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APPENDIX H

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES G. ROSE, III, RESPONDENT

WAIVER OF PHASE ONE OF RULE 16 DISCIPLINARY HEARING

Respondent hereby expressly and irrevocably waives the right
to phase one of a disciplinary hearing as set forth in Rule 16 of
the Rules of Procedure for the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

Respondent wunderstands that counsel for respondent and
Committee counsel may present oral argument to the Committee
regarding the counts alleged in the Statement of Alleged
Violations. Respondent further wunderstands that the counts
charged in the Statement of Alleged Violations will be
considered, and the merit of each decided, by the Committee,
based on the response submitted by counsel for respondent, with
exhibits; the response submitted by Committee counsel, with
exhibits; a stipulations agreement, with exhibits, signed by
respondent's counsel and Committee counsel; and oral argument by
counsel.

Respondent hereby expressly and irrevocably waives the right
to present live witnesses to the Committee to testify on behalf
of the respondent as described in Rule 16 of the Rules of

Procedure for the C ittee on Standards Official Conduct.

e o /e

COUNSEL F RESPONDENT "(Date)
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COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT
IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES G. ROSE, II1I, RESPONDENT

POST STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION PROCEDURE
T —

Counsel for the respondent and counsel for the Committee
have agreed on a procedure to expedite the disciplinary hearing
process pursuant to Rule 16 of the Rules of Procedure of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. The procedure would
eliminate phase one of the disciplinary hearing in the matter of
Representative Charles G. Rose, III. The Committee agrees to
this procedure pending the receipt of a signed copy of this
statement by the respondent and his counsel, and the accompanying
waiver of phase one of the Rule 16 disciplinary hearing. The
terms of the agreement are as follows:

(a) The respondent and his counsel will sign an
irrevocable waiver of the first phase of a
disciplinary hearing as described in Rule 16 of
the Committee's Rules of Procedure;

{b) Counsel for the respondent and Committee
counsel will meet, draft, and sign a
stipulation document, reciting all facts and
points of law about which there is no dispute.

(c) Counsel for the respondent and Committee
counsel will present oral arguments to the
Committee on or about December 14, 1987,
regarding those points about which there is

disagreement. In addition, counsel may argque



(a)

(e)

(£)
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the conclusions and inferences to be drawn from
the facts stipulated. Both Committee counsel
and counsel for the respondent will be given
one hour of argument, followed by gquestions
from members of the Committee.

The Committee will take the matter of the
Statement of Alleged Vieclations under
consideration, relying solely on the Response
to the Statement, with exhibits, submitted by
the respondent; the Committee counsel's
response, with exhibits; the Stipulations
Agreement, with exhibits, signed by 1lead
counsel for the respondent and lead counsel for
Committee staff; and oral arguments by both
counsel.

The Committee will make every effort to reach a
decision on each count of the Statement of
Alleged Violations before the December 1987
recess.

The Committee will make every effort to
schedule oral arguments by counsel for the
respondent and Committee counsel on phase two
of the disciplinary hearing, as described in
Rule 16 of the Committee's Rules of Procedures,
before the December 1987 recess, should it
determine that any of the counts of the

statement have been proved.
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(g) The Committee will make every reasonable effort
to conclude its disposition in the matter of
Representative Charles G. Rose, III, prior to
the December 1987 recess.

In order to facilitate this process, counsel for the
respondent and Committee counsel have agreed to o series of
meetings for the purpose of working out stipulations. Each side
agrees to having no more than three representatives at the table
at any one time.

The Committee is satisfied that this process is within the
scope of the Committee's Rules of Procedure, and that it does not
abridge the rights of the respondent nor unfairly burden
Committee counsel. The respondent has been given two
opportunities to appear before the Committee and give sworn
testimony. Committee members utilized these opportunities to ask
questions of the respondent. Committee counsel has taken the
sworn depositions of three witnesses it believes critical in the
matter--the congressman's father, Mr. Charles G. Rose, Jr.; Mr.
Anthony Rand, campaign treasurer; and Mr. Alton Buck, campaign
treasurer. Finally, the stipulation agreement serves to clearly
identify the facts and points of law agreed upon by both sides.
Thus, the Committee's time can be spent listening to oral
arguments which will focus on the facts, issues, and matters of
law that are in dispute,

Under this agreement, no live testimony will be taken at a
Rule 16 disciplinary hearing. Counsel will appear before the

Committee to present oral argument on each of the four counts

-3-
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described in the Statement of Alleged Violations. Consistent
with the oral argument on matters not stipulated to, each counsel

may offer tangible evidence at this time, with or without a

supplemental brief.

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct approves and agrees to the above-described

procedure in the matter of Representative Charles G. Rose, III.

A0 L shfee

(ngfﬁxac. DIXON ﬂfoe)

hai

12/2/27
atd)

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the respondent and counsel for

the respondent approve and agree to the above-described procedure

in the matter of Repreg




266

A R
- APPEAJIX -

MANATT, PHELPS, ROTHENBERO & EVANS
N

ATTORNEYE AT Law

100 MEW MAMPEMIRE AVENUE, MW
SUITE OO

wASHINGTON, D.€. 4008 e _imon
AN WENT SLTMINC SO
TELEFWONE (BOR) 4834300 LOE MSSELEN, ClOmas BOMRL
L ]

February 19, 1988

The Honorable Julian C. Dixon

The Honorable Floyd D. Spence

House Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

Suite HT-2, U.S. Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Dixon and Ranking Minority Member Spence:

By means of this letter, Congressman Charlie Rose, through
counsel, hereby waives the second phase of the disciplinary hearing
to which he is entitled under Rule 16(a) of the Rules of Procedure
of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. Accordingly,
Congressman Rose will not exercise his right to make an oral
and/or written submission to the Committee with regard to phase
two of the disciplinary hearing.

Should you have any questions, or should you desire any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sinc rexy.#@

Williad C. Oldaker




267

A
- APPEIDIX -

BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
OF STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

AFFIDAVIT OF I. B. JULIAN

1. B. Julian, first being duly sworn, deposes and
says:

1. 1 am currently retired and reside in Fayetteville,
North Carolina. In November, 1973, I was assoclated with the
First Citizens Bank and Trust Company of Smithfield, North Carolina,
in charge of the Fayetteville, North Carolina branch office.

2. To the best of my recollection, in November 1973, 1
was approached by Charles G. Rose, Jr., for a $50,000.00 loan,
which the bank made.

3. To the best of my recollection, Charles G. Rese, Jr,,
indicated that this money was borrowed for his son, Charles G.
Rose, III, to consolidate his son's campaign debts.

4, Further, Affiant sayeth naught.

b

I. B.,Ju

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the 22nd day
of April, 1987.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires: /c )2 9/90
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s
FPPEADIX K
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
INSRE gy Comumittss sm Standards of Oficial Conduct

ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT—FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 1981 B
FORM A—For ue by Members, officers, snd smployess g g )

ns :
s |

2230 RAYBURN BLIG oS

‘N&J I

(0ffca Usa Oily)

WASHINGTCN, DC_20515

Chack the appropriats box and A1 in the blanks.
B Member of the U.5. Hocsw of Reprasntative—District Jth State NC. .

0 Check Hf amended Statemant.

O Officer or Employ ng Office

Nots: Plaass resd instroctions carefully, Sign this form oo the revarse sids. Attach sdditional
sheets if nesded; ldentify asch sheat by showing your mame and the section belng continned.
Complete all parta. (If Hooe, o indlexta.) Planse typs or priot cleariy.

L INCOME

A. The smres, type. and ameunt of (ncome h s and dats dvad ting F100 or mere in valos
recelved from any woures during calendar ysar 1982 Exclude incoms from eurrest U.S. Gowsrnment smploymant
D wat includs hers Sncoms reported in part [-B balow,

TR AMOTNT

SEE ATTACHED

B. The scurce, type, and cateyory of valos of income from interest, rent, and capital gains recelved from any
woures during calmdar year 1982 which exeseds $100 in value. Nets: For thin part enly, Indiests Category of
Valoa, as follows: Catsgery A—pot mors than 51,000; B—$1,001-92,500; C—§2,501-95,000; D—$5.001-§15,000;

E—$15.001-$50,000; ¥F—§50,001-$100,000; G—over $100,000.
OTRCE
SEE ATTARCHED

TN CATEGORY

IL GIFTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS
m, lodgring, food, o exteriainment aggregating F250 or more

A The source and a brlef deserd of prifts of poT
In walus received from aoy sctres during calendar year 101
SOUREE BAIEY DESCRIFTION
NOHE

B. The source, & brief description, and valus of all other gifts aggregsting §100 or mors In valss recaived from pourts
during ealendar year 1982 - “ i
TALTS

BOURCE FAIEF DEMGRIFTION
C. The and a brief decription of
sonros ;."m AT ng $250 or more ln valos received from any scurcs
BOTRCE
NG 502 . —_—— BKIEF DESCRIPTICN
_CHICKGD MERCANTILE —m___—
AIR FARE
—SEACE. ¥ A 83l ATR FARE
GINIIIH

{OVER)
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m-nmmn.mvmmmm«wnam.mHmmmu-um-
15,0007 C—-FLE001-350,000; D—IS8.001-F100.000) BT, M1-K130.000; F—avar $I50,00.

The Lantity and categery of valos of any iotarest in property bald during sslendar year 1981 In & trade or busdines,
ckWummamm«mﬂmmm«mmudmu:mm

oY catToORT
AT CAROLINA BEACH, NC E
OF LAND IN VIRGINIA - J/4 Acre i1
I¥. LLABILITTES

The identity and estegory of valus of the total Habllities owed to any creditar which axceeded $10,000 at any tinme during
calandar year 1982
DT CATEOORT

-—— SEE ATTRCHED

Y. TRANSACTIONS

A briaf description, the date, and emtegory of value of any purchase, mls, or exchange during ealendar year 1962 which
wxeeded $1,000 in real property, or In stocks, bonds, eommodites futures, or other forms of securities

ERIEF DEMCRIFTION DATE CATEGORT
NONE
VL POSITIONS

nomd-ﬂwﬂmlddmdwmmomﬁmlmwmmalnﬂrmumdndnmrm

partner, o o mthMnmm

ary 2 ‘any labor P ‘.“, it

romrmioN HAME OF OROANTZATION
Trustee 000 NORTH CAROLINA (ENTFR FOR PUHLIC TELEVISTCN
Lomigsigrer  _NORTH CAROLTNA 2000 (YMMISSTON
ADVISORY BOARD LIFE SPRING RESIGNED /82

VIL AGREEMENTS
Awndmau,pdum-unmdnymulwmmlmmmﬁmmplmm,hm

umam;mn_ service; of ta by & former employer other than the 0.8, Gov-
and i rilcipation In an amploy wﬂhnubml!plnnnhhhdblurmmplm
DATE PFARTIES TO TERME OF AUREEMENT
HIHE.

VOL ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
A Mmmdwmmhwwmuud-mwamm or property tranasctions by &
wuemumma-mmmmmmmmmmmnru—imr
{Ses Lostructions)
B mmmwnmdeMdnhmrmurm.hﬂdﬂI.nhr-th.mnnmh-nd-l
whoss hol wers ot reported because the trust is & “qualified blind trost® er otbar axcepted trus?
(Ses Instructions) YES _ NoX

NOTE: Asy individual who knowingly and willfqlly faleifies, or whe knowingly and willfally falls te
l]uhhmoumhnh]mudvnm eriminal sasctioas, (3 US.C § 708 and 18 US.C. § 1061}

_(__/LLN_Q_J\\Q\J ?W-zg?')
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FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR CONGRESSMAN CHARLIE ROSE FOR 1982

.

HONCRARTUM I. INCOME

18 Jaruary CHICAGD MERCANTILE

7 Fehruary Mitre Corporation

29 March UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA

1 April N. C. ASSOCIATION CF ELECTRIC COOPS

6 Bugust SPACE

10 Sept SPERRY CORP

19 OCTCEER LIMBEE RIVER ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP

18 October NORTH CAROLINA SAVINGS AND LOAN ASS'N
SOURCE OF INOOME TYPE
House in Carolina Beach, N. C. Rent

IV. LIABILITIES
IDENTTTY

Planters Matiomal Bank
Pecples Bank

Southern National Bank
First Citizens

United Carolina
United Carolina

$1,000.00
750.00
525.00
1,000.00
2,000.00
1,000.00
500.00
250.00

o0 N w N @ w
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D STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HAND DELIVERED Committes on Standards of OMcial Conduet

ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT—FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 1983

(NI

FORM A—For use by Mambars, officers, and eezployves

(3
w
E
=

a2

LRRT]

CONGRESSMAN CHARLIE ROSE ,”M
TR Hama) \‘d

2230 RAYURN BLDG
—————— e i ——————————

WASHINGTON, D.C 20515 "\,U
Check the appropriate box and fill in the blanks.
§  Member of the U.S. House of R

W SIAtH oy

Distriet?tD_geae NC

0 Offcer ar Empl Employing Office

Note: Please read instructions carefully, Sign this form on the reverse side. Attach sdditional
sheets if needed; identify each sheet by showing your mame and the section being eontinued
Complete all parts. (1f None, so indicate.) Please type or print clearly.

L INCOME

A. The source, type and amount of income (ineluding b ond date ) K $100 or more in value
received from any souree during ealendar year 1983 Exclude income from current U.S. Gevernment employment.

Do not include here income reported in part [-B below.
TIPE AMOUNT

soumRcE
_SEE ATTACHED _

The source, type, and category of value of income from dividends, intereat, rent, and capital gaing Teceived from any
sourez during calendar year 1983 which exceeds $100 in valte Nofe: For this part only, Indicate Category of
Value, as follows: Category A—not more than $1,000; B—$1,001-$2500; C—$2,501-§5,000; D—35,001-$15,000;

E—§15,001-$50,000; F—$60,001-$100,000; G—ovar $100,000.
*HtTse in Chrolina Beach, N. C. Aent CATRRoRY

. IL GIFT3S AND REIMBURSEMENTS
A. The source and & brief description of gifte of tronsportation, ledging, foed, or enteriainment aggregating $250 or more
in value received from any source during calendar year 1983,
BRIEF DESCRIPTION

SOURCE
NONE

B. ‘The source, a brief description, and value of all other gifis aggregating $100 or more In value received from any scurce

during calendar year 1983,

SOURCE BEIEF DESCHIFTION VALUR
~—NONE
€. ‘The source and = brief d iption of reimb gEregating 3250 or more in value received from any scurce

during calendar year 1983,

SOUNCE . sazr oM

SPACE == .. i ebige N AIR FARE

BT e

Uh € b ¢ it
J3A1395
o=y

{OVER)
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NOTE: Far Parts IIL IV, and ¥ balew, indicate Catagory of Valna, a3 follown: Catagery A—not more than 55,000; B—15,001-
F10,008; C—IRM1-550,000; D330, 001-5100,000; E—F100,001-5150,000; F—evar 125000,

1. BOLDINGS

The identity and category of valus of any Interest in property hald doring calendsr year 1983 in & trade or business,
or for lnvestmant or the production of incoma, which had & fair market valos axceeding $1,000 as of the snd of the year,

IDENTITT CATEOORT
3/4 acre tract of land in Virginia B
Hovuse and Lot - 27 Sunset Alexandria, Virginia =~~~ _  E
—1/3 interest in 10 Aereg New Hanover County land . E

House 4dn Carnlina Beaach P
IV, LIABILITIES

The identity and category of value of the total labilities owed to any ereditor which exceeded $10,000 at any time duri

calendar year 1983, '
IDENTITY

T

PLAN K

SOUTHERN NATIONAL BANK

BERYER 1RANSARNR TRURT ¥. TRANSACTIONS

A briel description, the date, and category of value of any purchase, sule, or exchange during calendar year 1983 which
excerded $1,000 in real property, or in stocks, bonds, commodities futures, or other forma of securitfes.

Wﬂﬂﬂg

Il}!rn,u:ln-ﬂw DATE CATECORY
3 interest in 10 Acres land New Hanover Ct. 8/1/83 E
VL POSITIONS
The {dentity of all positions held on or before the date of fling during the corrent calendar year as an officer, director, trastes,
partoer, proprietor, rep e, empl or ltant of any eorporation, firm, hip, or other busl
ise, any nonproft ion, any labor organization, or any educational or other institutl
POSITION HAME OF ORQANTZATION
—Irustee HN.C. Center for Puhlic Televisinn
issioner M. C, 2000 Commission

VIL. AGREEMENTS

A deacription of the date, parties to, and terms of any sgreement or arrangement with respect to: fotore employment; Jeave
of absence during period of government service; continuation of payments by a former employer other than the U.5, Gov-
; and fnuing deipation In an emp welfare or benefit plan maintained by & former employer.

DATE FPARTIES TO TERMS OF AGREEMENT
None

VIIL ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

A Are you sware of any interests in property or liabilities of & spouss or d pendent child or property ions by &
spouse or dependent child which you have not reported because they meet the three standards for exemption?
(See Instructiona) YES _ NOX

B. Do you, your spouse or dependent child receive income from or have s beneficis] interest in u trust or ether Anancial
whese holdings wers oot rep ‘hﬂwl&.mh"wmdmumwmt
(See Instructions) YES____ NO.x

NOTE: Any individusl who knowingly and willfully falsifies, or who knowingly and willfally falls to
file this repott may be subject to eivil and eriminal sanctions, (3 US.C §706 and 18 US.C. § 1001).

|m({/a~§f)@mm( Ve \& " Moo €

b ST AT =T L
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CHARLIE ROSE
7th DISTRICT NC

A. HONORARIA AND DATE RECEIVED BY CONGFESSMAN CHARLIE ROSE IN 1983

SOURCE

North Carolina Senior Citizen 5/24/83
Connell Rice and Sugar 5/16/83
McDonald Corp 4,/27/83
Naegele Outdoor Advertising Co 2/17/83
Methodist College s/ 1/83
Concord Management Systems 4/15/83
Outdoor Advertising Co 2/17/83
North Carolina Medical Soicety 2/ 4/83
Tobacco Institute 11/29/83
Brown and Williamson Tobacco 10/31/83

TYPE
Honoraria

AMOUNT
100.00
2,000.00
500.00
1,000.00
100.00
1,000.00
1,000.00
100.00
1,000.00

1,000.00

$8.800.00
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1AND DELVERER [ TED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Commitise on Standards of Offleial Conduct
ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT—FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 1984
FORM A—TFor um by Members, officers, and senpicyws

Qf&
2230 RAYBURN BLDG ‘M
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
Chach the appropriats bar and fll in the blanks.

X7 Member of the .S House of Representatives—DistrictTth Seats _ NC

TR -
f .
UM'ﬂ‘nni&o:-nm.
A
O Otficer or Employwe—Employing Offics
Nota: Plaass resd instructions carefully. Sign this form ob the reverse «ids. Attach additional sheets if’
Desdad; idantify sech sheet by abowing your aame and the section being contioued. Complets all parts. Of
Nooa, 0 indicats ! Flesss type ar print claarly.
L INCOME
A The scarce, type and amount of L e and 1] ting $100 or more in valos received from aoy
soures during calendar year 1984, Excluds inoome from current U3, Government smploymant. Do not includs Aere incoms repored
wn part f-B belose.
ACURCE TYPE AMOUNT
— SEE ATTACEED HOMORARIUMS—— HONORARIUMS  §17.650.00

B. The scares, typs, and stagery of valos of incoms from dividends, (uheret, Fent, and sapited o recsived from any souros during
cabendar year 1084 which exoseds $300 in valus. Netx Por this part anly, indicate Category of Valos, as follows:
mors than §1000; B—4L001-§2.500; C—E2.50
$100,000.

A—oat

Catagory
1 D—$E,001-$15,000; B—F15,001-$50,000; F—8560,001-5100,000; G—over
PWShsE AT 27 SUNSET LANE, ALEX. VA

TYPE CATEGORET
Rent

D

A The source and « briaf

L GIFTS AND REIMEURSEMENTS
of nfes of
recesved from say source during celesder year 1984

i

dodging, food. or entertainment aggrogating $250 or maore in valos
"™ ATTACEED LIST OF REIMBURSEMENTS kbl
MO GIFTS

emlandar yeur 1964

B The sowrce. s braf descnptios, and value of all ethe oty sggregating §100 or more in valus recwived from any ssarce during
HRIEY DESCRIFTION

VALUE
of
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NOTE: Por Purts 111, IV, and ¥ looiow, indicain Catagury of Vaiva, as follows: Category A—not sor than $6,600, B—38.081-314.006:
T G000 D8 0011 90,000 Kt 100.001-5350,000 F—vrer K154904, -

L. BOLDINGS

The idestity and catagory of value of any iotersst o property bald during calendar year 194 i & trade or business, or for Lrvestent.
mm«mmm.mm-ﬂ-mum-«uu«hm - -

V. LIABILITIES
m_nmmm-rm of the total labilities owsd 1 any creditor which szessded §10,000 at any time during calendar year
DETITY CATEGORY
SOUTHERN NATTOMAT BAME o
¥. TRANBACTIONS

A briaf description, the date, and categury of valus of any purchas, sls, ar exchangs during calendar year 1984 which excesded $1,000
in real property, or 1o stocks, bonds, commeditiss fotores, o other forme of mcorities.

BRIEF DEBCEIPTION DATE CATEGORT
vl.mmm
mmddmmdwuhﬁnhmdmmﬂ-mdﬁrmanmmmw
of any firm,

imation, any labar unw or othar instd
POSITION NAME OF OBGANTZATION
VIL AGREEMENTS

A description of the dte, parties to, aad terms of soy sgreemnt or arTangemant with respect tor fetars employment; save of sheence
mwummmawnw.wwmmmuamum
k walfare or benafil plan maintained by & former scaployer.
DATE PARTIES TO “TEEME OF AGREEMENT

VIIL ADDITIONAL INPFORMATION

A mmmgmmmmum«cmmewpmmb-wu
depandent chuld which you have not reparted because they mest the th for
YES __ NOYR

B hmmwwd—mﬂtﬂnﬂnwhwhnnwmhamwmwml
whoss baldings were oot reported becaoss the tros is & “qualified blind trost” or other exceptad m‘l’?mb:o](

NOTE: Asy individual who knowiegly and willfully faisifies, or who knowingly and willfully falls

i (TAMM Voo TR 55

L SOVENGNONT FRITIN OFFLCE: L0 Q-1 ()




276

1. INCOME

HONORARIUMS: 1984

TOBACCO INSTITUTE 1,000.00
1/11-14/85

MAJOR MEDIA MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 500.00

NATIONAL ADVERTISING COMPANY 500.00
CUMBERLAND CHEMICAL 1,000.00
(Joe Eller)

WESTERN PEANUT GROWER"S ASSOC. 1,500.00
COMPUTER & BUSINESS EQUIPMENT

MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 500.00
PHILIP MORRIS INC. 500.00
CONNELL RICE & SUGAR CO., INC 2,000.00
ALABAMA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 1,000.00
NATIONAL GRAIN & FEED ASSOC 1,000.00
XEROX CORPORATION 500.00
N.C. League of Municipalities 150.00
TOBACCO INSTITUTE 1,000.00
SPACE 1,500.00
NETWORK SYSTEMS CORPORATION 500.00

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS 1,000.00
Board of Trade of the City of

Chicago 500.00
Chicago Mercantile Exchange 500.00
RESTONIC CORPORATION 500.00
OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 1,000.00
NATIONAL ADVERTISING COMPANY 1,000.00

Q Q ‘ % 17,650.00 TOTAL
MG
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II GIFTS AND REINBURSEMENTS

p. The source and a brief description of reimbursements aggregating $250
or more in value received from any source during calendar year 1984

SOURCE
OUTDOOR ADVERTISING

SATELLITE TELEVISION
INDUSTRY ASS'N

TOBAZDO INSTITUTE

WESTERN PEANUT GROWERS

TOBACCO INSTITUTE

BRIEF DESCRIPTION

Outdoor Advertising Ass'n provided round-
trip air-fare, 3 days lodging and food, and
transportatiof to and from airpert: for me
and my wife in connection with my speaking
to the Executive Committee and their Legal
and Legislative group. Reimbursed 1,526.00

SPACE provided round-trip transportion to
Nashville, lodging and transportation to
airport . Reimbursed 298.00

Tobacco Institute provided round-trip air-
fare, weeks lodging and food for me and
my wife while participating in their
legislative seminar. Reimbursed 4,086.00

Western Peanut Growers provided round-trip
air-fare, transportation, hotel, and food
for meetings with Association official
participate in hearings in Texas, Kentucky.
Reimbursed $1,224.00.

Tobacco Institute provided round-trip air—
fare, loeding and food for me wife and me
for a week Federal Legislatice Conference
in Palm Springs, California. Reimbursed
$3,029.43.
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i

B W.S. Mouse of Represcntatives
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF

OFFICIAL CONDUCT

SUITE HT-2, UE. CAPMTOL

lashington, DL 20515

May 13, 1985

The Honorable Charlie Rose
2230 Rayburn HOB
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Colleague:

& copy of your Financial Disclosure Statement, recently filed
with the Clerk of the House of Representatives pursuant to the Ethics
in Government Act of 1978 (2 United States Code $8701-709), has been
received by this 0ffice,

Examination of your Financial Disclosure Statement reveals an
apparent deficiency as noted below. Please complete the enclosed
form, correcting any deficiency noted and promptly return an original
and two copies to the Clerk, United States House of Representatives,
1036 Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 20515.

As an alternative, you may also amend your Financial Disclosure
Statement by letter, identifying the sections on the Statement that
you are amending. This letter would alsc be sent to the Clerk's office
at the above address.

Any questions concerning proper completion of the Statement should
be directed to the Committee staff at 225-7103.

Enclosures

Remarks: Please amend 1984 FD Form to include dates of honoraria; don't
include 1985 honoraria.
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
. Committes on Standards of Official Conduet
HAND LZiiVonct
ETHICS IN GO

VERNMENT ACT—FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMEST FQE 1984
PORM A—For we by Mambers, afficers. and smployees

ITER RN
|

T

‘-i{'l‘r 11 20

I}
Y
amal

= N .-I_
e Y.
2230 RAYBURN BLDG ﬂl'é e
‘Adcirass: 2"
H& “ i
WASHBINGTON, D.C. 20515 (Office Use Duty
Chack the approprists box sad 811 (o the blacks. m&:’-as;u-
X] Mo of the U8, House of B DistriciTEh_State _ NC T =
O Officar or Bmph Officw._

Note: Plasse read instroctioos carsfally. Sign this form oo the rererse side. Atiach sdditional shety i
ﬁkuduhmm“ﬂh—hmmmmmu
Nonm, = indicate ) Plasss type or print claarty.

L INCOME
A The source, type sad omount of |

ol dode receioed) sqgregating §100 or more in vaioe recsived from aoy
o daring calender yesr 1984, Excluds noome from. corrent U35 Government enploymant. Do sot includs Aorw incoms reported.
in purt -5 belows,

SOURCE TIFE AMOUNT
—— e SEE-ATTACHED. HONORARIUMS ——— HONORARIUMS  $17.650.00

cabendar your 1984 which excendes £100 in valos. Neder For this pert caly, indicate Catagory of Valios, s follows Catagpery A—oot.
more than $1.000; Bf1001-52.500; C—F2501-§5.000; D—§5,001-§15,000;

1-450,000; -

B The socyoe, mnﬂmdmdh—&umf-’_ e, ezl enpital geine recsived from sny soares during

G—over
"“B8se AT 27 sunser rane, Arex. va ___ Rem D

. X GCIFTS AND EEIMBURIEMENTS
A The sres sod e beied of gifts of tranepor
recnived from any socroe during calendar yer

n ladpung food, or entertsinmend sggregating 250 or morw iz valos
ERIEF DESCRIPTION
"*™¥gR ATTACHED LIST OF REIMBURSEMENTS

MO _GCIFTS

B The sourcs. & brief description, and valoe of oll other gifty agrregating $100 or more in valus received from amy sooe during
calender yemy 1964

SOURCE ERIEF DESCRIPTION VALDE
HONE i
cm d o beial & o £250 or mar i valie received trom by searse:during almder
o 1980
souncs

BRIEF DESCRIPTION
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fe Fur ek aa, I T, SRR P UG, UABICALE ARSI G0 7RIS, &S TOlowE Lategory A—nol mors Lhan 315.000; B—85.001-5) 5,000

™ CmB15,001 354,000 D—350,001-3100,00¢; E—1100.001-4250,000; F—over

1l BOLDINGS
.

The identity and category of vale of any intersst in property bald during calendar yeer 1984 (s a trade or business, of for isvestznt or
the production of income. which had a falr markst valus exresding §1.000 a8 of the ead of the year.
DWRNTTTT CATEGORY

1/4 Acre land in Virginia n

House and lot at 27 Sunaeh Lane,. Alex, Vs
143 owner 10 Acrs tract Cosstal Waters in North Chrolina.. . B

V. LIABILITIES
The identity and category of value of the total labilities cwed t aay creditor which excesdad $10,000 & sxy tine during caleodar year
1984

T CATROORT
SOUTHEEM MATTOMAT, RANKE n

V. TRANBACTTONS

A tried description, the date. and cxtegory of valos of sny porchess, sals, or schangs during calsndar year 1984 which sxossded 1000
in real property, ar in stocks, bonds, commodites frtares, or sther forme of sscuritien.

EEF ESCEIPTION e e - - DATE CATEGORT
- VL POSITIONS
The ideestity of all bl dire the duts of filing during 1’ '_,...-nm.m.n-npm-.
e o P SRR, o clber Ly
amry labor o any o other institotion.
POSITION HAME OF ORGANIZIATION
. VIL AGREXMENTS
A dewcription of the dete, parties to, end terme of sany sgresment o artangsment with respect to: fature sexployment; laave of absence
. duritg paried of go i of by & former enployer other than the US Government: and
by ez eenpi ify banadit placy by & former waployer.
DT - PARTINTO- TEXMS OF AGCEEEMENT
VIL ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

A Are you ewki of aoy intarests (o property or lsbilities of & spouss or dependent child or proparty transections by & Kouss or
degeadect child which yoa have bot reported becacse they mest the thres standards for ezxsmption? (Ses Instractiona)
YES_NOX
B mmnu_-mmmwmwhu.wmuomummm
whoss holdings ware ot reportd becaise the Tras is & “gualified biind trast”™ or other excepted troe? (S [nstroction
vEs__ NOX

mmm-bwm-muw;¢mwm-mm
Ole this report may be sabject to civil and criminal sanctions (2 US.C. 1 708 and 18 US.C

~
— L,W ) gl g5
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COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT
SUITE MT-2, US. CAPITOL

Washington, BC 20515

May 13, 1985

1AM e

. =
i

The Honorable Charlie Rose
2230 Rayburn HOB
Washington, D.C. 20515

6¢ 2 WA VA SBot

=
=
v

Dear Colleague:

A copy of your Financial Disclosure Statement, recently filed
with the Clerk of the House of Representatives pursuant to the Ethics

in Govermment Act of 1978 (2 United States Code §8701-709), has been
received by this Office.

Examination of your Financial Disclosure Statement reveals an
apparent deficiency as noted below. Please complete the enclosed
form, correcting any deficiency noted and promptly return an original
and two copies to the Clerk, United States House of Representatives,
1036 Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 2051S.

As an alternative, you may also amend your Financial Disclosure
Statement by letter, ident{fying the sections on the Statement that

you are amending, This letter would also be sent to.the Clerk's.office
at the above address.

Any questions concerning proper completion of the Statement should
be directed to the Committee staff at 225-7103.

incerely,

Julian C. Dixon
n

Enclosures

Remarks: Plesse smend 1984 FD Form to include dates of honmoraria; dom't
include 1985 honoraria.

U.S. Bouse of Representatives A i en
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HAND LiliVascrncome

HONORARIUMS: 1984 <, N

r Z.
TOBACCO INSTITUTE 1,000.00 <=1/4f847
1/11-14/84 _:‘:"', = I

MAJOR MEDIA MANAGEMENT CORPORATION $00.00 -'_:'-lg-fiﬂil .

NATIONAL ADVERTISING COMPANY 500.00 - 2/4784
CUMBERLAND CHEMICAL 1,000.00 2/1&84
(Joe Eller)
WESTERN PEANUT GROWER"S ASSOC. 1,500.00 2/16/84
COMPUTER & BUSINESS EQUIPMENT

MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 500.00 =~ 1/31/84
PHILIP MORRIS INC. 500.00 3/22/84
CONNELL RICE & SUGAR CO., INC 2,000.00 3/16/84
ALABAMA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 1,000.00 - 5/9/84
NATIONAL GRAIN & FEED ASSOC 1,000.00 - 6/7/84
XEROX CORPORATION 500.00 6/21/84
N.C. League of Municipalities 150.00 ~ 6/14/84
TOBACCO INSTITUTE 1,000.00 -~ 7/5/84
SPACE 1,500.00 - °/6/84
NETWORK SYSTEMS CORPORATION 500.00 - 9/14/84

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS 1,000.00 - 9/20/84
Board of Trade of the City of

Chicago 500.00 ~-11/28/84
Chicago Mercantile Exchange 500.00 - 11/28/84
RESTONIC CORPORATION 500.00 - 11/2/84
OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 1,000.00 - 11/5/84
NATIONAL ADVERTISING COMPANY 1,000.00 - 12/27/84

%Q 17,650.00  TOTAL
M.C-
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HAND DELIM" UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Committee on Standards of Official Conduet

ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT~FINANCIAL DSCLOSURE STATEM Nkass

FORM A=For use by Members, oiTicers. and employess

ll’fﬂ

Congressman Charlie Rose
1Full Name:

wo s
(3L

]

[RHTTS

2230 Rayburn Bullding

1Maling Addresal @/
Washington, D.C. 20515 H

Check tha approprnte box and fill in the Blanks,
G} Member of the US House of R Dustnet 1 E1 gygee NG

1Office Use Only)

O Officer or Empl Employing Office

O Check 1f amended Statement.

GENERAL INFORMATION
WHO MUST FILE AND WHEN:

IQ%E:;h Member in office on May 15, 1986 must file a Fi ial Disclosure 8 on orlhel'on:Muy 15,

® Any officer or employee of the slative Branch compensated at a rate equal to or in exc f the al
rate of basic pay 1n effect for m;‘gs-lﬁ 851,296 as ol‘anuary 1, 1983, f:? 2 period in “::;:[ (4] ::num
calendar year 1385 shall file a Fi

on or before Ma 15, 1986, if b h
continues to be such an officer or employee on May 1& 1986, d e or e

[ ] ﬂny employee of a Member who has been designated as a principal assistant for purposes of the Ethics in
Government ){:teol'lmﬁ and who pr rl'orrmthe duuesoffhw or her position for a peried in excess of 60 days in

calendar year 1985 shall file a on or before May 15, 1986, 1if he or she
continues to be such an employeecm May !5 1986,

WHERE TO OBTAIN J\.SSIS'I‘ANCE Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, U.S. House R?mn
atives, Room HT-2, Capitol Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. Telephone Na. (202} 225—7103 Additional
forms and instruction ets may be obtained frem the Comrmuttes office.

REPORTING INSTRUCTIONS

NOTE: Please read instructions earefully. Sign this form where indicated. Attach additional sheets if needed;
identify each sheet by showing your name and the section being continued. For some categories of
disclosure, a filer may attach a computer lor other) printout listing assets, such as investments,
transactions, sales. etc. Such information may be cbtained from financial investment lor other)
organizations. In cases where such “printouts” sre | used. the material should be attached with an

appropriate notation in the resp area p plete all parts. {If NONE, so indicate,) Please
type or print.

REPORTING PERIOD: The period covered by this Discl e S lendar year 1985 unless

otherwise indicated. Gifts or retmbur 4 during any penod wn rhe calendar year when the
reporting individual was not a Member or empl need not be d

L. SPOUSE AND DEPENDENT DISCLOSURE
EXEMPTION

In general, the individual is required to include financial information conce his or her
spouse or dependent children. However, in RARE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHERE ONE OR MO FINAN-
CIALL of a spouse er dependent r:hlld meets tlle three sl.and.nrds listed below, such interest need
not be disclosed Nondmlosure MUST be i d b king the ked “YES" If all spousal and

dent chaldren’s fi 1 interests are disclosed, “NO" should be ch-ecked in the space marked

STANDARDS FOR EXEMPTION

(1} The item 1= the sole interest or responsibility of the apouse or dependent child, and the reporting
individual has NO K.NOWLEDGE of the 1tem; an:
! 12 r%h_gg:e‘mhm not in an \:1_:. pm or present, DERIVED FROM THE INCOME, ASSETS, OR
ACTIV tl POt

13} The re| rn:;ndmd‘ual ;:-Ilhgr DDE':"RJVE‘S NOR EXPECTS TO DERIVE. any financial or economic
benefit from the item.

