word and they worrt produce. (The candidates) fed like maybeif | ded with (the
Ward Leaders), you know, | know who | can trust and who | carrt. (The Ward Leaders) arereluctant to
go back on their word with me, because | dorrt go back on my word with them.f Injudicid eections,
Ward Leaders Aproducel by having committegpeople and other workers distribute sample balots which
contain the candidates names. The best indicator of whether the Ward Leader supported a judicia
candidate is the eection result, thet is, the vote totdss, in that particular ward.

Infurther discussng the primary judicia eections, Cianfrani stated that it isthe Ward Leaderswho
have the biggest impact on the outcome. In his words, AThe primary dection is the Ward Leader=s
eection.i Generdly, it isthe Ward Leaders who are responsible for a candidaters success. He further
agreed that many of the candidates who are ultimately supported gain favor with the Ward Leaders by
doing pro bono work for them prior to running. Asto whether the Ward Leaderswould thereforebeina
position to have influence with the judges after they are elected, Cianfrani sated: Al wouldrrt gothat far. If
heisaconscientiousjudge, he wouldrrt do anything thet isvt right just because you helped him. Firgt of dl,
thereare 69 guysthat helped. Y ou dorrt have 69 people going to court every day.( InexplaningAgoing to
court,§ Cianfrani acknowledged being involved in adispute, asreported in the media, withaCommon Pleas
Court Judge, regarding Cianfrani=s attempt to intervene in acrimind case, which, according to the media
account, Cianfrani described as aAneighborhood squabble.fy After confirming that hetold areporter that he
would Anever go to court on adrug case,§ but would seek to hep in aAneighborhood squabble,i Cianfrani

tedtified: ANeighborhood squabbles, sure. Why not? Theress nothing wrong with that.g
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Findly, statements from four 1999 judicia candidates indicated that Cianfrani repeated his 1997
practice of obtaining blank payee checksfrom candidatesin 1999. However, aninvestigation conducted by
various Specid Agents reveded no Afictitious payeesi in 1999.

2. PETER TRUMAN

Evidence pertaining to activities of consultant Peter Truman was obtained from the 1997 judicid
candidates, their financid records and campaign expense reports, and from Peter Truman and hisfinancid
records. A review of the evidence established that Peter Truman, serving asapolitica consultant, through
his business, Dan Silo Services, received $24,600 in consulting fees from judicid candidates in 1997.
Financid records further indicated that Truman distributed, through his business, a tota of $74,100 to
various Ward Leadersin 1997.

The activities of Truman were described by various 1997 judicia candidates who encountered
Truman during the campaign process. Many of the candidates sought to enlist the services of Truman to
enhancether chances of successinthe primary eection. Although Trumanwasnot himsaf aWard Leeder,
he was perceived to be the leader of a group of Ward Leaders known as the Progressive Group, or the
Truman Group. It was Trumarrs access to, and influence over, that group of Ward Leaders which
prompted the candidates to solicit Trumarrs services. Those candidates who were successful in retaining
Truman were charged varying amounts, ranging from nothing to $10,000. One candidate who approached
Truman in an effort to retain him as a consultant was informed by Truman that he could not take the
candidate on as aAfull dient) However, Truman asked the candidate for a$1,000Aretainer( in exchange
for which Truman would make Aexploratory inquiries as to whether he could garner support for the

candidate from any of the Ward Leadersin hisgroup. The candidate paid Truman the $1,000, and was
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informed by Truman, approximately oneweek later, that he couldr¥t help the candidate. Another candidate,
who paid a$1,000 consulting fee, was informed by Truman that he was only ableto convince some of the
Ward Leadersin his group to support the candidate.

Uniformly, the candidates who retained Truman, as well as one candidate who was not a client,
made payments, a Trumarrs direction, to the wards which were in his group. The information regarding
both the amount of the checks, and the payee on the checks, was provided to the candidates by Truman.
The payees included Ward Leaders, ward committees, and individuas whose names were not familiar to
the candidates. Generdly, the candidate expenditureswere made at meetingswith the group Ward Leaders
which were arranged by Truman. All of the expenditures were intended by the candidates to further their
election efforts by gaining the support of those Ward Leeders, which is primarily exhibited by ther
distribution of sample balots containing the candidates names. Truman further advised candidatesto make
contributions to Reverend Randdl McCaskill and/or the Black Clergy. Statements from 1999 judicid
candidates established that Truman engaged in Smilar activities relative to the 1999 judicid eections.

Peter Truman, who hasbeen very ill and isrecovering fromastroke, coma, and complicationsfrom
a brain aneurism, was cooperative in providing information regarding his role as a consultant to judicid
candidates. Truman was cordid and gppeared willing to answer questions. However, he often hesitated
and had difficulty finding words to express himsdlf, due to his medica condition.

Truman stated he was apalitica consultant for judicia candidatesin 1997 and 1999. Among the
candidates he could remember working with were Steve Kaplan (employee of the City Controller=s Office
who withdrew as a candidate), Steve Laver (dso withdrew), Susan Schulman (in 1999), Barbara Joseph,

TeresaSarming, Benjamin Lerner, Shelly Robbins New, Peter Rogers, Craig Washington, Richard Gordon,
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Berle Schiller and Renardo Hicks. In hisrole as a consultant, he worked with agroup of Ward Leaders
known as the Progressive Ward Leaders. Hewasunableto recdl dl of the namesof the Ward Leadersin
that group. The purpose of the Progressive Ward L eaderswasto support judicia candidatesthat were not
being supported by the party. AThere was a generd feding that the party wasrtt endorsing enough black
people or minority people to run, so they banded together to try to correct that.; Truman acknowledged
that the group supported white candidates as well. (Kaplan, Laver, Joseph, Lerner, Schulman, New,
Gordon, Schiller, and Hoy are white, Rogers and Washington are Africanr American, and Sarmina is
Hispanic.)

Truman stated that the candidates were required to provide funds to the wardsAto help thewards
because they are going againg the City Committee, o therefore, the City Committee wouldrvt givethem
money for the balots and such.f Therefore, Truman directed the candidates to write checks to the ward
leaders and to other groups such as the Black Clergy and Arump groups,i which werenot part of the City
Committee. He dso would be given money directly by the candidates and then write checks from his
account to the variousward leaders on behdf of the candidates. Truman was shown recordsindicating that
in November, 1997 he received a $48,000 wire transfer into his checking account, and thereafter wrote
numerous checks to Ward Leaders, and two checks, totaling $21,000, to cash. He could not recall the
source of the $48,000 or what was done with the $21,000 cash.

In describing his experience in politics, Truman stated that he is a former Ward Leader, State
Representative, and Philadelphia Clerk of Courts. By hisestimation, the cost incurred by award for ballot
printing can beashigh as$1,500. Therest of the money givento thewardsby candidatesisgeneraly used

to pay workers to distribute the balot. When asked if, in his experience, he knew of Ward Leaders
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keeping some of the candidate contributions for themsalves rather than spending it on ballots and workers,
Truman replied, Alf you look at the results you haveto say >*What did they do. Sometimesyou wonder.(
Truman stressed theimportance of candidates appearing on ward ballots, AThe more balotsyoure on, the
better your opportunity of winning.@ Truman aso acknowledged that in some casesthe wards take money
from both unendorsed candidates and from City Committee.

