MFKlotz/MENeedle

MAR 27 B97

District Director, South Texas District
Attn: Chief, Cr:minal Investigation Division

Ascistant Chief Counsel (Cr:minal Tax) _

Henry G. Cisneros DECLINATION MEMORANDUM
Washington, D.C. —

The purpose cf this memorandum is to advise you that for
the reasons detailecd below, it has been determined that the
proposed case involving Henry G. Cisnercos does not meet the
Service standards for prosection (guilt beyond reascnable doubt
and reasonable probability of convicticn), and as a consequence
is hereby cdeclined. Be advised that unless we receive formal
notice wizh:n ten days that the Assistant Commissioner

(Criminal Investigation) has decided to protest this

determination, the case will be closed and released for civil

consideration.
Background

The subject case was forwarded to us by your memorandum
dated December 20, 1956, recommending that Cisneros be
prosecuted for violations of 26 U.S.C. § 7206(1) for the
taxable yvears 1991, 19292 and 1993. On January 30 and 31, 1997,
we met with Special Agents Kesha Lange and Dorman Barrows and
Group Manager Sheila Colberson concerning gquestions we had
about the case. On February 12, 1997, a conference was held
with Cisneros’ representatives. Pursuant to our memorandum
dated March 7, 1997, the case was placecd in supplemental status
to accommodate your request for a conference concerming our
preliminary determination in this matter. This conference was
held on March 18, 1957, at which time the case was returned to

active status.

This case originated as a result of information given to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation during its background
investigation to finalize Cisneros' confirmation as Secretary
of HUD. The information pertained to the amounts and fregquency
of payments allegedly made by Cisneros to Linda Medlar.

' Since receipt of this case, we have been informed that
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Cisneros was bern cr June 11, 1947, is married and has
three childrer. ages Ol Cisnerocs received his
undergraduate degree from Texas A&M, & mastiers gegree in urban
and renewal plann:nc from Texas A&M, & masters degree in public
administration from Harvarc and a doctcrate degree from George
Washington Univers:ty. As & full time professor at the
University cf Texas at Ear Antonic anc a part time professor at
Trinity Univers: iy, C.eneros taught public administration and
urban affairs. C:sneros was a four term mayor of San Antonio
from April cf 29El1 unt:l June of 15€5. After serving as mayor
of San Antonic, he estakl:cshed five businesses and from June
19@¢ until January 29¢:, served on boards of directors for as
many as 25 companies. Of the businesses Cisneros created,
Cisneros Communilcat:ons began operation in June 1SBS as a
cchedule C socle prepr:etership. The primary source of income
of thie bus:ness resultec from Cisneros’ speechmaking as
arranced by his agent, Royce Carlton, Inc., as well as other
income from radic fFrocrams, director's fees and events not
arranaged by Lis acent. CSpeaking engagements were also arranged
by the office personnel at Cisneros Communications. During the
subject years, Cisneros’' businesses utilized numerous bank
accounts which were, :n essence, maintained by two of his
employees, Sylvia Arce-Garcia and Alfred Ramirez.?

SAF Recommendation

The Spec:a. Agent's keport (SAR) which utilizes the bank
anc spec:f:c :tems methods of proof, concludes that
viclatec § 7206(1) because he failed to report all

rom Cisneros Communications on his returns for 1991,

1863, deducted contributions to a non-qualified
annuity as SEP contributions in 1992 and failed to report
distribucicns from ar IRA as income 1in 19%3. The statute of
limitaticns will bar prosecution of the earliest alleged

cffense after August 24, 1989B.
Discussion

The elements which the government must prove beyond a
reasconable doubt to establish that Cisneros violated § 7206 (1)
are thaz: (1) he subscribed each return that was false as to a
material matter; (2) each return contained a written
declaraticn that it was made under the penalties of perjury;

(2) he did not believe each return tc be true and correct as to
every material matter; anc, (4) he falsely subscribed each
return willfully with the specific intent to violate the law.

