
, .. 
P' ' . I .  

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF GOLUMBYA 

Holding A Criminal Term . ..- 

Grand Jury Sworn In On October 7, 1994 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, 
Defendant. 

Criminal No.: 6- 
Grand Jury Original 

Violations: 
18 U . S . C .  5 1344 
(Bank Fraud) 

18 U.S.C. § 2 
(Aiding and Abetting) 

18 W.S.C. 382(a)(2) and 

(Criminal Forfeiture) 
( w  ( 1 0 5 )  

1. A t  all times material herein: 

A) The defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ was the husband of 

Enid Greene Waldholtz, the elected Congressional Representative of 

the Second Congressional District of the state of Utah. JOSEPH P. 

WALDMOLTZ worked full-time in Representative Waldholtz's 

congressional office, but received no salary. Joseph snd Enid 

Waldholtz were legal residents of the state of Utah, but also had 

a residence in the District of Columbia, where they lived while? 

Representative Waldholtz was serving in Congress. 



B) The defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ and his wife, Enid 

Greene Waldholtz, maintained joint checking accounts at the Wright 

Fatman congressional Federal Credit Union (hereinafter sometimes 

referred to as “CFCUIt) , located in Washington, D.C. , and at First 
Security Bank of Utah (hereinafter sometimes referred to as IIFSB*’), 

located in Salt Lake City, Utah. 

,-a- 

C) The Congressional Federal Credit Union and First 

Security Bank of Utah were financial institutions as defined by 

Title 18 U.S.C. E 20. 
The Consressional Federal Credit Union/ 

First Securitv Bank Check Kite 

2 .  Beginning on or about January 1995 and continuing up to on 

or about March 3, 1995, the defendant JOSEPH P. WALDBOLTZ devised 

a scheme and artifice to defraud the Congressional Federal Credit 

Union and First Security Bank by executing a check kiting scheme 

whereby he made cross deposits into Account Number 106413 at CFCU 

and into Account Number 051-10075-51 at FSB, making it appear that 

there were substantial balances in both accounts. In fact, as the 

defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ knew, the actual balances in the 

accounts were negligible or negative. 

3 .  A standard general practice applied by financial 

institutions concerning deposits and access to deposited funds is 

as follows: When an account holder deposits a check into his 

account at a bank, that bank sends the actual check, by United 

States mail or other means, to the bank upon which the check was 

drawn. The bank upon which the check was drawn then determinss if 

the person who wrote the check has sufficient funds in his account 



to pay the check. If he does, the bank upon which the check was 

drawn pays the check by sending the money to the bank into which 

the check was deposited as a credit. Once the bank has received 

the deposited funds from the bank upon which the check was $Fawn, 

then the customer who deposited the check is permitted to use the 

money. There is usually a delay of several days between the time 

that a check is deposited and the time that the customer is given 

access to the funds. 

, 

4 .  In contrast to the general banking practices described in 

the proceeding paragraph, it was the practice of the CFCU and FSB, 

in certain circumstances, to give a customer immediate credit for 

his deposited check. That is, the customer would be allowed to 

write checks based on the deposit immediately, without waiting for 

the deposited check to be sent to the bank upon which it was drawn 

and without waiting for that bank to determine whether the acccunt 

had sufficient funds to cover the amount of the check. When this 

was done, the bank allowed the customer the temporary 'hse of its 

own money expecting the deposited check to be paid. This practice 

is referred to as paying a check against uncollected funds. 

5. It was the policy of CFCU to pay checks drawn on 

uncollected funds checks deposited into the customer's account. 

6. It was the policy of FSB to pay checks drawn on 

uncollected funds checks in cases in which a bank officer approved 

the payaent of such checks. 

7 .  As part of the scheme and artifice to defraud, the 

defendant JOSEPH P. WALBMOLTZ made numerous misrepresentations to 
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FSB regarding the source and availability of funds to which he 

claimed to have access, thereby causing FSB to pay checks based on 

uncollected funds. For example, 30SEPH P. WSDHOLTZ repeatedly 

promised large transfers of funds into his FSB account from a 

trust, supposedly with a value of millions of dollars, located in 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania when, in fact, as JOSEPH P. WALDHQETZ 

knew, no such trust existed. 

1 .c 

a 

8 .  It was a part of the scheme and artifice to defraud that 

the defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOETZ used his knowledge of the 

practice of CFCU and FSB of giving him immediate credit for his 

deposits to carry out a check kiting scheme. 

9. It was a part of the said scheme and artifice to defraud 

that: 

A) JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ would write checks on his account 

at FSB knowing that he did not have sufficient funds to cover them; 

B) JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ then deposited these checks at 

CFCU where he knew he would get immediate credit -ii his CFCU 
account; 

C) As a result JOSEPH P. WALDWOLTZ'S CFCU account 

balances would reflect more money than was actually available; 

D) JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ then would write checks on his 

CFCU accounts knowing that he did not have sufficient money to 

cover them, since his account balance was artificially inflated by 

deposits of insufficient funds checks from FSB. 

10. It was a further part of the said scheme and artifice to 

defraud that JOSEkH P. WALDHQLTZ, through the exchange of WOKthh§S 
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checks back and forth between the CFCU and FSB, did artificially 

inflate the balances in the accounts and obtain the use of monies, 

funds and credits to which he was not entitled. At the height of 

the scheme, the defendant's accounts at CFCU and FSB showed a 

combined apparent positive balance of spproximately $752,000, while 

the t w o  accounts in fact had a combined negative balance of 

approximately $197,000. 

,.zr- 

, 

11. During the course of this check kiting scheme, JQSEPH P. 

WALDHQLTZ wrote approximately $1,445,000 worth of worthless checks 

d r a w n  cn h i s  account at FSB which he deposited into his account at 

CFCU. Similarly, the defendant wrote approximately $1,515,000 

worth of worthless checks drawn on his account at CFCU which he 

deposited into his account at FSB. During the scheme, JOSEPH P. 

WALDHQLTZ did not any make any deposits into the accounts which 

reflected money legitimately available to him. 

12. During the course of this check kiting scheme, t h e  

defendant wrote checks drawn on his CFCU account to pa&.es other 

than FSB worth approximately $66,000. These checks were paid by 

CFCU. During the course of this check kiting scheme, the de€endant 

also wrote checks drawn on his FSB account to parties other than 

CFCU worth approximately $141,000. These checks were paid by FSB. 

But for the defendant's scheme to defraud, CFCU and FSB would not 

have paid these checks. 

13. On or about March 2, 1995, CFCU and FSB discovered the 

defendant's check kiting scheme and CFCU froze the defendant's 

checking account. After CFCU and FSB reviewed the defendant's 
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accounts and exchanged certain of the defendant's checks, the banks 

determined that the result was that Waldholtz's account at FSB had 

an overdraft of approximately $209,000. 
. -,F 

34. On or about the dates listed below, within the District 

of Columbia, the defendant JQBEPII I?. WALDNBLTZ far the purpose o f  

executing and attempting to execute the scheme and artifice to 

defraud both banks as set forth in paragraphs one through twelve 

above, did knowingly deposit, and caused to be deposited, checks 

into CFCU and FSB, in the amounts listed below, drawn on the 

Waldholtz accounts at CFCU and FSB. 
, ;ij- 

i.; i - 
Count 
one 
Two 

, 

j ~ !=i xi; Three 

. .. Four 
Five 
six 
Sevsn 
Eight 
Nine 

Ten 
Eleven 
Twe 1 ve 
Thirteen 
Fourteen 
Fifteen 
Sixteen 
Seventeen 
Eighteen 
Nineteen 
Twenty 
Twenty-one 

Twenty-two 
Twenty-three 

Twenty-four 

Date 
2/3/95 
2/3/95 
2 f 6/95 

2/7/95 
2/8/95 
2/9/95 
2/10/95 
2 f 13/95 
2/14/95 

2/15/95 
2 f 16/95 
2/16/95 
2/17/95 
2/21/95 
2 /21/95 
2/22/95 
2 /22/95 
2/23 f 95 
2 /24/95 
2/24/95 
2/27 f95 

2/27 f95 
2/28/95 

2/28 f 95 

Source Deposited Total Value 
CFCU Check No. 101 FSB $10,000.00 
FSB Check No. 732 
FSB Check Nos. 
751, 752, 753 
CFCU Check No. 102 
FSB Check No. 776 
CFCU Check No. 103 
FSB Check No. 778 
CFCU Check No. 104 
FSB Check Nos. 
781, 782, 783, 784 
CFCU Check No. 106 
CFCU Check No. 108 
FSB Check No. 793 
CFCU Check No. 110 
CFCU Cheek No. 112 
FSB Check No. 801 
CFCU Check No. 133 
FSB Check No. 806 
FSB Check No. 808 
CFCU Check No. 134 
FSB Check No. 809 
CFCU Check Nos. 
116, 117 
FSB Check No. 826 
CFCU Check Nos. 
127, 128 
FSB Check No. 830 
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CFCU 
CFCU 

FS B 
CFCU 
FS B 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 

FSB 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 

CFCU 
FSB 

CFCI! 

$ 10,000.00 
$ 30,000.00 

$ 20,000.00 
$ 25;000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 65,000.00 
$ 65,000.00 
$ 85,000.00 .. 
Sl00,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$150,000.00 
$100,000.08 
$100,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$150,000.00 
$150,000.00 
S~50,000.00  
$250,000.00 

$150,000.00 
$200,000.00 

$f50,000.00 



Twenty-five 3/1/95 CFCU Check No. 120 FSB s250,000,00 
Twenty-six 3/1/95 FSB Check No. 814 CFCU $150,000,00 
Twenty-seven 3/2/95 FSB Check No. 832 CFCU S250,OOO.OO 

TOTAL $2, 96Q1 000 
. .fl 

(In violation of 18 United States Code, Sections 1344 and 2) 
(Bank Fraud and Aiding and Abettino) 

FORFEITURE ALLEGATION . , 
1. The allegations of Paragraphs One through Fourteen of 

this indictment are realleged and by this reference are fully 

incorporated herein for the purpose of alleging forfeitures to the 

United States of America pursuant to the provisions of Title 18 

u.S.C. S 9 8 2  (a) (2). 

2 .  As a result of the offenses alleged in Counts One through 

Twenty-Seven, the defendant, JOSEPH P. WAEDHOLTZ shall forfeit to 

the United States all property constituting, or derived from, 

proceeds the defendant obtained directly or indirectly, as a result 

of such offenses, including but not limited to: 

a. $209,000 in United States currency and a l l  i&erest and 

proceeds traceable thereto, in that such sum in aggregate is 

property which was property constituting, or derived from, proceeds 

obtained directly or indirectly as a result of the bank frauds in 

violation of 18 U.S.C. 55 1344, and 982. 

b. If any of the property described above as being subject 

to forfeiture, as a result of any act or omission of the defendant 

(1) cannot be located upon the exercise of due 

( 2 )  has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, 

diligence; 

a third person; 
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1 

. . .  . , .. 
I 

I 

( 3 )  has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of the 

( 4 )  has been substantially diminished in value; or 

(5) has been commingled with other property ,-which 

it is t h e  i n t e n t  of the United States, pursuant to Title 18, U.S.C. 

Code 9 8 2 ( b ) ( l ) ( B )  to seek forfeiture of any other p r o p e r t y  of s a i d  

defendant up to the value of the above forfeiture property. 

court; 

cannot be subdivided without difficulty; 

a 

( I n  violation of Title 18 United States Code, Section 
9 8 2 ( a )  ( 2 )  and (b) (1) (6)) (Criminal Forfeiture) 

A TRUE BILL: 

ATTORNEY OF THE UNITED YTATES IN 
AND FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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United States Attorney 

Pamela Bethel, Esquire 
Barbara Nicastro, Esquire 
Bethel & Nicastro 
2021 L Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 2 0 0 3 6  

Re: Joseph P. Waldholtz, Cr. Case NO. 96-2.43 (NHJ) . 
Dear Ms. Bethel and Ms. Nicastro: 

This letter sets forth the terms and conditions of the Plea 
Agreement which this Office is willing to enter into with your 
client, Joseph P. Waldholtz, regarding the charges in the above 
captioned-case and other matters presently under investigation. 

1. CHARGES 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees to enter a plea of guilty in the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia to one count 
of bank fraud (18 U.S.C. 5 1344) and agrees to criminal 
forfeiture of $14,910 (18 U.S.C. $ w s z ( a ) ( 2 )  and (&9(1)(8)) as 
charged in Count Twenty-One and in the Forfeiture Count of the 
Indictment returned against hiq-in Criminal Case No. 96-143. In 
addition, Mr. Waldholtz agrees to plead guilty to a three-count 
Information charging him with one count o€ making a false 
statement (18 U.S.C. 1001), one count of making a false report 
to the Federal Election Commission (81PEC") 42 U.S.C. S 437g(d) 
and 5 441a), and one count of willfully aiding or assisting in 
filing a false or fraudulent tax return ( 2 6  U.S .C.  5 7206(2)). 
The Information will be filed on a date determined by the 
government. Joseph Wabdholtz agrees that, for the purposes of 
this plea, venue for all charges is properly before the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia and agrees to 
waive any challenges to venue. 
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I 

, B  

2 .  FACTUAL ADMISSION OF G U I L T  

Pursuant to Rule ll(e) (6), Federal Rules of criminal 
Procedure, and Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, Mr. 
Waldholtz agrees to state under oath that the following statement 
of his actions is true and accurate. The government agrees that 
the following facts constitute all of the relevant factis of 
conviction. 

The charges set forth in Section 1, above, arise from the 
following facts: 

a. Bank Fraud 

1. Offense of Conviction 

Mr. Waldholtz pleads guilty to Count Twenty-one of the 
Indictment and admits that, as part of a scheme and artifice to 
defraud, on or about February 27, 3995, he deposited into a 
checking account at the First Security Bank of Utah ('#First 
Security") two checks, numbered 116 and 117, drawn on a checking 
account at the Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union 
(IlCFCWll) in the total amount of $250,060, knowing that there were 
not sufficient funds in the CFCU account to pay those checks and 
intending to create the erroneous appearance that sufficient 
funds were available. 

2. Relevant Conduct 

From late January of 1995 through early March of 1995, 
Joseph Waldholtz engaged in a scheme and artifice to defraud 
First Security and CFCU through "check kiting" between joint 
checking accounts that he and his Enid Graene Waldholtz, 
had at First Security (Acpount No. 051-1075-51) and CFCU (Account 
No. 106413). He began carrying-out this scheme on February 3, 
1995, by depositing into the First Security account a check for 
$10,000 drawn on the CFCW account and depositing into the CFCU 
account a check for $10,000 drawn on the First Security account. 
At the time he wrote those checks and made those deposits, Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that there were not sufficient funds in either 
account to cover the amounts of the checks. 

Mr. Waldholtz continued to make CPOSS deposits into the two 
accounts in order to make it appear that there were substantial 
balances in both accounts when, in fact, the actual balances W e r e  
negligible or negative. In addition, E&. Waldholtz wrote checks 
on both accounts to third parties. First Security and CFCU paid 
those checks because Mr. Waldholtz's actions made it appear that 
the accounts had sufficient balances to pay the checks. Between 
February 3, 1995 and March 2, 1995, First Security paid checks.to 
third parties totaling approximately $130,090 and checks totaliw 
approximately $11,010 to Mr. Waldholtz. During the same time 
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period, CFCU paid checks to third parties 
$62,000 and checks totaling approximately 
Waldholtz. 

totaling approximately 
$3,900 to Mr. 

In reality, there were virtually no funds an either account 
to pay those checks. After CFCU and FSB discovered the check 
kiting scheme and exchanged certain Checks, the Waldholzzs' 
account at First Security had a negative balance or overdraft of 
approximately $209,000 and the account at CFCU had no overdraft. 
Mr. Waldholtz covered the overdraft by depositing into the First 
Security account money which was prbvided by Enid Greene 
Waldholtz's father, D. Forrest Greene. 

b. False Statements and False PEC Reports 

Joseph Waldholtz was the treasurer of Enid Waldholtz's 1994 
Congressional campaign committee, which was called "Enid '94*' 
("the Committee"). As treasurer, Mr. Waldholtz was responsible 
for preparing various FEC forms and reports regarding the 
Committee's receipts and disbursements and was responsible for 
certifying that the Committee's submissions were "to the best of 
[ h i s ]  knowledge and belief . . .true, correct.and complete.N 

Year End Report (FEC Form 3) for Enid '94 and signed the Report 
to certify that it was true, correct and complete. Mr. Waldholtz 
then caused the Report to be filed with the FEC. A t  the time 
that he signed the Report and caused it to be filed, Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that the Report contained a substantial number of 
false statements of material facts and omissions of material 
facts and that the Report was not true, correct or complete. 

During calendar year 1994, Enget Waldholtzls father, D. 
Forrest Greene, had deposited approximately $2,800,000 into the 
personal bank accounts of JOSepb and Enid Waldholtz. Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that during calendar year 2994 almost $1,800,000 
provided by Mr. Greene was transferred from the Waldholtzs' 
personal accounts to Enid ' 9 4 .  Joseph Waldholtz also knew that 
neither he nor Enid Waldholtz were receiving salaries during most 
of 1994 and that neither he'nor Enid Waldholtz had sufficient 
personal funds, independent of those provided by Mr. Greene, to 
cover the transfers to Enid ' 9 4 .  

Despite the fact that he knew that the funds that were 

an or about  January 31, 1995, Mr. Waldholtz signed the 1994 

transferred from the personal accounts of Joseph and Enid 
Waldholtz to Enid '94 had been provided by Mr. Greene, Joseph 
Waldholtz reported on various FEC Reports, including the 1994 
Year End Report, that the transferred funds represented Enid 
Waldholtz's personal assets. Mr. Waldholtz made those false 
statements and misrepresentations because he knew that the FEC. 
regulations that limit campaign contributions to $1,000 per 
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election cycle 
makes with her 

do not apply to contributions that a candidate 
own funds. 

Mr. Waldholtz further admits that he created ''ghost 
contributors" to Enid ' 9 4 .  Mr. Waldholtz willfully reported 
false names and addresses of alleged contributors to the Enid '94 
campaign, even though he.knew that the persons aid net.mak@ 
contributions to Enid '94. 

c. Willfully Aiding or Assisting in Piling a False 

Joseph and Enid Greene Waldholtz were married in August of 
1993, but decided to file separate federal tax returns for the 
1993 tax year. 
securities that she owned which had appreciated in value. As a 
result of that appreciation, Enid Greene Waldholtz incurred and 
had the obligation to report a long term capital gain of 
approximately $39,000. 

Enid Greene Waldholtz told Joseph Waldholtz that she would 
have to pay income tax on that capital gain and, to prevent her 
from having to pay the tax, Joseph Waldholtz told Enid Greene 
Waldholtz that he would give her stock on which he said he had 
incurred a long term capital loss in excess of the amount of her 
capital gain. Joseph Waldholtz then provided Enid Greene 
Waldholtz with the name of the stock that he falsely claimed to 
have given her and the date on which he claimed to have given the 
stock to her, the date that he claimed to have purchased the 
stock, the number of shares he claimed to have purchased, and its 
alleged basis. 

Those figures created a phonpeapital loss of more than 
$56,000, which Enid Greene Waldholtz reported as a long term 
capital loss, thereby eliminating any tax hiability for Enid 
Greene Waldholtz for the $39,060 capital gain. 
knew that he did not own the stock, that he had not and could not 
give the stock to-Enid Greene Waldholtz, and that the basis 
figures were false. Joseph Waldholtz knew that Enid Waldholtz 
would use the false information in preparing her 1993 tax return 
and that the information would create a false capital loss. 

or Fraudulent Tax Return 

During 1993, Enid Greene Waldholtz sold shares of 

. 

Joseph Waldholtz 

3. ADDITIONAL CHARGEE 

If Mr. WaPdhQltZ completely fulfills all of'his obligations 
under this Agreement, the United States Attorney's office for thle 
District of Columbia agrees not to bring any additional criminal 
or civil charges against him €or conduct regarding: (1) bank 
fraud or check kiting involving First Security Bank of Utah, the 
Wright Patman congressional Federal Credit Union, Merrill Lynch, 
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Pittsburgh National Bank, or NationsBank; (2) forgery Or 
uttering of financial instruments involving First Security, CFCU 
or' NationsBank checking accounts or Congressional paychecks; and 
( 3 )  forgery of "Ginny Maem1 securities; provided that he provides 
full information about all such matters pursuant to Section 6 of 
this Agreement. 

obligations under this Agreement, the United States Attorney's 
Office for the District of Columbia agrees not to bring any 
additional criminal charges against him for conduct regarding (1) 
false statements or violations related to any FEC reports or 
other reports filed by any campaign committw or other 
organization supporting the 1992 Congressional campaign of Enid 
Greene or the 1994 and 1996 Congressional campaigns of Enid 
Greene Waldholtz; and ( 2 )  tax violations arising from the federal 
tax returns filed by Joseph Waldholtz separately, or jointly with 
Enid Greene Waldholtz, for the tax years 1992 through 1994, or 
from the 1993 federal tax return of Enid Greene Waldholtz; 
provided that he provides full information about all such matters 
pursuant to Section 6 of this Agreement. 

The United States also agrees to dismiss all remaining 
counts of the Indictment at the time of sentencing. 

By entering this agreement, the United States Attorney does 
not compromise any civil liability, including but not limited to 
any tax liability or liability to or regarding the Federal 
Election Commission, which he may have incurred or may incur as a 
result of his conduct and his plea of guilty to the charges 
specified in paragraph one of this agreement. Mr. Waldholtz 
agrees to cooperate with employees of the Civil Division OS the 
Internal Revenue Service ( l E I R S 1 ' ) ,  -e Civil Division of the 
United States Attorney's,Qffice, the Federal Election commissian 
and law enforcement agents worksing with those employees, in 
making an assessment of his civil tax and FEC liabilities. Mr. 
Waldholtz specifically authorizes release to the agencies and 
divisions specified above of information in the possession or 
custody of the IRS or FEC and disclosure of matters occurring 
before the grand jury for purposes of making those assessments. 

The United States agrees that, apart from the conduct 
described in Section 2 of this Agreement, there is no other 
conduct which the government will assert as constituting 
"relevant conduct" as that term is used in Section 181.3 of the 
Sentencing Guidelines for the purposes of Mr. Waldholtz9s 
sentence. 

In addition, if Mr. Waldholtz completely fulfills all of his 

The United States further agrees not to initiate any other 
civil or criminal forfeiture actions against any 
it currently knows to belong to Mr. Waldholtz or 
government currently knows that Mr. Waldholtz is 
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potential stakeholder. The Office of the United States Attorney 
for the District of Columbia further states that it i s  not aware 
of any existing criminal charges against Mr. Wajldholtz Or of any 
pending investigation in wnich Mr. Waldholtz is a target in any 
other federal judicial district. 
Attorney further agrees to bring no additional charges for any 
violations or potential violations of the District of Cplumbia 
Code resulting from the above described conduct. 

4 .  POTENTIAL PENALTIES AND ASSESSMENTS 

The Office of the United Statas 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that (1) for the felony offense of 
bank fraud, he may be sentenced to a statutory maximum term of . 
imprisonment of not more than 30 years and fined not more than 
$1,000,000 (18 U.S.C. § 1344); (2) for the felony offense of 
making a false statement (18 U.S.C. § 1001), he may be sentenced 
to a statutory maximum of not more than five years and fined not 
more than $250,000 (18 U.S.C. § 3571); (3) for the misdemeanor 
offense of causing a false Federal Election Commission Report to 
be filed he may be sentenced to a term of imprisonment oe not 
more than one year and a fine of not more than $25,000 or 300% of 
any contribution or expenditure involved in such violation (2 
U.S.C. SS 437g(d) (1) (A)) and 441); and (4) for the felony offense 
of willfully assisting in the filing of a false tax return he may 
be sentenced to a term of imprisonment for not more than three 
years and fined hot more than $250,000 (26 U.S.C. S 7206(2)). 
Mr. Waldholtz also understands that he' will lose claim of title 
to money and property in the amount of $14,900. 

In addition, upon his release from incarceration, Mr. 
Waldholtz understands that he may be sentenced to a term of 
supervised release of not more than three years (18 U.S.C. 
3583)- Pursuant to 98 U.S.C. g 30*, Mr. Waldholtz is required 
to pay a mandatory speciu assessment of $50 for each of his 
felony convictions and of $25 for  h i s  misdemeanor conviction. He 
agrees to pay this assessment at the time of sentencing. Mr. 
Waldholtz also may be sentenced by the court to a term of 
probation of not more than five years, 18 U.S.C. S 3561, and 
ordered to make restitution, 18 U . S . C .  S 3556. The government 
and Mr. Waldholtz stipulatethat there was no financial Loss 
suffered by either FSB or CFCU and, therefore, agree not to ask 
the Court that Mr. Waldholtz be required to make restitution for 
the bank fraud. 

Mr. Waldholtz also understands that a sentencing guideline 
range for his case will be determined by the Court pursuant to 
the provisions of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1 9 8 4 ,  see 18 
U.S.C. g 3551 et seq. 

imposes a sentence outside the range provided by 18 U.S.C. S 3551 
- et seq., the parties agree that Mr. Waldholtz retains any and all 

G 

In the event the Court imposes an unlawful sentence, wr . 
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rights he may have to appeal or otherwise seek relief from any 
such sentence. 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that sentencing shall not take place 
until the government has determined that he has fulfilled his 
obligations under this agreement and $hat there is no longer a 
need for his cooperation.. The government agrees that it Will not 
unreasonably delay sentencing. 

5. WAIVER OF CONSTXTUTIONAL RaCGHTS 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that by pleading guilty in this 
case, he will be giving up the following constitutional rights: 
the right to be indicted by a grand jury for charges other than 
those in the present indictment, the right to plead not guilty, 
the right to a jury trial at which he would have the opportunity 
to present evidence, testify in his own behalf, cross-examine 
witnesses, and to be represented by counsel at any such trial. 
Mr. Waldholtz further understands that if he chose not to testify 
at such a trial, that fact could not be held against him.- Mr. 
Waldholtz would also be presumed innocent until proven guilty, 
and the burden to do so would be on the government, which would 
be required to prove his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. If Mr. 
Waldholtz were found guilty, he would also have the right to 
appeal his conviction. Mr. Waldholtz also understands that he is 
waiving his right to challenge the government's evidence that the 
property described in count Twenty-eight of the Indictment 
constitutes the proceeds of specified unlawful actiwity as that 
term is used in 18 U . S . C .  S 982. 

6. PROVISION OF INFORMATION 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that he wkll cooperate completely, 
candidly, and truthfully with all duly-appointed investigators 
and attorneys of the United Stages, by truthfully providing all 
information in his possession relating directly or indirectly to 
all criminal activity and related matters which concern the 
subject matter of this investigation and of which he has 
knowledge. Mr. Waldholtz must provide information pursuant to 
this agreement whenever, anr3 in whatever form, the United- Skates 
Attorney's Office shall reasonably request. This includes, but 
is not limited to, submitting to interviews at such reasonable 
times and places as are determined by counsel for the government, 
providing all documents and other tangible evidence requested of 
him, and providing testimony before a Grand Jury or court OF 
other tribunal. All costs of travel and expenses arising from 
any request by the government to provide assistance.and 
cooperation pursuant to this paragraph will be borne by the 
government and not by Mr. Waldholtz. 
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7. INCARCERATION PENDING SEN'EENCXNG 

The United States Attorney's- Office waives its right to ask 
that Mr. Waldholtz be detained pending sentencing. The 
government agrees that, based upon the information Currently 

. known to it, Mr. Waldholtz poses neither a flight risk nOf a 
danger to himself or the community as those terms at-@ Used in 18 
U.S.C. 5 3142. In the event the government becomes aware of any 
information to the contrary, the government will promptly notify 
Mr. Waldholtz, through his counsel, of such facts, and the 
reasons the government cantends such facts would Support a 
finding either of risk of flight or danger to the community. The 
government agrees not to oppose Mr. Waldholtz.as request to remove 
Court imposed restrictions on his travel within the United States 
and to permit him to travel domestically pending sentencing. 

8. RESERVATION OF ALLOCUTION 

To the extent not inconsistent with the factual recitation 
contained herein, the United States reserves the right tq 
allocute fully at sentencing, to inform the probation office and 
the court of any facts it deems relevant, to correct any factual 
inaccuracies or inadequacies in the presentence report, and to 
respond fully to any post-sentencing motions. The government 
agrees that it will not seek an upward departure in Mr. 
Waldholtz's sentence. 

9. SENTENCING GUIDELINES DETERMINATIONS 

The parties understand that if Mr. Waldholtz completely 
fulfills all of his obligations under this agreement, the United 
States will recommend that he receive the benefit of a 3-level 
reduction in the sentencing guidelhes' offense level, based upon 
his acceptance of responsibility within the meaning of S 3El.l of 
the United States Sentending Guidelines -. (llUSSGsl). 

After the government has determined that there is no longer 
a reasonable need for Mr. Waldholtz's cooperation, the government 
(through the departure committee of this Office) will determine 
whether the factors set f o e t h  in U.S.S.G. ESKi.l(a) (1)-(51) have 
been satisfied. If the factors have been satisfied, the 
government agrees to file a motion on behalf of Mr. Waldholtz 
under U.S.S.G. S5Kl.1, thus affording the sentencing judge the 
discretion to sentence Mr. Waldholtz below the applicable 
guideline ranges. Mr. Waldholtz understands that tho gov@rnment 
has sole discretion whether to file a motion on his behalf Under 
Section 5Kl.l of the Sentencing Guidelines. 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that the final determination of 
how the Sentencing Guidelines apply to this case will be made by 
the court, and that any recommendations by the parties are not 
binding on the court or the U.S. Probation Office. The parties' 
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agree that the failure of the court or Probation Office t.0 
determine the sentencing range in accordance with the 
recommendations of his counsel or the government do not void the 
plea agreement, nor serve as a basis for the withdrawal of Mr. 
Waldholtz's guilty plea. In addition, in the event that, 
subsequent to this agreement, the government receives previously 
unknown information which,is relevant to the above 
recommendation, the government reserves its right to modify its 
position regarding the recommendations. However, the government 
agrees that, in the event that it receives any such previously 
unknown information, it will promptly notify Mr. Waldholtz of the 
nature and source of this information in sufficient time to 
permit Mr. Waldholtz to respond to this information. 

10. BREACH OF AGREEMENT 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that in the event he fails to comply 
with any of the provision of this Agreement, or refuses to answer 
any questions put to him, or makes any material false Or4 
misleading statements to jmvestigators or attorneys of the United 
States, or makes any material false or misleading statements or 
commits any perjury before any grand jury or court, or commits 
any further crimes, this Office will have the right to 
characterize such conduct as a breach of this Agreement, in which 
case this Office's obligations under this Agreement will be void 
and it will have the right to prosecute Mr. Waldholtz for any and 
all offenses that can be charged against him in the District of 
Columbia, or in any other District or in any State. Any such 
prosecutions that are not: time-barred by the applicable statute 
of limitations on the date of the signing of this agreement may 
be commenced against Mr. Waldholtz in accordance with this 
paragraph, notwithstanding the runnkng of the statute of 
limitations between that$ate and the commencement of any such 
prosecutions. Mr. Waldholtz agrees to waive any and all defenses 
based on the statute of limitations fo r  any prosecutions 
commenced pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. 

11. USE OF INFORMATION 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that, except in the circumstances 
described in this paragraph, this Office will not use against him 
any statements he makes or other information he provides pursuant 
to this plea agreement in any civil, criminal, or administrative 
proceeding, other than a prosecution for perjury, giving a false 
statement or obstructirig justice. 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that, as provided by Rule 410, Federal 
Rules of Evidence: (a) the government may make derivative use of 
and may pursue any investigative leads suggested by any 
information which he provides pursuant to this plea agreement; 
(b) in the event Mr. Waldholtz is ever a witness in any judicial 
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proceeding, the attorney for the government may cross-examine him 
concerning any statements he has made or information he has 
provided pursuant to this plea agreement, and evidence regarding 
such statements and information may also be introduced in . 
rebuttal; and (c) in the event of breach of this Agreement as 
described in the preceding paragraph, any statements made or 
information and leads provided by Mr. Waldholtz, whether 
subsequent to or prior to this Agreement, may be used against 
him, without limitation, in any proceedings brought against Mr. 
Waldholtz by the United States, or in any federal, state or local 
prosecution. Mr. Waldholtz knowingly and voluntarily waives any 
rights he may have pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 410 and Fed. R. 
Crim. ll(e) (6), which might otherwise prohibit. the use of such 
information against him under the circumstances just described. 

12. NO OTHER AGREEMENTS 

No agreements, promises, understandings or representations 
have been made by the parties or their counsel other than those 
contained in writing herein, nor will any such agreement- 
promises, understandings or representations be made unless 
committed to writing and signed by Mr. Waldhsl-tz, his counsel, 
and an Assistant United States Attorney for the District of 
Columbia. 

If your  client agrees to the conditions set forth in this 
letter, please sign the original and return it to us. 

Sincerely, 

ERIC H. HOLDER, JR. 
United States Attorney 

s=--- 

By : 
WILLIAM E. LAWEEW, 111 
Assistant United States Attorney 

ed States Attorney 

I have read this Agreement, have placed my initials on each 
page, and carefully reviewed every part of it with my attorney. 
I fully understand it and voluntarily agree to it. No 
agreements, promises, understandings or representations have been 
made with, to or for me other than those set forth above. 



. L  

i 

I am Joseph P. Waldholtz's attorney. I have carefully 

It accurately and 
reviewed every part of this Agreement with him and have placed my 
initials on each page of this Agreement. 
completely sets forth the entire agreement between Mr. Waldholtz 
and the Office of the United States Attorney for the District Of 
Columbia. 

Date 
h 

2 
BARBARA E. NICASTRO: ESQUIRE 

.. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ 

Criminal No. ? 
VIOLATION : 
18 U . S . C .  fi 1001 
(False Stztements) 
2 U . s , c .  SQ 437g(d) ti 
44 la 
(Failure to ReDort 
Campaign contributions) 
26  U.S.C. § 7 2 0 6 ( 2 )  
(Assisting in Filing 
Fraudulent Tax Return) 

. .  
5 The United States informs the Court that: 

+- 

Ld ;i: COUNT ONE 

p on or about January 31, 1995, in the District of ColumbLa 
&: 

and elsewhere, in a matter within the jurisdiction of the Federal 

Election Commission ("FECI') JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, as Treasurer of 

"'Enid 194f*8 a campaign committee supporting the election . -  of his 
wife, Representative Enid Greene Waldholtz, did knowingly and 

willfully make and use a false writing and document, knowing the 

same to contain false, fictitious and fraudulent statements or 

entries, such writing and document consisting of the 1994 Year 

End Financial Report (FEC Form 3) for "Enid '94," signed by 

JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ and falsely and fraudulently certifying that the 

information contained in the report was true and accurate and 

that: 

= 

CLERK. U S  9jsTF\cy c3uvr r 0ls~~;cT OF COLUMBIA 

I 

1. Enid Greene Waldholtz had contributed approximately 

$1,800,000 o f  her personal funds to the Enid '94 campaign account 



at First Security Bank of Utah when, in fact, JQSEPH WALDHQLTZ 

knew that the S1,800,000 had not come from Enid Greene 

Waldholtz's personal funds but, instead, had been taken from 

approximately $ 2 , 8 0 0 , 0 0 0  that D. Forrest Greene had provided tQ 

the personal bank accounts of JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ and Enid Waldholtz 

during calendar year 1 9 9 4 ;  and 

..e 

2 .  During April of 1 9 9 4 ,  certain personis residing in 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania had contributed approximately $60,000 to 

Enid ' 9 4 ,  when, in fact, those persons had made no contributions 

to Enid ' 9 4 .  

(False statements, in violation of Title 18 unitad S t a t e s  
Code 55 loof). 