NOTE: Only Mnancel interests meeting the are from ali other interests muat be reported.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY INTERESTS [N PROPERTY OR LIABILITIES OF A SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD OR
PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS BY 4 SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD WHICH YOU HAVE NOT REPORTED BECAUSE T
WMEET THE THREE STANDARDS FOR EXEMPTIONY YES —— NO_&

Fer more information. see detniled Instruction Booklet st page 7
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L. INCOME

GENERAL GUIDELINES: X
EARNED INCOME is represented by earnings from employment, or personal efforts, such income when it
m‘lwl‘rﬂ; mm:::munllndinmul’mu 'A. a8 to its SOURCE, TYPE, AND GROSS
AMOUNT. In repo honoraria, do not include amounts sccepted for actual travel and subsistence

of the Congressional they receive in u calendar
slg“mm.a. and for MEMB Jmm 3, 1.93-5. m.sm Earned incom
excess of the limitation may hdmwww described in U-SC]TCICLANY
REaROATION e neome: smmed ta il o par) should be aced uner

ONS: Income from current US. Government loyment need not be reported. Report
“mrﬂcs, TYPE, but ot the AMOUNT, DT Spouse's earned income which exceeds $1,000 Income

of a dependent child need not be

For roory informatson, we detsiled Instruction Booklet st page 7
A SOURCE  spe ADTACHED HONORARIUMS HONORARTUMAMITY, oo PIEHESON

UNEARNED INCOME includes, but is not limited to, es: derived (rom assets or investments such as
\nterest, rents and dividends. Unearned income mu{m at Part [I-B when it exceeds $100 in
value from any sourcs du calendar year 1985. The unearned income of 8 spouse or dependent child
must also be reported under pn.rL Filer may use a computer tout or similar listing, il so desired.
Only the category of value of such income need be disclosed. %%A—mtmmthmmm B—
$1 m'l $2.500; C—3$2,501-35,000; D—$5,001-$15,000; E—$15,001 ; F—§50,001-3100.000, G—over

£100,000

B SOURCE CATEGORY

HOMSE AT 27 SUNSET LANE, ALEXANDRIA, VA .B.gn.t.a_]_
NOTE: For Parts IIl, IV, and V bel lvw, indicate Ca of Value, as follows: Catego rar not more than
$5.000; B—3$3.001-515,000; C—$15,001-$50,000; 50,001-$100,000;, E—3$100,001-$250,000; F—over
$250,000.
111. ROLDINGS

GENERAL GUIDELINES:

Assmsmuhmdbnudu.mlmuw and an; cthermvw.mmlnrmrl held for the
production of income, urapmhﬂnw:l%mluﬁnybmm hld:fnrmmk
value exceeding $1,000 the end muuberepvﬂedwmwdvnlue_lnhnmgthe

awﬂvﬂndmmmm it ud:!ﬁ::’n mdeumme an approximate fair market valus, any

recogmized orvnlmmny‘bemd ed that the method of valuation is included on the
Di 5 at 9 for methods of valuation.} In listing securities,
uumoofmhmpnn{lnwlmhmk mrSlOﬂﬂmM}dmuﬂhlm y. In
rew real pmpe d bﬂe{ tsuch as number of mcres and

and ita shnu.bd be mcruded Filer may use 8 computer printout

or similar Iutul;. f 50 desired,

TRUSTS: Except for assets held in a Qualified Blind Trust, described belw the hnldmp of and income

derived from a trust or other fi in which a beneficial i ] or income

wjd by the reporting individual, his spOUSE, or any depsndent chuldren mu.n be disclosed. 1See.
uasons |

EXCI.US]ON& Any 3 ing 35,000 or lesa in personal sa accounts as of the end of the year,
and any pmmimltym the reporting mdm%eud by s :mw A personal residence would not
be reported Umwymd&nmdenmﬁum Muwomemeulhmneofalwewurm
pohqwnothnpnrlod.'l'heteporllns vidual need only report the cstegory of the amount of
income received by him, his apmme. or dependents from; (1) & trust which was not created d.jnct!y by
such individual, his dependent. and with mp-m to which such individual, his
dopmdenuh-veu nwhdoeufthehndlmorm of income of the trust; or (2) & ° E FI‘.ED
BLIND TRUST. defined in section 102(ex3) of the Act. Such a trust must be approved
COMMITTEE ON STAN'DARDS UF F'FICIA.L CONDUCT before it will be deemed a qmllliod lnd
trust under the Act. (Check the appropriate box below. )

DO YOU. YOUR SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD RECEIVE INCOME FROM OR HAVE \ BENEFICIAL INTEREST IN 4
TRUST OR OTHER FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENT WHOSE HOLDINGS WERE NOT REPORTED wcwst ‘THE TRUST 130
“QUALIFIED BLIND TRUST" OR OTHER EXCEPTED TRUST? — NO__ %

For more information, s detailed Instruction Bookiet at page

IDENTITY
Rental Unit, 27 Sunset Lane, Alexandria o Y

New Hanover County, W.C. Acreage - [Ji oWner, I[U acred o
Cascade HEuntaIn, TH ski [OE, J7/¥ acre n
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1¥, TRANSACTIONS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

A brief description, the date, and category of value of any PURCHASE, SALE, OR EXCHANGE du
calendar year 1983, which exceeds §1,000 in real property, stocks, bonds, commodities futures, or ather reﬁ
Sategory of alutof the 1ol purchess pice or toeal el preniactions o feal property o securites n the
ca ry of value of the e c# Or es price, and is related to a Al A
ELJo:&" fNDICATE THE ¢ Sib. o

mo%llrhmetion. WHETHER PROPERTY WAS PURCHASED, SOLD, 0

EXCLUSSONS: Any hase or sale of a p 1 d and any t t lely b d bet
reporting individual, his spouse, or dependent children e solely by an ween the

NOTE: A computer printout may be attached to this form if it containg the information requested
For more information, see detasded Instruction Booklet at page 10

BRIEF DESCRIFTION DATE CATEGORY
HONE

V. LIABILITIES
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

All personal obligations aggregating over $10,000 owed to one creditor AT ANY TIME during 1985,
whether secured or not, and regardless of the re?a nt terms or interest rates, MUST be listed. The
wentity of the Lability should include the name of the mdividual or organization to which the liability is
owed, and the amount disclesed should be the category of value of the largest amount owed during the
calendar year Any contingent liability, such as thet of a guarantor or endorser, or the liabilities of & bus)ness
1n which the reporting individual has an interest need not be hsted

EXCLUSIONS: Any mortgage secured by the PERSONAL RESIDENCE of the reporting individual or spouse
iincluding a second residence or vacation home) that 15 NOT held for the PI&%DU 10N OF INCOME,
any loan secured by a PERSONAL MOTOR VEHICLE, or household furniture or appliances. provided
such loan does not exceed the purchase price of the itern, and any lLiability owed to a relative

For more information, see detaibed Instructan Booklet at page 10

IDENTITY CATEGORY
Southern Naticnal Bank MNote [y
Fortgage on 27 Sunset Urive, ALISXEMUri= =

VI. GIFTS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

The term “gift" means a payment, advance, forbearance, rendening. or deposit of money. or any thing of
value, unless consideration of equal or greater value is received by the donor

EXCLUSIONS: Gifts from relatives, and mifts of personal hospitality of an individual, and political camcraaﬁn
contributions need not be reported. Gifts with a value of $33 or less need not be aggregated towards the
3100 or $250 disclosure threshold

HOUSE RULE XLIII, clause 4, prohibits acceptance of gifts aggregating #1070 or more 1n value from any
source having a “direct interest in legislation™ before the Congress. or from a fereign national Thus, this
disclosure requirement applies primarily to gits from personal friends, consttuents, and other indwid.
uals or groups that do not have a “direct interest in legslaton™

For more information. see detabed [nstruction Bookled at page 11

A The source and a brel descnption of pfts of trpasportation. fodgag fosd of eeteeiginment ageregating 3250 or more 0 value
received from any ssurce during calendar year 1985

SOURCE BRIEF DESCRIFTION
HNONE

A The source a brief description and vulue of all other qifis aggregaung S100 or more n v3lue recerved lram anv saurce during
calendar wear 1905

SOURCE BRIEF DESCRIPTION VALUE
HOME
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¥1I. REIMBURSEMENTS

GENERAL GUIDELINES:
includes items such as tra: ided i ion with 8 SPEAKING ENGAGE-
u:NEr'\frTr‘.:%r FINDING EVENT r-m.a Yo afficial duties, whether those REIMBURSED to

expenses were
vidual or PAID DIRECTLY by the s ring organization. Only a brief description of the itinerary
m'u“fe' nl:ano:r the expenses -wrsa mﬂ or mon in value received [rom any source during calendar
year 1985, is required rather than exact dolln

XCLUSIONS: Travel-related rovided by federal, state. and local governments, or by a f
€ government mt:l:nreaafoni;:mu?y. and nf:nhunemmu paid from campaign funds, need not
reported.

Faor more information, see detmled Lnstruction Booklet st page 12

The source and & brief of 250 or more in value received Trom any sourcs during calendar yess
1985
SOURCE BRIEF DESCRIPTION
SEE ATTACHED LIST OF REIMBURSEMENTS

VIII. POSITIONS

:
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

The dentity of all positions held on or before the dnla of [l I'I.l.nq during the current calendar year as an
officer, director, trustee, partner, p 5 ployee, or consultant of any corporation,
firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, my nonprofit or any labor tiom, or any’
educational or alher ingtitution,

EXCLUSIONS: Positions held in any religious, social, fraternal, or political entities, and positions solely of
an honorary nature

Far more information, see detaibed Instruction Booklet at page 13

POSTTION NAME OF ORGANLZATION
NOWE. .

1X. AGREEMENTS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:
.\ description of the date, parties to, and terms of any agreement or arrangement with respect to, future
leave of ak: during period of government service, continuation of payments by a former

employer other than the U S, Government; and continwing participation in an employee welfsre or benefit
plan maintained by a former employer

For sore informotion see detnbed Instruction Booklet st page 13

DATE PARTIES TO TERMS OF AGREEMENT

_NONE

“This Fi 1 Disel q d by the Ethics in Government Act of 1978,
as amended (2 US.C. §701 et aeq) The Statements will be made available to any
requesling person upon written application and will be reviewed by the Committee on
Standards of OfMicial Conduct. Any individual who knowingly and willfully falsifies, or

who knowingly and willfully fails ¢ this report may be subject to civil and eriminal
c'IoT tsee 2 US.C. §T 18 L.3C. 510011,

$umanaee 1 . & s
\f - I _'.
( .YLU&\.L\J k‘-ﬂl MAY 13, 1986

WHERE TO FILE:

RETURN COMPLETED STATEMENT
({WITH TWO COPIES) TO:

The Clerk LS. House of Repressntatives
Office of Records snd Regisiration

1336 Longwarth House Office Building
Washingion. D.C. 20515

EXTENSIONS: The Commttee on Standards of Official Conduct may grant reasonable extensions of time for
filing any Disclosure Statement. An extension re% uest must be in wniting, and should state the reason
the extension s necessary, and be directed to the Chairman of the Committee, Representative Julian C

4
VE et —— T W
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Date Hame Amsunt Expenze Phone Contact
Jan 2, 1985 Tobaceo institute $1,000.00 $000 202-457-4800 Sam Chilcote
Feb4, 1985 North Carcling Assoc, of $1,000.00 $365.81 919-827-0200 James Hubbard

Electre Coops
Feb 23, 1985  Connell Rice & Sugar Co. inc $2,000 00 $15000 201-232-0700 Martin Simon
Mar 28, 1985  American Paper institute $500 00 $000 202-732-1050 Carol Raulston
hpr 1, 1585 Space $2,500 00 $714 00 703-54%-6550 Richard Brown
Apr 26,1985 Phillips Petroleum Co $1,000 00 $000 202-785-1280  Jim Noble
May 29,1985  Electronic industries $500 00 $684 00 202-457-4900 Gary Shapwo
Association
May 20,1985 ATET $2,000 00 $S25.00 919-25Z-£262 Tom Rabon
Jun 14, 1985 Southeastern Peanut $1,50000 $SS€.00 912-888-2508 John W Greene
Asociaton
Jul 15, 1985 State of North Caroling Pubhe 3000 TEOD 0D 919-772-381T  Jane Worzhsm
Instruction
Aug S, 1985 PLANT FOOD ASSOCIATION OF $0 o0 1459 74 919-727-£262  Fallon Dennis
NC.
Sep 39,1985  Space 42,000 00 $31000 J02-887-0600  Robyn Metert
Sep 19,1985  Dnshiled Spurrts Council of US $1.000 00 $O 00 202-£22-3544  Jeff Peterzon
Oct 16, 1985 U S. TOBACLO $1,000 00 000 20Z-e£1-1100  Mcholis A
Eummesnhy
How 19, 1985 GAHNETT QUTDOOR OF TEXAS £500 00 4000 202-223-956E  Vern Clark
GANNETT QUTDOOR OF $500 C0 $000 202-227-5526  Vern Clark
CHIC AGD
BGANNETT QUTDOOR OF $500 00 $0 00 202-I27-5%4E  Wern Clark
KANSAS CITY
GAMNETT QUTDOOR OF $500 00 4000 202-22T-556£ Vern Clirt
MICHIGAN
Dec'S, 1985  FOOD MARKETING IMSTITUTE $2 000 00 4000 202-452-8444  Anne MeGhes

Date Name Amount Expense Phone Contact

Dec 12,1986 Smokeless Tobacco $2,000 00 $000 202-452-1252 Mike Kerrwgan

Total

$2200000 4442455




VII.

S0URCE

N.C. Assoc., of Electric Coops

Soclety for Private and Commerclal
Earth Stations (SFPACE)

ciectronle Industries Assoc.

ATET

SJoutheastern Feanut Assoc.

Srate of M.C., Pablic Instruction

)

lant Feod Assoc. of H.C.

288

REIMBURSEMENTS

BRIEF DESCRIPTION

Provided round-trip air-fare to New
Orleans for speaking engagement at
National Conference of Cooperative
Managers and Directors,

Reimbursed, $385.81,

Provided for round-trip air-fare to
Las Vegas, overnight ledging and
transportation to alrport for speakins
engagement at industry convention.
FReimbursed, $714.00.

Frovided for round-trip air-fare to
Chicage for speaking engagement at
Summer Consumer Electronics Show.
Reimbursed, $6BU4.00.

Provided for round-trip air-fare to
Calloway Gardens, 0OA. for speaking
engagement to senior executives of
rublic Affairs Department.
Felmpursed, $525.00.

Fraovided for round-trip air-fare to
Nashville for speaklng engagement at
industry conventlon.
Felmbursed, $556.00.

Frovided round-trip air-Tare to
Asheville, N.C. for speaking engagzers-s
to State Zuperintendents at lammer
Leadership Conference.

reimbursed, $600.00.

Frovided for round-trip alr-fare to
Asheville, H.C. for me and my wife Jcor
speaking engagement &t As5so0. annuil
—eeting.

Seimbursed, 3499.74.
Provided round-trip alr-fare to
Nashvlille for spezking engagement a2t

industry converntion.
Felmbursed, $310.00.
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EXPLANATION OF CERTAIN EXCLUSIONS
1985 REPORTING

III. HOLDINGS

No reporting was made on 622 Fort Willlams Parkway, Alexandria because
it i3 the Member's personal residence.

V. LIABILITIES

Wo reporting was made of mortgage on 622 Fort Willlams Parkway, Alexandrisa
because it 1s the Member's personal resldence.
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HAND DELIVERED
May 16, 1986 MQ/ é 'a‘
Amendment (o Bthics in Government Act - Financial Disclosure Stnen:'gtn rog_
1985 of Congressman Charlie Rose. if“ o
=
Date Name Amount  Expense Phone Contact

April 1, 1985 SPACE $2,50000 $714.00 703-549-6990 Richard Brown

Honorarium was $500.00 over permitted limit. Of the total $2,500.00 figure,
$500.00 was donated to charity.

Signed

t Charlie Rose, Member of Congress

HEERED

|
IR
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RAND DELN@@' UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

—————

ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT-FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 1986

FORM A—For use by Members, officers, and employees

Charles COrandison Rese, II
(Full Name)

2230 Rayburn

(Mading Addresn}
Washington, D.C. 20515 {Office Use Only)

Chack the appropriste box and fill v the blanka,.
K] Member of the U.S, House of Representatives—Dustnct TEN Stae 1, (

O Officer or Employee—Emp) Office

O Check if amended Statement.

GENERAL INFORMATION
WHO MUST FILE AND WHEN:
L] El:acga Member in office on May 15, 1987 must file a Financial Disclosure Statement on or before May 15,

® Any officer or employee of the Legislative Branch compensated at a rate equal to or in excess of the annual
rate of basic pay in effect for grade GS-16, $61.296, as of January 1, 1996, for a period in excess of 60 days in
calendar year 1986 shall file a Financial Disclosure Statement on or before May 15, 1987, if he or she contimues
to be such an officer or employee on May 15, 1987, and receives compensation equal to or in excess of the annual
rate of basic pay in effect for grade 16, $63,135, as of May 15, 1987.

® Any employee of a Member who has been designated as a principal assistant for ses of the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act of 1978 and who performs the duties of his or her position for a period in excess of 60 days in calendar
year 1986 shall file a Finaneial Diselosure Statement on or before May 15, 1987, if he or she continues to be
such an employee on May 15, 1987.

WHERE TO OBTAIN ASSISTANCE: Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, U.S. House of Representatives,
Room HT-2, Cﬂ)i‘tol Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. Telephone No. (202} 225-7103. Additional forms and
instruction booklets may be obtained from the Committee office,

REPORTING INSTRUCTIONS

NOTE: Please read instructions carefully. Sign this form where indicated. Attach additional sheets if needed; 1den-
tify each sheet by showing your name and the section being continued. For some categories of disclosure, a
filer may attacha comguter or other) printout listing assets, such as investments, transactions, sales, ete. Such
information may be obtained from financial investment (or other) organizations. In cases where such "'print-
outs” are used, the material should be attached with an appropriate notation in the response area provided.
Complete all parts. (If NONE, so0 indicate.) Please type or print.

REFORTING PERIOD: The pericd covered by this Disclosure Statement is calendar year 1986 unless other-
wise indicated. Gifts or reombursements received during any period n the calendar year when the reporting
individual wos not ¢ Member or employee need not be disclosed.

1. SPOUSE AND DEPENDENT DISCLOSURE
EXEMPTION

In general, the reporting individual is required to include financial information concerning his or her sEouse
or dependent children. However, in RARE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHERE ONE OR MORE FINANCIAL IN-
TERESTS of a spouse or dependent child meets the three standards listed below, such interest need not be disclosed.
Non-disclosure MUST be indicated by checking the space marked "YES". If all spousal and dependent children's
financial interests are disclosed, “NO" should be checked in the space marked.

STANDARDS FOR EXEMPTION

{1) The item 13 the sole interest or resgonsibility of the spouse or dependent child, and the reporting individuat
has NO KNOWLEDGE of the item; an

{2} The item was not in any way, past or present, DERIVED FROM THE INCOME, ASSETS, OR AC-
TIVITIES of the reporting individual; and ] )

{3) The reporting individual neither DERIVES, NOR EXPECTS TO DERIVE, any financial or economic benefit

from the item.

NOTE. Only financul interests meeting the stundards are exempted from discloaure. all other interests must be reported.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY INTERESTS IN PROPERTY OR LIABILITIES OF A SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD OR
PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS BY A SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD WHICH YOU HAVE NOT REPORTED BECAUSE THEY
MEET THE THREE STANDARDS POR EXEMPTIONY ¥ NO _3 _ NA

Far more mformacion, see detaled [nstruction Booklet at page 7.
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11. INCOME
GENERAL GUIDELINES:
nted lo nt orr it exceads
E‘%mmmoﬁe“mmpnﬁw I::yduclnud at Part |i’ URCE ‘t"l?E AND caoss momn-

porting donotmc)udemunumpud aﬂmlt.nnlwwbmtemtm
e mdemdmoumpddorinmdfwmi s{enorcommlunnl:l.ln[l TE OF
HoR P et Earned income by Members ITED to 304% of the Congresaional
they receive in & cnlend.ar year. THE 1986 LIMIT FOR MEMBERS IS 522,5630. Earned menme in em
of limitstion may be donated to any organization described in 26 U.S.C. 1T0(c}. ANY ho
other earned income, assigned to s charity (in whole or part) shwl be noted under “DISPOS!‘I"ION'
IF NONE, SO STATE.
1 from current U.S. Go nt employment need not be rted. Report the SOURCE,
Exﬁ]ﬁ%s'ﬁg% bnu?mm AMOUNT, of 3 u;:mn:ea:nedmmemchm:?w Income of a dependent
child need not be

For more informanon, see detailed Instruction Booklet st page 7.

A SOURCE TYPE AMOUNT  DISPOSITION
qrariums .00
Brown & Finn (SPACE Honorarlum _8.5299..09_!1.999.30
as e
to _charity

UNEARNED INCOME includes, but is not limited to, derived from assets or investments such as intepest,

rents and dividends. Uneamedmmmsmustbednclogezul’art I1- Bwhnmtexeeeduilwlnvﬂuehmm

durmgulmdarymlm lennearmdmrue or dependent child must also be ?md

umterthaspaﬂ., nselcmn er if 50 desired, Only the ca value

of such income need ?ry .A—mt more t!wn $1,000; B—3$1, 00142.500' c 1-$5,000;
D—$5,001-§15,000; E—$I5 001-83)000 -$50,001-$100,000; G—ovel' $100,000.

Hr%_g?%"i’catman Federal Credit Union Savlngsmapie-o'ﬁ(:hecking CATRpoRY
Div

House—at—27 Sunset—Lanse AMlexandoia VA rental 4

NOTE: For Parts I11, [V, and V below, indicate Category of Value, as follows: C; A—not more than $5,000;
B—$5,001-$15,000; C—$15,001-$50,000; D—$50,001-$100,000; E—$100,001- ; F—over $250,000.

III. HOLDINGS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

ASSETS: Stocks and bonds, realmte nﬂng-aacmmu,mdm;ruttmlnvemmmwpmerqheld for the
pmdmuon’f&zﬁnmadm ale “; year 1936.be interests, lhatlnlwl a tnut-hmrht vah:et
exceeding 1] VEar, must mpurlad category listing ry

value of any item where it is difficult to determine an a]:r :dmate fair Metvﬂummm

of value be used provided that the method of valuation ia included nt. (See

Instru miookletmpageﬁrow methods of valuation.) In liuhgseeumiel. themmou.eh

A el

in which stock worth over $1,000 is held must be listed

brief description of the (such ber of dinﬁmiwor improvementa),
its location should be included. Filer may use & computer printout or similar listing, if 80 desired.
IF NONE, 530 STATE.

TRUSTS: Except for assets held in a Qualified Blind Trust, deseribed below, the of and income derived

ﬁ-nmammorotherﬁmnuﬂmlgemmmwluchabemﬁculmterwh ormr.nmeuhzldb the
reporting individual, his spouse, or any d hil must be di m( Y

EXCLUS]ONS. An

its aggreguting $5,000 or less in personal savings accounts as of the end of the

il.it owedmtberepoﬂmgmdmdnglebyanhme A personal resi (lamewanldnm
repon.edUNLE pmaftbnmdmee uces rental income. The cash value of a life insurance policy
neednntber!portedu m-tmg need only report the ca of the amount of income received
byhmh.\scpuneordepe uhm.(l)amwh:hm ereated di suchmd‘ivldml his spouse,
or any ndent, and with respect to which such mhmw
of the holdings or sources of income of the mt.orma«quaupﬁ"mtmn a3 defined in

&atexam Act. Such a trust must be .\\NDARDSOFOFHCML

d b
NDUCT before it will be deemed a q melm:lytrustmderme.\ct.[l:hnk the appropriate box below.)

DO YOU., YOUR SPOUSE OR DEPENDENT CHILD RECEIVE INCOME FROM OR RAVE A BENEFICIAL INTEREST IN A
TRUST OR OTHER FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENT WHOSE HOLDINGS WERE NOT REPORTED BEC, THE TRUST I3
A “QUALIFIED BLIND TRUST" Oit OTHER EXCEPTED TRUST® YES

NO NA
For more see detaled 1 iom Booklet ai page 8,
IDENTITY
Wright Patman Federal Credit Unlon Savings/Capiltol/Checking CAFEGORY
Rental Unit, 27 Sunset Lane, Rlexandaria, VA E
Cascade Mountaln, VA skl !.ot, 378 acre

B
New Hanover County, N.C. 10 acres E
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. IV. TRANSACTIONS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

A brief description, the date, and category of value of any PURCHASE, SALE, OR EXCHANGE during calendar
m- 1886, which exceeds 31,000 in real property, stocks, bonde, commodmes futures, or other forms of securities.
moun:_lt;t: reporl.ed in disclogin, mmml:ted ea prope: IoTrﬁ,mé‘Auieﬁ is th&egts.egoqgrvalueofthe total

Te an or on the Lransaction.
B“EATE EVHETHERTHE ;ROPERTY WAS PURCMEB S0LD, OR EXCHANGED. IF NONE, SOS'I'R'I'E

EICI..U’S[ONSAH purchase or sale of a personal resid and t ions solely by and bet th
, his spouse, or dej p;’:dma.chﬁdnn. i v by an een e

NOTE: A computer printout may be sttached to this form if it contains the information requested.
For mare information, see detailed Inatruction Boaklet st page 10.

Bm DESCRIPTION CATEGORY
10- 1-36 E
urchg§§ of 2/3 interest in New Hanover Co. property 12-29-86
V. LIABILITIES
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

smnedpmow abligations aggreratmg over $10,000 owed to one creditor AT ANY TIME during 1988, whether

or not, and regardless of the reg:irment terms or interest rates, MUST be listed, The identity of the liability
should include the name of the |ndw1d or orgamz.atlon to which the lability is owed, and the amount disclosed
should be the category of value of largest amount owed during the calendar year. Any contingent liability,
auch as that of a guarantor or endorser, or the labilities of a business in which tﬁe reporting individual has an
interest need not be listed. IF NONE, SO STATE.

EXCLUSIONS: Any mortgage secured by the PERSONAL RESIDENCE of the re Jror! %q' vidual or 5
(including a second residence or vacation home) that is NOT held for the PROD TION OF INCOM
loan secured by a PERSONAL MOTOR VEHICLE, or h d furniture , provided such Ioan
does not exceed the purchase price of the ftem; and any liability owed to a refauve

For more information, see detailed Instruction Booklet at page 10

IDENTITY CATEGORY
outheprn Mational Bank MHote C
— Meptgage on 27 Sunset Dpduve Alexandria VA B
- D
aeres {untll 12-28-86) owed to Gleason Allen, trustee
——Wllmington, N.C
=29-B6__F __

until end of year) owed to Gleason Allen, trustee,
Wilmington, N.C. V1. GIFTS

GENERAL GUIDELINES:

The term “gift"” means yment, advance, forbearanee, rendering, or deposit of money, or any thing of value,
unless consideration of e|qu.af‘l r greater value is received by the donor. IF NONE, S0 g’l‘A‘I'Ey

EXCLUSIONS: Gifts from relatives, and gifts of personal hospitality of an individual, and political campaign con-
tributions need not be reported. Gifts with a value of $35 or less need not be aggreguted towards the $100
or $250 disclosure threshold.

HOUSE RULE XLIII, clause 4, prohibits acceptance of gifts agg-re% g $100 or more in value from any source
having a “direct interest in legislation” before the Congress, or from a ro:\lgn national. Thus, this disclosure
!'aqmrementapphes primarily to gifts from personal friends, constituents other individuals or groups that

do not have a “direct interest in legislation

For more information, see detailed Instruction Boaklet at page 11.

A Tha source and 2 bref description of gifta of transportation, lodmng, food, or entertainment aggregating 5250 or more 10 value recurved
fromn any source duning calendar year 1985

JURCE BRIEF DESCRIFTION
one

B, The souree, 4 brief description, and value of all sther gfls aggregating $100 or more m valué recerved from any sourcs during cabendar year 1986

URCE BRIEF DESCRIPTION VALUE
one -
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VII. REIMBURSEMENTS

GENERAL GUIDELINES:

ART VII, includes items much as travel exp rovided in with s SPEAKING ENGAGEMENT
or Fl:\CT?FINbING E\FENT';I.’;:H w‘:?ﬂkinl duth'l,. whether those expenses were REIMBURSED to the in-
dividua) or PAID DIRECTLY thé;gmmrﬁm organization. a brief description of the itinerary and the
nature of the expenses aggregating or more in value received from any source during calendar year 1986,
is required rather than exact dollar figures. IF NONE, SO STATE.

EXCLUSIONS: Travel-related expenses provided by federal, state, and local governments, or by a foreign govern-
ment within & foreign oounl.!;ﬁeand rgimbunemem paid from campaign funds, need not be Teported.

For mors information, see detailed Instruction Booklet st page 12
The source and & brief description of rnminirsements aggregating K250 ar more in value received from any source during calendar year 1885

SOURCE BRIEF DESCRIPTION
See attached 1ist of reimbursements

Vi1, POSITIONS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

The identity of all positions held on or before the date of filing during the current calendar year as an officer,
director, trustee, er, proprietor, representative, employee, or consultant of any corporation, firm, partner-
ship, or other business en! ise, any nonprofit organization, any labor organization, or any educational or other
institution. [F NONE, S0 STATE.

EXCLUSIONS: Positions held in any religious, social, fraternal, or political entities, and positions solely of an
rary nature,

For mare information, see detailed Instrurton Booklet at page 13

POSITION NAME OF ORGANIZATION

None

IX. AGREEMENTS
GENERAL GUIDELINES:

A description of the date, parties to, and terms of any agreement or arrangernent with res to: future employ-
ment, leave of absence during period of government service; continuation of payments by a former employer other
than the U.S. Government; and conunuTL%g participation in an employee welfare or benefit plan maintained by a
former employer. [F NONE, SO STATE.

For more information, see detsiled Instruction Boaklet st page 13.

DATE  pone PARTIES TO TERMS OF AGREEMENT

This Financial Disclosure Statement is required by the Ethics in Government Act of 1978,
as amended (2 U.5.C. §701 et seq.). The Statements will be made available to any requesting
person upon written application and will be reviewed by the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduet. Any individual whe knowingly and willfully falsifies, or who knowingly

and willfully fails to file this report may be subject to civil and criminal sanctions (see 2
U.8.C. $706 and 18 U.S.C. §1001).

Q,QAA.Q-M.\C"—L. -
May 15, 1987

WHERE TO FILE:

RETURN COMPLETED STATEMENT
(WITH TWO COPIES) TO:
The Clerk. U.3. House of Representatives
Office of Records and Registration

1036 Longworth House Office Building
Washington. [n.C. 20615

EXTENSIONS: The Committee on Standards of Official Conduet ma: t reasonabl ions of time f
filing any Disclosure Statement. An extension request must be in u’-;-lfu?; am s?nuldes:::wmmmn the e‘;‘:
tension is necessary, and be directed to the Chairman of the Commitiee, Representative Julian C. Dixon.

4

U3 GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE S
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Congressman Charlie Rose
Financial Disciosure, 1986
VIl. Reimbursements

Pfizer - Pfizer provided round-trip air-fare between Washington,
D.C. and Raleigh N.C. and one day food and lodging for a speaking
engagement.

SPACE Brown and Finn provided round-trip air-fare between
Washington, D.C. and Las Vegas, Nevada and one day food and lodging
for a speaking engagement.

U. S. Tobacco - U.S. Tobacco provided round-trip air-fare between
Washington, D.C. and Palm Beach, Florida and one day food and
lodging for a speaking engagement.

All American Beverage Association - All American Beverage
Association provided air-fare between Washington, D.C. and Palm
Springs, California for myself and spouse and three days food and
lodging for speaking engagement.

Meyers and White - Meyers and White provided air-fare between
Washington, D.C. and Dallas, Texas, including travel by car to
Ardmore, Oklahoma for myself and spouse and one day food and
lodging for speaking engagement.
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Congressman Charlle Rose
Financial Disclosure, 1986
(Honorariums)

II. Income

Date Rame Amomnt Expease Phone Contast
Jan 23,1986 PFEER $1,000.00 $256.00 202-783-7070 BURT E. ROSEN
Feb 20, 1996  SPACE (BROWN & FNO 43 ,000.00 $6468. 75 202-867-0600 RICK BROWN
Feb 22, 1996 US TOBACCD $1,000.00 32000 203-661-1100 BARBARA

STERLING
Mar 11, 1966 OUTDOOR ADYERTISIND $2 00000 202-223-3566 YERNON CLARK
ASSOCIATION
Mar 30, 1996  ALL- AMERICAN BEVERAGE $2,00000  $1,40000 B03-926-3666 OAL BRUCE
C0. N
Apr4,1986  CONMELL RICE &SUGAR CO. $2,000.00 $106.00 201-233-0700 OROVER
COMMELL
Apr 17,1986  The TOBACCO INSTITUTE $2,000.00 202-437-4046 BOB LEWS
Apr 29,1986 MCI COMMUNICATIONS $2,000.00 202-807-2696 ED HALL
CORPORATION
May 35,1986  AMERICAN FARM BUREAU $300 00 202-484-2222 JOHNC.DATT
FEDERATION
Hay 8, 1986 NATIONAL REST AURANT $1,250.00 202-630-6100 DENNIS CLARK
ASSOCIATION
Jun 11,1986 XEROX CORPORATION $500.00 T02-247-67T10 SHRLEY MYERS
Jul24, 1986 MEYERS & WHITE $2 000 .00 $856.00 202-484-2T73 LARRY MEYERS
Sep 19,1986 REAL ESTATE TAX NSTITUTE $2,000.00 202-520-5644 TERESA ELLIS
Total: $212%000 $33568.73




CHARLIE ROSE
Te DATRET WoATH CaBuna

COMMITTER O AGRICULTURR
ACOMTTIN
CHAINMAN TORACCO AND PLANLTS
COTTON MCE AND JUGAR

DEPARTMENT OPEAATIONS AESLARCH.
AND FOREIGN AGRMICULTURE

LAVESTOCK, DAY AND FOLLTRY

B Wartuan Houst OHCE BULEmG.
Waymac e 3 C A8
Prcet Abta G2 22 TR TN

DTG LS
IR FCI el Bunong

WG NE 2801 COMMRTTIN G
g iia Coo 119, MI-EESH HOUSE AQMINETRAT:ON
Wb Cman TTI S
N Qongress of the Hnited States Cxnmann, orics syt
o TR e House of Representatives acnons
Washington, 3.4. 20513
May 15, 1987
The Honorable Donn Anderson
The Clerk, U. S House of Representatives
Office of Records and Registration
1036 Longworth
Washington, DC 20515 M(‘/
Dear Donn:

Attached please find amendments to previously filed Ethics in
Government Act-Financial Disclosure Statements for 1983, 1984

and 1985.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Charlie Rose
CRirgs

encl.
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Cong. Charlie Rose
2230 Rayburn
Washington, D.C. 20515

Ethics in Government Act- Financial Disclosure Statement
IV Liabiliti

Identity
Mortgage on 1/3 interest New Hanover County property, 10 acres,
owed to Gleason Allen, trustee, Wilmington, N.C.

Category
D



Cong. Charlie Rose
2230 Rayburn
Washington, D.C. 20515

Ethics in Government Act- Financial Disclosure Statement
IV_Liabiliti

Mortgage on 1/3 interest New Hanover County property, 10 acres,
owed to Gleason Allen, trustee, Wilmington, N.C.

Category
D



Cong. Charlie Rose
2230 Rayburn
Washington, D.C. 20515

Ethics in Government Act- Financial Disclosure Statement

Mortgage on 1/3 interest New Hanover County property, 10 acres,
owed to Gleason Allen, trustee, Wilmington, N.C.

Category
D
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RPTS CANTOR

DCHK MILION

PENDING BUSINESS
EXECUTIVE SESSION

Thursday, Movember 5, 1987

House of Representatives,
Comnittea on Standards of Official Conduct,

Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 1
Room H-310, The Capitol, Hon. Julian €. Dixon
the conmittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Dixen, Spence,

0:15 w.m.., in

fchairman of

Fazio, HMHyers,

Dwyer. Hansen, Mellohan., Pashayan, Gaydes, Fetri, AtKins and

Craig.

Staff present: Ralph L. LotKin. Chief Counsel; Jan

Loughry, Administrative Assistant; Keith Giese, Counsel:

Elneita Hutchins-Taylor, Counsel; Mark J. Davis, Counsel;

Richard J. Powers, Investigator; linda R. Shealy, Secretary:

and Lee Ho, GAO Rccountant.
Also present: Representative Charles G.
by counsel: William Oldaker, Eric Kleinifeld,

Pender.

¢

Rose, accompanied
E

and Heidi
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K80309000 PAGE 2

The CHAIRMANM. L querun baing present, the committee will
come to order.

We are in executive session pursuant to the motion mgreed
to yesterday t¢ cover one subsequent day in exeocutive
session.

The first order of business will ba Congraessman Charlie
Rose. MWe would ask Mr. Rose and counsel in.

Good morning, Charliae.

Mr. ROSE. Gooed morning, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAKH. Members of the committee, last week
Representative Rose along with his c¢ounsel Mr. HWillian
Oldaker, Mr. Eric Kleinfeld and Ms. Heidi Pender met with me
and committee counsel Elneita Hutchins-Taylor and Ralph
Letkin in the committee office. At this meeting,
Representative RKose requested another opportunity to come
before the committee. After my consultation with the
Ranking Member of this comnmittee, Mr. Rose was notified that
the committee would honor his request.

Representative Rose's appearance today does not total the
21-day tine peried for his response under Rule XII of the
comrmittee's rules of procedure. Likewise, his appearance
today does not waive his right or the committee's right to
waive evidence at a disciplinary hearing should the
committee vote to proceed with such a hearing under Rules

XII and XVI.
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KSQ309000 PAQGE 3

Let the record reflact that Representative Rose's
appearance hers today does not follow the nornasl comnittes
procedure. Rule XII 1(a)(2)(a) statss that the committes
shall provide the respondent an opportunity to present an
oral statement respecting allegations at the preliminary
inquiry stage of tha connittee investigation.

On July 22 of this year, Mr. Rose exercised his right
under this rule and appeared before this conmittee. On
October 28, the committee moved forward for the preliminary
stage by voting a statement of alleged violations. During
this stage, the committee procedure does not provide for
testimony or an appearance by the respondents. Rather, the
rule specifies that the response should be in writing.
Notwithstanding this, Mr. Spence and I agreed to acquiesce
and permit Representative Rose to appear.

Fresent with him today are his counsel William Oldaker,
Eric Kleinfeld and Ms. Heidi Pender.

Following Mr. Rose's testimony before the conmittee,
members may want to asK guestions. I have instructed stafif
counsel not to askK questions of the Congressman.

Finally, after that proceeding, Mr. Rose's counsel have
requested an opportunity to present oral arguments to the
committee regarding the application of Rules XVIII and XIX
of the rules of procedure. At the conclusion of

Representative Rose's testimony., and any guestions form the
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HAHE' HS0309000 PACE 4
76| menmbers, wWe ¥ill hear counsel's argument on these two rules
77| with rzesponse foIR OUI ocounsel.
78 Congressman Rose, will you stand and be sworn. Do you
79] solemnly swear the testimony you are about to give beforae
80| this commnittee shall be the truth, the whole truth and
81| nothing but the truth, so help you God?
82 Mr. ROSE. I de.