Sansone v. United States, 380 U.S. 343 (15€5), Spies v. United
States, 317 U.S. 492z (1543).

geposits
Cisneros
income

4
ie¢ez anc 1°

? John Rosales assumed the duties of Alfred Ramirez when
the latter left Cisneros Communications in September 1992,
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While it appears that the first two elements can be

our major concern with this case turns on willfulness.®

proven, i T : ;
Generally, willfulness 1s defined as a voluntary intentional
violation of a known legal duty. Uni Sta V. ’
429 U.S. 10 (1976), _United tes v. Bishop, 412 U.S. 346

(1973). For criminal tax purposes, the government is required
to prove that the law imposed a duty on a defendant, the
gefendant knew cf the duty and the defendant voluntarily and
intentionally viclated that duty. Cheek v. Unjted Stateg, 489
U.S. 192 (1981). Courts have recognized that a good faith
reliance on others regarding one‘s tax liability, creates an
absence of willfulness necessary to sustain a conviction. 1In
this case, Cisneros seems to have relied significantly on
others as he was travelling regularly and was rarely home as a
result of his effocrts tc make money to cover obligations that
he was behind on such matters as the payment of bills in
general and specifically, Forms 941 payments and payments to
Medlar. As Cisneros was out looking for additional work to
meet his cash flow demand, he entrusted his ocffice management
to a number of employees without realizing they were not
fulfilling has cbligation tc prepare and file complete_and

accurate returns.

Although the recommended case includes proposed specific
items in 192%2 and 1993, the main thrust concerns the
understatement of gross receipts from Cisneros’ speaking
engagements as determ:ned by the bank deposite analysis. The
SAR's theory is that despite statements to the contrary,
Cisneros did not deposit all income into business accounts and
m . . . knowingly and willfully bypassed every accounting
system which had been specifically set up to insure (sic) all
income was deposited, recorded and reported." (SAR p. 50).
The evidence does not support the allegation.

According tc the SAR of the $107,052.66 understatement of
gross receipts computed for 1591, Cisneros failed to deposit
$50,325.32. And of the $111,290.78 understatement of gross
receipts computed for 1952, Cisneros failed to deposit
S£3,190.00. (Parenthetically, 1593 utilizes a specific item
method of proof and determines that Cisneros understated gross
receipts by $3,022.%) It 1s the 1991 and 1992 non-deposited

3 Although we disagree with some of the agent's
computataons and portrayal of understatements, this memorandum
focusses primarily on the willfulness issue.

¢ 1n computing the $3,022 understatement, the SAR
determines that the correct gross receipts are $7,532 and the
reported recelpts are $4,510. The SAR is wrong for both. As
discussed herein, the corrected gross receipts are 51,745 and
the reportec receipts are $4,500.
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receipts that purportedly support the element of willfulness -
for failure tc report income by itself 1is insufficient to
sustain a finéinc of fraud. The failure to deposit those
amounte hacd they not been captured in the accounting system Or
reported would suppcrt a prima facie case. But, as detailed
below, that is not what occurred. To the contrary, as
portrayed 1in Attachment A herein for 1951 all non-deposited
gross receipts were captured in the acccunting system and most
were actually repcrtec on the return. Similarly, as portrayed
in Attachment E here:ir, for 1952 most of the non-deposited
gross receipts were again captured in the accounting system and
actually repcrtec. Adciticnally, a receipt from Harvard
University for §1,000 was erroneously included in the SAR
recommendation for 19282, although it was paid to Cisneros in
1991, & 1952 Fcrm 10°¢ was issued to him and all indications
are that he reported it in 1851. Similarly, receipts from Time
(s2,500), Royce Carlton ($1,080), Indiana Electric ($1,528),
and Univers:ty of Houston ($679) were erroneously included in
the SAR recommendation for 1993 resulting in a determination
that Cisneros’ underreported his gross receipts by $3,012,
although each of those receipts were paid in 1992, included in
1952 Forme 109& anc all indications are that he reported them

in 1952.