COUNT Tw 0 

The allegations in count One are hereby realleged and 

incorporated by reference and it is further alleged that on or 

about various dates in 1 9 9 4  and 1995, including January 31, 1995, 

in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, 

as Treasurer of IlEnid 1 9 4 , 1 1  filed reports with the FGdsral 

Election commission concerning Enid ' 9 4 ,  including the 1994 Year 

End Report (FEC Form 3 ) ,  in which he knowingly and willfully 

failed to report that approximately $1,8QO,OOO which had been 

placed in the personal bank accounts of Joseph and Enid Waldholtz 

by D. Forrest Greene had been contributed to Enid ' 9 4  during 

calendar year 1994, in violation of FEC contribution limits. 

(Failure to Report Campaign Contributions, in violation of 
2 0.S.c. 55 437g(d) and 441a). 
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v 
on or about April 14, 1993, JOSEPH WALDHQLTZ did willfully 

and knowingly aid, a s s i s t ,  counsel and advise Enid Greene 

Waldholtz in the preparation of her 1993 federal income tax 

return (SRS Form 1040), which she filed as a married person 

filing separately, by falsely telling her that'h@ had given her 

shares of the M.L. Lee Acquisition Fund and falsely informing her 

of (1) the date on which he allegedly purchased the security, ( 2 )  

the number of shares that he allegedly purchased, ( 3 )  the b a s i s  

of the security on the date he allegedly purchased it, and ( 4 )  

the basis of the security on the date that he allegedly sold the 

security after giving it to Enid Greene Waldholtz, knowing that 

such information was false and that the false information would 

be included on the 1993 Form 1040 filed by Enid Greene WaldhOhtZ 

and would create a capital loss o f  approximately 555,000, and 

that the false capital loss would completely offset an actual 

capital gain Of approximately $39,000 t h a t  Enid Greene Waldholtz 

. -c 

. .. 
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had to report on her 1993 tax return, and knowing fur ther  that 

the false capital loss would enable Enid Greene Waldholtz to 

avoid paying capital gains t a x  on the approximately S39,QOQ in 

actual capital gains. . .r" 

(Xsswingly Assisting in Filing a False Tax Return, ia 
Violation of 26 1J.S.C. $$ '1206(29. 

EIRIC H. HOLDER, a i l ? .  
United States Attorney 

By : 

Assistant United States Attorney 
D.C. Bar Number 398951 
555 Fourth Street, N.W. 
(202) 514-8203 

Assistant M t e d  stat-es Attorney 
D . C .  Bar Number 252486 
555 Fourth Street, N. W .  
( 2 0 2 )  514-8316 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF CQLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES OF ANERICA 

V. Cr. Nos 

JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ 

The United States of America, by and through its attorney, 

the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia, hereby 

submits its memorandum in aid of sentencing defendant Joseph P. 

Waldholtz. In the first section of ithe memorandum, the 

government responds to defendant's objections to the Presentence 

Investigation Report. In the second section, the government 

summarizes the facts that it believes the Court should consider 

in sentencing Mr. Waldholtz and recommends that the Court impose 

a sentence at the top of the applicable guideline range. 

I. RESPONSE TO DEFEWBANT'B OBSECZ'TOPJS TO PRESENTENCE REPORT 

The government responds first to the objections raised by 

defendant that could affect the Guidelines calculations and then 

to defendant's other factual challenges.' 

'On Friday evening, November 1, 1996, defendant's couns@l, 
A.J. Kramer, courteously volunteered to telefax government counsel 
a copy of the Sentencing Memorandum that he intended to file on 
Monday, November 4, making it possible for the government t o  Pile 
its response on November 4 as well. 



A. The Court Elas a l u b ~ t a n t i ~ d  Lagal Basf5 fox Bin%incy 
ehet Defendant shouPb ~ l b ~ t  ~~~~~w~ Cre~aft 
f o r  ACXept&tnC@ Of ~~~~Q~ 

Paae 8. ¶ 2 2. The government agpecs with the Presentence 

Report that there is a legal basis for the Court to conclude that 

Mr. Waldholtz's conduct since he entered his guilty plea on June 

5, 1996, demonstrates that he should not receive credit for 

acceptance of responsibility.2 

hearing held on September 26, 1996, he committed a multitude of 

offenses in the three months following his plea. Among Other 

things, Mr. Waldholtz acknowledged committing several financial 

crimes that were substantially similar to bank fraud, one ~f the 

crimes to which he pleaded guilty. 

As W .  Waldholtz admitted at the 

Mr. Waldholtz admitted that he had: (1) knowingly written 

almost $39,000 in bad checks to his parents; (2) stolen a 

checkbook from his parents, made the check payable tQ himself in 

2Section 9 of the Plea Agreement between the united states and 
Mr. WalcPholtz provides Inif Mr. Waldholtz completely fulfills a l l  Of 
his obligations under this agreement, the United States will 
recommend that he receive the benefit of a 3-Level reduction in the 
sentencing guideline's offense level, based on acceptance of 
responsibility . . .I1 The Section also provides, however, that 
"the government reserves its right to modify its position regarding 
the recommendation11 if it receives previously unknown information 
that i s  relevant to the recommendation. 

The government submits that Mr. Waldholtz's commission of new 
crimes after entering his plea constitutes gQpreviously unknown 
information" that entitles the government to exercise its right to 
modify its recommendation regarding whether defendant s;hou%d 
receive credit for acceptance of responsibility. In addition, even 
if the if the government had not reserved that right, it would haVa 
retained the right to respond to defendant's arguments regarding 
the legal issues related to the impact of a defendant8s post-pl@a 
criminal offenses on the Court's dateminaticn of whether the 
defendant has accepted responsibility for the offenses to which he 
pleaded guilty. 
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the amount of $415, and then forged his father's signature to the 

check and cashed it; (3) knOWiHg1y written a bad check to an 

optical store; (4) fraudulently obtained and used Several 

different credit cards intended for use by his father and opened 

accounts in h i s  father's name without his father's knowledge or 

consent; (5) borrowed a credit card from a friend and then 

improperly used it; (6) stolen another credit card from the purse 

of the same friend and fraudulently used that card; and, (7) 

fraudulently rented an automobile and failed to return kt, 

forcing the rental company to repossess the car. 

those offenses, Mr. Waldholtz also admitted that he had: (1) 

begun using heroin and (2) used.his father's Drug Enforcement 

Administration number (his father is a dentist) to obtain Vdcodin 

tablets. 

In addition to 

Defendant contends that despite his c o m i i s s i ~ n  of those 

offenses since pleading guilty, he should still Peceive credit 

for acceptance of responsibility. The case law and Sentencing 

Guidelines are to the contrary. First, it is undisputed that the 

sentencing judge has great discretion in determining whether a 

defendant has accepted responsibility. 

Guidelines S 3El.l(a) provides: 

Application Mote 5 to the 

The sentencing judge is in a unique position to 
evaluate a defendant's acceptance of responsibility. 
For this reason, the determination of the sentencing 
judge is entitled to great deference on review. 

An appellate court will reverse the trial court's determination 

only if it is "clearly erroneous" and is without foundation. 

United States v. Morrison, 983 F.2d 730, 732 (6th cir. 1993) and 
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United States v, Thomas , 870 F.2d 267, 270 (5th Cir. 1989). 

It appears undisputed within the circuits that where, as 

here, the defendant engages in new criminal activity that is 

substantially similar to, or related to, that for which he has 

pleaded guilty, the sentencing court has discretion to refuse to 

grant a reduction for acceptance of responsibility. 

States v. McDonaldr 22 F.3d 139, 142-144 (7th Cir. 1994) and 

Morrison, s w r a  at 733-735. The only issue that is unresolved in 

some circuits is whether the sentencing court may refuse to grant 

a reduction in instances in which the new offense is completely 

unrelated to the previous one. The most common circumstance in 

which that question is raised occurs when a defendant who has 

pleaded guilty to a non-drug related offense uses illegal drugs 

while on release pending sentencing. In McDonald, the Seventh 

Circuit reviewed the relevant case law on that issue and noted 

that, 

United 

[tlhe First, Fifth and Eleventh Circuits hold that a 
defendant is not entitled to a reduction if he or she has 
used a controlled substance while on release pending 
sentencing. The Sixth Circuit [in Morrisa] disagrees. 

22 F.3d ab 142, citing United States v. 08Nei&, 936 F.2d 599 (1st 

Cir. 1991); United States v. Watkins, 911 F.2d 983 (5th Cir. 

1990); and, United States v. ScraaaiL s, 880 F.2d 1204 (11th Cir. 

19891, cert. denied, 494 U.S. 1083 (1990). 

The Seventh Circuit decided to follow the majority of the 

circuits and held that the sentencing court properly exercised 

its discretion when it denied credit for acceptance Qf 

responsibility to a defendant Who, after pleading guilty to 
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aiding 

United 

and abetting the counterfeiting of obligations of the 

States in violation e€ 18 U . S . C .  §S 4 7 1  and 472, 

repeatedly failed to submit urine samples and tested positive for 

the use of marijuana. McQonalq, sun= at 144. Thus the Seventh 

Circuit joined the First, Fifth and Eleventh Circuits in holding 

that the sentencing court may deny credit.for acceptance of 

responsibility to a defendant who commits any crime after 

pleading guilty and before being sentenced. 

In the instant matter, several of Mr. Waldholtz's new 

offenses, all of which he has admitted, are substantially similar 

to one or more of the offenses to which he pleaded guilty. 

Writing bad checks to h i s  parents and to an optical shop, 

fraudulently applying for and using credit cards in his father's 

name, stealing a check from his parents forging his father's 

signature, stealing and using a credit Card belong to a friend, 

borrowing and improperly using a credit card, and fraudulently 

renting and refusing to return a rental car all constitute crimes 

that are substantially similar to, or related to the offense of 

bank fraud to which Joseph Waldholtz pleaded guilty on June 5, 

1996. 

Under the law of every circuit that has considered the 

issue, therefore, a sentencing judge would have complete 

discretion to deny Waldholtz credit for acceptance of 

responsibility because he committed new crimes that were of the 

same nature as one of the offenses for which he pleaded guilty. 

In addition, by using heroin and Vicodin, and fraudulently 
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obtaining Vicodin from a pharmacy, Mr. walldholtz has engaged in 

new crimes that are different from the ones to which he pleaded 

guilty but which, under the rationale followed by the First, 

Fifth, Seventh and Eleventh Circuits, also demonstrate his 

failure to accept responsibility. The Court, therefore, has a 

strong basis for finding that Mr. Waldholtz has not accepted 

responsibility within the meaning of the Sentencing Guidelines. 

B. The False Statements arm& P i l h g  a FaXm Report 
Invobved Wore Than Minimal Plolnning and a Level 
Increase is warranted. 

Page g o  I 33. Defendant's contention that the offenses of 

making false statements (18 U.S.C. g 1001) and filing a false 

Federal Election Commission report (2 U.S.C. 5s 437g(d)(l)(A)) 

and 441) involved only minimal planning ignores the facts. Mr. 

Waldholtz, sometimes with the assistance of  Enid Greene, obtained 

26 different advances of cash totalling approximately $4.1 

million, from Enid Greene's father, Dunford Forrest Greene, 

during 1994 and 1995, which Mr. Waldholtz deposited into accounts 

in h i s  name or joint accounts that he held with his wife. 

Waldholtz, over a period of many months, contributed about $1.8 

million of that amount directly to Enid Greenels 1994 

Congressional campaign . 3  

Mr. 

Contrary ta defendantas assertion, he did not make a single, 

%id Greene has publicly contended that she was unaware that 
Waldholtz was contributing funds that could be considered loans or 
gifts from her father or othe~wise violating FEC regulations. On 
October 31, 1996, the government announced that it had declined 
prosecution of Rep. Greene for all matters related to her 1992 and 
1994 Congressional campaigns and her 1993 federal tax return. 
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lump sum contribution of $1.8 million. Instead, he made more 

than 20 separate transfers of funds from the Waldholtz/Greene 

accounts to Greene's 1994 campaign cornittee, which was in the 

name "Enid 194,11 and failed to report the source of those funds 

accurately to the FEC. In addition, Nr. Waldholtz made several 

cash contributions to the campaign with funds provided by Mr. 

Greene and failed to report those contributions.' 

Moreover, Mr. Waldholtz's improper reporting of the 

contributions was not limited ta the 1994 Year End Report. That 

Report not only contained concealment and misreporting of n@w 

contributions, it also repeated and incorporated reporting 

violations that Mr. Waldholtz had made in the Enid '94 (1) 

Twelfth Day Report preceding General Election and (2) Thirtieth 

Day Report fallowing General Election. Thus, the Year End Report 

included and repeated misrepresentations and false statements 

that Mr. Waldholtz had made in two previous reports that ha 

signed and filed with the FEC. 

In addition, Mr. Waldholtz filed at least six other FEC 

reports for 1994 that contained false information. Those reparts 

'On March 8, 1996, Rep. Greene filed a lengthy complaint With 
the FEC alleging that M r .  Waldholtz is guilty of 858 violations of 
the Federal Electian Campaign Act based on his actions regarding 
her 1992, 1994 and 1996 campaign committees. Even if that total is 
substantially inflated by considering a single action to constitute 
as many as five violations, the complaint does document in great 
detail the evidence against Mr. WaldhQBta for civil PEC 
infractions. The great majority of those alleged violations stem 
from Mr. Waldholtz's actions during the 1994 campaign, to which he 
has pleaded guilty. Regardless of the precise total of Mr. 
Waldholtz's FEC infractions, it is clear from the sheer number and 
magnitude of the offenses that they involved more than minimal 
planning. 
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include the Enid ' 9 4  

Day Report preceding 

(1) April 15 Quarterly Report, (2) Twelfth 

Utah Republican Convention, (3) July 15 

Quarterly Report, (4) Amendment to July 15 Quarterly Report, (5) 

October 15 Quarterly Report, and (6) Amendment to October 15 

Quarterly Report. Mr. Waldholtz had to design and coordinate 

carefully his false reporting to the FEC and there can be no 

doubt that he engaged in more than minimal planning. 

e. Xr. Waldholtzos Actions Affecteb tbtr Outcome 
o f  the 1994 Congressional Elgetion. 

Paae 19. ¶ 103. Although it is always impossible to 

state with absolute certainty whether particular actions changed 

the outcome of an election, it is widely accepted within the 

Second Congressional District of Utah that the substantial 

illegal and unreported contributions that Joseph Waldholtz made 

to Enid Greene's campaign with her father's money enabled Rep. 

Greene to win the election. Rep. Gr@ene has acknowledged as much 

herself. During a five hour news conference that she held after 

it was revealed that her father's money had financed her 

campaign, Rep. Greene stated, eqJtlhere8s no WBV to return an 

election. I wish there were." Salt Lake City Tribune, Dac. 17, 

1995 at p. A-1 (emphasis added). She also publicly apologized to 

her 1994 opponents, Democrat Karen Shepherd amd Independent 

Merrill Cook, for using tainted money and to her constituents far 

"creating a circusq1 in the campaign. Salt Lake City -, De@. 

12, 1995 at p. A-1 .  She added, 8 7 [ y ] o u  can't give an election 

back." s. Mr. Waldholtz ha5 also admitted to the Probation 
Officer that his actions enabled his then-wife to win the 
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election. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the candidates that Rep. Greene 

defeated in 1994 agree with her that the illegal contributions 

caused Greene to win the election. Speaking for Shepherd and the 

Utah Democratic Party, party executive Todd Taylor stated, 

I'm not saying her [Enid Greene's] message didn't have 
something to do with it, but I firmly believe that it was a 
stolen election. To go from last place to first place in a 
month had to be a function of money. 

Salt Lake City Tribune, Dec. 17, 1995 at p. A-1. Aceording to 

the Tribune, Independent candidate Merrill Cook claims that he 

would have beaten Greene and Shepherd %ad it not been for Enid's 

last minute infusion of cash.Io Salt Lake City Tribune, March 14, 

1996 at p. B-1. 

The campaign spending by Enid '94 was a key issue before the 

November 1994 ganeral election, with many questioning where the 

campaign was getting its money. During the campaign, Greene 

stated she and Joseph Waldholtz had been forced by the Shepherd 

and Cook campaigns to make a l@considerable parsanal investmentt9 

in the campaign.18 Salt Lake City Tribune, October 18, 1994 at 

p.  A-1. Responding to inquires regarding the source of 

contributions to Enid ' 9 4 ,  one of GreeneOs campaign 

representatives stated, l l [ i ] t ' ~  family money. It's Joe and 

Enid's. End of story.'I as Cook, who himself is weallthy and 
spent nearly $600,000 of his own money on the 9994 campaign 

stated shortly before the 1994 election, llI1rn honest enough to 

say Enid ha5 out-Merrill Cosked Herrill Cook -- by a mile.11 Salt 
Lake City Tribune, October 18, 1996 at p. A-1. Cook added that 

9 



although he had earned his money, Greene's had come from a merger 

of marriage. s. Had the true source of the illegal canpaign 
contributions been revealed before the election, the outcome of 

the election might have been different. 

Voter polls conducted at various times before the 1994 

election confirm that Greene's support began to increase at the 

same time that her campaign began purchasing large amounts of 

television advertisements. In early October of 1994, a Salt Lake 

City Tribune poll found that 36% of the voters planned to vote 

for Shepherd with Waldholtz (Greene) and Cook each drawing 26% of 

the vote. Salt Lake City Tribune, October 22, 1994 at p. B-1. 

The poll also found that Waldholtz had gained 5 points since the 

previous poll. u. 
OA the Sunday before the Tuesday election, the Tribune 

reported, 

Propelled by an advertising avalanche made possible by 
some $2 million of mostly personal money, Republican 
Enid Greene Waldholtz broke her ideological logjam with 
Independent Pierhill Cook and is in a political death 
grip with Democrat Karen Shepherd, a survey for The 
Salt Lake City Tribune of 1,436 likely voters for the 
2nd Congressional District indicates. 

The final week canvass of the district by Valley 
Research, The Tr ibune's independent pollster, showed 
Waldholtz and incumbent Shepherd dead even at 32 
percent as of Saturday afternoon . . . Cook is left in 
third place with 21 percent of the straw vote . . . 
. . .  
Shepherd had enjoyecl a lead of 8 to 10 points until 
mid-October, according to earlier Tribune polls. 
Waldholtz's money began to talk via voluminous 30- and 
60- second sound bites in the latter days of the race, 
howev@r, and portions of cook's followers and would-be 
supporters from the undecided column, most of whom have 
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Republican 
27 percent 
instance. 

I,eanings, appear to have listened. Cook had 
taf the respondents in an Oct. 1 poll, fer 
hmatever the size of Cook's defections, _. - 

Waldholtz is the beneficiary on a 2-to-1 basis over 
Shepherd, s a i d  Sally Christensen, manager of Valley 
Research of Salt Lake City. 

Salt Lake City Tribune, October 22, 1994, at p. B-1. 

Greene ultimately wan the 1994 election with 46 perc@nt of 

the vote. Shepherd received 36 percent and Cook garnered 18 

percent of the vote total. Conares sional Ouarterlv's Politics in 

America -- 1996, Congressional Quarterly Publications (19951, p. 
1339. Greene received 18,596 more votes than Shepherd in 11994. 

- Id. In 1992, Shepherd received 51 percent of the vote, Graene 

received 47 percent and an independent candidate got twa percent. 

L, 
Congressional Quarterly Publications (1993) , p. 1549. In 1992 , 
Shepherd received 9,431 more votes than Greene. u. 

D. .Other Factual Issues 

1. Whether Waldhelee*s Daughter is h i s  Dependant 

Pase 2. The government does not dispute Mr. 

Waldholtz's statement that he considers his daughter, Elizabeth, 

to be his dependent, but does not know whether she is a 

"dependent8t as that term is defined by the Probation O f f i c e .  

2. 

Pase 4, ¶ 6. The government agrees that Hr. Waldholtz 

~st tes  ob Marriage and 1 6 1 0 ~ ~ 1 %  ~urehass 

and Rep. Greene were married on August 7, 1993 and that they 

purchased their home on South Benecia Drive in Salt Lake City, 

Utah, before they were married. 
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3. ahether Rap. Greene malaw Tax XnEomatisPr was False 

Pese 4 .  B 7. Mr. Waldhaltz pleaded guilty to Assisting 

in Filing a Fraudulent 'Tax Return, in violation of 26 U.S.C. 5 

7206(2), for providing Enid Greene false information that she 

used on her 1993 federal tax return. Under that section, it is 

not necessary for the government to establish whether the person 

who filed the return (Rep. Greene) knew that the information was 

false, as long as the person who provided the false information 

(Mr. Waldholtz) knew that it would be used in the return. 

Whether or not Rep. Greene knew that the information was false, 

therefore, Mr. Waldholtz is equally culpable. In this regard, it 

should be noted that the government has declined criminal 

prosecution of Rep. Greene for her actions regarding the 1993 tax 

return. 

Accordingly, it is not necessary for the Court t.0 make a 

determination on Rep. Greenets level of awareness. Consistent 

with Fed. R. Crim. P. 3 2 ( c ) ( l ) ,  the Court may simply make a 

determination that no finding on Rep. Greene's culpability is 

necessary because it will not take Rep. Greene's actions 

regarding the 1993 return into account when it sentences Mr. 

Waldholtz and that her actions will not affect the sentence. 

4. Who Made Decision that Careen@ Waould Run in 1994 

Pase 7. (I 18. The government,takes no position on how 

the decision that Enid Green would run €or Congress in 1994 was 

made. Again, consistent w i t h  Fed. W. Crim. P. 3 Z ( c )  (11, the 

Court may make a determination that no finding on this mattes is 

19'  
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required because the Court will not take the matter into.account 

when it sentences Mr. Waldholtz and that the disputed matter will 

not affect the sentence. 

5 .  FEC Reports F i l e d  Bafore Waldholtz loved to Utah 

Paae 3.0. B 54. The government agrees that FEC reports 

for Enid. Greene's 1992 campaign that were filed before Joseph 

Waldholtz moved to Utah contained errors and that Waldholtz filed 

erroneous reports for the 1992 campaign after be moved to the 

state. The government takes no position on whether the false 

reports were filed with Greene's *'full knowledge andl 

acquiescence." Again, consistent with Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(c) (I), 

the Court may make a determination that no finding on this matter 

is required. 

6 .  Rap- GraeSle D i d  NQt w&+hhOl& DB62WCZintS @8&.ldhOlkZ 
Needed t o  File aa lsccsunting of H i s  GraaWiotha~~s 
E5 fa, te 

Paae 13, ¶ 65. The government disputes 

Waldholtzls contention that he did not file an accounting of the 

estate of his grandmother, Rebecca Levenson, because Ms. Greene's 

attorneys had the requested documents and would not return them. 

Waldholtz made a similar claim regarding the government, and 

neither has merit. After Sudge Kelly held Waldholtz in contempt 

in Pittsburgh, Waldholtz's attorney telephoned undersigned 

government counsel and told him that Waldlholtz hadl tolei the 

attorney that the government had all the documents related to the 

Levenson estate. 

13 



Government counsel informed the attorney, and now informs 

the Court, that the government has never had any documents 

related to the estate of Rebecca Levenson. In addition, the 

government informs the Court that Enid Greene's attorneys have 

provided the government with full access to documents within 

Greene's possession and control and the government has no reason 

to believe that Creene's counsel withheld any documents from it. 

The government has carefully reviewed those documents and has not 

Pound any that relate to the Levenson estate. 

7 .  Additional Personal Issues 

Pacre 14. Q 66. The government takes no position on 

whether Mr. Waldholtz loved, or continues to love, his former 

wife. The government agrees with defense counsel that Rep. 

Greene receives financial assistance from her parats and notes 

that until January of 1996, she will contimue to receive her 

Congressional salary. The government agrees with defense counsel 

that Rep. Greene was the one who decided to sell her home on 

South Benecia Drive. The government further agrees that Forrest 

Greene has sued Waldholtz €or $ 4.1 million and informs the Court 

that Mr- Greene received a default judgment against Waldholtz. 

The government has seen no evidence, however, that Waldholtz has 

the assets needed to pay the judgment. 

The government submits that, as discussed above, the Court 

need not resolve any of the issues raised by defendant regarding 

this paragraph and, consistent with Fed. R. Crim. P. 3 2 ( c ) ( 1 ) ,  

the Court may make a determination that no finding on these 
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matters is required. 

8 .  The bov~irm~ent f a l e a  NO Posikioa 
on an Upward Departure Basad on Waldholtz's 
Conduct While on R&l@ase. 

Pase 18. ¶ 1 02. The government takes no position on 

whether an upward departure is warranted because of Mr. 

Waldholtzls conduct on release. The government also notes that 

in the final sentence of Section 8 of the plea agreement it 

stated that it would not seek an upward departure. There is a 

strong argument that the United States is no longer bound by that 

sentence because Section 10 of the Plea Agreement provides that 

the government may consider the agreement to be breached if the 

defendant commits new crimes after pleading guilty and before 

being sentenced. The United States will, howev@r, continue to 

act as i f  it is bound by the Plea Agreement and is not requesting 

an upward departure. 

The government has informed defendant's counsel, A. J. 

Kramer, of its position. Based on conversations with Mr. Kramer, 

undersigned counsel believes that both sides recognize that the 

court may sua sponte determine that an upward departure is 

warranted. The Court announced that it was considering an upward 

departure in its letter to counsel of October 22, 1996. 

11. The Court Should Benteace Joseph Walbholtz 
t o  tbe  Maximum Term Pemis8ible 
under the Applicable Guideline  ang get 

A. PQtPoduction 

Through 

commit three 

his actions, Joseph Waldhaltz has done more than 

serious felonies and one misdemeanor, although that 
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is bad enough. As discussed above, by his illegal acts, Mr. 

Waldholtz stole a federal election.' Mr. Waldholtz defrauded 

the residents of Utah's Second Congressional District and, by 

extension, a l l  the citizens of the United States who are affected 

by the House of Representatives. The Court should sentence Mr. 

WaldhoPtz to the maximum term permitted within the applicable 

Guideline range. 

The Presentence Report concludes that Mr. Waldholtz is at an 

offense level of 18, which means that the Court may sentence him 

to incarceration €or 27 to 33 months. The government urges the 

court to impose a sentence of 33  months if it determines that the 

Guideline range is appropriate. As discussed above, the 

government submits that the offense level of 18 was correctly 

calculated. If the Court should determine that the offense level 

should be reduced, however, then it should sentence the defendant 

to the maximum amount permitted under the new Guideline range. 

If the Court should grant an upward departure, the governmient has 

no recommendation on the appropriate sentence within the new 

Guideline range. 

B. Defendant Has DamcnetrafeU EL Contempt for the Law1 

Joseph Waldholtz is a con artist whose continued pattern o f  

The Court fraud and deceit has assumed pathological dimensions. 

is aware of the facts behind the four crimes to EJhich Mr. 

Waldholtz pleaded guilty, which are accurately set forth in the 

'For the purposes of sentencing defendant Wahdholtz it is 
immaterial whether the beneficiary of his actions, Enid Greene, was 
completely unaware of his actions or a knowing participant. 
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presentence Report and Plea Agreement, and the government will 

not elaborate them further. Those f i l C t S ,  however, do not fully 

convey Mr. Waldholtz's persistent UnWihlingneSS -- or inability - 
- to tell the complete truth or to conform his conduct to the 
law. 

guilty, and by trying to avoid coming to Court for his revocation 

hearing, the defendant has demonstrated that he does not take 

either the  judicial system or the criminal laws seriously. 

By committing so many additional offenses after pleading 

The United States entered into a plea agreement with Mr. 

Waldholtz because it believed that the agreement, which required 

defendant to plead guilty to felonies in three different 

substantive areas and to a misdemeanor, represented a fair 

disposition of the charges against him. Wad the government taken 

the case to trial, and had the jury CORViCtecli Waldholtz of a11 

counts in the indictment, Waldholtz would faced a prison sentence 

that was less than a year longer than the one he faced upon 

entering the plea agreement. The plea agreement did  not provide 

Waldholtz with any special treatment but, instead, was similar to 

the plea agreements that the United States routinely enters with 

defendants who choose to plead guilty and avoid trial. 

In addition, although the plea agreement provided that if 

Waldholtz substantially assisted in the government's 

investigation, the United States Attorney could recommend thmt he 

receive a downward departure pursuant to Guidelines Section 

5Kl.1, the government informed defense counsel that, barring same 

unanticipated information from Mr. Waldholte, it was not likely 
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that the government would recommend a downward departure. 

government was never under the illusion that Hr* Waldholtz could 

be trusted completely and never relied on any information that he 

provided unless it could be corroborated by independent evidence. 

The government did expect, however, that Mr. Waldholtz would show 

sufficient respect for the legal system, and for his own well- 

being, that he would refrain from committing new crim@s during 

the three and half months between his guilty plea and his 

sentencing. 

The 

Government counsel were surprised that M r .  Waldheltz 

committed so many new offenses during a time when he should have 

been on his best behavior. Those actions demonstrate his utter 

disregard for the law and his belief that he can manipulate any 

person or entity to his awn benefit. Mr. Waldholtz evidently 

also believes that he can cheat and manipulate his family and 

friends with impunity because they will not bring charges against 

him. Even though Mr. Waldholtz's efforts at manipulation are 

often almost completely transparent, the persistence of the 

efforts demonstrates a complete lack of remorse and further 

affirms the need to sentence him to the maximum term under the 

applicable Guidelime range. 

C .  The Court Should Not R@conannesnd ~~~~A~~~~ for ~~~~~~~~ 

i n  aa Xnteasive Cenf inmerat center (reXCC'e) e 

1. Overview of Icc ~ ~ o g j r  

Intensive Confinement Centers are an outgrowth of the 

"Shock Incarceration Program", 18 U . S . C .  S 4046, which was 

enacted by Congress in 1990 following extensive hearings and 
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discussions of state '#boot campas programs. The statute provides: 

The Bureau of Prisons may place in a shock 
incarceration program any person who is sentenced to a 
term of imprisonment of mere than 12, but.not more than 
30, months, Lf such person consents to that placement. 

58 U.S.C. S 4046(a). The statute defines the shock incarceration 

program as a highly regimented schedule" of 

discipline, physical training, hard labor" drill, and ceremony 

characteristic of military basic *training,8a combined with 

"appropriate job training, and-educational programs (including 

literacy programs) and drug, alcohol, and other counseling 

programs.n (18 U . S . C .  0 4046(b) (1) and (2)). 

An inmate who completes the programs 

shall remain in the custoay of the Bureau [of Prisons] 
for such period (not to exceed the remainder of the 
prison term otherwise required by law to be served by 
that inmate) and under such conditions, as the Bureau 
deems appropriate. 

18 U.S.C. S 4046(c). In practice, the Bureau has interpreted 

this subsection to giv@ it authority to release inmates from 

custody before the expiration of their sentences and to place 

them in half-way houses or home confinement earlier than Bureau 

regulations otherwise permit. ~ e e  Bureau of Prisons, a~erations 

Memorandum 249-93. 

2. An inmate in the XCC pregrm may be ~eleassB i n to  
the comaunity a year and half eradklier than m9 
and have his seatenea reduocerd withouf addlieianal 
input drom the Court. 

For an inmate, therefore, entry into an I C C  has substantial 

benefits. An inmate who complete six months of 88boot camp" at an 

ICC is immediately eligible to be placed in a half-way house and 
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may soon have his sentence reduced by the Bureau of Prisons 

without any additional input from the Court. Ordinarily, inmates 

are not eligible to enter a half-way house until they have served 

all but six months of their sentence. An inmate who enters an 

ICC immediately after being sentenced to 38 months of 

incarceration, for example, may be released to a half-way house 

six months later, with 24 months still remaining on his sentence. 

Such an inmate would enter the half-way house at least 18 aonths 

earlier than he would have had he not been placed in an ICC. 

Moreover, the Bureau of Prisons has complete discretion to 

release the inmate from its custody entirely. 

then the Bureau of Prisons is effectively reducing the iamate's 

sentence without any further input from the Court. The 

government submits that Mr. Waldholtz should not be given an 

opportunity to manipulate the Bureau of Prisons in that manner. 

Ef it does sa, 

3 .  The ICC Program is Net Xn+ended Fox 33 Year Q I W ,  
College-EducatsB whit@ Collar crimiaala 
Serious Psychological Problems. 

At the Congressional hearings on the shock incarceration 

program, there was testimony that "most [state shock 

incarceration programs] are limited to persons under a certain 

age, no older than earlv twenties, in order to have young, 

impressionable inmates in the program.s' House of 

Representatives, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Crime sf 

the Committee on the Judiciary; 1 O l s t  Congress, Second Sess., 

Serial No. 149, March 21 and 29, May 24, 1990, p. 178 (emphasis 
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added).6 Certainly, the state programs after which the federal 

program was modeled are net intended for persons like Mr. 

Waldholtz who are neither in their early twenties nor 

impressionable. 

Although there is some reason to believe that Hr. Waldholtz 

would benefit from a program of strict discipline and 

regimentation, the ICC program is not intended for persons like 

the defendant. Mr. Waldholtz has a college education and does 

not need literacy or educational training. In addition, although 

Mr. Waldholtz has used illegal drugs, drug usage is not a major 

cause of his criminal activity. #oreover, the IC6 program Would 

not provide Mr. Waldholtz with the mental health treatment that 

he so clearly appears to need. The psychological assessments 

submitted by Mr. Waldholtz's counsel do not excuse his actions or 

support mitigation of his sentence, but they do indicate that Nr. 

Waldholtz needs a more personalized and psychologically baseci 

treatment regimen than the IC6 program provides. 

The government reCOm.ePlds against permitting Mr. Waldholtz 

to enter the ICC program because it would substantially reduce 

kongress carefully examined state shock incarceration 
programs and considered testimony by many state prison officials, 
experts in behavior and correctional institution and other before 
enacting 18 U.S.C. 4046. Hearings cited above and 
Role in Promotins and Usina snecial Incakcerat ion, Hearings befwre 
the Subcommittee on oversight of  Governmnt Management of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. Senate Hearing 101-722. United 
States Senate, ioist Congress, Second Sess. January 29 and March 1, 

Hearing before the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. United States House of 
Representatives. lOlst Congress, First Sess. Serial No. 27. 
September 14, 1989. 

1990 ("Senate Hearings") ; and Sentencina ODtion Act of  19 89 I 
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the length of h i s  sentence. 

profile of persons who would benefit from the program. X i  Mr. 

Waldholtz were admitted into the I C C  program, ha would use the 

l f r .  Waldholtz does not fit the 

program to avoid confronting his underlying psychological 

problems and, once again, manipulate the system -- this t i m e  to 

get out of prison early. 

IIX. COHCLVBION 

The Court should sentence defendant Waldholtz to the maximum 

sentence permitted under the applicable Guideline range and 

should not recommend him for placement in an Intensive 

Confinement Center. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ERIC H. HOLDER, JR. 
United States Attorney 

By : 

D.C. Bar Number 252486 
555 Fourth Street, H . W . ,  Room 5100 
WashiRgton, DC 20001 
( 2 0 2 )  514-8316 

22 



I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was sent by 
tele-facsimile and first class mail, postage prepaid mail to 
counsel for Joseph Waldholtzp A. J. Kramer; Federal Public 
Defender, 625 lnaiansl Avenue, N.W.; Suite 550; Washington, D.C., 
20004, t h i s  fourth day OP November, 1996. 

kSsi&ant u;S. Attorney 
D.C. Bar Number 252486 
555 Fourth Street, N.W., Room 5100 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 514-8316 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF CQEUhSELPA 

Criminal Action No. Plaintiff, 

V. 

JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ, 

Defendant. 

The Court has received the written objections of defendant to the Presentence Repon and 

the government’s response. Having afforded counsel an opportunity for argument at a hearing 

held on November 7,1996, the Court has determined that certain controverted matters are not 

relevant to its determination and thus will not be taken into account in, and will not affect, 

sentencing. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(c)( 1) (1996). In making its sentencing decision, the Corn 

has not considered the following matters that appear to be disputed: (1) whether Enid Greene 

(hereinafter “Greene”) insisted on running for election in 1994; (2) whether false Federal 

Election Commission reports were filed with Greene’s knowledge or consent; (3) whether 

defendant’s failure to supply a Pennsylvania court with documents relating to his grandmother’s 

estate was caused by Greene’s withholding of the documents; (4) whether defendant depleted his 

grandmother’s estate before or after his marriage to Greene; (5) whether 6reene cwently 

receives financial assistance from her parents; and (6) whether defendant once loved or continues 

to Iove Greene. 

