APPENDI X D COWPI LATI ON OF FALSE STATEMENTS TO CONGRESS
BY THOVAS T. DEMERY

Set out below are 36 statenments Thomas T. Denery nmade before
two congressional subcommttees in 1989 and 1990 that information
in the possession of the Independent Counsel denonstrated to be
fal se.

A HEARI NGS BEFORE THE EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSI NG SUBCOVM TTEE
OF THE COVW TTEE ON GOVERNVENT OPERATI ONS OF THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATI VES (Lantos Hearings), May 8, 1989

Testifying under oath before the Enploynent and Housi ng
Subcomm ttee of the House Governnent QOperations Commttee on My
8, 1989, Thomas T. Denery nade the follow ng fal se statenents:

1. Statenent That Fornmer HUD Officials Did Not Tal k
To Hi m About Mdd Rehab Projects

St at ement :

The report also shows that as to ne, the | ead
title on the cover page, none of the forner HUD
officials[' ever talked to nme about noderate
rehabilitation projects.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 53.

Facts:

Denery later admtted either in testinony before
congress, in interviews with the | ndependent Counsel, or in
testinony in court that at |east four of the referenced
former HUD enpl oyees tal ked to himabout nod rehab: Lance
Wl son (Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 364, 400), Philip Abrans
(Dean Rule 33 Mem, Ex. UWJ at 3), Philip Wnn (id. at 4),
Joseph Strauss (Tr. 1913). Docunents also indicated that R
Carter Sanders had contacted Denmery about nod rehab
projects. Attachnment D-1 and D- 2.

' The former HUD enployers were listed in this order:

Philip Abranms (owner/devel oper of 6 projects), Philip Wnn
(owner/ devel oper of 7 projects), Lance WIson (owner/devel oper of
6 projects), Joseph Strauss (consultant on 13 projects), Mchae
Karem (consultant on 3 projects), Rick Price (consultant on 2
projects), Gerald Kisner (consultant on 3 projects), Ronald
Gatton (owner of 2 projects, consultant on 2 projects), J.

M chael Queenan (owner/devel oper of 20 projects), Ronnie Mahon
(owner/ devel oper of 4 projects), and R Carter Sanders (earned
$107,000). Banking Hearings at 576.
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2. Statement That He Did Not Know That Fornmer HUD
Oficials and OGher Persons Were |Involved Wth ©Md
Rehab Proj ects

St at ement :

Since it was ultimately the PHA whi ch made
specific selections of owner proposal, it would
not be known to this w tness whether a frequent
program participant or former HUD enpl oyee was
involved with a project in some or any capacity.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 55.

Facts:

See Item A 1, supra. Denery maintained |istings of nod
rehab all ocations and requests nmatched with nanmes of
consul tants and devel opers, including former HUD enpl oyees
Wl son, Wnn, and Sanders. Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5., at 339-
40 (Attachment D-2a); Attachments D-2, D-3, D-4.

3. St atenent That the | nvol venent of Consultants
Wul d Not Have Been Known to Hi m and Wul d Not
Have | nfluenced H s Deci sions

St at ement :

Accordingly, it was never ny practice to treat any
program participant differently in response to whether
or not they enployed such persons [consultants].

Whet her such arrangenents existed in connection with
any allocation made during ny tenure woul d not have
been known to me and therefore would not have been a
factor in a decision | participated in. No evidence to
the contrary is found in the report of investigation
bearing ny nane.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 55.

Facts:

See Itens A1 and A 2, supra.
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4, St at enents Concerning the Di ssenination of
Pr edeci si onal I nformation

St at ement :

This wi tness has never know ngly di ssem nated
information to any person which would provide
such person with an unfair advantage with
respect to progranms within the Ofice of
Housing. Specifically, information of a
"predeci si onal nature" was never rel eased.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 55.

Facts:

Philip Wnn net with Denery on Septenber 21, 1987, at
which time Wnn requested funding for Richland, Washington,
and Victoria, Texas. The next day, Wnn entered into a
purchase agreenent for Richland Manor and North Trace
properties. Demery told representatives of the Ofice of
I ndependent Counsel that he never had a second thought about
reconmendi ng the Wnn requests for funding. Dean Mem, Exh.
UU at 4, 6; Denery Cal endar Septenber 21, 1987; Banking

Hearings at 968.

5. Statenent That He Did Not Know Who Contri buted
VWat to F.O O D. for Africa

St at ement :

M. Chairman, the only statenent | do want to make
is | want to state without a shadow of a doubt
that not only was there no quid pro quo, until the
I nspector Ceneral's report cane out, | did not
know who contributed what to F.O O D. for Africa

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 56.