The difficulties with willfulness do not end here. The
manner .n whichk the returns were prepared alsc detract from
willfulness. C:sneros’' returns for the subject years were
prepared by Lu:s Hernandez who replaced Rene Gonzalez who, free
of charce, hac provigded accounting services for Cisneros and
prepared his returns for the years 1576 through 1950. Gonzalez
was "free help," whc could not provide the level of day by day
involvement that Cisneros’ expected in his burgeoning business.
easlNNEES VYhen Cisneros hired Hernmandez in early 1992 to !
take over the accounting and prepare all returns starting wit
the 1991 return, he had no reason to believe that Hernandez '
would provide anything by competent service. After all, *
Hernandez is a C.P.A. with advanced degrees in accounting. *
Cisneros certainly had no way to know that Hernandez had been a
numbered :nfcrmant fcr the Internal Revenue Service and, in
fact, at one time alleged that Cisneros had conspired with
another tc defraud the city of San Antonio. It is noteworthy
that at least one special agent was surprised to hear that
Hernandez was working for Cisneros since he believed that
Hernandez harbored a great dislike toward Cisneros. And, while
this fact does not rise to the level of facts present in United
States v. Ncles, No. B9-49 CR(4) (E.D. Mo.), under the Attorney
General's Giglio policy, the fact that the Service is in the
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unique position to know that Hernandez had a grudge against
Cisneros will have tc be turned over to the defense. See

United States V. Giglic, 405 U.S. 105 (19872).

When Hernandez undertook to prepare Cisneros’ 1991 return,
he was provided with a profit and loss statement created from a
Quicken computerized accounting system and Forms 1055 issued

for that year to Cisneros.

). Although Hernandez was told by
Ramirez and cthers that all income was supposed to be
deposited, he concluded that transfers from Cisneros’ accounts
might have been improperly included in income. O,
). Since Arce-Garcia told

Hernandez that Cisneros received no income from sources other
than cities, universities, and Royce Carlton, Inc. Y,

), Hernandez decided to use the sum of the 1991 Forms
1099 plus various other amounts from the Quicken profit and

loss statement for the 1991 tax return. SN -

¥

As noted above, SAR Appendix B-4 lists the specific income
items that were not deposited in each of the subject years.
For 1991, this list consists of seventeen checks totaling
s5p,325.33 from ten different payors. These non-deposited
specific income items were added to the total Cisneros
Communication Geposits to arrive at Mr. Cisneros’
understatement of taxable income. O©Of the seventeen specific
income items that were not deposited, thirteen (totalling
§34,335.33) were reported on 1991 Forms 1099 - thus, each of
these was reported on the return. The four that were not
reported on Forms 1098 and purportedly not reported on the
return were received from three different payors United Way
($4 ,500), Harris Methodist Hospital ($2,000 and $2,000) and
American German Conference ($7,500). These four non-deposited o
items, however, were included in Arce-Gatc¢Ta’s green ledger. and,
did“not bypags the accounting: system-as ‘alleged in the SAR.™""
See Attachment A.

In 1992, Hernandez was much more involved with the day-to-
day record keeping, and was familiar with the input of data
from bank statements, checks and deposit slips into a
Quickbooks system, a commercial bookkeeping package compatible
with Quicken . y . 1n
preparing the 1992 return, Hernandez compared the total bank
deposits to the total 1352 Forms 1095 received and Arce-

Garcia's records. (Y . Hernandez decided to again
report gross receipts as determined from Forms 1099 for sources

of the deEcsiced funds were not identified by Cisneros’ office
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The 1952 non-depositec receipts in SAR Appendix B-4 in the
amount of §53,190.00 are made up of twenty-eight checks from
twenty-one different paycrs, as portrayed in Attachment B.
cimilar te 1991, cf the twenty-eight specific income items that
were not deposited, fourteen totalling $35,932 were reported on
1992 Forms 1095, and reported on the return. The fourteen that
were not repcrtec crn Fcrms 1099, were received Irom twelve
different pavors. Cf these fourteen non-deposited items, seven
were includec ir Arce-Garcia's green ledger. The remaining
seven that are ne:ther reported on Forms 1089 nor included in
the green ledger total 57,508.08 - the amount that can be said
to have bypassec the accounting system, the tax on which is not
particularly sicnificant. 1In addition, as noted above, the
$1,000 paié by Harvarc University as set forth in Appendix B-4
for 195z, in fact, appears on a check dated December 31, 1991,
and 'a 1991 Fcrm 1085, and presumably reported on Cisneros’ 1991

