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MONDAY, APRIL 8, 2002, MORNING SESSION, 8:54 A.M.

THE COURT: Gentlemen, I'd like a side-bar
with you, please. Somebody has some kind of telephone or
something in the courtroom. Would you please turn it off.

(Proceedings at side-bar on the record:)

THE COURT: I was Jjust given information that
juror number 3, Scott Grodi, had a death in his immediate
family. His aunt died. He's very -- he feels very
conflicted, but he really needs to be with his family
according to him. Fortunately, we have alternates.

So I've just gotten the information. If you
want an opportunity, I can bring him out and we can voir
dire him.

MR. TRAFICANT: Yeah, I want him brought out.

THE COURT: All right. And we've got five
alternates.

So it would be in the event that he is
excused from this case, then we would move the first
alternate into that slot.

MR. TRAFICANT: When did you first learn

this?

THE COURT: About four minutes ago. If you'd
like, we can bring him out and do a voir dire. That we
would do in public. Sometimes people just agree, and so --

MR. MORFORD: I mean, I don't see how —--
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THE COURT: But you have an opportunity to --

MR. TRAFICANT: I don't know how dismissing a
juror after all this time -- and I'm not familiar, and I
had nothing to do with these 105 selections in the first
place. I find this highly unusual the day of the closing
arguments for this to happen.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. TRAFICANT: And I object to this person
being dismissed.

THE COURT: Well, he hasn't been dismissed.
I'm just telling you the information, and if you want me to
bring him out, I'll bring him out.

MR. TRAFICANT: I don't want to be the one
that's going to get the guy mad to keep him on the jury.
He's sworn here to be on the jury. Does he have a death in
the family?

THE COURT: Let me ask -- I got the
information from the deputy marshal.

MR. TRAFICANT: I object to —--

THE COURT: Let him explain. Just a minute,
Congressman. Come back and listen to what he's telling us
because he may be able to answer some of your questions or
we'll bring Mr. Grodi out.

DEPUTY U.S. MARSHAL: Apparently his aunt,

whom he's closed to passed away. He was late this morning
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because he was with the family. His family is sort of
upset that he can't be with them. He's torn because he
wants to be here, he's been here this long. At the same
time, he feels it's more important that he's with his
family.

MR. TRAFICANT: When is the funeral?

DEPUTY U.S. MARSHAL: The funeral is tonight.

MR. TRAFICANT: He can hear the closing
arguments and go to the funeral, and he could deliberate
tomorrow and go visit with his family after they continue
the deliberations. He can make the funeral.

What is such a big problem here?

I don't like the fact that now we're starting to play
around with jurors the day of the closing arguments, quite
frankly.

THE COURT: Well, honestly, we just got
information that somebody died.

MR. MORFORD: Your Honor --

THE COURT: Nobody is playing around.

MR. MORFORD: Your Honor, our position is
that this is a matter of personal tragedy that this person
had no control over whatsoever.

We do have alternates, and if he's in a
position that he doesn't feel he can sit at a time of

personal tragedy, we would not object. That's just our



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

6212

position.

MR. TRAFICANT: Who would be that next
witness -- who would be the next juror?

THE COURT: Regina Perna is alternate 1. She

was sitting right here (indicating), and if you would like

to talk -- if you would like me to bring him out, he's
here. We haven't released him or talked to him at all. He
doesn't know anything about what we're doing here. He just

brought it to the attention of the marshal, who brought it
to my attention.

MR. TRAFICANT: I don't want to get a juror
mad. I could see the smooth ploy of the prosecutor here.

MR. MORFORD: It's called compassion.

MR. TRAFICANT: This man knows compassion
real well in this case.

MR. MORFORD: I noticed.

MR. TRAFICANT: The funeral is tonight. He
could be released to the funeral.

DEPUTY U.S. MARSHAL: The wake is tonight;
the funeral would be tomorrow. But his issue was, it is
more important for him to be with his family at this time.
It's not so much making the funeral.

MR. TRAFICANT: Why could the jury not
convene then until on Wednesday? Let the juror go forward.

Let him hear the closing arguments. He sat through it all.
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And let them go forward on Wednesday.

THE COURT: Why don't we bring him out here
and let him speak for himself so that he has an opportunity
to say what else is happening. We're getting all of this.
You know, it's hard to make plans around him if we don't
listen to him.