Asto the 1997 dection, Truman recdled personaly handing checksto Senator Anthony Williams
(3%, Al Stewart (11th), and Connie Little (37"). In discussing the payments made to Senator Williams,
Truman related that he intended for Senator Williams to use the money toAwineand dinel membersof the
Black Clergy withwhom hewasfriendly. Essentidly, Truman instructed Senator Williamsto surreptitioudy
obtaininformation from the Black Clergy membersasto whether they intended to actudly support some of
the candidates Truman was representing.  Although Truman had been told by the Black Clergy members
that the support would be forthcoming, he had doubts as to the sincerity of the Black Clergy members.
Therefore, he wanted Senator Williams to obtain Ainsde information asto whether the Black Clergy was
Ajerking me, or were going to help mef Although Truman wastt entirdly sure about the outcome of
Senator Williams: contact with the Black Clergy, hisbest recollection wasthat Senator Williamsreported to
him that the Black Clergy was Agoing to do something different from wheat they were telling mef

Truman further Sated that he dso a times paid Dwayne Stewart, Al Stewart=sson, to do politica
jobsfor him. However, hedid not recal usng Dwayne Stewart in 1997 to support unendorsed candidates
and never gave Dwayne more than $2,000 in the padt.

Findly, Truman was asked if therewas anything involving thejudicid dection processthat hewould

like to see changed. He responded: AWel, | guess I=d put my own self out of business, but that=s okay.
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The doctors tell me I-m not going to be working long anyway, S0 - | think the whole sysemisbad. It-s
redly bad because the way the whole system is set up lendsitself to my kind of operation. People go to
City Committee and they dorrt get the endorsement and they come back to me. Remember City

Committee is getting $30,000 a piece off these people. So these peoplefigureit-salot easier to pay mea
little $5,000 to get me going out there to help them. They give me $5,000 and then they turn around and
they givetwelve ward leaders $1,000 apiece and theyzreway out in front over City Committeers $30,000.
They are saving themsdves a bundle of money.(

3. THOMAS GEHRET

The Honorable Thomas Gehret, who was a Ward Leader in 1997, and who was elected as a
Municipd Court Judge in the 1999 dection, worked as a consultant during the 1997 dection for the
Honorable Barbara Joseph, a1997 judicial candidate, in exchange for a$4,000 fee. According to Judge
Gehret, he may have also worked on behdf of other candidates during thet eection, as aAfavor( to those
candidates. Thus, Judge Gehret hasthe somewhat unique perspective of having viewed thejudicid eection
process from the trifecta of vantage points. Ward Leader, consultant, and successful candidate.

As a consultant to Judge Joseph, Judge Gehret primarily negotiated with Ward Leaders, to gan
their support of Judge Joseph by including her ontheir wardksballots, and recommended that Judge Joseph
hiretwo other consultants, Peter Truman and Henry Cianfrani, who, essentidly, dso wereinvolvedpimaily
in obtaining support from Ward Leaders. Judge Gehret negotiated fees, of $10,000 each, for the services
of Cianfrani and Truman. In an attempt to gain the support of the African- American Democratic Ward
Leaders, Judge Gehret met with Carol Campbell, the leader of that group. Campbell informed Judge

Gehret that there would be a cost for candidates to appear on her group=s bdlot. The cost cited by
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Campbell was either $20,000 or $25,000. Judge Gehret informed Campbell that Judge Josephrscampagn
did not have that kind of money. No payment was made to Campbell-s group, and, to the best of Judge
Gehret=s knowledge, Judge Joseph was not included on that ballot.

In describing the activities of Truman, Judge Gehret confirmed that Truman advised Judge Gehret o
his client, Judge Joseph, the amounts and payeesfor the expenditure checks given to the Ward Leadersin
Trumarrs group. Truman further advised Judge Josephrs campaign to make a $2,000 contribution to the
Black Clergy. Judge Gehret dsordated that Truman would keep the campaign informed of any Aproblems)
that developed with Ward Leaders, for instance, if they were upset by something that the candidate said.
According to Judge Gehret: AWard Leaders are very senditive and it=s easy to upsat them.(l

Asto the services provided by Cianfrani, Judge Gehret stated: AAgain, hewasan intro into Ward
Leaders, anintro with repect to knowing if problems deve oped with anybody. And basicaly oneproblem
acandidate hasis giving acheck to aWard Leader and aWard Leader not performing, okay? 1f Buddy
gave acheck to aWard Leader, they did what they were supposed to do. He was like back-up security.(
When asked about the basis of Cianfranizs power over the Ward Leaders, Judge Gehret said: AHis
reputation as somebody, | think somebody would, you know, | carrt think of anything bad Buddy has done
to anybody, but | know that he had the reputation that he could doit.f To Judge Gehret, the purpose of
using Cianfrani was. Alf he dedt with the Ward Leader, | didrt have to.(

According to Judge Gehret, contributionsto thewards are necessary to defray the costsincurred by
theward committees. Thisisdueto thefact that the ward committees only receive $100 per divison from
City Committee, which does¥t nearly cover the wardsscostsin printing abalot, hiring extraworkers, and

having a party at the end of election day. Judge Gehret related: Al was aWard Leader and | know that |
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would spend alot of money out of my own pocket for an eection... aWard Leader isnot making money,
youre spending money.i  In Judge Gehret=s experience, the support of the Ward Leaders is absolutely
essentid in judicid eections. In describing the importance of the sample balots which are distributed
through the Ward L eaders, Judge Gehret said: AThat=s how people know who to votefor, smpleasthat.f
Incluson of acandidate's name on award:s sample ballot increases the candidatess vote tota in theward,
dueto thefact that thejudicid candidates are generdly unknown. Inhisview, the most important factor for
ajudicid candidate isto be included on as many sample balots as possble.

Judge Gehret further stated that the Ward Leadersreceive the City Committee sample balot which
containsthe names of the endorsed candidates, and are expected to distribute that ball ot Afor some portion
of the day.0 When asked if the decisons of the Ward Leaders as to which candidates appear on their
sample balotsis premised upon which candidates made contributions to the Ward L eaders, Judge Gehret
gtated: Alt=s not al money... I-m not going to say they did it for the money.f Although the Ward Leaders
need the contributions to cover their costs, the decisions of the Ward Leaders, and City Committee, are
based on the fact that the candidates who are supported are those who have doneAfavorsd intheform of
freelegd services, for the Ward Leaders or City Committee. However, Judge Gehret agreed that Judge
Josephrs success was in large part due to her contributing fairly large sums of money to Ward Leaders
through Truman and Cianfrani. When asked if that scenario lends itsdlf to a perception that Judge Joseph,
an unendorsed candidate, thereby Abought the eection, Judge Gehret said: AY eah, | guess. | dorrt like
phrasing it like that. | have no better way to phraseit, either.f Inqualifying that remark, though, he stated

that the Ward L eaders Acan get the money from any candidate,i and that many candidates carrt get onthe
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ballots, despite what they are willing to spend, since the decisions of the Ward Leaders are often based
upon Afriendships,i and Afavors,i and Abuilding goodwill.@

Judge Gehret was a Ward Leader, and member of City Committee, when he worked for Judge
Joseph, who was not endorsed by City Committee. When asked if that resulted in hisgetting any flak from
City Committee, Judge Gehret said: AThat=swhy | hire Buddy, because he does¥t get any flak... A lot of

peopl e dorrt even know that I-minvolved because | amin thebackground. And Buddy isthefront man, so

they are not going to yell a Buddy.(
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V. ELECTION CODE ENFORCEMENT