83 [Witness sworn. |
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H50309000 PAGE 5

The CHAIRMAMN. Would you be seated and state your nana.

TESTINONY OF HON. CHARLES G. ROSE, A REPRESENTATIVE IX
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, ACCOMPANIED BY

COUNSEL WILLIAM OLDAKER, ERIC KLEINFELD AND HEIDI PENDER

Mr. ROSE. My nama is Charlie Rose, Member of the Housa of
Representatives form North Carclina.

The CHAIRMAN. I am informed by our counsel that you have
evidence here this morning, written evidence., that you wish
to put before the committee.

Hr. ROSE. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAK. My first question %o you, has this evidence
been submitted to our counsel in the past?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, it has.

The CEAIRMAN. So that everything that the members will
see Ms. Taylor ox Mr. LotRin have seen?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, we will pass out that
naterial.

Mx. ROSE. Shall we give it to them?

The CHAIRMAM. Yes, she has got it here. Give us a
minute, Charlie, to get that out, and then we will take your
statement.

A1l members of the committee have a copy of the material
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MAMI:' HS030%9000 PAGE ]
109 provided by Congressna: Rose, and, Congrassnan. you may
110 procead.
1m Mr. ROSE. Thenk -ou, Mr. Chairman.
112 Menbers of the cc-aittes, I cane before you in July at my
113] reguest. I started b -3lling you that I falt that this was
114/ & relatively simple miz- . I still think it is siaple to
115| me., but since that tin 44 tha statemant of allaged
116 violations., two charge va been added by this conmittae,
117 and I would lika to re to these first.
118 Ouxr count number +s that on or about March of 1986
119 that I pledged a certi: e of deposit for my campaign as
120 ceollateral on a person: an at Southern Mational Bank.
121 When I read that charge was not sure what it was, bacause
122 I dad not at that tinme 11 having had any discussion or
123} signed any paper with S :xn Hational BanK with ¢
124 a certificate of deposi- ut I called the bank an
125 them to search their re. to see 1f they had any such
126 document. They found o nd it has been sent to you, and
127] your staff should have 1d maybe you have seen it.
128 With respect to th: int, let me say that I did +talk
129] waith Southern National t their request about securing
130/ an outstanding loan. I ign an assignment fer then. I
131] never intended to violat of the rules of the House, and
132f I didn't believe that I t0lating any rules of the House
133 in signing that assignme: -cause it was not a valid
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NAME: H50309000 PAGE 7
134| assignment. MHowewver, I did sign the piece of paper.
135 Only my campaign accountant could maKe a lawful assignment
136 of a certificate of deposit. He did not, nor did I direct
137 ham to do so. I don't believe that form that aspect., that
138] there has been a violation of the House rules, but I did
139] sign that paper. I regret i%, and should not have signed
14| 1t
141 As to count number 4, and these are the two new counts
142 that have come before, saince I was bafore you in July.
143 Count number 4 15 with respect to loans that I have made
14u] that your committee belleves or your staff believes are 1in
145 excess of $10,000, and therefore should have been reported
146 on my financial disclosure statements.
147 I want to assure You gentlemen at the outset that any
148 mistaKes that I have made with respect to not reporting a
149 leoan in excess of $10,000 were inadvertent and
150/ unintentional. I believe very strongly in full disclosure,
151 and for that reason will have necessary corrections made o
152 my reports.
153 With regard specifically to this 1tem MNo. 4, I am unable
154 to ewplain why DFAEG were omitted form my reports. The
155/ omission was completely unintentional, and I belaeve that
156! one of the 1tems, 1tem B in count 4., was erroneously typed
157| as a loan form First Union rather than First Citizens Bank.

158/ This 1s something that we can look into deeper with the
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staff at another point.

As for items listed as A, the Wacama Bank, you will sees 1t
was 85000 and $10,000, the staff parson who helped me #£111
out my disclosure form did not beliave that loans form two
saparate banks in two separats oities needed to ba reported,
even though it was the same chartared bank in the stata. T4
that is incorract, I was clearly wrong, and I will be happy
to amend ny report.

Iten listed as E, on thae chart is the Wright-Patman Credit
Unien. I have no records to explain this loan. because I
don't have any records that show it. Therefore, I can't
explain why it was omitted.

The item listed as C. thae National Bank of Washington, is
an interesting item. Some of you may have been around here
when the Sergeant at Arms would advance you your salaries.

We stopped doing that, but at the time you could get your
salary advanced by going down and signing a note down here
in the Sergeant at Arms office, and I got the six months
salary advances, and Kept rolling those notes every month,
and it amounted to %10,496, %u96 over tha $10,000 limit, and
it certainly never occurred to me that that was over the
$10,.000 limit, and so that was an inadvertent vioclation on
my part.

Gentlemen, the most important count--I mean they are all

important, but the one that I came here originally on and
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the one that criginally brought me here 15 count number 1.
Count number 1 1s a mirror reflection--count number 3 15 the
other side of count number 1, so I basically talk about
count number 1. Let me tell you what I am going to try to
show you about count number 1, which 1s the charge that I
borrowed money form my campalgn in 1978 and at different
times through 1985.

I have amended by forms, my committee has amended, my
accountant has amended the files, that I have at the Federal
Elections Commission to show that my campaign committee is
in debt to me to the sum of %50,000. You don't have to
reach the conclusion, that my committee owes me a total of
$50,000. I believe it because I remember 1t and [ remenmber
the transactlon, but you don't have to believe that to find
that I have not wiolated the rules of the House with respect
te borrouwing, because what I want to show you 1s that the
most my campaign ever reimbursed me 1in the 1978 to 1985
period was %28,895, and 1f you are convinced that my
campaign owes me Just $28,895, then you can conclude that I
was entitled to be reimbursed in those reimbursements that I
received form 1973 through 1985,

The FEC reports show a loan made to the conmittee of
$20,000 in 1972. The FEC reports show a %5100 contribution
form my father. As I have previously told the committee,

this was an oral lean. The FEC reports reflect start-up
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cash on hand of neaxrly $14,000 which includes a loan forn ay
father of #8,750. Thus the FIC reports thamselves acoount
for #33,900 in loans.

Whera have those FEC reports been, and why weran't thay
initially used? In 1970, I ran against an incumbent
Congressman and lost. What personal funds I had to use for
campaigning were pretty well expended in 1970.

1 ran again in 1972. when the incunbent decided not to
Iun, but there were many pecple who wanted te run, so I had
a vigorous primary. My friends and supporters in and around
Fayetteville Knew that my father had sone financial
resources, and that he could borrow money and help me use
that money. that we together could borrow money to run the
camnpalgn. That 1s in effect what we did in 1972, and those
borrowings were reported on State of Horth Carolina forms
and on Federal forms. But at the end of 1972, I left North
Carolina and came to Washington.

I spent 1973 on the top floor of the Longworth Building
gaetting accustomed to deing a first-year Congressman. I
discovered quickly that I needed an accountant. I wasn't
responsible for filling out the forms that had been Filled
out and submitted in 1972. or have I been responsible since
then. Ny canpalgn committee has. But in 1974, we created a
Tew campaign committee. the Committee for Congressman

Charlie Rose., and a CPA became the person in charge of that




NARE!
234
235
236
237

238

251
252

253

255
256
257

258

311

H50309000 PAGE 11
campaign committee, and ha was not awars until 1986 of thaese
£ilings on Federal Ilection Campaign Aot forms that ware
filed in this building with tha Clerk, and the fi1lings that
were made in Raleigh at the Secretary of State Office.

I obviously am very sorry that we didn't nmake an
exhaustivae search at the baginning of 1974 whan the naew
canpaign comnittees was created, and bring thaese forms
forward at that time, but we brought then forward now, and I
will get to that in just a minute.

The statement of organization that you have in front of
you indicates that 1f there is a dissolution of the
committee, the excess funds will be used to pay ofdf
preexisting debts.

How let me go through what is in front of you entitled
**chart Me. 1.'' At the top of the chart, it says., ''Loans
made to Rose campaign ain 1972.'' On May 23, $20,000 was
reported. TIf you will look on the copy, the Xeroxed copy in
front of you, you will see it 1s my Federal reported filed
June 16 of 1972.

Look on page 4 of that report, and you will see a loan
form the First Citizens Bank of $20,000. Evidence No. 1 of
« loan to the comnittee is this Federal Election Campaign
Act report filed with the Clerk. You have in the files of
the committee the sworn statement of my finmance manager in

1972, of my father, of Alton Buck, accountant and assistant
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treasurer, that this wasg = loen to the canpaign comnittas,
and ms I hava said previously and say to you today, I becans
reasponsibla for any of the loans that were nada to the
committee by oI through my fathar at the tima that they were
made., and your staff has a laedger card form the First
Citizens Bank of Fayetteville, my father*s ledger card,
which shows the date that this $10,000 loan is reported on
this Federal Election Campaign Act form that he made a loan
at the First Citizens BanM £ Trust Company ain Fayettevilla,
and we have all sworn that that 1s $%20,000 that we borroued,
that I became responsible for, that came inte the campaign.

You also have the sworn statement of Tony Rand, the
treasurer, and i1tem No. 2 in your folder is a statement of
crganization that was filed with the ClerX of the House in
197u, and 1f you will lcok on the second page of this
f1ling, 1tem MHo. 9 says, "'In the event of dissolution, what
disposition will be made of residual funds: repay
cutstanding debts form 1972 campaign.''

Mow, gentlemen, I wouldn't be going through all this
anguish that I have been through for over a year mow if my
canpaign had actually taken these forms and incorporated
them into this new £iling of the new Campaign Committee for
Congressman Charlie Rose in 1974, but they didn't, and
therefore I am faced with why I am hare today. That is the

$20,000 loan on a Federal Election Campaign het report.
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284 If you will go to tha second paga of this, you will sae
285( that on fay 5, 1972, and 1f you will look in your folder
286 that is listed as item MNo. 3, you will go to your folder,
287 you will see & Federal Election Campaign Aot 6; 1971 report
288 filed with the ClerX, and on the second page it shows a

289| #5,150 entry. My agreement with ay father is that that was
29%0| an oral loan that I was responsibla for tepaying it, the

291] sworn statements of the people listed there corroboratas

292| that, and I refer again to the 1974 statement of

293| organization filed with the Clerk, and the statement of Mr.
294 Rand. And that item is also listed on a Morth Carelina

295| report, which I will get to in a minute. That is $25,150 on
296] Federal repoxrts at that peint in time.

297 Item Mo. 4 is « North Carclina report filed with the
298| Secretary of State in Raleigh. I didn't even Xnew th?se

299 forms were around until 1986 when we went back looking. Ii
300} I was going to create some forms, gentlemen, I did a pretty
301} good job in anticipating this back in 1972. If you will

302| look at the state form, and it says at the time, it is iten
303/ 4 in your folder, it says at the top, ''Statement of

304} contridutions and expenditures.'’

305 Mow, under the State of North Carelina law in force at the
306] time, this form was to be used for contributions and loans.
307 There was no other form on which to place loans. Item No.

308 3, item No. 2 actually on that form, is %5,150, which
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corroboratas with what was iticd with the Clerk's O0fiiocs in
the House of Representatives.

Lat's go to April the 7th, 1972, and look at item Mo. 5 in
your foldar. Ttem Mo. 5 in your foldar is a Taderal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 report filed with the Clexk,
whioch indicates cash on hand.

The CHAIRMAN. They arae bad copies. Do you want to point
out to us the $1u4,428.127?

Mr. ROSE. What I want to point out to you is cash on hand
of $14,428.12. And then on the North Carolina report, which
15 1tem Mo. & on page 2, these two loans, $8,750 listed as a
loan form Charles G. Rose, Jr.

Apzril 7 was the date of commencement for filings under the
Federal Election Canmpaign Rct of 1971, and therefore that
fi1ling was made.

Kow, what I am saying to you is that under the xeports
that were filed with the Clerk, I believe that we have
evidence that has not been challenged by any other evidence.
There is nothing to contradict what we have shown you, that
a $20,000 loan, a %5100 loan, and the FEC reports reflect
start-up cash on hand of nearly %14,000, which includes a
loan form my father of $8750. Thus the Federal Election
Canpalgn Act reports thenmselves that we presented to you

account for $33,900 1in loans.

How, let's go to the State of North Carolina reports.
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334] Iten No. 6 again, I just mentioned item Xo. 6, iten Mo. 6 1is
335 & state raport, and on the second page refers to it mgain, e
336 loan by ma of #7,500, tha date baing April 20, 1972,
337 The neut itenm is June 2nd, 1972. That i3 item No. 7, the
338 next to the last item--the last item in your foldar, and you
339] will notice & %2000 loan by Charles G. Rose, III, Juna tha
340l 2nd, 1972 reported in this North Carelina form. samre sworn
341| statements have corroborated this in 1974 statenent of
3y2| organization with the Clerk corroborates this, and that is
343| the last one.
auy Then on June 25--June 2, 1972, %2500 by Charles G. Rose,
34y5] Jr., the same corroborating evidence as nmentioned before. so
346f that 1s where you get up to SU5,700.
347 When I was charged last fall with vioclating the House
3u8| rules by borrowing money form my campaign committee, I was
349| flabbergasted at the charge. I asked my staff to look inte
350/ 1t. We talked to the House Ethics Comnittee, the person
351 that deals with FEC reports. Me talked to the FEC. We
352] located these documents in Raleigh and in Washington. and
353 were told that what we should do was amend our campaign
354 forms to reflect this obligatien.
355 The obligation that 1t shows is owed to me 1s $45,900, but
356/ as I said earlier, you do not have to reach that conclusien,
357 You de not have to believe that my conmittee owes ne

358 #45,900 to also find that I have not violated the rules of
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the House. Let me show that to you.

There is & chart Mo. 2. & printed chart in your file, and
1% you looK at that, you will see that in 1978, 11-15-78, I
tecaived a repaynment form ny connittae of 4000, and =
rapaynant on Dacenbar 25 of 1982 of #7000, and right undasr
that is $895. If you will add up those four itens, you will
sea it is $11,895. I repaid or relocaned that monay to my
committee on 12-31-85--I mean on 9-26-86, excuse me. Look at
the last item on the sheat.

Now go up and looK at the 18,000 entry on September 12,
1983. Just down below it to the right you will see %18,000.

Look at the $10,000, April the 1st, 1984. Down below it to
the right you will see $10,000, $5000, and the $5000 below
it, %9500, and $9500 below it, %9600 and %9600 below it.

The point I am trying to make here, gentlemen, is that the
most that I was ever reimbursed by my canpaign conmittee at
any ona time was %29,495.

How, the press has said that I borrowed $63,000 form ny
campalgn conmmittee. First, I never borrowed any money form
my campaign committee, but the reimbursements that I
received fora my committee all told maybe amounted to
%63,000, but never at any one time was I reinmbursed more
than $29,000, because I was reloaned that money te the

comnittee.

Why did I reloan the money to the committee? Because I
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d1d not have excessive beulances in my committee outstanding
at that tire, and I wanted the ocnnmittes to show that it hed
adequate funds.

After the 197Z campaign, I came to Washington in 1973,
don't have to tell You what your f£irst year in the Housa is
l1ike, but in 1973, in the fall of 1973 my father said to ne
that it was time for us to get straight with one another.
The monies that I have recited to you that came form him
were loans form him. were loans that I was respensible for
by agreement with hinm at the time that they went into the
campaign fund, so in the fall of 1973, about two-thirds
through my f£irst year in Congress, daddy said let's gat
straight. Let's put Kind of a marKer together. This 1s nmy
best recollection the way that this occurred.

He went to the First Citizens Bank, and I with hin
obtained--ocbtained--ny father obtained in 1973 a $50,000 leoan
form First Citizens Bank & Trust Company, and I agreed with
him that I was respoensaible for the payment ¢f that $50,000
loan.

Later an 1975, I got another %50,000 loan form Merth
Carolina Mational Bank to help pay off the $50,000 First
Citizens Loan.

How, I have given you a virtual path of checks and
payments to the committee, and they have them. They can go

over them with you. I think they are c¢lear as to how I paid

1
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mny father the 50,000 that he loasned me for the 1972 effort,
but 1f you have troubls believing parts of that, therse 1is
another pilece that I omll to your attention.

I had an opportunity through Don Young, Jjust because a
real estate friend of his canme to see ne, to buy sonme land
in Alaska, and I bought a section of land in Alaska, and in
1978 I transferred a half a section of land to my father; in
1980 I +ransferred the other half section of land to ny
father. My agreement with him was that that land was to
represent a cleaning of the decKs as between us, and he sold
that land, I believe, an 1981, about 1981 oxr 1982, and he
made about $100,000. I paid %250 an acre, he sold it for
$500 an acre.

The bottom line was daddy and I were clean with each
other. We were clear. I didn't owe him any more for the
money that I had borrowed form him or that he had borrowed
form the bank and loaned to me to handle $72.

S0, gentlemen, at the very minimum I plead with you to
understand and believe me that, at a minimum, I never was
advanced more form my committee than $28,895. If you don't
believe that, I am totally entitled--you don't have to
believe that I am totally entitled to receive %50,000 forn
my committee, but I think there 1s clear and convincing and
uncontroverted evidence that at least $33,000, or at least

$28,895 was loaned by me to the committee through the help
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of ny father, and that I paid ny fether back not only
through banX loans that I ate, but ss well through the
Alaska land transaction.

I bag you to ask na questions. I Know that when you meke
decisions in this body, you are worried about precedents
that you might set. I want to be as helpful. I an deaply
SorTy that I have c¢Ieated this misapprehension of
wrongdoing., of violatioen of the House rules. I have never
intended to violate the House rules.

I had no control over the lack of this data in 1974. I
wish I had. I would have done a better job. But when ny
accountant found that this was in error., he came forward
Wwith me and we made the changes.

De you have conmments or gquestions?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Mr. Rose, I an sure that many of the
merbers of the committee do.

As I understand your testimony, it wWas your state oif mind
in 1972, and thereafter, that all of the monies placed inte
the campaign by either your father or by you were loans?

Mr. ROSE, Yes, sir, because we were slam out of gifts in
1970 when we lost.

The CHAIRMAN. And that in North Cazelina forms at that
time did not have a provision for loans and contributions,
but merely everything was lumped together?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
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459 Tha CHAIRMAM. As oontributions?
ugo Hr. ROSE. Yes, sir,
ug The CHAIRMAN. And so ny question to you is, would you

U62| explain ona more time why there was naver any paper trail

u63| expressing what was your intent?
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RPTS THONAS

DCHN LYNCH

117:00 A.N.

Tha CHAIRMAM. From '72 on?

I think that would be most helpful to tha conmittes, as I
understand it. You can ocorreot me if I am wrong.

Hr. ROSE. You have.

The CHAIRMAM. That the loans that were nade from the
banks, never in any way indicated that they would ultimately
used by the campaign.

And secondly, that there was no paper trail. There was no
correspondence with you and your father, at that time, and
there was no note at that time, so I amn wondering, if I
accept your state of mind, why there was never any paper
trail developed contemporanecusly with the activity?

Mr. ROSE. You have my father before you,

* * #* #*

He would coma--if you want %o
ask him, get him back here and he will tell you we never
wrote anything down.

The CHAIRMAN. Probably the best----

HMr. ROSE. #®  ® ® B
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But tha $20,000 loan was nada to tha connittes, and
it states so in the Faderal elesction. 3So wa ars talking
about 20 to 28,895, or 19.
The CHAIRMAN. My seoond quastion 1s, if you viawed then
as loans to the committes, did you ever tell the praess or
nake statemants to the distriot that they were borrowing
subsagquent to this, or before this actually occurzed?
Mr. ROSE. When I was confronted by the press in 1986,
when I said that these wWere campaign related loans., that
these represented campaign related loans, in ny mind I was
thinking they were related to the leans that ny father had
made to me and that I had agreed to pay back. That depth
was never understood by the press, and the press firmly said
Rose has screwed up in what he said, and my lawyers gquickly
said until the complexity of--and we haven't even found the
documents, some of them at statements.
The CHAIRMAN. It 1s my understanding, from talking te our
counsel, that there is in fact you presented to the
committee, a document indicating that there is now a 49 or
$50,000 indebtedness owWwed to you?
Ar. ROSE. That was what we were advised to do at the FCIC
and assume at--we uwere advised to file an amendment. To
bring that debt forward.
The CHAIRMAN. So you now have a note that indicates that

the campaign owes you %50,0007
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Mr. ROSE. Yes sir.

Tha CHAIRMAN. On what date was that note executed?
Roughly the year and the month would be okay.

Mr. ROSE., January of this year.

The CHAIRMAM. What was it--1f all these are orml
transactions, what effect did you think executing e nots in
'86, January of '86, what would be the impact on '877 Mhy
did you do it, I am asKing, why did you execute a %50,000----

Mr. ROSE. Can I let my lawyer answer that?

Mr. OLDAKER. Under the current law, not under previous
law, there was 1n effect in "72. all debts by the ¢ampaign
are supposed to be in writing., supposed to be an instrument
and that was merely +trying to conform with the 1979 Campalgn
Act amendments. It had no other effects other than just----

The CHAIERMAN, Who signed the note on behalf of the
campaign?

Mr. OLDAKER. <The treasurer of the campaign.

The CHAIRMAM. What was used as supporting--was 1t the sam
treasurer you had back there?

Mr. ROSE. Back----

The CHAIRMAN. When the debts were incurred?

Mr. ROSE. HNo.

The CHAIRMAN. What supporting decuments did the treasurer
see to come to the conclusion that in fact a debt was owed?

Mr. ROSE. The f1lings that we have given you.
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The CHAIRMAN. The f1l1ings that you have givan us sattin
aside the $20,000 don't talk about lomns. How as tha
treasurar satisfied that thers was a debt of $50,0007 I an
not arguing with = set-off here, what caused the treasurar
to sign a doounaent saying that tha campsign owed Charlie
Rose %50,0007 Did he saee any dooumentation?

Mr. ROSE. Yas. He saw the documantation that----

Tha CHAIRMAN. Took vour word for it for part of it.

OoKay.

Ms. PENDER. Mr. Buck was provided with copies of all the

Morth Carolina filings, all of the FECA £ilings. HMr. Buck
was aware of the law at that time with respect to Noxrth
Carolina f£ilings. Alsc aware of FECA, of the 1971 law, and
Mr. BucK also has--did say that he was aware of the fact that
loans had been made. MHe was looking for tha coordinating
evidence as to the specific amount. There has never been
any question in Mr. Buck's mind either when he took over in
‘74, that loans had been made. He has so stated in an
affidavit.

The CHAIRMAN. As I understand what you said, Mz. Rosa.
count 2, that you made a mistake when you were sorry about
that. But more importantly, that you did in fact make an
assignment of a campaign CD in the value of $70,000 and you
obtained a loan, personal loan from a bank?

Mr. ROSE. Saying that document was not effective.

in|
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SEN The CHAIRMAN., I undarstand that.
565 HMr. ROSE. But I oannot deny that I nigned it. The

566 records of the bank will show thet the lean that I get, with
567 your staff, that is, that was to pay off & campaign debt.

568 The CHAIRRAN. But I Just want te work through it. You
569] did in fact maMe an assignment or attempted to make an

570| assignment?

s71 Hr. ROSE. Ho, I signed o document that was not an

572| effective assignment and----

573 The CHAIRMAN. Let me rephrase it. You did an fact sign a
£7u| document which on its face appeared to make assignment of

575{ campaign assets.

576 Mr. ROSE. Yes sirt.

577 The CHAIRMAM. For the purpose of you securing a personal
578 lean?

579 Mr. ROSE. MNot--first part, I did sign a document that on

580 1ts face appeared, but not for the purpose of obtaining a

581 loan. because the loan was already outstanding. The bank

582] had just called me and said we want secmething in our file

E83| +that is considered security here.

584 The CHAIRMAM. Security. And the bank in fact did treat
585) that as security?

431 Mr. ROSE. This, there is some question about that, Mr.
587 Dixon, because it, but I am not straining the point with

588| you.
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The CHAIRMAM. I am going to get to your point.

Mr. ROSE. I am not, it was a mistake for ne to sign a
doocumant.

The CHAIRMAM, I understand that you said that.

Hr. ROSE. The banker who was there at that tinme has now
ratized and has told me on tha telephone that he doesn't
know why that file, why that forn was requested by his
staff, and that he didn't think that the loan needed to ba
secured. I am not pressing that point.

The CHAIRMAMN. Let me ask you, I am going to get to your
point, the peint that you are pressing.

That lecan was nade to you or to your fathexr?

Mr. ROSE. To me.

The CHAIRMAN. To you personally?

Mr. RDSE. Yes sar.

The CHAIRMAH. Un+til that point, it had been an unsecured
rersonal leoan?

Mr. ROSE. Right, and it 1s today.

The CHATIRMAN. Now,. you maintain because the assignment
was net valid, that is, the appropriate officer of the
campaign did not sign 1t?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. That it was not a walid assignment and I
guess further, you maintain that the bank could have never

used that loan to collect on a bad debt?
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Hr. ROSE. That is right.

The CKAIRMAN. Is that in aessenca?

Mrx. ROSE. That i# in essence. I got a bank thet har sone
$100,000 of my money in it, I have a personal loan that is
the tail end of all of these things--I have been paying off
sone of them trailing back inte the '72 camapaign. The bank
vice president is a friend of mine. I say, lool, can I gat
better interest rate here, I am paying too much interest to
you, I paid it menthly, and when I g0t an honorarium I put
all the honorarium on the principal. That is the way I have
been paying that thing off for years.

He said yes, with all the noney you have got here you
cught to--that your committee has here--you ought to get a
better rate of interest. So he gave e cne. I guess
somebody in the staff decided well, that ain't enough, we
need scme security, and it was wrong and I apolegize to the
comnittee.

The CHAIRMAN. In my mind, your state of mind. at the time
vyou made these various transactions, 1s very important,
because that goes to buttress things that really are not on
these papers. So my question to You 15 at the time that you
signed the document, were you aware that it was a potential
violation?

Mx. ROSE. No.

The CHAIRMAN. ©0f House Rules?
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Mr. ROSE. Mo, I was not.

The CHAIRMAM. As it relates to ocount 4, basicmlly as I
understand what you sre saying, as it Telates to, I guess
either tha Sergaant at Azns or Wright Patman, I don't Know
which, thers were six months rolling c¢ver loans?

Mr. ROSE. Wright Patman has been a little tougher than
the Sergeant. Tha old Sergeant was praetty lenient and----

The CHAIRMAN. So it was the Sergeant at Arms bank and
there was a practice at that time, and may still exist, that
in fact you borrowed one month's salary and then the next
month would borrow ancother month's salary that would cause
you to sign a new loan. They would tear up the old one, say
hypothetically 2,000 for the first month. The second month
you went down and got a %2.,000 advance, you probably paid
the interest, they tear up the old note. but now you have a
new note for %u4,000.

Mr. ROSE. Could I stop you one second. They deducted the
interest in the old fashioned form.

The CHAIRMAN. You got a checkh for less than $2,0007

Mr. ROSE. Raight.

The CHAIRMAN. Probably %1900 scre odd and change. That

this occurred over a period of time untal it accunulated to

$10,0007
Mr. ROSE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And that never at any time did it occur to
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you, because it was an increment. that you should Iepoxrt
this notae?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

The CHAIRMAM. Mow, when you got thasa loans., do you Know
where you deposited themn? In other words, ¥ou had this
check for #$1B00., or 1900 sone odd dollar, where did you
deposit that?

Mr. ROSE. The money stayed in my account in the Sergeant
at Arms.

The CHAIRMAN. So that when we would see if wWea were
leoking at these increments of these 31900 advances.

My last questien relates to count 1 and back to the note
that you now have for $50,000. I really couldn't really
follow your argument that you said if the conmittee does not
want to beliewve that you are entitled to $50,000, it could
believe that you were entitled to 29, and some change?

Mr. ROSE. Well, let nme put it this way. I would leave
the committee to say, son, we believe that you are owed
$50,000, go and take it and have a big Chrastmas.

Secondly, I would liKe you to find maybe that you believe
that at least %$30,000 was owed to me and that, therefore,
the counts 1 and 3 were not violations and that I could take
the money and have a less big Christmas.

The CHAIRMAM. I understood that part, but I didn't

understand where you got the %$30,000. In other werds, if
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you don't belisva the 50, here is how you can believa that I
an owad 30 or 29. I didn't understand how you got that.

Mr. ROSE. How I got to that is if you leok at----

The CHAIRMANM. Humber-wise.

Mr. ROSE. Chart number 2 shows that the most reinbursad
to ma at any old time is #%29,895. Rounded ofi, it is
$30,000. I think I have got the strongest evidence of tha
$20,000 loan in the Federal Elaction Canpaign Act report.

The CHAIRMAX. Right.

Mr. ROSE. ©Of all of the other evidence that I have got,
both on the federal report and the state report, I am saying
to you gentlemen, I hope and believe that you can believe
that at least 10 of that----

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Mr. ROSE. Is what 1t says 1t is. I believe that all of
1t 1s. But the other part. more, much more than I want to
be reimbursed, Mr. Chairman, I want the committee to believe
me as to count number 1.

The CHAIRMAN. I follow that.

Mr. ROSE. The money is immaterial.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask one last question. As it
relates to the %20,9000, the original loan, I think the
décument 1S here?

Mr. ROSE. Yes sir.

The CHAIRMAM. When your father took out that loan?
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Mr. ROSE. Yas sir.

The CHAIRMAM. And when 4id you pay your father baok?

Mr. ROSE. Well, in 1975 wa have evidence of, oxr '73, or
in the Alaska lands.

The CHAIRMAM. Basioally it is the alternative. You say
that Alaska lands, because of the profit that he nmade. if
anything thera is a forgiveness there. but specifically the
others, why do you maintain that you paid him back before
the Alaskan lands transaction?

Mr. ROSE. Baecause I thaink I have adequate evidence of all
of that.

The CHAIRMAN. What 1s that evidence?

Mr. ROSE. The evidence is that in 1973, we went to the
First Citzens Bank. borrowed %$40,000. Father, Daddy. says
to me, you pay that off because that represents the $%50,000
that you owe me and----

The CHAIRMAN. That is in '737

HMr. ROSE. And an '75, I go to the----

The CHAIRMAN. Let's stick with '73. In '73 your father
borrowed or you borrowed $50,000 from the bank?

Mr. ROSE. My daddy borrowed the money from the bank.

The CHAIRMAN. He Kept the proceeds from that?

Mr. ROSE. I believa that he Kept the proceeds, or 1f not
the proceeds, most of the proceeds.

The CHAIRMAN. Then in 1973, some date in '72 the loan was
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739] paid off?
Tuo Mr. ROSE. At sonme point aftexr that, the '72 loan was paid
Tulf eodf, yes sir.
742 Tha CHAIRMAN. Well. when you say at some point of that,

743) was it the next day or five years later?

T4y Mr. ROSE. I don't have tha checks with na.

7us Ar. OLDAKER. MWe will have to supply that to the committee
Tue| staff.

747 Mr. ROSE. My father's ledger card shows when it was paid
Jus| ofif.

Tu49 The CHAIRMAN. You don't Know when it was paid off?

750 Mr. ROSE. HNot personally, no.
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752 DCHMN PARKER

753 The CHAIRMAN. Nr. Spenca?
754 Mr. MOLLOHAN., You said if paid off.
758 The CHAIRMAM. As I understand what Mr. Rose is saying in

756| response to nmy question about the $20,000 loan that was made
757] on 5-23-1972, Mr. Rose's rasponse is that his father madae
758{ that loan; that at some point in time in 1973--that

759 Representative Rose went to a bank and made a %50,000 loan
760f and the proceeds of that loan wera turned over teo his

761} father, and I asked him next, t¢ his Knowledge, was the 1972
762] loan of %$20,000 paid off to the bank. MHis response was that
763 some time after the $50,000 loan, it was paid off.

Teu I asked ham was it the next day or five years., and he said
765 that the ledger card of his father would reflect he doesn't
766f Know when 1t was paid off. Is that a fair statement?

767 Mr. ROSE. You were basically asking me when did the
768 %20,000 loan get paid off.

769 The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

770 Mr. ROSE. I think the evidence will show that it newver
7711 got paid off by the campaign and I den't Know when my father
772! paid it off.

773 Mr. SPENCE. That is what Hind of confused me, that

77ul $50,000 you were talking about was paid off at some future

775 date. You don't Know when, and would the bank records
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reflect whent
Mr. ROSE. You have that in 1975, that I want %o North
Carelina National Bank and borrowed--
Mr. SPENCE. The £irst loan wa are talXing about gatting
paid off.
Mr. ROSE. You are talking about 20,000. I don't kKnow
when thae 20,000 was paid off.
Mr. SPENCE. The bank record reflects when it was paid off
and »y whon?
Mr. ROSE. Yes., sir.
Mr. SPEHCE. But vour father, you say., g0t that %50,000.
When you uwent to the banK initially, you and him., he got the
noney for that.
Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir. That was a marKer to say I have
spent 50,000 on you. Tou owe me %50,000.
Mr. SPENCE. He got the money.
Mr. ROSE. He got the money to my recollection.
Mr. SPENCE. Later on the other %50,000, you wént to the
other bank. Who got that money?
Mr. ROSE. My daddy.
Hr. SPENCE. He got another %50,0007
Mr. ROSE. Yes, that was to pay off, because from 1973,
from 13973 to 1975 he had hoped in 1973 that I was going to
innediately come forward and pay off that $50,000 loan. I

didn't have it.
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Mr. SPENCE. Has that loan bean paid ofif?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. SPEHCE. By you or by hin?

Mr. ROSE. Tha 1975 MCEB loan was paid off by mea. Tha
noney want to ny father. The 1973, $50,000, was nada by ay
father., and ultimately paid off by my father.

The CHAIRNAX. If the gentleman will yield, you sea, Mr.
Roese, I asked that originally, whe made the %50,000 loan and
you indicated, I believe the record will show, that you nade
that loan. Because I thought in my own mind it was
inconsistent that your father would go to the bank and
borrow %50,000 to pay off some other loans. So, I never
mentioned the second $50,000.

Just a minute. I want to focus in on who borrowed the
first fifty and 1t didn't male sense to me that your father
would borrow it. Howevery, your response was that you
borrowed it. Will the reporter read it back.

[The record was read back by the reporter.]
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Tha CHAIRMAM. 1If the gentlenman would yield? I hemzd it
otherwisa. but I was absclutely wrong. My question then is,
why did your father go to the bank and borxow money to pay
off his own indabtedness, at lemst part of the %20,0007

Mr. ROSE. The purpose at the time was to have a marker in
space, in time, where he could show that I was obligataed to
him to pay off this indebtedness. That is the bast I can
reconstruct i+t.

The CHAIRMAN. I am asMing your state of mind at that
time, because, I don't understand how him borrowing money in
his name 1s any demonstration that you owe him money. He
Wént to the banK and borrowed $50,000, and I don't Know how
that relates to you at all.

Was thexre an agreement that you would make the payments to
the bank?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAH. Were you on the note?

Hz. ROSE. In 1972, I was making about %15,000 as a
District Attorney. I didn't have thae Kind of credit, Mr.
Chairman, to borrow $50,000 from the First Citizens BanX in
Fayetteville.

The CHAIRMAN. This is something I struggled with, I will
give all the members a chance.

Mr. CRAIG. Specific to this, my logic tells me that i#
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your father is borrowing money to pay off a loan, and you
don't have the wherewithal to do the loan yourself and you
want %o use it as & nmarker, you borrow tha mnonay and he co~
signs. He 1is the strength of tha financial agreemant with
the bankK, but as & trus narker, your nama should be on ths
note, and so, he is the co-signer guaranteeing your strangth
to the bank.

Mr. ROSE. It wasn't.

Tha CHKAIRMAK. All right, I just want to clear it up.
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Mr. SPEMCE. I wWas going to ranarX I do that frequantly
Wwith ny son., He borrows monay, they requira ne to cosign
the note with him, and of course he usually is abla to pay
off. In the avent he doesn't they require me.
Dces the bank have any indication signed by you that they
would look to you or anything teo pay off the nota?
Hr. ROSE. If you do look at my father's ledger card, at
First Citizens Bank, you would see that he had a lot of
loans and he paid them off at various and sundry times, I
don't know how 1t is in your home town in South Carelina,
but First Citizens in Moxrth Careolina, with customers they
know and understand. are wvery liberal with how you pay off
loans, when you make payments. Hot to me, but to ny father.
His ledger card is before this committee and it is
eMtremely complicated, but it shows that $20,000 was
borrowed, the day the %20,000 went into my campaign fund, it
shows that very clearly.
Mr. SPENCE. It deoesn't show on that ledger card that they
are going to look to you to repay that loan.
Mr. ROSE. They weren't looMing to me to repay the loan
but daddy.
Mr. SFENCE. There is no evidence. Was it down in

writing? Nhat was the evidence of that escept you and your

dad talking about 1%7
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Hr. ROSE. Do you sign notes with your son?

Mr. SPINCE. Yas.

Mr. ROSE. Do you Keep evidenoa?

Ar. SPENCE. I don't have to. If I could sign the notas
that is esvidenoca.

Kr. ROSE. 1In '75, we borroued, daddy borrowed 350,000 to
pay off these other things that he had paid, like the 20. I
am not sure that I can trace for you exactly how that 50
went into the 20. But the understanding was that you owe ne
$50,000. I have paid %50,000 out for you. He has testified
to that.

Mr. SPENCE. Later on--

Mr. ROSE. And I paid from time to time, what I could, but
inm 197--was 1t 3 or 5--in 1975, I borrowed money from MNorth
Carolina National BanKk and the proceeds go to my father.
Whether he immediately paid that $50,000 on all of these
notes, Mr. Spence, or on something #lse that he owed in his
portfolio, I den't Knowuw.

The CHAIRMAM. HMWe will take a breaX at this time and
reconvene in ten minutes.

The meeting stands adjourned for ten minutes or in recess
for ten minutes.

[Short recess.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Ne do have #ix menbers prasent.

All right, back on the rTacord. MNr. Spenca?

Hr. SPENCE. We were talking about $50,000, I guess, and
repayrent. And I am just oconfused, why there wasn't any
paper avidenca of the agreenaent to repay the loan, eilther by
the bank or by both of you signing a note or something like
that.