At the November 7,1996, hearing, the pmies a p e d  that three amendments should be 



made to the Presentence Report. Accordingly, Page 5, 7, line 2, shall red:  Representative 

Greene stated that he falsely informed her that he had some securities, M.L. Lee Acqwisitim, in 

which he lost a considerable amount of money. Page 14, f 66, line 1, shall be changed from 

August 2, 1993, to August 7, 1993. Page 14,¶ 66, line 18, shall r ed :  Because of him, she 

asserts she is broke, ruined, and a single parent. 

The Court finds that defendant's continuing criminal conduct after his guilty pleas is 

incompatible with acceptance of responsibility. See U.S. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 

fj 3El.1, comment, n.3 (1995); V ,22 F.3d 139, 144 (7th Cir. 1994); 

~ 912 F.2d s v .  0 ' N d ,  936 F.2d 599,600 (1st Cir. 1991); 

344,346 (9th Cir. 1990); 

-, 880 F.2d 1204,1216 (11th Cir. 1989). Many ofthese offenses, including 

W iveu, 893 F.2d 156, 159 (8th Cir. 1990); 

uttering, misappropriation of checks, and fraudulent use of a credit card, are similar to the bank 

fraud to which he pleaded guilty. See * ,983 F.2d 730,734 (6th Cir. 

1993). By continuing to engage in criminal acts of the same name as one of the offenses to 

which he pleaded guilty, defendant has demonstrated that he does not accept responsibility for 

the crimes in this case. The Court finds that a reduction in the offense level for acceptance of 

responsibility is not warranted. 

The Court finds that defendant's conduct with respect to Counts I and I I  ofthe c r b i n d  

information filed in criminal action 96-1 85 required more than minimal planning. Defendant 

obtained more than 26 different advances, totaling $4.1 million, from Greene's father. He 

deposited these funds into one of two bank accounts: an account held in his name or a joint 

account held with his wife. He subsequently made 20 transfers, totaling $1.8 million, over a 

2 



I 
I 
i 

period of months to Greene’s 1994 campaign committee. Defendant failed to xeport these and 

other campaign contributions in the Enid ‘94 Twelfth Day Report preceding ohe election and the 

Thirtieth Day Report following the general election. He subsequently incorporated the omissions 

and false statements in these two reports hFo the Year End Report. The sophistication of 

defendant’s scheme, combined with his repeated acts over a period of t h e ,  demonstrates careful 

planning and execution. See U.S. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 5 1B1 .I,  comment, n.l(f) 

( 1995). The Court finds that a two level enhancement for more than minimal planning is 

warranted. See U.S. SENTENCING GU~DELINES MANUAL Q 2Fl.l(b)(2)(A) (1995). 

In addition, the Court has determined that the total offense level should be adjusted 

upward to account for defendant’s continuing criminal activity while on release. Under 

18 U.S.C. 5 3553@), a sentencing court may impose a sentence outside the applicable guideline 

range if “there exists an aggravating or mitigating circumstance of a kind, or to a degree, not 

adequately taken into consideration by the Sentencing Commission.” 18 U.S.C. Q 3553@) 

(1994); U.S. SENTENCMG GUIDELINES MANUAL Q 5K2.0 (1995). Such aggravating 

circumstances are present here. 

The Court of Appeals for this Circuit has held that post-offense misconduct i s  a groper 

basis for an upward d e p w e  in offense level if it shows extensive criminal involvement. Sajj 

-, V 28 F.3d 1236,1242 (D.C. Cir. 1994). Defendant admined at a September 26,1996, 

hearing that he had committed numerous offenses during the four month period of his release 

pending sentencing. Among other things, defendant forged a prescription, misappropriated 

check from his father, wrote an unauthorized check for $4 15 on his father’s account, wrote more 

than $1 8,000 in checks for which there were insufficient funds, misappropriated a credit cmd 
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from his father, misappropriated a credit card fkom a fiend, and made unauthorized purchases 

with the two misappropriated credit cards. In other words, after his release, defendant 

perpetrated h u d  upon his family and fiiends and continued his practice of writing checks for 

which there were no fimds on deposit. Although this case does not fit squareiy into the enhanced 

penalty provided for under Section 291.7 for commission and convictiosn of a federal crime while 

on release, the underlying purpose of that section applies here: the &position of an enhanced 

penalty for criminal conduct while on release. See U.S. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 

§ 291.7 (1995). Because defendant's post-release conduct is not adequately taken into 

consideration by the Sentencing Commission, the Court will impose a three offense level upward 

departure. §ee- ' ', 28 F.3d at 1242 (finding that a three level departure was 

reasonable because it was the same level of departure recommended by tj 291.7). 
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The Federal Election Commission has launched an investigation into Enid Greene's I991 
congressional campaign, and the admitted $1.8 million illegally funneled into her victorious election. 

Three former campaign aides to the one-term Republican congresswoman from Salt Lake City 
confirmed to The Salt Lake Tribune that they have been interviewed by FEC investigators. 

Greene. who recently moved back to Salt Lake City from Washington. D.C.. said Tuesday she was 
aware of the probe -- and welcomed it. 

"I'm talking with the FEC. We talk with them whenever they make a request," she said. "I'd like 
to get this resolved once and for all." 

Unlike the previous FBI and Justice Department probe into the tangled cash and political intrigue 
of Greene and her ex-husband. Joe Waldholtz. the FEC investigation carries no threat of criminal 
prosecution. That earlier case ended in Waldholrz going to to prison for bank. election and lax fraud. 
Greene was cleared of crimes. 

But millions of dollars in fines could be at stake in the FEC case. 
"Knowing and willhl" campaign-finance violations canry civil penalties up to double the amount 

involved -- in this case $1.8 million. 
The source of the cash illegally poured into Greene's victorious 1994 election was the candidate's 

father -- retired stock broker D. Forrest Greene. A relative. like any other individual. is allowed to 
contribute a maximum of $3,000 per election cycle. 

Throughout the 1994 campaign and for most of 1995, Greene maintained the money legally went 
into the campaign from the sale of a money-market account that belonged to her. A candidate is 
allowed to spend unlimited amounts of personal wealth on elections. 

Finally, in a marathon five-hour December 1995 tell-all news conference. she acknowledged the 
money came from her father. And she claimed Joe -- posing as a millionaire whose funds were 
temporarily tied up -- tricked her father into loaning him $4 million. About half of that went into the 
campaign. 

FEC spokesman Ian Stirton said he could neither confirm nor deny the long-awaited probe because 
of confidentiality restrictions. 

But representatives from the FEC's office of general counsel recently have contacted at least three 
former campaign workers in connection with the ongoing probe. 

Former Greene campaign manager and one-time congressional aide David Harmer said he was 
interviewed for about four hours on consecutive days just two weeks ago. 

Another ex-campaign manager, Kaylin Loveland, was questioned about a month ago, and former 
Greene political consultant Peter Valcarce was interviewed in mid-August. 

None of the three would talk about specific issues covered, citing confidentiality provisions. They 
did say the interviews were wide-ranging, and that many questions covered familiar territory, 
reminiscent of the earlier Justice Department case, which included an intensive grand jury 
investigation. 

1996 accusing former husband and one-time campaign treasurer Waldholtz of 858 violations of 
election law. 

ns Investigation 

Greene pointed out the FEC investigation may be connected to the complaint she filed in March 

http://archive I .sltri b.com/cgi-bin/om~isapi.dIl?clientI13=789&FROM=O9%2f30%2f97&FULLT~~~~~~A~ 
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Stirton confirmed that c aint still is open. But he refused to c 
initiated its own probe to look at a wider cast of potential wrongdoers, including Greene or her father. 

However, there are indications the investigation is a new one and not limited to allegations and 
issues raised in Greene's complaint. 

Loveland said she had been questioned in connection With that matter much earlier. She said she 
felt free to talk about that because she was listed as a party, along with Waldholtz. 

But Loveland declined to discuss the more recent interview session -- except to confirm that it 
occurred. 

"It was just an interview with the FEC and 1 can't ra l ly  tell you what the subject of it was." she 
said. adding she was following the instructions of agency oficjals. 

Greene said she did not know how the investigation is "structured" and whether it includes or is 
separate from the complaint she filed in early 1996. 

The only thing certain, she added. was that "they're looking at the 1994 campaign." 
Greene also ran €or Congress in 1992. but narrowly lost to Democrat Karen Shepherd. who Greenc 

then returned to defeat two years later. There have been questions about the financing of that 
campaign because Greene used proceeds from the sale o f a  house to her parents. although count? 
records indicate the transaction was not finalized until after the election. 

The former congresswoman. who is exploring "a variety" of employment options in Utah. said she 
is confident the current probe will end as did the first one -- laying all culpability at the feet of 
Waldholtz. 

"The Justice Department after a year's extensive investigation discovered it all went back to Joe. 
I'm sure the FEC will find the same thing," Greene said. 

She said there "shouldn't be any risk" of fines against her or her father. 
"There have been cases where there have been rogue treasurers who have used the campaigns for 

their own purposes and in each of those instances. the treasurer has been fined but the candidate and 
the campaign have not been," she said. 

Waldholtz already faces a $4 million civil judgment in 3rd District Court for lying to 14. Forrest 
Greene to obtain loans from him. Waldholtz. who remains in federal prison and is purportedly broke. 
has paid just $20.000 against that year-old debt. 

Greene said her ex-husband's ability to pay any judgment or FEC fines is beside the point. "What 
he did needs to be acknowledged." she said. 

ent on whether the FEC has 

http://archive 1 . s l t r i b . c o m / c g i - b i n / o m ~ i s a p i . d l l ? c l i e n t ~ ~ = 7 8 9 & F R ~ M = 0 9 % 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 7 ~ F U L ~ T ~  

-.--.....- -lll_ 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DXSTRICT OF COLUHBIA 

LTNITED STATES OF AMERICA Docket No. CR 96-0143 
Docket No. CR 96-0185 

Washingtom, D. C .  

9:45 a.m. 

VS . 
JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, November 7, 1996 

Defendant 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
VOLUME 1-B 

PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT OF SENTENCING PROCEEDINGS 
BEFORE THE HONORABLE N O W  HOLLOWAY JOHNSON 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Government: 

F o r  the Defendant: 

Official Court Reporter: 

CRAIG ISCOE, AUSA 
U. S. Attorney’s office 
555 4th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20001 

Federal Public Defender 
625 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C .  20004 

A. J. K W E R ,  ESQUIRE 

( E X C E R P T )  

GORDON A. SLODYSKO 
4806-A U. S. Courthouse 
Washington, D. C. 20cJOI 
(202) 273-0404 

computer-Aided Transcription of Stenographic N o t e D  

- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  

23 

24 

2 5  

1B-2 

(EXCERPT) 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you, Your Honor, for allowing me 

the opportunity to address this Court. 

Yesterday, a5 I was reading a newspaper, I came across 

an Associated Press story of a p@rson who graduated from College 

and cheated on an exam. And this gnawed away at her and she 

made it public, and she said something that I think very much 

applies to me: Once you cheat, then you have to cover it with a 

lie. And that*s precisely what I have done. She said, in t h a t  

process, you deceive all the people into thinking you are 

something you are not. 

She ended it by saying something that a friend of mine said to 

me, a good friend from Pittsburgh, s0me months ago: The truth 

really does set you free. 

in the past six weeks. 

And thatPs something that I've done. 

And 1 have found that to be the case 

This past year has been a nightmare for SO many 

people: my family, my friends, my former wife, and her faanily. 

To them, I would like to express my deepest regret and ~QrkrrW 

for my actions. My behavior was deplorable. And I alone arm: 

responsible. I did commit crimes against the United States. Et 

is my responsibility, and my responsibility alone. These- 

actions go against everything that X was taught and everything 

that 1 thought I believed in. 

I became active in politics because I revet?@ this 

nation. To have violated its laws and hurt the people I love, 



8 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

3.0 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

EB-3 

in addition to causing a scandal for the l Q % t h  Congress that H 

cared so much about, is something that  will haunt m@ the rest of 

the days of my life. 

Mr. Kramer has stated some family history that, while 

true, does not take blame away from me. I am thankful, Your 

Honor, for the treatment that I have received. Both diseases 

are under control because of this treatment. It's up to me from 

here, and I do want to stay well. 

I want to pay whatever debt t~ society is appropriate 

in the opinion of this Court. In the days that follow, I l o o k  

forward to having the chance to earn back the opportunities and 

responsibilities that have always gone hand-in-hand with 

citizenship in a free society. 

I know that I must suffer the consequences of my actions. 

accept that honestly and wholeheartedly. 

begin the painful, but rewarding, process of rebabili,tation. 

Having failed to be responsible, 

H 

Only by doing 50 cain I 

Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Waldholtz. You may remain 

there. 

I have ruled on all of the issues that your attorfiey 

raised with respect to the presentence report save the last O E ~  

that we discussed, and that i5, whether or not there should be 

an upward departure in your case. And I am convinced thaf the 

total offense level should be adjusted upward to account for 

your continuing criminal activity while you were on release, 
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Under 18 U. S. Code, Section 3553(b), a sentencing court may 

impose a sentence outside the applicable guideline range if 

there exists an aggravating or mitigating circumstance of a kind 

or to a degree not adequately taken into consideration by the 

Sentencing Commission. And 1 believe such aggravating 

circumstances are present in your case. 

The Court of Appeals fo r  this Circuit has held that 

* 

post-offense misconduct is a pxoper basis  for an upward 

departure in offense level if it shows extensive criminal 

involvement. You admitted at a September 26, 1996, hearing 

before me that you had committed numerous offenses during the 

four-month period of your release pending sentencing. And I 

don’t have to go through all of those things; they have been 

gone through extensively here. But you did perpet.rate fraud 

upon your family and friends and continued this practice, or 

your practice, of writing checks for which there were no funds 

on deposit. 

I do not think, however, that your case fits into the 

enhanced penalty under Section 251.7, because you have not beem 

convicted of a federal crime. But because your post-release 

conduct is not adequately taken into consideration by the 

Sentencing Commission, I am going to impose a three o€fense 

level upward departure. 

I‘m very pleased to hear what you had to say today, Ex”. 

Waldholtz. You seem to be able to capture what is not only the 



1 

2 

3 ! 

4 

5 

E'; 12 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

25 

1B-5 

Court's concern, but the community's concern as well, and fo 

state that you recognize your wrongdoing and that it will not 

occur again. 

released you on your personal bond, and actually, 1 guess f r Q m  

the day 1 released you, you have engaged in conduct that you 

knew was criminal, that you knew was wrong, even if it were not 

criminal. And you knew that you had promised me faithfully 

right here in this courtroom that you would not commit another 

criminal offense while you were on your release. 

Despite your guilty pleas, Mr. Waldholtz, you 

But I think that was one of the reasons why J[ 

continued, even until this minute, to shift the blame for  your 

action. 

you revere the Constitution. 

today. And that you are a law-abiding person. You have 

suggested that you were corrupted by politics. 

convinced by your self-serving statements that you were 

corrupted by politics, or even that you revere the 

Constitution. 

certainly, I think, be willing to obey the laws of the country. 

You have told the probation officer in the past that 

You have told that to me hexe 

I'm simply not 

Anyone who reveres the Constitution would 

You convinced your wife, apparently -- your ex-wife, 
and her family that you had a substantial family trust fund when 

in fact there was no such trust fund. The bank fraud in t h i s  

case was a very sophisticated scheme, requiring precise t iming.  

And not only that, but it required an intimate knowledge OS the 

financial institutions you deceived. The campaign finance fraud 
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shows careful planning, as you repeatedly concealed and 

misreported campaign contributions. 

your guilty plea, where you would cheat even your own father, 

demonstrates that you are a person who simply will not confcm. 

your conduct to that which is required of all citizens: Obey 

the law. Obey the laws of this country. 

Your continued deceit after 

Rather than carrying out your important duties as a 

campaign treasurer, you attempted to win that election without 

any consideration of truth. You shamelessly spent funds in the 

Enid Greene campaign that you knew could not be used for 

campaign purposes. You continued on your illicit course, hiding 

the use of these funds from the public. Had illegal funds not 

been used in the campaign, or had your illegal actions been 

revealed before the election, the Outcome of the election may 

well have been different. That is, of course, something none of 

us will ever know; and, thus, we will never know the full eff@ct 

of your conduct. 

But there is one thing, Mr. Waldholtz, that is certain, 

and that is, you abused the public trust. No sentence that this 

court has been authorized to impose is sufficient to atone for 

your attempts to manipulate an election, for bank fraudl for 

false statement, for failure to report campaign contributions: 

and f o r  assisting in filing a fraudulent tax return. The burden 

of public disgrace that you alone have placed upon yourself and 

your family is also insufficient. 
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Perhaps, however, the person who shall suffer mosk 

because of your criminal conduct is   OW infant daughter. You 

certainly have not taken a step to consider how your crimes and 

misdeeds shall forever stain her. 

Mr. Waldholtz, pursuant to the Sentencing Refom Act of 

1984, it is the judgment of the Court that you, Joseph P. 

Waldholtz, be, and you shall be, placed in the custody of 'the 

U. S. Bureau of Prisons for a term of 37 months. 

I failed it write it in, but I think under the new 

guidelines, the minimum is 37 months. 

MR. KaAMER: Yes. 

THE COURT: For 37 months. This term consists of 37 

months on Count 21 in Docket No. 96-143 and 37 months on Count 

One in Docket No. 96-185, 12 months on Count Two in Docket No. 

96-185, and 36 months on Count Three in Docket No. 96-1135. All 

counts shall run concurrently. 

This is an upward departure based on your continued 

criminal activity while you were pending sentencing and becausc 

the seriousness of your offense in Docket No. 96-185 is 

underestimated by the guideline range as there was no Ioss in 

that case. 

YOU shall pay restitution -- let me find that. Vwu 

shall pay restitution in the sum of $16,920. Upon release f € ~ m  

imprisonment, Mr. Waldholtz, you shall be placed on SUperVised 

release for a term of five years. This term consists sf five 



' E  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  

23 

24 

25 

15-8 

years on Count 21 in Docket No. 96-143, three years on GOUn% 

One, Docket No. 96-185, and one year each on COUntS Two and 

Three in Docket No. 96-185, all terms to run concurrently. 

Within 72 hours of your release from custody to the 

Bureau of Prisons, y ~ u  shall report im person to the probation 

office in the district to which you are released. 

supervised release, you shall not commit another federal, state 

or local crime; you shall comply with the standard ccmditians ~f 

probation or supervised release as adoptee by this Court; and 

you shall comply with the following additional conditions: 

While: on 

Number one, you shall not possess a firearm or other 

dangerous weapon €or any reason. 

or possess an illegal drug, nor shall you associate with any 

known drug dealers or be present where illegal drugs are used, 

sold or distributed. 

Number two, you shall not use 

You shall participate in a substance abuse treatman't 

program, which program may include testing to determine i f  

illegal substances are being used, at the direction of the 

Probation Office. 

You shall pay restitution to the Internal Revenua 

Service in the amount of $10,920, at the rate to be determined 

by the Probation Office. 

MOW, Mr. Waldholtz, I do find, after serious thought, 

that you do not have the ability to pay a fine, the C Q S ~ S  of 

imprisonment or supervision, and because I have also entered 
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that restitution requirement. So, for those reasons, you will 

not be indebted to us for a fine or the costs of imprisonment. 

It is, however, further ordered that you must pay a splecial 

assessment fee on Count 21 in Docket No. 96-143 of $50, and $50 

on each Counts One and Three in Docket No. 96-185, and $25 on 

count Two in Docket No. 96-185, for a total special assessment 

fee of $175. This assessment should be paid as soon as 

possible, and certainly, if not  paid before you complete your 

period of incarceration, it must be paid within 60 days of your 

release from prison. 

I shall not make the recommendation that your attorney 

has requested. Mr. Waldholtz, I am very familiar with the Rr-ot 

camp, and I do not believe that it is appropriate. 

believe that what it does offer to younger, less sophisticated 

individuals is something that you should strive for, and that 

is, to Stay off illicit drugs and to devote your fine mind -- 
you have to have a good mind to be able to do what you have 

done, all right? To devote your fine mind to obeying the Paw. 

But f do 

And it is so ordered. 

MR. KRAMER: Your Honor, in light of that, just on@ 

further request. And I discussed it with Mr. Iscoe beforeo Who 

told me that he would not object. 

Allenwood as the place of incarceration. Mr. Waldholtz has an 

elderly father, who would like to visit him, and that would be 

the easiest place. 

If Your Honor would recommsnd 
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THE COURT: I would be very happy to recommend 

Allenwood. But understand me, that's all I can do, is 

recommend. 

THE DEFENDANT: I understand, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I cannot tell the Bureau of Prisons where 

to imprison anyone. Even if I had secommended the boot camp, 

that would have been all that it would have been, is a 

recommendation. So, I certainly have no objections to 

recommending that YOU be placed at an institution wherz your 

father will be in a position to visit you. 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you. 

MR. KRAMER: Thank you. 

THE COURT: If there is nothing further -- 
M R .  KRAMER: Your Honor, the counts of the original 

indictment need to be dismissed. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. ISCOE: Yes, Your Honor. A t  this time, the 

Government dismisses the remaining counts of the indictment in 

Case Number 96-143. 

THE COURT: All right. And 185, all counts he's pled 

to. 

MR. ISCOE: He pled to all counts in 185. 

THE COURT: All right. So it8s so ordered. 

MR. KRAMER: Thank you. 

THE COURT: The best of luck to you, sir. 
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THE DEFENDANT: Thank YOU, Your WOnOr. 

(Recessed at 11:15 a.m. and resumed at 11:25 a.m.) 

THE COURT: We are resuming the case o f  United States 

versus Joseph Waldholtz, Criminal No. 96-143 and Criminal No. 

96-185. 

Mr. Waldholtz, I'm sorry to harz to bring you back, bi;t 

I failed to advise you of your right to appeal. 

absolute right to appeal your sentence in this case; you have 

the right to appeal any other rulings that I made here contrary 

to those which you and your attorney argued. 

appeal must be noted within ten days of today's date. 

You have a~ 

All right? That 

I can assure you that if you wish to appeal any or all 

issues that were ruled on contrary to your legal v i @ w ,  Mr. 

Kramer will be happy to note t h a t  appeal for you and in a timely 

fashion. 

You also knaw, sir,  that because I still don't knew 

what happened between you and the attorneys you had retained, 

because I did not know what had happened there, I asked Nr. 

Kramer, who heads our Federal Public Defender Service, to 

represent you. 

that that was appropriate. So, if you wish to appeal, you cam 

go straight to the Court of Appeals, and you can ask them, 2he 

judges up there, to appoint counsel for you in the Court of 

Appeals. 

And apparently we have been able to determine 

So, I'm sorry X forgot to do that.. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

PB-lb? 

MR. KRAMER: I apologize For overlooking that, tooI 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 1 really am sorry. 

m. KRAMER: He has b9en advised, but thank you very 

much. 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes. Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you very much. And you may step back 

now 

MR. ISCOE: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Iscoe, I'm sotry, but while he was 

still here, it was important to do that. 

MR. I§COE: I'm glad Your Wonor caught it. I would 

have realized it by the time I got back to my office, perhaps, 

but I'm glad Your Honor thought of it sooner. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

(Proceedings concluded at 11:27 a.m.) 

CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER 

I certify that the foregoing is a correct transcription from 

the record of proceedings in the above-entitled matter. 

Official Court Reporter 



whilc iulions in l i t  that thv are doing 
their b a t  io balance the m n h c l m i n p  
dcmmd, of candidates with their own 
needtorun apmfiuble b~uiime. 

'11 dasn ' txcm lite tw much mask to 
mate time amilablr In candiLtrr who 
want to debate impnrtant iwiies.. said 
SICW MeMahnn. a Drmocratic n t l i a  
consttltani. "Statioiir wnttld rathrr nin 
Pivd Hut a& tlvn ads liir randidatrs. be. 

iral Prnnirhanu hloiidiv nrorning to tell He aha atrendi subsonce abwcmts .  
rhc talc d his lanianlc risr 2nd fa11 aa xlingsnUonr"vey,v.ryrcgul.rly.'uyiiig. 
Cangrcss' moil ipcctacular tlection law 'I'wspentalotoftimeworiingonrobrirr). 
hrrakrr. mdalotol t imcworkingon Ihephpical 

But the 6 n i  words ow 01 Itis mouth rideofthing.' 
w v c  a l x .  huex-wle Enid Grccncwid hi. Hir arrest and the subsequent rwrla- 
rr tionsthat hchadcmbenlcdmore than% 

As hc rrrppcd inin thc iiiicMcw room million fmm hnfatherinlmanduwdii m 
ih acck.Waldholu told an m l c w i n r .  Bnmcchuwile'sconaet~ional campaign 
-Enid wrc m a n n u h c n  I told hcr la brought dawn the career of Rep. Enid 
~ O I " R  io~lktoyou.'  C m n c  WaldholU (R.Uuh), who hadn't 

Enid. rrachrd by lclrphonc a1 her completcd herf intnrmwhm lhclcrnilal 
humr in Salt lakc Citv.uid thatmra lir ~CWT*IVEDMIVAGE % 

T h e l & b r m p w i o n a l  deh-gaiinn in dauRIiter. Jaw. w a I&Wawr I.UTPW 
bckiiig unusual Iqishtion ihal would hcninW~hitli*nibrmrrdIlnPa;Lr~ 
cornpenale p n n t e n i i c h ~ n v h o d l l k  olthrbill.Sn~. IaiiyCruip IW.idah0 
displaced p1 ibc Atr forre prepnro a Cnip'o dhrr u i d  ]ani b a c t w  ha* 
bombing n n g c  on ledcnlly m l c d  gnr- plagrd 1 1 0  rolr in ihc miter. "Shr'r h v :  
inglandr. cntirclymttnftlw Imynnamhin~0nl. 

~cidcaollningpiihlicliindstorrim- inamith ihirlrRi~laiinn.iu*rB,r drmdil 
bune n n c h e n  lor land they don't e w n  bc.' uirf Craix Frcw Srrrrrarr Hrhxl 
om has caused cnvirnnmenrri activiiu F ~ n . ' I c n k l r , ' t r n n a t h n l r ~ . ~ r  
and k d e n l  land managtmcni oliicil d i d n ' c k ~ a n \ i L i n i ( a ~ i r ( l n . ~  
Jlihctolurcheprcccdmiiicm~ldsel. Funhmnnrr.rr1ppatmr11~~4h~l Ih? 

BnirrfucahoharmiKdqpbrmrrblhal Iegirbti~cIan~lupr-anrhmrit84.~~. 
onbonc  nncherirertlcctcdtobrn96t: S ~ r n ~ ~  il 

-)or had. in lacl. told her hc w a  not p 
inpin brcak hiiprcurilcncc. Thitisvin. 
taEc (oe \Valdholu.'Crccnc mid. 'This 
rboar the crimt of the mmes he contin- 



. 

Ihr to rebuild my rcptiution.' PoliUo can e 
nil. 'I1 that opprtuniiy ani" at some ,b Wdd.4& ull dam with 'Ihr Hill Q 
pihiin henext 4Dyvan. nqix  I'IldoiL A ~ ~ B i m  k p  M d n )  to 
buii i 'snot~methin~Inrcdtodar~n. '  kaJ k i a ~ s i h w ~ k i r ~ .  HI ... rpdadRHiIl'sbienjmm~.Fa?b~iq' 

m-@rn&r- 
Waldholu. asked when hi5 charade be. 

p?n.said:Cod. Imn'tgnrpurnyrpccii- Su115TANc%ABusE 
IC an ihai. but i t  w5 tomcling that .TU 

thcrc lor a long time. In politics. people Qi How 6mq rrro pcrr b rem rord 
likr roprctend hcy'rcalol ofthinplthal rb.ralb*pm.ccabk) 
lhcy'rc noLortorhiftlhinkerrrM,djght- k l 0  d a p . . . . R e b a b m n ~ ,  msPrl.nhrb 
fv. .,_ 11'5 the spin. lhc imav.a !oiofpcople matmq$s.uadrrbsb.arlLqinningaf 
arrcaughi upinall LaI.' anoppmtwiitydutpolowisra~g 

Bta h c n w  sap lhe mirage ha pmrntcd f o d t o t h h @ .  
in Ihc public was: 'Stupid. Unncccluq. 
And vrqmiich a pncf thrpt: 

Waldholuaid hd scheme tostcrcttyde- pu.urmew&pplsvs6wcpdeh 
lnud Enid's hiher of millions ofdollan fa3 
lhrvwould need to mn rucond congrc- A: You know it's hupnl. i lull kind of 
donalcrmgignin 1994kganwhcnEnid uin@inwUing.brmtchf. I h a d a p m b  
mtdrfcatedin hcr6ntraccfor(angrcm 1unmLr~umlioPorg~n.Whensvm- 
in 1992.apinri Rcp.kdrrnShcphcrd (& onc*cigb487paur&,ob01n~.yoUi'e 
Utah). 'Neither of 1~1couldaomachthe noire.lcorrrlombkairhp,incll.AndI 
Inu.AndI'mnotproudofchaLNotpmud anrinpolitisdthrmriawniedto 
01 that at all: help. Then! rm t imu or wbriay in 

Ilr raid hc Lncw that tlicywould need rhm.bui i taut icadiyQNnL 
more mnnry than Enid coiiid or would 
nirr  wcll bcforc ihc 1994 clrction. and Q;WheadidpnsouCbsr&tuskg~~ 
ihat 's wlirn he 5larled his periodic calls to Wbmpuwcn .&Id? w b c ~  p u  wrri?Q 
Enid's r r a l i h y  faihcr. Forrnt Crccnc. fnr m+vdkgimp&Idcn? 
.Inant. that lie then ftinnelcd into their kFspcrimenunpuabid. 
ranmaim - inviolation ofclcctinn law. 

*YcrrmrodBladla-a 



I t ' S  our 7 th  birthday and we'd love to eelebrate it with you! 
From coast to coast and in-between. we've been matching busy 
professionals. It's been such a great year, we're giving you the 
gift. Not only do you get to meet and date fun. well-educated 
professionals like yourself, you also.get a little present from us. 
Hey, whose birthday is  it anyway? ' . ' .  . 

. .  

S o  give u s  a call. We can't wait to meet you! 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION C O ~ ~ ~ $ ~ I ~ ~  

In the Matter of 1 

Enid Greene ) 
Dunford Forrest Greene ) 

1 MU& 4322 and 4650 

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT ENID GREENE 
IN OPPOSITXON TO 

THE OFFICE OF GENERAL (COUNSEL’S 
PROBABLE CAUSE ~ C ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ ~ T ~ ~ ~  

I. INTRODUCTION. 

On July 20, 1998, the General Counsel recommended that the Federal Election 

Commission (hereinafter “ F E C  or “the Commission”) find probable cause to believe that Enid 

Greene (former R-UT) violated 2 U.S.C. $ 441f by knowingly permitting her name to be used to 

effect twenty-eight contributions in the name of another to her 1994 campaign committee, Enid 

‘94. Counsel for Enid Greene respectfully submit this brief in opposition to the General 

Counsel’s probable cause recommendation. Counsel for Enid Greene also represent D. Foprest 

Greene, Enid ’94, and Enid ’96, and are simultaneously submitting briefs in opposition to the 

General Counsel’s probable cause recommendations with regard to those individuals or entities. 

The General Counsel’s probable cause recommendation regarding Enid Greene is not and 

cannot be supported as a matter of law or fact, and the Commission should reject it. After an 

investigation that lasted more than a year, the General Counsel’s recommendation is based 

entirely on an incredibly selective and, with regard to crucial facts, completely disingenuous 

reading of the depositions of Ms. Greene and her father, D. Forrest Greene. The General 

Counsel’s conclusion that there is probable cause to believe that Ms. Greene violated 2 U.S.C @ 



441f (hereinafter “section 441f’) amounts to nothing more than the General Counsel’s subjective 

belief that Ms. Greene should have known the unthinkable: that her husband, Joseph P. 

Waldholtz. was defrauding her father out of millions of dollars and was secretly h e l i n g  a 

portion of those hnds  into her 1994 campaign. On the contrary. the evidence of Joseph P. 

Waldholtz’s deception of Ms. Greene is so overwhelming that any finding of probable cause 

cannot be substantially justified. Accordingly, should the Commission follow the General 

Counsel’s recommendation and proceed beyond the probable cause stage to seek civil penalties 

from Enid Greene in federal court, counsel for Enid Greene will seek attorneys’ fees pursuant to 

the Equal Access to Justice Act.’ 

The General Counsel reached his patently unfair conclusion only by ignoring voluminous 

unrebutted exculpatory evidence demonstrating that Ms. Greene was deceived by Joseph P. 

Waldholtz into believing that she had the personal wealth to make the reported contributions to 

her I994 campaign. In addition, the Generz! Counsel simply ignored exculpatory statements 

Joseph P. Waldholtz made to the national media completely exonerating D. Forrest and Enid 

Greene just one month before the General Counsel issued its probable cause recommendation. A 

June 10, 1998 article in -- The Hill stated that: 

He [Waldholtz] said he h e w  that they would need more money than Enid could 
or would raise well before the 1994 election, and that’s when he started his 
periodic calls to Enid’s wealthy father, Forrest Greene, for Lloans’ that he then 
funneled into their campaign - in violation of election law. 

Enid. he maintains. was unaware of his plans. Was Enid ambitious? Yes. 
Misdeeds? No. Enid is a supremely talented individual, one of the finest public 
speakers I’ve ever seen. Enid will definitely be back. And I’ll be rooting for her 
from the sidelines.’ 

~~ ~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ 

28 U.S.C. 8 2412(d)(I)(A). The courts have recognized that FEC enforcement actions under 2 U.S.C. 4 
437g(a)(6) are civil actions within the meaning ofthe Equal Access to Justice Act. See, e . ~ . ,  FEC v. 
Christian Action Network. lnc., 110 F.3d 1049 (4’ Cir. 1997). 
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Javers. Joe Wafdholtz in Prison: Slimmer, Sober and Penitent, The EN, June 10, 1998, at 36, 
col. 1 (emphasis added). (Exhibit A). 

Nor was this the first time that Joseph P. Waldnoltz admitted publicly that he and he 

alone was responsible for the multiple violations of section 441f that are the subject of MUKS 

4322 and 4650. Standing before U S .  District Judge Norma Holloway Johnson for sentencing 

for election fraud, Joseph P. Waldholtz stated: 

This past year has been a nightmare for so many people: my family. my friends. 
my former wife [Enid Greene], and her family. To them, I would like tG express 
my deepest regret and sorrow for my actions. My behavior was deplorable. And 
I alone am responsible. I did commit crimes against ihe United States. It is my 
responsibility and rny responsibility alone. 

Partial Transcript of Sentencing Proceedings at 1 B-2 (emphasis added). (Exhibit B). 

The General Counsel’s subjective belief that Enid Greene must have been involved in 

Joseph P. Waldholtz’s plan to evade FECA’s regulatory scheme is simply not borne out by the 

available evidence. The record in these matters is replete with facts that are flatly inconsistent 

with the General Counsel’s conclusion that Enid Greene conspired with Joseph P. Waldholtz to 

defraud her father out of millions of dollars and then plotted to use those funds to finance her 

1994 campaign: 

. It  was Enid Greene who retained a nationally known FEC accounting firm to prepare the 
Enid ’94 FEC reports once campaign workers came to her and raised questions about 
Joseph P. Waldholtz’s actions as treasurer. 

. It was Enid Greene who finally forced Joseph P. Waldholtz to come up with proof that 
the so-called “Waldholtz Family Trust” actually existed and Enid Greene who called the 
police when Joseph P. Waldholtz disappeared after he was unable to produce any such 
proof. 

. It was Enid Greene who cooperated fully with a year-long criminal investigation of her 
1994 campaign and who was cleared of any criminal wrongdoing, albeit grudgingly, by 
the U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbia. 
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. It was Enid Greene who brought the FECA violations that are the subject of these MURs 
to the attention of the Commission and Enid Greene who provided the Commission with 
proof that Joseph P. Waldholtz was responsible for these violations. 