Pursuant to the Election Code, the repository for dl of the reports and other filings, of candidates
and political committees, which are required by the Code is the Asupervisor,§ which in addition to being
charged with the responghility to receive and maintain documents, is further empowered to monitor
compliancewith the El ection Code and initiate certain enforcement procedures. Therespectiverolesof the
state and county supervisors, asto responghility for various candidates and committees, are prescribed by
the Election Code. In Philadelphia County, the supervisor is the Office of the City Commissoners. The
Bureau of Commissons, Elections and Legidation (hereinafter: Bureau of C.EL.), a divison of the
Pennsylvania Department of State, serves as the supervisor for the state. Testimony was provided by
representatives of both of those agencies regarding compliance and enforcement procedures presently
utilized by those agencies. Testimony in that vein, more specificaly as to the effect of Election Code
enforcement on the Philadelphiajudicia dection process, wasdicited from Frederick Voight, the Executive
Director of the Committee of Seventy, the organization which filed the complaint which led to this Grand
Jury investigation. Voight further provided information regarding the involvement of ward committeesand

Ward Leadersin the judicia eection process in Philaddphia

Mary Heinlentestified that she has been the Director of Campaign Financefor the Bureauof CEL.
since 1984, and has been employed by the Bureau since 1977. In describing her role as Director, Heinlen
dated that sheisthe administrator of aprogram which maintains, and makesavailablefor publicingpection,
candidate and political committee reportswhich arerequired by the Election Codeto befiled with the state

supervisor. Sheisaso responsible for responding to any inquiries, from candidates, committees and the
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public, regarding campaign finance and reporting. According to the Election Code, candidateswhofilether
nominating petitions with the state must file thair reports with the state. Also, any of those candidates
committees, or any other politicd committees whose reports Aconcerni those candidates must file their
reports with the sate. The candidates who file nominating petitions with the state include: candidates for
satewide office, such as Governor, Attorney Generd, Auditor Genera and State Treasurer; candidatesfor
the PennsylvaniaLegidature; candidatesfor dl gppellate courts; and candidatesfor Common Pleas Courts
in dl of the counties, and candidates for Municipd Court in Philaddphia Any other candidates
committees, and political committeeswhich concern those candidates, arerequired to filetheir reportswith
the county supervisor. However, political committees whose activities concern both candidates who must
file with the state and candidates which must file with a county, are required only to file with the Sate.

During Heinlerrstestimony, it was established that many of the procedures conducted by her office
aremandated by two sections of the Election Code, sections 3259 and 3260. In discussing those sections,
Heinlen described the following activities that she and her staff perform in compliance with those two
sections. Section 3259 is entitled APowers and Duties of the Supervisor,i and appliesto both the stateand
the counties. Pursuant to that section, Heinlerrsoffice: provides abookkeeping and reporting manud, and
al of the necessary report forms, to candidates who file nominating petitions, political committeeswhichfile
regidtration statements, or anyone €lse who request them; maintains acomputer filing systiem of dl reports,
entering al data on the reports into a data base, and posting the reports on a web page to dlow Internet
access bility; preservesdl reportsfor aperiod of fiveyears, making them availablefor public ingpection and
copying; compilesand maintainsalist of dl statements of candidates and committees; makesAinquiriesand

field investigations{ with respect to dleged fallurestofile; reportsviolationsto law enforcement authorities;
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collectsfinesrelaed to latefiling; informs candidates and committees of failurestofile; and publishesligts of
candidates or candidates: committees which have failed to file.

In describing the actions taken by her office asto notifying candidates and committees of nonHfiling
and latefiling fees, Heinlen stated that aseries of threeAlate letters,§ indicating the amount duefor latefiling,
is sent to candidates and committees. If no response is received after the third letter, the matter is then
referred to thefinancid enforcement unit of the Attorney Genera-s Office. However, apolitica committee
which has never filed a regigration statement remains unknown to the Bureau of C.E.L., and obvioudy
would never receive any notification. Thus, acommittee such asaward committee in Philadel phia, which
engages in activities concerning Common Pleas Court and Municipa Court judicid candidates, and
therefore should file with the state, avoids detection by ignoring the registration requirement. Heinlen noted
that the fines for late filing are $20 per day for the first six dates that the report is late, and $10 per day
thereafter, up to amaximum of $250. Thereisafurther pendty imposed on successful candidatesfor state
office, in that they can not be sworn in, or receive paychecks, if their reports have not been filed.

As to the Ainquiries and fidd investigations,§ Heinlen testified that her offices involvement in thet
endeavor isessentidly limited toAinquiries) and even then, only when awritten complaintisreceived. The
inquiry islimited to notifying the complaint subject of the aleged violation, requesting aresponse from the
subject, reviewing the response, and making a determination as to the gppropriate action to be taken,
which, in some ingtances, involves referring the aleged violation to the Attorney Generaks Office or to a
digtrict attorney. Heinlen further acknowledged that the reports which are received by her office are not

examined for adetermination of the propriety of expenditures listed therein.
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Section 3260 of the Election Code, entitled AAdditiona Powersand Duties of the Secretary of the
Commonwedth, mandates powers and duties exclusvely to the Bureau of C.E.L., above and beyond
those described in Section 3259, which appliesto both the countiesand the state. One of the section 3260
dutiesinvolves devel oping theformsto the utilized in complying with thereporting provisons of the Election
Code. During her testimony, Heinlen stated that the report form provided to candidates and palitical
committees, is caled a Acampaign finance report,i and was formerly known as a Acampaign expense
report.0 In its present condition, the report form includes a separate section for the listing of receipts and
contributionsfrom political committees, but does not contain a separate sectionfor expendituresto political
committees. Heinlen aso stated that the Areceipts and contributions from political committeesi section, in
the penultimate version of the report form, included abox in which the political committees|.D. number of
the contributing committee had to be indicated, for dl receipts from political committees. That box was
removed from the present version of the form, due to comments from candidate committees that it was
Aonerousi and Acumbersomel to have to ascertain the 1.D. numbers of committees which made
contributions.

Heinlen further tedtified that, in compliance with another provison of section 3260, her office
examines contributions to sate legidative and statewide candidates for the purpose of identifying political
committees which made contributions and which did not file reports. A list of those non-reporting
committees is then published. As it presently exigts, that provison of section 3260 does not gpply to
Common Pleas and Municipa Court candidates, despite the fact that their reports are filed with the state,
and does not require an examination of expenditures to committees, for a determination of whether

committeeswhich receive candidate contributions arefiling reports. Therefore, ward committeeswhich do
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not file political committee regigtration satements, and which recelve candidate contributions, once again,
would not be discovered through the gpplication of the proceduresin section 3260. The political committee
registration statement, in its present form, requires the identification of supported candidates, affiliated and
connected organizations, the chairperson and treasurer of the committee, and the names and addresses of
banks, safe deposit boxes or other financia repostories used by the committee.

During her testimony, Heinlen was presented with factud scenarios of consultants making
expenditures, in the fashion described in this report as having been made by Peter Truman and Henry
Cianfrani, and was asked if consultantswho engaged in such expenditureswould be required tofilereports.