Facts:

Various individuals including Demery would |ater state
that individuals had showed their contributions to Denery or
handed themto him For exanple, a F.O O D. fundraiser was
hel d by Judith Siegel on a boat on June 24, 1987. Howard
Cohen was seen handing a $2,000 check to Denmery on the boat
trip. Interview of Ed Siegel (May 22, 1992) (Exh. C to Dean
Omi bus Motion (Feb. 6, 1994)).
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Silvio DeBartoloneis told the Independent Counsel that
he had delivered checks fromWnn and Abrans to Denery.
Interview at 4 (Cct. 1-2, 1992) (Exh. C to Dean Omi bus
Motion (Feb. 6, 1994). Denery informed the |ndependent
Counsel that he had been shown a check fromJ. M chael

Queenan at the tine of the Denver fundraiser. |Interview at
1-2 (Jgne 17, 1993) (Exh. C to Dean Omi bus Mtion (Feb. 6,
1994).

Wth regard to evidence that Lance WIson and Aaron
G eich al so handed checks to Demery, see Itens C.6 and C 8
infra.
6. Statenent That Mbd Rehab Sel ections Wre Based
Primarily on Need

St at ement :

Faced with di m ni shing resources and grow ng
demand, headquarters commttee all ocations during
Fi scal 1987 and Fiscal 1988 were based primarily
on need. Need was defined as long waiting lists,
housi ng shortages, and regi onal econom c
depression. As such, south Florida and Puerto

Ri co received additional consideration on the
basis of long waiting lists. Colorado, Oklahomng,
Nevada, Louisiana, and U ah were afforded maxi mum
consi deration on the basis of regi onal economc
conditions that are no secret to anyone in the
country.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at b58.

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

2 Denery described the Queenan check as one for $30, 000.
The anpbunt actually was $35,000. Banking Hearings at 1188.
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6. St at enent That He Was Not Aware of Wio Functi oned
As Consul tants

St at ement :

The report shows through the testinony of dozens
of individuals that at no tinme before the report's
rel ease, was | aware of who functioned as a
consultant, what the terns of their consulting
agreenent was [sic], or what fees, if any, were
bei ng charged for services.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 61.

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

7. St at ement s Concer ni ng Know edge of Consultants and
Attenpts to I nfluence Mod Rehab Sel ecti ons

St at ement :

The report shows through the testinony of dozens of
individuals that at no time when | net with persons
only now identified as consultants, was there an
attenpt on their part to influence a PHA sel ection for
Mod rehab based on "favoritisn" or any other basis.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 61.

Facts:
See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.
8. St atenent That He Was Not Aware of Wio Contri buted

to F.OOD. for Africa or The Anbunt of Their
Contri buti ons

St at ement :

The report shows through the testinony of dozens of
i ndividuals that at no time prior to the report's
rel ease was | aware of who contributed to FOOD for
Africa or the anount of their contributions.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 62.
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Facts:
See ItemA. 5, C. 6, C. 8.

9. Statenment That No Contributors to F.O. O D. for
Africa Disclosed Their Contributions to H

St at ement :

The report shows through the testinony of dozens

of witnesses that an no tine did any contri butor

to FOOD for Africa disclose their contribution to
me or use their contribution as a basis for

seeki ng assi stance fromny office.

Facts:
See Item A. 5, C. 6, and C. 8.
10. Statenent That He Did Not Know Whet her a Frequent

Program Partici pant or Forner HUD Enpl oyee Was
Involved in Wth a Project

St at ement :

Since it was ultimately the PHA which nade
specific selections of owners proposals, it would
not have been known to this w tness, whether a
frequent program participant or fornmer HUD

enpl oyee was involved with a project in sone
capacity.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 65.

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.
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11. Statenent That He Did Not Treat Program
Participants Differently I n Response to Wether
They Enpl oyed Consul tants

St at emrent :

Accordingly, it was never ny practice to treat any
program participant differently in response to
whet her or not they enployed such persons

[consul tants]. \Whether such arrangenents existed
in connection with any allocation made during ny
tenure would not have been known to nme and
therefore would not have been a factor in a
decision | participated in. No evidence to the
contrary is found in the report of investigation
bearing may nane.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at 66 (original enphasis).

Facts:
See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.
12. Statenent That The First Two Fundi hgs He Si gned

Were Based on Lists Gven to H m by Deborah Gore
Dean

St at ement :

The first two fundings that | signed when | was

Assi stant Secretary occurred between the nonths of

Cct ober 1986 and January 13, 1987. | was given a list
of funding actions that were approved by the Secretary
and told to fund them

Facts:

At the end of Cctober 1986 Dean handed Denery a |ist of
ni ne noderate rehabilitation allocations including a 44-unit
all ocation for Texas. Gov. Exh. 180. Instead of funding
that |ist, however, Demery created another list, replacing
the Texas allocation with one for Lansing, Mchigan. Dean
Rule 33 Mem, Exh. XX. Denery would then fund the latter
list. Gov. Exhs. 181-83. The assignnent of 44 units of
noderate rehabilitation to the Lansing Housing Authority and
t he subsequent mani pul ations for the benefit of a group that
had bought Denery's business were a subject of a conspiracy
charge in Denery's Superseding Indictnent. Denery
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Super sedi ng I ndictnent at 36-39 (Dean Rule 33 Mem, Exh.
TT) .