The General Counsel dismisses Ms. Greene’s repeated assertions under oath that she was 

unaware that her husband was contributing funds he stole from her father to the Enid ‘94 

campaign as “unconvincing.” General Counsel’s Brief at 19. Yet nowhere in its brief does the 

General Counsel discuss - much less refute - the plethora of documentary evidence discovered 

and provided to the General Counsel’s office by Ms. Greene that demonstrates. beyond any 

doubf, that Joseph P. Waldholtz went to extraordinary lengths to deceive her info believing that 

she, by virtue of their marriage, had the personal wealth to contribute millions of dollars to the 

1994 campaign. 

Among the many documents that Jsseph P. Waldholtz manufactured as part of his 

scheme to deceive Ms. Greene were: (1) falsified tax returns showing more than $258.000 in 

annual income from the supposed ”Waldholtz Family Trust;” (2) a falsified statement from Ms. 

Greene‘s supposed “TWC Ready Assets” mutual fund account showing a balance of more than 

$4 million as of March 31, 1994; and (3) falsified Financia1 Disclosure Statements Joseph P. 

Waldholtz duped Ms. Greene into filing in 1994 and 1995 that indicated that Joseph P. 

Waldholtz was the beneficiary of a blind trust. All of these documents were provided to the 

General Counsel in response to the Commission’s reason to believe determination and were 

discussed in detail in the Joint Response filed by Enid and D. Forrest Greene. Joint Response at 

34-42, Exhibit Vol. 5, Tabs 6,  7, 9, 10, 11 and 12. Astonishingly, the General Counsel never 

even questioned Ms. Greene about these documents during her deposition. 

Finally. the General Counsel’s brief states repeatedly that Ms. Greene never received any 

documentation of the so-called Asset Swap. General Counsel’s Brief at 16, 21. Indeed, the 
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General Counsel's probable cause recommendation rests, to a very large extent, on the absence 

of documentation for the Asset Swap. The General Counsel's representations in this regard are, 

at best, disingenuous and, at worst, border on misconduct. Ms. Greene testified several times 

during her deposition that she asked Joseph P. Waldholtz on many different occasions to provide 

documentation of the Asset Swap. Enid Greene Dep. at 195,207-209,211-212.236-37. 

And, in fact, in response to her requests, Joseph P. Waldholtz manufactured false 

documentation to demonstrate to both Enid and D. Forrest Greene that the Asset Swap had taken 

place. The elaborate ruse Joseph P. Waldholtz concocted to deceive the Greenes about the Asset 

Swap was explained in detail in Enid and D. Forrest Greene's response to the Commission's 

reason to believe finding. Joint Response at 28-33. Mcreover, the falsified documents Joseph P. 

Waldholtz manufactured in support of this ruse were provided to the General Counsel as exhibits 

to Enid and D. Forrest Greene's response. Exhibit Vol. 5, Tabs 2,3,4 and 5. 

Not only did the representative of the General Counsel not question Ms. Greene about 

these documents during her deposition, he tried to suppress the truth by repeatedly preventing 

her from testifying about them. Enid Greene Dep. at 209-210, 212-15, 218-19. The General 

Counsel even went so far as to attempt to prevent counsel for Ms. Greene from eliciting relevant 

information from her about these documents. Enid Greene Dep. at 220-29. Despite the best 

efforts of the General Counsel, Ms. Greene did indeed testify as to the documents Joseph P. 

Waldholtz manufactured to support his Asset Swap scheme. Enid Greene Dep. at 229-32. To 

base a probable cause recommendation to the Commission on a lack of documentation when, in 

fact, supporting documentation had been provided to the General Counsel on two separate 

occasions is simply outrageous. 
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Nor is the General Counsel’s apparent willingness to ignore exculpatory evidence the 

only defect in its brief. Indeed, the General Counsel’s brief is noteworthy principally for what it 

does not contain. It is devoid of any documentary or testimonial evidence that would corroborate 

the General Counsel’s subjective belief that Ms. Greene knowingly violated section 441f. 

Despite the fact that the General Counsel’s investigation in this matter lasted more than a year. 

the General Counsel’s brief cites no evidence other than the depositions of Enid and Forrest 

Greene. Where is the testimony of Huckaby C Associates, the campaign finance accounting firm 

that actually prepared the Enid ’94 FEC reports that are the subject of MURs 4322 and 4650? 

Surely the testimony of the individuals who actually prepared the reports is relevant. Indeed, we 

believe that any such testimony would be exculpatory and would show that Joseph P. Waldholtz 

alone perpetrated the section 441 f violations in these matters. 

Moreover, where is the testimony of the only individual in this case who the General 

Counsel concedes violated section 44 I f -- Joseph P. Waldholtz? General Counsel’s Brief at 4. 

n.7. Until recently, Joseph P. Waldholtz was incarcerated in the Allenwood Federal Prison 

Camp in Allenwood. Pennsylvania serving a thirty-seven (37) month sentence for election fraud, 

SO it should not have been difficult for the General Counsel to take his deposition. Does his 

testimony match his public statements both before and after sentencing that he and he alone 

committed the section 441f violations at issue here? If not, what possible reason could there be 

for the General Counsel to omit any reference to his testimony when making a probable cause 

recommendation with regard to Ms. Greene? 

The Commission is charged with determining whether there is probable cause to believe 

that Ms. Greene violated section 441f. Any fair and objective evaluation of all the evidence that 
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has been gathered in this case - including the overwhelming exculpatory evidence the General 

Counsel chooses to ignore - will conclude that there is not. 

11. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY. 

Enid Greene represented the Second District of Utih in the U.S. House of 

Represenratives during the 104th Congress. Her principal campaign committee in the 1994 

congressional election was named Enid '94. Enid '96 was established to be Ms. Grsene's 

principal campaign committee in the 1996 congressional election. but on March 5. 1994. 

Representative Greene announced that she would not run for re-election. Mr. Greene is a 79- 

year-old retired stockbroker residing in Salt Lake City, Utah. and the father of Enid Greene. 

In the four years following the 1994 election, Mr. Greene has suffered from a number o f  

physical and mental ailments 

Indeed, Mr. Greene forbade counsel from raising this issue at the time of his 

deposition. Ms. Greene. however. explained her father's mental condition during her deposition. 

Enid Greene Dep. at 190. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz -- Ms. Greene's former husband and Mr. Greene's former son-in-law 

-- served as treasurer of Enid '94 from its inception on December 21, 1993 until November 14, 

1995. when he was removed from that position by Ms. Greene. Similarly. Joseph P. Waldholtz 

served as treasurer of Enid '96 from its inception on July 31, 1995 until November 14, 1995, 

when he was removed by Ms. Greene. Accordingly, Joseph P. Waldholtz was the treasurer of 
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both Enid ’94 and Enid ’96 (hereinafter the “Enid committees”) at all times relevant to the 

above-referenced MURs. 

A. Prior Criminal Investigation. 

On November 1 .  1995, the Capitol Hill newspaper The Hill reported that Joseph P. 

Waldholtz, the husband of freshman Rep. Enid Greene (R-UT), was under investigation foe bank 

fraud by the US. Attorney’s Ofice for the District of Columbia, the FBI, and a federal grand 

jury (hereinafter “the government“ or “the govenunent’s investigation”).’ In the midst of the 

ensuing controversy, Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT) called Rep. Greene and Joseph P. Waldholtz to 

his office to try and get to the bottom of the matter. It was apparent to Senator Hatch at that 

meeting that Rep. Greene was ignorant of Joseph P. Waldholtz’s criminal schemes and truly 

believed that he was innocent of the charges that had been made against him. Senator Hatch. 

however. found Joseph P. Waldholtz’s explanation of the allegations lacking in credibility and 

told him that he would go to jail if he did not straighten out the situation right away. Letter from 

Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT) to Enid Greene (September 25, 1998). (Exhibit C). 

On Saturday, November 11, 1995, Joseph P. Waldholtz fled Washington, D.C. to escape 

the government’s investigation. Over the rest of that weekend, Ms. Greene discovered evidence 

among his papers that Joseph P. Waldholtz had falsified records and ernbzzled a substantial 

amount of money from both of the Enid committees. On November 14, 1995, Ms. Greene 

notified the Commission that she had removed Joseph P. Waldholtz as treasurer of these 

committees and had initiated an audit of both committees‘ records. She retained forensic 

2 The General Counsel’s Brief incorrectly states that the federal criminal investigators began their inquiry 
into Enid ‘94 based on questions raised in Utah regarding the amount of money that Ms. Greene was 
reported to have contributed to her campaign. General Counsel’s Brief at 3-4. In fact, to our knowledge, 
the investigation was not broadened to include potential election Iaw violations until Ms. Greene and the 
Enid committees uncovered evidence that Joseph P. Waldholtz had embezzled a substantial amount of 
money from both Enid ‘94 and Enid ‘96 and brought that evidence to the attention of the FEC and the U S  
Attorney. 
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accounting specialists with the national accounting firm of Coopers & Lybiand LLP and directed 

them to completely reconstruct the campaign records of both committees. 

The forensic accountants from Coopers & Lybrand, working with a team of lawyers from 

Powell. Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy, LLP spent more than six months ieconstnvcting the 

committees' records, which had been devastated by the criminal actions of Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

Then. at a cost of well over $150,000, the Enid committees filed corrected FEC reports for both 

Enid '94 and Enid '96 covering all of calendar years 1994 and 1995. 

Enid Greene personally assumed the position of treasurer of the Enid committees on 

January 26. 1996. On March 8, 1996, Ms. Greene. as treasurer of the Enid committees, filed 

with the Commission the complaint against Joseph P. Waldholtz that initiated MUR 4322. 

Along with the complaint, the committees provided extensive and compelling evidence that. 

during the time he served as treasurer of the Enid committees, Joseph P. Waldholtz committed 

well in excess of 850 violorions of the Federal Election Campaign Act ("FECA") and applicable 

FEC regulations. 

One of the central allegations in the complaint was that, during the time he served as 

treasurer of Enid '94. Joseph P. Waldholtz, on twenty-eight (28) separate occasions, using fimds 

he had obtained by fraud from Mr. Greene. knowingly and willfully contributed to Enid '94 a 

total of nine hundred eighty-four thousand dollars ($984.000) in the name of Enid Greene. 

Complaint at 77 4. 26(a), 29, 3 1, and 32. These contributions by Joseph P. Waldholtz violated 

FECA's prohibition on making contributions in the name of anather (2 U.S.C. $4410, as well as 

the prohibition on contributing more than $1,000 to a single candidate for any one election (2 

U.S.C. Q 441a(a)(l)(A)) and the prohibition on contributing more than $25,000 in m y  one 

calendar year (2 U.S.C. Q 44Ia(a)(3)). 
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Ms. Greene and the Enid committees provided the U.S. Attorney for the District of 

Columbia with a copy of the complaint in MUR 4322 on the same day the complaint was filed 

with the FEC. By that point in time, D. Forrest Greene, Enid Greerme and the Enid committees 

had already been cooperating with an investigation by the U.S. Attorney's Office into the 

extensive criminal activities of Joseph P. Waldholtz for more than four months. Ms. Greene 

voluntarily provided the government with reams of documents abandoned by Joseph P. 

Waldholtz when he fled Washington, D.C. Ms. Greene also gave the government free access to 

the two homes she shared with Joseph P. Waldholtz in Salt Lake City, Utah and Washington. 

D.C. Within a month of his disappearance, the government. because of the extensive 

cooperation of Ms. Greene, had a substantial amount of evidence to support the allegations that 

Joseph P. Waldholtz had defrauded both the Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union 

and First Security Bank of Utah by kiting checks between the two financial institutions. 

Indictment at 1-7 (Exhibit D); Plea Agreement at 2-3 (Exhibit E). 

Moreover, while cooperating with :he investigation of the bank fraud allegations, Ms. 

Greene discovered and turned over to the government substantial and compelling evidence that 

Joseph P. Waldholtz had also committed a truly astounding number of  other federal and stale 

crimes over a period of ten (IO) years, starting years before he mer Ms. Greene. Among other 

crimes, Joseph P. Waldholtz: 

. Defrauded his grandmother, an elderly Alzheimer's patient,  OM^ of at least $400,000; 

. Forged and counterfeited Government National Mortgage Association ("Ginnie Mae") 
securities as part of his scheme to defraud his grandmother out of hundreds of thousands 
of dollars; 

. Committed perjury in a state court proceeding initiated by his own father to recover the 
funds that Joseph P. Waldholtz had stolen from his grandmother; 
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Defrauded his mother out of her entire life savings -- $96,000 -- by inducing her to cash 
in her pension. take out a mortgage on the home she owned free zzd clear, and give the 
money to him to "invest" for her; 

Misappropriated at least $100,000 from his employer, Republican National 
Committeewoman Elsie Hillman, and was fired for using her money for expensive hotel 
suites, first-class airline tickets, and lavish meals while travelling to Republican Party 
events on her behalf and while working as the Executive Director of Pennsylvania for 
Bush-Quayle '92; 

Caused Mrs. Hillman to violate the Federal Election Campaign Act's prohibition on 
contributing more than $25,000 in any one year (2 U.S.C. 8 441a(a)(3)) in 1990, 1991. 
and 1992 by failing to keep track of  her political contributions, resulting in Mrs. Hillman 
having to pay a $32,000 civil penalty; 

Converted contribution checks made out to the Utah Republican Party to his own use 
while employed as the Party's Executive Director; 

Committed bank fraud by using falsified tax returns showing more than $250,000 in 
annual income from a now-known-to-be non-existent "Waldholtz Family Trust" to obtain 
a home mortgage from First Security Bank of Utah; 

Committed additional bank fraud violations by kiting checks between accounts Joseph P. 
Waldholtz maintained with Merrill Lynch, Pittsburgh National Bank, and NationsBank; 

Falsified Ms. Greene's 1994 and 1995 congressional financial disclosure statements; 

Forged Ms. Greene's endorsement on her congressional paychecks on two separate 
occasions and converted the proceeds to his own use; 

Committed three separate instances of tax fraud involving the tax returns Joseph P. 
Waldholtz filed for tax years 1992 through 1994; 

Committed massive (more than 850) violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act and 
applicable FEC regulations while serving as treasurer of Enid '94 and Enid '96, as alleged 
in the complaint in MUR 4322; and 

Embezzled bnds  from both Enid '94 and Enid '96. 

Plea Agreement at 4-5 (Exhibit E). 

Most of this documentary evidence was turned over to the government by the end of 

1995. During the six months it took the government to evaluate and corroborate the evidence of 

Joseph P. Waldholtz's criminal activities provided by Ms. Greene, both Mr. and Ms. Greene 

1 1  



continued to cooperate with the government's investigation. By early 1996, however, it was 

evident that. with so much compelling evidence of Joseph P. Waldholtz's guilt already in hand, 

the principal focus of the government's investigation had somehow turned to D. Forrest and Enid 

Greene. In particular, the government seemed intent on trying to prove that both Enid Greene 

and D. Forrest Greene had conspired with Joseph P. Waldholtz to funnel funds belonging to D. 

Forrest Greene into Enid Greene's 1994 congressional election campaign, in violation of section 

44 1 f. 

There was no truth to this theory, and both Enid and D. Forrest Greene continued to 

cooperate with the government. Both Enid and D. Forrest Greene submitted voluntarily to 

numerous interviews with agents of the government. Government agents were given complete 

and open access to the homes and offices of both Enid and D. Forrest Greene. Both Enid and D. 

Forrest Greene voluntarily complied with document requests related to Ms. Greene's 1994 

congressional campaign. turning over more than 10,000 pages of documents. Ms. Greene 

voluntarily testified before a federal grand jury investigating these transactions on three separate 

occasions. Mr. Greene also voluntarily appeared before the same grand jury. 

After nearly five months of exhaustively investigating the financial transactions between 

D. Forrest Greene. Enid Greene and Joseph P. Waldholtz, the government failed to find any 

credible evidence that D. Forrest Greene and Enid Greene had conspired with Joseph P. 

Waldholtz to violate section 441f. On May 2, 1996 -- seven months after Joseph P. Waldholtz 

fled Washington, D.C. -- the grand jury returned a twenty-seven count indictment against Joseph 

P. Waldholtz for bank fraud concerning his massive check kiting scheme. Indictment at 1-7 

(Exhibit D). The grand jury took no action against either D. Forrest or Enid Greene. 
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On June 5, 1996, Joseph P. Waldholtz. pleaded guilty to a three count information 

alleging, infer alia, that, as treasurer of Enid '94, he had knowingly and willfiilly filed a report 

with the FEC in which he falsely and fraudulently certified that Ms. Greene had contributed 

approximately $1,800,000 of her personal funds to Enid '94 when, in face, Joseph P. Waldholtz 

knew that the $1,800,000 had not come from Ms. Greene's personal funds but, instead, had been 

taken from hnds  that Joseph P. Waldholtz had, by various schemes and devices. obtained from 

Mr. Greene. Information at 1-2 (Exhibit F); Plea Agreement at 3-4 (Exhibit E). Based on a 

number of false representations made by Joseph P. Waldholtz before and during their marriage, 

Ms. Greene believed that the hnds  being contributed to her campaign were legally hers, lawfully 

contributed to her campaign in accordance with 1 1 C.F.R. Q 110.1 l! 

As part of his plea agreement, Joseph P. Waldholtz agreed to "cooperate" with the U.S. 

Attorney's investigation of Ms. Greene's 1994 congressional election campaign. This 

investigation was aimed primarily at discovering whether there was any credible evidence that 

Mr. and/or Ms. Greene had conspired with Joseph P. Waldholtz to violate section 441f. Plea 

Agreement at 7 (Exhibit E). In exchange for this guilty plea and pledge of cooperation, the U.S. 

Attorney agreed not to prosecute Joseph P. Waldholtz for a myriad of other crimes -- including 

additional charges of bank fraud, tax fraud, forgery, uttering, and numerous violations of ?he 

Federal Election Campaign Act he committed while he served as treasurer of Enid '94 and Enid 

'96. Plea Agreement at 4-6 (Exhibit E). 

Joseph P. Waldholtz also pleaded guilty to one count of a twenty-seven count indictment for bank fraud (18 
U.S.C. 5 1344) for carrying out a 53 million check-kiting scheme using a joint checking account he shared 
with Ms. Greene at the Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union. Indictment at 1-8 (Exhibit 5); 
Plea Agreement at 1-3 (Exhibit E). Joseph P. Waldholtz also pleaded guilty to the remaining count in the 
information -- willfully aiding in the filing of a false tax return (26 U.S.C. J 7206(2)) for knowingly 
providing Ms. Greene with false information regarding the value of stock he had supposedly given to her, 
knowing that she would incorporate that false information on her 1993 tax return. Information at 3 (Exhibit 
F); Plea Agreement at 4 (Exhibit E). 
The basis for Ms. Green's belief is discussed in detail 

3 

4 at pp. 26-46. 
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During the summer of 1996, the U.S. Attorney's Office attempted to corroborate claims 

by Joseph P. Waldholtz that both Mr. and Ms. Greene had conspired with him to violate section 

441f. Several additional witnesses were called before the grand jury investigating Mr. and Ms. 

Greene. On October 31. 1996. however, the U S .  Attorney took the virtudiy *mptecedented step 

of issuing a press release to announce that he would not pursue criminal charges against either 

On November 7. 1996. Joseph P. Waldholtz was sentenced to 37 months in federal prison 

for one count of bank fraud (18 U.S.C. 0 1344), one count of making a false statement to the 

Commission (18 U.S.C. 4 1001). one count of making a false report to the Commission (2 U.S.C. 

$9 437g(d) and 441a) and one count of willfully assisting in the filing of a fa!se tax return (26 

U.S.C. 9 7206(2j). In the three-month period between his guilty plea and his sentencing. Joseph 

P. Waldholtz: 
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Admitted to the FBI agent supervising his release that he had been using heroin on a daily 
basis for several weeks; 

Stole his dentist father’s prescription pad and forged his father’s name to a prescription 
for Vicodin (a narcotic painkiller; 

Stole his parents’ checkbook, forged his father’s signature on a check for $415 made 
payable to himself and cashed it; 

Wrote seven bad checks totaling $24,600 to his parents; 

Obtained a credit card from a friend and made $550 in unauthorized charges on it; 

Stole another credit card from the same friend and made approximately $193 in 
purchases with it; 

Obtained a credit card issued to his father and. without his father’s authorization or 
consent, made $1.446 in purchases; and 

Wrote a bad check for approximately $61 5 to an optometrist. 

Not surprisingly, in its sentencing memorandum, the U.S. AttQmey’s Office called Joseph 

P. Waldholtz, “a con artist whose continued pattern of fraud and deceit has assumed pathological 

dimensions.” Government’s Memorandum in Aid Of Sentencing at 16 (Exhibit G). U.S. District 

Court Judge Norma Holloway Johnson not only agreed, but also sentenced Joseph P. Waldholtz 

to three additional months in federal prison over and above the sentence sought by the 

government. Sentencing Memorandum at 3 (Exhibit H). 

B. Procedural History of FEC Investigation. 

On June 17, 1997 -- almost eight months after Enid and D. Forrest Greene were 

exonerated and Joseph P. Waldholtz was convicted -- the Commission found reason t~ believe, 

based on the very same informztion that led to Joseph P. Waldholtz’s conviction, that (1) D. 

Forrest Greene violated 2 U.S.C. $9 441a(a)(l)(A) and (a)(3) and 2 U.S.C. 441f by, 

respectively. making contributions in excess of the $1,000 limit per election, by making 

contributions in excess of the overall annual $25.000 limit, and by making contributions in the 



name of another; (2) Enid Greene violated 2 U.S.C. 9 441fby knowingly permitting her name to 

be used to effect these contributions: and (3) the Enid committees and Enid Greene. as treasurer. 

should be held responsible for various violations of FECA and applicable FEC regulations chat 

were committed by Joseph P. Waldholtz during the time he served as treasurer of the Enid 

committees. 

Enid Greene, D. Forrest Greene and the Enid committees filed a joint response to the 

Commission's reason to believe determination on July 28, 1997. The joint response was 

accompanied by five volumes of exhibits documenting Joseph P. Waldhohz's sole personal and 

individual responsibility for the violations alleged against Enid Greene. D. Forrest Greene. and 

the Enid committees. On July 28. 1997. Enid and D. Forrest Greene also filed a preliminary 

response to the subpoenas accompanying the Commission's reason to believe determination. On 

August 7. 1997, counsel for Enid and D. Forrest Greene supplemented the response to the 

Commission's subpoenas by providing the General Counsel with a transcript of Enid Greene's 

December 5. 1995 press conference. A videotape of the press conference was provided is the 

General Counsel on August 28. 1997. On September 17, 1997. Enid and D. Forrest Greene filed 

yet another supplemental response to the Commission's subpoenas in anticipation o f  their 

depositions by the General Counsel's Office. 

The General Counsel deposed D. Forrest Greene on September 25. 1997. He testified 

truthfully and accurately. PO the best o f  his ability. 
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Enid Greene was deposed the next day. She, too, testified truthfully and accurately, but 

her deposition was significantly more contentious. The General Counsel did not appear to have 

read the joint response and accompanying exhibits filed by Enid and D. Forrest Greene and the 

Enid committees. Enid Greene Dep. at 224. Moreover, the General Counsel tried to prevent Ms. 

Greene from test i i jhg about the most important exhibits supporting the joint response. Enid 

Greene Dep. at 209- 10, 2 12- 15, 2 11 8- 19. The General Counsel even went so far as to attempt to 

suppress the truth by preventing counsel for Ms. Greene from eliciting relevant information from 

her about these documents when the General Counsel failed to do so. Enid Greene Dep. at 220- 

29. Eventually, Ms. Greene did testify as to these crucial documents. Enid Greene Dep. at 229- 

32. 

Less than a week after the depositions of D. Forrest and Enid Greene, the existence of the 

Commission’s investigation was leaked to the press in violation of 2 U.S.C. 9 437g(a)(12)(A). 

On October 1. 1997, ,me Salt Lake Tribune published an article entitled, FEC Starts Greene 

Probe, in which three former employees of Enid ’94 - David Harmer, KayLin Loveland, and 

Peter Valcarce - confirmed that they had been interviewed by representatives of the Office of 

General Counsel within the past two months. (Exhibit I). The former campaign workers 

characterized the interviews as “wide-ranging” and gave the reporter the impression that “the 

FEC ipvestigation is a new one and not limited to the allegations and issues raised in Greene’s 

complaint [against Joseph P. Waldholtz].” All three former campaign workers cited FECA’s 

confidentiality provisions in declining to discuss specific issues raised in their interviews. The 

fact that they nevertheless then confirmed that they had been interviewed by the Ofice of 

General Counsel and felt free to characterize the interviews as “wide-ranging” indicated that the 
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witnesses had not been adequately advised as to their duties under FECA by the Office of 

General Counsel. 

Counsel for D. Forrest and Enid Greene brought these apparent violations of 2 U.S.C. 9 

437g(a)(l2)(A) to the attention of the General Counsel, but were told that it was highly unlikely 

that the Commission would exercise its discretionary enforcement authority to initiate an 

investigation of the Commission’s own personnel. On October 8, 1997, Ms. Greene received a 

letter from the Utah State Bar announcing that, as a direct result of The Salt Lake Tribune article. 

the Office of Attorney Discipline had opened a file on Ms. Greene and would consider taking 

action against her depending upon the outcome of the Commission‘s investigation. (Exhibit J). 

Despite these egregious violations of 2 U.S.C. $ 437g(a)(I2)(A), both Enid and I). 

Forrest Greene continued to cooperate with the General Counsel’s investigation. On December 

1, 1997. counsel for Enid and D. Forrest Greene provided the General Counsel with a copy of the 

contract between Enid ‘94 and the FEC accounting firm of Huckaby & Associates. On 

December 17, 1997, counsel for Enid and D. Forrest Greene responded to yet another request for 

documents from the General Counsel and turned over Mr. Greene’s personal calendar for 1995 

and copies of all of the password-protected documents retrieved from Joseph P. Waldholtz’s 

laptop computer. 

During the first two weeks of June 1998, Joseph P. Waldholtz gave prison interviews to a 

number of members of the national media. In these interviews, Joseph P. Waldholtz repeatedly 

indicated that neither Enid nor D. Forrest Greene was a knowing participant in his plan to 

circumvent FECA’s regulatory scheme. Counsel for Enid and D. Forrest Greene provided the 

General Counsel with copies of the resulting articles on June 18, 1998. 
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On July 20. 1998 - approximately one month later -- the General Counsel recommended 

that the Commission find probable cause to believe that Ms. Greene violated 2 U.S.C. 9 441f by 

knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect twenty-eight contributions in the name of 

another to her 1994 campaign committee. Enid ‘94. This recommendation is frivolous and 

should be rejected to avoid a miscarriage ofjustice. 

111. SECTION 441f VIOLATIONS REQUIRE PROOF OF SPECIFIC INTENT TO 
CIRCUMVENT FECA’S ~ G U L A T B R Y  SCHEME. 

A. The General Counsel’s Brief Contains No Discussion of the Appropriate Scienter 
Standard in a Section 441f Matter. 

The General Counsel has recommended that the Cornmission find probable cause to 

believe that Enid Greene knowingly permitted her name to be used to effect contributions from 

her father, D. Forrest Greene, to her 1994 campaign committee, Enid ‘94, in violation of section 

44 1 f. However, it is difficult to tell from the General Counsel’s inartfully drafted brief exactly 

what standard of knowledge the General Counsel believes applies in section 441f cases. At 

times. the General Counsel seems to be arguing for a negligence standard, i.e. that Enid Greene 

may be sanctioned if she “should have known” about Joseph P. Waldholtz’s scheme to 

circumvent FECA’s dollar limitations on individual contributions. - See General Counsel’s Brief 

at 21 (citing Enid Greene’s “lack of vigilance” regarding Joseph P. Waidhohz’s actions as a basis 

for concluding that Ms. Greene knowingly permitted her name to be used to effect contributions 

funded by Mr. Greene). 

In other portions of his brief, the General Counsel seems to be arguing two different 

theories of general intent. The General Counsel’s discussion of the facts concludes that, “At a 

minimum, the available facts indicate that Enid Greene was conveniently inattentive to Joseph P. 

Waldholtz‘s actions regarding her 1994 and 1996 campaigns.” General Counsel’s Brief at 19 
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(emphasis added). This seems to be some sort of an attempt to impose liability on Ms. Greene 

based on a novel will€ul blindness theory. 

Finally, in other portions of his brief, the General Counsel seems to be arguing that the 

knowledge requirement of section 441f is one of general intent, which can be established by 

showing merely that the respondent had knowledge of the operative facts. General Counsel’s 

Brief at 2 1 (“Enid Greene testified that she clearly was aware that the funds from her father were 

being used for her campaign.”). 

The General Counsel’s confusion as to the appropriate scienter standard to apply in these 

matters is perhaps understandable given that he is attempting to apply section 44!f?0 a set of 

facts that was never envisioned by Congress or the Commission. The Commission’s regulations 

implementing section 44lfassume that only two parties will be involved in the course of conduct 

that constitutes a violation of section 441f. The Commission’s regulations set out two examples 

of contributions in the name of another. First, a violation of section 44If occurs when an 

individual gives money, all or part of whish was provided to the contributor by another person, 

without disclosing the source of the money to the recipier,: committee at the time the 

contribution is made. 11 C.F.R. 4 110.4(b)(2)(i). The only person in these matters who violated 

section 441f in this manner is Joseph P. Waldholtz, who took money that he obtained by fraud 

from D. Forrest Greene, converted it to his own use, and then contributed it to Enid ‘94 without 

disclosing that he, Joseph P. Waldholtz, was the true contributor. Second, the Conmmission’s 

regulations also indicate that section 441f may be violated by making a contribution md 

attributing as the source of the money another person when in fact the contributor is the source. 

11 C.F.R. $ 110.4(b)(2)(ii). Here again, however, the only person who violated section 441f in 

this manner is Joseph P. Waldholtz, who contributed money he had obtained by fraud from Mr. 
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Greene and attributed it to another person, Ms. Greene. The Commission’s reguhtions thus do 

not contemplate the facts in this case, where the true contributor obtained funds from one 

individual. D. Forrest Greene, and then contributed them to the campaign in the name of a third 

individual. Enid Greene. 

Faced with this conundrum, the General Counsel relies on the second clause of section 

441f. which prohibits anyone from knowingly permitting his or her name to be used to effect a 

contribution in the name of another. Unfortunately, in casting about for the appropriate standard 

of knowledge to apply in this case, the General Counsel has hit upon every possible standard 

except the correct one: specific intent. 

B. The General Counsel’s Brief Fails to Establish a Violation of Section 441fUnder 
Any Standard of Knowledge. 

As discussed in detail in sections IV and V below, Ms. Greene mistakenly believed, due 

to a series of calculated and deliberate misrepresentations by Joseph P. Waldholtz both before 

and during their marriage. that she had the personal wealth to make all of the contributions that 

were made in her name to Enid ‘94. Under any standard of knowledge, these mistakes of fact 

preclude the Commission from finding that there is probable cause to believe that Ms. Greene 

knowingly violated section 44 1 f 

1. Negligence. 

The General Counsel’s subjective belief that Ms. Greene “should have known” that 

Joseph P. Waldholtz was stealing money from her father and contributing it to Enid ‘94 in her 

name is simply inadequate as a matter of law to establish a violation of section 441f. The second 

clause of  section 441f was enacted as part of a criminal statute and the scienter requirement of 

that statute must be interpreted as a matter of criminal law.(‘ b“ICnowledge in criminal law is 

Section I O l ( f ) ( l )  of the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1974 added a new section 614 to 6 
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actual consciousness. . . . ‘Should have known’ is closer to negligence than to knowledge. . . . 

‘Knowledge’ is a cousin to ‘purpose’; both concepts exclude ‘should have known but didn’t.’ . . 

What the defendant should have known is not knowledge.” United States v. Bader, 956 F.2d 

708, 710 (7Ih Cir. 1992)(internal citations omitted). Accordingly, there is no basis in law for 

finding Ms. Greene liable for a violation of section 441f on the basis of what the General 

Counsel believes she should have known. 

2. General Intent. 

Similarly, there i s  no support in the law for the General Counsel’s apparent belief tRzi the 

scienter requirement of section 441f can be satisfied by a showing of general intent. In order to 

demonstrate that a respondent acted with general intent, the government must show that the 

respondent acted voluntarily and intentionally, and not because of “mistake or accident or other 

innocent reason.” United States v. Docktor, 58 F.3d 1284, 1287-88 (SLh Cir. 1995); United States 

v. Lawson, 780 F.2d 535, 542 ( , I h  Cir. 1985). Accordingly, if Ms. Greene mistakenly believed 

that she had the personal wealth to make the reported contributions to Enid ‘94, she cannot be 

found to have had the general intent to violate section 441f More importantly, there is no basis 

for the General Counsel’s apparent belief that general intent is the appropriate scienter standard 

in a section 441 f matter. 

the U.S. Criminal Code. Section 614 made it a crime for anyone to knowin&& permit his name to be used 
to make a contribution in the name of another. Violations of section 614 were originally punishable by a 
criminal fine of up to %25,000 or imprisonment for up to one year. Federal Election Caq?aign Act 
Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-443, $ 101(f)(l), 88 Stat. 1263, 1268 (1974)(codified at 18 U.S.C. Q 
614). See also S. Conf. Rep. No. 1237, 931d Cong., 2”d Sess. 60, reprinted in 1974 U.S. Code Cong. & 
Admin. News 5618, 5629 Section 112(2) of the Federal Election Campaign Act Amendmen!s of 1976 
added a new section 325 to the Federal Election Campaign Act that incorporated the provisions of 18 
U.S.C. 6 614 into 2 U.S.C Q 441f and made violations of section 41 If subject to both criminal and civil 
penalties. Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1976. Pub. L. No. 94-283, 90 Stat. 475. 494 
(1976)(codified at 2 U.S.C.§ 4410. See also H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 1057, 94Ih Cong., 2”d Sess. 67, i-epriMed 
in 1976 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 946, 982. Nothing in the legislative history of section 325 
indicates that Congress sought to change the scienter requirement of section 614 when the provision was 
moved from the US. Criminal Code to FECA and made punishable by both criminal and civil penalties. 
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a. Willful Blindness. 

We know of no court that has ever imposed civil penalties on respondent in a section 

441f case on the basis of the General Counsel’s novel willful blindness theory. Indeed. as the 

General Counsel notes in his brief, the Department of Justice chose not to rely on this theory to 

prosecute Ms. Greene for criminal violations of section 441f. General Counsel’s Brief at 5 .  The 

fatal flaws in the General Counsel‘s novel willful blindness theory are discussed in detail in?a  at 

pp. 47-53. 

b. Knowledge of Operative Facts. 

Nor were we able to find any case in which a court interpreted the scienter requirement of 

section 441f as allowing the imposition of civil penalties on the basis that the Commission had 

shown that the respondent had knowledge of the operative facts that make up a section 44If 

violation. Indeed, the reported cases that address any of FECA’s scienter requirements are few 

in number. It appears to be well estab!ished that when the Commission seeks to impose civil 

penalties on a respondent under the “knowing and willful” standard of 2 U.S.C. $4376. it must 

demonstrate that the respondent acted with “knowing, conscious, and deliberate flaunting Qf the 

Act.” N W ,  716 F.2d 1401, 1403 (D.C. Cir. 1981); 

AFL-CIO v. FEC. 628 F.2d 97,101 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 449 U.S. 982 (1980). 

The few cases interpreting the lesser “knowing” standard are split. Two federal district 

courts have interpreted the “knowing” standard in 2 U.S.C. 4 441a as allowing imposition of 

civil liability where the Commission had demonstrated that the respondent had knowledge of the 

facts rendering its conduct unlawful. FEC v. Dramesi for Congress Committee, 640 F. Supp. 

985, 987 (D.N.J. 1986); FEC v. California Medical Ass’n, 502 F. Supp. 196, 203-04 (N.D. Cal. 