In both ingtances, Heinlen referred to two sections of the Election Code. Section 3246(G) requiresthat a
person who makes Aindependent expenditures expresdy advocating the eection or defeat of a clearly
identified candidate... other than by contribution to apolitica committee or candidate... in excess of $1000
isrequired to file reports. Section 3241(E) defines an independent expenditure as one which isAmade...
without cooperation or consultation with any candidate... or committee authorized by that candidate and
whichisnot madein concert with or at the request or suggestion of any candidate or political committee....0

In light of those Code sections, the expenditure activities of Truman and Cianfrani would not trigger a
reporting requirement.  After hearing a description of Asireet money,@ which was a compilation of the
descriptions contained throughout this report, Heinlen agreed that Adlection day expensesi was an

appropriate Adescription of expenditurefl for street money on reportsof candidatesand political committees.

During her testimony, Heinlen was asked to rdate the number of employeesin her unit who are

involved in undertaking dl of the activities described during her testimony. Thaose activities, in addition to
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those mentioned above, includethe recei pt of 12,000 candidate/candi date committee reports per year, and
12,000to 15,000 politica committee reports per year. According to Heinlen, in addition to hersdf, her unit
consgts of two full-time clerical staffers, and one part-time data entry clerk.

Robert L eetestified on behdf of the Philade phia County Election Code Supervisor, whichisknown
as the Office of City Commissioners (hereinafter: O.C.C.). Lee has been employed by the O.C.C. since
1983, and has served as a Deputy City Commissioner, Election Code Finance Specidist, and Voter
Regidration Specidist. In Philadelphia County, the O.C.C., in addition to being responsble for the
supervison of the Election Code finance and reporting provisons, isaso charged with administering voter
registration, and conducting dl eections.

During histestimony, L eerelated the policy followed by the O.C.C., based upon itsinterpretationof
the Election Code, as to which committees are required to file reports with that office. Candidates for
Common Pleasand Municipa Court judge, and their candidate committeesarerequired to file their reports
with the state, and file copies of their reports with the O.C.C. Political committees which support both
candidates who file with the state (such as Common Pleas and Municipa Court judge candidates) and
candidates who file with the O.C.C., known as Alocali candidates, are required to only file with the sate.
Therefore, ward committees who receive contributions from Municipa Court and Common Pleas Court
judicid candidates, evenif they receive contributions from local candidates aswell, are not required to file
reports with the O.C.C. Since Common Pleas and Municipa Court candidates dwaysruninAoddi year
elections, during which there are dways locd candidate eections, Lee could not recdl any eections
involving local candidates which did not include judicid candidates. Therefore, ward commiittees, in his

experience, dmos dways should filewith the state, Sncethey generdly accept contributionsfrom both local
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candidates and Municipa Court and Common Pleas Court judicid candidates. However, Lee has seen
Stuationsin which ward committees only receive locd candidate contributions, and therefore file with the
O.C.C. Hedso noted that many ward committeesAvoluntarily@ file copiesof their reportswiththe O.C.C,,
which doesr¥t rgject any filings. In Leesview, thereisaso aprevaence of confusion, onthe part of ward
committees, as to where they havetofile,

In describing the activities of the O.C.C. in compliance with the duties enunciated in section 3259,
Leedtated that hisoffice operatesin afashion smilar to that described by Mary Heinlen, asfar asfurnishing
manuas and forms, filing and presarving reports, and making reports avallable for public ingpection.
However, asto compliance and enforcement, Lee noted that the office primarily functions asAcustodians.(
They send letters to candidates and committees advising them of filing deadlines ten days prior to the
deadlines, and send non-compliance/late filing fee notice letters to those who do not comply with the
deadlines, but do not conduct Afied investigations@ A report which isfiled isAexaming(d) onitsface,i for
such thingsas missing signatures or pages, but the contentsarervt analyzed. Intermsof nonHfiling violaions
Leenoted that thereisgeneraly good compliance, occas oned by the presencein Philadd phiaof two mgor
newspapers. Generaly, reporters gppear in the O.C.C. on the filing deadline dates, and sometimes even
contact nonfiling candidates before the O.C.C. does. According to Lee, AThat kind of activity from the
newspapers generadly brings about pretty regular filings. That=sfor county candidates. It does¥t gpply to
ward committees or politica committees that are not obligated to file in Philadelphia@ Asto reporting
violations to law enforcement authorities, Lee stated: AAsfar as county candidates go, we haverrt had the
need or opportunity. Generaly, what happensisthat it=sreported to the Digtrict Attorney either by one of

the two newspapers or by a candidate:s opponent before we even notice anythingeswrong.(| Theresfter,
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the O.C.C. complies with requests from the Digtrict Attorney-s Office for copies of reports or other
documents. Leegtated that he was employed by the O.C.C. during the time an investigation was conducted
by the Philadelphia Didrict Attorney-s Office in 1984.

A review of mediareports of that investigation reved that it was remarkably smilar to the present
investigation, even to the point of mentioning Peter Truman funneling money collected from candidates to
Ward Leaders. The primary alegation which triggered that investigation involved the non reporting by ward
committees of Astreet money@l contributions received from judicia, mayora and other candidates. There
was also reported additional large expenditures by candidates of Astreet money@ which the candidates
designated only as Aelection day expensesi One of the articles noted: ABut the hazy requirements of state
law, widespread violations by Ward Leaders and lax enforcement Ly city dection officids make it
impossible to say how much of the money actudly made it to the street.i 1t was further mentioned in that
same atticle, that then-Digtrict Attorney Edward G. Renddl said he was unaware that Ward L eaders had
not been filing reportson thelr finances. Renddll, who described the non-filing asaAserious problem, @ said
he would take immediate steps to ded with the problem. Rendell was then quoted as Sating: ATheress a
termin politicsthese dayscdled>Y dlow Bird Money-, defined asthe money the Ward Leader takesand is
ontheYdlow Birdflight to Horidaafter thedection... | think some of those guys could well besgnificantly
and ddliberately bregking thelaw - could well be, | dorrt know whether that=strue.§ 1t wasfurther noted, in
other articles, that a Grand Jury had subpoened records, and that Rendell had sent a letter to nonHfiling
Ward Leaders notifying them of the reporting requirements, and threatening legd action if there was¥t
compliance. Later media accounts indicated that a Deputy City Commissioner discovered an Election

Code clause which indicated that the ward committees were required to file with the sate, snce they
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accepted contributions from judicid candidates, who are required to file withthe state. That opinion was
confirmed by the city:s Law Department. A Astate Election Bureau administrator@ was interviewed, and
dtated that there was amechanism to monitor politica committeeswhich contribute to state candidates, but
not committees, such asward organizations, which receive money from state candidates. ATherefore, there
iscurrently no way for the state to determine which committees should befiling reports,i the administrator
noted.

Lee confirmed that sequence of events, and stated that the pogition of the O.C.C. sncethat timeis
that the ward committee reports should befiled with the state. No arrests or prosecutions resulted from the
1984 investigation. Infact, during hisentire tenure with the O.C.C., Lee could only recall oneinvestigation
of reporting violations which resulted in a prosecution. That case involved a candidates committee, and
was prosecuted by the Office of Attorney Generd. Lee a0 related that the present investigation, which
followed a series of articlesin one of the Philade phia newspapers, resulted in aAflurry of activity@ on the
part of ward committeesto file reports.