B. HEARI NGS BEFORE THE SUBCOWM TTEE ON HOUSI NG AND
COMVUNI TY DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMM TTEE ON BANKI NG
FI NANCE, AND URBAN AFFAI RS OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATI VES (Banki ng Hearings) May 11, 1989

Testifying under oath before the Subconmittee on Housi ng and
Communi ty Devel opnent of the House Committee on Banking, Finance,
and Urban Affairs on May 11, 1989, Thomas T. Denery made the
followi ng fal se statenents:

1. St atenent That No Forner HUD O ficial Ever
| nfl uenced H s Recommendati ons

St at enment :

Four, no fornmer HUD official, in his capacity
as an owner or as a consultant, every [sic]

i nproperly influenced any recommendation |
made at HUD.

Banki ng Hearings at 55.

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

2. St at enent _That No Proposal \Was Ever G ven Speci al
Consi deration on the Basis of Whether a Consultant

Was Used
St at enent :
Fi ve, no proposal was ever given special consideration
on ny part on the basis of whether a consultant was
used, nor was the identity of any consultant a factor
in nmy decision.

Banki ng Hearings at 55.

Facts:

See Itens A1, A 2, and A 4.
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3. St at enent That the First Two Fundi ngs Were at the
Behest of Deborah Gore Dean

St at ement :

The first two fundi ngs were at the behest of
Deborah Dean. . .

Banki ng Hearings at 61.

Facts:

See Item A. 12.

4, St at ement That Favoritism Could Not | nfluence
Revi sed Mbd Rehab Sel ection Procedure

St at ement :

There is no way | know of to have favoritisminfluence
that [the revised sel ection process] process.

Facts:

HUD I nspector Ceneral Paul A Adans' Novenber 4, 1988
menorandum to HUD General Counsel J. M chael Dorsey
docunments Denery's mani pul ation of the revised sel ection
procedure. Banking Hearings at 424-37. Anong ot her things,
t he menorandum shows how Denery rai sed the recommended unit
all ocations for Mdland, Texas, Salt Lake Gty , Uah, and
Tenple, Texas. As indicated in the nmenorandum David
Barrett and Martin Artiano were involved with projects that
woul d benefit fromthe first two allocations. A docunent in
Denery's files indicates that Denery had identified Larry
D ckerson, of Bush and Co., as being was involved with the
third. Attachment D-5. See also Lantos Hearings, Pt. 1, at
284, 290,; Pt. 5, at 348. Al three of these individuals
had been on Denery's Novenber 1, 1987 listing. Attachnent
C- 2a.

The Adans nenorandum al so showed how Tenple, Salt Lake
Cty, and Geat Falls, Mntana (another locality where
Artiano had a project) achieved sufficient scores to be
funded only because of Denery's decision to reconsider the
financing factor. Banking Hearings at 426. See also id. at
933-34, 1149-50.
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5. Statenent to Congressman Vento That He Di d Not
Di scuss the Mbd Rehab Program Wth the Forner HUD
Enpl oyees ldentified by the I nspector General as
Devel opers and Consultants

St at ement :

M. VENTO. Cbviously Ms. Dean, in her comrents,
di d suggest she tal ked with individuals, so |
don't know?

M. DEMERY. | didn't know until the report was
rel eased who was functioning as a consultant.
There was not [sic] identifiable or discernible
way for nme to know who a consultant was and who
was and [sic] an attorney, for exanple, or
representing thensel ves as an attorney.

M. VENTO So you didn't know they were
consultants, but did that nean you didn't
talk to thenf

M. DEMERY. No. | said those people that
have been identified now as fornmer HUD

enpl oyees as one category, and consultants as
anot her category. | did speak wth--where
was that list? [?

| didn't speak with JimWtt, | didn't speak
wi th Loui e Nunn.

Who else is on the list?
M. VENTO | don't have it in front of ne.

M. DEMERY. You see what | am saying?

® The list contained the followi ng nanmes or persons or
entities who were not former HUD enpl oyees: Edward Brooke, Fred
Bush & Co., Louis Nunn, Judith Siegel, Janes Watt, Richard
Shel by. It also contained the follow ng names of fornmer HUD
enpl oyees: Philip Abranms, Philip Wnn, Lance W1 son, Joseph
Strauss, Mchael Karem Rick Price, CGerald Kisner, Ronald Gatton,
J. M chael Queenan, Ronny Mahon, and R Carter Sanders. Banking
Hearings at 576-77.
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M. VENTO.  You did speak with sone of them
t hough; who did you speak with on the |ist,
since your brought up the list?

M. DEMERY. | spoke mainly with the former HUD
peopl e, because | would call themfromtine to
time for background and counsel on a particul ar
programissue, especially early on. It was a big
job and it had been vacant for a couple of years.