1980). The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, however, has taken the opposite 
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view that the “knowing” standard of section 441a requires the Commission to demonstrate that 

the respondent was aware of the illegal nature of his contributions. In re Federal Election 

Campaign Act Litigation. 474 F. Supp. 1044,1047 n.3 (D.D.C. 1979). 

Even if the courts had adopted a uniform interpretation of the “knowing“ standard of 

section 4 4 1 ~ .  those cases would be of little use in interpreting the scienter requirement of section 

-/4(fi Section 441a is and always has been a civil statute. The Commission has exclusive 

jurisdiction over “knowing” violations of section 441a. In contrast, as noted above, section 441f 

is a criminal statute, which is subject to both civil enforcement by the Commission and criminal 

prosecution by the Department of Justice. US.  Department of Jcstice, Criminal Division. Public 

Integrity Section. Federal Prosecution of Election Offenses 107 (6” ed. January f995). When the 

Commission seeks to impose civil penalties for violations of those provisions of FECA that are 

subject to both civil and criminal. enforcement, the Commission must meet the higher criminal 

standard and show that the respondent knew the law and intentionally violated it. K. Gross and 

K. Hong, Defending Prosecutions Under FECA: Drawing the CriminalKivil Line in White 

Collar Crime 1998 D-7 to D-8 (ABA-CLE 1998). 

3. Specific Intent. 

This interpretation of the scienter requirement of‘ section 441 f is borne out by the only 

known decision to interpret the term “knowingly” in a section 44 If case. in FEC v. Rodriguez, 

No. 86-687 Civ-T-I O(B)(M.D. Fla. May 5, 19987)(unpublished order), the US. District Court 

for the Middle District of Florida denied the Commission’s motion for summary judgment on the 

issue of whether the respondent had knowingly accepted a contribution made by one person in 

the name of another in violation of section 1 4  I f. The respondent, Cesar Rodriguez, had acted as 

a messenger for the true contributor, who reimbursed others for making contributions in their 
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own names to campaign committees specified by the true contributor. “Rodriguez obtained 

some of the checks made payable to the order of the campaign committees. and subsequently 

delivered some of the reimbursement checks fiom [the true contributor] to the [straw] 

contributors.” Slip op. at 2. The Cowl found that Rodriguez’s actions did not arnounZ to 

knowing acceptance within the meaning of section 441. 

In so ruling, the Court distinguished United States v. Chestnut. 533 F.2d 40 (Znd Cir. 

1975) on the basis that. unlike Rodriguez, the true contributor in Chestnut -- was a “knowing 

participant in [a] scheme” to circumvent the prohibition on corporate contributions to candidates 

for federal office. Slip op. at 3. Accordingly, in order to satisfy the scienter requirement of 

section 441f, the Commission must demonstrate that a respondent is a knowing participant in a 

plan to circumvent FECA’s regulatory scheme, i.e., that the respondent knew the law and 

intentionally sought to violate it. 

The Commission adopted Rodriguez’s interpretation of the scienter requirement of 

section 441f when it codified this decision in its regulations interpreting section 441f. On 

August 17, 1989, the Commission issued a final rule adding a new paragraph (b)(l)(iii) to 11 

C.F.R. 5 110.4. Section 110.4(b)(l)(iii) specifically prohibits any person from knowingly 

helping or assisting any person in making a contribution in the name of another. In its 

Explanation and Justification for this new rule, the Commission said it applied only “to those 

who initiate or instigate or have some significant participation in a plan or scheme to make a 

contribution in the name of another” and that this new language would not reach a s  individual 

who acts “without any knowledge of the scheme . . . .” 54 Fed. Reg. 34,098 at 34,105, col. 1 

(Aug. 17, 1989), as amended by 55 Fed. Reg. 2,281, col. 2 (Jan. 23, 1990). Thus, the 

Commission has ratified the Rodriguez decision that a person can only knowingly violate section 
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441f if he or she is aware that they are participating in a plan to circumvent FECA’s regulatory 

scheme. Moreover, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 9: 438(d), this regulation was submitted to Congress for 

review. Neither the Senate nor the House of Representatives disapproved the regulation. The 

courts have long held that Congress’s failure to disapprove a p p o s e d  FEC regulation is an 

indication that Congress did not look unfavorably on the Commission’s construction of FECA. 

FEC v. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 454 US. 27,34 (1981). 

Accordingly, in order to support his probable cause recommendation. the Genera! 

Counsel must demonstrate that it is more probable than not that Ms. Greene knew both that (1)  

funds contributed to Enid ‘94 in her name had in fact come from Mr. Greene, and (2) she was 

participating in a deliberate plan to evade FECA’s regulatory scheme. Any fair evaluation of all 

the evidence that has been adduced in these matters will conclude the General Counsel has failed 

to meet this burden because such evidence does not exist. 

IV. ENID GREENE DID NOT %CNOWBNGI,Y VIOLATE SECTION 441f. 

The General Counsel has recommended that the Commission find probable cause to 

believe that Enid Greene violated section 441f by knowingly allowing her name to be used to 

report twenty-eight separate contributions to her 1994 campaign committee, Enid ’94, when she 

supposedly knew that the money used to make those contributions came from her father, D. 

Forrest Greene. All of these contributions were made between July 8, 1994 and November 14. 

1994. The General Counsel fails to distinguish between these contributions, believing, 

apparently, that by simply rejecting Ms. Greene’s testimony as a whole, he need not demonstrate 

her state of mind with regard to each contribution. In order to understand Joseph P. Waldholtz’s 

scheme to inject B. Forrest Greene’s money into Enid ‘94 without Enid Greene’s knowledge, 

however, it is necessary to divide these twenty-eight contributions into two separate groups. 
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It is beyond dispute that Ms. Greene believed that the first eleven contributions, (those 

made during July and August of 1994), were made from a $5 million mutual fund, the so-called 

“TWC Ready Assets” account, that had been given to her as a wedding gift by Joseph P. 

Waldholtz. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 155-56. This account was supposedly part of the so- 

called “Waldholtz Family Trust,” the source, Ms. Greene believed, of all of Joseph P. 

Waldholtz’s apparent wealth. Indeed, as will be discussed in greater detaiI in section 1V.A. 

below, Joseph P. Waldholtz went to extraordinary lengths to convince Ms. Greene that he was a 

beneficiary of this family trust, which supposedly had over $300 million in assets. In fact. 

however, Joseph P. Waldholtz made these eleven contributions using funds he had obtained by 

fraud from D. Forrest Greene.’ In a scheme that began in January 1994 and extended well past 

the 1994 election, Joseph P. Waldholtz obtained a series of personal loans from Mr. Greene. 

ostensibly to cover the financial obligations of Waldholtz family members who, for various 

reasons, could not access funds from the so-called “Waldholtz Family Trust.“ 

Nine of these personal loans were made between the beginning of January and the end of 

August 1994. General Counsel’s Brief at 8. The General Counsel concedes that Ms. Greene 

knew of only two or three of these loam - all of which were made well before Joseph P. 

Waldholtz made the first contribution in Ms. Greene’s name to Enid ‘94 on July 8, 1994. 

General Counsel’s Brief at 11-12. Indeed, a forensic analysis o f  the Enid ‘94 and Joseph P. 

Waldholtz bank accounts, prepared by the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand, ELP and 

provided to the General Counsel by Enid Greene, shows that the source of ihe first contribution 

7 Long before the Commission decided that there was reason to believe that D. Forrest Greene conspired 
with Joseph P. Waldholtz to violate section 441f. a Utah state court had found that Joseph P. Waldhollz had 
defrauded Mr. Greene out of nearly $4 million - including the funds that Joseph P. Waldholtz then 
contributed to Enid ‘94 in the name of Enid Greene. The General Counsel showed no deference 
whatsoever to this prior coiirt ruling, despite the fact that it strikes at the heart of the General Counsel’s 
determination that Mr. Cireene was a knowing participant in Joseph P. Watdholtz’s ptan to circumvent 
FECA’s regulatory scheme. Brief of Respondent D. Forrest Greene at 33-36. 
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to Enid ’94 was a personal loan of $150,000 that D. Forrest Greene made to Joseph P. Waldholtz 

on July 7, 1994. General Counselis Brief at 8. The General Counsel concedes that this loan was 

made in the form of a wire transfer that was addressed solely to Joseph P. Waldholtz. General 

Counsel’s Brief at 9. There is, therefore, no evidence to show that Ms. Greene knew that her 

father was the source of the first eleven contributions. Moreover, there is clear documentary 

evidence to support Ms. Greene’s belief that the source of these contributions was her so-called 

“TWC Ready Assets” account in the “Waldholtz Family Trust.” Accordingly. the General 

Counsel has failed to show that there is probable cause to believe that Ms. Greene violaied 

section 441f with regard to these first eleven contributions. 

The remaining seventeen contributions were made between August 26. 1994 and 

November 14, 1994. All of these contributions were made using funds derived from the “Asset 

Swap” engineered by Joseph P. Waldholtz. See section 1V.B. below. The General Counsel’s 

probable cause recommendation with regard to these later contributions is based largely on the 

fact that Enid Greene knew that the funds derived from this supposed transaction were 

subsequently contributed to Enid ‘94 in her name. General Counsel’s Brief at 2 1. The General 

Counsel faults Ms. Greene for relying on Joseph P. Waldholtz. the treasurer of Enid ‘94 and a. 

man who had infinitely more experience with the Federal Election Campaign Act than did she, to 

determine whether the proposed transaction complied with FEC requirements - Id. The Generd 

Counsel conveniently omits the fact that Ms. Grecne expiicitly directed Joseph P. Waldhottz f o  

have the proposed rrunsaction reviewed by Huckaby & Associates, a nationally recognized FEC 

accountingjh that had been hired two months earlier for !he express purpose of enswring that 

Enid ’94 operated in compiete conpiiunce with FEC requirements. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 

160-61, 194. 
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Finally, the General Counsel 

actually received any documentation 

relies disingenuously on the fact that Ms. Greene never 

supporting the "Asset Swap." General Counsel's Brief at 

21. In fact, as the General Counsel well knows. Ms. Greene repeatedly asked Joseph P. 

Waldholtz to produce such documentation. Enid Greene Dep. at 195, 207-09, 21 1-12. 236-37. 

And. in fact, although she never saw it, Joseph P. Waldholtz manufactured false documentation 

so he could demonstrate to both Enid and D. Forrest Greene that the "Asset Swap" had taken 

place. Those false documents, which Ms. Greene has provided to the General Counsel on two 

separate occasions, preclude the Commission from making a finding of probable cause tQ believe 

that Ms. Greene violated section 441f with regard to the final seventeen contributions. because 

they demonstrate conclusively that she was not a knowing participant in Joseph P. Waldholtz's 

scheme to circumvent the requirements of FECA. The mere fact that she was aware that funds 

obtained from her father were ultimately used in her campaign is not enough to satisfy the 

scienter requirement of section 441 when there is unrefuted evidence that she was deceived into 

believing that those hnds  were obtained in a legal transaction. 

A. Enid Greene Was Unaware that Loans Joseph P. Wdsldholt;r. Had Obtained by 
Fraud From ID. Forrest Greene Were Used By Joseph P. Waldholb to Make 
Contributions in Her Name i o  Enid '94. 

As noted above, it is undisputed that Ms. Greene believed that the first eleven 

contributions, (those made during July and August of 1994), came from a $5 million mutual 

fund. the so-called "TWC Ready Assets" account, that had been given to her as a wedding gift 

by Joseph P. Waldholtz. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 155-56. Ms. Greene also testified that she 

was not aware that Joseph P. Waldholtz was borrowing hundreds of thousands of dollars from 

her father at the same time that she believed that the TWC Ready Assets account was being used 

to fund her 1994 campaign. Enid Greene Dep. at 148. The General Counsel simply dismisses 
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Ms. Geeene’s testimony as “unconvincing.” The General 

Counsel’s brief. however, fails to address, much less refute. the documentary evidence that 

supports Ms. Greene’s testimony. That evidence shows conclusively that Joseph P. Waldholtz 

went to extraordinary lengths to convince Ms. Greene that he was a beneficiary of a family Wst. 

which he claimed had over $300 million in assets, and that, by virtue of their marriage. she had 

General Counsel’s Brief at 19. 

more than enough personal wealth to contribute millions of dollars to Enid ’94. Moreover, the 

documentary evidence also shows that Joseph P. Waldholtz tried to conceal from Enid Greene 

the fact that Joseph P. Waldholtz was borrowing hundreds of thousands of dollars from D. 

Forrest Greene and using those hnds  to make contributions to Enid ‘94. 

1. Joseph P. Waldholtz went to extraordinary length5 to deceive Enid 
Greene into believing that she had &e personal wealth to make millions 
of dollars inr sontributions to Enid ‘94. 

a. Falsified Tax Returns. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz’s deception of Ms. Greene began well before their marriage. In the 

spring of 1993, before their August 1993 wedding, Joseph P. Waldholtz and Ms. Greene 

submitted a mortgage application to Salt Lake City’s First Security Bank in order to purchase the 

house they intended to live in after their wedding. As part of that mortgage application, Joseph 

P. Waidholtz submitted copies of what he said were his individual income tax returns for tax 

years 1 99 1 and 1994. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz claimed approximately two hundred and fifiy thousand dollars 

($250,000) in annual income from the “J.M. [sic] Waldholtz Trust” on bolh of those returns 

when, in fact, he knew (although Ms. Greene did not) that there was no ”Waldholtz Family 

Trust” (Exhibit K). Incredibly, First Security Bank (the largest bank in the Intermountain West) 
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subsequently granted the mortgage application based largely on Joseph P. Waldholtz's 

representations as to his sources of income. Enid Greene Dep. at 146-47, 157. 

By the time of the mortgage application, has. Greene had been told many times by Joseph 

P. Waldhottz, during the we11 over two years of their acquaintance and courtship, that he was a 

beneficiary of the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust." Enid Greene Dep. at 155. 203. His 

spending habits certainly seemed to confirm that he was a wealthy man and, indeed, the General 

Counsel concedes that Joseph P. Waldholtz portrayed himself as a millionaire. General 

Counsel's Brief at 3, n. 4. These falsified tax retums and the fact that First Security Bank 

granted a mortgage application on the basis of these returns only confirmed Ms. Greene's belief 

the Joseph P. Waldholtz was independently wealthy. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 146-47. 157, 

203. 

b. Falsified TWC Ready Assets Statement. 

As noted above, Ms. Greene believed unFi1 shortly after Joseph P. Waldholltz fled 

Washington, D.C. on November 11, 1995, that the source of the personal contributions she made 

to her congressional campaign through August of 1994 was a mutual fund that had supposedly 

been established in her name by the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" at the time of her 

August 8, 1993, wedding to Joseph P. Waldholtz. Joseph P. Waldhottz told her on their wedding 

duy that, as a wedding gift, he had the trustees of the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" place 

approximately $5 million into a TWC Ready Assets mutual fund in Ms. Greene's name for her to 

do with as she wished. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 155-56. 

In July of 1995, reporters for a Salt Lake City newspaper compared Ms. Greene's 1894 

and 1995 congressional financial disclosure statements' with Enid '94's FEC reports and 

Joseph P. Waldholtz's falsification of Ms. Greene's 1994 and 1995 financial disclosure forms is  discussed 
in the following section 

8 
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concluded that she did not have the personal assets to have financed her 1994 campaign. Based 

on misrepresentations made to her by Joseph P. Waldholtz and her belief that the TWC Ready 

Assets account contained approximately $5 million, Ms. Greene told the reporters that there was 

a typographical error on the financial disclosure reports and that the TWC Ready Assets account 

should have been valued at over $1 million, not between $500,000 and $1  million as originally 

reported. In essence, the wrong box had been checked on the report form.' When the reporters 

asked for copies of the TWC Ready Assets Statement to confirm its value, Ms. Greene directed 

Joseph P. Waldholtz to contact the trustees of the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" and have 

them produce a copy of the statement. After some delay, Joseph P. Waldholtz eventually 

produced a statement showing that, as of March 31, 1994, Ms. Greene's TWC Ready Asset 

account had a balance of nearly $4.5 million. 

After Joseph P. Waldholtz fled Washington, D.C., however, Enid Greene discovered a 

memorandum from Joseph P. Waldholtz to a friend directing him to praduce a phony TWC 

Ready Assets statement "as a joke" on Ms. Greene. Attached to this document was a marked-up 

copy of Joseph P. Waldholtz's own Merrill Lynch statement for the friend to use as a model 

(Exhibit L). It was this falsified statement that Ms. Greene provided to reporters, believing it to 

be genuine. 

c. Falsified Financial Disclosure Statements. 

In bath 1994 and 1995, Ms. Greene relied on her former husband, Joseph P. Waldholtz, 

to provide her with accurate information regarding the assets he brought into their marriage. As 

previously discussed, Joseph P. Waldholtz told her that he was a beneficiary of the so-called 

"Waldholtz Family Trust," which he claimed had hundreds of millions of dollars in assets. Ms. 

9 The disclosure forms require valuation of assets only in broad categories; the boxes for these two categories 
appear contiguously on the disclosure form. 
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Greene incorporated this information into the financial disclosure statements she prepared for the 

House of Representatives in 1994 and 1995. We now h o w ,  of course, L!at there was no 

"Waldholtz Family Tnist" and that the assets Joseph P. Waldholtz claimed to own were purely 

fictitious. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz's deception of Ms. Greene went even deeper than merely lying to 

her about his assets. On two separate occasions he duped her into signing financial disclosure 

statements that were materially different than the ones she had read and approved. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz's deception of Enid and D. Forrest. Greene hinged on their 

continued belief in the non-existent "Waldholtz Family Trust." When Ms. Greene had to file her 

first financial disciosure statement as a candidate in 1994, however, he ran into a problem. The 

Ethics in Government Act allows a candidate to avoid reporting details of a qualified blind ?rust 

that benefits her spouse or dependent children. In order to take advantage of this exemption. 

however, the trust documents must be submitted to the House Committee on Standards of 

Official Conduct to determine whether the trust meets the statutory requirements for a qualified 

blind trust. 5 U.S.C. app. 4, 9 102(e)(3)(D). 

Joseph P. Waldholtz, of course, wanted Ms. Greene to believe that the so-called 

"Waldholtz Family Trust" met the requirements for a qualified blind trust so as to avoid the 

specific reporting requirements. However, since there was no such trust, there were no trust 

documents to submit to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. Accordingly, to 

maintain his deception, Joseph P. Waldholtz had to have Ms. Grcene sign a financial disclosure 

statement claiming the qualified blind trust exemption, while actuallyfiling a statement that did 

not claim this exemption. 
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The exemption for qualified blind trusts appears on the first page of the financial 

disclosure statement form. The person filling out the form must check a box labeled YES or NO 

in order to claim the exemption. In 1994, Joseph P. Waldholtz and Ms. Creene fiiled out her 

financial disclosure statement in pencil. On the draft they prepared together. the YES box 

following the qualified blind trust exemption question was marked with an X. (Exhibit M). After 

the draft had been completely filled out. Ms. Greene then signed a blank financial disclosure 

statement form and trusted her husband to fill it out in accordance with the draft and file it. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz simply erased the X in the YES box on the draft form and inserted an X in 

the NO box. He then filled out the blank form Ms. Greene had already signed. On the form that 

he actually filed, the NO box following the qualified blind trust exemption question was marked 

with an X (Exhibit N). 

In 1995, Joseph P. Waldholtz used a variation on this successful scheme. This time, he 

typed two different versions of the financial disclosure statement form -- one with the YES box 

marked with an X and another with the NO box marked with an X. At the end of the day the 

form was due, he presented Ms. Greene with the first form. She reviewed it, saw that the YES 

box was marked with an X, and signed it. Joseph P. Waldholtz left the office with the signed 

form and then later suddenly reappeared, saying he had "messed up" the form and that Ms. 

Greene would have to sign another copy. He thrust an unsigned copy of the completed form in 

front of her and urged her to sign it immediately, so he would be able to submit the form before 

the applicable congressional office closed. Ms. Greene quickly signed the form without 

reviewing it again. Joseph P. Waldholtz then ran out of the office to file the form with the Mouse 

Office of Records and Registration. The form that was filed, of course, had the NO box marked 

with an X {Compare Exhibit 0 with Exhibit P). 
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Exhibits M through P are crucial to any resolution of these matters, because they 

establish conclusively that Ms. Greene cannot be held liable for any violations of section 441f. if 

MS. Greene had been a knowing participant in Joseph P. Waldholtz's plan to circumvewt FECA 's 

regulaioy scheme, there would have been no need for the elaborate charade documented by 

fhese exhibits - both during and ajer the 1994 campaign. Indeed, the only possible explanation 

for these convoluted maneuvers is that Joseph P. Waldholtz's scheme depended upon his ability 

to keep Ms. Greene in the dark about the true source of the funds that he was contributing in her 

name to Enid '94. Astonishingly, the General Counsel never even questioned Ms. Greene about 

these documents during her deposition, despite the fact that they had been provided to the 

General Counsel two months earlier as part of Ms. and Mr. Greene's joint response to the 

Cotnmission's reason to believe finding. In his brief, the General Counsel relegates his 

discussion of the 1994 financial disclosure form to a footnote and provides no explanation of the 

bizarre circumstances surrounding the preparation of this document. General Counsel's Brief at 

3, n.4. Any fair consideration of these matters requires the Commission to conduct a more 

thorough examination of these exhibits than the General Counsel was willing to conduct in his 

rush to judgment against Ms. Greene. 

2. Joseph P. Wakholtz went to extraordinary lengths to hide from Enid 
Greene the extent of his borrowing from ID. Forrest Greene. 

Between January 21, 1994 and August 8, 1994, Mr. Greene loaned Joseph P. Waldhc!:z a 

total of $598,000 in nine separate transactions." As Mr. Greene testified during his deposition -- 
and has already been detennined by a Utah state court and admitted by Joseph P. Waldholtz I- 

We do not mean to imply by focusing on the first eight months of 1994 that all of the personal !oms Mr. 
Greene made to Joseph P. Waldholtz occurred during this period. Indeed, Joseph P. Waldirola continuer! 
to approach Mr. Greene for personal loans throughout 1994 and well into 1995. Moreover, the transfers 
Mr. Greene made to Joseph P. Waldholtz in the fall of 1994 often contained both loan proceeds and 
payments as part of the "Asset Swap," making it impossible to tell precisely where one scheme ended and 
the next one began. 

10 
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these loans were made based on a series of misrepresentations by his former son-in-law about the 

alleged dire financial condition of his mother and the consequent financial difikulties she had 

created for Joseph P. Waldholtz through a variety of transactions. D. Forrest Greene Dep. at 

133-34, 152, 196. Joseph P. Waldholtz normally made these requests in person. when both he 

and Mr. Greene were in Salt Lake City, or by telephone, from either Washington, D.C. or Salt 

Lake City. to Mr. Greene in San Francisco. D. Forrest Greene Dep. at 133-34, 166. 

An extensive search by counsel of Mr. Greene's home in Salt Lake City failed to uncover 

any written requests by Joseph P. Waldholtz for money." However, afier Joseph P. Waldholtz 

fled Washington, D.C. on November 11, 1995, Ms. Greene discovered a computer diskette 

among the belongings he Iefi behind. Further investigation revealed that the diskette contained a 

number of password-protected documents that Joseph P. Waldholtz had created on his personal 

computer. One of those documents is a letter that was created on April 20, 1994 that Joseph P. 

Waldholtz apparently iniended to send to Mr. Greene. Protected from prying eyes by the 

password "HELP," the letter, which is addressed to Mr. Greene at his business address in San 

Francisco, reads, in part: 

Dear Mr. Greene: 

Please excuse this typed note, but I fear if I hand wrote it, it would be 
illegible! I wanted to give you an update on what is going on with the financid 
matters we have been dealing with. I have not discussed all of this with Enid 
because I don't want to upset her anymore than she has to be. 

* * * * * * e  

There are several large problems that I have been dealing with. Things 
with my mother have not been well at all. She has ransacked other accounts that 1 
didn't know she had access to. She has put me in a very precarious financial 
situation again. While you have heard it before, I have taken the necessary steps 

In 1995. before Joseph P. Waldholtz's abrupt disappearance from Washington, Mr. Greene retired and 
closed his office in San Francisco, discarding a large number of documents. 

1 1  
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to remove myself from this situation. We are going to get a guardian and 1 will be 
relieved of my day to day responsibility. 

§he has overdrawn two accounts in Pittsburgh that I transfer money 
through. The total is $1 14,000. What an incredible sum. The problem is this - it 
involves Utah Banks now because that is where we transfer money to. While they 
have tried to be understanding, we are out of time. In fact. because of the 
American Express fiasco. I think they are very nervous and would consider legal 
action if I can't resolve this. 

* * * a * * *  

I have tried to get a loan, but it cannot be done in time. I don't feel that I 
can ask you to help again, but I really don't know where else to turn. I have never 
been at a lower point in my life. 

* * * * * * *  

If you are wondering why I can't access the money that was to be returned 
to you, it is because she [Waldholtz's mother] accessed it and spent it on jewelry 
and the house. The items cannot be returned, and even if they could. their value is 
much less than [what] she spent on them. She was really taken advantage of. But 
that's another matter. 

+ * * * * * *  

Mr. Greene, I am so afraid of scandal, I am just a wreck. I think we need 
to keep this between us. I cannot cause more pain for Enid or Nrs. Greene. She 
has been so kind to us; our relationship is really such a positive force in my life. 

No matter what your decision, please know how much I appreciate your 
advice. your concern, and your Iove. 

Letter from Joseph P. Waldholtz to Mr. Greene (April 28, 1994)(emphasis added)(Exhibit Q). 

On April 29, 1994, Mr. Greene loaned Joseph P. Waldholtz $56,000. General Counsel's 

Brief at 8. The April 28, 1994 Waldholtz letter supports strongly the testimony of both Enid and 

D. Forrest Greene. Neither Ms. Greene nor her father were aware that Joseph P. Waldholtz was 

transferring money that had been loaned to him by Mr. Greene into Enid '94. Moreover, Joseph 

P. Waldholtz's letter demonstrates that he tried deliberately to hide from Enid Greene the vast 

extent of his borrowing from D. Foirest Greene. Enid Greene Dep. at page 148. 
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3. The General Counsel has failed to show amy connection between tbie loans 
Enid Greene knew Joseph P. Waldholtz bad obtained from D. Forrest 
Greene and the subsequent COQtnbUtiOns that were made in Enid 
Greene’s name to Enid ‘94. 

Aside from his complete failure to address the documentary evidence supporting Ms. 

Greene’s testimony, the General Counsel’s brief is also deficient in that it fails to cite to any 

evidence in the record that would demonstrate a connection between the loans Ms. Greene knew 

Joseph P. Waldholtz had obtained from her father and the contributions that were later made in 

her name to Enid ‘94. One of the major factors the General Counsel cited in support of his 

probable cause recommendation against Enid Greene was the fact that the “transfers from D. 

Forrest Greene began in January of 1994, at the beginning of her 1994 campaign.” General 

Counsel’s Brief at 20. Unfortunately for the General Counsel’s argument, the first contributions 

to Enid ‘94 in Ms. Greene ’s name did not occur until six months later. There is no evidence in 

the record that would bridge this gap and demonstrate that Ms. Greene -hew that money that was 

loaned to Joseph P. Waldholtz by her father was subsequently contributed to Enid ‘94 in her 

name. 

The General Counsel concedes that Ms. Greene was only aware of the first two of Joseph 

P. Waldholtz‘s many requests for loans from Mr. Greene. General Counsel’s Brief at I 1. These 

two requests were made in January and February of 1994 - months before the first reported 

contributions were made to Enid ‘94. Enid Greene Dep. at pages 181-82, 184-86. The General 

Counsel attempted to establish a tie between later loans to Joseph P. Waidholtz and contributions 

to Enid ‘94, but he quickly abandoned this line of questioning when it turned out that Joseph P. 

Waldholrz had forged Ms. Greene’s signature on a loan check that had been made out jointly to 

Joseph P. Waldholtz and Ms. Greene. Enid Greene Dep. at 200-01. The General Counsel 

declined to question Ms. Greene further regarding the many documented instances of Joseph P. 
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Waldholtz forging Ms. Greene’s signature on financial documents - including two separate 

occasions when he forged her endorsement on her congressional paychecks.” Enid Greene Dep. 

at 199. Ms. Greene did concede that she had endorsed a May 9, 1994 check from D. Forrest 

Greene that was apparently a loan to Joseph P. Waldholtz. Enid Greene Dep. at 200-01. 

Enid Greene, however, signed that check approximately two months before the first 

contribution to Enid ‘94 was made. in her name. A forensic analysis of the Enid ‘94 and Joseph P. 

Waldholtz bank accounts, prepared by the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand, LLP, and 

provided to the General Counsel by Ms. Greene, shows that the source of the first contribution in 

Ip 

Ms. Greene’s name to Enid ‘94 was not the May 9. 1994 check endorsed by Enid Greene. but a 

personal loan of $150,000 that D. Forrest Greene made to Joseph F. Waldholtz on July 7, 1994. 

General Counsel‘s Brief at 8. Indeed, the General Counsel concedes that this loan was made in 

the form of a wire transfer that was addressed solely to Joseph P. Waldholtz. General Counsel’s 

Brief at 9. The forensic analysis also demonstrates that it was this $150.000 wire transfer - 

which was made without the knowledge of Enid Greene -- that was the apparent source of all of 

the contributions that were made to Enid ‘94 in Ms. Greene’s name during the month of July. 

Finally. the General Counsel also concedes that the next loan from D. Forrest Greene to Joseph 

P. Waldholtz was a wire transfer of $83,000 that was made on August 8, I994 and was addressed 

sole!,) to Joseph P. Waldholtz. General Counsel’s Brief at 9. Again, the forensic analysis shows 

that this wire transfer was the source of all of the contributions that were made to Enid ‘94 in Ms. 

Greene‘s name during the month of August prior to the Asset Swap. Accordingly, the General 

Counsel has failed to demonstrate any connection between the loans Ms. Greene knew Joseph P. 

Waldholtz had obtained from her father and the contributions that were later made in her name to 

Shortly before Joseph P. Waldholtz’s disappearance in November 1995, Ms. Greene asked House of 
Representatives employees to trace her paychecks, believing them lost or stolen. There would have been 

12 
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Enid '94. On the contrary, all the evidence in the record supports Enid Greene's testimony that 

she had no idea that Joseph P. Waldholtz was taking h d s  he had obtained by fraud fram D. 

Forrest Greene and was contributing them to Enid '94 in her name. There simply is no basis for 

the Commission to conclude that there is probable cause to believe that Ms. Greene knowingly 

violated section 441f with regard to the first eleven contributions that are the subject of these 

matters. 

B. Due to the Elaborate Deception Perpetrated by Joseph P. Waldlhdtz, h i d  
Greene Mistakenly Believed She Mad a Legal Right to Contribute Fonds 
Obtained From D. Forrest Greene in the So-Called Asset Swap to Enid '94. 

As noted above, between August 25, 1994 and November 114, 1994. D. Forrest Greene 

transferred a total of $2,211,000 to accounts controlled by Joseph P. Waldholtz. General 

Counsel's Brief at 8. During this same time period, Joseph P. Waldholtz made seventeen 

contributions totaling $937,500 to Enid '94, which he reported to the FEC as contributions from 

Enid Greene. This money was provided by D. Forrest Greene to Joseph P. Waldholtz in the 

belief that, in exchange. Mr. Greene had been assigned the right to receive the proceeds from the 

sale of commercial real estate in Pennsylvania that was jointly owned by Joseph P. Waldholtz 

and Enid Greene. 

Ms. Greene went to great lengths to explain this transaction -- which. we now know, 

involved real estate that did not actually exist - to the General Counsel during her deposition. 

Enid Greene Dep. at pages 188-98, 206-14, 224-32. The General Counsel's probabl- p cause 

recommendation is based on what only can be described as a deliberate misinterpretation of this 

testimony. Despite her testimony that she repeatedly asked Joseph P. Waldholtz for 

documentation of the Asset Swap (Enid Greene Dep. at pages 195, 2v"7-09,211-12,236-37) and 

evidence that. in response to her requests, Joseph P. Waldholtz fabricated false documentation, 

~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

no need for her to do so if she knew her husband was the thief. 
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the General Counsel's probable cause recommendation is based, in large part, on the premise that 

Ms. Greene never actually received any documentation of the Asset Swap, General Counsel's 

Brief at 16. 2 1. 

Despite the best efforts of the General Counsel, however, the record in these matters 

shows that Mr. Greene did not blindly give away $2.200,000. Instead, he was duped into 

providing these funds by Joseph P. Waldholtz, who concocted an elaborate ruse, using falsified 

documents. to convince Mr. Greene that he had indeed been assigned the right to the proceeds 

from the sale of the Pennsylvania property. 

The so-called "Asset Swap" appears to have occurred during the last two weeks of 

August, 1994. As Ms. Greene testified during her deposition, late in the summer of 1994, Jcseph 

P. Waldholtz approached her and told her that the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" had been 

frozen as a result of litigation initiated by other Waldholtz relatives over the management of the 

trust. The freeze applied to the so-called "TWC Ready Assets" mutual fund account within the 

so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" that Joseph P. Waldholtz had supposedly established for Ms. 

Greene at the time of their August 8, 1993 wedding. Ms. Greene believed that it was this mutual 

fund that was the source o f  all the contributions to Enid '94 that had been made in her name up to 

this point in the ~ampaign. '~  

Having manufactured a campaign funding crisis, Joseph P. Waldholtz then suggested that 

Enid Greene approach her father. D. Forrest Greene, for a campaign loan. Ms. Greene rejected 

that suggestion out of hand, telling Waldholtz that under federal election law her father could not 

simply lend money to the campaign; he would have to receive some sort of asset in exchange. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz immediately "remembered" that he had inherited a piece of commercial real 

The TWC Ready Assets account, and the extreme measures Joseph P. Waldholtz took to convince Ms, 
Greene that it did. in fact, exist, are discussed in greater detail in section 1V.A.I .b. 
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estate from a relative of his grandmother's. He told Ms. Greene that the real estate was in 

probate, but that the property was worth $2.2 million and that there was already a buyer for the 

property at that price. Moreover, Joseph P. Waidholtz told her that, since Pennsylvania was a 

community property state and the property had been inherited by him during their marriage. Ms. 

Greene was a joint owner of the property and could contribute up to half of the value of the 

property -- $1.1 million -- to her campaign. 

. -, . 

Ms. Greene suggested that an assignment of the proceeds from the sale of the real estate 

might be a permissible way of transferring to her father an asset in exchange for cash. She 

directed Joseph P. Waldholtz to check into the legality of the transaction with both the lawyers 

for the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" and Enid '94's FEC accountants, Huckaby & 

Associates. Not surprisingly, Joseph P. Waldholtz returned several days later and rqorted that 

he had checked with the "trustees" of the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" and the 

accountants and they both had told him that the transaction was completely legal. 

In fact, what Joseph P. Waldholtz actually did was to begin preparing an elaborate ruse. 

Shortly after his conversation with Ms. Greene, Joseph P. Waldholtz apparently sat down at his 

computer and drafted a letter to Mr. Greene. In the letter, protected from disclosure by the 

password Joseph P. Waidholtz claimed that his mother had run up $200,000 in 

overdrafts on accounts she shared with him and pleaded for $55,000 in cash to cover immediate 

expenses. Joseph P. Waldholtz promised to repay all of the outstanding loans by selling $2 

million in real estate that he claimed to own in Pennsylvania: 

Dear Mr. And Mrs. Greene: 

I have spent the past four hours on the phone with Pittsburgh, the 
attorneys, First Security, and other investigators. I made Enid a promise that I 
would never 'give up' or say that I should leave her for her own good. That was 
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my anniversary present to her. Yet, once again, because of my failure as a 
husband, son, son-in-law, and I guess even a person, we are in a horrible position. 