During histestimony, Lee was asked how many O.C.C. employeesareinvolved in the campaign
finance reporting, compliance and enforcement process. He responded that there is one employee who
overseesthe process. That employee is aso the supervisor of the documents unit, which processes dl of
the voter registration gpplications, the number of which is between 80,000 and 300,00 per year. The
documentsunit isaso respong blefor the maintenance of dection returnsand political subdivisonmaps. In
addition to that employee, thereis only one other employee who assists in the campaign finance process.

Since 1976, Frederick L. Voight has served asthe Executive Director of the Committee of Seventy,
a not-for-profit, nonpartisan politica watchdog agency which was founded in 1904 in Philaddphia in
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reaction to Lincoln Steffens: Shame of the Cities, in which Philadelphia was caled Acorrupt and content.@
Prior tojoining the Committee of Seventy, Voight served in both the City Solicitor-sand Didtrict Attorney=s
Offices in Philaddphia Initidly, Voight sated that the current state of judicid dection process in
Philade phiacan best be understood from a perspective which takesinto cong deration the historic evolution
of that process, as Voight has observed it. In the early 1970s, the route to a judgeship was through the
support of the Democratic Amachingfl Snce it was the Democrats who dominated in terms of voter
regidration in Philadelphia According to tesimony from atrid, in which Voight wasinvolved, the support
of the Democratic machinewas gained in asmplefashion. Judicid aspirants went to a Christmas Party at
the home of the Apatronage chieff) of the Democratic Party. During the party, those who would bejudges,
one by one, went to the bedroom of the chief and handed him cash payments, $5,000 for aMunicipa Court
seat and $10,000 for aCommon Pleasseat. Thejudicia candidate contributionsthereby went to the party,
rather than the Ward Leaders. Candidates never solicited nor made contributionsto Ward Leaders. That
scenario changed in the late=70s/early =80s. 1t was during those yearsthat anumber of independent groups
were formed to chalenge the party organization. Those groups raised money and dedlt directly with the
Ward Leaders. Theresult of that, according to Voight, was that Amore money got generated than anyone
dreamt of .0 Theindependent groupswent to theindividua Ward Leadersand sought their influence. AThe
way you get thet influence - give money,( Voight Stated.

In 1983, the stakes were raised, due to theAunique palitical dynamici of Rizzo vs. Goode mayord
race. During that year Aabout a haf-million dollarsdisappeared,i which resulted in the newspaper articles
and investigation referenced above. Voight retained a copy of the aforementioned letter that Digtrict

Attorney Edward G. Rendell sent to Ward Leaders whose committees had not filed campaign expense

-111-



reportsfor theMay 1983, primary eection. Inthat August 6, 1984, letter, Digtrict Attorney Renddll sated:
AFallureto file is punishable by imprisonment of up to two yearsand afine up to $5,000... | want to give
you this find opportunity to comply promptly with the law. If you fail to do o... this office will have no
aternative but to proceed under the requirements of the Campaign Election Reporting Law and initiatelegd
action.(l

In speaking of the present day Stuation, Voight stated: Alt has become a big problem becausein
essence what started out as party control transmogyrified into what | cal free-market anarchy, meaning
(every Ward Leader) is in busness for his or her sdf.i The ability of Ward Leaders to have such a
tremendousinfluence over the outcome of judicid eectionsin Philaddphiais dueto thefact that the voters
haveAnot acluef) asto whothejudicid candidatesare. Both the persond experienceof Voight, and studies
conducted by the Committee of Seventy, which advocates gppointing rather than electing judges, confirm
the ignorance of the voters as to the identities of the judicial candidates. However, those studies dso
establish that the public prefers e ections, exhibiting animpression, asVoight putsit, that Aweknow what we
dorrt know, but we dorrt want someone el se making those choicesfor usi Sincethe cost of atelevison
campaign in the Philade phia market is prohibitive, candidates need ameans of accessing the public. That
means is found in the Ward Leaders, who are in the unique position of having at their disposd Afoot
soldiersi committee people who can ddiver the candidaters message by recommending votes for the
candidate through the use of asamplebdlot. The committeepeople hold extraordinary sway with the voters
inthe divison because it isthe committegpeople who, year-long, service the voters by helping them Awend

their way through the city bureaucracy, i providing assstance in such mundane matters as trash pick-up.
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According to Voight, candidates gain access to the Ward Leaders elther directly, or through the
party, which is City Committee. Either way, it is an expensve propostion. ASeriousf judicia candidates
generdly need to raise approximately $100,000, the bulk of which is spent on paymentsto Ward Leaders
(either directly to the Ward Leaders, or, for endorsed candidates, indirectly, through contributionsto City
Committee) and other influential organizations. In discussng what isnecessary to be aAserious) candidate,
Voight noted: A(Candidates) dorrt necessarily haveto havetoiled in thevineyard for the party organization,
done volunteer work. Cashwill do just fine However, the ability to raise the money and spend it in the
appropriate fashion doesvt guarantee success. Often times, Ward L eadersAtake the money and run, ( that
IS, accept candidate contributions, and do nothing in return. According to Voight, the amount of support a
candidate receivesfrom aWard Leader isreflected in that ward-svotetotals. Insomeinstances, areview
of thetotalsfor candidateswho contribute indicates that Ait-svery clear that alot of (theWard Leaders) are
taking money and not producing any result whatsoever.f Voight aso noted that he has seen evidence of
Ward Leaders distributing different versons of sample ballots, which contain different Arecommended?
candidates during different times of the day. Since voting patterns clearly establish that most voters go the
polls before work (7:00 to 9:00 am.) or after work (5:30 to 8:00 p.m.), it is crucia for candidates to
appear on the ballots which are distributed during thosetimeframes. Thus, aWard Leader-sincluson of a
candidate on a sample balot which is distributed during Aoffd hours will not gppreciably benefit the
candidate. Asan example of this Atake the money and runf) behavior, Voight related the story of ajudicid
candidate who ran four times, stating: AAnd the word was that they couldrrt afford to alow her to win

because she was too consstent a payday. At one point she actualy had mortgaged her house, and her

-113-



mother=s house. She never won, and it wasvery sad, but they arelike vampires. If they can extract blood,
they will.0

Voight further stated that, despite those failures to produce on the part of the Ward Leaders, there
il exists an auraof power which is atributed to the party and itsmember Ward Leaders. Thatis, inlarge
part, dueto thefact that candidates who have been successful attribute their successto the contributionsto,
and support of, the Ward Leaders. The auraof power is respected even when the successful candidates
are on the bench. As an example of that, Voight cited the recent dection for Presdent Judge in
Philadelphia, a postion which is voted upon by the Stting judges. According to Voight, in that eection,
eghteen judgeswho face upcoming retention e ections voted for the party- recommended candidate because
they didrrt want to jeopardize their opportunity of gaining party support in their upcoming retention
elections. Thejudges wereAactively respongveto the wishes of the party because none of them wanted to
risk becoming the second candidate, in Philadephia history, to lose a retention eection.

During a discussion about the amount of candidate contributions received by the wards, Voight
stated: Alt doesr¥t cost alot of money to support acandidate, because when yourre doing one, yourredoing
the whole bunch.f In other words, the costs of printing and distributing balots are consstent, no matter
how many candidates are being supported. The cost of sample ballots or other literature is probably no
more than $500 to $600. The committeeman, who on the average receives $150, isgoing to be out at the
polls, regardless of the amount of money he receives, and the ward receives money from City Committee
for committegpeople payments. When asked what happens to candidate contributions which appear to
exceed the ward:s eection day activity codts, Voight replied: AWdll, that depends on the Ward Leader.