M. VENTO. They did not at that tine
indicate to you that they were actually
consul tants?

M. DEMERY. We did not discuss the Mderate
Rehab Program

Banki ng Hearings at 88 (enphasis added).

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

6.

St at ement :

Statenent to Congresswoman Mary Rose Oakar That He

Did Not Know Philip Wnn and Philip Abrans Were

Involved in the Mbderate Rehabilitation Prograrn

CONGRESSWOVAN QAKAR:  Were you aware of Philip
W nn,
DeBartol oneis were all sort of in a partnership
with each other? Wre you aware of their

Philip Abrams, M chael Queenan and Silvio

applications? | amnot saying it is wong if you
wer e.

MR. DEMERY: No. Let ne explain ny understandi ng
of that relationship. | thought Silvio was the
managenent agent for the multifamly hol di ngs of
Wnn and Abrans. Queenan was an enpl oyee of

theirs, but did some -- Queenan was never a player
in nmy understanding as to who he was or what he
did. | met him as | stated earlier, for the

first time in February 1988.

Qovi ously, | knew Phil Wnn and Phil Abranms. But
when | asked Abrans what it was he was doi ng, he
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explained to nme that he was devel opi ng i ndustria
bui | di ngs.

CONGRESSWOVAN QAKAR: On what occasion did
you ask hin?

VMR. DEMERY: Shortly after | got to HUD. O maybe
shortly before. Because he would, fromtine to

time, be in Washington. | would ask hi mwhat
brought himthere, and he would say his industrial
bui I dings out by Dulles Airport. | thought he was

in the industrial devel opnent busi ness.

Banki ng Hearings at 99 (enphasis added).

Fact s:

This is one of the statenments that was the subject of
Denmery's Superseding Indictnment. He |later confessed that he
had known that Wnn and Abrans were in the nod rehab
busi ness but had denied that he knew it in order to divert
attention fromthe free use of Wnn's condom ni um that had
led to the creation of a false receipt. Denery Interview of
June 11, 1993 (Dean Rule 33 Mem, Exh. WU).

7. St atenent to Congresswoman QOakar That the Best PHA
Requests Were Al ways Sel ected

St at ement :

Ms. QGakar. Let ne ask you: Do you think the ones
that were selected, the PHAs that were selected in
your judgnment were always the best, given the
nunber of units yet avail able, which were very
conpetitive? | know that you have to consult with
your attorney on that one, but to nme, that should
be real easy to answer. Yes or no? They were
always the best in your mind s eye?

M . DEMERY. Yes.

Ms. QAKAR. They were always the best ones. K
The | don't know why you want to bring in Debbie
and the Secretary in terns of saying that--you
know, if they were always the best, then the buck
does stop with you, since you were head of the
sel ection comittee.

M. DEMERY. It is very sinple, | would like the
sane scrutiny on the people that were part of this
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process that had information--I nmean the funding,
PHAs, that were funded, especially for the period
covered by this audit, which predates ne 3 ful
years.

The i nvestigative report has ny nane all over
it. It deserves the sane investigative technique
as they did on ne.

Ms. QAKAR. What if they got the sane and it
said the same thing? Wuld you feel good
about it, or would you feel that we were all -
-the inspector general was way off base?

M. DEMERY. As | read the report, the inspector
general is not agreeing with ny assessnent that
the projects, that the PHAs requested [sic] that
came in were in fact the best.

Ms. QAKAR. You think they were the best?

M . DEMERY. Yes.

Banki ng Hearings at 100-01 (enphasis added).

Facts:

The Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

8. Deni al of Know edge of Contributors to F. O O D.

for Africa
St at ement :

I did not know who contributed until the inspector
general published their report.

Banki ng Hearings at 103.

Facts:

See Itenms A5, C. 6, and C 8.
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9. Statenent That He Did Not Know Who at F.O O D. for
Africa Events Were involved with the Mod Rehab

Pr ogr anm

St at emrent :

M. VENTO. Cenerally, did you find it surprising
that there were a | ot of people that had been
associated with HUD in the past or present at

t hese events, some of whom may have been

associ ated with applications before HUD? | would
guess you woul d have known at sone point that they
wer e- -

M. DEMERY. M. Vento, | had no way of know ng
who was there. When | saw them | did not
recogni ze--people were not famliar to nme by

sight, they did not cone up to nme and say, "I am
Joe Blow, and | amtrying to devel op a project
over here in the east part of town." | have no

ability to know who was a dentist, who was a
doctor, who was a butcher or baker or candl estick
maker of a Mbod Rehab devel oper.

Facts:

Among ot her things, Denery did know that attendees such
as the Wnn G oup nenbers, Joseph Strauss, Martin Artiano,
David Barrett, and Mchael Levitt were involved in the nod
rehab program

10. Denial That Any Forner HUD O ficial Ever
I nproperly Influenced any Recomrendati on

St at enent :
No former HUD official, in his capacity as project
owner or as a consultant ever inproperly
i nfl uenced any recommendati on | nade.