The first loan, I Know you said the bank was lidberal in
1ts policy and understood everybody. What about the second
lean, and that was when, three years later?

Mr. ROSE. 1In 1975. Can I go bacKk and apologize for this
confusion? T realize that this little part in here is
confusing. But I have talked to you earlier this morning
about where %50,000 went in the campaign and I have talked
about how in 1973, in the fall of 1975, my father went to
First Citizens Bank and borrowed, he was in the bank, he
went to the bank and borrowed %50,000,

The bank may have said he needed to make some payments on
some of the things that he had outstanding. I don't know
Wwhat the reasons wera. But he and I agreed that that was a
marKer for the $50,000, at least at that point, $50,000, and
that he had paid into my campaign, had loaned me for my

campalgn.

Mr. Spence, he may have owed that money to pay off some of




NANE!
926
927
928
929
930
931
932
933

934

936
237

938

40
9u1

ayz

ELL)
9us

9ue

948

949

341

KS0309000 FAGE Ul

the axisting amounts that wera owsd at the bank like the 20,
or ha may have paid off obligations of aine at othar banks
in whioh oase he might probably feel that he let me have
sone of that monay., because he paid off sona othar
obligations that I would have had at othar outstanding
banks .

But in any evant, in 1975, I think the staff will tell yeu
1t is pretty clear, in 1975, I borrowed $75.000, $50,000, in
1975, my father and I are clear, that that $50.,000 went to
pay him, te help further pay off the %$50,000 that was at
First Citizens Bank. which wWas in his nanme.

Ho new money was created, and no new money went into,
where we--either in 1973 or in 1975.

Mr. SPENCE. What evidence of that agreement do you have
right there, when you borrowed the additional %50,000%

Mr. ROSE. What evidence of what?

Hr. SPENCE. 0f you gaving that to him and--

Mr. ROSE. My testimony and his testimony and the fact
that it didn't geo anywhere else.

Mr. SPENCE. You went and paid ¢ff the lean?

Mr. ROSE. I can show, and the staff can show in the North
Carolina National Bank $50,000 in 1975, the trail, it is
fairly clear that I paid that $50,000 off. If I owed my
father additional monies, say, he had used some of the 1973

money to pay off a note for me at another bank, that I would
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951| owa him that nonay.
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Mz. SPEMNCE.
rapay that 1972
Mr. ROSE.
Mr. SPENCE.
Mr. ROSE.
when he paid--
Mr. SPENCE.
Mr. ROSE.
Hr. SPENCE.
did you give it
Mr. ROSE.

from the MNorth Carolina Hational

Mr. SPEKCE.
shouldn't there?

Mr. ROSE.

the check. The

that in 1975--
Mr. SPENCE.
Mr. ROSE.
Mz. SPENCE.
Mr. ROSE.

has testified to

$50,000 in 1975.
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You didn't use that 1975 nmoney to go back and|

loan, did you?

Yes, probably.

At the same tine, a day or two.

I don't Know that. I gave my dad the nmonay

You gave i% to him and he paid it off,

Yes, sir, baecause-=-

You don't have any evidence of the fact. How

te him., Charlie? Was 1t a check or cash or--

I recollect that he got the proceeds in a check
bank .
Any evidence of that? There should be,
They don't have records shewing that?
We have the cheel, but don't have the back of

avidence is, in my opinion., relatively clear
You borrowed the money.

I borrowed.

He got it.
Yes, sir, he got it straight in a check. He
that, and I testified to that. He got the
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Mr. SPENCE. You got further checks nade out to you. You
got the front of the cheok showing paid out to you.

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sirx,

Mr. SPENCE. Nothing shows from there it want to hin, that

is your testimony and is--

Hr. ROSE. There is no contradiction of that in the bank
records that I have seen or that your staff has. And if I
owed him anymore than fi1fty, Mr. Spence, the noney that--the
transfer of the Alaska land to him, I contend, more than
covered that.

Mr. SPENCE. Like I said, there is usually some Kind of
evidence, an endorsement or something to show when money.
that much money goes fron one person +o another there is
some Kind of evidence.

Hr. ROSE. That is right. We are talking about things
that happened over ten years ago and I am being asKed to
come up with bank transactions for a period longer than
regular citizens have to come up with bank transactions.

Hr. SPENCE. What about the land conveyance in AlasXa?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sirc.

Mr. SPENCE. Did you put down on the conveyance or deed
whatever the true consideration.

Hr. ROSE. Yes.

Hr. SPENCE. What was the true consideration stated.

Hr. ROSE. RAll the debts that I owed to him.
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Rx. SPENCE. All the debts I owe my fathar.

M. ROSE. Yes, siz.

Hr. SPENCE. No amount, just all the debts.

Mr. ROSE. VYes, sirc.

Nz. SPEKCE. That's all I hava.

The CHAIRMAN. Nr. Fazio.

Mx. FAZIO. Charlie., I want to take a slightly different
appreach. You have a note from your campalgn conmitteae
saying that you are owned $50,000, as you have said, you
hope the committee would accept that or at least some lesser
amount. but there is clearly a good deal of confusion
surrounding this or we wouldn't be here. Would it ba
rossible for you to tell the comnittes., in order to clear
the air, that you would be willing t¢ cancel that note now
that it has legally been tendered to you? Is it possible
that you would in fact be willing to say that in fact that
money is not something that you have any desire to claim in
the futuxe?

Mr. ROSE. I would--I have told you earlier that I felt
like this has been @ rather punishing experience that I have
come through. It would be considerably further punishment
to be not allewed ¢o have this additional money. More than
I want to receive a repayment from my comnititee, I want to
clear up the question adbout count number 1.

Yes, I would certainly be willing to say that I am not
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1027 1interested in receiving nonay fxron my canpaign conmittes and
1028 this ocommittea to not sat & precedant for the future for
1029} things 1iXe this ocan olaearly say that snybody who waits as
1030 long as I do to change the record in a situation like this

1031| i not aentitled to recover.

1032 Hr. FAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

1033 The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Myars.

103y Mr. MYERS., MWall. thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1035 Mr. Reose, you certainly leave many questions for this

1036] committee and others because you have left a clouded trail.
1037 The thing that disturbed me about it 1s the fact that there

i038] 1s no documentation.
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We all understand that bstween you and your father that
the loan agreement could be verbal but it would sasen that
betweaen you and the committee there would have been a note
executed. Did you ever nake an explanation, which I haven't
been able to find, why there was no execution of a writtan
agreement on thesae loans?

Hr. ROSE. I am going to let Mr. Oldaker answer that.

Mr. OLDAKER. Currently, there is no question that leans
made to éhe campaigns and campaign committee that--

Mr. MYERS. Would you emplain currently?

Hr. OLDAKER. Currently the law regquires that a loan made
currently under the Federal Election Canmpaign Act anendments
of 1979, there has to be a written document executing any
lean setting forth various things set forth 1n the statute
which include interest rates, terms, et cetera, just like a
bank loan.

So 1f you made a loan to your committee you would have to
have that document signed by your treasurer, which would set
forth that information.

Prior, back when we are dealing prior to the '76
amendments, clearly there was no document necessary and many
1f not most of all of the loan transactions that I examined
back then., from Members to their committee or candidates

when I was general counsel to the Election Commission, dad
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not have the documentation that we would think that you
would have from s bank. The raconmandation was amsde by tha
Conmission in '75 to ohange the law and to add thosae
reaquirements.

The Congress took that reconnendation and made the
changes.

S50 I think we are looking at the status of tha law today.
wa think that is how it has always bean done. I can assurae
you that is not how it has always been done., that it was not
done that way, in this case it was done in a very loosae
manner.

Hr. MYERS. Are there any statutory requirements in tha
State of North Carolina for a loan to be collectablae thers
has to be a written document to substantiate the loan?

Mr. OLDAKER. I am not aware of that. I Xnow in'sone
states that there are such requirements. I am not that
familiar with North Carolina.

Ar. RYERS. You don't practice in MNorth Carolina?

Mz. OLDAKER. Mo, I practice in Washington.

fMr. MYERS. Are you aware of anything like that?

Mr. ROSE. I am not aware. It is ny beliaf--

Hr. MYERS. Your father is an attorney.

Hr. ROSE. Yes, sir, we are both attorneys. That an oral
loan in this situation is permissible.

Hr. HYERS. I have been a banker in ny time and I Know
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that often fanily menbers. when thers sre lowns nads, that
they are by verbsl agreenent, but ny experience nay not be
statutory but good business prectioce when you are going
outside the family to have some Kind of written agreemant to
protect both sides in case something should happen to the
lender.

Mr. ROSE. Can I respond to that.

Mr. MYERS. Sure.

Nr. ROSE.

I forgot about the discussion that we had earlier about
our records showing that $45,900 went into the canpaign,
what we have focused here on the last several minutes 1s how
that amount of money got pald to such an extent that I anr
entitled to receive it.

The marKer of %50.,000 that daddy berrowed in 1972, 19273,
and used to pay off things that he had paid for me., that he
had borrowed for me and quite possibly some obligations that
I had somewhere else, such as that ay ebligation to him.

might have even been greater than %50,000.
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In 1973 he borrows 50,000, the proceads basically go teo
pay off obligations that he had et banks., but may have gone
to soma obligations that ha had at other banks. such as he
night have aeven, say, I gave ny son soma of that #50,000 in
1973.

SKip over with me to '75. I g9et $50,000 from the Morth
Carolina National Bank and give that 50 to my father. The
trail from how I paid that 50 off is pretty clear. What I
have said is that 14 I had owed my father more than 50, that
as cleared up with the Alaska land transaction.

Mr. HYERS. I want to get back to my question. Since you
have gotten on the '75 arrangements here. In '75, your
father borrowed %50,000.

Mr. ROSE. I borrowed.

Mr. MYERS. How did you pay your father back?

Mr. ROSE. I gave him the check,

Mr. MYERS. I don't remember seeing the check.

Mr. ROSE. Are we clear that we got two $50,000 loans here
that don't create any new money. Think of three--think if
three spots out here in this event. The %50,000 goes into
the campaign, through my father in 1972.

In 1973, in November of '73, he creates a borrowing, he

borrows %50,000 at the bank where he is constantly rolling
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notes all the time--Tirst Citizans BanK and Trust Company in
Faysttaville. Ke borrows #50,000,

Hr. MYERS. '737

Mr. ROSE. In '73. What ha uses that for, I don't Know.
but it was our narker that I had to pay that 50 off. He
probably pald soma of the obligation--if he had borzrowed
money to lat me have it, he could have used it to pay thae
20. Hae could have used the 50 to pay----~

Mr. MYERS. Hew paid the 20, you didn't?

Mr. ROSE. I didn't pay the 20. He paid it for me and I
became imnedliately obligated to pay hinm.

He c¢ould have used that 50 to pay some notes at Southern
Hational BankK or some other bank, so I would have owed hin
more than 50, he could have loaned me some of the money
back.

Mr. MYERS. 20 was part of the 50 you borrowed ain '737

Mr. ROSE. I can't say that but then in--you got the '73,
$50,000.

How, go to '"75. I have been reelected to ny second tern.
I am a big shot now. They will let me have %50,000 in nmy
own name at the Morth Carelina National BanK. That %$50,000
was paid off by me and I have given you as good a trail as I
can construct of how that $50,000 got paid off. My father
and I have both testified that the North Carolina National

Bank, %50,000 in 1975, went to him, Charles Rose, Jr.
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1161 Mr. MYERS. You never saw ths 507
1162 Hr. ROSE. No.
1163 Mr. MYERS. The prooeeds from tha bank went to your

t164] fathar?
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Mr. ROSE. Yeas, sixr, how he spraad that out anong all of
his obligations, I don"t Know. 1If I zeally in fact owsd hinm
nora than 50, in 1975. I an contending to you gantlanen that
whan I transferred tha Alaska land to him--

Mr. MYERS. That is whan?

Mx. ROSE. In 1978 to him, I told him--

Mx. RYERS. You paid him twice, then, didn't you?

Hr. ROSE. I didn't pay hin twice.

Mr. MYERS. The AlasMan land was in the middlae of what you
owed him. I assumed the %50,000 you borrowed went to him.

It looKs like you paid him twicae.

Mr. ROSE. MWe haven't talked about what we spent in 1970,
the tinme I lost; we are focusing on 50.

Mr. MYERS. You are further confusing us.

Mr. ROSE. That is right. But we are talking about 18
yeaars ago, Mr. Myers. Wa are talking about something that
happenad a long time ago, and as best we can construct it.,
tharxe were other obligations to my father.

That is why I was willing to turn the AlasMan land over to
him and say, when you accept that and the profits you get
from this sale, it brings us even. He agreed to that. He
nade close to $100,000 when he scld that land that I had
transferred to him.

Now, that 1s--
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Mr. MYERS., That is beyond the 850,000 you borrowsd in
1973, then?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MYIRS. The Alaskan land was separaste from all that

Mr. ROSE. Abseolutaly. I paid him Dback in spades. He at
one time was anbarrassed ha nade monay on the deal. I said,
don't worry about that, there is enough obligations that you
have coverad through the years.

Mr. MYERS. OKay. MNow, We will set aside--

Mr. ROSE. 1 apologize for the confusion about the 1972
First Citizens loan.

Mr. MYERS. We can understand, I can understand, that
loans between family members not necessarily are always
decumented.

Mr. ROSE. That 1s right.

Mxr. HYERS. However, the only documrentation we have of
what you claim to be loans between you and your committee.
wére there any loans executed there, any notes?

Mr. ROSE. Ho, he has testified.

Mr. MYERS. I understand.

Mr. ROSE. You are right, that wasn't proper.

Mr. MYERS. The only documentation we have is these loans
were existent are two, three--you are filing with the Clerk

of the House, and you are f1ling with the required authority

in North Carolina.
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1218 Mr. ROSE. That 1s xight.
1216 Rx. MYERS. And the checks trmil.
1217 Nr. ROSE. Right.
1218 Hr. MYERS.

Why were the checks that were issued by your

1219 elaction committes, say s loan, and why would your cheoks

1220] then thay went back into that canpuign say repaymeant of
1221 1leoan.

1222 Mr. ROSE. Becausae--
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DCHN MILTOM

Kr. RYEZRS. MNhy would you put that on theze if they
weren't?

Mr. ROSE. I d4dn't put them on thara. Ny acoountant put
them on thare and it should not have beaen put on there.

That is the bad part adbout the acousation. On the face of
it it says loan., but they weren't lcans. You XKnow, I am not
asking this connittee to swallow a horse here, but that was
what my accountant in 1978, whe was not around in 1972,
thought that he should put down as for these transactions.
They were corrected. They weare anmended in 1986.

Mr. NYERS. After all this started to come out?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir, after it was pointed out that that
was against the Kouse rules and I said I beg to differ with
You because the committaa owes ma at least $50,000, owes ne
money. When we looKed in Raleigh, whan we lookaed in
Washington, we come with tha documentation that I balieve
shows $Uu5,.000, $50,000,

The CHAIRMAX. Thare is just one point, Mr. Rose, I want
to touch upon to clear up here, just as far as what evidence
we have in our possession. As I understand it, in 1975,

1975 you borrowed $50,000, you paid that to your father?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAM. Then in your testimony you indicated that
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the evidence that you have of that is the front of a check

which 1ndicates that a check 1s made out to you For %50,0007

Hr.

The

Hr.

The

check?

Hr.

ROSE.

Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN. But you don't have the back?

ROSE.

I don't have the back.

CHAIRMAM. Dees the committee have the front of that

ROSE.

Yes, sir.

The CHAIRHMAM. 0Or does the committee have a ledger card

that indicates that you borrowed money, %50,0007

Hr.

ROSE.

fes. srr, 1t does.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that correct?

Hr .

MYERS.

I thought a moment age when I asKed you, you

said the proceeds form the bank went to your father. that

you never had them.

Hr .

Mr.

father.

M.

father.

Mr.

testified to it.

ROSE.

MYERS.

ROSE.

HYERS.

ROSE.

MYERS.

ROSE.

That is right. That wasn't his questien,

You said the check form yeu uwent to your

The lean with--
The bank gave you the proceeds?
Yes, sir.

The burden is on your to show 1t went to your

1 have testified te that and my f£ather had
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MYERS. The documentation, I am talKking about

documentation.

Hr.

Hr .

Charlie,

The

ROSE. The documentation--
MYERS. The thing that bothers me is that everything,
the documentation 1s missing on all these things,

CHAIRMAN. Mr. Myers, hold on just a minute. All I

want to know 1s, Mr. Rose, do we have a copy of the front of

the check?

The

reasen I asKed these questions is because I think

credibility 1s 1mportant here.

Hr.

The

check?

The

ROSE. I agree.

CHAIRMAN. We hawve an actual copy of a front of this

ROSE. Yes, sar.

CHAIRMAN. Is that your understanding?




NANE:
1288
1289
1290
1291
1292
1293
1294
1295
1296
1297
1298
1299
1300
30
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
t3o7
1308
1309
1310
1an

1312

359

HS0309%000 PAGE 59
RPTS CANTOR
DCHN MILTON

{12 noonl

The CHAIRMAM. Is that your understanding, Ms. Tayler?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. We have a copy of the non-negotiable
portion of the bank draft that was our cut to Congressman
Rose. It is not the actual negotiable part of the check.
We have a copy of the non-negotiable portion of the bank
draft form NCHB to Congressman Rose.

Mr. OLDAKER. Which wWas given to us by the bank when 1t
was requested.

Mr. MYERS. Giwven to Rose, Congressman Rose and not father
Rose?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. This was the loan that the
Congressman himself took out so the check was made out to
him.

The CHAIRMAM. As T understand what you are saying. the
bank usually presents a check and there is a carbon that
says non-negotiable 1s normally yellow. We have a copy of
that, not the front of the check.

Mr. MYERS. Made payable to whe?

The CHAIRMAN. <Charlie Rose.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Myers. are you confusing 1973 with 19757

Mr. MYERS. I am confusing more than 1973 and 1975. Back
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through 1972 and on up through 1986. I don't Know what I am
confusing. I am trying to find out the 1975 locan that you
got form NCHR and where the proceeds went. MNCNB Keeps
documentation. They have to.

Let's go to 1975, that leoan of 1975.

Mr. ROSE. In 1975 I borrowed %50,000 form North Carolina
Hational Bank.

Hr. MYERS. Again I ask the question, where are the
proceeds? Hho dad the bank issue the proceeds?

Mr. ROSE. They issued the check to Charles Rose, III.

Hr. MYERS. To you then?

Mr. ROSE. Who was doing business, whose checking account
was at the Sergeant at Arms office in this building. Does
that check appear in ny Sergeant at Arms office?

Hs. PENDER. Also had a bank account at United Carolina
Bank ., These bank records are not available, not through
anyone's fault but through passage of time, and I believe
the committee has asked for them as well.

Mr. MYERS. A bank doesn't Keep records?

Hs. PEWDER. That particular banK was bought by another
bank, and they no lenger have the records. There is a seven-
year retention statute in the State of North Carelina, which
requires them to Keep documents for seven years. That is
the way the bank explained it to me, sir, and after that

peried of time. there 1s nothing wrong with them not having
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than.

Your conmittes and we have requested, wa would like those
cheacking account records, becwusse we baliave that thay would
substantiate where Mr. Rose's loans wers. WNe want that
inforamtion, but We are unabla to get it.

Mr. ROSE. You want tc ses where the 350,000 loan proceads
check in 1975 form Morth Carolina Natiocnal Bank went. the
bast records that We have are at the bottom of the check. as
Mr. Dixon has told you, and the trail of payments of that
$50,000 by ma in various--

Mr. MYERS. What is that trxail? ZThe only thing the
committae has is that tha proceads went to you. I am saying
that the documentation are that the proceeds went to your
father at that tima.

Mr. ROSE. My father has testified that he got %50,000. I
have testified that I gave him the 350,000, and you have twe
problenas. You have to show where the proceeds went and you
have to show how you paid off the loan. I have better
racords of how I paid off that $50,000, Mr. Myers, than I do
of a paper trail to show wherae the $50,000 went. I don't
have the back-up chack.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mx. MYERS. I yield,.

Mr. CRAIG. 1In 1975, you borrowed %50,000. You get a

check form the bank for $50,000. You hand the check to your




KAnE:
1363
1364
1365
1366
1367
1368
1369
1370
13711
1372
1373
1374
1375
1376
1377
1378
1379
1380
1381
1382
1383
1384
1385
1386

1387

362

K50309000 PAGE 63
fathar?

Mr. ROSE. That is our reccllaction, yes, sir.

Nr. CRAIG. And your father spends that monay?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRAIG. To pay off cartuin things. Doas your father's
acoount show a daposit saquential to your loan of %50,0007

Mr. ROSE. Mot to our Knowledga. We don't have the
rtecords. They don't exist.

Mr. CRAIG. No, your fathex, not you, your father's
account.

Mr. MYERS. Caitizens Bank.

Mr. ROSE. We don't Know. First Citizens.

Hr. SPERCE. They don't have records.

Mr. CRAIG. I can't understand how you get a checKk and not
run it through your hand. You Just sign it on the bank,
sign it to your father and say, ''You are paid, dad.''

Mr. ROSE. That is what we did.

Mr. MYERS. The non-negotiable part we have a record is
the copy he receives. That 1s a non-negotiable duplicate
cOPY.

Mr. CRAIG. But your father's accounts do not show him
receiving the %$50,0007

Mr. RDSE. We don't Xnow.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the gentleman.

HMr. MYERS. I have no further gquestions.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Mollohan.

Hr. Rose, I Know that you have an appointment at 1
o'clook, and so while I am not rushing nmaenbers, it is only 5§
after 12:00 now, I an saying that we would likKe to £inish as
soon as possible. I anm not rushing anybody.

Mr. Mellehan.

Hr. MOLLOKAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Charlie, if I can spend a little bit reconstructing this,
I would appreciate your help in ny doing it. In May of 1872
your campalign received $%20,000. It subsequently reaceived
$5,150 and %8,750, and then %$2,500 for a total of $37,400 in
the 1972 campaign form your father; is that correct?

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. You, during that campaign, the record will
reflect, contraibuted $%,500, The total of that is $u6,900
received form you and your father by the campaign during the
1972 campaign.

Subsequent to that., in 1973 you went to the First Citizens
Bank, your father went to the First Citizens Bank?

Mx. ROSE. His bank.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. And he borrowed %50,000. There was an oral
understanding between you and your father that while 1t was
his borrowing, and the note with the bank reflected it was
his borrowing, it was nevertheless an oral understanding

between you and your father that you were responsible for
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paying that indebtedness?

Mr. ROSE. Corrsot.

Mr. MOLLOMAN. I want to gat baok to that, but somshow we
assunad that that was repaid by you.

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOKAM. Mow, in 1975 you, in your own nana,
borrowed 50,000 form?

Mr. ROSE. The North Caroclina National Bank.

Mr. MOLLOKAM. The North Carelina Mational Bank?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir. That is how I paid tha 50,000, as I
recall.

Mr. MOLLOHRAM. It is your representation that you took
that %50,000 and paid it directly to your father?

Mr. ROSE. Yes. sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Now, was that you satisfying the oral
obligation you had wWith your father to pay off the 1973
$50,0007

Mr. ROSE. VYas, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. That is thae event that satisfied it?

Mr. ROSE. Yas. sair.

Mr. HMOLLOHAN. So your father actually made the payments

on that 1973 loan?
Mr. ROSE. Yas, sar.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Is that corzect?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. You pamid him baock with the 1975 loan which
you paid directly to him?

Mr. ROSE. Yas, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. You ware going to say something?

Mrx. ROSE. The only footnote that I would add is that ny
father in the 1973 $50,000 loan that he borrowad form his
bank, Nerth Carclina National Bank. nmay have paid off sona
obligations that I had at other banks around town, in which
case, I would owe him more than the %50,000 that I paid hin
in 1875.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. There is a rather casual relationship
between your father and yourself?

Mr. RDSE. Absoclutely.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. In regard to borrowings, and he 1s helping
you?

Mx. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. In ways you probably knew about at the
time?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. But you don't specifically recollect on
this occasion?

Mr. ROSE. TYes.

Mr. CRAIG. MWill the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOLLOHAK. Will you allow me to go through?

Mr. CRAIG. Go ahead.
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Mr. MOLLOMAM. Then sone subsaquent date you aenterad inte

s land transaotion?
Mr. ROSI. That is right.
Mr. MOLLOHAX. In Alaska?
Nr. ROSE. VYes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOMAN. What was that date?

Mr. ROSE. 1978. Well, I bought tha land about 1975-1976.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. 1975-1976, that you--

Mr. ROSE. <Conveyed to him.

Mr. MOLLOHAM. Simply assignaed?

Mr. ROSE. I deeded, signed a dead.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Without consideration?

Mr. ROSE. The consideration that was between us wWas in
settlement of all obligations that I had--

Mr. MOLLOHAN. And that was teflected; is that correct?

Mr. ROSE. And 310 and other gocod and wvaluable
considerations as all warranty deeds state, but our

understanding was that when he got the AlasKa land--

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Whatever happened with that asset., good or

bad, paid him?
Mr. ROSE. Paid haim off.
Mr. MOLLOMAN. Everything?
Mr. ROSE. And it turned out goeod.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Right, and so he ends up a net plus?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. I would lika to go baok to tha 820,000, the
initial %20,000. I think I understand your theory about how
all that worked.

Mr. ROSE. Thank you.

Mr. NYERS. I would 1lika to go back to the omnpaign.

Thare 1s #20,000 debt which tha canpaign owaes. AIs you
repreasanting that you becama the creditor of that debt whan
you assuned the obligation of your father?

Mr. ROSE. Let me say 1t this way. The %20,000 obligation
of the comnmittee was actually %20.000 that my {fatherx
borrowed at First Citizens Bank and gave to the campaign.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Yes, but at some point if you are going te
rmake a circle out of this, you have to stand as the creditor
form the campaign, do you not?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Does that happen and how with regard, first
of all, to the %20,0007

Mr. ROSE. As it was made.

Mr. MOLLOHAM. Ho, sir, I'm sorry. You did not understand
ny question.

At some point, if I understand your theory, you nust
become the creditor. That %20,000 obligation must be to
you, isn't that correct?

Hr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Because I assume in these series of $50,000
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transactions, the benk has baen paid off with the 820,000,
tha First Citizans?
Mr. ROSE. It was never paid off by the connittea.
Mz. MOLLOHAK. Wall, then, let ne ask you, was the #20,000
avar paid off by anybody?
Mr. ROSE. Yes.
Mr. MOLLOHAM. I undarstand that 1t wasn't paid off by tha
committaa?
Mr. ROSE. It just disappeared off the sheets. It fell
off.
Mr. MOLLOHAM. ©Of the bank's sheets?
Mr. ROSE. MNo, it fell oif my forms.
Mr. MOLLOHAM. Excuse me, sir. The $20,000 is an
obligation owed by your committee to the bank, correct?
Mr. ROSE. Right.
Mr. MOLLOMAK. Under your theory. that obligation is paid
off not by the committee.
Mr. ROSE. Right.
HMr. MOLLORAN. But by your father or you or somebody, 15
that correct?
Mr. ROSE. Exactly, yes, sir.
Hr. MOLLOHAK. Dees that happen?
Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
Hr. MOLLOHAN. So the $20,000 debt owed to First Citizen

by your committee is paid off by scmebody?
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Hr. ROSE. My father.

Rr. ROSE. All xight, your fathar.

Mx. ROSE. Yas.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. So your theory is that now the %20,000,
bacause you have paid your fathar--

Mr. ROSE. Yas.

Mr. MOLLOKAM. --becomas an obligation to you?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. MOLLOHMAK. 1Is that correct?

Mr. ROSE. VYes., sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Did the committee ever pay $20,0007

Mr. ROSE. MNo, sir.

Mr. NOLLOHAN. To anybody?

Mr. ROSE. Mo, sir.

Mr. MOLLODHAM. Was it carried, continued to be carried on
the forms as an obligation to anybody?

Mr. ROSE. Mo, sir. It appears on the Federal Election
Campaign Act form filed with the Clerk of the House, but
when the forms are filed for the new committee in 1974,
undexr the new Act, that $20,000 obligation does not appear,
and I can assure you First Citizens Bank did not forgive it,
and the only mention of it is that in the case of
dissolution of this committee excess funds will be used to
pay preexisting obligations.

Hr. MOLLOHAM. 5o you would say that was a mistake?
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Mr. ROSE. That was & aistale.

Mr. HOLLOHAM. It should have bean, the correct way would
have bean to, tha obligation to Yirst Citizens to have baen
dropped, but to have been refleoted as an obligation to you
directly?

Hr. ROSE. [Exactly. to ne.

Mr. MOLLOKAN. To you?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sat.

Mr. MOLLOHAM. But it was not?

Mr. ROSE. It was not.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Is that the same pattern with regard to the
4.9 and the %25007

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Hr. MOLLONAN. Your recollection is clear on that?

Mr. ROSE. The $14,.000 is cash on hand, 1= that correct?

Mr. HMOLLOKAN. %14,900 is another loan, the sum of two
loans your father made to the canpaign?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mz, MOLLOHKAN. So 1t 15 the same pattern. That was paid
off in the series of transactions?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Hr. MOLLOMAN. BAnd it was not carried over as a debt to
you, 15 that correct?

Hr. ROSE. Exactly.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. 1Is that also true with the %25007
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Hr. ROSE. Was that form my father?

Mr. MOLLOKAK. That was form your fathar.

Hr. ROSE. Yes, siz.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Is that trua? How was the %9500 which was
raflectad as & loan form you to your 1972 canpaign ocarxriad
forward? Was that carried forward?

Mr. ROSE. It was not carried forward.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. That is not carried forward either?

Hr. ROSE. MNone of those were carried forward.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Was that ever satisfied by the campaign
committee prior to this series of loans?

Mr. ROSE. Mo.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Subsequent?

Mr. ROSE. Mo, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. So your father's loans te the committee and
your loans to the committee--

Mr. ROSE. VYes, sir.

Mr. ROSE. --all were treated the same after this series o
payments between you and your father?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. As far as the campaign filing forms are
concerned, that is 1t was not, none of them were transferred
form the old forms on to the new forms as a debt to you?

Mr. ROSE. That 15 correct.

Mr. HOLLOHAN. But you are indeed relying upon--—
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Kx. ROSE. The old fornms.
Ax. MOLLONAN. Those loans?
nr. ROSE. Yes, sir,
Mz. MOLLOHNAN. MNhan you say that ths serias of

transactions here, which you subnitted to tha conmittee

today and are identified as chaxt MNo. 2--

Hr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOLLOHAM. --you are saying that those loans are not
teflactad, are the basis of the campaign owing you money?

Mr. ROSE. That is correct.

Mr. MOLLOHAX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Gaydos.

Mr. GAYDOS. I will ask questions when we come back. I

would like to ask Mx.
Alaskan property.

pay for that?

doun payments,

Mr.

fo

ROSE.

GAYDOS.

Rose, Charlie, when you bought the

llowing tha transactions, how did you

Or was it paid for?
I borrowed somne money form a bank to make the
and I was paying on the mortgagde.

That's all.

The CHAIRMAN.

Gentlenan,

if we come right back,

then

Probably we can wrap it up in 15 or 20 minutes.
[Recass. )

The CHAIRMAN. We will come to order.

Hr. Hansen.

Hr. HAHSEHN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Throughout the testimony wae have had s number of peocple
allude and our ocounsel has alluded to your father's ledger
card. Does our staff have that ledger card?

Mr. OLDAKER. I have & copy of it right here.

Hr. HANSEN. And it shows what you referrsd to sarlier?

Mr. ROSE. It shows that he borrowed #$20,000 the day that
my campaign received %20,000 from First Citizens Bank, tha
Federal Election Campaign foxm. The first item that I gave
you has that on it, and his ledger card shows that $20,000.

HMr. HANSEN. MNr. Mollohan got into the idea of takKing the
amounts in the second %50,000 paid off in aggregate totaled
up $46,000, which is money you felt you owed to your father.

You introduced another 1tem at that point, and you said,
**And other obligations,'' of bank obligations that you had
scattered around town that your father, I Kind of got the
impression unbeknownst to you, went out and paid those?

HMr. ROSE. Mo, I probably owed haim some money form 1970
that I had never paid him back.

Mr. HANSEN. So he in fact took an aggregate of your debts
in othexr banks and paid those off too, is that correct?

Mr. ROSE. I am not sure what he did with all the money,
but I am saying that the possibility exists, Mr. Hansen.
that in 1973 when he tooK that %50,000 marKer, le¢an form
First Citizens BanK, that he may have paid off some of my

obligations at other banKs in town, in which case, I would
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hava received additional benefit beyond what I had already
received forn $50,000, and tharefore I would ba obligated to
hin for norxe than $50,000.

Nr. HANSEN. I don't have %co much troubla in wanding ay
way through the problems between tha North Carolina elaction
law requirenents and the Tederal. WNheare I get in trouble is
the trail, that I an having a hard time going down as
between you and your father, what was signed, and I think
that has probably been exhausted alnost, but I would like to
add a couple of things here.

You said in 1975 through 1978 in your earlier testinmony,
that you purchased a section of land in AlasKa at %150 an
acre?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. HANSEM. So a section is 160 acres?

Mr. ROSE. Six-hundred and forty.

Mr. HANSEN. Sixty acras?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir, a mile square.

Mr. CRAIG. Mo, you take sections, AlaskKa sections.

Mr. HANSEN. Alaska is a big country. Did you buy that
With a real estate contract, a land contract?

Mz. ROSE. You have all of that bafore the committee. Don
Young of AlasKa introduced me to one of his constituents,
and we worked out the transaction between us, and the

committee has all those transactions.
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1688 Hr. HANSEK. HMay I ask, how much squity did you raturn to
1689| your father foxr all debts inourzed?
1690 Nr. ROSE. The undazstanding was, I guass thars was
1691 probably $50,000 or 80,000 in equity in tha land when hs
1692} got it or more than that. The conmittes can give you s mors
1693] direct amount.
1694 Nr. HANSEX. Your counsel seems to Xnow. Can she respond
1695 to that?
1696 Ms. PEXNDER. Yes, sir. He provided to the connittee staff
1697| the fact that the property was actually in two halves, the
1698] eastern one-half and a western one-half. Ne have given then
1699 all the documents omn that. One-half of the property had a
1700 %30,000 down payment at the time ¢f the signing ¢f the
1701] contract, %$41,000 paid on December ist of 1975, %9000 paid
1702] on January 1st of 1976, and in that sense one-half the
1703| property. of that equity., was free and c¢lear in the addition
1704 1in 1978 when that particular half, with all those down
1705 payments on it, free and clear, was transferred to his
1706] £father, there was a State of AlasKa patent on that, because
1707] 1t was untitled property, and that was for $6900. 3So the
1708 half that he had total ownership and equity in, those are
1709 the sums invelved in that.
1710 The other half had a mortgage payment per month of
1711 %661.72, which Mr. Rose paid up until the time he

1712 transferred that other half to his father.
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Mr. HANSEN. So what equity?

Fr. ROSI. Sesventy-sons thousand dollars.

Mr. HANSEN. Seventy-some thousand dollars?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir, that I had already paid.

Mr. HNANSEN. So the amount of monay that your father had
in the %50,000 was paid the difference between 46, whatevar
it was, plus these other obligations that you had scattered
arcund, s¢ you felt it more than amply teok care of it?

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. HAKSEN. S0 in fact he got %70,000, paying %4000 plus
for what the additioenal would be?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir, plus whatever we spent in 1970.

Mr. HANSEN. And this was transferred to¢ vour father by
contract. assignment, fee title?

Hr. ROSE. TDeed, fee title. '

Mr. HANSEN. We have all that?

Hr. ROSE. You have copies of all of that.

Mr. HANSEN. Your father then turned around and sold it?

Hr. ROSE. Yes, sir, sold it through the same real estate
agent that Don Young put me in touch with, sold it in
roughly 1981. I remember he got a contract for it about
July, 1981, %500 an acre.

Mr. HANSEM. If I may ask, did your father pay you back?

Obviously it seems liKe there is some overage here on your

behalf.
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Mr. ROSI. I am not worried about any ovarsgs, sir, form
ny fathexr. I am just txying to establish that I have paid
him.

Hr. HANSEM. Ha raised you to be a good--

Hr. ROSE. At lamst 55,000 ox #60,000.

Hr. HANSEN. So he cana out pretty well on that.

Mr. ROSE. He came out pretty well on this, vyas.

Hr. HANSEX. Thank you, Mr. Chaizaman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mx. Pashayan.

Mr. PASHAYAM. I just have a few scattered questions.

Following your explanation, in 1975 the proceads form the
loan went--now we have established--through you to your
father?

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Hx. PASHAYAN. And that was the moment that you becane in
your mind the creditor teo your canpaign?

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Hr. PASHAYAN. Is that correct, in a formal sense?

Mrx. ROSE. In a formal sense, but I owad the money, I owed
ny father form the time he advanced the monay.

Go ahead.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I understand that. In other words, that
was the transaction that formalized, that collapsed into one
event or into one transaction loan that had accunulated forn

the past?
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Mr. ROSE. Yas, sir.

Nr. PASHAYAN. So that you bsoanms st that moment thae
oraditor to your canmpaign in the amount of %50,0007

Mr. ROSE. That is one way of expressing it, yes, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAX. I an asking.

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. PASHAYAN. At that time did you owe your father any
more monay for events unrelataed to your campaign?

Mr. ROSE. I may have. I may have owed him for some
things that he could have loaned me in 1970, He always
wanted me to Know how obligated I am to him and constantly
has reminded me of how muech I owe him, you understand.

Mr. PASHAYAN. let me ask you this? Is 1t possible for
you to give us an amount that would be the maximum at that
time that you owed him? In other words, it might not have
been that much. but can yeou say, well, at most it could have
been such and such, in addition to--this is that additional
amount? Can you say ''I owed him at least $20,000,"' the
minimum that it would have been?

Mr. ROSE. I would say I owed him probably at a minimunm
$20,000.

Mr. FPASHAYAN. And a maximunm?

Mr. ROSE. Twenty to $25,000.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Thirty to %35,000°?