Y ou know there have been rumored additions to homes, decks, trips to Jamaica. There are al sorts of
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stories about what=s happened to that money. But what has not happened to that money, it has¥t goneto
those committeepeople.d

Asto Election Code enforcement, Voight initially noted thet the Attorney Generd ismore suited to
that task, becauselocd officialsare too dependent upon Ward Leaders. Voight aso stated that the lack of
enforcement of the Code lends to widespread failures to report by the ward committees, and that it takes
someone Aringing the bell,@ through means such asthe 1984 investigation, and the present investigation, to
gain the attention of the Ward Leaders to a degree which prompts them to comply with the reporting
requirements. Reporting becomes cyclica, with the cycle of reporting coinciding with the Abdll-ringing.@
The lack of filing isdso, in some part, an educationd issue, in that some of the Ward Leaders are either
unaware of the requirements or lack the necessary Aorganizationd skillsi to comply. Despite that, in
Voight=s view, there needs to be harsher pendties for failures to comply, and a more rigorous pursuit of
violators, through the use of some sort of Aregulatory mechanismsthat routingly kick in, and kick inat a
farly substantid levd,l something that Aeverybody knows is going to happenf) on aregular bass. Voight
further noted that some of the Ward Leaders who do report Aare pretty smart about how to report.i That
IS, Snce checks are written to cash, or candidaters checks are cashed, Ward Leaders can alege, and
report, that al of the cash was divided equdly among the committegpeople.  An investigation which
attempts to digprove that would be thwarted by an inability of the committegpeople, long after the fact, to
remember how much cash they received for a certain dection.

In summary, Voight sated: AAslong as we chose to eect judges, money is going to be involved,
and the bigger the money, the more perverse it will become. Thereisno curefor that.f) Inhisview, if the

voter-s decison, due to a lack of knowledge, is predicated upon the recommendation of a
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committegperson, and a candidatess ability to affect the committegperson is Acommensurate with more
money, then that=s what (the candidates) are going to pay.0 Voight added: AAIl we can hopeisthat if the
system istransparent enough, | can look at (the records) and make ajudgement as to who:=s getting what,

and what kind of influence is being drawn from that.f

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our investigation was initiated asaresult of acomplaint which alleged widespread violations of the
campaign finance reporting provisons of the Election Code rdated to judicid eectionsin Philaddphia. In
our view, those reporting provisions are founded upon the rights of the citizenry and are grounded in the
concepts of information and accountability. The public has the right to be informed of the identities of the
contributors and recipients of dl funds which are utilized in the eectord process. The public is amilarly
entitled to know the amounts and purpose of al such transactions, so that the individualswho engagein, or
benefit from, that process, and, of course, the candidateswho arethereby e ected, can be held accountable,
when necessary, for their conduct. Accountability necessitates accessto information from which potentia
influence can be ascertained. We agree with Frederick Voight=s assessment that an examination of the
reports mandated by the Election Code should enabl e the public toAmake ajudgement asto who=sgetting
what, and what kind of influence is being drawn from that.; Fundamentally, the purpose of the reporting
provisons of the Election Codeisfull disclosure of campaign finance activity. That purpose was soundly
thwarted during the 1997 judicid dections, and to amuch less Sgnificant degree, during the 1999 judicid

elections aswell. In our opinion, the increased amount of reporting in 1999 was directly related to our
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investigation, and is a prime example of the cause and effect relationship between enforcement and
reporting, which is addressed below in greater detail.

During thelong course of our investigation, we have thoroughly examined what the candidatesrefer
to as Athe processi through which judges are dected. We found that many of the aspects of the process,
and the practices utilized therein, which are detailed in this report, are profoundly disturbing. It may be
beyond our functiona capacity to entirely change that process, or supplant it with one more gppropriatefor
the determination of who should ascend to the judiciary, the branch of government which should serve as
the paradigm of independence and impartidity. However, itisour god, through the recommendationsthat
we make in this report, to improve the process by establishing a framework in which full disclosure of
campaign financid activity can be accomplished. That full disclosure, dong with consistent enforcement
efforts will, hopefully, iminate some of the disturbing practices we have encountered.

Our generd assessment of the process comportswith the sentiments expressed by thoseinvolvedin
it: the candidates. Alts impossble@ and Alf you are looking for the worst way we can get judges,
Philaddphia hasit.l; aWard Leader: Al think inmany instances (the candidates) just get completely ripped
off and abused. It=s a horrible system.(l; and a consultant, in arefreshingly candid comment: Al think the
whole sysemisbad. Itsredly bad becauseit lendsitself to my kind of operation....0 Weagreethatitisa
Ahorriblefl system. No individua who seeks to become a neutral arbiter of society:s legd fate should be
made to endure such a process. In our view, it isthe proliferation of Astreet money@l which makes the
process so abhorrent.

Before examining the concept of street money, and the questionable activities it spawns, we must

note that it was extremely disheartening to learn that, in 1984, an investigation was conducted of activities
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which occurred during the 1983 dections which were identical to those that we encountered, with no
agoparent effect. Vast amounts of street money Adisappearedi in 1983, and in 1997 the street money
continued to vanish. To put it more charitably, in both years, there were large sums of money for which
there was no accounting. Asto 1997, the lack of accounting was due to both ignorance and disregard of
the Election Code reporting provisons. To asomewhat lesser degree, in both 1997 and 1999, the lack of
full disclosure regarding street money was occasioned by certain portions of the Election Code which
presently permit practicesand activitieswhich are intentiondly designed to obscurethe ultimate destination
of campaign funds, or unintentionaly bring about that result. We are recommending changesinthe Election
Code to rectify that.

Thejudicid dectionsin Philadd phiaare uniquely suited to the generation of street money. Everyone
involved in the process agrees that the eectorate is ill-informed about the candidates, as evidenced by
descriptions of the voters having Anot a cluell or Ano idesll about who they are voting for. Therefore, the
primary judicid dection, which is tantamount to the generd eection, is consdered Aa Ward Leader=s
eection.i. The perception perssts that the route to the bench goes through the Ward Leaders. The
perceived power of the Ward Leadersliesin their capacity to reach the voters through the distribution of
sample balots. The percelved power of the sample balot is universa, and is reflected in the opinions of
Ward Leaders, consultants and candidates dike, that one need only check the vote totas in award to
determine whether a Ward Leader Asupported acandidate by distributing asample balot which contains
the candidatesname. Although that whole perception processfostersacynica image of voters, lemming-
like, marching into the voting booth and pulling the levers of the candidates whose names appear on apiece

of paper they were handed, the perception becomes a redlity, in monetary terms, because the mgority of
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candidate contributions are directed to that process. Those contributions are ostensibly used for Street
money, the costsincurred in the balot production and distribution operation. Those costs have escaated,
dueto thelack of unity withinthe party. Renegade Ward L eadersband together in groups. Ward Leaders
who are members of those renegade groups defect. ARump groupsi of committegpeoplewithinaward olit
fromtheward. Evenindividuad committegpeople run independent operationswithin onedivison of award.
Churches affiliated with the Black Clergy aso become involved in the process. All of those groups or
individuals produce aballot and accept contributions. The primary target of the street money contributions,
however, isthe Ward Leaders.
Itisagaing that backdrop that the practices which stymie the discl osure component of the Election
Code occur. Those practices start with the consultants. Candidates hire and pay consultants, primarily to
facilitate their appearance on the ballots of Ward Leaders, Ward Leader groups, or other groups, such as
the Black Clergy. In 1997 and 1999, candidates provided consultant Henry Cianfrani alarge volume of
checks with the payee left blank, thus giving him unfettered discretion in expending their funds, and blindly
relying upon him to accurately report payee information to them. The evidence has demondtrated that, in
1997, that practice resulted in close to $50,000 Adisappearing.fi As the Election Code is presently
condtituted, Cianfrani has no reporting duty. That must change. Consultant Peter Truman distributed
$74,100, which he received from various candidates, to Ward Leadersin 1997, through checks from his
busness, DanSilo Services. Thus, candidates reports which reflect contributions to Truman or his
company do not reved that the Ward L eaders were the ultimate recipients of those contributions. Further,