The money was transferred to us and ready for wire. Do you remember 
two weeks ago when First Security had to take money out of my account because 
I deposited a check of my mother's and she signed a SEatement that she never 
received it? (Which was not true: I wired her $500 per week out of that check - 
so she didn't spend it all at once!) Well, it appears that all of the checks that I 
have deposited she has done this with. We re-invested 4 large CDS for her 
through this account. and in banks back in Pittsburgh. Part of the maaey was 
used to pay her incredible overdrafts, part for her t:, live on, and part was stolen. 

The worst part is that we are in a minus position again because of my 
family. 

* * * * * * * 

I will return to Pittsburgh during the Labor Day weekend and sell two 
million dollars of real estate to cover this. 1 dealt with that this morning. There is 
a buyer; I have no choice. 

Every penny you loaned us will be repaid at market rates -- just like we 
were borrowing from a bank. It is my obligation to you. 

The problem is this: We can't wire you money today. and we are in a 
desperate situation because of the reversals. The total is staggering. over 
$200,000.00. I really am at a loss here; I will not upset Enid any more. I have 
failed her as a husband. My mother is ruining her campaign's chances. 

* * * * * * * 

again. I will close on the real estate when I go back to Pittsburgh. We will have 
the money that we recover from the fraud (around $935,000), plus the two million 
dollars in cash from selling property. 

I want that much cash because I cannot go through this anymore! I cannot put 
Enid or you through it. 

* * * * * * *  

I know Mr. Greene has a flight up here later today, and I have again caused a 
problem. I have outlined how I plan to repay this. The immediate problem is a 
great one. You will never know how sopry I am. 

Letter from Joseph P. Waldholtz to Mr. and Mrs. Forrest Greene (August 24, 1994)(Exhibit R). 
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Apparently, Joseph P. Waldholtz never actually sent this letter.I4 As was the case with 

the other password-protected letter to D. Fonest Greene that was recovered from Joseph P. 

Waldholtz’s laptop computer, Mr. Greene has no recollection of receiving this letter and no 

copies were found during a search of his home. Moreover, as the letter notes, Mr. Greene was 

scheduled to be in Salt Lake City later that same day. It appears that Joseph P. Waldholtz 

approached Mr. Greene on August 24, 1998 when he arrived in Salt Lake City and asked him for 

$55.000 as the first installment of the “Asset Swap.” Enid Greene Dep. at 189-98. On August 

25. 1994. Joseph P. Waldholtz deposited a $55,000 personal check from Mr. Greene into his 

personal checking account. General Counsel’s Brief at 8. 

As noted above, Enid Greene repeatedly asked Joseph P. Waldholtz to provide 

documentation of the Asset Swap to her father. Enid Greene Dep. at 195, 207-09. 21 1-12, 236- 

37. In response to her persistent requests, Joseph P. Waldholtz approached the campaign’s newly 

hired press secretary, Michael Levy. Joseph P. Waldholtz knew that Mr. Levy had completed 

two years of law school and had worked as a law clerk for a Washington, D.C. law firm. Joseph 

P. Waldholtz told Mr. Levy that since he was “a lawyer,” Waldholtz wanted his advice on how to 

assign the proceeds of the sale of real estate to a third party. Joseph P. Waldholtz indicated to 

Mr. Levy that he owned a piece of real estate in Pennsylvania that he wanted to sell, but that his 

lawyers did not understand how Waldholtz wanted to structure the transaction. Affidavit of 

Michael Levy at f[4[ 2-6 (Exhibit S). 

Incredibly, Joseph P. Waldholtz’s plea for cash included a request that Mr. Greene wire $30,000 directly to 
a campaign vendor, Wilson Communications. Needless to say. Mr. Greene never transferred my mQJIey to 
any of the Enid ‘94 campaign vendors, including Wilson Communications. While the letter does not 
provide any information about Mr. Greene’s state of mind at the time of the “Asset Swap,” it certainly 
demonstrates rhe extraordinary efforts Joseph P. Waldholtz made to deceive and defraud his father-in-law 
out of hundreds af thousands of dollars that Joseph P. Waldholtz then knowingly, willfully and illegally 
funneled into the Enid ‘94 campaign. 

1 4  
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Mr. Levy volunteered to contact an associate at his former law firm who he knew was 

familiar with real estate law. Mr. Levy called this associate immediately after his conversation 

with Joseph P. Waldholtz and left a message on the associate's voicemail describing Joseph P. 

Waldholtz's request and asking for some sample documents that he couid use as a model. 

Affidavit of Michael Levy at 911 7-8 (Exhibit S). When Mr. Levy did not receive a return call 

from the associate. he called a partner at the same law firm and described Joseph P. Waldholtz's 

request, indicating that Waldholtz needed a "boilerplate" document for the assignment of 

proceeds from the sale of real estate. Affidavit of Michael Levy at 77 9-10 (Exhibit S). 

Shortly thereafter, Mr. Levy initiated a conference call between the partner and Joseph P. 

Waldholtz so that Waldholtz could explain to the lawyer exactly what type of document he 

needed. On September 23, 1994, the partner faxed to Mr. Levy a one-page assignment of 

proceeds form. Mr. Levy took the fax to Joseph P. Waldholtz as soon as he received it. 

Affidavit of Michael Levy at 11 11-13 (Exhibit S). See also Fax from Emanual Faust to Mike 

Levy (9/23/94)(Exhibit T). 

On September 29, 1994, Mr. Levy was faxed another model assignment of proceeds 

document by the associate he had originally contacted. Mr. Levy delivered this second fax to 

Joseph P. Waidholtz the same day he received it. Affidavit of Michael Levy at 17 14-15 (Exhibit 

S). See also Fax from Jim Kelly to Michael Levy (9/29/94)(Exhibit U). 

At approximately the same time that Joseph P. Waldholtz was talking to Mr. Levy about 

his need for a model assignment of proceeds form, he was at work again on his personal 

computer. generating a memorandum from the so-called "Waldholtz Family Trust" to Mr. 

Greene. This memorandum was saved as a password-protected document on the same computer 

diskette that Waldholtz had used to create the April 281h and August 241h letters to Mr. Greene 
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discussed previously. Created on January 1, 1994 (no doubt as part of Joseph P. Waldholds 

earlier scheme to obtain fraudulent personal loans from Mr. Greene), the memorandum was 

revised on September 21, 1994 to read, in its entirety, as follows: 

Mr. Greene, we apologize for the delay in sending the materials to you. Joe and Enid 
asked that we send you the assignment of the real estate and the letter from the U.S. 
Attorney. We apologize for the delay and the confusion. 

If we can be of firther assistance, please give us a call. 

Thank you. 

Memorandum from "The "Waldholtz Family Trust"" to Mr. D.F. Greene c/o East-West Co. 
(Exhibit V). 

The three-letter password that Joseph P. Waldholtz chose to protect this bogus 

"Waldholtz Family Trust" memorandum sums up his entire course of dealing with Mr. Greene: 

"LIE." 

The unrefuted documentary evidence demonstrates that Joseph P. Waldholrz went to 

extraordinary lengths to deceive Enid Greene into believing that the Asset Swap was a lawful 

transaction. More importantly, these documents demonstrate that Enid Greene was not a 

knowing participant in Joseph P. Waldholtz's scheme to circumvent FECA. There would have 

been no need for Joseph P. Waldholtz to research assignment documentation through Michael 

Levy and a respected Washington, D.C. fimi if Enid Greene were a participant in the scheme to 

defraud D. Forrest Greene. Accordingly, a fair evaluation of all the evidence adduced in these 

matters can come to no other conclusion than that there is no probable cause to believe that Enid 

Greene violated section 441f in connection with the last seventeen contributions that are the 

subject of these matters. 
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V. ENID GREENE WAS NOT WILLFULLY BLIND TO JOSEBM P. 
WALDHOLTZ’S SCHEME TO CONTMBUTE FUNDS HE HAD OBTAINED BY 
FRAUD FROM D. FORREST GWEENE TQ ENID ‘94 IN THE NAME OF ENID 
GREENE. 

Finally, let us put to rest any notion the General Counsel may have regarding the use of a 

willhl blindness theory in these matters. As noted at the outset, the General Counsel seems to 

be arguing at various points in his brief that Ms. Greene may be sanctioned for violations of 

section 441f on the basis that she was willfully blind to the criminal acts of Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

The General Counsel’s assessment of the evidence in these matters leads him to conclude that. 

“Enid Greene was conveniently inattentive to Waldholtz’s actions regarding her I994 and 1996 

campaigns.” General Counsel’s Brief at 19. He then bases his probable cause recommendation. 

in part, on “Enid Greene’s lack of vigilance regarding Waldholtz’s actions . . . .” General 

Counsel’s Brief at 21. 

The General Counsel does not do himself any favor by trying to pursue a willful 

blindness theory. Even if the law allowed the General Counsel to use a willful blindness theory 

to establish a violation oFsection 441f, which it does not, he still would have to show that MS. 

Greene acted with deliberate ignorance and conscious avoidance of actual knowledge. The 

General Counsel would have to come forward with proof that Ms. Greene deliberately closed her 

eyes to what otherwise would have been obvious. United States v. Glick, 710 F.2d 639, 642 

(10“ Cir. 1983): United States v. Jewell, 532 F.21697 (91h Cir. 1976); Griego v. United States, 

298 F.2d 845 (IOfh Cir. 1962). The standard of proofin willful blindness cases is very high: 

A court can properly find wilful blindness only where it can almost be said that 
the defendant actually knew. He suspected the fact; he realised its probability; but 
he refrained from obtaining the final confirmation because he wanted in the even? 
to be able to deny knowledge. This, and this alone, is wilful blindness. It requires 
in effect a finding that the defendant intended to cheat the administration of 
justice. Any wider definition would make the doctrine of wilful blindness 



indistinguishable from the civil doctrine of negligence in not obtaining 
knowledge. 

Jewel], 532 F.2d at 700, n. 7 (guoting G. Williams, Criminal Law: The Genera! Part 159 (2d ed. 

1961)). 

There is nothing in the record that would even remotely support an argument that Ms. 

Greene deliberately closed her eyes to obvious wrongdoing by Joseph P. Waldholtz. Indeed. the 

evidence in the record shows exactly the opposite: at the first hint of possible concern Ms. 

Greene took affirmative action to ensure that Enid '94 would be operated in complete compliance 

with FECA requirements. 

In midJune 1994, KayLin Loveland, the assistant treasurer of Enid '94, approached Ms. 

Greene with concerns about the accuracy of the FEC reports prepiired by Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

Enid Greene Dep. at pages 166-167. Ms. Greene's immediate reaction was to hire a nationally 

recognized FEC accounting firm, Huckaby & Associates, to prepare the rest of the Enid '94 FEC 

reports. She did so both to assist her husband and to protect his reputation. Moreover. Ms. 

Greene directed Huckaby & Associates to do whatever it took, without regard to cost, to ensure 

that Enid '94 was in full compliance with all FECA requirements: 

I told [Stan Huckaby] that I wanted him to do everything that was necessary not 
only from this point forward, but to look at other reports to make sure everything 
was correct. If [the earlier FEC reports] were not  correct], to amend them. He 
was to spend whatever it took to make sure they are correct. I told him if you 
ever have a problem just call me. 

Enid Greene Dep. at page 161. 

Ms. Greene retained highly respected professionals to ensure that Enid '94 was in 

complete compliance with all FECA requirements. They failed her utterly. Between July 15, 

1994 and January 30, 1995, Huckaby & Associates prepared seven EEC reports on behalf of 

Enid '94. Incredibly, Huckaby & Associates prepared these reports based solejy on the word qf 
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Joseph P. Waldholtz, whose conduct they were supposed to be overseeing. Huckby h 

Associates never obtained any documentation fo supporf ,he information that was provided to 

them by Joseph P. Waldholtz Moreover, no one @on? Huckaby & Associates ever even called 

Ms. Greene during the campaign to inform her that they were having diflcuity riocirmenting the 

committee's contributions and expenditures. Enid Greene Dep. at 161. 

There was, indeed, negligence in the operation of Enid '94, but it was the negligence of 

Huckaby & Associates, not that of Enid Greene. Ms. Greene took every reasonable step to 

ensure that her campaign committee was operated in accordance with all applicable leg31 

requirements. The negligence of her outside consultants cannot be imputed to her, and in no way 

demonstrates that she was willfully blind to the criminal actions of the committee's ta, Qasurer. 

Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

Nor, without the benefit of hindsight, can it seriously be argued that Ms. Greene was 

willfully blind to the legality of the Asset Swap. The General Counsel finds it incredible that ig 

candidate for Congress, who was busy campaigning 12 to 15 hours a day, would turn to her 

husband and campaign treasurer, a man whose entire adult life had been spent in political 

fundraising at the federal level, to determine whether a specific business transaction W O d d  be 

permissible under FEC regulations. The only apparent basis for the General Counsel's 

incredulousness is the fact that Ms. Greene was an attorney, and Joseph P. Waldholtz was not. 

General Counsel's Brief at 21. 

The General Connsel's contention that it was unreasonable for Ms. Greene to rely on 

Joseph P. Waldholtz to determine the legality of the Asset Swap, because she was a lawyer and 

Q 

he was not. is patently ridiculous. The General Counsel seems to believe that, because Ms. 

Greene had taken a course in law school on election law in 1983, she should have been able to 
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determine whether ?he Asset Swap would have been permissible under FECA. General 

Counsel’s Brief at 4, n. 5. In fact, the law school course Ms. Greene took dealt with a number OC 

federal election law issues, including the Voting Rights Act and apportionment. Only a small 

portion of the course dealr with federal campaign finance law. Enid Greene Dep. at 11-12. 

Moreover, Ms. Greene took that course more thar? ten years before her 1994 campaign. While 

Ms. Greene was active politically during those ten years, she testified that she was never 

involved directly in political fundraising until her first campaign for Congress in 1992. Enid 

Greene Dep. at IS, 23. 27, 106-09. Moreover, while Ms. Greene was a lawyer. she was a 

litigator, not a campaign finance specialist. Enid Greene Dep. at 12-13. To expect a person with 

that level of training and experience in campaign finance law to be able to determine whether &e 

Asset Swap was permissible under FECA is simply ludicrous. 

In contrast to Ms. Greene’s limited experience with FECA, Joseph P. Waldholtz had 

spent his entire adult life in political fundraising at the highest levels of American politics. In the 

yezirs leading up to his stint as treasurer of Enid ‘94, Joseph P. Waldholtz had raised funds for 

Senator Rick Santorum’s (R-PA) first campaign for federal office, served as the chief of staff for 

Elsie Hillman, a member of the Republican National Committee, ran the BusWQuayle ’94 

campaign in Pennsylvania, and served as the executive director of the Utah Republican Party. 

Enid Greene Dep. at 39-40,42,69-70, 73. Indeed, Ms. Greene testified that Joseph P. Waldholtz 

was named treasurer of Enid ‘94 precisely because “he had more expertise [in campaign finance] 

than anyone else 1 thought in the State of Utah and he was my husband and I trusted him.” Enid 

Greene Dep. at pages 1%. 

Moreover, Joseph P. Waldholtz was supposedly in day-to-day contact with Huckaby L 

Associates, the nationally recognized FEC accounting firm that had been retained for the explicit 
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purpose of ensuring that Enid '94 was in complete compliance with all FEC requirements. Ms. 

Greene did not blindly delegate to Joseph P. Waldholtz the responsibility for determining the 

legality of the Asset Swap; she explicitly directed him to consult with the FEC experts: 

I said we need to check this through with the lawyers, meaning the trust lawyers 
on the real property side of it, and you have to check with the accountants, 
meaning Huckaby on the FEC side of it. I said you have to absolutely make sure 
that this thing is valid. Ne came back to me two days later. . . . He used enough 
[legal terminology] to convince me that yes he had talked to the lawyer and the 
accountant and everything was working. Now mind you, I'm ir? the middle OF the 
campaign. I've left all this to Joe to figure out because he's used to dealing with 
the trustees and he's been dealing with Huckaby. He mmes back to me and said 
yes, it will work. They said it will work. 

Enid Greene Dep. at pages 194-95. 

Under these circumstances, given what she knew about Joseph P. Waidholtz at the time. 

it was completely reasonable for Ms. Greene to rely on her campaign treasurer to consult with 

FEC professionals to determine that the Asset Swap was permissible under FECA. Moreover. 

although she did not know it at the time, there was an existing FEC precedent that supported the 

legality of the Asset Swap. In Advisory Opinion 1984-60. [1976-1990 Transfer Binder] Fed. 

Elec. Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) 7 5802, the Commission held that a former candidate could sell 

an interest in real estate to a family member in an arms-length transaction and use the proceeds 

from that sale to retire campaign debts. Moreover, the Commission held that the funds received 

by the candidate as a result of this transaction would not constitute a contribution by the 

purchaser of the interest in real estate. Accordingly, it was not unreasonable for Ms. Greene to 

believe that the Asset Swap was permissible under FECA. 

Finally, Ms. Greene cannot be found to have been willfully blind to Joseph P. 

Waldholtz's criminal actions based on what the General Counsel believes was her "'lack of 

vigilance" in supervising Joseph P. Waldholtz's actions as treasurer of Enid '94. General 
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Counsel’s Brief at 21. As the General Counsel is well aware, a candidate has no legal duty to 

supervise the actions of the campaign’s treasurer. The candidate is merely an agent of the 

campaign committee. It is the treasurer and the treasurer alone who is legally responsible for any 

violations of FECA, FEC v. Gus Savage for Congress ’82 C o m m i w ,  606 F. Supp. 541, 546-47 

(N.D. Ill. 1985). 

VI. CONCLUSION. 

The General Counsel’s recommendation that the Commission find probable cause to 

believe that Enid Greene violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f is based on nothing more than his erroneous 

subjective belief that Ms. Greene “should have known” that her then-husband, Joseph P. 

Waldholtz, was contributing funds he stole from D. Forrest Greene to Enid ‘94 in her name. 

General Counsel’s Brief at 2 I ,  However. the scienter requirement of section 441 f requires than 

the General Counsel demonstrate that it is more probable than not that Enid Greene knew both 

that (1) finds contributed to Enid ‘94 in her name had in fact come from D. Forrest Greene, and 

(7) she was a willing participant in a deliberate plan to evade FECAs regulatory scheme. 

Contrary to the General Counsel’s recommendation, any fair evaluation of nll the evidence that 

has been adduced in these matters would establish that Enid Greene did not knowingly allow hei 

name to be used by Joseph P. Waldholtz as part of his scheme to channel funds he obtained by 

fraud from D. Forrest Greene into Enid ‘94. 

Ms. Greene testified that she was totally unaware that funds initially loaned by her father 

to Joseph P. Waldholtz were being transferred to the Enid ‘94 campaign accounts, and later 

believed, due to the misrepresentations of Joseph P. Waldholtz regarding her interest in a piwe 

of commercial real estate in Pennsylvania, that she had an unequivocal legal right to transfer 

certain finds to the Enid ‘94 campaign accounts. 
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The documentary evidence fdly supports Ms. Greene's testimony. As discussed in 

section 1V.A. above, Joseph P. Waldholtz went to great lengths to fabricate documents to 

convince Ms. Greene that she had the personal wealth, as a result oftheir marriase, to contribute 

a substantial amount of money to her 1994 congressional campaign. Moreover, the 

documentary evidence shows that Joseph P. Waldholtz deliberately tried to hide from Enid 

Greene the extent of his borrowing fiom D. Forrest Greene. In his April 28, 1994 letter 

requesting a $1 14,000 loan from Mr. Greene, Joseph P. Waldholtz wrote, "I have not discussed 

all of this with Enid because I don't want to upset her anymore than she has to be. . . . 1 think we 

need to keep this between us. 1 cannot cause more pain for Enid or Mrs. Greene." Letter €?om 

Joseph P. Waldholtz to Mr. Greene (April 28, 1994)(Exhibit J). If Enid Greene was not even 

aware of the extent of Joseph P. Waldholtz's borrowing from her father, she could not possibiy 

have known that Joseph P. Waldholtz was taking those loan proceeds and using them to secretly 

finance the Enid '94 campaign. Indeed, the General Counsel has failed to demonstrate any 

connection between the loans Ms. Greene knew Joseph P. Waldholtz had obtained from her 

father and the contributions that were later made in her name to Enid '94. 

Enid Greene was as much a victim of Joseph P. Waldholtz's so-called "Asset Swap" as D. 

Forrest Greene. The unrehted documeitary evidence demonstrates that Joseph 2. Waldholtz 

went to extraordinary lengths to deceive Enid Greene into believing that the Asset Swap was a 

lawful transaction. More importantly, these documents demonstrate that Enid Greene w- not a 

knowing participant in Joseph P. Waldholtz's scheme to drcwmvent FECA. 
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For all of the foregoing reasons, the Commission should conclude that there is no 

probable cause to believe that Enid Greene violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441f 

Respectfhlly submitted, 

u 
Charles N. Roistacher 

Brett G. Kappel 

Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy LLP 
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
Phone: (202) 347-0066 
Fax: (202) 624-7222 

Counsel to Enid Greene 
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(EXCERPT) 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you, Your Honor, fop: allowing EEE 

the opportunity to address this Court. 

Yesterday, as I was reading a newspaper, f came across 

an Associated Press story of a person who graduate26 from rollegc 

and cheated on an exam. And this gnawed away at her and she 

made it public, and she said something that I think very much 

applies to me: 

lie. And that's precisely what I have done. She said, in tha t  

process, you deceive all the people into thinking you are 

something you are not. And that's something that I've d0PsQe. 

She ended it by slaying something that a friend of mine said to 

me, a good friend from Pittsburgh, some months ago: The tzuth 

really does set you free. And I have found that to be the  case 

in the past six weeks. 

Once you cheat, then you have to cover it with a 

This past year has been a nightmare for so many 

people: my family, my friends, my former wife, and her Family. 

To them, I would like to express my deepest regret and sorrOM 

for my actions. My behavior was deplorable. 

responsible. 1: did commit crimes against the United States. St 

is my responsibility, and my responsibility alon@. These 

actions go against everything that I was taught and everything 

that I thought 1 believed in. 

Anti I alone am 

1 became active in politics because I revere this 

nation. To hilive violated its laws and hurt the people f love, 
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in addition to causing a scandal for the 104th Corqress that P 

cared so much about, is something that will haunt me the test of 

the days of my life. 

Mr. Kramer has stated some family history that, while 

true, does not take blame away from me. 1 am thankful, "bow 

Honor, for the treatment that P have received. Both diseases 

are under control because of this treatment. It's up to me from 

here, and I do want to stay well. 

I want to pay whatever debt to society is appropriate 

in the opinion of this Caurt, In the days that follow, I Book 

forward to having the chance to earn back the opportunities and 

responsibilities that have always gone hand-in-hand with 

citizenship in a free society. Having failed to be responsible, 

I know that I must suffer the consequences of my actions, 

accept that honestly and wholeheartedly. 

begin the painful, but rewarding, process of rehabilitation. 

I 

Only by doing SO Can I 

Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Waldholtz. You may rezizain 

there. 

I have ruled on all of the issues that your attormy 

raised with respect to the presentence report save the last O n a  

that we discussed, and that is, whether or not there should be 

an upward departure in your case. And 1 am convinced that the  

total offense level should be adjusted upward to account for 

your continuing criminal activity while you were on relase. 
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Under 18 U. S. Code, Section 3553(b), a sentencing court may 

impose a sentence outside the applicabl@ guideline range if 

there exists an aggravating or mitigating circumstance of a kind 

or to a degree not adequately taken into consideration by the 

Sentencing Commission. ~ n d  I believe such aggravating 

circumstances are present in your case. 

The court of Appeals for this Circui': has held that 

post-offense misconduct is a proper basis for an upward 

departure in offense level if it shows extensive criminal 

involvement. You admitted at a September 26, 1996, hearing 

before ne that you had committed numerous offenses during the 

four-month period of your release pending sentencing. And 1 

don't have to go through all of those things; they have been 

gone t ~ ~ r o u g h  extensively here.  ut you did perpetrate fraud 

upon your family and friends and continued this practice, or 

your practice, of writing checks for which there were no funds 

on deposit. 

I do not think, however, that your case fits into the 

enhanced penalty under Section 2J1.7, because you have not ha;en 

convicted of a federal crime. But because your post-release 

conduct is not adequately taken into consideration by the 

Sentencing Commission, I am going to impose a three offense 

level upward departure. 

fern very pleased to hear what you had to say taday, W. 

Waldholtz. You seem to be able to capture what is not only the 
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Court's concern, but the community's concern as well, and to 

state that you recognize your wrongdoing and that it will not 

occur again. But I think that was one of the reasons why I 

released you on your personal bond, and actually, I guess from 

the day I released you, you have engaged in conduct that you 

knew was criminal, that you knew was wrong, even if it were itst 

criminal. And you knew that you Rad promised me faithfully 

right here in this courtroom that you would not commit another 

criminal offense while you were on your release. 

Despite your guilty pleas, Mr. Waldholtt, you 

continued, even until this minute, to shift the blame for your 

action. 

you revere the Constitution. You have told that to me here 

today. And that you are a law-abiding person. Y o u  have 

suggested that you were corrupted by politics. 

convinced by your self-serving statements that you were 

corrupted by politics, or even that you revere the 

Constitution. 

certainly, I think, be willing to obey the laws sf the c o ~ t r y .  

You have told the probation officer in the past tRaC 

I'm simply not 

Anyone who reveres the Constitution would 

You convinced your wife, apparently -- YOUP ex-wife, 
and her family that you had a substantial family trust farPld Wh%n 

in fact there was no such trust fund. The bank fraud in this 

case was a very sophisticated scheme, requiring precise ti.mhg. 

And not only that, but it required an intimate knowledge o f  the 

financial institutions you deceived. The campaign finance Frau& 
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shows careful planning, as YQU repeatedly concealed and 

misreported campaign contributions. Your continued deceit af te r  

your guilty plea, where you would cheat even your own father, 

demonstrates that you are a person who simply will not conform 

your conduct to that which is required of all citizens: Obey 

the law. Obey the laws of this countiy. 

Rather than carrying out your important duties as a 

campaign treasurer, you attempted to win that election without 

any consideration of truth. 

Enid Greene campaign that you knew could not be used for 

campaign purposes. You continued on your illicit course, hiding 

the use of these funds from the public. Had illegal funds not 

been used in the campaign, or had your illegal actions beera 

revealed before the election, the outcome of the election may 

iiell have been different. That is, of course, something ncne of 

JS will ever know; and, thus, we will never know the full affect 

af your conduct. 

You shamelessly spent funds in the 

But there is one thing, Mr. Waldholtz, that is certain, 

and that is, you abused the public trust. No sentence that this 

zourt has been authorized ,to impose is sufficient to atone for 

{our attempts to manipulate an election, for bank fraud, for  

ealse statement, for failure to report campaign contributions, 

ilnd for assisting in filing a fraudulent tax return. 

>f public disgrace that you alone have placed upon yourself- and 

(our family is also insufficient. 

The burden 
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Perhaps, however, the person who shall suffer most 

because of your criminal conduct is your infant daughter. You 

certainly have not taken a step to consider how your crimes and 

misdeeds shall forever stain her. 

Mr. Waldholtz, pursuant to the Sentencing Reform A c t  of 

1984, it is the judgment of the Court that you, Joseph P. 

Waldholtz, be, and you shall be, placed in the custody of the 

U. S. Bureau of Prisons for a term of 37 months. 

I failed it write it in, but I think under the new 

guidelines, the minimum is 37 months. 

&Et. KRAMER: Yes. 

THE COURT: For 37 months. This term consists of 37 

months on Count 21 in Docket No. 96-143 and 37 months on Count 

One in Docket No. 96-185, 12 months on Count Two in Docket No. 

96-185, and 36 months on Count Three in Docket No. 96-1185. AI1 

counts shall run concurrently. 

This is an upward departure based on your COntinU@d 

criminal activity while you were pending sentencing and because 

the seriousness of your offense in Docket No. 96-185 is 

underestimated by the guideline range as there was no loss in 

that case. I 

You shall pay restitution -- let me find that. You I 

Shall pay restitution in the sum of $10,920. Upon xr@l@aS.e? from 1 

imprisonment, ~ r .  Waldholtz, you shall be placed on supervised 1 

release for a term of five years. 1 
~ 

I 

I 

This term consists of five 
I 
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years on Count 21 in Docket No. 96-143, three years on Count 

One, Docket No. 96-385, and one year each on Counts Two and 

Three in Docket No. 96-185, all terms to run concurrently. 

Within 72 hours of your release from custady to the 

Bureau of Prisons, you shall report in parson to the probation 

affice in the district to which you are released. 

supervised release, you shall not commit another federal, state 

or local crime; you sh-all comply with the standard conditions of 

probation or supervised release as adopted by this Court; and 

you shall comply with the following additional conditions: 

While an 

Number one, you shall not possess a firearm or other 

dangerous weapon for any reason. Number two, you shall not use 

or possess an illegal drug, nor shall you associate with any 

known drug dealers or be present where illegal drugs are used, 

sold or distributed. 

You shall participate in a substance abuse treatmen@ 

program, which program may include testing to determine i f  

illegal substances are being used, at the direction of the 

Probation Office. 

You shall pay restitution to the Internal Revenue 

Service in the amount of $ao,s20, at the rate to be determined 

by the Probation Office. 

NOW, Mr. Waldholtz, I do find, after serious thought, 

that you do not have the ability to pay a fine, the cases of 

imprisonment or supervision, and because I have also entered 
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that restitution requirement. So, for those reasons, you will 

not be indebted to us for a fine or the costs of imprisonment. 

It is, however, further ordered that you must pay a speciai 

assessment fee on Count 21 in Docket NO. 96-143 of $50, and $50 

on each Counts One and Three in Docket No. 96-185, and $25 on 

Count Two in Docket No. 96-185, for a total special assessment 

fee of $175. This assessment should be paid as soon as 

possible, and certainly, if not paid before you complete yair 

period of incarceration, it must be paid within 60 days oE your 

release from prison- 

1 shall not make the recommendation that your inttaEAey 

has requested. Ms. Waldholtz, I am very familiar with th@ boot 

camp, and I do not believe that it is appropriate. But I do 

believe that what it does offer to younger, leas sophisticated 

individuals is something that you should strive for, and that 

is, to stay off illicit drugs and to devote your fine mind -- 
you have to have a good mind to be able to do what you have 

done, all right? To devote your fine mind to obeying the law. 

And it is so ordered. 

MR. KRAMER: Your Honor, in light of that, j u s t  One 

further request. AAd I discussed it with Mr. Iscoe before., who 

told me that he would not object. 

Allenwood as the place ~f incarceration. Mr. Waldholtz has an 

elderly father, who would like to v i s i t  him, and that would be 

the easiest place. 

If Your Honor would recommenc? 
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THE COURT: I would be very happy to recommend 

Allenwood. But understand me, that*s all I can do, is 

recommend. 

THE DEFENDANT: I understand, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I cannot tell the Bureau eaf Prisons where 

to imprison anyone. Even if I had recommended the boot camp, 

that would have been all that it would have been, is a 

recommendation. SO, I certainly have no objections to 

recommending that you be placed at an institution where your 

father will be in a position to visit you. 

THE DEFENDANT: Thank you. 

MR. KRAMER: Thank you. 

THE COURT: If there is nothing further -- 
MR. WER: Your Honor, the counts of the original 

indictment need to be dismissed. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. ISCOE: Yes, Your Honor. At this time, the 

Government dismisses the remaining counts of the indictment lin 

Case Number 9 6 - 1 4 3 .  

THE COURT: All right. And 185, all counts he's pled 

to. 

MR. ISCOE: He pled to all counts in 185. 

THE COURT: All right. so it8s so ordered. 

MR. X m E R :  Thank YOU. 

THE COURT: The best sf luck to you, sir. 
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THE DEFENDANT: Thank you, Your Honor. 

(Recessed at 11:15 a.m. and resumed at 11:25 a.m.) 

THE COURT: We are resuming the case of United States 

versus Joseph Waldholtz, Criminal No. 96-143 and Criininal No. 

96-185. 

Mr. Waldholtz, I'm sorry to have to bring you back, but 

I failed to advise you of your right to appeal. 

absolute right to appeal your sentence in this case; you have 

the right to appeal any other rulings that I made here contrary 

to those which you and your attorney argued. 

appeal m u s t  be noted within ten days of today's date. 

You have an 

- 

A 1 1  right? That 

I can assure you that if you wish to appeal any OF all 

issues that were ruled on contrary to your Legal view, Mr. 

Kramer will be happy to note that appeal-fer you and in a tirilely 

fashion. 

You also know, sir, that because I still don't know 

what happened between you and the attorneys you had retained, 

because P did not know what had happened there, I ask& Hr. 

Kramer, who heads our Federal Public Defender Service, to 

represent you. 

that that was appropriate. so, if you wish to appeal, you can 

go straight to the Court of Appeals, and you can ask them, the 

judges up there, to appoint counsel for you in the Court of 

Appeals. 

And apparently we have been able to determine 

So, I'm sorry I forgot to do that. 
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MR. KRAEIER: I apologize for overlooking that, too, 

your Honor. 

THE CUURT: Yes. a: really am sorry. 

MR. KRAMER: Me has been advised, but thank you very 

much. 

THE DEFENDANT: Yes. Thank you- 

THE CUURT: Thank you very much. And you may step back 

now. 

MR. ISCOE: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Iscoe, I’m sorry, but while he was 

still here, it was important to do that. 

MR. ISCOE: I’m glad Your Honor caught it. I would 

have realized it by the time I got back to my obfice, perhaps, 

but I‘m glad Your Honro~ thought of it sooner’. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

(Proceedings concluded at 11:%7 a.m.) 

CERTIFfCATlE OF RE PORTER 

I certify that the foregoing is a correct transcription from 

the record of proceedings in the above-entitled matter. 

u_ 

official Court Reporter 
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E m i t  u M l o ~ - ~ . u n . r o . p a r  
IhbMr hlqrJ~. . .sm'W.w+kashl  September 25, 1998 

MS Enid Greene 
2164 South Berkeley Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 84109 

Dear Enid: 

I understand that the Federal Election Commission has initiated an investigation inta your 
1994 campaign and your father, D. Forrest Greene. Incredibly, the press reports imply that the 
Commission's investigation is focused on your conduct and your father's, rather than the proven 
criminal actions of your former husband and 1994 campaign treasurer, Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

I recall when your former husband became the subject of a nationwide manhunt in 
November, 1995, after he fled a FBI bank fraud investigation. As you know, shortly before his 
disappearance, I met with you and Mr. WaldhoIt;: to discuss the allegations that had been leveled 
against him. It was apparent to me at that meeting that you still truly believed in your former 
husband's innocence and were completely ignorant ofhis various criminal schemes. I found Mr. 
Waldholtz's explanation of his banking problems laclcing in credibility 2nd I told him that he 
would go to jail if he did not straighten out the situation right away. He disappeared shortly 
thereafter. 

Given the intense scrutiny that this case received fiom both the media and the U.S. 
Attorney for the District of Columbia, it seems to me that the Commission should be able to 
complete its investigation in short order. The facts ofthe case are well known. As you h o w ,  a 
former reporter for the Beseret New,h, Lee Benson, has recently published a book, Blind Trua 
that reviews all of the facts in this case in great detail. I can attest to the accuracy of those 
portions of the book that are relevant to your lack of knowledge of Mr. WaldhoItz's schemes. 

I trust that the Commission will act appropriately to conclude its investigation as quickly 
as possible. If I can be of any assistance whatsoever, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

FINANCE 
INTEWGENCE 

INDUN MFAIHS 
JOINT TAXATION 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLWBIA 

Holding A Criminal Term 

Grand Jury Sworn In On Octaber 7, 1994 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, 
Defendant. 

The Grand Jury Charges: 

Criminal NO.. .$g&oj 4 
Grand Jury Original 

Vialations: 
18 U.S.C. § 1 3 4 4  
(Eank Fraud) 

i a  U.S.C. s 2 
(Aiding and Abetting) 

18 U.S.C. 982(a)  ( 2 )  and 
(b) ( I O B )  
(criminal Forfeiture) 

HAY - 2 1996 

1. At all times material herein: 

A) The defendant JOSEPH P. WALDXQLTPZ was the husband o f  

Enid Greene Waldhaltz, the elected Congressional Representative of 

the Second Congressional District o f  the state of Utah. JOSEPH P. 