What is your proposal? Your proposal is that we wait
until after the funeral?

MR. TRAFICANT: Wait until after the funeral
to send the jury. He sat through a full nine and a half
weeks. He understands this case.

THE COURT: Well, so did the alternates.

MR. TRAFICANT: Alternates do, but alternates
aren't always sure they're going to be called. This man
has certainly grasped this case.

THE COURT: Okay. Well, then let's bring him
out here and let him explain what his expectations are and
what his concerns are.

MR. TRAFICANT: What would be wrong with
holding the jury until Wednesday and let them deliberate on
Wednesday? Let them digest the closing arguments today or
whatever paperwork they have to do, they could do. I don't
think it's an unusual request by the defense.

You have ruled with the prosecution on

everything else.
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THE COURT: Congressman, putting aside all
the other issues that are extraneous, let's find out. I
can send my clerk back to talk to him back there or we can
bring him out here. Which one do you want?

MR. TRAFICANT: Look, I don't want to bring
him out and put him on the stand and have the press have me
grilling a witness -- a juror that's going to get back in
the press to the remaining jury. Now, come on here. I
think it's within your scope and power and --

THE COURT: Well, then I'm going to need some
more information from him. I'll just talk to him.

MR. TRAFICANT: Why don't you talk to him in
chambers?

THE COURT: Okay. And then I'll come and
report back to you. Okay? But I think we should resolve
this before we go forward with closing.

(Proceedings had in open court:)

THE COURT: We're going to take a recess.
I'm going to talk with a juror either up here or -- that
will be fine.

(Juror Grodi and Judge Wells at side-bar on the
record.)

THE COURT: I'm sorry to hear --

A JUROR: That's okay.

THE COURT: We just need a little bit more
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information on your family's plans and your situation.

A JUROR:

THE COURT:

there's a wake and then
A JUROR:

Clinton, Ohio.

THE COURT:

A JUROR:

THE COURT:

A JUROR:

not exactly sure of the

THE COURT:

argument today and then
would that resolve this

A JUROR:

THE COURT:

A JUROR:

because I mean --

THE COURT:

accommodation.

A JUROR:

Okay.
For example, I understand that
Tonight at 6:30. It's in Port

And then tomorrow there's a --
Funeral.

Services?

That's in Port Clinton, also. I'm
times of the funeral.

If we were to go through closing
just not reconvene until Wednesday,
for you?

Yeah.

Okay.

If it's not too much trouble,

No. I think it's a reasonable

The jury gets another day off.

Because I told everybody I wasn't

going to do anything, so everybody was kind of mad at me.

Because I know this is a big deal and everything.

THE COURT:

If we did that and came back here

on Wednesday morning and I gave you the final instructions
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and you took the case to the jury, would that take care of
it for you and your family?

A JUROR: Yeah. I just don't want to cause a
problem.

THE COURT: Well, that's all right. I think
the other jurors would understand.

A JUROR: Right. I mean, it's not so much
for me. It's more for my family. It's for my dad.

They're pretty close. My dad's brother passed away a few
years ago, so it's kind of hard on him. So it's more or
less for him.

But yeah, if you can do that.

THE COURT: Let me talk to the lawyers and
see i1f that will work out.

A JUROR: Okay.

THE COURT: All right. Thanks.

(The juror returned to the jury room.)

(Proceedings at side-bar on the record:)

THE COURT: He says -- he has quite a
distance to go, but this will work for him and that if he
could be with his family all day tomorrow, that that would
take care of all the issues and it would certainly make him
happy because he'd like to be able to continue. That would
mean we would postpone -- we'd go with closing arguments

now, and I wouldn't give the jury their final instructions
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until Wednesday morning.

MR. TRAFICANT: I support that.

MR. MORFORD: Is the jury going to be
sequestered?

THE COURT: They will be when they
deliberate.

MR. MORFORD: But they won't be for the next
day and a half?

THE COURT: ©No. Well, they could be for the
next day and a half, but he won't be sequestered.

MR. TRAFICANT: 1Is this becoming the
prosecutor's call?

THE COURT: No. Just listen. This is how we
conduct trials.

MR. TRAFICANT: I'm ready to go forward with
closing arguments.

THE COURT: I understand. If you want to sit
down, you're welcome to do it.