Ward Leaders who do not report those contributions can totally escape detection, since Truman is not
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required to file reports. Therefore, Trumares activities in that regard should be the subject of areporting
requirement.

Both the reasons articulated for the hiring of the consultants, and comments made about the
activities of the Ward Leaders, provide sad testament to the tawdriness of the entire process. Essentidly,
candidates hire consultants to broker deds with the Ward Leaders and other balot-producing groups.
Even candidates who paid $30,000 to the party, which theoreticaly, should result inthe support of dl sixty-
nine of the Ward Leaders, through the distribution of the party=s bdlot, felt compelled to hire consultants.
As one candidate stated: AWhat do you get, 10 wards for $30,00070 Another candidatesaid:AThere are
some (Ward Leaders) who will look you in the eye, say 1-m going to support you... take your money, and
then they dorrt doiit.) Ward L eader Roseanne Pauciello=s statementsinvol ving the $20,000 contribution to
one of Carol Campbell-s Ward Leader groups is a sark example of that concept. Cianfrani stated:
.0..sometimes you go to them and they will give you their word and they worrt produce. The candidates
fed likemaybeif | ded with (theWard Leaders), you know, | know who | cantrust andwho | carrt.i The
levd of trust engendered by the Ward Leadersis perhaps best exemplified by the fact that one consultant
recommended the hiring of two other consultants, one of whom primarily served asinsurance againg Ward
Leaders Ataking a check and not performing.il The story related by Peter Truman, which involved his
paying Senator Williams to discreetly extract Aingde information) from Black Clergy membersregarding
whether their stated intentions could be relied upon, is yet another example of the intrigue and distrust
inherent in the process.

The consultants dso facilitated one of the primary report-thwarting practiceswe have seen, theuse

of Adesignated payeesi by Ward Leaders on contribution checks which are intended by the candidatesto
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be used as street money by theward committeesinther dection efforts. Asto that activity, the consultants,
who are presently unconstrained by reporting requirements, provided alevd of reporting insulaion between
the Ward Leaders and the candidates. The Ward Leaders offered myriad, yet not very credtive, excuses
for the desgnated payees. None of them suffice, and that practice should cease. Street money payments,
which are dlegedly used by the ward committees, should be made through checks made payable to the
ward committees, which should be required to maintain a bank account, which is exclusvely used for dl

committeefinancid transactions. We havewitnessed the use of multiple accounts, including Ward Leaders
persona accounts, in the processing of contribution checks. That, combined with the use of the designated
payees, makes the determination of the actud amount of ward committee receipts extremely difficult to
detect. We have aso seen repested instances in which checks for thousands of dollars, payable to either
cash or individuas, were cashed and the proceeds dlegedly distributed as street money to any number of

people. In those Situations, no one is accountable for verifying those expenditures. In one memorable
incident, a committegperson was quite taken aback when informed that a campaign expense report

indicated that she had received $6,000. In fact, she was yet another example of adesignated payee. The
changes we recommend as to additiona requisite reporting information will bring about accountability for
those types of expenditures, and will hopefully result in the end of the designated payee practice.

Many of theward committee or Ward Leader infractionswhich occurred in 1997, the most flagrant
of which was outright non-reporting, were beyond the reach of the crimind sanctions dueto the expiration
of the statute of limitations, which we are recommending should be extended. That non-reporting results, of
course, in the unaccounted for/missing money referenced above, and does nothing to dispel the anecdota

evidence we have heard, which dates back to the 1984 investigation, of Ward L eaders enriching themselves
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with subgtantia portions of the street money contributions. Of course, dl of the contribution money may
very well have been absorbed by the amorphous street operations. However, some of the explanationswe
have heard for how the street money is disbursed, such astheAunendorsed candidatell committeeinthe 11"
Ward, serioudy beg credibility. Incongderation of al of the evidence, we can only concludethat thereare
serious doubts concerning the ultimate destination of Sgnificant amountsof the street money, doubtsthet can
only be removed by full and accurate reporting.

Full disclosure on the part of theward committeesisespecidly important, in light of the tremendous
amount of perceived influence exerted by the Ward Leaders in the outcome of thejudicid dections. Ina
reversd of the more common situation in which those who contribute to candidates are perceived to have
influence, the Ward Leaders who recelve money from candidates have perceived influence. The evidence
has established that candidates generdly gain the support of the Ward L eadersthrough contributing to them,
either monetarily, or through the provision of uncompensated legd services. Despitethefact that the Ward
Leaders are on the receiving end of those contributions, thereis the perception that the influence does not
end with the election. One Ward Leader noted that Aoften times, when judges are el ected, they forget the
Ward Leaders.i) In order to preserve their impartidity, the judges should forget the Ward Leaders. That
concept was gpparently lost on Cianfrani, who saw Anothing wrongll in trying to intervene in a court case
invalving a Aneighborhood squabblei Even one of the member minigters of the Black Clergy stated that
inquiries were mede of candidates whether consideration, in terms of scheduling, would be given to Black
Clergy members who agppeared in court. According to Voight, whose organization filed the complaint
which initiated the investigation, the perceived influence of the party had an effect on the votes of the sitting

judgesin arecent eection for Presdent Judge.
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As aresult of the congderation of al of the evidence which has been presented to us during the
course of the investigation, we have concluded that there is inadequate monitoring of Election Code
reporting compliance, and insufficient enforcement efforts expended to encourage such compliance.

Wemusgt initidly note, though, that wefind it anomaousthat judicia candidates arerequired tofile
their campaign reports with both the state and the county, while politicd committees whose activities
concern those same candidates are required to only file with the state. The ward committees should be
required to file their reports in both places, with the county as well as the state, Since their activities are
contained within the confines of the county, and dud filing affords the opportunity of dua monitoring. We
further find that the Election Code, as it presently exists, does not contain any mechanism which would
trigger theidentification of ward committees, or other politica committees such asthe Black Clergy, which
donoat filereports. Political committeesinitidly became known to the county and state supervisorsthrough
thefiling of apolitical committee registration statement (P.C.R.S.). Section 3260 of the Election Code, the
provison which concerns the monitoring of non-candidate political committee reporting, focuses on
committees which contribute to candidates. Thus, committees which do not fileaP.C.R.S. and which do
not make contributions to candidates escape scrutiny under the monitoring provision, which requires the
dtate supervisor to publish alist of those committees which have contributed to candidates, and have not
filed reports. That provison should be changed to include committees which receive contributions from
candidates. Wefurther note that the provison imposing aduty to identify and publish alist of non-reporting
committees gpplies only to the state supervisor. The provison, with the aforementioned changes, should
goply to county supervisors as wel. It isironic that a date officid in 1984, in response to an inquiry

regarding ward committees failure to report, stated: AThere is currently no way... to determine which
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committees should be filing reportsi Our recommendation will ensure that, findly, thereisaway to make
that determination. The campaign expense reports, which are designed by the state supervisor, presently
include a separate section for Arecel pts and contributions( from political committees, but no Smilar section
for expendituresto committees. We are recommending that the report form include a separate section for
expenditures to committees, to facilitate the monitoring process.