WALDHOLTZ worked full-time in Representative WaldholtzPs 

Congressional office, but received no salary. Joseph and Enid 

Waldholtz were legal residents of the state of Utah, but alsa had 

a residence in the District of Columbia, where they lived while 

Represantative Waldholtz was serving in Congress. 



B) The defendant JOSEPH P. WaLDHQLTZ and his wife, Enid 

Greene Waldholtz, maintained joint checking accounts at the Wright 

Patman congressional Federal Credit Union (hereinafter sometimes 

referred to as "CFCU") , located in Washington, D.C. I and at First 

Security Bank of Utah (hereinafter sometimes referred to as r v F S E ' v ) ,  

located in Salt Lake City, Utah. 

,.c 

C) The Congressional Federal Credit Union and F i r s t  

Security Bank of Utah were financial institutions as defined by 

Title 18 U.S.C. § 20. 

The Consressional Federal Credit Union/ 
First Security Bank Check Kite 

2. Beqinning on or about January 1995 and continuing up to on 

or about March 3, 1995, the defendant JOSEPH P, WALDEQLTZ devised 

a scheme and artifice to defraud the Congressional Federal Credit 

Union and First Security Bank by executing a check kiting scheme 

whereby he made cross deposits into Account Number 106413 at CFCU 

and into Account Number 051-10075-51 at FSB, making it appear that 

there were substantial balances in both accounts. In fact, as the 

defendant JQSEPR P. WALDXQZITZ knew, the actual balances in the 

accounts were negligible or negative. 

3 .  A standard general practice applied by financial 

institutions concerning deposits and access to deposited funds is 

as follows: When an account holder deposits a check into his 

account at a bank, that bank sends the actual check, by United 

States mail or other means, to the bank upon which the check was 

drawn. The bank upon which the check was drawn then determines if 

the person whc wrote the check has sufficient funds in his account 

2 



to pay the check. If he does, the bank upon which the check was 

drawn pays the check by sending the money to the bank into which 

the check was deposited as a credit. Once the bank has received 

the deposited funds from the bank upon which the check was d&wn, 

then the customer who deposited the check is permitted to use t h e  

money. There is usually a delay of several days between the time 

that a check is deposited and the time that the customer is given 

access to the funds. 

4 .  In contrast to the general banking practices described in 

the proceeding paragraph, it was the practice of the CFCU and FSB, 

in certain circumstances, to give a customer immediate credit for 

his deposited check. That is, the customer would be allowed to 

write checks based on the deposit immediately, without waiting for 

the deposited check to be sent to the bank upon which it was drawn 

and without waiting for that bank to determine whether the account 

had sufficient funds to cover the amount of the check. When this 

was done, the bank allowed the customer the temporary ase oE its 

own money expecting the deposited check to be paid. This practice 

is referred to as  paying a check against uncollected funds. 

5. It was the policy of CFCU to pay checks drawn on 

uncollected funds checks deposited into the customer's account. 

6. It was the policy of FSB to pay checks drawn on 

uncollected funds checks in cases in which a bank officer approved 

the payment of such checks. 

7 .  As part of the scheine and artifice to defraud, t h e  

defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOETZ made numerous misrepresentations to 

3 
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FSB regarding the source and availability of Eunds to which he 

claimed to have access, thereby causing FSB to pay checks based on 

uncollected funds. For example, JOSEPH P. WALDHQLTZ repeatedly 

promised large transfers of funds into his FSB account from a 

trust, supposedly with a value of millions of doiiars, located in 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania when, in fact, as JOSEPH P. WaLDHQLTZ 

knew, no such trust existed. 

.e- 

8. It was a part of the scheme and artifice to derraud that 

the defendant JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ used his knowledge o f  the 

practice of CFCU and FSB of giving him immediate credit for h i s  

deposits to carry out a check kiting scheme. 

9. It was a part of the said scheme and artifice to defraud 

that: 

A) JOSEPH P. WALDROLTZ would write checks on hi3 account 

at FSB knowing that he did not have sufficient funds to cover them; 

B) JOSEPH P. VZaEDMOLTZ then deposited these checks at. 

CFCU where he knew he would get immediate credit - &  his CFCU 
account; 

C) As a result JOSEPH B. W14LDHOLTZmS CFCU account 

balances would reflect more money than was actually available; 

0) JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTB then would write checks on his 

CFCU accounts knowing that he d i d  not have sufficient money to 

cover them, since his account balance was artificially inflated by 

deposits of insufficient Eunds checks from FSB. 

10. It was a further part of the said scheme and artifice to 

defraud that SOSEbX P. WALDROLTZ, through the exchange of worthless 

4 
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checks back 

inflate the 

and forth between the CFCU and FSB, did artificially 

balances in the accounts and obtain the use of monies, 

funds and credits to which he was not entitled. At the height o€ 

the scheme, the defendant's accounts at CFCU and FSE showed a 

combined apparent positive balance of approximately $752,000, while 

the two accounts in fact had a combined negative balance of 

approximately $297,000. 

..e- 

11. During the course of this check kiting scheme, JOSEPH P. 

WALDHOLTZ wrote approximately $1,445,000 worth of worthless checks 

drawn on his account at FSB which he deposited into his account at 

CFCU. Similarly, the defendant wrote approximately $1,515,000 

worth of worthless checks drawn on his account at CFCU which he 

deposited into his account at FSB. During the scheme, SOSEBB P. 

WALDHOLTZ did not any make any deposits into the accounts Ghich 

reflected money legitimately available to him. 

12. During the course of this check kiting scheme, the 

defendant wrote cheeks drawn on his CFCU account to p'arkies other 

than FSB worth approximately $66,000. These checks WBre paid by 

CFCU. During the course of this check kiting scheme, the defendant 

also wrote checks drawn on his FSB account to parties other than 

CFCU worth approximately $141,000. These checks were paid by ESB. 

But for the defendant's scheme to defraud, CFCU and FSB would not 

have paid these checks. 

13. On or about March 2, 1995, CFCU and FSB discovered the 

defendant's check kiting scheme and CFCU froze the defendant's 

checking account. After CFCU and FSB reviewed the defendant's 

5 



accounts and exchanged certain of the defendant's chocks, the banks 

determined that the result was that WaLdholtz's account at FSB had 

an overdraft of approximately $209,000. 
..d- 

14. On or about the dates listed below, within the District 

of Columbia, the defemdant JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ f o r  the purpose of 

executing and attempting to execute the scheme and artifice to 

defraud both banks as set f o r t h  in paragraphs one through twelve 

above, did knowingly deposit, and caused to be deposited, checks 

into CFCU and FSB, in the amounts listed 

Waldholtz accounts at CFCU and FSB. 

Count 
One 
TWO 
Three 

Four 
Five 
six 
Seven 
Eight 
Nine 

Ten 
Eleven 
Twelve 
Thirteen 
Fourteen 
Fifteen 
Sixteen 
Seventeen 
Eighteen 
Nineteen 
Twenty 
Twenty-one 

Twenty-two 
Twenty-three 

Twenty-four 

Date 
2/3/95 
2/3/95 
2/6/95 

2/7/95 

2/9/95 
2/10/95 
2/13/95 
2/14/95 

2/15/95 
2 / 16 195 
2/16/95 
2 / 17/95 
2/21/95 
2/21/95 
2/22/95 
2/22/95 
2/23/95 
2/24/95 
2/24 195 
2/27/95 

2/27/95 

2/8/95 

2/28/95 

2/28/95 

Source 
CFCU Check No. 101 
FSB Check No. 732 
FSB Check Nos. 
751, 752, 753 
CFCU Check No. 102 
FSB Check No. 776 
CFCU Check No. 103 
FSB Check No. 778 
CFCU Check No. 104 
FSB Check Nos. 
781, 782, 703, 784 
CFCU Check No. 106 
CFCU Check No. 108 
FSB Check No. 793 
CFCU Check No. 110 
CFCU Check No. 112 
FSB Check No. 801 
CFCU Check No. 113 
FSB Check No. 806 
FSB Check No. 808  
CFCU Check No. 114 
FSB Check No. 009 
CFCU Check Nos. 
116, 119 
FSB Check No. 826 
CFCU Check Nos. 
127, 128 

below, drawn on the 

Dewsited Total Value 
FSB 
CFCU 
CFCU 

FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 
PSB 
CFCU 

FSB 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 
CFCU 
FSB 
CFCU 
FSB 

CFCU 
FSB 

FSB Check No. 830 CFCU 

$ 16,000.00 
$10,000.00 
$30,000.00 

$ 20,0p0.00 

$50,000.00 

$85,000.00 

$50,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$150,000. QO 
$lOO,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$150,000.00 
$150,000.00 
$150,000.00 
$250,000.00 

$150,000.00 
$200,000.0Q 

$150,000.00 

$ 25,000.00 

$ 65,000.00 
$ 65 ,ODO.OO 

.- 
$100,000,00 
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Twenty-five 3/1/95 CFCU Check No. 120 FSB $250,000.00 
Twenty-six 3/1/95 FSB Check No. 814 CFCU $150,0Q0.00 
Twenty-seven 3/2/95 FSB Check No. 832 CFCU $250,000.QQ 

TOTAL S 2 , 9 6 0 , 0 0 0  

(In violation of 18 United States Code, Sections 1344 and 2 )  
. -4- 

(Bank Fraud and Aiding and Abetting) 

, 
1. The allegations of Paragraphs One through Fourteen of 

this indictment are realleged and by this reference are fully 

incorporated herein for the purpose of alleging forfeitures to the 

United States of America pursuant to the provisions of Title 18 

U.S.C. 5 982 ( a I ( 2 ) .  

2 .  As a result of the offenses alleged in Counts One through 

Twenty-Seven, the defendant, JOSEPH P. WALDHOETZ shali forfeit to 

the United States all property constituting, or derived 'from, 

proceeds the defendant obtained directly or indirectly , as a result 

of such offenses, including but not limited to: 

a. $ 2 0 9 , 0 0 0  in United States currency and all 'irkexrest and 

proceeds traceable thereto, in that such sum in aggregate is 

property which was property constituting, or derived from, proceeds 

obtained directly or indirectly as a result of the bank frauds in 

violation of 18 U.S.C. 5s  1 3 4 4 ,  and 982.  

b. If any of the property described above as being subj@ct 

to forfeiture, as a result of any act or omission of the defendant 

(i) cannot be located upon the exercise of due 
diligence; 

a third person; 
( 2 )  has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, 
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. . .  

( 3 )  has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of the 

( 4 )  has been substantially diminished in value; or 

(5) has been commingled with other property .-which 

it is the intent of the United States, pursuant to Title 18, U. S. C. 

Code 9 8 2 ( b ) ( l ) ( B )  to seek forfeiture of any other property of said 

defendant up to the value o f  the above forfeiture property. 

court; 

cannot be subdivided without difficulty; 

(In violation of Title 18 United States Code, Section 
982(a) ( 2 )  and (b) (1) (B)) (Criminal Forfeiture) 

Ga 
ATTORNEY OF THE UNITED STATES I N  
AND FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

A TRUE BILL: 

FOREPERSON - 

e 



I .' 
L 

ac -7 United States Attorney 

Pamela Bethel, Esquire 
Barbara Nicastro, Esquire 
Bethel & Nicastro 
2021 L Street, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036 

Re.: Joseph P. Walakoltz, Cr. Case No. 96-143 (MHJ) 
.. 

Dear Ms. Bethel and Ms. Nicastro: 

This letter sets forth the terms and conditians of the Plea 
Agreement which this Office is willing to enter into with your 
client, Joseph P. Waldholtz, regarding the charges in the abave 
captioned-case and other matters presently under investigation.. 

1. CHARGES 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees to enter a plea of guilty in the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia to one count 
of bank fraud (18 U.S.C. S 1344) and agrees to criminal 
forfeiture of $14,910 (18 U.S.C. $!$-9sz(a)(2) and (b)(1)(13)) as 
charged in Count Twenty-Ope and in the Forfeiture Count of the 
Indictment returned against him-in Criminal Case No. 96-143. In 
addition, Mr. Waldholtz agrees to plead guilty to a three-count 
Infomation charging him with  ne count of  making a false . 
statement (18 U.S .C.  S loon), one count of making a false report 
to the Federal Election Commission (lPFEC1s) (2 W.S.C. S 437g(d) 
and 5 441a), and one count gf willfully aiding or assisting in 
filing a false OK fraudulent tax return (26 U.S .C.  0 7 2 0 6 ( 2 ) ) .  
The Information will be filed on a date determined by the 
government. Joseph Waldholtz agrees that, foa: the purposes sf 
this plea, venue for all charges in properly bei~re the United 
States District Court for the District ~f Columbia and agrees to 
waive any challenges to venue. 



2. FACTUAL ADMISSION OF GUILT 

Pursuant to Rule 1 1 ( @ ) ( 6 ) ,  Federal Rules of criminal 
Procedure, and Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, Mr. 
Waldholtz agrees to state under oath that the following statement 
of his actions is true and accurate. The government agrees that 
the following facts constitute all of the relevast facts of 
conviction. 

The charges set forth in Section 1, above, arise from the 
following facts: 

a. Bank Fraud 

1. offense of c o n v i c t i o n  

Mr. Waldholtz pleads guilty to Count Twenty-one of the 
Indictment and admits that, as part of a scheme and artifice to 
defraud, on ~r about February 27, 1995, he deposited into a 
checking account at the First Security Bank of Utah ("Fipst 
Security") two checks, numbered 116 and 117, drawn on a checking 
account at the Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union 
(IlCFCWll) in the total amount of $250,000, knowing that there were 
not sufficient funds in the CFCU account to pay those checks and 
intending to create the erroneous appearance that sufficient 
funds were available. 

2 .  Relevant Conduct 

From late January of 1995 through early March of 1995, 
Joseph Waldholtz engaged in a schema and artifice to defraud 
First Security and CFCU through f8check kiting" between joint 
checking accounts that he and his -€e, Enid Grleene Waldholtz, 
had at First Security (Account No. 051-1075-51) and CFCU (Account 
No. 106413) .  He began carrying-out this scheme on February 3, 
2.995, by depositing into the First Security account a check for 
$10,000 drawn on the CFCU account and depositing into the CFCU 
account a check for Sl0,OoO drawn on the First Security account- 
A t  the time he wrote those checks and made those deposits, Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that there were not sufficient funds in ei-ther 
account to cover the amounts of the checks. 

Mr. Waldholtz continued to make cross deposits into the t w o  
accounts in order to make it appear that there were substantial 
balances in both accounts when, in fact, the actual balances were 
negligible or negative. ~n addition, Mr. Waaahobtz wrote checks 
on both accounts to third parties. F i r s t  Securffcy and CFCU paid 
those checks because Mr. WaldholtzYs actions made it appear that 
the accounts had sufficient balances to pay the checks. Between 
February 3, 1995 and March 2, 1995, First Security paid checks.to 
third parties totaling approximately $130,000 and checks totaling 
approximately $11,010 t o  Mr. Waldholtz. During the same time 
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period, CFCU paid checks to 
$62,000 and checks totaling 
Waldholtz. 

third parties 
approximately 

totaling approximately 
$3,900 to Mr. 

In reality, there were virtually no funds in either account 
to pay those checks. After CFCU and FSB discovered the check 
kiting scheme and exchanged certain checks, the Waldhol.tzs' 
account at First Security had a negative balance or overdraft of 
approximately $209,000 and the account at CFCU had no overdraft. 
Mr. Waldholtz covered the overdraft by depositing into the First 
Security account money which was prbvided by Enid Greene 
Waldholtz's father, D. Forrest Greene. 

b. False Statements and False FEC Reports 

Joseph Waldholtz was the treasurer of Enid Waldholtz's 1994 
Congressional campaign committee, which w a s  called "Enid '94" 
(''the Committee"). A s  treasurer, Mr. Waldholtz was responsible 
for preparing various FEC forms and reports regarding the 
Committee's receipts and disbursements and was responsibk for 
certifying that the Committee's submissions were "to the best of 
[his] knowledge and belief . . .true, correct.and complete." 

Year End Report (FEC Form 3) for Enid '94 and signed the Report 
to certify that it was true, correct and complete. Mr. Waldhoatz 
then caused the Report to be filed with the FEC. At the time 
that he signed the Report and caused it to be filed, Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that the Report contained a substantial number of 
false statements of material facts and omissions of material 
facts and that the Report was not true, correct OF complete. 

During calendar year 1994, En- Waldholtz's father, D. 
Forrest Greene, had deposited approximately $2,800,000 into the 
personal bank accounts of Joseph and Enid Waldholtz. Joseph 
Waldholtz knew that during calendar year 1994 almost $1,800,000 
provided by Mr. Greene was transferred from the Waldholtzs' 
personal accounts to Enid ' 9 4 .  Joseph Waldholtz also knew that 
neither he nor Enid Waldholtz were receiving salaries during most 
of 1994 and that neither henor Enid WaldhoPta had sufficient 
personal funds, independent of those provided by Mr. Greene, to 
cover the transfers to Enid '94. 

Despite the fact that he knew that the funds that were 

On or about January 31, 1995, Mr. Waldhobtz signed the 1994 

transferred from the personal accounts of  Joseph and Enid 
Waldholtz to Enid '94 had been provided by Mr. Greene, Joseph 
Waldholtz reported on various FEC Reports, including the 1994 
Year End Report, that the transferred funds represented Enid 
Waldholtz's personal assets. Mr. Waldholtz made those false 
statements and misrepresentations because he knew that the FEC. 
regulations that limit campaign contributions to $1,000 per 
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election cycle do not apply to contributions that a candidate 
makes with her own funds. 

Mr. Waldholtz further admits that he created "ghost 
contributors'' to Enid '94. M r .  Waldholtz willfully reported 
false names and addresses of alleged contributors to the Enid '94 
campaign, even though he.knew that the persons did not.make 
contriSutions to Enia '94. 

c. Willfully Aiding or Assisting in Filing a False 
or Fraudulent Tax Return 

Joseph and Enid Greene Waldholtz were married in August of 
1993, but decided to file separate federal tax returns for the 
1993 tax year. During 1993, Enid Greene Walciholtz sold shares Qf 
securities that she owned which had appreciated in value. As a 
result of that appreciation, Enid Greene Waldholtz incurred and 
had the obligation to report a long term capital gain of 
approximately $39,000. 

Enid Greene Waldholtz told Joseph Waldholtz that she would 
have to pay income tax on that capital gain and, to prevent her 
from having to pay the tax, Joseph Waldholtz told Enid Greene 
Waldholtz that he would give her stock on which he said he had 
incurred a long term capital loss in excess of the amount a€  her 
capital gain. Joseph Waldholtz then provided Enid Greene 
Waldholtz with the name of the stock that he falsely claimed to 
have given her and the date on which he claimed to have given the 
stock to her, the date that he claimed to have purchased the 
stock, the number of shares he clai.med to have purchased, and its 
a1 leged bas is. 

Those figures created a phony-eapital loss of more than 
$56,000, which Enid Greene Waldholtz reported as a long term 
capital loss, thereby eliminating any tax liability for Enid 
Greene Waldholtz for the $39,0gO capital gain. Joseph Waldholtz 
knew that he did not own the stockY that he had not and could not 
give the stock to- Enid Greene Wahdholtz, and that the basis 
figures were false. Joseph Waldholtn knew that Enid Ksldholtx 
would use the false informgtion in preparing her 1993 tax return 
and that the information would create a false capital loss. 

* 

3. ADDITIONaL CHARGES 

If Mr. Waldholtz completely fulfills all ~ f ' h i s  obligations 
under this Agreement, the United States Attorneyss Office for the 
District of Columbia agrees not to bring any additional criminal 
or civil charges against him for  conduct regarding: (1) bank 
fraud or check kiting involving First Security Bank of Utah, the 
Wright Patman Congressional Federal Credit Union, Merrill Lynch, 
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Pittsburgh National Bank, or NationsBank; ( 2 )  forgery ST 
uttering of financial instruments involving First Security, CFCU 
or NationsBank checking accounts or Congressional paychecks; and 
( 3 )  forgery of "Ginny Mae" securities; provided that he provides 
full information about all such matters pursuant to Section 6 of 
this Agreement. 

In addition, if Mr. Waldholtz completely fulfills all of his 
obligations under this Agreement, the United States Attorney's 
Office €or the District of Columbia agrees not to bring any 
additional criminal charges against him for conduct regarding (1) 
false statements or violations related to any FEC reports or 
other reports filed by any campaign committee or other 
organization supporting the 1992 Congressional campaign of Enid 
Greene or the 1994 and 1996 Congressional campaigns of Enid 
Greene Waldholtz; and ( 2 )  tax violations arising from the federal 
tax returns filed by Joseph Waldholtz separately, or jointly with 
Enid Greene Waldholtz, for the tax years 1992 through 1994, or 
from the 1993 federal tax return of Enid Greene Waldholtz; 
provided that he provides full information about all such matters 
pursuant to Section 6 of this Agreement. 

The United States also agrees to dismiss all remaining 
counts of the Indictment at the time of sentencing. 

By entering this agreement, the United States Attorney does 
not compromise any civil liability, including but not limited to 
any tax liability or liability to or regarding the Federal 
Election Commission, which he may have incurred or may incur as a 
result of his conduct and his plea of guilty to the charges 
specified in paragraph one of this agreement. Mr. Waldholtz 
agrees to cooperate with employees of the Civil Division of the 
Internal Revenue Service (181RS91), &e Civil Division of the 
United States Attorney's,Office, the Federal Election Commission 
and law enforcement agents wor&ing with those employees, in 
making an assessment of his civil tax and FEC liabilities. Mr. 
Waldholtz specifically authorizes release to tho agencies and 
divisions specified above of information in the possession or 
custody o f  the I R S  or FEC and disclosure of matters occurring 
before the grand jury for purpsoes of making those assessments. 

The United States agrees that, apart from the conduct 
described in Section 2 of this Agreement, there i s  no other 
conduct which the government will assert as constituting 
"relevant as that term is used in Section 181.3 of the 
Sentencing Guidelines far the purposes of Mr. Waldholtz's 
sentence. 

The United States further agrees not to initiate any other 
civil or criminal forfeiture actions against any property which 
it currently knows to belong to Mr. Waldholtz or fOK which the 
government currently knows that Mr. Waldholtz is a stakeholder or 
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potential stakeholder. The Office of the United States Attorney 
for the District of Columbia further states that it is not aware 
of any existing criminal charges against Mr. Waldholtz or of any 
pending investigation in which Mr. Waldholtz is a target in any 
other federal judicial district. The Office of the United States 
Attorney further agrees to bring no additional charges for  any 
violations or potential violations of the District of Cplumbia 
Code resulting from the above described conduct. 

4. POTENTIAL PENALTIES AND ASSESSMENTS 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that (1) for the felony offense of 
bank fraud, he may be sentenced to a statutory maximum term of . 
imprisonment of not more than 30 years and fined not more than 
$1,000,000 (18 U.S.C. S 1344); (2) for the felony offense of 
making a false statement (18 U.S.C. S lQQl), he may be sentenced 
to a statutory maximum of n o t  more than five years and fined not 
more than $250,000 (18 U.S.C. 3571); (3) for the misdemeanor 
offense of causing a false Federal El@ction Commission Report to 
be filed he may be sentenced to a term of imprisonment oc not 
more than one year and a fine of not more than $ 2 5 , 0 0 0  or 30Q% of 
any contribution or expenditure involved in such violation ( 2  
U.S.C. 55 437g(d) (1) ( A ) )  and 441); and (4) for the felony offense 
of willfully assisting in the filing of a false tax return he may 
be sentenced to a term of imprisonment for not mote than three 
years and fined not more than $ 2 5 0 , 0 0 0  ( 2 6  U . S . C .  S 7206(2)). 
Mr. Waldholtz also understands that he will lose claim of title 
to money and property in the amount of $14,900. 

In addition, upon his release from incarceration, Mr. 
Waldholtz understands that he may be sentenced to a term of 
supervised release of not more than three years (18 U . S . C .  
3583). Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. g 3 0 W ,  Mr. Waldholtz is required 
to pay a mandatory speciql assessment of $50  for each of his 
felony convictions and of $ 2 5  f-?r his misdemeanor conviction. He 
agrees to pay this assessment at the time of sentencing. Mr. 
Waldholtz also may be sentenced by the court to a term of 
probation of not more than five years, 18 U.S.C. S 3561, and 
ordered to make restitution, 18 U.S.C. 3556. The government 
and Mr. Waldholtz stipu1atetha.t there was no financial Loss 
suffered by either FSB or CFCU and, therefore, agsee not to ask 
the Court that Mr. Waldholtz be required to make restitution for 
the bank fraud. 

Mr. Waldholtz also understands that a sentencing guideline 
range for his case will be determined by the Coust pursuant to 
the provisions of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984, _see 18 
U.S.C. 5 3551 et seq. 

imposes a sentence outside the range provided by 18 U.S.C. S 3552  
- et Z q . ,  the parties agree that Mr. Waldholtz retains any and a l l  

G 

In the event the Court imposes an unlawful sentence, or . 



rights he may have to appeal or otherwise seek relief from any 
such sentence. 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that sentencing shall not take place 
until the government has determined that he has fulfilled his 
obligations under this agreement and that there is no longer a 
need for his cooperation. The government agrees that it Will not 
unreasonably delay sentencing. 

5. WAIVER OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that by pleading guilty in this 
case, he will be giving up the following constitutional rights: 
the right to be indicted by a grand jury for charges other than 
those in the present indictment, the right to plead not guilty, 
the right to a jury trial at which he would have the opportunity 
to present evidence, testify in his own behalf, cross-examine 
witnesses, and to be represented by counsel at any such trial. 
Mr. Waldholtz further understands that if he chose not to testify 
at such a trial, that fact could not be held against him.* Mr. 
Waldholtz would also be presumed innocent until proven guilty, 
and the burden to do so would be on the government, which would 
be required to prove his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. If Mr. 
Waldholtz were found guilty, he would also have the right to 
appeal his conviction. Mr. Waldholtz also understands that Re is 
waiving his right to challenge the government's evidence that the 
property described in Count Twenty-eight of the Indictment 
constitutes the proceeds of specified unlawful activity as that 
term is used ir, 18 U.S.C. S 982. 

6. PROVISION OF INFORMATION 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that he ell cooperate completely, 
candidly, and truthfully with all duly-appointed investigators 
and attorneys of the United States, by truthfully providing all 
information in his possessian relating directly or indirectly to 
all criminal activity and related matters which concern the 
subject matter of this investigation and of which he has 
knowledge. Mr. Waldholtz must provide information pursuant to 
this agreement whenever, and in whatever form, the Unite& States 
Attorney's office shall reasonably request. This includes, but 
is not limited to, submitting to interviews at such reasonable 
times and places as ar@ determined by counsel for the government, 
providing all documents and other tamgible evidence requested of 
him, and providing testimony before a Grand Jury or court or 
other tribunal. All costs of travel and expenses arising from 
any request by the government to provide assistance and 
cooperation pursuant to this paragraph will be borne by the 
government and not by Mr. Waldholtz. 
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7. INCARCERATION PENDING SENTENCING 

The United States Attorney's Office waives its right to ask 
that Mr. Waldholtz be detained pending sentencing. The 
government agrees that, based upon the information currently 
known to it, Mr. Waldholtz poses neither a flight risk nor a 
danger to himself or the comiiunity as those terms are used in 18 
U.S.C. S 3142. In the event the government becomes aware of any 
information to the contrary, the government will promptly notify 
Mr. Waldholtz, through his counsel, of such facts, and the 
reasons the government contends such facts would support a 
finding either of risk of flight or danger to the community. The 
government agrees not to oppose Mr. Waldholtz's request to remove 
court imposed restrictions on his travel within the United States 
and to permit him to travel domestically pending sentencing. 

8. RESERVATION OF ALLOCUTION 

To the extent not inconsistent with the factual recitation 
contained herein, the United States reserves the right tq 
allocute fully at sentencing, to inform the probation office and 
the court of any facts it deems relevant, to correct any factual 
inaccuracies or inadequacies in the presentence report, and to 
respond fully to any post-sentencing motions. The government 
agrees that it will not seek an upward departure in Mr. 
Waidholtz's sentence. 

9. SENTENCING GUIDELINES DETERMINATIONS 

The parties understand that if Mr. Waldholtz completely 
fulfills all of his obligations under this agreement, the United 
States will recommend that he receive the benefit of a 3-level 
reduction in the sentencing guidel&ees8 offense level, based upon 
his acceptance of responGbility within the meaning of g 3El.l of 
the United Stat& Sentencing Guidelines (14USSGo4). 

a reasonable need €or Mr. Waldholtz's cooperation, the government 
(through the departure committee of this Office) will determine 
whether the factors set fo&h in U.S .S .G.  §FiKl.I(a)(l)-(Ei) have 
been satisfied. If the factors have been satisfied, the 
government agrees to file a motion on behalf of Mr. waldholtz 
under W.S.S.G. 55Kl.1, thus affording the sentencing judge the 
discretion ta sentence Mr. WaBdholtz below the applicable 
guideline ranges. Mr. WaLdholtz understands that the government 
has sole discretion whether to file a motion on his behalf under 
Section 5Kl.l of the Sentencing Guidelines. 

Mr. Waldholtz understands that the final determination of 
how the Sentencing Guidelines apply to this case will be made by 
the court, and that any recommendations by the parties are not 
binding on the court or the U.S. Probation Office. The parties' 

-. 
After the government has determined that there is no lQnger 

8 



agree that the failure of the court or Probation Office to 
determine the sentencing range in accordance with the 
recommendations of his counsel or the government do not void the 
plea agreement, nor serve as a basis for  the withdrawal Of Mr. 
Waldholtz's guilty plea. In addition, in the event that, 
subsequent to this agreement, the government receives previously 
unknown information which.is relevant to the above 
recommendation, the government reserves its right to modify its 
position regarding the recommendations. However, the government 
agrees that, in the event that it receives any such previously 
unknown information, it will promptly notify Mr. Waldholtz of the 
nature and source of this information in sufficient time to 
permit Mr. Waldholtz to respond to this information. 

10. BREACH OF AGREEMENT 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that in the event he fails to comply 
with any of the provision of this Agreement, or refuses to answer 
any questions put to him, or makes any material false ord 
misleading statements to investigators or attorneys of the United 
States, or makes any material false or misleading statements or 
commits any perjury before any grand jury or court, or commits 
any further crimes, this Office will have the right to 
characterize such conduct as a breach of this Agreement, in which 
case this Office's obligations under this Agreement will be void 
and it will have the right to prosecute Mr. Waldholtz for any and 
all offenses that can be charged against him in the District of 
Columbia, or in any other District or in any State. Any such 
prosecutions that are not time-barred by the applicable statute 
of limitations on the date of the signing of this agreement may 
be commenced against Mr. Waldholtz in accordance with this 
paragraph, notwithstanding the rundng of the statute of 
limitations between that Pate and the commencement of any such 
prosecutions. Mr. Waldholtz agrees to waive any and all defenses 
based on the statute of limitations for any prosecutions 
commenced pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. 

11. USE OF I N F O M T I O N  

Mr. Waldholtz understands that, except in the circumstances 
described in this paragraph, this Office will not use against him 
any statements he makes or other information he provides pursuant 
to this plea agreement in any civil, criminal, or administrative 
proceeding, other than a prosecution for  perjury, giving a false 
statement or obstructing justice. 

Mr. Waldholtz agrees that, as provided by Rule 4 1 0 ,  Federal 
Rules of Evidence: ( a )  the government may make derivative use of 
and may pursue any investigative leads suggested by any 
information which he provides pursuant to this plea agreement; 
(b) in the event Mr. Waldholtz is ever a witness in any judicial 
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proceeding, the attorney for the government may cross-examine him 
concerning any statements he has made or information he has 
provided pursuant to this plea agreement, and evidence regarding 
such statements and information may also be introduced in 
rebuttal; and (c) in the event of breach of this Agreement as 
described in the preceding paragraph, any statements made or 
information and leads provided by Mr. Waldholtz, whether 
subsequent to or prior ta this Agreement, may be used against 
him, without limitation, in any proceedings brought against Plr. 
Waldholtz by the United States, or in any federal, state or local 
prosecution. Mr. Waldholtz knowingly and voluntarily waives any 
r i g h t s  he may have pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 410 and Fed. R .  
Crim. 11(e)(6), which might otherwise prohibit the use of such 
information against him under the circumstances just described. 

12. NO OTHER AGREEMENTS 

No agreements, promises, understandings or representations 
have been made by the parties or their counsel other than those 
contained in writing herein, nor will any such agreement- 
promises, understandings or representations be made unless 
committed to writing and signed by Mr. Waldholtz, his counsel, 
and an Assistant United States Attorney for the District o f  
Columbia. 

If your client agrees to the conditions set forth in this. 
letter, please sign the original and return it to us. 

Sincerely, 

ERIC H. HOLDER, JR. 
United States Attorney 

v- 

By : 
WILLIlhM E. LAWLER, I11 
Assistant United Statas Attorney 

AssistantfUnited States Attorney 

I Rave read this Agreement, have placed my initials on each 
page, and carefully reviewed every part of it with my attorney. 
I fully understand it and voluntarily agree to it. No 
agreements, promises, understandings or representations have been 
made with, to or f o r  me other than those set forth above. 



I am Joseph P. Waldholtz's attorney. I have carefully 

It accurately and 
reviewed every part of this Agreement with him and have pLaC@d my 
initials on each page of this Agreement. 
completely sets forth the entire agreement between Mr. Waldholtz 
and the office of the United States Attorney for the District oE 
Columbia. 

Date 

BARBARA E. NICASTRO: ESQUIRE 

.. 

, 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLlSMBfA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

8 
JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ 

JNFBRMATX ON 

Criminal No. 7 
VIOLATION: 
18 U . S . C .  1001 
(False Statements) 
2 u.s,i:. ' S I  437g(d) & 
441a 
(Failure to Report 
Campaign Contributions) 
26 U . S . C .  5 7206(2) 
(Assisting in Filing 
Fraudulent Tax Return) 

FBk 
I E  The United States informs the Court that: 

x COUNT ONE 
7 JUN 4 696 

C ~ R K .  u.S. DlSYRJCT COUR? 
ii o j s ~ ~ ; C ?  OF COLUMBlA 
3 on or about January 31, 1995, in the District of Columbia 
R 

and elsewhere, in a matter within the jurisdiction of the Federal 

Election Commission ( tsFEC8a),  JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, as Treasurer OZ 

"Enid ' 9 4 , "  a campaign committee supporting the elaction of his 

wife, Representative Enid Greene WaldhoLtz, did knowingly and 

willfully make and use a false writing and document, knowing the 

same to contain false, fictitious and fraudulent statements or 

entries, such writing and document consisting of the 1994 Year 

End Financial Report (FEC Form 3) fo r  "Enid ' 9 4 , ' '  signed by 

JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ and falsely and fraudulently certifying that th@ 

information contained in the report was true and accurate and 

that: 

. -* 

1. Enid Greene Waldholtz had contributed approximately 

$1,800,000 of her personal funds to the Enid ' 94  campaign account I 
I 



at First Security Bank of Utah when, in fact, JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ 

knew that the $1,800,000 had not come from Enid Greene 

Waldholtz's personal funds but,  instead, had been taken from 

approximately $2,800,000 that D. Forrest Greene had provided to 

the personal bank accounts of JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ and Enid Waldholtz 

during calendar year 1994; and 

..F 

2. During April of 1994, certain persons residing in 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania had contributed approximately $ 6 0 , 0 0 0  to 

Enid ' 9 4 ,  when, in fact, those persons had made no contributions 

to Enid '94. 

(False Statementa, in violat ion of T i t l e  LB United S t a t e s  
Code Is IOOl). 

COUNT TW 0 

The allegations in Count One are hereby realleged and 

incorporated by reference and it is further allaged that on'or 

about various dates in 1994 and 1 9 9 5 ,  including January 31, 1995, 

in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ, 

as Treasurer of "Enid ' 9 4 , ' '  filed reports with the Fedsral 

Election Commission concerning Enid ' 9 4 ,  including the 1994 Year 

End Report (FEC Form 31, in which he knowingly and Willfully 

failed to report that approximately $1,800,000 which had bean 

placed in the  personal bank accounts o f  Jaseph and Enid Waldholtz 

by D. Forrest Greene had been contributed to Enid ' 9 4  during 

calendar year 1994, in violation of FEC contribution limits. 