Mr. ROSE. That would be my recollection, but, as I told
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baan anhanced by passage of tine, when

ote.

I oan sappreciate that. I an just trying
onsidezred that I needad to repay him
ntly had disocussions. I seid, '"You ocan

He said., '"Yes, but I paid the interest

In other words, the amounts you just cited

to me wera the principal. You would add to that interest?

Mz. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. PASHAYRM.

That he demanded of you?

Mr. ROSE. Suggested.

Mz. PASHAYAM.

Did that amount that you felt you owed him

in addition to the amount owed for the purposes of the

campalgning?
Mr. ROSE. Yes.,

Mr. PRSHAYAN.

sirc.

Pid that amount increase between the tine

that you took out that $50,000 note?

Mr. ROSE. No.

Mr. PASHAYAN.
campaign?

Mr. ROSE. No.

Mr. PASHAYAN.

Mr. ROSE. The

And you say you became the creditor to your

pid that amount increase between then and--

Alaska?
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Nr. PASHAYAN. Alaskan land?

Ar. ROSE. No.

Nr. PASHAYAM. Xow, in your own mind, thaxefore, did you
transfer the deed to the Alaskan land to pay off that
additional mmount?

Mr. ROSE. All of 1t. Anything that hadn't baen covered
properly before was to pay off that additional.

Mr. PASHAYAM. In other words, you are saying that the
AlasKan transfer, given the chain of events as you are
describing them and as you are characterizing them., the
Alaskan transfer you would say was to pay off debts not
related to the campaign?

Mr. ROSE. That was the initial purpose, but as a lawyer.,
if you want to look at it another way, it is possible to say
that that money was payment for the campaign debt, but it
wasn't intended to be. It was intended to be for all the
other things that were--

Mr. PASHAYAN. You say it was not intended to be because
in 1975 you became a creditor to your campaign?

Mr. ROSE. Exactly.

Hr. PASHAYAN. For %50,0007

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAMN. 5o then you and your counsel come back to
these series of transactions and you say that if we do not

believe that you became the creditor to your campaign in
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1975, then you became the oraditor to your campaign when you
transfarred the Alaskan land, is that right or wrong?

Mr. ROSE. Absolutely, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I don't think I have any further questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Petri.

Mr. PETRI. I want to sort of go at this business form the
other end, because it seems to ne it is crucial for tha
whoela situation, for there to ba a case we ocan accept that
these represent repayments of loans rather than loans to you
and then repayments.

Could you go over again the item? I think when you were
here before, and again today, you said there was some
confusion between newmspaper accounts and also I think the
last time you were 1n the heat of the campaign, and so you
repaid or you sort of evened out accounts between you and
the campaign committee so as +to aveid charges that you owed
ther money or however it went at that time.

Will you go through that whole part of it again, the last
year or so, and how you characterized these things?

Mr. ROSE. I was shocKed at the charge in 1986, and the
press asked me what do these loans represent, when they
obviously said loans they were talking about what was on the
Federal Election form that had been released by nmy
oppenent's party.

I responded, they represaent consolidation of personal
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canpaign loans. I was thinking that they reprasanted an
advancenmsnt to me of sums that I had paid on the
consolidation of canpaign lomans, such as the paynents that I
had made beginning in 1975 to pay off in various ways the
North Carolina National Bank loan, but I don't ocartainly
have to teall this body that when you are dealing with & sat ]
of papers that say loan on their face of thema, as filed by
my accountant, and you are trying to say that they are not
loans, and you are trying to explain that in three or four

paragraphs, it is very difficult.

L # - *

We found the documents in Raleigh. HNe
found the documents in Washington. NWe Went to the FEC. We
amended the filings. I don't have to tell wou that the
press has had a field day with me changing, wWith my
committee changing what they said was a loan into a
reimbursement and a repayment, but I did not intend to
violate the rules of the House at any point, and I have made
the changes that I have made and sworn to the testimony that
I have given you to justify what we have done.

Hr. PETRI. Could you go through the transactions on chart
2 for us. I am only asking you to do this because we are
going to be asKed. Put on the record what happened and what

the money was used for and why you then reloaned money to
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1888 the conmittes on each of thesa occasions.
188% Mz, ROSE. I felt that when the monay cane to as out of
1890| ths oconmittes, that 1t was in fact, that it was my monay,
1891] because it was owed to ma by the conmitteas, and 1f you aza
1892| askKing me, oan I tell you that thess Irepaynants to ne waras
1893} all used for bona fide canmpaign purposas, the answar is. no,
1894| T can't +tell you that, because I considered it personal
1895| money at that particular peint in time, but in 1978 I go to
1896 my accountant. 1979 was the first one, that is correct, and
1897| asked him to give ne some of the money back that I had put
1898| 1into the cappaign. He wWwanted to see proof that the campaign
1899| was owed money.
1900 I told him that the campalgn owaed--owed ae the money, but
1901 he wasn't around in 1972. He did not prepare the £ilings in
1902] Raleigh and in Washington, and so he gave me what I
1903| considered was a reimbursement, but which he put doewn in my
1904} campaign forms as a loan; 4 and 7 and 895 is just %11.895.
1905 That didn't nake a very big dent on the balance of my
1906| campaign account., but in 1983, when I was advanced %18,000,
1907| if you will notice the time there, 1t was Septenber of 1983,
1908/ and I paid it bacK December 31, paid it back if you
1909| considexed it a lean, but I reloaned it to my committee on
1910| Decenmber 31, 1983, put 1t dack in the committee, because I
1911 wanted the balances to looK higher., because January of 1984

1912 was the year-end report, but also the filing peried fer the
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naxt sleotion, and you don't 1like to go into a ocanpaign with
& low balanocs.

The sanme is true for 1984, 1984, 1985 and 1985, the othsr
four itans. S50 when I coma to 1987, I reloanad the total
anount, 11,895 during ths canpaign to conplately rapay to
the conmittee mll the Ffunds that it had advancad to nme.
That's all.

If you have any other questions, I wWill be happy to answer
them.

Mr. PASHAYAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETRI. Sure.

Mr. PASHAYAM. Can I ask counsel if the treasurer, and
this is the Kind of question I will say outright that no
court would admit, because I am asKing for hearsay.

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly, go ahead.

Mr. PASHAYAN. If the treasurer were here and were asked
the gquestion, when you became treasurer, you at that time,
according to the testimony of the Congressman, became
satisfied that the campaign did owe ham, why then did you
put it down as a loan rather than a repayment, what would
his answer be?

Mr. OLDAKER. His answer would be that he Knew, at least
had heard and talked to me, that there were loans owed by
the committee to the Congressman. He had never seen any

documentation of that. No one had presented him with any
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1938| dooumaentation of that.

1939 And thet 41d not inour until 1986-1987 sifter this bdroke in
1940 the newspaper, ha was presantad with dooumantmtien, nonaly
1941| the old raports, and other information which would indicate
1942 that the loan wes ocutstanding, and ha then was satisfiaed
1943} that the loan was outstanding, and ha then executsd the note
1944 which we put together to conform with the eleotion lawa that
1945| were in effact at that time.

1946 Mr. PASHAYAN. So, in other words, he put down tha loan
1947| because at that time there was a lack of documentationt?t

1948 Mr. OLDAKER. Exactly.

1949 HMr. PASHAYAX. Are you saying that had he had the

1950| documentation at that time, he would have put down repayment
1951 rather than loan?

1952 Mr. OLDAKER. That is what he has told them.

1953 Mr. PRSHAYAN. That is perhaps the most dirfficult issue
1954 you faced by +this committee, how to explain, if I may Just
1955| add, something that says on the surface of the loan that in
1956{ fact you are saying essentially was not a loan but a

1957f repayment.

1958 Mz. OLDAKER. I think he had a very honorable accountant
1959{ trying to do the best job he could 1n reperting. It was put
1960f down on the fact of it exactly what the transaction was,
1961 that it was money that went to the Congressman. It was I

1962] think misattributed, and he has put in affidavits, 1t was
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1963 missttributed at the time because ha did not have suifiocient

1964| dooumentation.

1965 Mr. PASHAYAM. I yiald back to ay ocolleagus.
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RFTS CANTOR

DCHX KOEHLER

The CHAIRNAX. Tom.

Mr. PETRI. I don"t want %o pursue it, but to asX could
you give your explanation again as to why it is that you
ended up getting back on Chart 2 to zereo, in Septenber of
1986, i1f you were owed money by the campaign conmittea. Why
did you want to go back and make that total that vou wera
owed--

Hr. ROSE. Lower instead of higher?

Mr. PETRI. Or higher, whatever. ®Why did you want to
cancel out payments that the committee had made., the
repaynents that the committee had made to you of loans you
had made to it?

Mr. ROSE. It was in the heighth of a campaign., as I told
you, 1n July. My interest was to gquiet down the issue.
Since there was somae obvious question as to the character of
these funds, i.e., loan versus repayment, I concluded that
the best political thing for me to deo was to get it even
with the board, and then go from there, and that 1s why I
ran the ballots back to zero.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Craig.

Mx. CRAIG. A couple of questions, Mr. Chairman.

Charlie, when you made your first payment, or when you
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raloaned baok to tha connittes the %18.000.

Mr. ROSE. fas.

Mr. CRAIG. I have two questions. Why $18,0007 Why not
$20,0007 Why not $25.0007 Why not #150.,0007 Why doess it
happen to be tha axsotly the same anount the comaittes had
paid you in repayment some 3 or Y months before?

Mr. ROSE. Well, remanber that I felt that the noney wuas
mine rightfully.

Mr. CRAIG. I accept that.

Mr. ROSE. As a matter to be repaid to nme.

Mr. CRAIG. Yes.

Mr. CRAIG. I can accept the $18,000 on the repayment. Ny
confusion is, if you are belstering your campaign account to
make it look bigger for the reporting purposes to ward off
challengers, and I can understand why we do those things, we
all go out and deo fundraisers and try to bump things up
bafore the reporting perieds.

Mr. ROSE. Right.

Mr. CRAIG. Why does it happen to be in this instance, the
same amount and the same pattern follows then from $18,000

all the way through to zero?

Mr. ROSE. Just as a matter of Keeping up with it in ny
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nind. That is thea only explenation I oan giva you. It was
aasier ior ne to oconceive of what I hed been rainbursed and
what I hadn't been reimbursed.

Nr. CRAIG. Do we have copies of the chacks?

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. CRAIG. I assune there were checks you wrote to the
comnittae. Did you make any desfignation on those checks as
to what their intent was at the time you wrote them to the
comrnittee, starting fren Decenber 31, 19837

Mr. ROSE. Ms. Pender. She has gone through all the
checks .

Ms. PENDER. Hr. Craig., I believe the committee has one
check that says, '"lean'', on the front of it from Mr. * ® #

Rose.

Hr. CRAIG. In what--

Ms. PENDER. I don't have that in from of me, but the
staff could help you with that. There is one that says, the
one Written in September of 1986 says, '"'repayment of loan''
on the front of it. There are two direct cashier checks orx
banking checks that came from a bank check, a bank process,
where Mr. Rose obtained bank loans to make those loans to
the campaign, and if I have misstated anything, I wish they
wWwould correct me, but I believe--

Mr. CRAIG. My question 1s doas the committee have the

$18,000, $10,595, $9,6007
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Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Kr. CRAIG. Do we have all those chaoks?

Mr. ROSE. I think you do.

Ms. PENDER. We hmve given you all wa had, I bellave.

Mr. CRAIG. And all of then ara thara?

Mr. ROSE. I think so.

Ms. HUTCHMIKS-TAYLOR. All but ona.

Mzr. CRAIG. Which one do you not have?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. $9,5600. I an not aexaotly sura.
will have to check, but I thaink We have all but one of those
checks.

Mr. CRAIG. Go ahead, Mx. Rose.

I

Mr. ROSE. We have been worling with your staff on this.

Mr. CRAIG. Can you tell me at the time you put the
$18,000 back into the canmpaign, what the campaign balance
was at that point then, after the %18,000 deposit? You
would have a £iling.

Mr ROSE. I have a filing that would show 1t, but my
recollection 1s that it was something in the %100,000 range,
but the Key point is that the year-end report occurred one
day afiter December 31, 1983. That is the balance as of
January 15+, and my filing period in N.C. is the month of
January.

Mxr. CRAIG. I understand that. I am not having any

trouble with that. I am just saying does the $100,000--here
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is ny line of thinking. I have bean very open with you.
Does the $100,000 ward off an opponent, or doas the 882,000
ward off an opponent? Why, 1f just befora, we do it for the
intent of bolstering the campaign, what is the diffarence in
$18,0007 Why not put $50,000 in it, 1f you are going te
borrow it and then the campaign is going to pay you back?
Why not go big?

Hr. ROSE. It 1s a good question, but just mors was battar
in ny estimation.

Mr. CRAIG. That is why I am curious why they just
happened to be the exact figures all the way down the line
and not different ones, 1f, in fact, your first column is a
repaynent.

Mr. ROSE. That is all the money I had available to
rtelean, to Keep it straight in my head as to what was the
canpaign reloaning and repaying to me.

Mr. CRAIG. You said money available to reloan. You did
not have to borrow the 3%18,000? You had the cash on hand?

Mr. ROSE. Some of the time I would go and borrow the
noney to reloan i1t to the committee, and the staif has the
records that show that sone of the money that I owed,
personally owed to the Southern National Bank, said that the
purpose of the loan is to put money in the campaign.

Mr. CRAIG. One other question, Mr. Chairman, and that is

in relation to the Alaskan thing. When did the committee
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become aware of tha Alaskan thing?

Mr. ROSE. In July.

Mr. CRAIG. Did you point it up to them?

Ms. PENDER. I think the staff probably did. Na talked
about it and wa providaed the documants.

Mr. CRAIG. We paid that.

Ms. PENDER. At the staff level, I believe Ms. Hutchins-
Taylor asKad me a question and I inmediately went and got
all the documents and brought them to her in, I think, it
was July.

Mr. CRAIG. My confusion is if you, in fact, had paid your
dad off, why are we even talking about the AlasMan thing?
Why does it all of a sudden become a part of the movement of
money to pay off your dad for your obligation to him as it
relates to the campaign? Aren't we told by you that, priox
to the AlasMan land deal, you had reimbursed your father,
zeroed him out.

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. CRAIG. Then why are we dealing with Alaska. That is
a separate issue between you and your father, having nothing
to do with the campaign or campaign monies.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Pashayan asKed a series of question about
additional obligations that I might have had to my father,
and that is correct. An Alaskan land transaction was

basically to get straight with him on everything that I owed
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him, and he would tell you that it did.

As lawyers mre, wWe are trying to present our svidence to
you in as many favorable ways ae wWa possibly oan.

Mr. CRAIG. Prier to the conmittea finding. the
docunantation of the AlasKan land transeaoction, you had not
presentad that to the committeas.

Mr. ROSE. I will let the pPeople who wWere Working with the
staff talk.

Ms. PEMDER. I believe that they had some checks that cane
out of the Sergeant of Arms, and I wish the staff would helyp
me on this, because it has been a couple of months, but I
believe that they had scme checlhs that were in the Sezgeant
of Arms account that they aslied me about, and I believe that
I told them that they related to Rlaska land, and then I
believe, they asked for documents, all the deeds and things
like that, and again, please correct me 1f I am Wwrong. And
we did get all the deeds and whatever. W®We had a special
meeting on this, because there was some concern about this
FIFO principal, following money in and following money out
With respect to Mr. Rose's repaying his father, and they
therefore, wanted to lookK at AlasKa and see what egquity was
involved in that and whatever else.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Ms. Taylor, on this narrow point, deo you
have anything to offer.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I would just want to let the
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214t| oconmittas Know that wa first started oorrasponding with
2142| Congressnan Rose's attornays back in Maroh of this year, and
2143| #rom March through the sunnex, they provided an explanation
2144l of the borrowings. From March until August that explanstien
21u5| ended in January of 1975, whean he paid his father 50,000,
2146| It was not until August that they subaitted matarials to us,
2147] and, I guess, that is 4 or 5 months later that they brought
21u48| up the AlasKa land transaction, and that was our first

2149| Xnowledge that they were counting the Alaska propexty as
2150 part of the emplanation on how he Tepaid his father.

2151 Mx. CHAIRMAN. Only on this narrow issue, Ms. Taylor, who
2152 #farst interjected the Alaska transactions?

2153 Ms. NUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I would say that we had some checks
215uf that evidenced a transactioen. We didn't Know that that was
2155| part of the explanation on how he paid his father back,

2156] until they asserted it in August, We Jjust Knew that there
2157| were some checKs that related to Alaska transactions that
2158] appeared 1in the bank records that we got.

2159 Mr. CRAIG. You had further conment?

2160 Ms. PENDER. Yes, sir. For several months in the very
2161| beginning there, we Were asKed a number of questions but
2162| never askKed really to go beyond 1975. I Know Ms. Taylor
2163] came bacK and came into a middle of discussions that were
2164| going on., and we have several submissions that went on in

2165 the middle of that, and I think there might have been
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misunderstandings.

Hr. ROSE. Can I interjeoct ona conmant?

Hz. CRAIG. Surs,

Mr. ROSE. I #elt that the bank transactions adaquately
covared tha question, but based on the number of quastions
and the way we Were getting quastions, we finally got tha
question that related to the Alaska land, and so we
presented that information to the conmittee. We weren't
trying to hida anything or trying te change any particular
story.

Mr. CRAIG. The reason I bring this sequence up, because I
am frustrated, Mr. Chairman. TIf the AlasKa land is part of
the payment to the father, and that is part of the
consideration for loans that ultimately flowed through the
campaign, and you say that is possible, that could have
been, then why didn't that come to the table as part of the
total picture at the beginning, because 1t 1is part of the
payment that you are alleging all of this happened in the
transaction.

How am I off here?

Mr. ROSE. HNo. We stuck to answering the questions we
were asked.

Mr. CRAIG. I can appreciate that, but I can also
appreciate defending one's self in presenting the total

picture.
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Mr. CHAIRMAM. I want to avoeld any oross dialogus hers,
Ms. Taylor. I would mppreciate it if menbers cf the stafi
de not give any oral or body expressions indicating any
attituda of the corxsctness of an answer oI not.

I will give you anple time to respond, and I may oall on
you to clarify something. I just do not want to get into
any cross-fire. I heard Mr. Wilson say . Ms. Tayloer. I
specifically indicated to all parties that wa would not gat
inte a cross-fire.

Mr. CRAIG. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman.

In the %$50,000 that you borrowed that you paid your father
and you say he Went out and you are not sure how he handled
all of the others then to make the payments on the loans,
you sald he may have taken care of some of your obligations
aTound town.

Mr. ROSE. Let me rephrase that to move it bacM one loan.
In 1973 as « freshman in Congress, I come up here and I
worry about where the Xerox machines are.

Mr. CRAIG. I appreciate that. I was there tno.

Mr. ROSE. 1In Hevember of 1973, papa says it is time for
us to get our finances straight. Let's get %50,000 from the
bank. T will borrow it, and it will cover the things that I
have already loaned to you for 1972.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Will you yield for a minute please?

Mr. CRAIG. I will be happy to.




MAME !
2116
1217
2218
2219
2220
2221
2222
2223
2224
2225
2226
2227
2228
2229
2230
223
2232
2233
2234
2235
2236
2237
2238
2239

2240

397

H30309000 PAGE 97

Mx. PASHAYAM. 1In zespect to the canpaign obligation, or
in respect to other loans as wall?

Mx. ROSE. 1In respecot--the $50,000 was in respeot to
campaigns., but in truth and in fact, I can't show you
axactly what papa did with the #50,000, I submit that he
nay have even used part--just establish this as a point in
fact, I am obligated to pay back the $50,000 through
agreement with him, but then 1f he used somé of that $50,000
to pay off something at another bank, not First Citizens,
then that is an added obligation for me.

Mr. CRAIG. The reason I come back to the point 1s because
you said he may have paid off some of your obligations
around town.

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. CRAIG. I assume those were other than campaign?

Mr. ROSE. No. I+ wouldn't have been anything but
campaign.

Mr. CRAIG. If they were your obligations and they were
not his obligations.

Mr. ROSE. That is right.

Mr. CRAIG., Because you said they were yours.

Mr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. CRAIG. I would assume then that there may have been
other notes out there that you, in fact yourself, had

borrowed?
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24 Mr. ROSI. Yas.
22632 Hr. CRAIG. And you were naking monthly paynents on them,

2243] or had nada an agreenaent to have sones lavel o paynment?

224y Mr. ROSE. Wharte wa had--

2245 Mr. CRAIG. And therefore they would have been paid by
22u46] your father. There would havae bean a raceipt of paynent, ’
2247| and you would have all of that.

2248 Mr. ROSE. Well, where we have paid off notes in that
2249| time. and have the record of it. wa have given then to the
2250 committes.

2251 Mr. CRAIG. So there are somé records there as to some.
2252| maybe some of those obligations.

2253 Mr. RDSE, I would have to ask the staff or they would
2254l have to tell you, but we are talKing about, 1f you will

2255 notice in the f1lings in Raleigh and in Washington, I listed
2256| some small amounts that I contributed as locans to the

2257 campaign. My father may have paid off sonme of those for ne
2258 which would add to what I owed him. I borrewed that money.
2259 Mr. CRAIG. That is why I was questioning, because I
2260] assumed by the way you phrased 1t you meant they were

2261] borrowings. potentially, they were borrowings that you had
2262 made. Therefore you had signed the note. If you father
2263| walked in and handed them a check and said, ''This is foxr ay
2264] son's obligation to the note'', the note would have been

2265 stamped paid. You would have been handed a copy of it, and
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I think, then it would have oone to you. so that you would
have a reoord that your obligmtion had bean satisfied by
your fathar.

Mr. ROSE. I think we would hava.

Mr. CRAIG. Do you hava?

Me. PEHDER. Wa have given you evary record.

Mz. CRAIG. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CHAIRMAM. MHr. Rosa, I have asked other menbers who
are present if they have questions, and the do not. I thank
you for your testimony.

Mr. PASHAYAM. Mr. Chairman, may I deliver one or tuwo more
questions please?

Mr. CHAIRMAK. Yes, Mr. Pashayan. Keep in mind Mr. Rose's
time.

Mr. PASHAYAK. Do you want me to take the time to ask sone
questions?

Mr. ROSE. Go ahead, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAMN. This is by way of recaptitalization, but
just to get things straight beyond any non-clarity, if we
can, #from 1975 was 1t or was it not your intention that the
$50,000 loan be a repayment to your father for the purpose
of the canpaign and for the purpose of the campaign only?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Is that what you argued to the staff of the

committee beginning in Marxch, and the counsel may answer
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this question, or in any conbination, through the sunner?

Mr. ROSE. Basad on my conversations with ay stmff, the
answer is yes., but I will lat than speak.

Is that corract!?

Wr. OLDAKER. The answar is yas.

Mr. PASHAYAN. At what point in the ingquiry did the
subjact of what your father did with that #50,000 arisae?

Can you recall that?

Ms. PEKDER. I believe some time arcund the second
submission.

Hr. OLDAKER. It was after the second submission.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Give mé& = tima.

Ms. FPENDER. hiter May 26th.

Mr. PRSHAYAN. When that inquiry began to be nadae, was it
accompanied by the argument that what the father did with
some or all of that $50,000 would go teo the gquestion of
whether or not the loans was for the purpose of the
campaign. When did that argument begin to surface, because
that is ona of the arguments that the committee is being
asked to consider.

Mr. OLDAKER. It was unclear to us when that issue
actually came up and talked to the staff. Most of the
dealings with staff was done on the record.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Was it your intention among other ways to

answer that inquiry with the Alaska land. In other words,
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Wwars you constructing the argunent that i1£, in faoct, what
the father did with the money would, in effeoct, bear on tha
charaotexr of the 1975 transection, whather or not it was for
tha canpaign or not, 1f that becams relavant, then argue
sven %o the last loan or the last transaction would becons
relavant to cover whatever might have beéeen omitted vis a vis
tha carpaign in 1975 on, I think, to the argunant that I an

saying.
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RPTS THOMAS
DCHNX DANIELS

[1:05 p.a. )

Ms. PENDER. I think we had a full understanding at that

point, yes, sir, but it was unclesr with us all along. where

did it end that he had repaid his father. It was
always another step as to whaera, and to prova the
line, that was my unclear part.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Was it yoeur intention to show
unjust enrichment from the canpaign either to the

to the Congressman, that is to say., in your nmind,

there was

wholae

there was no
father or

did the

Alaskan land transfer becone relevant as o demonstration

that no more money was coming out of the campaign

Congressman than had gone into the campaign, fronm
Congressman or through the father as the conduit?
You see what I am asKing?}

Mr. OLDAKER. I thinK it was a demonstration

to the

the

the father

had been repaid all the money that he was owed and then

poessaibly. how you characterize it, then all debts

satisfied between the father and the son.

were

Mr. PASHAYAN. That is what I an trying to get at. In

other words, that you would then argue even to include a

fortiori you would include the--

Mr. OLDAKER. Any other portion that the committes--

Mr. PASHAYAM. The campaign debt?
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Mr. QLDPAKER. Exaotly.

Hr. PASHAYAN. Mow, Mr. Craig is ooncarnad why that wasn't
brought in earliez, and I guass what I an asking was,
because 1t was your intention that the 1975 transaction was
inteandad to pay the entire ocanpaign portion?

Mr. OLDAKER. You have %o undaerstand we ware demling with
specifio questions from your stafif and wWe answered those
specific questions as best wa could. Thaey did not daal
with, as you have put it, a fortiori here. We answered only
questions which were asked. Wa did not Know exactly what
they were going--

Mr. PASHAYAN. Let me just askK a question this way: So
are you in effect saying to us, if we do not believe that
the entire %$50,000 was for campaign pPurposes, becausa what
the father might have done with some of that money, then in
order to show that the campaign is not losing an amount of
money that was not put into it, consider the AlasKan land
transfer as money going from the Congressman to his father?

Mr. OLDAKER. I think that is fair. This was money going
to the father to pay off the father for debts that the
father had paid off in making, in fact, Mr. Rose,

Congressman Rose, the creditor.
Mr. PASHAYAN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. any further questions by any member of the

committee of Representative Rose?
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337y Hesring none, Mr. Rosa, thank you vary much for your

2375/ attendance here today.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

PEKDING BUSINESS

Wednesday, December 16, 1987

U.S. House of Representatives,
Committee on Standards of O0fficial Conduct,

Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 1:00 p.w., in Room
2318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Julian C. Dixon
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Dixon.

Staff present: Ralph L. Lotkin, Chief Counsel; Elneita
Hutchins-Taylor, Counsel; Maxrk Davis, Counsel; Keith Giese,
Counsel; Richard J. Powers, Investigator; Jam Loughry,
ARdministrative Assistant; and Linda Shealy, Secretary.

Also present: Representative Charles Rose; accompanied by

Heidi Pender, Counsel; William Oldaker, Counsel; and Tom
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26| Porter, CPA, Laventhol and Horwath.
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The staff can invite in Nr.

In the Rose matter, let the

Charlie G. Rose, III, is present

counsel. The members of the bar

they state their names.

Mr. OLDARKER. Mr. Chairman,

the law firm Manatt, Phelps,

PAGE u6

Rose.

record show that Congressman
as the respondent with his
are present today. Would

my name is William Oldaker of

Rothenberg £ Evans.
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Mr. KLEINFELD. ZIriec Kleinfeld, also a member of the law
£irm of Manatt, Phalps, Rothenberg £ Evans.

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemaen and ladies, let me sea 1f the
Chair and Membars of the conmittee have a good understanding
of where we are.

Prior to your entering into the xoom, the conmittea voted
to mrove forward with a disciplinary hearing on counts 1
through 4, and 4 as amended. UY(b) was dismissed and U(e)
was amended to reflect the transaction on February 7, 1981,
in the amount of %$12,702.74 from Sergeant at RAxms or the
Hational Bank of Washingten, that both sides have entered
into a series of stipulations dealing Wwith the counts on 1
through 4, and that both sides have agreed to one hour of
argument on each side, in other words, two hours to be
divided equally, that staff counsel will open and close, not
to exceed one hour, and that Congressman Rose and his
counsel will take an hour to argue whatever they wish.

At that point in time, if we wote to sustain any or all of
the counts, that we would immediately move forward with a
sanctions hearing on the matter and try, if possible, to
expedite this if action is taMen to the Floor sometime this
weel or before we adjourn.

Mr. 0Oldaker, is that generally the understanding?

Mr. OLDAKER. Yes.
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The CHAIRMAX. HNs. Taylor?

Ks. HUTCHIKS-TAYLOR. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I had planned to
move up and stand at the podium, but I understand we have a
difficulty with the mikes, so I will stand here.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the purpose of
this hearxing is to determine if Representative Rose violated
House rules as regards converting campaign funds to personal
use in the form of borxrowing from his campaign in count 1
and in the form of using a campaign certification of deposit
as collateral on persomal loan in count 2.

As part of the stipulation agreement, counsel agreed that
as it relates to count 3 that it is tied to count ! and
whatever the finding on count 1, the finding will be
likewise as it relates to count 3. On count 4 there will not
be, to my undexrstanding, any argument presented today and
there are no stipulations on that count.

I want you to pay close attention to the stipulation
document that has been drafted by counsel. I especially
want you to pay attention to the type of evidence and
stipulations that are offered by both sides here today.

This isn't a very difficult case. I think the facts as
regards count 1 and the alleged borrowings are fairly

straightforward.
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1126 It only becomes diffioult when you get to the explanation
1127 presentaed by the Respondent, which at times is confusing and
1128 odircuitous in the attempts to explain away what the hard
1129] facts say. The hard facts in this stipulation documaent
1130{ begin on page 4, and I want to go over them with you. The
1131 hard facts in that document tell you that tha Federal
1132| Election Campaign reports from 1878 to 1985 show
1133 Representative Rose received leoans from his canmpaign.
1134 Those same filings, beginning in 1983 show that the
1135 disbursements from the campaign to the Congressman were
1136| repayments of loans. That is hard, tangible evidence in the
1137| £1ling submitted by the Respondent's own campaign committee
1138] as to the characterization of transactions between himself
1139 and that campalgn. Those documents were prepared
1140| contemporaneous with those transactions so far as the tinme
1141) limits for when FEC reports should be f£iled.
1142 The other hard ewvidence that is listed on page Y of the
1143 stipulations goes to the checks themselves that passed
1144| between the Congressman and his campaign. Several of the
1145 checks have notations on them that were written and signed
1146 by Alton Buck, who served in the capacity of treasurer,
1147| assistant treasurer, accountant, etcetera, for the campaign.
1148 The notation on the checks that have notations say.,
1149 ""lean.'' I think that is pretty hard evidence that at the

1150| time he signed those checKs, Mr. Buck believed that he was
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1151] giving a leoan from the canpaign to tha Congressman. Mr.
1152} Oldaker 1s golng t¢ tell you that Mr. Buok was confused whan
1153 he signed those MPC reports and that ha was confused whan he
1154| signed those checks that said, '"loan,'®' and that he didn't
1155 Know how to characterize thosa transactions bacause he
1156 didn't Know about the loaning of money to the campaign back
1157] ain 1972, so he put his signature on reports and on checks
1158] where the characterizations were loans because he didn't
1159 Know what else to put down.
1160 I would submit that that is not correct; that he did Xnow
1161| what those uwere. In his deposition he testified that at the
1162 time he made those characterizations, it was his feeling,
1163 his state of mind that the transactions were in fact loans
1164} to the Congressman and that it was not until 1986 when media
1165 attention focused on the Congressman's borrowings that
1166| evidence was presented toe him that made him feel that
1167 perhaps there was some question about it. But he thought at
1168] the time he signed those documents that that is what they
1169| were.
1170 Let's talk about what it means when you sign a document.
1171| The reason that we are asHed to sign things is because ue
1172] are sayang, '"'I have read it; I Know what it means; that is
1173| correct; it is all right with me.'' That is why I was asked
1174 +to sign a stipulation agreement. I signed 1t saying I have

1175| read the stipulations; I agree to them; I Know what they
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mean) this is what I mean and I signed the document.

I think that is what Alton Buck meant when ha signad his
name to those documents. He read it, understood it, Knaew
what it was and he felt at the time that those transactions
were loans to the Congressman.

I also think that you need to pay attention to the hard
evidence that went back from the Congressman to the
campaign. There were two checks that uwere signed by the
Congressman's wife from his personal account back to the
campaign. There were more than two checks, but twoe that
wera signed by his wife and bear the notation, ''repayment
of loan.'"

kgain, 1t was her state of mind, we have to assume fron
looking at that check, that she thought she was repaying the
campalign for loans that had been made.

Other hard evidence that I want you to look at on page 4
1s the campaign check book. The check stubs in your
campalign check book are the ledger part of your check book.
You have to put down the deposits that go into the account
$o you can reconcile the check book. Every time they got a
deposit, they put it in the ledger portion of the check book
50 they could reconcile it. The notations clearly reflect
that the deposits that were received from the Congresshan
were theught to be repayments of loans. That is hard

evidence.
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Again, Mr. Oldaker is going to ask you to ignore that hard
evidence that was made contemporaneously with those
transactions and to consider the FEC amendments that wera
filad in January of 1987. Those amendments go back to
transactions, some of which occurred ten years ago, at least
nine years ago, and now they are recharacterized. They are
flip-flopped. The transactions of money that went from the
campaign to the Congressman, they now say axre repayments,
and the money that went from the Congressman to the campaign
they now say were loans te the campaign.
I don't thinkK that they can produce any hard evidence to
substantiate that. I want to take you through what they
will present to you as evidence, that in fact the
Congressman was entitled to withdraw money from his
campaign.
They are going to cite you to the fact on page 1 of this
stipulation document that %uU5,900 was received in 1972 by
the principal campaign committee for Representative Rose
from Congressman and from his father. MWe don't daspute
that. The evidence shows that 45,900 went into the
campaign. It is shown on North Carolina state filings and
it is shown on FEC f£ilings. What we do dispute is the
inference to be drawn from that.
We don't believe that the inference to¢ be drawn from that

is that the money was loaned to the campaign in a fashion
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1226] that entitled the Congressman to withdraw $50,000 from his
1227] campaign. The Xorth Carolina files, as I told you bafora,
1228| don't have any provision for separately raporting what was a
1229| contribution in tha nature of a donation and what was a
1230| contribution in the nature of a loan.
1231 It is all reported on one long sheet together and that is
1232{ the way that it is reported for purposes of Congressman

i233| Rose.
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DCHH KOEHLER

I want to show you what one of those sheats looks lika.
It is just a long sheet of names with averybody that mada
contributions that had to be reported. On these pages you
#ind the Congressman's name and his father's name, and you
£ind an amount that they put into the campaign, but there is
now way to deternine that that money was loaned to the
campaign.

This filing raises the possibility that it may have been
loaned, but it equally raises the possibility that the money
was donated to the campaign. From what the Congressman is
telling that anybody's name who is listed on this page could
now say, I loaned the money to the campaign and give me my
money bacK, and I would assert that that is not a reasonable
inference to draw from the fact that the money was received
by the campaign and reported on this sheet.

They will alse asK you to look at the stipulations on the
first page about what was reported on the Clerk of the
House. +those filings did have a separate schedule that you
were supposed to repoert loans on, and Mr. OldakKer will tell
you that only loan agreements that were in writing were
supposed to be put on that.

Granted the instructions may have been confusing, but at
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least one loan by his father is raportaed on that repoxt, a
loan of %5,150, and thay have given us no writing to show
that that was in writing., and that is why it was reaportad on
that sheet, so why than ware the othar loans that were in
writing reported on tha sheaet?

The only loans reported on the schadule are a %20,000 loan
and the %5,150 loan from his father. MNeither is evidenced
in writing, there is no written agreement executed in 1972
to show that those were loans to the campaign. There is an
enecuted document showing that there was $50,000 loaned to
the campaign, but that document was executed in April of
1987 and refers to money loaned in 1972.

That is the hard evidence that they present you, documents
that were created in 1987 to change the characterization of
facts of over 15 years ago.

There is something else that I want to point out to you in
this stipulation document, and that is the note that appears
above Count 1. Stipulations contained in this document as
to the testimony of any witness either by deposition,
affidavit, or appearance befora this Committee go only to
the fact that the witness actually made the statement.

They should not be interpreted as a stipulation as to the
truth or accuracy of the statement and that is very
important because we do stipulate in this document that the

Congressman swore to certain facts and that his father swore
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t1284] to cartain facts, but I want you to understand that
1285| Committee ocounsel isn't stipulating that that underlining
1286 fact is true.
1287 Wa only stipulate that that is what they said, so when you
1288 deliberate. don't misunderstand that what was said by
1289 affidavit or deposition., or in appearance before this
1290 Committee is stipulated to as being true, it is only
1291 stipulated that in fact that statement was made under ocath.
1292 I wart to take you through the tinetable of Mey
1293] transactions that occurred in this case. &s I told you in
1294 1972, the Congressman and his father put some money into the
1295 Congressman's campaign. The records reflect that the
1296y Congressman himself only put in %9,500 and I want you teo
1297| remember that, that the records reflect the Congressman
1298] himself put in %9,500, but in 1987 he has a promissory note
1299| that says he is entitled to receive %50,000 from his
1300/ campaign. In 1973, the Congressman tells us that his father
1301 went o « banK and borrowed %50,000 in erder to pay himseldf
1302 back for money that he loaned to the campaign. Initially,
1303 it was represented to the Committee staff that this was a
1304] consolidation note to consolidate campaign debut, but in
1305| £fact, we find that that 1973--%$50,000 didn't retire at least
1306| that $20,000 bank not. It wasn't retired until two years
1307} latex.

1308 They also submit that the purpose of the 1973 loan was as
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s marker in time. I think the Congressman referred to it as
a ballwather so that he and his father would Know that he
was owad $50,000 from the campaign. We don't dispute that
his father receivaed a %50,000 loan in 1973 from Fizst
citizen's Bank, but we do assert that there is no tangible
proof that that loan had anything to do with the 1972
campaign, and in fact, in the father's own deposition, he
testified that it wasn't related to the 1972 campaign, and
there is a lot of contradictory testimony that you are going
to hear about today that relates to that %50,000 transaction
in 1973,

By affidavit, the Congressman's father says that he Rept
the money to pay himself back for the money he loaned in
1972, houwever, at least three times in his deposition, he
says he gave the money to his son, the Congressman. The
Congressman testified that his father did keep the money, so
there is a lot of confusion when it comes to sworn testimony
about exactly what happened to the 1973 money.