We further find that both the state and Philadd phia County supervisors are serioudy understaffed,
and are therefore unable to engage in the type of compliance-monitoring activity which would result in
effective enforcement of the Election Code reporting provisons. The Philadephia County supervisor
congdersitsef merdly a Acustodian( of the reports, does not analyze report contents, and conducts no
investigations. The Sate supervisor conducts very limited investigations only when acomplaint isreceived,
and doesnot examine reportsfor expenditure propriety. Weare therefore recommending that both of those

supervisors increase their level of gaffing, and establish reporting compliance and enforcement units.

In condderation of the evidence we have reviewed, we conclude that the lack of compliance
monitoring and enforcement in large part contributes to the widespread reporting violations we have
encountered. During the investigation, we witnessed along-standing and well-entrenched practice of non
reporting, or inaccurate reporting, on the part of some of the ward committees. Ignorance was frequently
cited asan excuse. Regardless of the excuse, we have seen that no one has done anything, since 1984, to
actively encourage reporting.  In our view, timey and effective enforcement provides great incentive for
compliance. That was demondirated by what the representative of the Philadelphia County supervisor
described as aAflurry@ of reporting activity which was prompted by our investigation. In fact, many reports
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werefiled following the commencement of thisinvestigation. A dassc exampleof the enforcement incentive
wasthetreasurer of oneof Carol Campbell-s committees gppearing before us and presenting four reportsto
us, three of which werelong overdue, and the last of which was an amendment report, which exhibited that
the origind report which had been filed, grosdy under-reported receipts and expenditures. That treasurer
a0 sarves as an example of the inadequacy of the pendtiesin the Election Code. Presently, latefiling is
pendized only by amaximum fine of $250 per report. Thereisno crimind pendty for laefiling. Weare
therefore recommending that the fines be increased, and that crimind sanctions be gpplied to certain late
filing Stuations. Further, dl crimind violations of the Election Code are presently graded as misdemeanors.
We are recommending that repeat offenses should be graded as felonies. 1t is hoped that the increased
pendties which we are recommending will serve to increase the incentive for compliance. Frdly,we
conclude that there must be perastent and consstent law enforcement involvement in the area of Election
Code finance and reporting. We agree with the assessment of Voight, who haslong monitored eection
activity in Philaddphia that there must be someone Aringing the bel@ to encourage Election Code
compliance. Voight cited the 1984 investigation, as well asthe present investigation, as examples of bell-
ringing which results in compliance. It is our hope that the arrests we have recommended through the
presentmentswe haveissued will ring the bell loudly and clearly. Inorder to ensurethat thereisaconsstent
law enforcement effort in Election Code compliance, we are recommending the establishment of an Election
Code monitoring and enforcement unit within the Office of Attorney Generd. We concur with Voight:=s
opinion that it is that office which is best suited for the task.

Therefore, in order to effectuate the changes we have discussed, we make the following specific

recommendations,
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1 That Election Code section 3251, which dictates the place at which reports are to be
filed, beamended to require that reports of political committees, which concern both candidateswhofilefor
nomination with the state and candidates who file with acounty, be filed with both the state and the county.

2. That Election Code section 3246 (c), which pertains to expenditure vouchers, be
amended to include a provison requiring thet treasurers of political committees obtain and retain vouchers,
for al expenditures of $250 or more, which include the name, address, and socid security number or tax
identification number of the expenditure recipient.

3. That Election Code section 3246 (b)(4), which details the requisite information for
expenditures on reports, be amended to include a provision requiring that, for al expenditures of $250 or
more, thetreasurers of political committees obtain and retain the socia security number or tax identification
number of the expenditure recipient and file dl necessary tax or income documents with the gppropriate
taxing authorities.

4, That Election Code section 3246 (b)(4) be further amended to include a requirement
that all expenditures by political committeesor candidatesto politica committees beidentified assuch, and
include the name, address, and identification number of the committee.

5. That the campaign expense report which is designed by the Secretary of the
Commonwedth include a separate schedule for expenditures to political committees.

6. That Election Code section 3260, which prescribes Aadditionald powers and duties
of the state supervisor, be amended to require the state supervisor to identify and publish alist of political
committees which have ether received or made contributions and have not filed reports.

7. That Election Code section 3259, which prescribes the powers and duties of both the
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gate and county supervisors, be amended to require the county supervisors to engage in the activities
described in Recommendeation 6, above.

8. That Election Code section 3246 (g), which concerns persons who must file reports,
be amended to include a provison requiring that dl consultants who make expenditures on behdf of
candidates, other than to media outlets, be subjected to the reporting requirements of the Election Code.

9. That Election Code section 3244, which governs political committee regidiration, be
amended to: a) require palitical committeesto establish asingle bank account which isexclusvely utilized for
al committeefinancid transactions; b) prohibit the commingling of political committee and persond funds, )
require that the bank account number be identified on the politicd committee regidration statement; d)
require that the account address be the home address of the politica committeesstreasurer; and €) require
that an informational packet be sent to the home address of the new treasurer when a political committee
replaces its treasurer.

10.  That the Election Code be amended to require that al political committee expendituresin
excess of fifty dollars ($50) be made by check from the committeers Sngle bank account referenced in
recommendation number 9 above, and that a section be added making it unlawful for any candidate or

politicad committee to make an expenditure of United States currency which exceeds fifty dollars ($50).
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11.  That Election Code section 3252, which concerns late filing fees, be amended: to
increase the daily finesto $100, and the maximum fines to $1,000; and to provide that the amounts of the
fines for repeat offenses, that is, the late filing of subsequent reports, be increased by a multiple of the
number of offenses (e.g. $2,000 for second offense, $3,000 for third offense).

12. That asection be added to Article X V111 of the Election Code which establishes that
falure to file reports within sixty days of the report due date is a misdemeanor of the third degree.

13.  That the pendty provisonsrelated to politicad committee receipts and expenditures,
and the reporting thereof, specifically, sections 3540, 3541 and 3545, be amended to establish that second
and subsequent offenses are felonies of the third degree.

14.  That section 5552 of Title 42 be amended to establish athree year statute of limitationsfor
Election Code offenses.

15.  That the Generd Assembly provide funding for the establishment of an Election Code
enforcement unit in the Office of Attorney Generd.

16.  That the supervisor for both the state and Philadel phia County increase their staffs,
and egtablish Election Code compliance and enforcement units, to allow them to more diligently fulfill the
enforcement mandates of sections 3259 and 3260 of the Election Code.

17.  Thatjudgesfor dl courts be sdected through a merit-based gppointment system.
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