MR. MORFORD: The only response, Your Honor,
would be this would be highly unusual to have the jury,
after closing arguments, take a day or a day and a half off
when we have alternate jurors who are perfectly suited to
sit.

And I mean there are concerns that the

government has in having the jury just out there for a day
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and a half before we come back and have them start
deliberating, and just the idea that anything that could
happen during that time, it could end up in a mistrial and
having us have to go through this for another ten weeks at
some point, that is something that just (pause) --

THE COURT: So if the jury were sequestered
but he were permitted leave to go to the family wake and
the funeral, that would be a valid solution?

MR. MORFORD: Yeah. 1I'd hate to do that to
him when he's got the family situation he has, but that's
my only concern, is that what, if anything, could happen in
a day and a half. You just never know.

THE COURT: If we sequester the rest of the
jury --

MR. SMITH: That's better than the
alternatives available.

MR. TRAFICANT: I will accept a gag order.

THE COURT: Sir?

MR. TRAFICANT: If that's what you're worried
about.

THE COURT: ©No, I'm not worried about that.
You've never been under one. I'm not putting one on you,
but thank you anyway.

Okay. All right. Then that's the way we

will proceed. We'll go forward with closing argument now.
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We'll resume the deliberations --

MR. TRAFICANT: Wednesday morning.

THE COURT: Yeah. But what happens Wednesday
morning is I have to give them their final instructions
before they go to deliberation.

MR. TRAFICANT: And we'll appear at 9:00.

THE COURT: All we're going to have today is
closing argument.

MR. TRAFICANT: That's fine.

THE COURT: Okay?

MR. TRAFICANT: That's fine. I would like to
know at some point what the last phase of these closing
arguments consist of, and I want joint exhibits explained
more thoroughly to this jury.

THE COURT: Well, the jury has already had
their instructions on joint exhibits and they have a book,
and the instructions are in it, so there's no problem with
that part of it.

I don't understand the first part of your
question.

MR. TRAFICANT: Don't you have a fourth part
that you are yet to share with the --

THE COURT: Right. We give them that right
before they go to deliberate. And once they're given that,

they're back deliberating.
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MR. TRAFICANT: Do we get that at the same
time or do you give us that in advance?

THE COURT: You've had it all along.

MR. TRAFICANT: I have?

THE COURT: Yes.

THE CLERK: It's in the binder.

MR. TRAFICANT: I think I just submitted a
motion for you to be fair and honest.

THE COURT: Thank you.

MR. MORFORD: And you were.

THE COURT: Thank you. Anyway, now we're
going to go with closing arguments. Is everybody ready?

MR. MORFORD: Yes.

MR. TRAFICANT: Do you have any idea how long
your opening is going to be, counselor?

MR. MORFORD: 1It's about two minutes.

MR. TRAFICANT: I don't blame you.

(Proceedings had in open court:)

MR. TRAFICANT: Excuse me, Your Honor. Could
we have some notice --

THE COURT: Let's put the --

MR. TRAFICANT: Could we have some notice of
where we are in our 90 minutes? Could we get a 30 minute
notice?

THE COURT: I think we can arrange that. Can
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we arrange that?

MR. TRAFICANT: How would we do that?

THE COURT: He'll put his arm up.

MR. TRAFICANT: I don't -- if I don't see his
arm, can he stand up?

THE COURT: ©No. He has a lot of other
responsibilities.

MR. TRAFICANT: Okay.

THE COURT: Are you ready, gentlemen?

MR. MORFORD: Yes, Your Honor.

(Jury in at 9:09 a.m.)

THE COURT: Good morning.

JURORS: Good morning.

MR. TRAFICANT: Good morning.

THE COURT: Ladies and Gentlemen of the Jury,
as you know, under the law, the United States in a criminal
case 1s permitted to make the first and the last closing
argument. After the first United States' closing argument,
the defendant may make his closing argument, and then the
United States may close. So it is in every criminal case,
and so it will be in this case.

Each side has a total of 90 minutes, which they may
use for closing argument. The government is permitted to
apportion its time as it chooses. Neither side is

required, of course, to use the entire time allotted. 90
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minutes is a limit. It's not a requirement.

The purpose of closing arguments is to assist you,
the jury, in analyzing, evaluating, and applying the
evidence which has been admitted in this case. Although
reasonable inferences can be argued to you from evidence,
material misstatements of the evidence or personal attacks
on the other side have no place in closing arguments.