When the facts are unclear, we have to look to the
surrounding evidence in order to draw a reasonable
conclusion about what happened., so I ask you to look at the
surrounding evidence. If the 1973 loan had something to do
with campaign debt, then why wasn't it reported on 1973 FEC
reports? In fact, there are no FEC reports filed with the

Clexrk of the House for 1973, so there are no transactions
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documented with the Clerk of the Housa £ilings about any
canpalgn expenditures in 1973,

The naxt important transaction is in 1975. Congraessman
Rose says that he borrowed %50,000 from Morth Carolina
Hational Bank in January of 1975, and he stipulates to that,
but that doesn't mean that that is a relevant fact, Just
because we stipulated to it. It just means that it is a
fact. He borrowed %50,000 from North Carolina Hational Bank
in 1975. There is no evidence that that %50.000 was related
to any campaign transactions other than the suworn testimony
of the Congressman and his father upon questioning, neither
man recalls exactly how the money was transferred. That is
a lot of money not to remember exactly how 1t was
transferred.

You have before you a report from lLaventhol £ Horwath.
little booklet and there are two very important propesitions
set forth in that report., one relating te Count 1 and one to
Count 2.

The proposition for Count 1 is that in tracing out from
financial documents prepared by the Congressman himself, 1t
appears to Laventhol & Horwath, a certified publie
accounting firm, that the %50,000 that the Congressman
borrowed from North Carolina National BanK in January 1975
probably went to Peoples Bank to satisfy an outstanding debt

at that bank.

a
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1361 How, the reason that the certified public accountants fael
1362| comfortable making that statenent is because they wWant
1363 through a lot of documentation, some submitted by the
1364 respondent, some that the Committee staff was able to obtain
1365| by subpoena.
1366 In looKing at that, the only way the Congressman's
1367| financial statements. prepared by the respondent himself,
1368| can be reconciled, is te say that debt at Peoples Bank was
1369 retired in January of 1975.
1370 How, unless there was another %50,000 that he got from
1371| scmeplace with ne strings attached, not another lobby, a
1372 gift from someone, an inheritance or something of that
1373} nature, the only reasonable conclusion that we can draw is
1374 that that $50,000 went to retire that debt, not to his
1375| father to pay off campaign debts.
1376 They have offered an alternative to that and that is if
1377 you don't believe that in 1975 he paid his father with that
1378] #50,000, then believe that his father was paid off by a
1379| property transfer of Alaska property in 1978 and in 1980,
1380 The Congressman and his father have said that that
1381} property conveyance was to satisfy all debts that ewisted
1382| between father and son going bacKk to when he was in law

1383 school.
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1384 Well, that is a £fine thing to do except that at least half
1385| of that 640 acres had a mortgaga on it and the Congrassman's
1386] father had to pay that.
1387 So 1t wasn't axactly an outright gift the way the
1388] respondent would like for us to beliave.
1389 To the extent that half of the property didn't have a
1390 mortgage on it, it was still subject %o approximately 8,000
1391 in what ARlaska calls patent fees that appear to have been
1392| paid by the Congressman's father.
1393 In addition, wWe have no idea how much the Congressman
1394| actually owed his father from law school for othexr personal
1395] loans that he made, for locans he made foxr his unsuccessful
1396| campaign in 1970.
1397 We don't know how much he owed and neither man has been
1398 able to tell us that.
1399 So how can we say the AlasKa property satisfied all of
1400{ +that debt, including the %50,000, when we don't Kknow how
1501 much that debt was. Maybe the property transfer wasn't
1402 enough to satisfy all of that debt. He can't draw that
1403| conclusion.
THOY Mow, they are going to say that the father sold that
1405 property at a substantial profit and that the amount of that
1408| profit far exceeded whatever that debt might have bean.
1407 But we don't know that and I would submit that if the

1408| father was paying the notes on the property. he was entitled
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to whatever property he got and that certainly can't ba in
satisfaction of any debt between fathar and son.

He paid the notes on the proparty. Ha later sold it at a
profit.

So be 1it.

A1l the bettexr for him. That has nothing to do with
satisfyang the debt between father and son that we don't
know was related to the 1972 campaign.

Another important factor in weighing how the Alaska
transaction should £it into this is that you should Know
that the Congressman was trying to sell the property himself
at the time his father's property was--property was conveyed
to his father.

So when his father took over those notes, in one sentence
he was doing his son as much « favor as his son was doing
him a favor.

I want you to Keep that in mind when you are deliberating.

That brings us teo again the transactions that occurred

beginning in 1978 and the hard, tangible evidence, the FEC
reports that characterize them as borrowings, the checks
going back and forth between the Congressman and the
campaign characterizing them as borrowings and repayments.
That is hard evidence, hard evidence that is only
controverted by recent FEC amendments in 1987 after media

attention to the borrowings and after this Committee began
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to lookK into the affairs.

There are som& other things that I think are important for
you to Know about the campaign treasurer, Mr. Buck. He is
the individual who was signing these checks.

Nr. Oldaker 1s going to try to gat you to beliave that all
of these people, Mr. Buck, his staff, all of these people
were confused about the nature of the transaction. But
there were some letters that Mr. Buck signed that went to
the Clerk of the House of Representatives and in two of
those letters he characterized the transactions as
borrowings., as loans to the Congressman.

I am going to read from one of those letters. This letter
was signed by Mr. Buck in June of 1984 to the Clerk of the
House.

'"ARlthough all of the information relevant to Mr. Rose's
loan was disclesed in our pre-primary report, uwe failed to
list the information again on supporting Schedule C.''

S0 this is a letter explaining to the Clerk of the House
about some amendments or some filings that they had
previously made. But notice that he had an opportunity in
this letter to say I don't Know how to characterize this
disbursement. But he didn't say that. He said he referred
to it as Mr. Rose's loan. And there is another letter in
which he referred to Mr. Rose's loan and that was a letter

of May 1982.
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It says., ''The candidate did receive a loan from the
connittee during this pariod and this has been reportaed in
the disbursement seotion.'’

So it seems olear once again that Mr. Buock's state of
mind, when he had an opportunity to ask quastions of tha
Clerk of the House, wWas that these were locans to the
Congrassman, not that he didn't Know how to characterize
this transaction or that he was unfamiliar with getting
advice on how to characterize these transactions.

I think the clear., hard evidence is that he thought that
they were locans.

hs it relates to count 2, once again the respondent is
asking you not to look at what the hard evidence is, that
everybody was confused. He is asHing you to look at an
assignment of a canmpaign certificate of deposit and say that
even though he signed it, didn't mean what he said it meant,
that he didn't really convert campaign funds to personal use
when he signed that assignment of certificate of deposit
when he put it up as c¢ellateral on a personal leoan.

They have submitted two defenses. One is it was a legal
impossibility because his name didn't appear on the
signature card for the campaign accounts; he couldn't sign a
certificate of deposit assignment on that.

Well, I submit to you that it doesn't make any difference

if there was a legal impossibility and that is because he
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violated the spirit of the House rule.

Tha Housa Tulas requires that a Member nust adhare to thae
spirit as well as the latter of the rule. What that maans
is that 1f you hava violated the spirit of the rule, then
you violated the rule.

So for him to submit as a defense that even though I
signed it, the fact that the bank's lawyers think that it
was invalid should mean I didn't violate the House rule
isn't true. Because he is not being aceused with violating
the law.

He is being accused of violating the House rule. Under
the House rule, when you wvioclated the spirit of the rule.
you violated the rule.

How, I am not conceding here that it wasn't a valid
transaction because I believe that it was. The Key point is
that the managar accepted this as collateral.

So for the period of time while that loan was outstanding,
those funds were encumbered. It remained listed on that
account as collateral for that loan.

The bank would not have released those funds, that
certificate of a deposit +to the campaign during that peried
of time, because they believed that it was collateral on the
loan.

It wasn't until 1987 when they were asKed to look at this

transaction again in light of these allegations., I believe,
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that thay produced a letter saying, ''Oh, this was
invalid.'' But at the tinme they never went back and said
this isn't a good transaction.

Thay apparantly asked for collataral on the loan. The
Congressman complied and put up collateral. Thay acoceptad
it and never said, ''Put up somathing different. This isn't
valid.""

They accepted the assignment that he put forward. Ha
intended to assign that certificate of deposit.

I want to read to you the language that appears on that
document because I think it is very important for you to
Kknow what the Congressman signed.

The language on that document assigning the certificate of|
deposit says as follows: ''The undersigned warrants and
represents that above-described savings account instrument
is owned solely by undersigned and is free and clear of all
liens and encumbrances and the undersigned has full power,
right and authority to execute and deliver this
assignment.'’

Now, that is what the Congressman signed. And the
Congressman is an attorney. I think he understood Full well
the language that was on the document. I think it was his
intent to have an assignment and insomuch as he intended to
do have an assignment, he has violated the spirit of the

House rule and that constitutes a violation of the House
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1534] rule.
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DCMN GLASSHAP

It is very important also to note that the person who, in
fact, did have the suthority to sign that document had full
knowledge of the fact that the Congressman was signing this
assignment and had full Knowledge of his intent to use it as
collateral. The name that appeared on the signature card
was Alton BucX. He could sign on behalf of the campaign.

Apparently the banKk must have questioned Mr. Buck about
whether it would be appropriate for the Congressman to put
up the campaign certificate of deposit on a personal loan.
And HMr. BucK responded to that i1nquiry by letter, dated
March 22, of 1985, and this is what that letter says. ''In
regard to the use of the committee for Congressman Charlie
Rose's certificate of deposit with Southern Mational Bank as
co2llateral for his loan, this would be permissible. Since
Congressman Rose was elected to Congress prior to 1980, he
may use any campalgn funds he has raised in any manner in
which he sees f£it. He, of course, would have %o pay income
tax if he males personal use of the funds other than to
c¢arry out the objectives of the Election Committee. I hope
this answers your question. If not, please do not hesitate
te call.'"

S0 clearly the person who did have the authority to sign

the assignment gave full Knowledge and consent to the bank
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on this, and that is probably why the bank accepted that
assignmant, bacause they chaecked with the person who had the
authority to do it, and he says this would be permissibla.

But they arxe asHing you, once again, don't look at tha
hard evidence. Don't look at the hard facts. Let's put up
a little smoKe screen here and say it wasn't valid amnd so he
didn't do it. But, again, in the law an attempt is
culpable, an attempt to do something wromg is culpable. An
attempted robbery is a crime. An attempted burglary is a
crime. And here at the very least we had an attempt to
convert campaign funds to personal use.

The analogue to that in the House Rules is that you can't
violate the spirit of the rule, and that covers the attempt,
and that is what happened with Congressman Rose in using his
certificate of deposit as collateral on a personal loan.

Now, the second line of defense that they use on this
count is that it wasn't a pexrsonal loan, it was a campaign
loan because there are some credit memos of the bank that
call this %56,000 a campaign expenditure., But I submit to
you that it wasn't, and I ask you to look at the report that
is prepared by Laventhol and Horwath. I mentioned there
were two important points in that report, and the one that
relates to count 2 is that in tracing the history of that
loan, you find that there are other personal loans comingled

in there, and that is uncontroverted evidence. This %50,000
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loan for which he put up cellateral was a pre-existing loan.
It merged twoe loens that the Congressman already had at
that bank.

Well. those loans were the result of other loans that came
bafore them which were the result of other loans that cane
before them, notes that were constantly rolled and rollaed
into other notes. Some of those other notes clearly are in
the files of the bank that they have for personal expenses,
Once you have comingled, that transaction becomes tainted.

Se he can't now characterize it as a campaign obligatioen
when back then the predecessors of that loan were for
personal expenses. To the entent that he does characterize
it as a campaign expense, I want you to take note of
something. Some of the money that went back into the
campalgn that committee counsel believes were repayments to
the campaign from the Congressman for the loan that he had
borrowed was borrowed by him from the bank. In other words,
the Congressman went to the bank and borrowed money to put
1t back in the campaign.

Now, at least one of those we Know was %$16,000, and he
Wwent to the bank and borrowed %$16,000 to put back in the
campaign. That is one of those notes that he calls a
campaign expense. When you borrow from your campaign and
have to pay it back., that is a personal expense. That is

noet a campaign expense for you to go to the bank and borrow
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the money to giva it back to the campaign and then say that
is a campaign loan and, therefore, this is a canmpaign
transaction.

I don't want you to be confused about the nature of what
they have characterized as a campaign loan. These wera
personal obligations of the Member in the sense he had to
put them bacKk in the campaign that he had borrowed earlier.
Based on the information that I had given you as relates to
count 1 and count 2, I would urge the committee to sustain
these counts.

Counsel has stipulated as to ¢ount 3. T would like to
read the stipulation to you. With respect to count 3,
respondent and committee counsel agree to the following: It
is hereby stipulated that if the committee finds in faver of
respondent on count 1 on the statement of alleged
violations, that respondent shall also prevail on count 3.
It is further stipulated that if the committee finds against
respondent on count 1 of the statement of alleged
violations, then the committee will find against the
respondent on count 3. So I present no argument to you on
count 3 in that it is tied to count 1.

I do ask you, finally, when listening to Mr. Reose's
explanation, to use your common sense and asK yourselves if
these explanations are plausible or are they rather

contorted, circuitous explanations that are applied to
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straightforward hard facts asking that you not beliave than.

The CHAIRMAN. The counsal for the staff started at 2135,
So you now have 25 minutes left. Counsel for the
raspondant?

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chaizmant?

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Patri.

Mr. PETRI. I have a question on proceedings so far as
count 3 is concerned. I believe that vote was by six to
three and Rule 12(e)(1) says that the committeae should
proceed by a vote of u majority of the nembers of the
committee, not a majority of those present.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair will ask the respondent and
counsel and the staff to step out. O0£ff the record.

IDiscussion off the record.]

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the vote on count 3--it
is count 2. isn't it?

Hr. PETRI. Is this the one where he was alleged to have
signed a—-

Mr. MYERS. Which is count 2.

The CHAIRMAN. It is count 2.

Mr. MYERS. The record will show count 3--it is going to
confuse them, too.

The CHAIRMAMN. &1l right. Then what I would like to
suggest, Mr. Petri, if you will agree to this, that the

chair will set aside the vote on count 2. T would like to
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ask that if it does not prevail that we leave the roll open
to obtain tha membars who did not hava an opportunity to
vote on that issue. Do you have an objection to that?

Mr. PETRI. MNo. I havae no objection to leaving the roll
open, but I do think we had an imperfect record of the
committee in that the rules provided for counts to go
forward by a vote of majority of the committee, and six
votes is not a majority of this committee.

The CHAIRMANM. Your point is well taken. The chair will
set aside the vote on count 2.

Mr. MYERS. I move it be set aside and reconsidered.

The CHAIRMAN. It has been moved by Mr. Myers and seconded
by Mr. Fazio that the vote on count 2 be set aside and that
we re-vote on that issue. All in favor, signify by saying
aye; all opposed. The ayes have it. The count 2 vote 1is
vacated.

Mr. Petri, do you want to make a motion on count 27

Mr. PETRI. Yes. I renew my motion that we not proceed on
count 2, and I just am making it again at this time because
I did not want the committee to £ind itself in a position if
it tooK the matter to the Floor of having a flawed record
and being thrown out on a procedural vote. I understand I
was on the losing end. The vote was six to three, but the
rules of the committee provide we not go forward without a

majority vete. I, myself, just to renew the argument in
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case there are some people here who ware not here earlier,
argued against us going forward on count 2 at an earliaer
time becamusa that was not a charge brought before this
conmittee. It seemed to me eMtranaous to the charges that
were brought before this ocommittee. It was legalistioc and
really not partioularly substantive, in my opinien, and it
was not necessary for us to go forward on that count in
order to conduct a reasonable investigation of the
allegations originally made of Mr. Rose.

I was afraid, in my own opinion, it over-stepped the
grounds and was starting the committee to embark on a
fishang expedition, and rather than discharging our duties
of the House, which is not investigating allegations by
merbers of the press or members of the public.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair would renew the statement it

before. It is my understanding. one, the respondent was

placed on notice some time ago about this particular count.

In fact, the respondent has responded to this particular
count and has set up o defense. The issue to be discussed
15 whether, in fact, there is a prima facie showing. MNr.
petrl addresses a visceral reaction to when this was
discovered. He 1is corxect in that the complaint that was
fi1led did not allege this. In the course of investigation
of the complaint that was filed, that was discovered.

I would argue that the thrust of the complaint was in

made

the
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nature of misusea of campaign funds as it relates to tha
raspondant, and further that there wera sone speocifics as to
mis-use and in that investigation, in fact, another misuse
was alleged based on tha faocts.

Secondly. I would say that the ocommitteae is certainly not
bound by the rules and the rule in particular cited by MNr.
Myers that Wwe are bound by specific allegations against a
Member of Congress or employee but rather that may. along
with further evidence, trigger an investigation. It is
clear to me that there is a clear precedent on this issue.

I would allow Mr. Petri to respond.

Mr. PETRI. I am sure there are precedents for going
forward when things are discovered in the course of an
investigation. But it seems to me that there is a question
as to how broadly you are required to spread your net as a
result of a charge being made and how wvolatile the things
that you find are to the functions of the House and to the
duties of this committee.

It seems to me that this just exceeds that. This charge
has to do with Mr. Rose signing something he did not have
the legal authority to sign. It is argued that he received
some benefit, but, in fact, he owed the money and I guess
repaid it, and it is unclear he received any particular
benefit. The bank did require security. They accepted this

as security, though it was not actually something he legally
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had the power to do. i1f thay had not accepted this, ha
might have to go to soma othar co-signar o something elsae.

So it seems to me this is tangential to the whole
investigation and that it is designed to maKe the rest of it
look more substantive than it might really be; and to that
extent it 1s prejudicial to a fellow Hember and that we
ought not to proceed with this count.

Mr. MYERS. Tom, 1f you will yield, it seems to me the
argument you are makKing is not whether we should proceed or
whether we have a right to proceed. but how we should decide
on the issue once the issue is debated hexe in a
disciplinary hearing. Every argument you made is not
whether we have a right to go forward but whether we should
be finding him guilty of the vieolation. Every a:gunanF you
have made is not to the point of whether we should proceed
on this particular count.

Mr. PETRI. I would agree we have a right to go forward.
I just don't think it 1s wisae for us to go forward or
necessary for us to go forward. So I don't think we should.

That 1s all.

Mr. FASHAYAH. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAMN. Mr. Pashayan. I think on this one Mr.
Petri 1s correct, because lines have to be drawn, and
sometimes inside of the line the issue 1ls whether or not to

find somebody accountable. But I think on this sne wuwe
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1760 should ba on the other sidae of the line, Just as a

1761] prosecutor will decide whether or not to bring a casa,

1762 I Kknow John has the rule in his hand, but still T think
1763! the rula has to ba read that there has to be u reascnabla
1764 anmnbit beyond whiech I thinKk aven if we have the authority--and
1765] I don't think Tom intends to guestion the authority--but we
1766 alse have the right to limit with some reasonable boundary

1767| about how far we are going to go and just how far do we

1768| look. How deep do you dig the well looking for contaminated

1769| groumd?
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RPTS STEIN

DCHN FARKER

[3:20 p.w. ]

Mr. MYERS. What do you think that particular ruling I
cited--one santence on page 17--what do you think that meana?
Do you think during the course of the hearing the committea
may expand or contract the scope?

Mr. PASHAYAN. I think it means that during the course of
the hearing the committee may expand the scope, but I think
you have to read that within tha context of what is
reasonable.

The CHAIRMAN. MHr. Spence?

Mr. SPENCE. I don't want to proloeng this unnecessarily.
I think we have missed another point, tooe, and that is no
matter how far we might go or not go, if our investigation
turns up additional wrong-doing when you aren't even looking
for it, in this case we weren't, and we ignore that and
don't take action on it, we are derelict in our duty.

We are open to the accusation and charge that uwe are
covering up for Members of Congress when we have evidence of
wrong-doing and that we should investigate these things. We
have cited other cases where people weren't even being
investigated and information came to¢o our attention there was
wrong-deing and this committee, on its own initiative,

brought charges against these people.
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I think wa would ba derelict in our duty if we didn't go
ahead with the chazxga.

The CHAIRMAN. Ready for the veta on tha issua. Is thare
any objecticn to holding tha role opan on this issuae by any
menber of the conmittee so that those who have not votad
would have an opportunity to vota? All in faver of the
motion by Mr. Petri to drop count 2, raise your right hand.

One, two--two. All in favor~-all opposed to dropping the
mnotion raise your right hand. Eight. On a vote of 2 to 8,
the count remains for the purpose of a disciplinary hearing.

Let me say to the members of the committee that--off the
record.

[Discussion held off the record.]

The CHAIRMAN. When the members come back, I will indicate
to them that I sustained this motion and there was a
recount--we did not take a vote on a motion to approve it,

It is moved by Mr. Spence and seconded by Mr. Fazio on a
motion to move forward with count 2. 11l in faver of that,
raise your right hand.

An affirmative motion to move forward on count 2. On a
vote of 8 to 2 we will mowve forward on that count.

If staff would bring the Members back.

Outside the presence of counsel and the Respondent, the
Chair sustained Mr. Petri's objection and took another vote

on count 2 and the committee decided to move forward: that
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is, to have = disciplinary heazring on count 2 also.

Ms. Taylor, you have 25 minutes left, and I would allow a
$ull hour. Mr. Oldaker, starting now at 3:25 by that olook.

Mzr. OLDAKER. I#f I could gaet clarification, I thought you
said count 3--

The CHAIRMAN. It was 2. So that there will ba no
pisunderstanding. the motion made by Mr. Petri was in error
as it related to the particular count. Outside of your
presence, he amended that to say count 2.

Mr, OLDAKER. I undexrstand, sir.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, Ms. Hutchins-
Taylor, we are here today and we have heard Ms. Hutchins-
Taylor's arguments, and I think that one of the things that
we should take note of at the beginning is the length o#f
time that this has gone on. I believe the committee
commenced its investigation in Maxch. There have been seven
responses that we have given to the committee. There have
been 11 affidavits, three depositions. two appearances by
Representative Rose and numerous subpoenas for evidence.

In all of that, there has béeéen no new evidence which has
been turned up which would indicate that these were other
than currently characterized as matters in count 1 as loans
by the Congressman and his father to the conmittee.

The evidence that Mrs. Hutchins-Tayler has put forward is

the evidence that was put on the publie record by the
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committea in the 1970's. It was not avidence which was
discovered in this investigation. So wa are left with a
dichotomy. Ms. Hutchins-Taylor says, and I agrea, that this
is not a difficult casa.

This 1s a case where we have to look at sonme fairly simple
facts. We stipulated the facts and they are before vyou.

The facts that have been uncovered by the committee, which
show, I think,., several things which we should discuss--first
that #%45,900 went into the committee in 1972 from the
Representative and his father.

Mo question about that. The comnmittee staff does not
question that; that money went in. O0f that money, %25,150
ware loans that went in; noe gquestion. The ¢ommittee staff
agrees that they were loans. They were loans when they uwere
made. They have never been forgiven and other than the
repayments madé during the period of time. they have never
been repaid. They are still outstanding.

The fact that they may not have been reported properly
does not change their characterization. It means that
possibly the Federal Election Campaign Act was not complied
Wwith. That is not a jurisdictional question before this
committee. We agree by and large on these facts and other
facts. We disagree as to the inferances.

Let me talk for a moment about evidence. I Know you have

had a recent hearing before the committee. You have had
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sevaral other hearings in other matters, but evidenca and
the way they handle the evidenca is vary importance. Your
rules state that thae responsibility of the staff, of tha
committea, is to prova by oclear and convincing evidencae that
the violation of the rules ocourred.

This means that where there are ambiguities you hava to
resolve those ambiguities in favor of the Respondent.
Ambiguities in and of themselves are not inferences.
Ambiguities are unproved facts; that is all they are. You
have to--this 1s not a case where 51 percent of the evidence
1s going to demonstrate for one side or the other. This is
a case which requires more than that.

It is not a criminal case, but it is a very stringent
standard, clear and convineing evidence. I would indicate,
as the Supreme Court indicated in the Anderson case, that
all justaifiable inferences are to be drawn in favor of the
Respondent. Let me move o the counts.

Count 1, as I stated before, we have uncontroverted
evidence that %25,150 went into the committee as loans, If
you look at your stipulations, it is stipulated to. No
issue. Twenty thousand dollars of that loan was from a
bank, %5,150 was from the Congressman's father. MWe also
agree that the most money ever taken out of the conmittee by
the Congressman, which we characterize as repayments of

loans, was %29,875.
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Therefore, what we are talking about here, if there was a
violation, is the difference betwean those two numbers. HWa
aren't talking about, as we have sBometimes heard, %65,000 or
other numbers. I just want to put on for you tha exaoct
ramifications of what we are dealing with here today.

It was stated by committee counsel that various amounts
were reported on the Morth Carolina reports. Clearly they
were. One of the interesting things about Morth Carolina
reports is loans and contributions are reported in exactly
the same manner.

There is no way that you can draw a conclusion one way or
the other as to whether they are contributions or locans by
looking at that zeport. Therefore, those amounts that were
reported only on that report are in question. We have only
one wWway to determine what they were, and that is to look to
the donors themselves, which the committee staff dad.

The committee staff deposed Congressman Rose's father and
you gentlemen heard Congressman Rose testify before you on
two occasions. In each statement, in unambiguous terms, MNr.
Rose's father and Congressman Rose stated that these loans
were loans to the committee. There is no ambiguity on that
point. There is no failure of memoxy on that point. They
remember it quite clearly.

In addition, every other person who the committee talked

to indicated that it was their understanding that these were
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loans. There was no question about that. This is 15 yaars
later--every person, Mr. BucK, who was later to become the
treasurer in 1974, he was & person around the campaign at
the time. He said at the time he heard people discussing
the loans.

Mr. Rand, in his deposition by the committea, stataes
unequivocally that he heard at that time--he was the
treasurer--that these wers loans. Mr. Styles' affidavit
states the same thing. There is no deviation on this point.
There was some gquestion that came up whether Congressman
Rose appeared here before about an oral agreement, oral
loans made to the committee and whether they should have
been reported or documented. Loans themselves under the law
in 1972, there was no necessity for those loans to be
documented or in writing from any source.

The law in 1979 was amended to require that loans from
natienal banks, which 15 the only other source other than
from the Member after 1975, had to be in writinmng. There
still 15 no requirement that loans from an individual member
of Congress to his committee have to be docunmented.

They do nmot have to be documented. There has to be no
writing. The money c¢an go in and it can be determined

solely on the intent of the Member. That is the law.
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194y
1945 Let ma deal for a moment with the reports. The Clerk's
1946| manual in "72 said that loans had to he in writing. It
1947| seems that there was some confusion, at least looking
1948} backwards, possibly as to why some loans were not includaed
1949 in the Federal report. This may reflect several of the
1950| loans which we have stated were on the North Carolina
1951 report.
1952 I think that it is important when looking at the North
1953] Carolina report to remember that some of that report appears
1954] to be prior to the effective date of the Act. The Act uwent
1955] into effect April 7, 1972. We are talking about a critical
1956} Juncture as far as campaign law was concerned. Prior to
1957| April 7, 1972, people didn't have to report under Federal
1958 law. In various states they did have to report, and North
1959 Carelina was one of those. We have heard from Ms. Taylor
1960/ that there was confusion about how the loans which Mr.
1961 Rose's father made to the campaign were repaid to Mr. Rose's
1962| father, an issue which has consumed time before this
1963| committee in questioning and has gone back and forth.
1964 I think one of the things you must Heep in mind is whether
1965/ or not Congressman Rose's father was paid back. There is no
1966] question in either Congressman Rose's mind or his father's

1967] mind that Congressman Rose's father was paid back in £ull
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for the money that Congressman Rose's father lent the
comnmittee. His fathaer felt that his son was obligated to
repay him for that monay, not that the committea was
obligated but that Congressman Rose Was obligated to repay
him.

He has testified that he was repaid and it is without
dispute that he was repaid as far as testamentary evidence.
There is a question, I would agree, as to in what form he
was repaid.

Let me go for a second to a transaction which we have
called the Alaska land transactien. Ms. Taylor has talked
about that, but I think that we can cut through a lot of the
questions 1f we looK at that transaction and in the
stipulaticens we have been able to stipulate as to facts
regarding that transaction.

October 1, 1975, Congressman Rose purchased land in AlaskKa
for %160,000. MNo quastion about that. WNe stipulated to
that. Oon May 1, 1978, Representative Rose conveyed one half
of the land to his father, free and clear of a mortgage.
with a patent of approximately %9000 owing on that piece of
land--%8000, eXcuse me.

On Marxch 13, 1980, Representative Rose conveyed the other
one half of the land to his father with a mortgage on it of
at most %90,000 and a patent which had to be paid of $8000.

This property was sold in '81 for $288,000, a net profit
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made by the father of more than %180,000.

How, that is a lot of monay. That monay was to satisfy
all debts outstanding betwean the Congressman and his
father. There was no reason for Congressman Rose to
transfer this to his father other than the fact that thare
were debts. and he felt that there were some remaining dabts
possible from '72.

The only question which I think is unclear, which Ms,
Tayloxr peints out, is when was Congressman Rose's father
repaid, noet how or if, but when, and I would assert to the
committee that it is clear that he was ultimately repaid.
There is no question in the Congressman's mand, in his
father's mind, and I think if you look at the Alaska
transaction, there can be no guestion in your mind that he
was repaid.

Let me turn for a second to what Ms. Hutchins-Tayler calls
hard evidence, which I will call documantary evidence as
opposed to testamentary evidence, the reports filed with the
Federal Election Commission, with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives by Mr. Buck and others. These reports were
filed, no guestion about it. HNWe don't deny what they say.
Mr. Buck, though, the man who filed those, said that they
were in error. His testimony under cath states that they
were in error.

If I could for you, I Wwill read what Mr. Buck said in his




448

NAME: HS0350000 PAGE 87

2018| deposition before the committaa. In answWer to a quastion
2019] asked by Ms. Taylor, which says, ''So you would not hava
2020| oharacterized tham in this manner if you didn't have raeason
2021 to believe that tha Congressman was borrowing from the

2022| campaign.'’

2023 "17¢ could have been that I didn't Know what they wera or
202u| the girl preparing this didn"t Know what they were since the
2025 Clerk was through Mr. Rose, no invoice, she assumed that it
2026| was a lean.''

2027 It goes on to say that the bookKeeping people, whoaver
2028] actually reported it, characterized it at the moment as the
2029 best information they had at hand at the time. There is no
2030 doubt that they characterized it that way. He did not think
2031] it was important at the time. He, after careful examinatien
2032| on his oun behalf, he went and made the determination that
2033| the reports were in error and should be amended. It was at
2034| the time that he came to this realization that the reports
2035] were amended.

2036 The issue which Ms. Taylor puts in as to the letters which
2037] were written by Mr. Buck I would assert are nothing nore
2038| than letters that were written by Mr. Buck at the time on
2039| his current understanding of the transactions. This is a
2040) man who is not trying to commit fraud; he is - man merely
2041] reporting what he sees before him at the time.

2042 On January 8th Mr. BucK, as is stipulated, filed an
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amendnent to the Federal Election reports and he did this on
the basis of information which he had before him. He
conducted his own investigation. He talKed to a banKer at
Citizens Bank in North Carolina. Hae looKed at the Fedaral
£ilings in '72, which he did not have available to him at
the time when he was making the original reports in the mid-
'70s. He looked at the North Carelina £ilings which he did
not have available to him at the time he was maling the
filings in the mid-"70s5, and he testified that after looling
at these matters and talking te Mr. I.B. Juling, that the
reports that he had filed were in error. He recharacterized
the amounts which came out ¢f the committee as repayments of
the loans and the amounts going back in as loans from the
Congressman to his committee.

I think again it is important to note all the way along,
there is no gquestion as to the $25,150, as to whether that
should have been characterized as a loan. Everyone agrees
that those loans went in in '72 and that they never came
out. What we have been discussing with committee staff and
the issue before the committee is the difference betueen
that $25,150 and the total amount of money ever taKen out of
the committee by Congressman Rose, a little undex %5000, and
whether or not there were loans to the committee in that
amount out of the remaining %20,000 plus, which there is no

argument about., that went inte the committee.
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Committaa ocounsael talks about check notations. By and
large, tha check notations coming out of the committeas
reflect what tha raports reflact. We would be surprised if
they did not. But tha chacks going back in from the
committee in ona case do not. In one case tha checks
indicate that the money going back inte the committee was a
jean and not a repayment of o loan. That was from
Congressman Rose. It raises at least a question, an
inference, as to Wwhat in fact people were thinking about.

on Congressman Rose's check it says ''loan.'' I would
agree on several of the checks that his wife put in it said
""repayment of loan.'' I would also indicate that Hrs. Rose
was not married to the Congressman in '72. It is not Known
whether she Knew of the loans at the time. She may not have
Known the history; he did.

I think that we have heard various things about the state
of the xrecords an this case. I think when we look closely
at the campalgn records--we had an accounting firm look at
the campaign records--one thing that was evident from the
campalgn 15 that although I think everything was always
contemplated to be honestly portrayed, there did demonstrate
in the records a farluxe to fully comprehend what the rules
Were.

If you look closely at the records filed by the committee,

there were oftentimes different clesing cash on-hands on one
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2093] report and opening cash on-hands on the next report.
2094| Elementary acocounting would tell us that they should ba tha
2095 same, but they waren't.
2096 We found that there was no way to tally the reports ona
2097| way or the other. We are giving you the report from that
2098| accounting firm. I don't think that it means that anything
2099| unlawful was going on, but I think that there is sufficient
2100| evidence there that those who were £illing out the reports
2101 were not that sophisticated in what they were doing, as I
2102| might add most people who £ill out Federal Election reports
2103| are not that sophisticated. Errors are made quite often in
2104 characterization on reports.
21058 Amendments--if one were to go to the Federal Election
2106 Commission and look at the number of amendments, I would
2107| suggest even in your reports, gentlemen., you would find that
2108{ there are a number of amendnents where those people uho
2109 filled out the reports have at a later time determined that
2110] they made an error, an honest error in how they
2111] characterized it. And I would suggest if it wasn't done
2112| even by some of the best campaigns, I would worry that they
2113 weren't fully complying.
2114 We have had campaigns, half had big-name accounting names.
2115 and they find erxrors. It is human nature that errors will

2116/ be made on these reports.
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2117] RPTS MCGINN
2118 DCMN DOKOCK
2119 3150 p.wm.
2120 If I might turn to Count 2, Count 2 presents an
2121] interesting question. He said at the outset Congressman
2122| Rose has been before you twice. You have had an opportunity
2123) to ask him gquestions about Count 2.
2124 Congressman Rose testified that it was not his intent to
2125 wuse the CD in a way that would convert it. He did not think
2126| signing the assignment would violate the rule. But beyond
2127| that, I think that goes to whether or not he intended to
2128| wviolate the rule. Had he signed 1t, and it had been
2129 effective, and whether that would be a violation oi the
2130 rule, I thaink is the issue that is before this committee.
213 It seens clear from looKing at the law that no assignment
2132! eould take place. The lawyer for the bank, uhen queried
2133| about this, stated no assignment took place since this was a
2134y contract, certificate of deposit was a contract between the
2135 bank and the committee.
2136 Congressman Rose could not assign it. It was impossible.
2137} We thought that that was good evidence. We tallked to the
2138| committee counsel during our negotiations on stipulation of
2139 facts. They raised the issue. They asked me, if the
2140f committee had seen the Alton Buck letter when he wrote that
2141 letter. T said, I have no idea if they saw it.
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I hava never talked to the man. I called him today, and
he said absolutely I saw the Alton Buck latter. That
doesn't nake any difference. The assignment was
ineffective. It couldn't ba effective unlaess Congressman
Rose's signature was on the signature caxrd.

This is not a person from our side. Thkis is the bank's
own lawyer. MWe then decided to obtain other counsel on the
matter. We went to the Library of Congress, an institution
that you use, to discuss whether or not this assignment was
effective. We gave them all the documents that the
committee has.

Their opinion, a lawyer from the Library of Congress, was
that it was not an effective assignment, that it did not, in
fact, assign what it purported to assign. But they say., and
let me quote, ''Mr. Rose's signature on the instrument would
be ineffective to transfexr, since the signature card
reflects a contract beatween the banKk and the depositoer that
the funds will not be transferred without Hr. Buck's
signature."’

It seems clear from that that an assignment, as a matter
of law, did not take place. This is not my belief. This is
not what I am saying. This is what the Library of Congress
has said.

I think that Ms. Hutchins-Taylor makes an eloquent

argument about intent. I Knew this body should always be
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Wworried about intent, how its Members appear. I do not
think Congressman Rose intended to violate the rule.

But T would caution this body from going into
investigations on intent, I would think that if you startaed
to investigate whether there was an intent to violate a rule
with no demonstration of a violation of the rule, that your
jurisdiction, by increasing your jurisdiction that way., you
would be open for endless investigation.

I don't think that is the case here. T am just merely
saying that as a matter of fact. I understand the argument,
but I would caution against, in this case, or in future
cases, of merely geing on the question of intent.

The bank's lawyer, Mr. Stacey, says in essence, ''Since
the depositor of the certificate of deposit was the
committee for Congressman Charles D. Rose, and the signature
contract (contract between the bank and the depositor) for
the account had only one authorized signatory, Alton Buck,
in my opinion the signature of Alton BucKk was necessary to
assign the certificate.''

Then., Ms. Taylor asKed, she said, was he aware that there
was a letter sent by Mr. Buck that had been requested by the
bank? I said I don't Know. I called him. And he said.
"*At the time of my letter'’'--the prior letter I just read
from--I had seen the letter writtenm by Alton Buck to the bank

dated Maxch 25, 1985. My interpretation was that Mr. Buck
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considered it permissible for a comnittee certificate of
deposit to be used as collataral for a perscnal loan to Mr.
Rose.