- - -

return alonc with the other 1099 receipts for that year. R
The SAR alsc includes as a criminal item for 1992 the
disallowance of a deduction for payments Cisneros made to his
annuity with Linceln Benefit Life Company which was not a
gualifiec retirement plan. However, in an affidavit dated

February 4,1997, Hernandez takes full responsibility for this
error, thus eliminating any willfulness on Cisneros’ part.

S -
In adcition to taking an improper deduction on Cisneros’
1992 return, Hernandez made other mistakes that are amateurish
and totally inexcusable - thereby raising significant questions
as tc whether he was either incompetent or intentionally
sertting up C:sneros in furtherance of his previous grudge.
Mcre speci:f:ically, Hernandez erroneously claimed as 1992
Schedule A :temi.zed deduction payments Cisneros made that year
for federa. income taxes.

Hernandez alsc prepared Cisneros’ 1593 return from Forms
108¢, Fcrms 1095R, annuity closing statements, discusesions with
brokers ccncerning stock sales and other information provided
by Cisneros. JdNSEESEENENESS® The Fcrms 1099 were used
to determine Schedule C income which Cisneros received from
speaking engagements and from director‘s fees.

As notec above, the SAR determined that in 1993 Cisneros
received $7,532.00 1n speaking fees from six different payors,
and that since he only repcrted $4,500.00, concluded he
understatec his gross receipts by $3,032.00 (See, fn. 4,
supra.). The SAR 1s in error. Of the six specific income
items four were paid to Cisneros by checks dated in 1992,
reported on 1952 Forms 1099, and presumably reported on the
1962 return along with the other 1095 receipts for that year.
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cc while the twc that were not repcrted on Forms 1099
(University of Wisccns:in - S$1,4€%, anc Texas A&M - S$280), all
the SAR definitively proves 1s that Cisneros may have
overstated his cross receipts for that year. See Attachment C.

The SAR also concludes that although Cisneros’ 19953 return
repcrte annuity cistributicns, it failed to report
distribuzacns he received from his Massachusetts Mutual IRA
accoun: . <ANNNEEEmEmSmmmsmes». The difficulty with including
these a€ cr:mina. :tems 15 that one Form 1053 for these
discributicns was ma:led tc Cisneros’ San Antonio address
where he nc lcnger resided and cne was mailed to the unoccupied
Cisneros Communicaticr address. In addition, due to a
Massachusetts Mutual errcr, the amount of the distributions on
one of the Fcrms 1098¢% contained an understatement of $2,836.23.
This error was ackncwiecced by Massachusetts Mutual in a letter
dated Octcber 30, 19296. Sl 1lso of note is the fact
that Hernandez prerarec Cisneros’ Public Financial disclosure
Reports for 1852 anc 1882 and, therefore, he should have known
that since the Massachusetts Mutual account was no longer
included on the 1¢S: Report, there must have been a

distribution.

In short, although the SAR, on its face, establishes that
not all of Cisneros’ income was deposited in the years
invelved, the non-depositing of income does not support the
conclusion that the 1tems either bypassed the accounting
systems or were not repcrted. In sum, the non-depositing of
income was not relevant to how the returns were prepared, and
as such are cf minimal value in proving willfulness. The fact
of the matzer :s that the evidence shows there were ample
reccrds which reflected Cisneros’ income for the subject years
inciuding bank deposits, Forms 1099 and Arce-Garcia's ledgers.
Hernandez chose the Forms 1099 as opposed to deposits, as
Gonzalez had done in prior years, and prepared the returns on
this basis. There 1s no evidence that Cisneros hid the non-
depositing from his staff. 1In fact, as shown on Attachments A
and B, Arce-Garcia captured 5%2,350.00 of these items in the
green ledoer and Ifrequently noted that they represented
payments made by particular institutions directly to Cisneros.
There 1s no evidence that Cisneros directed anyone not to
report income. In fact, a substantial amount of it
(S67,267.33) was reported. See Attachments A and B.
Furthermcre, an argument can be made that if all of the
instituticns which paid Cisneros income during the years in
question had i1ssued Forms 1099 as reqguired by law, all of his
income would have been reported regardless of the fact that all