And now sit back and the lawyers and the pro
se defendant will take us through their view considering
the evidence that you've all heard admitted in this case.

For the government.

MR. MORFORD: Thank you, Your Honor. Good
morning one last time on this last day of the trial.

We've been together for eight weeks, and if
you will recall way back eight weeks ago, I told you that
the evidence in this case was going to establish that
Congressman Traficant used his official actions for
personal profit, first by paying certain employees high
salaries, and then having those employees make kickbacks to
him; second, by having congressional staff members do work
at his farm and on his boat; and third, by seeking and
obtaining thousands of dollars worth of free construction
work, farm supplies, farm chores, boat repairs, and cash
from businessmen who were seeking constituent services,

which are official acts from his office.
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And that is exactly what the evidence has
established in this case. Now, in the case of overwhelming
evidence that's been presented by the government in this
case, Congressman Traficant has asserted that he is a
courageous, compassionate, outspoken Congressman who worked
hard to create jobs for his constituents. But if you think
about the issue in this case under the charges that we
filed in this case, they are not whether Congressman
Traficant was good or effective. Those things are not
relevant to this case, for Congressman Traficant is not
charged with being an ineffective congressman.

What he's charged with is, he's accused with
doing things that were corrupt, whether he was effective or
not.

He's charged with using his official actions
to obtain personal gain. And the law, as Judge Wells told
you on Friday, is very clear. A federal official cannot
accept things of value in return for his official actions
as a federal official, period. There's no question about
that. The law is clear.

He can't use his position to feather his own
nest. He can't use his public office as a trough to feed
his selfish appetites.

His duty is to serve the public interest, not

his personal desires. His office is a public trust. It's
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not a gravy train. And his staff members are public
servants; they're not his personal servants. And that's
why if Congressman Traficant wanted to put an addition on
his farmhouse, if he wanted to have people come out and
have a crew of people come out and help him bale his hay,
if he wanted to have his boat repaired or to have performed
many of the other things you heard about in this case, he
needed to do what every other American has to do. He
needed to go out and hire workers and he needed to pay them
for the full value of their work, Jjust like everyone else
has to do.

You see, a Congressman can't ask for tips.
He's not a waiter who can stand around with his hand out
because he performed good service for someone. We don't
allow our public officials to do that.

He's not allowed to use his official duties
to obtain things of personal value, no matter who he is, no
matter how powerful his office is, no matter how effective
he is, regardless of his party affiliation, regardless of
his voting record, no matter how much bacon he brought home
to his home district, no matter how great an athlete he
was, and regardless of his sense of humor or his personal
charisma, or anything else.

The law is still the law, and no man is above

the law, including the men who make the law.
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During the course of this trial, Congressman
Traficant questioned a number of our witnesses about their
plea agreements. And as I told you in my opening
statement, there were five of our 55 witnesses who did have
plea agreements. But I want you to imagine something for a
minute. Imagine if you found out that in carrying out my
official duty of negotiating plea agreements with
defendants who have been charged, imagine that in the
course of doing, that I had had those plea agreement
witnesses come out to my house during the very time I was
negotiating with their attorneys, and saying that I would
make a recommendation to the Court that they would receive
less time than they would had they gone to trial, they're
going to get something of value to them, and at the same
time I'm carrying out my official duties.

Imagine if I'd gone to one of those plea agreement
witnesses and had him come out to my house and paid
carpenters and electricians to do $30,000 worth of home
remodelling work on my house. Would you have a problem
with that?

And imagine at the same time, you found out
at the very same time I was negotiating a plea agreement
with Tony Bucci, I had the Buccis come out to my house and
do $10,000 worth of landscaping work. And when they

presented me with a $10,000 bill, I told them I didn't want
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to pay it, and at the very same time I was negotiating
their plea agreement they agreed to let the debt go,
$10,000 in my pocket.

And imagine if at the same time I was
negotiating the plea agreement with Dave Sugar, if I had
Dave Sugar come out to my house at the very time I was
negotiating and sending a crew out and a backhoe to dig
around my foundation and replace my drain tiles because my
basement was leaking, and I didn't want to have to pay
somebody $10,000 to do the work.

In the face of this pattern of misconduct,
would it matter whether I was courageous or tenacious,
likeable or funny, hard working or successful, in my other
duties. The point is simple. These other things may be
interesting, but they're not relevant to the charges in
this case.