I did not, however, considar the Buck letter as lagal
autheority £for passing on the method of assigning the
certificate, nor did I view the letter as authorization by
the depositor of the committee for Mr. Rose to execute
assignment of the certificate.

This is neot a person who is arguing for our side. This is
a person who would do everything he could to find that the
assignment was valid. He is the bank lawyer. I think that
at the bottom of Count 2 what we found is a
misunderstanding. and we find something that never occurred,
a misunderstanding by Congressman Rose as to whether ar not
signing an assignment would bhe use of campaign funds and the
fact, uncontroverted at least from the Library of Congress'
viewpoint and the bankK's lawyer that the assignment did not
oceur.

Let me return for one minute to Count 1. This, as you
Know, is a very important matter. It is important to the
committee. It is very important to Congressman Rose, It is
a matter that has gone on for a good period of time. There
have been a number of press stories on it, and we are hoping
that it can be quickly resolved.

We are dealing with matters which occurred 15 years ago,
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at the dawn of reporting of election laws. In most any
other body in the world, these would not ba matters open to
investigation. These are matters which--and the reason that
that is sc--these are matters that are so old that not only
nmemories fade and are unolear, but the doocuments disappear.
That is why we have statutes of limitations.

It 1s not, in my mind, at all surprising that paeocple have
differing recollections of what occurred 10 or 15 years ago.
I would be suspicious as a finder of fact if everyone had
emactly the same racollection on exactly every issue. That
would ba far more suspicious to me as a judge or a finder of
fact from when people have some differing interpretations as

to what happened that numnber of years ago.

I think 21f any one of you honestly asKed yourself, you
will realize you will have a hard time remembering instances
with your campaigns that happened last month, last year.
five years age and certainly 10 years ago.

We are talking about a sum of money here which, by
newspaper accounts, is large. but in fact, when we get doun
to the actual issue invelved, we are talking about an
agreement of loans which were made to the committee of
25,150,

So, there is no question that that was made. There is no
question that that was misreported in future reports.

Everyone agrees on that. And they have been reported
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consistently. Thare would be no question about whethar
Congressman Rose could be repaid that amount.

The only question then is the additional %20,000 and
whether or not it was loans. Thesae were amounts that warae
reported on the North Carclina reports, which as wa have
stated. did not have a place to put the loans. Their oral
testimony--the oral testimony of every person who
testified--stated they were loans.

The only guestion then is why weren't they reported?
Well, they weren't reported for the same reasons that the
other 25,150 weren't reperted. It was merely an omission in
the change of repoxting people.

Mr. Buck came in in 1974. A prior Treasurer existed prior
to that. They didn't realize that they should be reporting.

That error is the consequential error of what you are
investigating.

Let me add one more factoer we talked about. In 1974, the
statement of organization that was filed for the committee
in that period stated when asked, what did he do with the
residual funds from this committee, stated 1t would be used
to pay off 1972 loan debts.

I think that there is sufficient evidence here, without a
doubt, +to find that Congressman Rose lent, and his father
lent, money to the committee in 1972. The monies lent by

Congressman Rose's father were monies which Congressman Rose
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became responsible for, and that Congressman Rose repaid his
father for any amount that was lent the conmittee, and that
that obligation axistad in 1972 and existed throughout tha
time until +today's datae.

I have nothing, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN., Let me taKe this opportunity to say you
have 25 minutes left, and if you would like to take just two
minutes to discuss 1t with fMx. Rose or if he wants to maka
any statement, that is {fine.

Counsel will wait until they have exhausted their time or
yield back.

Mr. OLDAKER. Mr. Chairman, a point of interest., we have
no chance for rebuttal after this?

The CHAIRMAN. No, Mr. Oldaker.

Hr. OLDAKER. I have one point that I would lide to male,
if I can. I recently saw a report froa Laventhol £ Horwath,
Which I think I will hear something about it--

The CHAIRMAM. You have 25 minutes.

Mz. OLDAKER. What I planned to say in rebuttal, but I
w1ll say now. is I think when the members are deliberating.
you hzve to remember that there is documentary evidence
which you have before you, there is testimonial evidence
Wwhich you have before you.

The documentary evidence you all can review. Other people

can review it, and lock at it. The testimonial evidence,
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the people best able to interpret it--that is why we have
courts, and they are conducted in a way that wa have--is
people who observe the testimony themselves.

In this case, the members have had an opportunity to watch
Congressman Rose and to see what his testimony was and to
determine the veracity of the witness when he testified and
was cross-axamined.

As to the three other witnesses that have been before the
committee, they were questioned. and I would say in great
detail, by committee counsel, committee i1nvestigator, or by
a member in each case, Mr. Pashayan in two cases and Mr.

Hansen in the other case.

Both of those Members were there and observed for the
committes the veracity and the appearance of those
witnesses. Their views on those witnesses, I would say, is
far more important than anyone else's who would happen to,
as a lay person, pick up and read a repoert as Laventhol £
Horwath did. That is what I would say in rebuttal.

I say it now. Just one minute, please. One of the things
the Congressman remands me, one of the things we did
circulate and I didn't mention 1t by name, but the
accounting f£irm which we had asked to review this was
Coopers and Lybrand.

We eirculated this report to you. One of the essence, and

I guess since We are moving at such rapid fire in this
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thing, T shouldn't walt or hope you read it. I probably
should point out to you what wae think tha essence of that
report is. The essence of that report is that if you follow
standard auditing methods, you can't tell whethar these ware
loans or contributions.

Accountants looking at the documents are left with the
question that you have to answer. When you rxead Laventhol &
Horwath's report, they go beyond generally accepted auditing
principles and they render opinions on testimony.

I don't think it is necessary for me to say that is the
purview of the committee. That is not the purview of an
accounting firm that you hire. That kind of information and
opinion by the accountants is no greater--they have no
greater expertise to render that type of opinion than anyone
else.

It is interesting that at the beginning of their report,
they agree with that. I guess the spirit of the moment
doesn't stop them from proceeding to give that opinion on
numerous occasions throughout their report.

We are tried by our peers in this country. The peers
listen to the testimony. You gentlemen are the peers in
this case, and I think that it is your responsibility to
listen to the testimony, to review the evidence, which you
have done., and to make the determination on that basis.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer any
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2342} questions, if there are any from the Members.

Otharwisa, I
would--I will be happy to ba sworn if you wish to ask ma any
2344 questions.

2343
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RPTS MCGUIKN

DCMK KOEHWLER

The CHAIRMAN. Well, Mr. Rose, you are already under oath
to this issue. If any Membaer of the Committee has a
question, I would ask them now is time to ask it wWwithin the
limits of 4:30, so that it does not take more than is
appropriate time.

Mr. Myers.

Mr. MYERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Can a« political
campalgn similar to your campaign in North Carolina borrow
noney under the laws of North Carclina?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. OLDAKER. Are you talking about today? It is true in
both cases, but in 1976 the Federal law preempted all state
laws .

Mr. MYERS. Has your campaign ever borrowed nmoney?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MYERS. Directly as a campaign they borrowed money,
not from you, but borrowed from a bank, from a commercial
bank or a lending institution?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, one time. But I would have to let--I do
not Keep all those times and places in my head. My staff
can £ill in the record on that.

Mr. MYERS. Under Count 2, the loan that was made then for
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$56,.277.77, was an odd nunbar for a loan but what was tha
data of the loan?

Mr. ROSE. HWhile they are looking that up, let ma tell you
that money was owad before my signature appeared on this
document and the loan existed after that was withdrawn from
the file. That was not dona to encourage anybody to make a
lean. And it was not considered--in other words, when it was
removed, I didn't go back and add additional collateral.

Mr. MYERS. While we are looking for the date of the loan,
the loan was made, why was any collateral pledged?

Mr. ROSE. I had a conversation with a bhanler and szid,
'*You are charging me too¢ much money on this loan. Can't
you charge me a little lower interest?'' He said, "'T will
see if I can."' And I can't swear to you, Congressman,
right now the time in which these sequences occurred, but he
renewed the note or he made me the $56,000 note, and at scnme
time later. he said, '"'Will you sign this particular piece
of paper?'’

My feeling and belief is that he asKed me to sign that
paper to Justify a lower rate of interest. I Knew at the
time that I had no authority to sign an assignment, didn't
believe I was signing one, didn't believe I was breaking the
rules of the House, as I have testified to, and when the
bank decided that it wasn't any good., they threw it ocut of

my folder and just upped my interest rate a few points.
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Mzr. MYERS. Mow, when did this happen, the bank decided it
wasn't any good? First off, do you have the data of the
loan?

Mr. OLDAKER. The original date of the two loans, tha
$40,000 loan wWas=--

Mx. MYERS. The %56,277.

Mr. OLDAKER, That was when it was consolidated.

Mr. MYERS. Yes.

Mr. OLDAKER. That was 3-26/85.

Mr. MYERS. The same date as the collateral was pledged.

Mr. OLDAKER. That is correct.

Mr. MYERS. So, the collateral was pledged to--

Mr. ROSE. Was attempted to be pledged.

Mr. MYERS. Was there a loan before that date?

Mr. OLDAKER. There were two loans.

Mr. MYERS. Was there any new money at that time?

Mr. OLDAKER. Maybe a couple hundred in interxest, but
there is a %$40,000 loan and a %$16,000 loan that were
consolidated.

Mr. MYERS. You are going to explain, you say the so-
called bank threw it out. What do you mean by the bank
threw it out?

Mr. ROSE. Well, some time in 1986, I got a call from the
banKer who replaced the guy that made this--

Mr. MYERS. Mew lending officer.
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Mr. ROSE. MHew lending officer. He goes and reviews the
files and he determines, he says that ain't a walid deal. I
said, well I cannot assign that and therefore you are going
to have to take it out and make me another loan.

I believe the record would show that the interest rate
changed a couple points upward. It was my beliet at *the
time I signed that document that the banking officer was
trying to do nmne a favor and wanted to cover the record so
far as the banK examiner might be concerned.

Mr. MYERS. How, I am asking for a judgment. I guess I
shouldn't ask that. Under North Carclina law--you are hoth
lawyars, the four of you there--under MNorth Caroclina law, if
that loan had become delingquent during the period of time
that this pledge was made for the collateral, what would the
bank have done?

Mr. OLDAKER. The bank, in the banH's lawyer's mind could
not have collected on the assignment. That is the bank's
lauyer.

Mr. MYERS. I am speaKing now before this new banker came
in and decided that wasn't--

Mr. OLDAKER. That is what I am saying. I am saying when
that piece of paper was signed and out there, the bank
lawyer says they could not have collected on it.

Mr. MYERS. Not could have. What would they have done?

Mr. OLDAKER. They would have attempted to collect the
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2445 money from Congressman Ross.

2446 Mr. MYERS. And they would not have saized that?

2u47 Mr. OLDAKER. They would not have seized that certificate
24u8| of deposit.

2449 Mr. ROSE. Can I give you what the new banker told mae?
2450 Mr. MYERS. I am talking about tha old banKer before he

2451 pulled the rug out from under you.

2u52 What would he have done if the loan had become delinquent?
2453 Mr. OLDAKER. He wouldn't have done anything.

2454 Mr. MYERS. I Know what the bank board would do.

2455 Mr. OLDAKER. He would have turned you over to the bank

2456| lawyer, right?

2u57 Mr. MYERS. That is what the collateral says. MWe have a
2458| copy of the collateral some place. I have read it. The

2459} bank has the right to attach, to take the money without any
2U460| court proceedings.

2u61 That is what the collateral is all about. Otherwise you
2462| wouldn't need the collateral. Under the Uniform Code, I am
2463| sure North Carolina is the same as the Uniform Code in

246Ul Indiana. The bank has the right and I have domne it. OHay.
2465 Hr. OLDAKER. I would disagree but--

2466 Mr. FMYERS. Okay. Now, I have a couple other questions,
2ue7| Mr. Chairman.

2468 Mr. FAZIO [Presiding] Go ahead.

2469 Mr. MYERS. Is Hx. Alton 6. Buck still your treasurer?
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Mr. OLDAKER. Yas .

Mr. MYERS. How did he become your treasurer?

Mr. OLDAKER. Ha is Assistant Treasurexr, exouse ne. He
keeaps all tha books.

Mr. MYERS. How did ha beconme Assistant Treasurer?

Mr. ROSE. He became the one that was handling my accounts
and our reports after we discovered in the early 1970's that
we weren't doing a very good job.

Hr. MYERS. Whe is we?

Mr. RDSE. Me and my friends.

Mr. MYERS. How did he become your Acting or Assistant
Treasurer?

Mr. ROSE. I hired his aceounting £firm when the FEC law
started requiring all those neuw forms.

Mr. MYERS. Did you appoint him?

HMr. ROSE. Yes.

Mr. MYERS. How would he be replaced if you had to replace
him? Who would do that?

Mz. OLDAKER., The canpalgn organigzation would replace him.

Mr. MYERS. You hired him, but you couldn't fire him. Is
that what you are saying?

Mr. ROSE. I assumed that I could.

Mr. MYERS. You still had the power to name your campalign
treasurer; is that correct?

Mr. ROSE. Yes.
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Mr. MYERS. I have no further questions. ThanKk you,
The CHAIRMAN. [Presiding] Mr. Mollohan.
Mr. MOLLOHAXK. Mr. Rose, deoes your campaign owe you monay

right now?
Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
Mr. MOLLOHAM. How much?
Mr. ROSE. $50,000.
Mr. MOLLCHAN. It owes you %50,0007
Mr. ROSE. Yes.
Mr. MOLLOHAM. Does youxr current FEC £iling reflect that

campalgn debt to you?
Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. At what point in time did your campaign FEC

£1l1ing reilect such an obligation?
Mr. ROSE, January of this vyear,
Mr. MOLLOYAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAM. Any other Member?
Mr. Pashayan. Let me remind you the respondent has 15

minutes left.
Mr. PASHAYAN. Thank you. These questions can be directed

to either the respondent or to counsel, Mr. Chairman; is

that correct?
The CHAIRMAN. I think the question should be directed to

Mr. Rose, the respondent. Keep in mind this is just

argument. It is not testimony. If you want to ask him to
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amplify on something he said, T will allow that, but T don't
think there should be a choica of aithersor hera.
You are asking a gquastion of Mr. Rose. He volunteered to
take questions. On the othar hand, if he said something
that is ambiguous., then if you want to ask him that--
Mr. PASHAYAN. Shall we have the opportunity to question
counsel on their statements, on their points of law?
The CHAIRMAMN. Within that 15 minutes if Mr. DldaKer were
to agree to get into a debate with you on a peint of law,
fine.
Hr. PASHAYAN. I want to question him on some things.
The CHAIRMAN. Fine.
Mr. PASHAYAN. You mentioned that the accounting firm used
by the committee exceeded the boundaries of ordinary
accounting principles. Would you cite one or two examples?
Mr. OLDAKER. I can go to their report. Basically, what I
am referring to is that they draw conclusions from
testimony.
Mr. PASHAYAN. Can you give meé one or two examples very
quicKly so Wwe can see what you are talking about?
Mr. OLDAKER. That will take a second.
Mr. PASHAYAN. Let me go to another guestien then. I want
to refer now to the transactions that were, I think they
were in the late 1970's or even in the early 1980's that the

staff has made reference to, the ones that were listed on
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25u5| the FEC forms as contributions. NWould you please explain
2546| whay that is not clear? I am sSure you agree that is not
2547| elear and convineing evidance, but would you explain, would
2548| you present an argument why that is not olear and oconvincing
2549 evidence that those were, in fact, something other than

2550f loans?
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RPTS STEIN
DCHMH GLASSMAP

[4:20 p.m. )

Mz. OLDAKER., I thinK standing by themselves, if you take
them as that, they have been amended. The treasurer who
filed those said they were in error, which would put in the
question immediately whether or not they were correct. The
amendments 1n and of themselves are evidence that they have
been re-charactexized, and on top of that since you have tuo
sets of documentary evidence that say differing things, you
have to go some place else to maKe a determination as to
what the correctness of the facts are, and the only place
you have to go outside the documentary evidence is to oral
testimony, and the record is replete with oral testimony as
to what the proper characterization of these transactions
were. Every witness said they were loans made by
Congressman Rose to his committee and repayments of loans to
him.

Mr. PASHAYAM. There was a sequence of transactions
whereby the Congressman received money from the campaign and
in very short order put the same amount back in. HWould you
emplain in your wview whether you feel that is clear and
convinecing evidence that he viclated the campaign laus or

why it is not clear and convincing evidence or whether that
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is olear and convinoing evidence that he impropaerly wWas
racaiving monay?

Mr. OLDAKER. I do not think it is clear and convincing
avidenca.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Explain why.

Mr. OLDAKER. Hae took the money out of the campaign which
he felt were repayments, he put money back into the
campaign. He Knew that that %$50,000 was owed him, and he
Was going to leave it basically as a transaction that was
owed to him from the committee. There are a numnber of
loans, Members have had out standing lecans for any number of
years. I don't think the fact that a Hember has repaid part
and then puts that money back into the campaign is evidence
of anything one way or the other.

What we have here is documentary evidence which was then
amended and changed. I think if it were solely on that
basis it would be clear and convincing evidence. It is not
solely on the basis of that evidence that the committee must
render a decision.

Mzr. Buck f£illed out the reports. You have to go behind
them and hear why things were done. I believe you were at
the deposition where Mr. Buck testified. I was not. I read
the words on the paper. But he seems to say that they were
confused when they filled out the report at that time. He

seens to say quite clearly that he Knew that loans existed,
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but they didn't put them down. He didn't have an ansuer as
to why. He says clearly he thinks the reports now are
correct. That is evidenca.

And there are different Kinds of evidencae. Documentary
evidence is not more probative than oral evidence, they ara
both evidence., and you have to take all of that inteo
account.

Mr. PASHAYAM. You said there is an agreement on the fact
that the original loans amounted to $25,150.

Mr. OLDAKER. The loans.

Mr. PASHARYAN. So, therefore, if there is anything at
issue, it would be the difference between that amount and
how much--

Mr. OLDAKER. HNine thousand eight something--895.

Mzr. PASHAYAN. So that would be what then--

Mr. OLDAKER. $4,750.

Mr. PASHAYAM. Is it your view that there is not clear and
convincing evidence that that was an improper reception by
the Congressman from the campaign of money?

Mr. OLDAKER. That is the issue of the committee, and my
opinion is that there is net clear and convincing evidence
that they were not loans. That is the way you have to look
at it. If you do it the other way, you put the burden of
proof on the Member--

Mr. PASHAYAN. I understand that argument.
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Mr. OLDAKER. The issua 1s it is tha staff's
responsibility to provae by clear and oonvincing proof that
these werea not loans--this isn't something lika a phanton
transaction, this ocoourred. Evaryone agrees the money want
in. There is no guastion about that.

Mr. PASHAYAH. Without wanting to take a lot of time, de
you have one or two examples where you think the accounting
firm used by the staff--

Mr. OLDAKER. At page 20, they say in documéntation and
testimony submitted by Congressman Rose, he stated that--on
page 20 of the Laventhol and Horwath report of December 9,
which respondent received last evening, addressed to Mr.
Ralph Lotkin, on page 9, second paragraph, the third and
fourth sentence, it says, ''In documentation and testimony
submitted by Representative Rose he stated that a %55,655
loan from NCNB was satisfied in Octeber, '74 with a loan
from First Citizens Bank.'" That is an incorrect statement,
he didn't say that.

But there are other instances that may reach a conclusien
based on that incorrect statement. But there are any number
of instances in here which I can take a moment and read
threugh in which they make basically a characterization not
only from the record, which I think they can do, and that is
their professional opinion, that is what experts do, but

they make interpretations in testimony.
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2651 Mr. PASHAYAN. Editorial remarks?
2652 Mr. OLDAKER. TI did not think that they ware expart to do
2653 that.




HAME:
2654
2655
2656
2657
2658
2659
2660
2661
2662
2663
2664
2665
2666
2667
2668
2669
2670
2671
2672
2673
2674
2675
2676
2677

2678

476

HS0350000 PAGE 115
DCHN STEVENS

Mr. PASHAYAN. Thank you very much. I hope I haven't
taken too much time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. MNr. Patri, there is five minutes laft.

Mr. PETRI. I want to follow up on a raference mada in the
argument and that was to--I didn't catch which yeaxr the
report was filed by the committiee that stated that ary funds
left over in the accounts were to be used for the repayment
of loans to the committee. <Could you reference that?

Mr. OLDAKER. That was the statement of oxganization for
the 1974 committee filed in 1974. I am sorry. I didn't
hear you correctly. I can read exactly what it says.

First, it is a stipulation number 10, we agreed on it.
And it says the campaign statement of the organization filed
in 1974 to the Clerk stated that any residual campaign funds
would be used to rapay outstanding debts from the 1972
campaign.

Mr. PETRI. What were the debts listed in the 72
campaign--I guess that is on the record.

Hr. OLDAKER. That is listed in the 1972 canpaign, the
%25,150. What is in question before the committee is the
%20,000 above that that makes up the U5.9 which we assert
were also loans made to the campaign.

The CHAIRMAK. Thank you.

Mr. Oldaker, as I understand you are saying that as it
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relataes to the accounting firm used by the staff attornay
that they did not use generally accepted auditing standards
in compiling their report.

Mr. OLDAKER. What I am saying is that generally accapted
audit standards would ba a review of tha records and not the
testimony. Generally accepted auditing standards--it doesn't
mean like any other person in the world they cannot have an
opinion but I am saying it is not in the purview of an
accountant to render an opinion on testimony.

That is all I am saying.

The CHAIRMAN. My question to you then 1s isn't it true
that Coopers and Lybrand followed the same or similar Kind
of statement. On the last page it says because the
aforementioned procedure does not constitute an examination
made in accordance wWith generally accepted auditing
standards, we do not eMpress an opinion on any of the
accounts or items mentioned above.

Mr. OLDAKER. Exactly.

Tha CHAIRMAN. So it is siu on the one hand and six on the
other?

Mr. OLDAKER. But Coopers and Lybrand was peinting out
that as accountants they can't render opinions on these
matters. HNumber one, they can only render them on the
documents that were before them, not on affidavits, not on

testimony. That is what I was saying.
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The CHAIRMAMN. HNr. Hyers.

Hr. MYERS. Relative to count two, there was a certificatas
of deposit issued by the Southern Hatienal Bank to¢ the
campaign conmittea which was used as collateral to
consolidata a loan?

Mr. OLDAKER. There was a certificate of deposit and
Congressman Rose signed what appears to be an assignment.

Mr. MYERS. Who issued that certificate of deposit?

Mr. OLDAKER. The bank--

Mr. MYERS. Which bank?

Mr. OLDAKER. Southern National Bank in favor of the
committee.

Mr. MYERS. At the time the pledge was made of collateral,
who physically held that certificate of deposit? Was that
turned over with the ceollateral?

Mr. CLDAKER. MNo. It was held by Alton Buck, who never
turned it over during that period of time.

The CHAIRHAN. You have one minute if you want to
sumnarize.

Mr. OLDAKER. I would only direct the committee back to
the issue before the committee on the first question as to
whether loans were made. I think that there was sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that there were. The committee
staff has failed in its burden of proofing by clear and

convincing evidence there were not.




HAHE:
2729
2730
273
2732
2733
2734
2735
2736
2737
2738
2739
2740
27w
27u2
2743
2744
2745
2746
2747
2748
2749
2750
2751
2752

2753

479

H50350000 PAGE 118

On the second, Mr. Myers' question, I should have madae the
point mysaealf, I think it is a very good point.

The CHAIRMAM. Ms. Taylor, you have 25 minutes.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I would like to oclaear up the opinion
of the accounting firm. Thae standard referraed to by the
raspondent was the generally accapted auditing standard,
that is, a professional standard that accounting firms do
adhere to, but that standard only applies to audits.

We did not asK Laventhol and Horwath to perform an audit.
We asKked for their professional expert opinion.

It is not uncommon for an expert to be called upon to
render an axpert opinion based on the facts presented to
them and that is what they did in this report, they applied
their certified accountant skills to documents before them
and rendered an opinion.

There is nowhere in the report that says it is an audit.
I think the conclusions were liKely drawn based on the
evidence that they received.

I want to point out to you that the issues that were
looked at by Coopers and Lybrand, the firm used by the
respondent, were not the same issues that were exanmined by
or the conclusions that they drew were not the same
conclusions of the two major ones I pointed out that we were
relying on Laventhol and Horwath for. Coopers and Lybrand

looked at the issue of whether the FEC reports and the NHC
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2754 raports could ba raconciled.

2755 The CHAIRMAN, The committee will take this opportunity to
2756] stand in recass for 15 minutes.

2757 You will have 22 minutes when we return. We stand in
2758| raeocass for 15 minutes to take up inmediately after this
2759| vote.

2760 {Racess. ]
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2761 RPTS MCGINN

2762 DCMN GLASSNAP

2763 (5:00 p.m. ]

2764
2765 We didn't depose this gentleman. He planned to call hin
2766/ as a witness if we had gone forward in the hearing, but we
2767| didn't, and that is fine. That affidavit doasn't say which
2768| ocampaign that 50,000 in "73 was related to. It could have
2769 been related to the 1970 campaign. As many leans--I submit
2770 to you there were many many loans that the Congressman's

2771 Z£ather had at that bank during those years--ha was able to
2772 remember this one loan in Novembexr of 1973 was for campaign
2773| debts? He remembered that in 1987.

2774 Again, I ask that you do¢ ¢onsider the testimony and

2775| consider the plausibility of that testimony. They have also
2776 mentioned that there was one check that went from the

2777| Congrxessman to the campaign that did have a loan on it. His
2778] wife had written the word "'loan'' and not "'repayment of
2779 loan'"'. That is fine, but the FEC reports don't corroborate
2780 that. If, in fact, that was intended to be a locan to the
2781 campaign, then the FEC filing should have corroborated that
2782| there was a loan to the campaign, but they don't. The FEC
2783} reports say just the opposite, that the money received from
2784/ the Congressman by the campaign was a repayment of a loan.

2785 In addition, Mr. OldaKer mentioned Mrs. Rose when she nmade
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those notations that suy ''repaymant of loan'' on the chacks
that went bacK to the canmpaign, that she wasn't married to
the Congressman in 1972, so she nay not have known about tha
50,000 that was loaned to the campaign allegedly in that
time perliod. But she was certainly married to the
congressman when she signed that chack that said ''rapayment
of loan'’.

It is my assertion if she was married to him at that time
when she signed that check that she presumably had sone
reason to believe that in fact it was a repayment of a loan.

Is it just a coincidence that the treasurer, his wife, they
both thought that these were leans and repayments of loans?
Is that just a coincidence that we are supposed to accept
here?

There is something else that I think is very coinoidental,
and that is when the money started coming back to the
campaign, with the exception of the first three, they went
in and out very close periods of time in the same amounts.
For example, in september of 1983, the Congressman withdrew
18,000 from tha campaign and three months later he put the
exact amount back. In Apxril of 1984, he withdrew %10,000
and two weekKs later he put #%10,000 back, and that is the
pattern that went on, this much out, this much back. Was
that just coincidence?

He says he re-locaned the money to his campaign to Keep tha
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campaign balance high. But at a time whan his campaign
balances were the lowest, he chose not to replace that
money, not to re-loan it. He £irst took out a withdrawal
from his campaign in 1978 for $U,000. At that time in 1978,
his campaign cash on hand was %10,965, but he didn't re-loan
to the campaign then. His next one was in February of 1982.
He tooK out $7,000. At that time his campaign balance was
approximataly $U2,000, but he didn't re-locanm it to the
campaign then. He didn't replace those amounts until 1986.
The amounts that he chose to replace, re-loan to Keep his
campaign balances high he replaced at a time when his
campaign had nearly $200,000 in the bank. That is when he
decided it was necessary to go to the bank and borrow money
to re-loan to the campaign. When he had less than $50,000
in the campaign, he didn't re-loan then.

I would 1like to move to some of the issues that were
raised Wwith count 2 at this time. Mr. Oldaker has stressed
to you that the Congressman didn't intend to violate the
House Rule. He may not have intended to violate the House
Rule, but that is not the critical intent factor here. The
critical intent factor is whether he intended to effect an
assignment and he did intend to effect an assignment.

Now he told you here, and he is under oath here today
still from the last appearance, that he was able to get a

lower interest rate on an existing loan because he put up
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collateral. To the extent that he got a lower interast
rata, ha benefited from the use of that certificate of
daposit. He got a personal banefit from using that
cartificate of deposit, and that was a lower interest rate.

Mow Mr. 0ldaker has said that the bank didn't have
possession of that caertificate of deposit. There has baan
no testimony and no evidence submitted to suggest that the
bank didn't. The campaign account was at Southern National
Bank. The Congressman's loans wWwere at Southern National
Bank. All of these transactions tooK place at Southern
National Bank, and it would seem to me a logical conclusion
that the bank had possession at Southern National Bank of
that certificate of deposit.

They told you that the lawyers from the bank have said
that would not have been a valid transaction. We submit to
you that Fr. Powers has talked with a representative from
the bank who asserted that if Congressman Rose had defaulted
on the loan, they probably would have gone after the
certificate of deposit.

Mow let's talk about what the law would have done there.
if it was an invalid assignment, it only means that if it
had gone to court, the bank may not have been able to get
the CD. That is all it would mean. It didn't mean that it
didn't stand for collateral and that he didn't benefit from

it from the time that he had it because he did benefit from
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it.

Ha told you he got a lower interest rate for putting up
that campaign CD. That is converting campaign funds to
pexrsonal use. The personal use was tha lower interest rate
that he receivad from using that certificate of deposit. So
it looks here in this transaction the only paearson who
benefited was the Congressman himself.

According to what they are telling you, tha campaign lost
out and the bank would have lost out. The bank wouldn't
have been able toc get their money because it was invalid.
The campaign funds were encumbered for that period of time,
and, by the way, the documents--and you will have them to
review-—reflect that that CD remained as collateral on that
loan until the loan was paid off. We received no documents
that show it was removed at some point in time. So the only
two people again who would have lost out would have been the
campaigrn and the bank. The Congressman benefited to the
tune of a lower interest rate.

There is one other issue that I want to come back to as it
relates to count 1. There was some questioning I believe
about thae statement in the 1974 statement of organization to
the Clerk of the House that any residual campaign funds
would be used to repay outstanding debis from the 1972
campaign. Well, we have stipulated to that because that is

enactly what the document says.
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But I want you to looK at the final report from 1972,
final raport from 1972 reflects that tha campaign took in
total receipts of $76,807 odd, and that they had total
expandituras of $86,932.95. Now any time your expendituzes
exceed your receipts, then you owe somebody somewhera. So
for them to file a statemant saying that the fund would be
used to retire the 1972 debt, their reports reflect there
Wwas 1972 debt to be retired, and that has no relationship ox
necessarily any bearing whatscever on loans from Congressman
Rose.

Again, I do urge the comnittee to looK at the hard
evidence, the hard evidence that was created
contemporanecusly with the transactions. Mot to say you
can't look at testimonial evidence, but it is clear, it is
convincing. It is right thexe plainly on the face of more
than one document, signed by more than one person, and you
ara asked to ignora all of that and instead to consider
documents created in 1987 after these allegations arose, and
I understand., as Mr. OldaKer said. there were anmendments
madé to FEC reports all the time, bacause they can be
complicated to £ill out, and certainly not mistakes of this
nature that went on for a period of ten years where you
would Know if you loan money to your campaign or if your
canpaign loaned money to you. That is not the Kind of

mistake that is corrected routinely on FEC reports. That is

Tha
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something that is very oclaear that want on for years and
years and years and was never changed until recently whaen
allegations ragarding these transactions came up.

S0 I would urgae the committes to sustain counts 1, 2 and

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ns. Taylor. You have 11 minutes
left, and I have been told by at least one conmitteea menmber
they would liKe to asK you a quastion or two. So within tha
timeframe of 11 minutes, let me--are there questions? MNr.
Mollohan.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. MNs. Taylor., does your case hinge on the
argument that the father's financial participation in the
initial campaign was not a loan? That is, if we were to
find here as a matter of fact that it was a loan, that the
father's financial participation in the first campaign
should be treated as a loan, was a loan or should be treated
as a loan, would that undermine your case? Would that
finding on our part, in your judgment, lead us to also
conclude that Mr. Rose's subsequant transactions were as he
depicts them?

Ms. BUICHINS-TAYLOR. No, Congressman Mollohan, they would
not. The reason being that even if the Ffather lcaned money
to the campaign, there was this agreement that the son would
repay the father. That is what they have testified to.

That doesn't bind the third party campaign. That deesn't
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entitle the Congressman to ba paid back to tha tune of
$50,000. So if the fathar loaned nmonay, his son said ''I
will pay you baok for avary dollar you put in, I will give
it back to you'', thara was no agreemant binding that said
that the campaign would raimburse the Congressman for that.

So that would just mean there is a private agreamant
betwaen father and son in which the son said, "'Dad, I will
pay You back for helping me out with my campaign.'' But
that cartainly wouldn't entitle the Congressman to withdraw
%50,000. Hae himself has only put up %9,500, as the
documaents show, in 1972. So that would not undermina the
comnittee staff's case.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Do you disagraee that Congressman Rose ra-
paid his father for his father's initial f£inancial
contribution in his first campaign?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. It is my submission that there is no
evidance that ha re-paid his fathar othar than the tastimony
of two of them, and there is avidence to suggest that he did
not.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. But you would not disagree that there was
not a considerable amount of money that passed from
Congressman Rose to his father. You would simply argua that
it was not in re-payment of the loan?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. MWe have documentation that the

Congressman wrote his father checks totaling $7,200 during
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that time paeriod. WNe don't Know what it was for. So that
is all that--we don't Know if that was related to the
canpalgn or othar debts that they hava acknowladged that
existed betweaen father and son,

But we Know ha did write his father checks for $7,200
during that time period.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. But is there not other evidence in the
record that othexr value, resources of value were transferred
from the Congressman to the father equaling or in excess to
the amount of money that the father participated in the
first campaign?

Ms. AUTCHINS-TAYLOR. 1I£f you are referring to the Alaska
property, first of all, the amount of profit that the father
got when he sold the land should not be counted as part of
the repayment of the debt. It was his property. If he secld
it, he was entitied to whatever profit he got out of it.

The only thing that would satisfy the debt between father
and son would be any value that he got from the transfer of
the property itself. Half of it had a mortgage attached to
it, and he had to pay the notes on it. As far as the rest
of it is concerned, we don't know what the debt was that
existed between fathex and son. They say it went forxr all
debt, for alil time, for everything. Well, if we don't Know
how nuch that was, we don't Know if that property was able

to satisfy that plus the $50,000, and they have never been
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2986] able to tall us how much that was.
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DCMN MILTOM

Mr. MOLLOEAN. But the satisfaction is really u judgment
for the father to make, is it not? If he considared tha
transfer of the Alaskan property as satisfactory, then would
you disagree that it was not satisfactory? Isn't that his
decision to make?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. That is his testimony.

Mr. NHOLLOBEAN. That he did accept the Alaskan land in
testimony?

Hs. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. Yes, that he did accept it.

Mr. PASHAYAK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOLLOHAMN. Yes.

Mr. PASHAYAM. Are you arguing, Counsel, the fact we do
not Know the reason or there is no documentation of the
reason those moneys passed from the Congressman to his
father, are you arguing sinmply because we do not Know that,
that amounts to clear and convincing evidence that he did
not repay the loan? Is that your argument?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. The burden for clear and convincing
evidence, Congressman, is that he borrowed from his
campaign. I am arguing that there is clear and convincing
evidence that he borrowed from his campaign. That is one
point that goes into that, but in and of itself, it doesn't

stand for that proposition and it doesn't have to.
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The CHAIRMAN. You have five minutes left.

Mr. Myers.

Mr. MYERS. MNr. Chairman, I will first ask of thae
committee today, thera was a Congressional Research Servicae
at the Library of Congress letter dated December 16, signed
by Maureen Murphy, legislative attorney. Was that
introduced as one of the exhibits?

The CHRIRMAN. Yes, I believe. Mr. OldaKer?

Mr. OLDAKER. It was introduced by Respondent.

Mr. MYERS. RAll right. It refers--several times today and
other exhibits today refer to « signature card with the
Southern National Bank between the Committee for Congressman
Charlie Rose and that bank. Now that is a contract. 0#f
course 1t is a limited contract providing for certain
responsibilities and obligations between the depositor and
the bank.

Has the committee seen, the investigating staff sean that
signature card?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. We have seen a copy of the signature
cazxd.

Mr. MYERS. Does the committee have a copy of that
signature card?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. You have it in your pacKet. Yes,

yvou deo.

Mr. MYERS. Could you refer to what exhibit it is?
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Ms. HUTCHINKS-TAYLOR. I balilava it is ona of tha exhibits
attached to the Respondent's brief; is that correct?

Mr. MYERS. The reason I am asking, thare are so many
different ocontracts; baing = banker nysel#, I Know thara are
nany, nany different contracts. There can be a nunber of
different signatures and what that means so I think it is
vary important we read that contract and see if it is a
dated contract and what responsibilities and obligations are
of that contract between the Comaittee for Congressman
Charlie Rose and the bank.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. It is attached as an exhibit.

Mr. MYERS. All right. I may want to return to it. thank
you, It isn't legible.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. That is the one we got teoo.

Mr. MYERS. There are so many different ways a contract
can be read and what the responsibilities are of each. I
Will pass at this time.

The CHAIRMAM. Anyone else on this side?

Nr. Gaydos?

Mr. GAYDOS. Charlie, there were at the beginning of this
matter, there wera conflicting newspaper reports that you
supposedly have admitted that you were doing such and such
with your funds. Could you explain that once again to the
connittee, what you said and under what circumstances you

said it, and what you did say.




HANWE!
3062
3063
3064
3065
3066
3067
3068
30869
3070
3071
3072
3073
307y
3075
3076
3077
3078
3079
3080
doan
3082
3083
308y
3085

3086

494

H50350000 PAGE 133

The CHAIRMAN. Llet me intaerrupt you. I think it is
appropriate that he answer that question; howaver, this is
the time on Ms. Tayloxr's time to answer questions of the
committee. Therefore, I wWill give you an opportunity to
answar that question.