Banki ng Hearings at 362 (original enphasis).

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.
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11. Denial That He Gave Special Consideration on the
Basis of the Identity of a Consultant

St at ement :

No proposal was ever given special consideration
on ny part on the basis of whether or not a
consul tant was used, nor was the identity of any
consultant a factor in ny decision

Banki ng Hearings at 362 (original enphasis).

Facts:

See Itens A 1, A 2, and A 4.

C. HEARI NGS BEFORE THE EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSI NG SUBCOWM TTEE
O THE COW TTEE ON GOVERNVENT OPERATI ONS OF THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATI VES (Lantos Hearings) May 23, 1990

Testifying under oath before the Enpl oynent and Housi ng
Subcommi ttee of the House Governnent Qperations Committee on May
23, 1990, Thomas T. Denery made the follow ng fal se statenents:

1. St at enent That He Did Not Know That Philip W nn
and Philip Abrans Were I nvolved in the Mdd Rehab
Busi ness

St at enment :

M. Chairman, as | said in ny testinony before
this subcommittee as well as in the [Subcomm ttee
on Housing and Community Devel opnent] with respect
to Phil Wnn, | thought Phil Wnn and Phil Abrans
wer e devel opers, conmercial devel opers, of office
bui l dings and so on in the Washington, D.C area.
| did not know that they were devel opers of nod
rehab or they had interests in nod rehab prograns.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 338-43 (enphasis added).

Facts:
See Itens A1, A 2, A 4, and B.6.
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2. St at enent _Concer ni ng Reasons for Conpiling the
Novenber 1, 1987 Li st

St at ement :

The follow ng colloquy concerns the Novenber 1, 1987
list of pending requests found on Denery's wordprocessing
di skettes (Attachnment D-2a), which matched 21 pendi ng
requests with the nanes various person and, in three
i nstances, the word "unknown."

M. LANTOS. M first, question is, did you

conpile this list of devel opers, consultants, or

ot her individuals supporting each project on your

own volition of under the direction of Secretary

Pi erce?

DEMERY: On January 13, when he wanted to know

who was behind projects and | couldn't answer

him | realized fromthat point forward that

if any outside contact was nmade on behal f of

any PHA request to either ne or ny staff,

that that should be noted and that

i nformati on woul d then be passed on to the

Secretary shoul d he ask again.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 348.

Facts:

That the |ist was not prepared for prepared for
Secretary Pierce is denonstrated by several factors. First,
the names matched with nod rehab requests included Denery's
former business partner Robert E. Rohlwi ng (RER) and
Denmery' s nei ghbor and friend Martin Artiano. Denery woul d
not have told Pierce that projects were being funded for
such persons.

Second, there were discrepanci es between the nmatched
nanes on the list and the nanes that Denery comunicated to
ot her persons involved in the selection process. Docunents
produced fromthe files of Carl Covitz, the HUD
Under secretary who served on the Selection Conmttee with
Denery, were inconsistent with the Novenber 1, 1987 list in
vari ous respects. For exanple, the docunent from Denery's
wor dpr ocessi ng di skettes nmatched a 150-unit request for Mre
[sic], Oklahoma (actually More, Oklahona) with David
Barrett. One of the docunents fromCovitz's files, which
reflected what Denery was telling other persons involved in
the process at the tine the selections were being nade,
mat ched t he request with Okl ahoma Senator N ckels.
Attachnment D-4. An attachnment to a Novenber 8, 1987
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menor andum t hat Denery sent to Pierce purporting to explain
t he reasons for funding decision also matched the More,

Ckl ahoma with request with Senator N ckels. Lantos
Hearings, Pt. 5, at 354.

Further, the docunment fromthe wordprocessing diskette
mat ched several requests, including a 200-unit Metro Dade
request, with the word "unknown." By itself, the use of the
word "unknown" appears to contradicts Denery's cl ai mthat
the list was maintained for Pierce. This is particularly so
with regard to the 200-unit Metro Dade request. Joseph
Strauss represented a nunber of devel opers from Metro Dade,

i ncl udi ng Jorge Bol anos and Aristides Martinez. Report of
HUD I nspector Ceneral to Senate Committee on Banking,
Housi ng and Urban Affairs, Section 8 noderate rehabilitation
Program at 41-42 (Sept. 18, 1989) (Septenber 1989 HUD I G
Report). Denery would acknow edge that he had m sled Pierce
about Strauss's involvenment with certain projects. Tr
1912-15. There was ot her evidence suggesting that Strauss
instructed Denery not to use his (Strauss's) nanme on
docunments. Strauss' nanme did not appear on either of two
docunents containing lists of phone nunbers and addresses
found on Denmery's word processing, though there would be two
nunbers listed for Strauss on Denery's wallet sized listing
of phone nunbers. Attachnent D-6. There is not a single
reference to Strauss by nanme on Denery's phone | ogs and

cal endars, though Denery called Strauss frequently at his
West Virginia nunber (304-753-6256) and at the M am nunber
of Strauss's associ ate Manuel Vergara (305-443-1465).