So let's take a look at what is relevant to
this case, the evidence that actually relates to the ten
offenses that have been charged in this case.

Now, as Judge Wells told you on Friday, there
are ten counts that are charged in this indictment, and she
reviewed those counts with you, and I'm not going to go
into them in detail because you're going to have two
things. You're going to have Judge Wells's instructions

which lay out these charges, and you're going to have the
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indictment.

And the indictment explains in detail all of
the facts that are alleged to support these charges. But I
just want to go through this briefly. Counts 1 through 4,
and Count 7, charge conspiracy offenses. Count 1 charges
that Congressman Traficant entered into an agreement with
the Buccis, and with the help of Chuck O'Nesti, to engage
in a pattern of conduct that would violate the bribery
provision of the federal bribery statute.

Counts 2, 3, and 4 charge that Congressman
Traficant entered into an agreement, in Count 2 with Sugar,
Count 3 with Cafaro, in Count 4 with Sinclair, and there
were other people involved, as well, and that the agreement
was they would engage in a course of conduct that would
violate the gratuity provision of the federal bribery
statute.

Count 7 charges that Congressman Traficant
entered into an agreement with a number of his employees
that he would defraud the United States by having certain
employees kick back salaries, do farm work, or do boat
work.

Count 5 actually charges the crime of
gratuity as relates to the Sinclair kickbacks.

And Counts 8 and 9 charge false tax returns

for 1998 and 1999 for the things of value that Congressman
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Traficant received in those two years.

And finally, Count 10 charges RICO, and I do
want to talk about the RICO count just a little bit.

When you boil down the RICO count, it
actually boils down to something very simple, very
straightforward. What it says is that Congressman
Traficant used his position and his office, the office of
Congressman Traficant, which is the enterprise that's
charged in this case, and he used that office to commit a
pattern of bribery, illegal gratuity and fraud offenses,
period. That's it. And as Judge Wells instructed you, the
government has to prove five things to establish the RICO.

First, the evidence has to establish the
existence of a legitimate enterprise. And the evidence in
this case, as you will recall testimony of witness after
witness, established this enterprise requirement by showing
that Congressman Traficant and his congressional staff
members, both in the Youngstown area and back in
Washington, associated together to carry out the duties of
Congressman Traficant in something we call the office of
Congressman Traficant. That's the enterprise.

Second, the evidence shows that this
enterprise had an impact on foreign or interstate commerce,
and you will recall that one of the things, one of the

functions of the office was to provide constituent
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services, which they did, to businesses that engaged in
interstate commerce, and in the case of Bucheit, foreign
commerce.

Third and fourth, the evidence has to show
that Congressman Traficant was associated with the
enterprise. Obviously, he was. And that he participated
in the affairs of the enterprise. Obviously, he did.

Those are not even in dispute.

And finally, fifth, the evidence has to show
that Congressman Traficant used his position and the office
of Congressman Traficant to commit a pattern of offenses --
we call them racketeering acts, but that's just a legal
word -- a pattern of offenses that included bribery,
illegal gratuity, and mail fraud. And although we allege
seven, you only have to find he participated in two.

But Ladies and Gentlemen, if you think about
the evidence in this case, you will realize there was a
pattern of misconduct that was repeated over and over and
over again, and it's important as we go through this
evidence that you remember that pattern. It's important as
you get back to the jury room and you start looking at the
evidence and talking about the testimony that you always
keep in mind the pattern in this case, because the pattern
is so very important, a pattern in which Congressman

Traficant would perform official acts for someone.
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He then would ask that same someone shortly
thereafter to come out and do something for him, to either
give him a kickback for the official act of hiring them and
giving them a high salary, or to come out to the farm and
do work after he's gone to bat for their business.

Oftentimes he would ask for something small
at first, and then once he got them out there, he would add
on, add on, just like Sandy Ferrante told you he would do
to people.

He would then ask them to do more and more,
but in the end, he failed to pay them the full value of
what he received from them. Why? Because of what he had
done for them in his official position doing official acts
that were beneficial to them. That's the pattern, and it
was repeated over and over and over again.