income was not depositecd. vidence further shows that _
Cisneros was aware that t}ﬁggﬂ-ﬁoﬁfonswﬁf?ﬁfé”?éﬁ:ﬁhfWe
prepared based on Forms 1099 and, thus, it cannot be proven
that he knew that his returns were false in that regard.
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1n sum, all cf Cisneroes’' income fcr 1991 was either
deposited, accountec fcr on Fcrms 1085 or in Arce-Garcia's
green ledger. Ccnsequently, there was no concealment because
211 of the income appearec in one cr more record keeping
systems. 1In 195z, all income, with the excepticn of $7,508.08,
was either deposited, accounted for on Forms 1088 or in Arce-
Garcia's green ledger. Again, but for §$7,508.0E there was no
concealment. In acdcditiorn, Hernandez made glaring errors on the
1992 return, xnclucing the deductinc of the SEF contributions
included ir the SAR as & criminal acjustment, and the deducting
of federal inccme tax payments as itemized deductions. 1In
1993, although all :ncome is not deposited, several of the non-
deposited items are incorrectly attributed to 1953, and when
compared to the $4,500 reported on Cisneros’ Schedule C, there,
may in fact, have been a Schedule C overstatement. 1In regard
to the Massachusetrts Mutual item, the evidence surrounding
Hernandez® knowledge cof this item as well as the incorrect
mailing of the Fcrms 1095 and the error on one Form 1098,
renders this :-tem questicnable for criminal purposes.

In addition tc the matters previously mentioned, what is
most notewcrthy about this case is that rather than be awash
with substant:al funds inconsistent with his reported income as
the SAR wculd suggest he should have been, Cisneros’ financial
well being creatly suffered in the years at issue. His bank
accounts dwindlec anc he had to resort_to cashing in annuities
previously set up tc supplement his public service pensions.

Tape Recordingg

In arnalyzing the evidence the SAR greatly emphasizes the
contents of tape recordings Cisneros’ girlfriend, Linda Medlar,
surreptaitiously made of Cisneros. Use of these tapes are
problematica.l at best, and their evidentiary value is not what
the SAR sucgests. To admit them in evidence, since they were
not reccrded under law enforcement supervision, only Medlar
will be able to authenticate them. It is noted that her
cooperation with the government has been sporadic, periodically
reguiringc that she be immunized. There 1s confusion as to the
whereabouts cf the oricinal tapes. And, pursuant to 1B U.S.C.
§ 2511(d) the admissibility must be determined by state law.

In that regarc, we cannot overlook the many travels of Cisneros
into jurisdictions some of which (e.g Massachusetts) require as
a conditior. precedent to admissibility that both parties
consent to the recording - something that did not occur herein.
See Mass. Annotated Laws, Chap. 272, § 99 D. (1&2).

Moreover, the results from our review of the tapes is

different from the investigating agent. Rather than conclude
they contain evidence of Cisneros’ intent to understate his
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taxes, we are ampressec bv his _ergrements +hat he believed he
' L

was paying his taxes.” Procf that he
believed otherwise 1s lacKing.

Character Evidence

Fur-hermcre, wher ccnsidering the merits of this case, the
fact tha: C.sneros g5 & pcpular figure with many years of high
level puclic service, cannot be overlooked. He will bg able to
parade numerCus c:gnitaries before the court to establish his
high moral character pctentially raising guestions about his
willfulness even without any of the foregoing difficulties.