Mr. GAYDOS. I have a question for counsal.

The CHAIRMAM. All right.

Hr. GAYDOS. Counsel, when again--I have slipped somewhat
on the evidence--when did Mr. Rosa allege that he steppad
into the shoes of his father and assumed that debt? Is
there any question about it, and when did that occur?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. There is a gquestion in my mind and
there always has bean. Maybe that question would be more
properly directed to the other table over there. I anm not
sure if he alleges that he stepped into his fathexr's shoes
immediately in '72 when they made the oral agreement or in
'73 when his fathar borrowad the money or in '75 when ha
paid it back.

Mr. GAYDOS. Don't you think that is important, though, to
maKe that determination?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I think it is important but again T
have never been able to gat a clear answer on exactly when
he stepped into his father's shoes.

Mr. GAYDOS. I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other questions of Ms. Taylox?
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Mr. PETRI. Yas. I would like to ask Ms. Tayler, eon
stipulation 10, that in 1974 the campaign statement saild
that '"any residual campaign #unds would be used to pay off
outstanding debts #rom the 1972 campaign.'' subseguent to
that, were those debts repaid? Are they still outstanding?
What should we make of that stipulation, in your judgment,
legally?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. It is very difficult to tell,
Congressman, because in 1973 no FEC report was filed. I
think if you don't take in or expend a thousand dollars, you
don't have to file a« report. The Congressman's campaign did
not £ile a report in 1973.

The next report that is filed is in 1974, and the debts
have disappeared. So we don't Know. They were not carried
forward as debts owed to the Congressman or his father on
the next report.

Mr. PETRI. Was thera any report showing--so there is no
report that they have ever been paid?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. KNo. There was no report that
indicated how they were discharged. They just disappeared
from the filings.

Mr. PASHAYAX. Mx. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. One minute, Mr. Pashayan.

Mr. PASHAYAN. On the matter of who has the right to tell

the canpaign to borrow money or to create debt on the part




HAME!
a2z
3113
ERRLI
3115
ERRT]
amnzg
3118
3119
3120
3121
ERF¥]
3123
312u
3125
3126
3127
3128
3129
3130
ERER
3132
3133
313y
3135

3136

496

KS0350000 PAGE 135
of the campaign, as a genaral proposition, what rola doas
the Menber of Congress have in that raespact?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. Well, in answering that I guess I
would have to say that as tha candidate--

Mr. PASHAYAM. This is a legal quaestion.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. Whan he wears his hat as the
candidatae, that he would have some say in how thea money is
spent.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Do you agree a Maember of Congress has a
right to tell his campaign to go out and borrow any given
anount of money?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. To go out and borrow it?

Mr. PASHAYAN. Yes.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. Is that my assertion?

Nr. PASHAYAN. Yes. Does he have the legal right to do
that?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I have not asserted that. I havan't
touchad on that issue as it relates to this casa.

Mr. PASHAYAK. I guess I am leading to the fact at the
time when the Congressman said he stapped into his father's
shees, why, in your view, would it be improper for us to
conclude at that time that hae intended his campaign to--that
he was a« conduit batween his father and the campaign and the
campaign assumed the debt?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. TFor one thing, and most importantly.
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there is no documentary aevidance to support that.

Mr. PASHAYAN. But is there any dooumentary evidaenoce
showing to the contrary?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. Yas, there is. The documantary
avidence to the contrary is the FEC reports show they wera
loans to the Congressman and that the money that went back
was repayments to the Congressman. The checks that
transpired suppoxrt that same proposition. So from
everything that is tangible documentary evidence from the
time would not support the conclusion that the campaign was
indebted to him to the tune of %50,000.

Mr. PASHAYAN. I thought what you had reference to
occurred much later in time than the time I have refexrence
to.

At what point in time did the Congressman say he stepped
inte his father's shoes?

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. We don't Know. I am not clear on
that myself at what point he felt he stepped into his
father's shoes.

Mr. PASHAYAN. My impression is it is much earlier than
these other events you have made reference to, but I might
be wrong on that.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I can't answer for him on that.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Rose, I think at least one Member over

here has expressed a question. I will allow equal time For




NANME!
3162
3163
3164
3165
3166
3167
3168
3169
3170
ERNA|
3172
3173
317y
3175
3176
3177
3178
3179
3180
3181
3182
3183
3184
3185

3186

498

HS0350000 PAGE 137
counsel on this side to rebut anything that may ba said.

Mr. Gaydos.

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Rosas, would you very briefly explain the
newspapar acosunt as to what you had said regarding loans
and things like that regarding this matter?

Mr. ROSE. In the heat of the campaign in 1986, Mr.
Gaydos, I was very firmly under the impression that all of
the things that we have tastified to as having transpiraed
between me and my father as having happened. had happenaed.

I Knew that we had loaned money. that I had assumad the
loaning of momney to the campaign when my father would let me
have it, and we would put it in the campaign, and I Knew
that I was entitled to be reimbursed. But I Knaw that I was
having to deal with what was sitting there on the publiec
record and that my accountant didn't Know about the filings
that were in Raleigh or the #£ilings that were in Washington.
We found those filings and--the committee found those
filings, reconsidered its position, and in fact now
indicates that it owes me %50,000.

It was statements in tha heat of the campaign, in an
effort to explain what to me then and is now a very logical
situation. But in January, the committee, my committee
looked at the evidence anew, made another conclusion and
then in fact filed new reports with the FEC.

Mr. GAYDOS. Let me ask you the last question. When did
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you stap inte tha shoes or the Moccasins of your father?

Mr. ROSE, My deal, my understanding with my father was
that in '72 and at the times that ha put mroney into the
camnpalgn, that was my obligation. I have testified earlier
that whatever personal credit or money I had went out the
window in my unsuccessful attempt to run against an
incumbent in 1970. Seo in 1972, when father, when daddy
would loan me the money or uwe would go to the bank and he
would borrow the money, it was my obligation. That was our
understanding.

Hr. PASHAYAH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GAYDOS. Sure, I yield.

Mr. PASHAYAN. T have one or +two questions,.

Mr. GAYDOS. I vield.

Mr. PASHAYAN. When was the last time a« transaction
occurred that you felt you stepped into your father's shoes?

Mr. ROSE. It would have been in '72.

Mr. PASHAYAN. It would have been in '727

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAN. At that time when you stepped into your
father's shoes, did you intend that your campaign repay you?

Mr. ROSE. Yes, sir.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions of Mr. Rose?

Ms. Taylor, you have three minutes.
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Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I havae no further commants to naka,
Mr. Chailrman. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to thank both counsel for tha
Respondent and for tha staff for their c¢andor and the
forthcoming of Congressman Rose. NWae will take this matter
under submission.

I understand., counsel, that if the committee decides to
move forward on any of the counts, that you would liKe to
argue immediately as it relates to sanction with the
understanding that we would make our best effort. Assuming
that a count was sustained and that a diseciplinary action
was recommended, that we would make all efforts to get it to
the Floor before the end of the week or when we get out of
here.

Mr. OLDAKER. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine.

I want to thank both counsel for the Respondent and staff
attorney for an excellent job.

Gentlemen, Mr. Murphy is on the way down to the committee.

I would ask the committee to indulge me for two or three

minutes until he gets hera.
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The CHAIRMAM. The Conmittee will conme to ordar.

Ms. Taylox, before the recass, I indicated you have 27
minutes left. I was in error. You have 22 minutes laft and
you may proceed.

Ms. HUTCHINS-TAYLOR. I have a couple more remarks to make
about the Laventhal-Horwath report, that they looked at
different information it appears than what was looked at by
Coopers £ Lybrand.

The Coopers & Lybrand draft report that was submitted by
respondent's counsel focused on reconciling the FEC reports
and the Clerk of the House reports from 1972 and the North
Carolina State f£ilings.

They have relied on that evidence as showing that $45,900
went into the campaign as loans. If they now want to assert
that those reports were fraught with errors and they can't
tell you anything, that is f£ine.

We have not relied on those documents and that is what the
Coopars & Lybrand report seems to say, that those documents
can't be reconciled, there are a lot of mistakes in them and
you can't tell anything from them.

If that is what they want to put before this Committee,
that is fine with us. We are not relying on these documents

to substantiate that he is entitled to $50,000. I thought
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3258} it was their argument that they were.
3259 The next point that I want to Iaiss is that Mr. Oldaker
3260| has submitted that it is not important how Congressman Rose
3261 repaid his fathar if, in faot, he did.
3262 The only thing important is that both men hava given sworn
3263| testimony that he did.
3zeu I submit that it is important how that repayment ocourred
3265] because it bears oritically on how much credence to give to
3266{ the testimony.
3267 It goes to how well the men remember the transaction,
3268{ period, yet upon close questioning about the transactionm,
3269 they can't give you any details, and certainly every witness
3270 who testifies it is the duty of this body to weigh the
3271 credibility of that witness and to determine what oradence
3272 and how much weight should be applied to that testimony, so
3273| I thinkK it is important that they don't remember when
3274 questioned emactly how it occurred, they only remember that
3275 it did.
3276 I alsoe call attention to some items that were mentioned
3277 about Mr. Buck, that Mr. Buck amended the FEC reports in
3278| 1987, so he must have felt that there was reason to do so.
3279 Let's look at the three items that they say that Mr. Buck
3280 saw that Mr. Buck saw that made him feel he could change his

3281 mind and amend those reports.

azsz He looked at the Morth Carolina filings which have been on
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3283] record since 1972, so why he never lookad at them before
3284| when hea was the campaign treamsuraz, I dom't Know.

31285 He says he looKed at that now to determine it was all
3286 right to amend.

3287 In 1987, he amended based on the fact that the North
3288| Carclina filings show that money was received in the

3289| campaign for Mr. Rose and his father.

3290 That certaimly doesn't substantiate that the money was
3291 loaned.

3292 We have already discussed that it just raises the

3293] possibility. It also raises the possibility that the money
3294 wasn't loaned.

3295 That alone doesn't give grounds to amend.

3296 the second thing that he relied on was an affidavit
3297| presented to him from a Mr. I.B. Julian, a retired gentleman
3398] from the bank there who testified that he recalled that the
3299] Congressman's father came to the bank bacK in 1973 and

3300| borrowed %50,000 and stated it was for his son's campaign.
3301 {Whereupon, at at 5:28 p.m., the Committee adjourned, to

3302] reconvene pursuant to other business.]
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McLEAN, STacy, HENRY & McLEAN
PROFLISIOHAL ASSCCIATION
ATTOAHETE AND COUNSELCAE AT LAW
SOUTAEAN NATIOHAL BARA SUILDINO
O ORAWER ID8Y

GIERRGN maLEAR. 4R WHBERTGN, NGRTH CAROLINA 28388

MORACE €. BTACT, SN,

EYERETT L.rENAT TELEFHONE S18-T18-808T -
wiLLiAm & MoLEAN nORASE € STAGT merorese

12 pecember 1987

Ms. Elneita Hutchins-Taylor

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
U.S. House of Representatives

Suite ET-2, The Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Ms. Hutchins-Taylor:

T have been reguested to make additional comments on my
letter of November 11, 1987, to Mr. Vince Nelson of Southern
Mational Bank of North Carolina concerning the assignment of
a certificate of deposit to secure a loan made by the bank
to Charles G. Rose, III.

At the time of my letter I had seen the letter written by
Alton G. Buck to the bank under date of March 22, 1985, My
interpretation was that Mr. Buck considered it permissible
for the Committee's certificate of deposit to be used as
collateral for a personal loan to Mr, Rose. I did not,
however, consider the Buck letter as legal authority for
passing on the method of assigning the certificate nor did
I view the letter as authorization by' the depositor, the
committee, for Mr. Rose to execute an assignment of the
certificate to the bank. The contract between the depositor
and the bank shown that the depositor was a committee, not
Mr. Buck. Consequently, my opinion was focused on the
matters set forth in my letter of November 11, 1987.

Ve g:j yours, [
. Ev Stacy, Jeo !

hesjr/s

cc: Ms. Heidi Pender

RESPONDENT’ S Ex:tiBIT 1
(12/16/87 MEETING)
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Congressional Research Service
The Library of Congress

December 16, 1987
LYy

TO t Hon. Charles Rose m‘
Attention: Heidi Pender

FROM : American Law Division

SUBJECT : Assignment of Certificate of Deposit under North Carolina Law

This responds to your request for a brief statement on the law of Morth
Carolina regarding the assignment of a certificate of deposit as collateral for
a loan.

"Collateral is security given by a borrower to a lender as a pledge for
payment of a loan., Such lenders thus become secured creditors} in the event of
default, such creditors are entitled to proceed against the collateral, and in
the event of its insufficiency in coverage, are entitled to treatment as
unsecured creditors to the extent of deficiency judgment obtained on the note
evidencing debt obligation of the borrower"” Encyclopedia of Banking and
Finance 195 (1973).

Under the North Carolina enactment of Article IX, dealing with secured
transactions, of the Uniform Commercial Code, W.C. Stat. § 25-9-503, a secured

creditor has the right to take possession of the collateral af;grwdéfhulu:

Unless otherwise agreed a secured party has on default
the right to take possession of the cetlTateral. In taking
possession a secured party may proceed without judicial
process if this can be done without breach of the peace or
may proceed by acticn....

You have forwarded to us several documents: a signature card governing

transsctions of an individual and committee account at the Southern National

Conffental
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Bank of North Carclins for account no., 045-007887. The account is in the name
of Committee for Congressman Charles G. Rose, III} the signature card shows
only Alton G. Buck as suthorized to make Cransactions regarding the account.

Another document issued August 27, 1987, shows Alton G. Buck's signature
as renewing a $75,000 certificate of deposit for the account.

You have also forwarded a March 26, 1985, document signed by Charles G.

Rose, III, assigning this certificate of deposit as collateral for a $56,277.77
loan. This document is signed by the institution's Savings Teller after &
statement to the effect that "the Signature(s] as shown above compare correctly

with our files." There is also a copy of a November 11, 1987, memorandum to
Mr. Vince Melson, Vice President, Southern Mational Bank of Morth Carolina,
from H.E. Stacy, Jr., of McLean, Stacy, Henry & McLean, Attorneys and
Counselors at Law. The memorandum concludes that "[s}ince Mr. Buck's signature
was not on the assignment of the certificate of assignment, in my opinion, the
assignment was not a valid assignment of the certificate."

There is such support for such a conclusion. The purpose of N.C.Star. §

25-9-503, according to Rea v. Universal C.I.T. Credit Corp., 257 N.C. 639, 127

$.E.2d 225 (1962), is to give the secured party the right to possession upon
default. If the debtor does not surrender the collateral, the secured party
must proceed against the debtor in court. In the situation invelving the
assignment of this certificate of deposit, the court would be required to test
the authority of Mr. Rose to yield possession of the certificate. Mr. Rose's
signature on the instrument would be ineffective to transfer it since the
signature card reflects a contract between the bank and the depositor that the
funds will not be transferred without Mr. Buck's signature.

You have also furnished a document dated March 22, 1985, signed by Mr.
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Buck, stating:
In regard to the use of the Committee for Congressmen

Charlie Rose's Certificate of Deposit with Southern

National Bank as collateral for his loan, this would be

permissible. Since Congressman Rose was elected to

Congress prior to 1980, he may use any campaign funds he

has raised in any manner in which he sees fit. He, of

course, would have to pay income tax if he makes personal

use of the funds other than to carry out the objectives of

the election committee.
That statement is not an assignment of the certificate of deposit as security
for the loan. Mr. Buck may have written it assuming that if Mr. Rose chose to
make use of the campaign funds in such a way and if he were prepared to pay
taxes on such use, he would have to contact Mr. Buck to sign any actual
assignment of the certificate as collateral. 1If the institution wishes to use
it as evidence of Mr, Buck's authorization for the assignment, it would have to
introduce outside evidence to supplement the actual document signed by Mr.
Rose, which contains no other signature but that of Mr. Rose, which signature
does not appear as an authorized signature for the certificate of deposic,

We could find no precise caselaw or statutory law directly on all fours

with this situation. There is, however, dicta in cases invelving joint
tenancies in certificates of deposit that speak of the signature card as a

contract governing the disposition of the amount represented by the

certificate. Threatte v. Threatte, 59 N.C. App. 292, 296 S.E.2d 521 (1982),

cert. withdrawn as improvidently granted, 308 N.C. 384, 302 S.E.2d 226 (1983);

Myers v. Myers, _ _ N.C. App. __, 314 S.E.2d 809 (1984). This would suggest

that Mr. Rose was without authority to assign the certificate. Since Mr. Buck
was authorized to transact business with respect to the account, the better way
of assuring that the collateral was adequately assigned would have been to have

had him sign along with the debtor, Mr. Rose.
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In preparing this memorandum, we confined our analysis to your specific
question, namely, whether the signature was sufficient under North Carolina law
to make an assignment of the certificate of erosi:. We emphasize that this
analysis is based solely on the documents that you provided us and was prepared
under time constraints. Further delving into North Carolina practice and
regulations, or further elaboration of the actual factual context might alter
the analysis.

We hope this information is helpful to you.

b L 1/

+ Maureen Murphy
Legislative Actorney
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Novamber 11, 1987

Nr. Vince Welson

Vvice President

#outhern Natiopal Bank of N. C.

P. 0. Box 969

Fayettaville, North Carolina 28302

Dear Mr. MNelson:

Oon October 29, 1987, you showed me an assignsent of
a certificate of deposit vhich was formerly sasigned to
gouthern Wational Bank of Worth Carolina to secure a loan made
by the bank to Charles G. Rose, IIJ. After reviewing the
assignment document, a ocopy of the certificate of deposit and
the signature card held by the bank for this certifciate, 1
gave you my orsl opinion that the purported assignment of the
certificate of deposit was not valid because it d4id not have
an authoriaed signature on the assignment,

You have ncw requested that ay opinion be put in
writing. Hence, this letter,

The purported assignment of Southern National's
certificate of dsposit § 904828 for account § 045-007087,
dated March 26, 1905, was signed only by Charles G. Rose, III,
as assignor. The bank's certificate of deposit § 904828 was
issued on February 17, 1985, to Committese for Congresaman
Charlie G. Rose, as depositor. The signature card shown to me
for this account in the name of Committee for Congressman
Charlie G, Rose, for account # 045-007887, showed only one
suthorised signatory, the signature of Alton G. Buck,

8ince the depositor of the certificate of deposit
wvas the Committes for Congressman Charlie G. Rose and the
signature card (contract between the bank and the dapesitor)
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for this account had only one authorized signatory, Alton G,
Buck, in my opinion the signature of Alton G. Buck was
necessary to assign the certificate, 8ince Mr. Buck's
signature was not on the assignment of the certificate of
deposit, in my opinion, the assignment was not a valid
sssignment of the certificate.

Very truly yours,
L ' 'ACY, HENRY ! NCLEAN
OE. . *
H. B. Stacy, Jr.
HESir/s
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12 pecembar 1987

Ms. Elneita Hutchins-Taylor

Committes on Standards of Official Conduct
U.5. House of Representatives

Suite ET-2, The Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Ms. Hutchins-Tayler:

I have been requested to make additional comments on my
letter of November 11, 1587, to Mr. Vince Nelson of Southern
National Bank of North Carolina concerning the assignment of
a cartificate of deposit to secure a loan made by the bank
to Charles G. Roae, III.

At the time of my latter I had seen the letter written by
Alton G, Buck to the bank under date of March 22, 1985, My
interpretation was that Mr. Buck considered it permissible
for the Committea's certificate of deposit to be used as
collateral for a personal loan to Mr, Rosa. I did not,
however, consider the Buck lestter as legal authority for
passing on the method of assigning the certificate nor did
I view the letter as authorization by the depositor, the
committee, for Mr. Rose toc exacute an assignment of the
certificate to the bank., The contract between the depositor
and the bank shown that the depositor was a committee, not
Mr, Buck. Conseguently, my opinion was focused on the
matters set forth in my letter of November 11, 1987.

Ve yours '
“E Stacy, JJr.
hasjr/s
cec: Ms. Heidi Pender

%‘l‘ LEﬂEﬁ H:w kf"tf
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December 11, 1987

Mr. William C. Oldaker

Manatt, Phelps Rothenberg & Evans
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Oldaker:

This report is in response to your request for Coopers & Lybrand
to perform certain procedures in connection with the 1972 Federal
and State campaign reports for Congressman Charles G. Rose, III.

ac cun

Reports prepared in connection with Congressman Rose's 1972
Campaign (the Campaign) were filed periodically with the
Secretary of State for the State of North Carolina (the "State
reports") and the Clerk of the House of Representatives under the
Federal Election Campaign Act (the "FEC reports"). We understand
that the regulations governing the State and FEC reports differed
with respect to both the reporting period and required content of
each filing.

We wunderstand that certain amounts transferred to the 1972
Campaign were considered by Congressman Rose to be loans from
himself and his father, Charles G. Rose, Jr. You requested us to
review the State and FEC reports to determine:

1. If the receipts and disbursements reported in the
respective State and FEC reports could be
reconciled, and

2. If there were any evidence in these reports contrary
to the assertion that the amounts transferred from
fongressman Rose and his father to the Campaign were

oans.
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D. Obgexvations Based on Procedures

1.

Preparation of Reports

It appears that there was not a clear understanding of
how the reports were to be prepared and there apparently
were difficulties in preparing them accurately. These

problems are evidenced by the such matters as
following:

- Ending cumulative balances carried-forward from
reports for one period do not always agree with
beginning balances reported in the next period;

- Mathematical errors are reflected in some of the
reports;

- The same contributicns are sometimes reported on
the FEC reports and on the State reports in
different perilods.

- Some centributions reported on the State Reports
do not appear to be listed on the FEC Reports.

Receipts from Congressman Rose and Mr. Charles C.
Rose, Jr.

the

Certain receipts from Congressman Rose and from Mr.
Charles €. Rose, Jr. were listed on the State Reports
but were not listed on the FEC Reports , as shown below:

Reported on  Reported on
t

Date of Receipt FEC Report State Report

April 7, 1972 $ - $ 8,750

April 20, 1972 - 7,500

May 5, 1972 5,150 5,150

June 2, 1972 - 8,500

June 2, 1972 - 2,000
5,150 $25,900

Because original documentation (such as cancelled
checks or bank statements) are apparently no longer
extant, we were unable to validate these receipts
in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards. Receipts aggregating $25,900 are
reported on the State reports as "Contributions" in
schedules entitled "Statement of Contributions and
Expenditures"). Only the receipt dated May 5, 1972
for $5,150 from Charles Rose, Jr. is reported on
the FEC report (in the schedule entitled "Itemized
Receipts - Contributions, Listed Purchases, Loans
and Transfers"). It is not clear why the remaining
$20,750 was not reported on the FEC report.
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9FHER PROCEDURES

The procedures we performed were as follows:

FEC Reports

1. We reviewed the FEC reports for the following periods:

April 7, 1572 - April 14, 1972

April 15, 1972 - April 24, 1972
April 25, 1972 - May 12, 1972

May 12, 1972 - May 22, 1972

May 23, 1972 - May 31, 1972

June 1, 1872 - September 9, 1972
September 10, 1972 - October 16, 1972
October 17, 1972 = October 26, 1972
October 27, 1972 - December 31, 1972

From the FEC Reports referred to above, we prepared a sum-
mary of all listed receipts (those over $200) and a summary
of unlisted contributions.

From the FEC Reports referred to above, we prepared a
summary of aggregate campaign expenditures in each expense
category.

State Reports

1.

We reviewed the state reports covering the following
periods:

January 25, 1972 - April 21, 1972
April 26, 1972 - May 2, 72

April 26, 1972 - May 16, 1972

May 23, 1972 = June 6, 19872

June 6, 1972 - October 3, 1972
November 6, 1972 - November 9, 1972

From the State Reports referred to above, we prepared a
summary of all listed contributions (all contributions are
required to be detailed regardless of amcunt).

From the State Reports referred to above, wWe prepared a
summary of aggregate campaign expenditures.
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FEC _Reports
1. Receipts reflected in the FEC Reports were as follows:
Receipts from Charles G. Rose, Jr.

(May 5, 1972) . $ 5,150
Itemized Contributions 37,075
Unitemized Centributions 2,725
Fund raising dinner 11,020
Transfers 900

SubTotal 56,870
Loan (May 23, 1972) From First Citizens _20,000
Total Receipts $76,870

2. A receipt from Charles G. Rose, Jr. reported on the FEC
Reports was as follows:

Date Individual Amount
May 5, 1972 Charles G. Rose, Jr. $ 5,150

3. Expenses reported in the FEC Report referred to above
were as follows:

Communications Media Expenses $42,359
Personal Services, Salaries, & Reimb.
Expenses 11,584
Other Expenditures 28,394
Transfers Out 4,595
_§_§6!23g
State Reports

1. Receipts reported in the State Report referred to above
were as follows:

Receipts from Congressman Rose and
Mr. Charles G. Rose, Jr. (see below) $20,750
other Individually Listed Contributions 26,109
i

Loans (none indicated) -
Total Receipts $76,859
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2. Receipts from Congressman and Mr. Charles G. Rose, Jr.
reported on the State Reports were as follows:

Date Individual Amount
April 7, 1972 Charles G. Rose, Jr. 8,750
Agril 20, 1972 Charles G. Rose, III 7,500
June 2, 1972 Charles G. Rose, Jr. 2,500
June 2, 1972 charles G. Rose, III 2,000

0,75
a o S apo

From the foregoing analysis, we performed a comparison of
the FEC and State Reports, w{th results as follows:

FEC_Reports State Reports
Beginning Cash Balance $ 14,428 Not Reported
Receipts:
Rose Family Receipts 5,150 $25,900
contributions 51,720 50,959
Loans __20,000 _—
Total Receipts 76,870 76,859
Expenditures (86,933) (88,867)
Net (10,063) $(12,008)
Ending Cash Balance $ 4,365.00 Not Reported

Although the differences between the reported contributions
($51,720 vs. $50,959) are reported expenditures ($86,933 vs.
$88,867) as shown above are relatively small, in some cases
the reported amounts pertain to different reported time
periods. Accordingly, the differences for the same time
periods may be larger.

In the absence of additional information or audit evidence,
we do not ©believe that the aggregate receipts and
disbursements shown in the respective reports can be fully
reconciled.
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Mr. Oldaker provided us with a copy of the ugm.l;_gl
s relating
to disclosure of Federal Campalgn Funds dated March
1972. Page 4 of those instructions contains a
section entitled, "Manner of Reporting Debts and
Contracts Agreements, and Promises to Make
Contributions or Expenditures," which states:

Every contribution and expenditure in the
nature of a debt incurred, or a contract
agreemont, or promise to make a contribu-
tion or expenditure entered into on or
after April 7, 1972, which is in writing
and exceeds the amount of $100, shall be
reported in separate schedules on the
reporting forms prescribed by the Clerk
until such debts, contracts, agreements or
promises are paid, liquidated, cancelled,
forgiven or otherwise extinguished. Such
debts, contracts, agreements and promises
shall not be considered as part of the
totals of receipts or expenditures until
actual payment is made.

These instructions appear to indicate that debts of the
Campaign which are in writing are to be reported on the
FEC Report. If there were a verbal understanding that
the receipts from Congressman Rose and his father were
loans, in light of the foregoing instructions it is
reasonable to us that the preparer of the report may
have excluded these items for the FEC Report because
they were not in writing.

It is also reasonable to us that certain of the receipts
from Congressman Rose and his father were of
sufficiently different character from the other
contributions reported in the FEC Report that there may
have been confusion on the part of the preparer as to
whether or not to include them on the FEC Report.

There is no extant evidence which can be used to
definitively characterize these receipts. They may have
been perceived as contributions by those preparing the
reports; Congressman Rose is apparently asserting that
the items were loans. The fact that they were not
reported on both State and FEC forms (when virtually all
other large contributions were reported on both forms)
may indicate that there was at least some doubt as to
whether these were contributions or not. 1In any event,
there appears to be no extant evidence which can be
examined to reach a definitive conclusion about the
nature of these items in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards.
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As shown from the analysis on pages one and two, above,
the $20,000 loan from First Citizens was reported on the
FEC Report but not on the State Report. The omission
appears to have resulted from the absence in the State
Forms of a specified place to report loans. Evidence
for the existence of the loan, in addition to its being
listed on the FEC Report, is a copy of First Citizens
ledger card for the account of Charles E. Rose, Jr.
which reports a $20,000 debit to the account on May 15,
1972. The assertion that Mr. Rose received a loan from
First Citizens on Mai 15, 1972, and then loaned the
proceeds to the Campalgn on May 23, 1972 is reasocnable
to us given to proximate dates of these transactions.

D. Other Observations:

. Nothing came to our attention in reviewing these
reports which appeared to be intentionally
misleading. Also, we observed no suspicious entries
on either the FEC or State Reports. Although the
scope of our review was not designed to detect fraud
on illegal acts, nothing came te our attention in our
review of these reports which would indicate that the
errors and oversights in the reports were
intentiocnal.

. It is not possible to perform an examination of the
reports or the transactions included therein in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards
because there is not sufficient competent evidential
matter available to perform the tests required under
generally accepted auditing standards.

It is not possible to reach definitive conclusions
about the character of the transactions between
Congressman Rose, Mr. Rose and the Campaign because
audit evidence is not available to validate the
nature of these transactions. In our view, there is
no audit evidence available either to confirm or to

fefute the characterization of the transactions as
cans.

* * * L

Because the aforementioned procedures do not constitute an
examination made in accordance with generally accepted auditing

standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the accounts or
items mentioned above.



519

Had we performed additional procedures, or had we made an
examination in accordance wi ganarail.y accepted auditing
standards, additional matters may have to come to our attention
which wouid have been reported to you. This report relates onl
to the items specified above and does not extend to any financia
statement of Congressman Rose or his Campaign. We make no
representations regarding the sufficiency of the foregoing for
your purposes.

Very truly yours,
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5. Bouse of Representatives
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT
UL HT-1. LS. CAMTOL
Washington, BL 20515
TO: All Members, Officers, and Employees of the U.,S.
House of Representatives

FROM: Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
SUBJECT: Revised Policy Regarding Amendments to Financial

Disclosure Statements
DATE: April 23, 1986

The purpose of this letter is to inform all Members,
officers, and employees who are required to file Financial
Disclosure (FD) Statements pursuant to the Ethics in Government
Act (EIGA) of 1978, 2 U.S.C. §701, et seq., whose filings are
under the jurisdiction of this Committee, of a revision to this
Committee's policy regarding the submission of amendments to
earlier filed disclosure statements. The new policy, discussed
below, will be implemented immediately and all future statements

as well as the amendments thereto will be handled in accordance
therewith.

To date, it has been the general policy of this Committee to
accept amended FD Statements from all filers and consider such
amendments to have been timely filed without regard to the
duration of time between the date of the original filing and the
amendment submitted thereto. Over time, this practice has
resulted in the Committee having received a significant number of
amendments to disclosure statements under circumstances not
necessarily reflecting adequate justification or explanation that
the amendment was necessary to clarify previously disclosed
information or that a disclosure was omitted due either to
unavailability of information or inadvertence. Moreover, and
particularly in the case of an individual whose conduct (having
EIGA implications) is under review, the Committee has been faced
with the somewhat inconsistent tasks of identifying deficiencies
in earlier FD Statements while simultanecusly accepting
amendments to such statements that may well have been intended to
have a mitigating or even exculpating effect. Quite clearly,
bogh time and experience have established the need to make some
adjustments to the financial disclosure process in order to
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Page 2

alleviate such perceived problems and create a more logical and
predictable environment for filers to meet their statutory
obligation under EIGA and the parallel responsibility of this

Committee to implement that law., It is in this context that a

new policy_ for‘ accepting and considering amended disclosure
statements is being implemented.

To begin, effective immediately, an amendment to an earlier
FD Statement will be considered timely filed if it is submitted
by no later than the close of the year in which the original
filing so affected was proffered. There will be, however, a
further caveat to this "close-of-year" approach. Specifically,
an amendment will not be considered to be timely if the
submission thereof is clearly intended to "paper over" an earlier
mis/non filing or there is no showing that such amendment was
occasioned by either the prior unavailability of information or
the inadvertent omission thereof. Thus, for example, so long as
a filer wishes to amend within the appropriate period of
prescribed "timeliness" and such amendments are not submitted as
a result of, or in connection with, action by this Committee that
may have the effect of discrediting the quality of the initial
filing(s). then such amendments will be deemed to be
presumptively good faith revisions to the filings. 1In essence,
the amendment, 2%5 se, should be submitted only as a result of
the need to either clarify an earlier filing or to disclose
information not known (or inadvertently omitted) at the time the
original FD was submitted. In sum, the Committee will adopt a
two-pronged test for determining whether an amendment is
considered to be filed with a presumption of good faith: First,
whether it is submitted within the appropriate amendment period
(close-of-year); and second, a "circumstance" test addressing why
the amendment is justified. 1In this latter regard, filers will
be expected to submit with the amendment a brief statement on why
the earlier FD is being revised. Thus, amendments meeting the
two-pronged test will be accorded a rebuttable presumption of
good faith and this Committee will have the burden to overcome
such a presumption. Conversely, any amendment not satisfying
both of the above-stated criteria will not be accorded the
rebuttable presumption of good faith. In such a case, the burden
will be on the filer to establish such a presumption.
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The Committee is well aware that disclosure statements filed
in years past may be in need of revision. To this end, the
Committee has determined that a grace period ending at the close
of calendar year 1986 will be granted during which time all
filers may amend any previously submitted FD Statements. Again,
while an amendment may be timely from the standpoint of when it
is submitted--i.e., within the current year--information
regarding the need for and, hence, appropriateness of the
amendment will also be considered vis-a-vis the rebuttable
presumption of good faith.

In sum, the effect of the new policy is to establish a
practice of receiving and anticipating that FD Statements and
amendments thereto will be submitted within the same calendar
year and that departures based on either timeliness or
circumstances can be readily identified for scrutiny and possible
Committee action. As noted, implementation of the new policy
will effect not only statements filed this year but also all
statements filed in prior years in light of the grace period
being adopted.

Should you have a question regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact the Committee staff at 225-7103.

Ranking Minority Member
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Waspington, BE 20518

March 23, 1988

The Honorable Charles G. Rose, III
United States House of Representatives
2230 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Representative Rose:

On June 17, 1987, this Committee initiated a Preliminary
Inquiry focusing on your alleged misuse of campaign funds and
financial disclosure violations. Following this investigatory
phase, the Committee found reason to believe that violations of
House rules had occurred and, therefore, on October 28, 1987,
issued a four-count Statement of Alleged Violations.

After considering the evidence presented in written and oral
responses by your counsel and counsel to the Committee, the
Committee determined that all four counts had been proved by
clear and convincing evidence. The Committee concluded that you
violated House Rule XLIII, clause 6, on eight separate occasions
by borrowing funds from your campaign (count one), and that you
failed to report these borrowings as liabilities on your
Financial Disclosure Statements as regquired by House Rule XLIV,
clause 2 (count three). The Committee also concluded that you
violated House Rule XLIII, clause 6, by pledging a certificate of
deposit from your campaign as collateral on a personal loan
{count two). Finally, the Committee concluded that you violated
House Rule XLIV, clause 2, by failing to report wvaricus
liabilities to financial institutions on your Financial
Disclosure Statements {count four).

Two of the violations, which the Committee held to have been
proved, involved misuse of campaign funds. The House of
Representatives adopted House Rule XLIII, the Code of Official
Conduct, on April 3, 1968. Clause &, which restricts the use of
campaign funds to bona fide campaign purposes, has been a part of
the Code since that time, The Committee feels this rule is
crucial to maintaining public confidence in the fundraising
system governing House Members. The use of your campaign funds,
as alleged and proved in counts one and two of the Statement of
Alleged Violations, is entirely inconsistent with this principle.
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The Honorable Charles G. Rose, III
March 23, 1988
Page 2

The Committee holds you rtesponsible for being familiar with
rules governing this area. Your mishandling of campaign funds,
and concurrent violations of House rules in such matters, are
deserving of reproach. We find that the personal benefit you
received in each instance of borrowing, and the lower interest
rate received from use of the campaign certificate of deposit,
are the kinds of abuses the rule was designed tc protect
against. For this reason, the Committee instructs that you
refrain from any future campaign borrowings and/or use of
campaign assets as collateral.

The Committee recognizes and takes into consideration the
fact that all funds borrowed were replaced in full without the
insistence of this Committee, and that this action was taken by
you prior to this Committee beginning a Preliminary Inguiry.
Furthermore, the Committee recognizes that the campaign
certificate of deposit in question is no longer encumbered, due
to restrictions placed on it in connection with your personal
financial dealings. While these actions could be viewed as
mitigating factors or as evidence of a lack of any improper
intent, the Committee emphasizes, nevertheless, the wiolations
did occur. Although the Committee does not feel this conduct
warrants a recommendation of sanction to the full House of
Representatives, it is still a cause of concern.

Failure to disclose campaign borrowings on your Financial
Disclosure Statements {count three) must also be viewed in light
of maintaining public trust. As Members of the House, we are
bound by law and House rules to publicly disclose various aspects
of our financial status. The initial disclosure of the campaign
borrowings in Federal Election Commission reports, which are
publicly available documents, is a mitigating factor. However,
this does not negate the fact that you violated House Rule XLIV,
clause 2. These liabilities should have been disclosed on your
Financial Disclosure Statements.

As for the liabilities to financial institutions in count
four of the Statement of Alleged Violations, your failure to
disclose, again, causes concern on the part of the Committee.
Once informed of these deficiencies, however, you have, at your
own initiative, amended your Financial Disclosure Statements to
reflect the omitted information. The Committee respects your
forthrightness in this area.

. This Committee has spent much time and effort digesting and
deliberating about the matters presented by this Preliminary
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Rose, III
March 23, 1988
Page 3
Ingquiry. The wviolations cause this Committee

formally and
publicly to reprove you for failing to adhere to House Rule

XLIII, clause 6, and House Rule XLIV, clause 2, as described in
the Statement of Alleged Violatjons.

Y pence {
Ranking Minority Member

JS:EHT