Now, as we review the evidence of this
pattern, watch for two other very important things: Watch
for the substantial amount of physical evidence that
corroborates that pattern. There are six books filled with
physical evidence, bills and invoices, checks, bank
records, deeds, burned envelopes, cash, memos, letters,
handwritten notes and lists, congressional records. The
list goes on and on. Physical documents that you can hold
in your hand that you can read, that you can look at, that

you can determine the exact date that he did something or
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the exact date that he received something.

Also notice the large number of independent
witnesses, people that did not have plea agreements, people
that did not have immunity, people that came in to
corroborate exactly what the plea agreement witnesses were
telling you was what they had experienced.

Indeed, you cannot -- you can even go so far
as to set aside the testimony of the plea agreement
witnesses. Set aside Tony Bucci's testimony or Cafaro's
testimony or Sugar's or Sabatine's, and just look at the
documents and look at the independent evidence, and see
what that tells you before you even consider their
testimony.

Second, focus on the large number of things
that are not in dispute in this case. First, that
Congressman Traficant did, in fact, perform the official
acts that were charged. Ask yourself as you listen to
Congressman Traficant and as you think about the evidence,
was it even disputed? He did these things. That's not in
dispute.

Second, that the recipients of those acts
gave Congressman Traficant something of value. It's not
disputed that the Buccis were out at the farm working or
the -- or that Cafaro did the work on the boat or that

Sugar was out at the farm working, or Tyson. All these
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different people, they were there. It happened.

Third, that Congressman Traficant failed to
pay the full value of the things he received. That's not
even in dispute. Sometimes a witness who was a crony of
Congressman Traficant would try to explain why that was,
like Greg Tyson saying we came out and did a lot more work
than he expected. When he's telling you that, what's he
telling you? He's saying, yes, right after Congressman
Traficant went to bat and got me the loan, yes, I did come
out here and did work, and, yes, we did do a lot more work
than he paid us for, and then he tries to explain it away.

But the key is, those three things aren't in
dispute, and they're not in dispute in every one of these
situations. That's where you start in this case, before
you even consider the testimony of the plea agreement
witnesses.

And then when you finally consider the
testimony of the plea agreement witnesses, ask yourself
this question: Does the testimony make sense in light of
the independent corroboration of physical documents, the
independent testimony of other witnesses, the facts that
are not in dispute, the repetitive pattern that's repeated
over and over and over and over again?

And use your own common sense, because that's

why you're here. That's what this is all about. You're
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brought in because you have common sense. You don't have
legal training. And that's your job, to put your common
sense together with the facts in this case and draw
conclusions.

So let's start where the evidence started
during the trial, with the Allen Sinclair kickbacks. As
you will recall the testimony in this case, the essential
deal between Congressman Traficant and Allen Sinclair was
this: Congressman Traficant came down on Sinclair, and he
said, "I'll put you on my staff. TI'll let you continue to
practice your private law practice on a full-time basis
with no supervision. I'll pay you $60,000 a year. 1I'll
continue to have the government rent space and pay you rent
in the building you're buying from Henry DiBlasio, and then
you'll give me $2500 cash each month."

Congressman Traficant, doing official acts,
hiring Allen Sinclair, setting his salary at $60,000,
letting him continue to practice law on a full-time basis,
giving him minimal supervision, minimal duties, and then
renting office space from that building, all official
contacts by the guy that's in charge of the office. And
then Allen Sinclair giving kickbacks of $2500 a month,
something of value to Congressman Traficant.

Allen Sinclair said that he talked to Henry

DiBlasio about how to make the kickbacks because that's
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what Congressman Traficant told him to do. And when he did
so, Henry DiBlasio admitted to him that, yes, he, too, had
had to make kickbacks to Congressman Traficant. And he
explained how Allen Sinclair should make those kickbacks.

Allen Sinclair's kickbacks are corroborated
by both independent testimony and substantial physical
evidence.

First, you saw the deposit slips, the
treasury checks, the bank statements, the summary of Agent
Semesky summarizing those documents. And sure enough, just
like Allen Sinclair said, lo and behold every single month,
from the month he received his first full congressional
paycheck until the month that the FBI finally interviewed
him, he kicked back -- he took out $2500 in cash from every
single paycheck, 13 months, totaling $32,500.

Second, the office salary structure
established by the congressional records shows that
although Allen Sinclair was hired without any meaningful
experience or qualifications, he was paid more than anybody
else in the entire office with the exception of the
Washington chief of staff, Paul Marcone.