T:s Vi ations

Fina.ly. we are ccrncerned with the apparent disclosure
violaticns that occurred during the course of this
invest:gation. Numerous 1items were regularly provided to the
Indepenaen: Ccunc:l beycné the express terms of disclosure
orders. Even after admonitions from this office dialogue
continued. Even tnough the most recent (i) Order would now
2l1low rurnover, 1t did not accurately reveal to the court that
the disclcsure of the sought after documents had already taken
place, albeit :mprcperly. These occurrences are both
Gisappointing anc will most likely burden any prosecution with
damac:nc distracticns. Although disclosure viclations should
not lead zc di:smissal cof charges or suppression of evidence,
under the afcrementicned Giglio policy, violaticns by
testifying wiinesses must be revealed. 1In this regard we note
that desp:te Frior statements that only the Disclosure Officer
rurnec rzems over to the Independent Council many of the
-ransmi.ssicns are signed by the case agent.

nclusj
As a result, considering all the evidence as well as all
cf the faccs and circumstances surrounding this case, we cannot
say that the evidence indicates guilt beyond a reascnable doubt
and that znere 1s a reasonable probability of conviction.

® We are cognizant cf the tape wherein Cisneros is heard
tc responc tc whether Hernandez knew cf the payments to Medlar
rhat " . . . he doesn‘t gert invelved with that, he accounts
with the accounts for the money that we put into the system and
the mcney 1 help you with comes before that, comes out before
it gets to him." «GINEE™S When consideraing this statement
in the corntext of the guestion and all the other evidence, we
believe 1ts significance simply goes to the fact that there
were payments tc Medlar and not that the money would not be

repcrred fcr Lax purposes.
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Not withstanding the fcregcing, we considered_tbe_
possibility of fcrwarciny this matter to the ?ax‘D1v151on with
a prosecution reccmmendat;qn predicated upon tak;ng Hernandez,
Arce-Garcia and Alfrec Ramirez befcre the grand jury to
ascertain whether thelr testimony would be different in that
atmospher :
pefore the special agents and one of Cisneros’ attorney. We
concluded <TNREre 1s NC IE€&SOL O believe that the witnesses
will change the.r tesiimony to the extent that it will
establish that C:sneros directed them tc not record income or
to conceal :income from Hernandez. 1In fact, all evidence of ?
income was available to Hermandez to the same extent it was-/
.available to Gonzalez in priur-yearsr~~Byﬂwayﬂof-reatltEMEnﬁ,
virtually all of the unreported-income was either-im Arce-".
‘Garcia‘s g:e:n,le§§er or on Forme 10595 or-in the Quicken 3

program’-; Why all’ e 5_a
estion ypich zests.l %*’LH* %«u : a.person with. . ¢
g?story aﬁEaﬁ informant who Had a grudge against Cisneros. :

Regardless, the Iact
unexplainable but, unfortunately, lack of explanation does not

eguate to guil: beycnc a reasonable doubt.

To summar.ze, we nave concluded that the recommended
offenses cannot be proven beyond a reasonable doubt and that

there is nc reascrnakble probability of conviction. Accordingly,

we decline tc refer this case to the Tax Division, Department
of Justice, for cri:m:nal prosecution and instead, recommend
that the cr:m:na. aspects cf this case be closed.

Unlescs we receive notification within ten working days
from the date of tnic memorandum that the Assistant
Commissioner (Craiminal Investigation) intends to protest this
matter, we wi... proceed to close our files and release this

case for civil daisposition.

- ==

EARRY J. FINKELSTEIN

Attachments
As stated

MFKlotz/BJFinkelstean/pt 3/27/97
CISNEROS.BJF
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Specific Income Items Not Deposited

1983
[SOURCE AMOUNT FORM 1099 _l
RECEIVED
Time Inc. $2,500.00 §2,500.00
Royce Carlton 1,080.00 1,080.00-
Indiana Electiric 1,528.00 1,528.00
University of WI 1,465.00 ]
University of Hcuston® €75.00 €79.00 I
TX A & M 280.00 ]
TOTALS 7,532.00 5,787.00 |

*+ (85,787.00)

dated in 1992 anc repcrted on a 1952 Form 10898S.