Lant os Hearings, Pt. 2, at 336.*

The same docunent that, in connection with the
sel ections for funding, matched the More, Okl ahoma request
with Senator Nickels instead of David Barrett matched the
200-unit Metro Dade request (Number 21 on the list) with
"Vagara - an Eagle" instead of "unknown." This suggests
that "unknown" had i ndeed reflected a request backed by
Strauss and that Denery had misled Pierce and others at the

* Manm Devel oper Aristides Martinez that testified he
secured Strauss's consulting services through Manny Vergara
(Banki ng Hearings at 792) and the Septenber 18, 1989 HUD
I nspector Ceneral's Report (at 41-42) shows that Strauss
represented Jorge Bol anos and Manuel Vergara. Martinez's rol odex
i ncl uded nunbers for Vergara with his listing for Strauss.
Attachnment D-7. A sanpling of Denery's phone calls from August
1987 to February 1988, indicated that he called Strauss at his
West Virginia nunber alnost 20 tines a nonth and that he al so
pl aced calls to Vergara's nunber nore than 10 tinmes a nonth.
Lantos Hearings, Pt. 2, at 336.
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time of the funding decision. Rather than the 200 units
t hat supposedly were allocated as a result of decisions made
on Novenber 23, 1987, however, 253 units would be sent to
Metro Dade by docunents signed by Denery on February 4,
1988. Denery would later testify that this funding in fact
represented the funding of Nunber 21 on the |ist. Lantos
Hearings, Pt. 5, at 395, 400. A few days after February 4,
1988, Aristides Martinez appeared at the Metro Dade Housi ng
Authority with the authorizing docunents, stating that the
units were for himand Jorge Bol anos. Banking Hearings at
770. As noted, they were represented by Strauss.

On August 20, 1987, Denery issued a nenorandum
reflecting selections made by the Mbd Rehab Sel ection
Comm ttee on August 19, 1987. A backup list to that
menor andum mat ched a 100-unit allocation to Dade County wth
a question mark. Attachnment D-2, second page. The
foll owi ng nonth, HUD woul d grant Dade County perm ssion to
use those units to support a 122-unit project (FL29-K005-
108) (Attachment D-8), which was a project of Art Martinez,
for which Martinez paid $100,000 as a consultant fee to
Strauss. Septenber 1989 HUD | G Report at 24, 42.

3. Statenent That He Believed That Carla Hlls Ws
Representing a Public Housing Authority

St at ement :

M. LANTOS. Could I ask you which of these people
on the list contacted you?

M. DEMERY. Carla Hills.

M. LANTOS. Carla Hills contacted you

M. DEMERY. |In her capacity as a | awer on behalf
of a PHA, not as a consultant or devel oper or
anyt hi ng el se.

Lant os Hearings, Pt. 5, at 344.

Facts:

HIlls testified before the Lantos Subconmttee that she
told HUD that she was "representing a devel oper who was
wor king closely with Broward County Housing Authority."
Lantos Hearings, Pt. 3, at 225-26.
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4, St atenent That He Never Discussed a Specific Md
Rehab Project with David Barrett

St at ement :

The follow ng colloquy foll owed Lantos' reading froma
New York Tinmes article quoting Denery that "I had never had
any di scussions with M. [David] Barrett about nod rehab
period." Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 346-48.

M. LANTOS. Records show that between COctober ' 86

when you becane Assistant Secretary, and June ' 88,

you had dozens of neetings, |lunches, and dinners

with [David] Barrett. Wile nmany of these, no

doubt, were not HUD rel ated, | assune that those

lunches with M. Barrett at the Georgetown Cl ub

to which you were chauffeured by a HUD car, were

HUD busi ness related. Wat HUD matters did you,

in fact, discuss with M. Barrett?

M. DEMERY. Hi s interest was predom nantly in the
area of retirement service centers and nursing
hones.

M. LANTOS. And you did discuss those itens
with hin®

M. DEMERY. W also discussed--let ne think for a
m nute. The coi nsurance program was anot her

subj ect of great interest to him the tax credit
progr am

M. LANTOS. But never npod rehab?
M . DEMERY. | would discuss--if nod rehab as a

poi nt cane up, it would have usually followed--and
| don't renenber an exact discussion, so | can't

say--1 can't give you the exact date. But I|ike
after I would issue a nenpo, for exanple, | would
receive calls froma nunber of people wanting to
knew, well, what does it mean? For exanple, the

Sept enber ' 87 meno, the March 25 nmeno. So in a
general context, it is very possible we discussed
nod rehab as

M. LANTOS. But not a specific project?

M. DEMERY. No, sir

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 348 (enphasis added).
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Facts:

During the sane hearing, Denery would acknow edge t hat
Barrett had contacted hi mabout the Muore, Oklahonma request
that was matched with Barrett's nanme on the Novenber 1, 1987
listing found on Denery's wordprocessing diskettes. Lantos
Hearings, Pt. 5, at 399.