Think about that. The legislative director,
Dan Blair, had been working for the office for years. He's
got one of the most important jobs. He's the director of

legislation of a congressional office in Washington where
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you have a very high cost of living compared to Youngstown,
and yet he's making $6,000 less than Allen Sinclair, who
has no experience. He's a personal injury lawyer. He has
no background in economic development, and he's making more
than Dan Blair. He's the second highest paid employee in
the whole office.

You heard the testimony of Paul Marcone,
Congressman Traficant's loyal chief of staff, who
vigorously opposed the hiring of Allen Sinclair at such a
high salary because, as he told you, it made no sense. It
seemed like a waste of taxpayer money, and it was causing
friction with other employees like Dan Blair, who couldn't
understand why that was happening.

And think about it, Ladies and Gentlemen.
Who was Paul Marcone? Paul Marcone was the Congressman's
long-time chief of staff, his friend, his confidante. He
stood on the stand and said, "This is the hardest thing
I've ever had to do in my life." He didn't want to be
here. He loved that man. He didn't have immunity. He
didn't have a plea agreement.

Now, you heard the testimony of Paul Marcone
that Congressman Traficant allowed Allen Sinclair to
maintain a full-time law practice at the same time he was
supposed to be a full-time congressional employee. And

finally, there are congressional records that establish
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that just as he promised, Congressman Traficant did
continue to use taxpayer funds to lease space in the
building Allen Sinclair had just purchased from Henry
DiBlasio, despite the fact that Congressman Traficant had
another office just five miles away, despite rules that
prohibit a Congressman from renting space from an employee,
despite the serious concerns that were raised by Paul
Marcone that this was highly irregular and this should not
happen.

There's also substantial evidence to
corroborate what Allen Sinclair told you that Henry
DiBlasio told him, that Henry DiBlasio was also kicking
back. First, you had the testimony of Jackie Bobby, who
testified that Henry DiBlasio had once confided to her that
he was having to kick back salary to Congressman Traficant.
And when did that occur? Henry DiBlasio didn't tell that
to a law enforcement officer during the investigation in
order to get a deal. He told it to Jackie Bobby years ago,
in the late 1980s, at a time when he was complaining, one
employee to another.

Congressional pay records establish from 1996
to 1998, Jjust like Allen Sinclair was in 1999, Henry
DiBlasio was the second highest paid employee in the
office. With the exception of Paul Marcone, he was the

highest.
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And remember what Paul Marcone testified?
They had an underpaid legislative staff in Washington,
D.C., and it was causing morale problems in Washington,
D.C. West Richards told you the same thing. And at the
same time that they had an underpaid Washington, D.C. staff
compared to the other offices, Paul Marcone told you they
were the sixth highest salaried office out of 435
congressional offices.

And when I asked Paul Marcone why that was,
he said because Allen -- or because Chuck O'Nesti and Henry
DiBlasio were paid so much money. That put their whole
salary structure at the high end of Washington, and the
Washington staff at the low end.

Third, Congressman Traficant allowed Henry
DiBlasio to maintain his law practice on a full-time basis
at the same time that Henry DiBlasio was supposed to be the
administrative assistant in charge of all the offices, that
job that everyone from Paul Marcone all the way down to
Anthony Traficanti, the Congressman's own friend and
current employee, told you he did not perform.

Fourth, numerous employees, including Jackie
Bobby, Grace Kavulic, West Richards, Paul Marcone, and
Congressman Traficant's own, witness Anthony Traficanti,
testified that staff members regularly complained about the

fact that Henry DiBlasio was getting such a high salary and
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doing such little work.

Bank records show that Henry DiBlasio cashed
every one of his paychecks as far back as we could get
paychecks, all the way back to 1996, he cashed every
paycheck for cash except one, and on that one paycheck, two
days later he withdrew a thousand dollars worth of cash.

And you know what's interesting? If you
remember Jackie Bobby's testimony, she said that on one
occasion, Chuck O'Nesti, in addition to complaining that he
had to kick back, told her the amount he had to kick back.
And do you remember the amount? It was a thousand dollars.

So at a time you had Chuck O'Nesti kicking
back a thousand, Henry DiBlasio kicking back some amount,
he takes out a thousand the one time, and later you have
Allen Sinclair kicking back $2500.

Six, the documents show that Congressm