Attachment C

Total amount of specific income items that were

[rr— Ap’ﬂj e ]
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Specific Income Items Not Deposited

1951
[sourcE AMOUNT FORM 1099 | ENTERED IN |
RECEIVED GREEN
LEDGER

Royce Carlicr $5,600.00 $5,600.00

Royce Carl:ior 4,000.00 4,000.00

National Assrn Ind Ins 3,000.00 3,000.00 $3,000.00
Southwestern uUniversity 1,500.00 1,500.00 $1,500.00
Southwesterrn University 425.00 425.00 425.00 h
|Royce Carlton $,425.00 9,425.00 I
"Royce carlten 3,250.00 3,250.00 J
IUniversity of Califecrnia 1,395.00 1,395.00 ]
|Royce carlten 122,23 122.21

Amer Lead Forum/Gulf Chp 500.00 500.00 500.00 I
United Way Houma La 4,500.00 4,500.00
Harris Methodist Hospital 2,000.00 2,000.00
Harris Methocist Hospital 2,000.00 2,000.00
American German Conf. 7,500.00 7,500.00
Federal Rese:rve 1,414 .88 1,414 .88

Rockfeller 3,503.24 3,503.24

Federal Reserve 200.00 200.00 I
TOTAL 50,335.33 34,335.33 21,425.00 I

Attachment A
— —— — — — | ——

CerELd fe.cs —
ma”
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Specific Income Items Not Deposited

1992

— —

SOURCE AMODUNT iggg:éggg gz;gﬁED IN
LEDGER

Harvarc ZrnioveIs:iTyV *+ | 51,000.00 §..,000.00
Federal ReseIrve * ' 408.00
CRSS | 1.500.00 >,500.00
{Round Rccxk Champer Zomwm 2,500.00 2.500.00 $2,500.00
Nat’) Asscc Dev EC 3,000.00 3,000.00
rounc Rock Caamber lomm 5B.00 58.00
Cat.zens Chamber CZomm 2,000.00 2,000.00
Ethnic CoaZit:ion 1,500.00 1,500.00
Tarran: County JR Cc__ege 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 I
Federal Reserve - | so0.00 |
S.B.Hispanic Achievement® 2,000.00 "
{Tax Cenference on Aging * 500.00
Ingel Reacdineg Afsn o * 1,000.00 ;-
Tederal Reserve'&-/ . 100.00
Am Aesn Resp:ratory Care 2.500.00 2,500.00 2.500.00
Ri0 Granade Coqg;;l———_ﬁ;; j 3,000.00
Royce Ca:‘l:r:n:\_r\J 675.00 €75.00 675.00 ﬂ
So Tax Icen ConM™CPL — | 2,500.00 2,500.00 |
Royce Carlten | 7s0.00 750.00 750.00 |
Northern Ind E.ec ABsn | 3.750.00 3,750.00 3,750.00 |

Attachmant B
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Specific Income Items Not Deposited

1852
T R T — —
URCE | AMOUNT PORM 1099 | ENTERED IN
RECEIVED GREEN
LEDGER
vard University *+ (51,000.00 $1,000.00
'ral Reserve * 408.00
1,500.00 1,500.00 |
| Rock Chamber Comm 2,500.00 2,500.00 $2,500.00
Assoc Dev Ed 3,000.00 3,000.00
Rock Chamber Comm 58.00 58.00 |
ns Chamber Comm 2,000.00 2,000.00 l
Ce-lition 1,500.00 1,500.00
"- unty JR College [ 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00
—=5Serve . 500.00 I
anic Achievement® 2,000.00
'rence on Aging * 500.00
ding Assn . 1,000.00
¥ . -
'.serve— . 100.00
spiratory Care 2,500.00 2,500.00 2,500.00
Council . 3,000.004
— iﬁ_
on §75.00 675.00 675.00 |
con 2,500.00 2,500.00 |
. 750.00 750.00 750.00 |
Elec Assn 3,750.00 3,750.00 3,750.00 |}
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