5. Statenent _that the Mre, Gkl ahoma Request Matched
With David Barrett's Nane Was Not Funded

St at ement :

M. DEMERY. Please don't |look at this and assune
everyt hing was funded, because only six were.
That [Dickerson's] was not. Barrett's was not.

Lant os Hearings, Pt. 5, at 368.

Facts:

As noted in ItemC 2, 150 units were allocated to
Moore, klahoma as a result of a Novenber 23, 1987 neeting
bet ween Denery and Pierce. Denery provided a |listing
i ndicating that Senator N ckels has supported the funding.
Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 354; Attachnent D-4.°

®> Denery may have intended that a listing he provided the
Lant os Subcommittee showing no allocation to More, Cklahoma, but



Appendi x D - 21

only a 150-unit allocation to the Gkl ahoma Housi ng Fi nance
Agency, would be read to indicate that Barrett's project was not
funded. Actually, there was no Myore, Kl ahoma request at all.
The request that Denery alternatively referred to as a Okl ahoma
Housi ng Fi nance Agency request for 150 units dated Cctober 19,
1987 (Attachnment A to Denery's Novenber 7, 1988 menorandumto
Pierce at 3) or a Miore, Cklahoma request for 150 units dated
Cctober 23, 1987 (Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 354) was actually an
&l ahoma Housi ng Fi nance Agency request for 507 units, which was
dat ed Oct ober 19, 1987, and received at HUD on COctober 23, 1987
(Attachnment D-9). Gkl ahoma Housing Finance Agency adm nisters
public housing in More, lahoma. The units went to a project
cal |l ed Regency Apartnents in More, Cklahoma, which was owned by
B & C Associates, an entity with which Barrett shared ownership
interest with George and Gail Carnes. See Septenber 18, 1989 HUD
I nspector General's Report at 33.




Appendi x D - 22

6. Statenent That F.O O D. for Africa Contributions
Were Made Wthout Denery's Know edge

St at ement :

Congressman Lantos confronted Denery with an Oct ober 7,
1987 nmenorandum Lance W1 son had witten to his supervisor,
Lee Barba, requesting that Pai neWebber support a F. O O D.
for Africa fundrai ser "honoring Thomas Denery, FHA
Comm ssioner," and stating: "In view of our significant
i nvol verent with FHA progranms, | strongly recommend that we
support his event by contributing $5,000." The foll ow ng
guesti oned occurr ed:

M. LANTOS. ...Wiy did soneone |ike Lance WI son

get Pai neWebber to nmake a contribution to F. O O D.

for Africa?

M. DEMERY. M. Chairman, | cannot speak for

Pai ne Webber, for Lance WIson, or for anyone el se
that made a contribution to F.OOD. for Africa.

At the time the contributions were nmade, they were

done wi thout nmy know edge, until | read--and as
I"ve testified before--until | read the Inspector
CGeneral's report. | did not know who contri buted

or how nmuch they contri buted.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 368.

Facts:

Apart fromthe other facts denonstrating that Denery
did know the identities of F.O O D. contributors and the
anounts of their contributions, and had personally received
sone of those contributions (see Items A5. and C. 8.), the
following facts are pertinent concerning the contributions
W son secured from Pai neWebber. W/Ison had earlier secured
a contribution for $5,000 to F.O O D. for Africa from
Pai neWebber, which was dated April 21, 1987. Banking
Hearings at 1186. WIson dined with Denery that evening,
with WIlson paying a check for $235.83. Lantos Hearings,

Pt. 4, at 257, Pt. 5, at 412. Two days |later Denery

approved a wai ver of New York Apartment Building called the

Col orado. W /I son received $25,000 for securing the waiver.
Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 377-82.

The April 21, 1987 Pai neWebber check woul d be deposited
on May 8, 1987, along with one other check, which was an
April 6, 1987 check for $1,000 fromthe National Association
of Honebuilders. Kent Colton the Executive Vice President
of that group had had |unch with Demery on April 15, 1987.




Appendi x D - 23

Denery Cal endar for April 15, 1987. Apparently, Denery
recei ved both checks personally and sent themto F.OOD. in
early May. See Banking Hearings at 1186.

7. Statenent That He Was Unaware of Wio Made Up the
Quest List of the New York Fundrai ser or of Their
Pr of essi ons

St at ement :

M. DEMERY. |'maware that Lance WI son hosted a
F.OQOD. for Africa dinner in New York, yes. |
was not aware of whom rmade up the guest list or
what their professions were.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 372.

Facts:

Persons attendi ng the New York fundraiser included
Joseph Strauss, Philip Wnn, Philip Abrans, all of whom
Denmery knew were in the nod rehab business.

8. Statenent That He Was Unaware That Aaron deich

Contributed to F.OOD. for Africa

St at ement :

M. SHAYS. Were you aware [Aaron deich] nmade a
contri bution?

M. DEMERY. Not until | read the |1 G Report.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 375.

Facts:

Geich net with Denery in his office on Septenber 23,
1987. The sanme day deich nade out a check for $5,000 to
F.OOD. for Africa. Lantos Final Report at 93.

At the time of this neeting, deich was seeking HUD
aut hori zation for a rental increase on properties he held
adm ni stered by the Miine State Housing Authority. The HUD
O fice in Manchester, New Hanpshire O fice had denied the
request. Banking Hearings at 704. Wthin a week of the
nmeeting with Denmery, however, the HUD Regional Ofice
aut hori zed the rental increase. Attachnment D-10.
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9. Statenent That He Did Not Know The ldentities of
Contributors Until He Read the | nspector General's

Repor t

St at emrent :

M. DEMERY. Yes, But | did not know that Joe
Strauss contributed. | nean, he didn't say to ne,
"hey, by the way, | gave a check', either that
evening or at any point in the future.

Now, |I'mnot going to say that no one ever, in a
passing conment to me--1 can renmenber no instance
wher e sonebody told nme that they gave or how nuch
t hey gave, M. Shays, | can just renenber no
instance. | nmean, it was not of interest to ne.

| didn't collect the book, | didn't have access to
the records. | didn't know until | read the
report.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 375.

Facts:
See itens A5, C 6, and C. 8.

10. Statenent That Aaron deich Did No HUD Busi ness
Whi | e Denery WAs at HUC

St at ement :

M . DEMERY. You know, you nentioned Aaron d eich.
to ny knowl edge, Aaron deich, while | was at
HUD, did no business w th HUD.

M. LANTOS. According to our records, both Lance
Wl son and M. deich appeared on the Novenber 1, 1987,
list of nod rehab requests.

M. DEMERY. M. Chairman, as | said in ny earlier
testinony, that was a list--Do not assune everyone on
the list received funding.

M. LANTOS. They were doing business with HUD if they
appeared on the list. He was trying to do business
with HUD, mninmally.
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M. DEMERY. Mninmally, yes. But M. Geich did not
recei ve any subsi di es whatsoever while | was at HUD.

Lant os Hearings, Pt. 5, at 376.

Fact s:

See Item C. 8.

11. Statenent that Philip Wnn Did Not Speak to H m
Personally Concerni ng the Requests on the Novenber

1, 1987 List

St at ement :

Denmery gave the follow ng response when asked by
Congressman Shays if Phil Wnn had spoken to him personally:
The Wnn--]1 _did not speak with Phil Wnn

personally. | think people associated with
the Wnn G oup--1 just put Wnn there. So

the answer is yes.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 400 (enphasis added).

Facts:

Al t hough Denery concl uded his response with the word
"yes," that word was plainly intended to mean nerely that it
woul d be fair to say that Wnn spoke to himeven though
sonmeone associated with Wnn, rather than Wnn hi nsel f, had
actually spoken to him (Denery). The Denery interview of
June 11, 1992 (Dean Rule 33 Mem, Exh. UU), however, nekes
clear that Wnn did speak personally to Denery concerning
the two requests on the |ist.

12. Statenent That He Did Not Know Who Was Advocati ng
the Projects Matched Wth the Wrd "Unknown" on
the Novenber 1, 1987 Li st

St at ement :

The follow ng colloquy concerns the Novenber 1, 1987
list:

M. SHAYS. Let ne take 11, 12, and 21. They're
unknown. Are they unknown to you?

M . DEMERY. Yes.
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M. SHAYS. You don't know who was advocati ng
t hese projects.

M . DEMERY. No.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 400.

Facts:
See ItemC. 2

13. Statenent That Only Six Projects on the Novenber
1, 1987 List Were Funded

St at ement :

The follow ng colloquy concerns the Novenber 1, 1987
list:

M. DEMERY. There were only six funded. | nean
of the 21, there were six that were funded.
Nunber 1--just a nonent. Let nme get ny other
sheet.

M. SHAYS. This is ny |ast question, so | would
like to have the six that were funded.

M. DEMERY. Bear with ne, M. Shays. The paper
chase seens to have overcone ne.

Ckay. Ral eigh, NC, Nunber 8; Broward, numrber 1;
Ri chl and, nunber 19; nunber 18 and number 19;
number 21, and number 2.

Lantos Hearings, Pt. 5, at 400

Facts:

The claimthat only six were funded was false in two
respects with regard to projects other the six that Denery
acknow edged were funded. As discussed in Item C 5, nunber
3, the Mdore, Cklahoma request that had been matched with
David Barrett was also funded. That occurred on February 4,
1988. Nunber 20, the Victoria, Texas request matched with
Philip Wnn, would al so be funded, though not until the
Sumrer of 1988. That Denery caused the Victoria, Texas
fundi ng woul d be a subject of his plea agreenent.