(Failure to Report Campaign contributions, in violation oi 
2 0 . s . C .  5s 437g(d) and 443.a). 
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Qn or about April 14, 1993, JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ did wilirfully 

and knowingly aid, assist, counsel and advise Enid Greem 

Waldholtz in the pr@paration of her 1993 federal income tax  

return (IRS Form 1040), which she filed as a married person 

filing separately, by falsely telling her thaf'he had given her 

shares of the M.L. Lee Acquisition Fund and falsely informing her 

of (1) the date on which he allegedly purchased the security, ( 2 )  

the number of shares that he allegedly purchased, ( 3 )  the basis 

of the security on the date he allegedly purchased it, and ( 4 )  

the basis of the Security on the date that he allegedly sold the 

security after giving it to Enid Green@ Waldhaltz, knowing thaf  

such information was false and that the false infomation would 

be included on the 1993 F o w  1040 filed by Enid Greene Waldholtz 

and would create a capital  loss of approximately $55,000, and 

that the false capital loss would completely offset an actual 

capital gain of approximately $39,000 that Enid Greene Waldholtz 

Id? 

. .* 
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had to report  on her 1993 tax  return,  and knowing further that 
I 

I the  false c a p i t a l  loss would enable Enid Greene Waldholtz to 
I 

avoid paying c a p i t a l  gains t a x  on the approximately $39 ,000  i n  

actual  c a p i t a l  gains.  .F 

(Knowingly Assisting in Filing a False Tax Return, i n ?  
violation of 26 U.S.C. 5 7206l2). 

ERIC H. HOLDER, 

R 
United States Attorney 

Assistant United States Attorney 
D.C. Bar Number 398951 
555 Fourth Street, N . W .  
(202) 514-8203 

// 
CRAIG ISCOE ,' 
Assistant Un'ited States AttorneY 
D.C. Bar Number 252486 
555 Fourth S t r e e t ,  N.W. 
(202)  514-8316 



i -  

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V.  

JOSEPH P. WALDHOLTZ 

The United States of America, by and through its attorney, 

the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia, hereby 

submits its memorandum in aid of sentencing defendant Joseph P. 

Waldholtz. In the first section of the memorandum, the 

government responds to defendantqs objections to the Presentence 

Investigation Report. In the second section, the government 

summarizes the facts that it believes the Court should consider 

in sentencing Mr. Waldholtz and recornends that the Court impose 

a sentence at the top of the applicable guideline range. 

The government responds first to the objections raised by 

defendant that could affect the Guidelines calculations and then 

to defendant’s other factual challenges.’ 

‘On Friday evening, Hovember 1 ,  1996 defendant 9 C6Un§elI 
A.J. Kramer, courteously volunteered to telefax government counsel 
a copy of the Sentencing Memsrandum that he intended to f i le  on 
Monday, November 4 ,  making it possible for the gov@rnment to €ila 
its response on November 4 as well. 



A. The COUPt Has a Substantial Legal Basfa far Pinding 
that Defendant Should H o t  Recdva Cxsdlit 
f o r  Acctapfanca ob ]Lzesponeibili%p. 

Paae 8 .  ¶ 2 2. The government agrees with the Presentence 

Report that there is a legal basis for the Court to conclude that 

Mr. Waldholtz's conduct since he entered his guilty plea on June 

5, 1996, demonstrates that he should not receive credit Par 

acceptance of responsibility.' As Mr. WaldhQltz admitted at the 

hearing held on September 26, 1996, he committed a multitude of 

offenses in the three months following his plea. Among other 

things, Mr. Waldholtz acknowledged committing several financial 

crimes that were substantially similar to bank fraud, one of the 

crimes to which he pleaded guilty. 

Mr. Waldholtz admitted that he had: ('1) knowingly written 

almost $39,000 in bad checks to his parents; (2) stolen a 

checkbook from his parents, made the check payable to himself in 

'Section 9 of the Flea Agreement between the United States and 
Mr. Waldholtz provides laif Mr. WaldhoBta completely fulfills all of 
his obligations under this agreement, the United States will 
recommend that he receive the benefit of a 3-level reduction in the 
sentencing guideline's offense level, based on acceptance of 
responsibility . . .I1 The Section also provides, howeverr that 
"the government reserves its right to modify Its position regarding 
the recommendationn1 if it receives previously unknown information 
that is relevant to the recornendation. 

The government submits that Mr. Waldholtz's commission of new 
crimes after entering his plea constitutes 8gpreviously unknown 
information" that entitles the government to exercise i t s  right. to 
modify its recornendation regarding whether defendant should 
receive credit for acceptance of responsibility. Hn addition, even 
if the if the government had not reserved that right, it wouPd have? 
retained the right to respond to defendant's arguments regarding 
the legal issues related to the impact of a de%endant@s poSt-pha 
criminal offenses on the Courtls determination 09 whether the 
defendant has accepted responsibility for the oZfenses to which he 
pleaded guilty. 
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the amount of $415, and then forged his father's signature to the 

check and cashed it; (3) knowingly written a bad check to an 

optical store; (4) fraudulently abtaimed and used several 

different credit cards intended for us@ by his father and opened 

accounts in his father's name without his father's knowledge of  

consent; (5) borrowed a credit card from a friend and then 

improperly used it; (6) stolen another credit card from the purse 

of the same friend and fraudulently used that card; and, (7) 

fraudulently rented an automobile and failed to return it, 

forcing the rental company to repossess the car. 

those offenses, Mr. Waldholtz also admitted that he had: (1) 

begun using heroin and (2) used.his father@s Drug Enforcement 

Administration number (his father is a dentist) to obtain Vicodh 

tablets. 

In addition to 

Defendant contends that despite his commission of those 

offenses since pleading guilty, he should still receive credit 

for acceptance of responsibility. The case law and sentencing 

Guidelines are to t h e  contrary. First, it is undisputed that the 

sentencing judge has great discretion in determining whether a 

defendant has accepted responsibility. Application Note 5 to the 

Guidelines S 3El.lIa) provides: 

The sentencing judge is in a unique position to 
evaluate a defendant's acceptance of responsibility. 
For this reason, the determination of tha Sentencing 
judge is entitled to great.deference on review. 

An appellate court will reverse the trial court's determination 

only if it is "clearly erroneous" and is without foundation. 

United States v. Moxrisoq, 983 F.2d 730, 732 (6th Cir. 1933) and 
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U-s, 870 F.2d 267, 270 (5th Cir. 1989). 

It appears undisputed within the circuits that where, as 

here, the defendant engages in new criminal activity that is 

substantially similar to, or related to, that €or which he has 

pleaded guilty, the sentencing court has discretion to refuse ta 

grant a reduction for acceptance of responsibility. 

Sta tes  v .  McDonald, 22 F.3d 139, 142-140 (7th Cir. 1994) and 

Morrison, supra at 733-735. The only issue that is unresolved in 

some circuits is whether the sentencing court may refuse to grant 

a reduction in instances in which the new offense i s  completely 

unrelated to the previous one. The most comon circumstance in 

which that question is raised occurs when a defendant who has 

pleaded guilty to a non-drug related affense uses illegal drugs 

while on release pending sentencing. In , the seven& 
Circuit reviewed the relevant case law on that issue and noted 

that, 

United 

[tlhe First, Fifth and Eleventh circuits hold that a 
defendant is not entitled to a reduction if he 81 she has 
used a controlled substance while on release pending 
sentencing. The Sixth Circuit [in 1 disagrees. 

22 F.3d at 142, citing gn ited States v. S*W@i& 936 P.2d 599 (1st 

Cir. 1991) ; United States v. Watkiw , 911 F.2d 983 (5th cir. 

1990); and, U J  , 880 F.2d 1204 (11th C9r. 

19891, &. denied, 494 U.S. 1083 (1990). 

The Seventh Circuit decided to follow the majority of the 

circuits and held that the sentencing court praperly exezrcised 

its discretion when it denied credit for acceptance o f  

responsibility to a defendant who, after pleading guilty to 

4 



aiding and abetting the counterfeiting of obligations of the 

United States in violation of 18 U.S.C. §S 471 and 472, 

repeatedly failed to submit urine samples and tested positive for 

the use of marijuana. McDonalq, sunra at 144. Thus the Seventh 

Circuit joined the First, Fifth and Eleventh Circuits in holding 

that the sentencing court may deny credit for acceptance of 

responsibility to a defendant who commits crime after 

pleading guilty and before being sentenced. 

In the instant matter, several of Mr. Waldholtz's new 

offenses, all of which he has admitted, are substantially similar 

to one or more of the o€€enses to which he pleaded guilty. 

Writing bad checks to his parents and to an optical shop, 

fraudulently applying for and using credit cards in his father's 

name, stealing a check from his parents forging his father's 

signature, stealing and using a credit card belong to a fri.end, 

borrowing and improperly using a credit card, and fraudulaaitly 

renting and refusing to return a rental car all constitute crimes 

that are substantially similar to, o r  related to the offense sf 

bank fraud to which Joseph Waldholtz pleaded guilty on June 5, 

1996. 

Under the law of every circuit that has considered the 

issue, therefore, a sentencing judge would have complete 

discretion to deny Waldholtz credit for acceptance ijf 

responsibility because he committed new crimes that were of the 

same nature as one of the o€€enses for which he pleaded guilty. 

In addition, by using heroin and Vicodin, and fraudulently 
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obtaining Vicodin from a pharmacy, Mr. Waldholtz has engaged in 

new crimes that are different from the ones to v ~ i c h  he pleaded 

guilty but which, under the rationale followed by the First, 

Fifth, Seventh and Eleventh Circuits, also demonstrate his 

failure to accept responsibility. The Court, therefore, has a 

strong basis for finding that Mr. Waldholtz has not accepted 

responsibility within the meaning of the Sentencing Guidelines. 

B. TheFalseStatements andFilingaFalse IRatp6rt 
Involved Xore Than Minimal PPsman%ng and dn TWO h@Va,J1 
Increase is Warzanted. 

Pagb 9, ¶ 33. Defendant's contention that the offenses of 

making false statements (18 U.S.C. $ 1001) and filing a false 

Federal Election Commission report (2 U.S.C. ss 437g(d)(l)(A); 
and 441) involved only minimal planning ignores the facts. Mr. 

Waldholtz, sometimes with the assistance o f  Enid Green obtained 
26 different advances of cash totalling approximately $4.1 

million, from Enid Greene's father, Dunford Forrest Cr@enef 

during 1994 and 1995, which Mr. Waldholtz deposited into accounts 

in his name or joint accounts that he held with his wife. 

Waldholtz, over a period of many monthsf contributed about $1.8 

million of that amount directly to Enid Greene's 1994 

Congressional ~ampaign.~ 

Mr. 

Contrary to defendant9s assertion, he did not make a Singlet, 

'Enid Greene has publicly contended that she was unaware that 
Waldholtz was contributing funds that: could be considered loans ~r 
gifts from her father or otherwise violating FEC rt?gUlat.iOnS. (Pn 
Cl'etober 31, 3996, the government announced that it had declined 
prosecution of Rep. Greene for a l l  matters related to her 1992 and 
1994 Congressional campaigns and her 1993 federal tax  return. 
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lump sum contribution of $1.8 million. Instead, he made more 

than 20  separate transfers of funds from the Waldholtz/Greene 

accounts to Greene's 1994 campaign committee, which was in the 

name "Enid '94," and failed to report the source of those funds 

accurately to the FEC. In addition, Mr, Waldholtz made several 

cash contributions to the campaign with funds provided by Mr. 

Greene and failed to report those contributions. 4 

Moreover, Mr. Waldholtz's improper reporting of the 

contributions was not limited to the 1994 Year End Report. That 

Report not only contained concealment and misreporting of new 

contributions, it also repeated and incorporated reporting 

violations that Mr. Waldholtz had made in the Enid @94 (1) 

Twelfth Day Report preceding General Election and (2) Thirtieth 

Day Report following General Election. 

included and repeated misrepresentations and false statements 

that Mr. Waldhaltz had made in two previous reports that he 

signed and filed with the FEC. 

Thus, tha Year End R-ipart 

In addition, Mr. Waldhdtz filed at least s i x  Other FEC 

reports for 1994 that contained false information. Those reports 

'On March 8, 1996, Rep. Greene filed a lengthy complaint with 
the FEC alleging that M r .  Waldholtz is guilty of 858 violatiens of 
the Federal Election Campaign Act based on his actions regarding 
her 1992, 1994 and 1996 campalgn committees. Evan if that toti31 is 
substantially inflated by considering a single action to COnStitUee 
as many as five violations, the complaint does document in great 
detail the evidence against Mr. Waldholtz for civil FEC 
infractions. The great majority of those alleged violations stm 
from Mr. Waldholtz's actions during the 1994 campaign, to which he 
has pleaded guilty. Regardless of the precise total Sf EW. 
Waldholtz's FEC infractions, it is clear from the sheer number and 
magnitude of the offenses that they involved more than mbimag 
planning. 
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include the Enid '94 (1) April 15 Quarterly Report, (2) Twelfth 

Day Report preceding Utah Republican Convention, (3) July 15 

Quarterly Report, (4) Amendment to July 15 Quarterly Report, (5) 

October 15 Quarterly Report, and (6) Amendment to October 15 

Quarterly Report. Mr. Waldholtz had to design and coordinate 

carefully his false reporting to the FEC and there can be no 

doubt that he engaged in more than minimal planning. 

C .  m. WaPdbQltZ'S &ctiQQS Aff@Cted l  the rn%lZOUde 
of the 1991 congressional Election. 

P a m  19. n 103. Although it is always impossible to 

state with absolute certainty whether particular actions changed 

the outcome of an election, it is widely accepted within the 

Second Congressional District of Utah that the substantial 

illegal and unreported contsibutians that Joseph WaPdkoltz =+de 

to Enid Greene's campaign with her father's money enabled Rep. 

Greene to win the election. Rep. Greene has acknowledged as much 

herself. During a five hour news conference that she held after 

it was revealed that her father's money had financed her 

campaign, Rep. Greene stated, 811tlhere1s no wav to return an 

2 w e.'' Salt Lake city , Dec. 17, 

1995 at p. A-1 (emphasis added). She also publicly apologized to 

her 1994 opponents, Democrat Karen ShephQrd and Indapendcnt 

Merrill Cook, for using tainted money and to her constituents for 

"creating a circus" in the campaign. Salt Lake City -, D e e .  

12, 1995 at p. A-1. She added, lq(y]ou can't give an election 

back." U. Mr. Waldholtz has also admitted to the Probation 

Officer that his actions enabled his then-wife to win the 

8 



election. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the candidates that Rep. Gseena 

defeated in 1994 agree with her that the illegal contributions 

caused Greene to win the election. 5peaking for Shepherd and the 

Utah Democratic Party, party executive Todd Taylor stated, 

I'm not saying her [Enid Greene's] message didn't have 
something to do with it, but 1 firmly believe that it was a 
stolen election. To go from last place to first place in a 
month hand to be a function of money. 

Salt Lake City Tribune, Dec. 17, 1995 at p. A-1. According to 

the Tribune, Independent candidate Merrill Cook claims that he 

would have beaten Greene and Shepherd tohad it not been for Enid's 

last minute infusion of cash." Salt Lake City Tribune, March 14, 

1996 at p. B-1. 

The campaign spending by Enid ' 9 4  was a key issue before the 

November 1994 general election, with many quastioning where the 

campaign was getting its money. During the campaign, Greene 

stated she and Joseph Waldholtz hac? been forced by the Shepherd 

and Cook campaigns to make a a8considerable personal investmentg1 

in the campaign." Salt Lake City Tribune, October 18, 1994 at 

p. A-I. Responding to inquires regarding the Source of 

contributions to Enid '94, one of Greene's campaign 

representatives stated, 80[i]t'~ family money. It's Joe and 

Enid's. End of story." a. Cook, who himself is wcalthy and 
spent nearly $600,000 of his own money on the 1994 campaign 

stated s h o r t l y  befare the 1994 election, r r I I m  honest enough to 

say Enid has out-Merrill Cooked Merrill Cook -- by a ZUile." 
Lake City Tribune, October la, 1996 at p. A-1. Cook added that 
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although he had earned his money, Greene's had come from a aerger 

of marriage. a. 
centributions been revealed before the election, the outcome of 

the election might have been different. 

Had the true source of the illegal campaign 

Voter polls conducted at various times before the 1994 

election confirm that Greene's support began to increase at the 

Same time that her campaign began purchasing large amounts of 

television advertisements. In early October of 1994, a Salt Lake 

City Tribune poll found that 36% of the voters planned to vote 

for Shepherd with Waldholtz (Greene) and Cook each drawing 26% ~f 

the vote. Salt Lake City Tribunq, October 22, 1994 at p. B-1. 

The poll also found that Waldholtz had gained 8 points since the 

previous poll. u. 
On the Sunday before the Tuesday election, the Tribune 

reported, 

Propelled by an advertising avalanche made possible by 
some $2 million of mostly personal money, Republican 
Enid Greene Waldholtz broke her ideological logjam with 
Independent Herrill Cook and is in a political death 
grip with Democrat Karen Shepherd, a survey for The 
Salt Lake City m b u n e  of 1,436 likely voters far the 
2nd CongressionaP District indicates. 

The final week canvass of the district by Valley 
Research, The mbune's independent pollster, showed 
Waldholtz and incumbent Shepherd dead even at 32 
percent as of Saturday afternoon . I . Cook is left in 
third place with 21 percent of the straw vote . . 
. . .  
Shepherd had enjoyed a lead of 8 to 10 points until 
mid-October, according to earlier Tribune pslls. 
Waldholtz's money began to talk vie voluminous 30- and 
60- second sound bites in the latter days 0% the race, 
however, and portions af Cook's f~llowars and would-ba, 
supporters from the undecided column, most of  whom have 
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Republican leanings, appear to have listened. Cook had 
27 percent of the respondents in an Oct. 1 poll, for 
instance. Whatever the size of Cook's defections, 
Waldholtz is the beneficiary on a 2-to-1 basis over 
Shepherd, said Sally Christensen, manager of Valley 
Research of Salt Lake City. 

Salt Lake city T a e ,  October 22, 1994, at p. 0-1. 

Greene ultimately won the 1994 election with 46 percent of  

the vote, Shepherd received 36 percent and Cook garnered 18 

percent of the vote total. Conare gs ional Ouar tBP1Y'S Politics b 
America -0 1996, Congressional Quarterly Publications (1995), p. 

1339. Greene received 18,596 more votes then Shepherd in 1994. 

B. In 2992, Shepherd received 51 percent of the vote, Greene 
received 47 percent and an independent candidate got two percent. 

2 in America -- 1994 ,  

Congressional Quarterly Publications (1993), p. 1549. In 19?2, 

Shepherd received 9,431 more votes than Greene. a. 
D. .other ~eetual sssuee 

1. Whether waldhelta9~ Daughter ita biar ~~~~~~~~t 

Paoe 2. The government does not dispute Mr. 

Waldholtz's statement that he considers his daughter, Elizabeth, 

to be his dependent, but does not know whether she is a 

"dependentgt as that term is defined by the Probation Office. 

2. 

Pacre 4. B 6. The government aglreas that Hr. Waldhcaltz 

Dater o f  Masxiage alrasl House Pu~rhanss 

and Rep. Greene were married on August 7, 1993 and that they 

purchased their home on South Benecia Drive in Salt Lake City, 

Utah, before they  were married. 

11 
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1 
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3. Whather Rep. Green@ Knew T a x  Infernation was Parae 

Paoe 4. rA 7. Mr. Waldholtz pleaded guilty to Assisting 

in Filing a Fraudulent Tax Return, in violation of 26 U.S.C. 5 

7 2 0 6 ( 2 ) ,  for providing Enid Greene false information that she 

used on her a993 federal tax return. Under that section, it is 

not necessary for the government to establish whether the person 

who filed the return (Rep. Greene) knew that the information was 

false, as long as the person who provided the false information 

(Mr. Waldheltz) knew that it would be used in the return. 

Whether or not Rep. Greene knew that the information was false, 

therefore, Mr. Waldholtz is equally culpable. In this regard, it 

should be noted that the government has declined criminal 

prosecution of Rep. Greene for her actions regarding the 1993 tax 

return. 

Accordingly, it is not necessary for the Court to make a 

determination on Rep. Greene’s level of awareness. Consistent 

with Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(c)(l), the Court may simply make a 

determination that no finding on.Reg. GreenePs culpability i s  

necessary because it w i l l  not  take Rep. GreenePS aCtiOnS 

regarding the 1993 return into account when it sentences Mr. 

Waldholtz and that her actions will not affect the sentsnce. 

4.  a s  ~ a d e  ~acision that G%BI(P~QP WOUM m n  in 1994 

Paee 7. fl 18. The government takes no position OR how 

the decision that Enid Green would run EOP Congress in 1994 wae 

made. Again, consistent with Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(c)(I), the 

Court may make a determination that no finding on this matter is 



required because the court will not take the matter into.account 

when it sentences Mr. Waldholtz and that the disputed matter will 

not affect the sentence. 

5 .  FEC Reports F i l e d  iBef~r@ 

Pase 10, kll 54. The government agrees that FEC reports 

for Enid Greene's 1992 campaign that were filed before Joseph 

Waldholtz moved to Utah contained errors and that Waldholtz filed 

erroneous reports for the 1992 campaign after he moved to the 

state. The government takes no position on whether the false 

reports were filed w i t h  Greene's '@full knowledge and 

acquiescence.1t Again, consistent with Ped. W. Crim. P. 3 2 ( c ) ( l ) ,  

the Court may make a determination that no finding OR this matter 

is required. 

16. Rep. Green. Dfdl He+ l&ePn%nold Dccurmsents IQll$hslltsr 
Needed LO Bile tll) I # c C Q U n t b g  OL IDiS BPan&80tht%PoS 
Estate. 

Paae 13, 65. The government disputes 

Waldholtz's contention that he aid not fila an accounting 0f the 

estate of his grandmother, Rebecca Levenson, because Ms. Greene's 

attorneys had the requested documents and would not return then. 

Waldholtz made a similar claim regarding the government, and 

neither has merit. After Judge Kelly held Wahdheltz in contempt 

in Pittsburgh, Waldholtz's attorney telephoned undersigned 

government counsel and told him that WaldRoltz had told t h e  

attorney that the government had a13 the documents related to the 

Levenson estate. 

13 



, 

1 E  

Government 

the court, that 

counsel informed the attorney, and now informs 

the government has never had any docunents 

related to the estate of Rebecca Levenson. In addition, the 

government informs the Court that Enid Green@'% attorneys have 

provided the government with full access to documents within 

Greene's possession and control and the government has no reason 

to believe that Greene's counsel withheld any documents from it. 

The government has carefully reviewed those documents and has not 

found any that relate to the Levenson estate. 

Pase 1.4, T 66. The government takes no position an 

whether Mr. Waldholtz loved, or continues to love, his former 

wife. The government agrees with defense counseP that R@p. 

Greene receives financial assistance from her parents and rides 

that until January of 1996, she will continue to receive her 

Congressional salary. The government agrees with defense counsel 

that Rep. Greene was the one who decid@d to sell her home on 

South Benecia Drive. 

Greene has sued Waldholtz for $ 4,l million and infome the Court 

that Mr. Greene received a default judgment against Waldholtz. 

The government has seen no evidence, however, that Waldholtz has 

the assets needed to pay the judgment. 

The government further agrees that Forrest 

The government submits that, as discussed abovel the Court 

need not resolve any of the issues raised by defendant tcsgardinpg 

this paragraph and, consistent w i t h  Fed. R. Crim. P. 3 2 ( C ) ( P ) ,  

the Court may make a determination that no finding on these 
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matters is required. 

8. The Government takes lo Position 
on an Upward Departure Based on Wnldholtzos 
Conduct While on Release. 

Paae 18. ¶ 1. 02. The government takes no position on 

whether an upward departure is warranted because of Mr. 

WaldholtzPs conduct on release. The government also notes that 

in the final sentence of Section 8 of th@ plea agreement it 

stated that it would not seek an upward departure. Thers is a 

strong argument that the United States is no longer bound by that 

sentence because Section 10 of tho Pl@a Agreement provides that 

the government may consider the agreement to be breached if the 

defendant commits new crimes after pleading guilty and before 

being sentenced. The United States will, how@v@r, continue to 

act as if it is bound by the Plea Agreement and is not requesting 

an upward departure. 

The government has informed defendant's counsel, A. J. 

Kramer, of its position. Based on conversatkns with Mr. Kramer, 

undersigned counsel believes that both sic3es recognize that the 

Court may sua saonte determine that an upward departure is 
warranted. The Court announced that it was considering aR UgWa9d 

departure in its letter to counsel of October 22, 1996. 

II. Tbe court B h O U l d  ~ ~ ~ & ~ n ~ ~  Joseph 
t o  the Maximtn Term Pemisshle 
Under the Applicable Guideline, Rang@ 

A. InttoQuc&ion 

Through h i s  actions, Joseph Waldholtz has done more than 

commit three serious felonies and one misdemeanor, although that 
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is bad enough. 

Waldholtz stole 

As discussed above, by his illegal acts, Mr. 

a federal election.’ Nr. Waldholtz defrauded 

the residents of Utah’s Second Congressional District and, by 

extension, all the citizens of the United States who are affected 

by the House of Representatives. The Court should sentence Mr. 

Waldholtz to the maximum term permitted within the applicable 

Guideline range. 

The Presentence Report concludes that Mr. Waldholtz is at an 

offense level of 18, which means that the Court may sentence him 

to incarceration for 27 to 33 months. The government urges the 

Court to impose a sentence of 33 months if it asterminas that the 

Guideline rangs is appropriate. As discussed above, the 

government submits thait the offense level of 18 was correctly 

calculated. If the Court should determine that the offense ievel 

should be reduced, however, then it should sent@nce the defendant 

to the maximum amount permitted under the new Guideline range. 

If the Court should grant an upward departure, the government has 

no recommendation on the appropriate sentence within the new 

Guideline range. 

B. BsfeEIdPraf H&%is DeJD@ni%tPat@d BL COS~@FZIP+ fer the &aW 

Joseph Waldholtz is a con artist whose eontinusd pattern of 

The C b w t  fraud and deceit has assumed pathological dimensions. 

is aware of the facts behind the four crimes to which Mr. 

Waldholtz pleaded guilty, which arc accurately Y e t  forth i l a  the 

*For the purposes of sentencing defendant Waldholtz it is 
immaterial whether t,he beneficiary of his actions, Enid Greene, was 
completely unaware of h i s  actions or  a knowiRg participant. 
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Presentence Report and Plea Agreement, and the government Will 

not elaborate them further. Those facts, however, do not fully 

convey Mr. Waldholtz's persistent unwillingness -- or inability - 
- to tell the complete truth or to conform h i s  conduct to the 

law. 

guilty, and by trying to avoid coming to Court for his revocation 

hearing, the defendant has demonstrated that he does not take 

either the judicial system or the criminal l a w s  seriously. 

By committing so many additional offenses after pleading 

The United States entered into a plea agreement with Mr. 

Waldholtz because it believed that the agreement, which required 

defendant to plead guilty to felonies in three different 

substantive areas and to a misdemeanor, represented a fair 

disposition of the charges against him. 

the case to trial, and had the jury convicted WaldRoltz of a i l  

counts in the indictment, Waldholtz would faced a prison sentence 

that was less than a year longer than the on@ he faced upon 

entering the plea agreement. 

Waldholtz with any special treatment but, instead, was similar to 

the plea agreements that the United States routinely enters w i t h  

defendants who choose to plead guilty and avoid trial. 

Had the government taken 

The plea agreement did not provide 

In addition, although the plea agreement provided that if 

Waldholtz substantially assisted in the grovernmentDs 

investigation, the United States Attorney could recommend that he 

receive a downward departure pursuant to Guidelin@s Section 

5Kl.1, the government informed 

unanticipated information from 

defense counsel that, 

~ r .  WaldhcBtz, it was 

barring some 

not likely 
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that the government would recommend a downward departure. The 

government was never under the illusion that Mr. Waldholtz could 

be trusted completely and never relied on any information that he 

provided unless it could be corroborated by independent evidence. 

The government did expect, however, that Mr. Waldholtz would show 

sufficient respect for the hgal systen, and for his own well- 

being, that he would refrain from comitting,new crimes during 

the three and half months between his guilty plea and his 

sentencing. 

Government counsel were surprised that PIr. Waldholtz 

committed so many new offenses during a time when he should have 

been on his best behavior. Those actions demonstrate his utter 

disregard for the  law and his belief that he can manipulate any 

person or entity to his own benefit. Mr. Waldholtz evidently 

also believes that he can cheat and manipulate h i s  family and 

friends with impunity because they will not bring charges against 

him. Even though Mr. Waldholtz's eEforts at manipulation a m  

often almost completely transparent, the persistence of the 

efforts demonstrates a complete lack 0f remorse and further 

affirms the need to sentence him to the maximum term under the 

applicable Guideline range. 

e. The C O U t  shoum Net lJQG end ~~~~~~~~~ fox Placemaat 
i n  an Entenslive e~~~~~~~~~ een+@x: (aqEcC?81. 

1. overview of p s o g r m  

Intensive Confinement Centers are an outgrowth of the 

"Shock Incarceration Programvv, 18 W.S.C. S 4046, which was 

enacted by Congress in 1990 following extensive hearings and 

1% 
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discussions of state @'boot camp'' programs. The statute provides: 

The Bureau of Prisons may place in a shock 
incarceration program any person who is sentenced to a 
term of imprisonment of more than 12, but.not more than 
30, months, if such person consents to that placement. 

18 U . S . C .  S 4 0 4 6 ( a ) .  The statute defines the shock incarceration 

program as a Ira highly regimented schedulev1 of "5trict 

discipline, physical training, hard labor, drill, and ceremony 

characteristic of military basic training,q1 combined with 

"appropriate job training, and-educational programs (including 

literacy programs) and drug, alcahol, and other counseling 

programs." (18 U . S . C .  S 4046(b)(1) and (2)). 

An inmate who completes the program, 

shall remain in the custody of the Bureau [of Prisons) 
€or such period (not to exceed the remainder of the 
prison term atherwise required by law to be served.by 
that inmate) and under such conditions, as the Bureau 
deems appropriate- 

18 U.S.C. S 4046(c). In practice, the Bureau has interpreted 

this subsection to give it authority to rehas% inmates from 

custody before the expiration of their sentences and to place 

them in half -way  houses or home confinement earlier than Bureau 

regulations otherwise p@rmit. se+: Bureau of Prisons,  

Memorandum 249-93. 

2. a inmate in tbe Ice pragreran a 
tbe community a yedlo~ ant3 BaXf 
and have h i s  ~~n~~~~~ re8uoagi wi&hoaf ~~~~~~~~~~ 

input Prom the Court. 

For an inmate, therefore, entry into an ICC has substantial 

benefits. An inmate who complete s i x  months of %oot campIs at an 

ICC is immediately eligible to be placed in a half-way house and 

19 



may soon have his sentence reduced by the Bureau of Prisons 

without any additional input from the Court. ordinarily, inmates 

are not eligible to enter a half-way house until they have Served 

a l l  but six months of their sentence. an inmate who enters an 
ICC immediately after being sentenced to 30 months of 

incarceration, for example, may be released to a half-way house 

six months later, with 24 months still remaining on his sentence. 

Such an inmate would enter the half-way house at least 18 months 

earlier than he would have had he not been placed in an Ice. 

Moreover, the Bureau of Prisons has complete discretion to 

release the inmate from its custody entirely. If it does so, 

then the Bureau of Prisons is effectively reducing the inmate's 

sentence without any further input from tho Court. The 

government submits that Mr. Waldholtz should not be givan an 

opportunity to manipulate the Bureau of Prisons in that manner. 

3. The ICC PPQglcLpL lot Int@Pndl@Ad Per 33 YlFiaZ? Old, 
College-BducateB white ~sPlar criminals With 
Betioue PsycBelsgkcaP Oroblama. 

At the Congressional hearings on the shock incarceration 

program, there was testimony that ssmo~t [state shock 

incarceration programs] are limited to persons under a certain 

age, n n s  twe t'e in oraer to Rave young, 

impressionable inmates in the program." 

Representatives, 

the Committee on the Judiciary; k0lst Congress, Second Sess., 

Serial No. 149, March 2 1  and 29, May 24, 1990, p. I78 (emphasis 

House of 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Crime of 
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added) .6 Certainly, the state programs after which the federal 

program was modeled are not intended fo r  persons like Mr. 

Waldholtz who are neither in their early twenties nor 

impressionable. 

Although there is some reason to believe that Mr. Waldholtz 

would benefit from a program of strict discipline and 

regimentation, the ICC program is not intended €or persons like 

the defendant. Mr. Waldholtz has a college education and does 

not need literacy or educational training. In addition, although 

Mr. Waldholtz has used illegal drugs, drug usage ks not a major 

cause of his criminal activity. Moreover, the ICC program would 

not provide Mr. WaldhoLtz with the mental health treatment that 

he so clearly appears to need. 

submitted by pir. Waldholtz's counsel do not excuse his actiok or 

support mitigation of his sentence, but they do indicate that Mr. 

Waldholtz needs a more personalized and psychologically based 

treatment regimen than the ICC program provides. 

The psychological assessments 

The government recommends against permitting Mr. WaldPloltz 

enter the ICC program because it woula substantially reduce to 

%ongress carefully examined state shock incarceration 
programs and considered testimony by many state prison officials, 
experts in behavior and correctional institution and other before 
enacting 18 U.S.C. !S 4046. & Hearings cited above and 
Role in Promot ina  and Usina SD ec& * Incarcer atxoq , Hearings b 
the Subcommittee on Oversight csf GOV@hmeAt lamagemerit of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. Senate Hearing 101-722. Unitad 
States Senate, lOlst Congress, Se r c R  1, 
1990 ("Senate Hearings") ; and m- # 

Hearing before the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. United States Housie o f  
Representatives. lO1st Congress, First Sesa. Serial NO. 27. 
September 14, 1989. 
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the length of h i s  sentence. Mr. Waldholtz does not €it the 

profile of persons who would benafit from the program. If Mr. 

Waldholtz were admitted into the ICC program, he would use the 

program to avoid confronting his underlying psychological 

problems and, once again, manipulate the system -- this time to 
get out of prison early. 

1x1. CONCLUSION 

The Court should sentence defendant Waldholtz to the maxitiim 

sentence permitted under the applicable Guideline range and 

should not recommend him for placement in an Intensive 

Confinement Center. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ERIC H. HOLDER, m. 
United States Attorney 

/R c 

By : 
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I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was sent by 
tele-facsimile and first class mail, postage prepaid mail to 
counsel for Joseph Waldholtz, A. J. Ksamer; Federal Public 
Defender, 625 Indiana Avenue, N.W.; Suite 550; Washington, D.C., 
20004, this fourth day of November, 1996. 

Assistant u ~ S .  Attorney 
D.C. Bar Number 252486 
555 Fourth Street, N.W., Room 5100 
Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 514-8316 
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UNITED STATES DISWCT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Crh.inal Action No. Plaintiff, 

V. 

JOSEPH WALDHOLTZ, 

Defendant. 

The Court has received the written objections of defendant to the Presentence Report and 

the government’s response. Having afforded counsel an opportunity for argument at a hearisg 

held on November 7,1996, the Court has determined that certain controverted matters are not 

relevant to its determination and thus will not be taken into account in, and will not affect, 

sentencing. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 32(c)(l) (1996). In making its sentencing decision, the Corn 

has not considered the following matters that appear to be disputed: (1) whether Enid Greene 

(hereinafter “Greene”) insisted on running for election in 1994; (2) whether false Federal 

Election Commission reports were filed with Greene’s knowledge or consent; (3) whether 

defendant’s failure to supply a Pennsylvania court with documents relating to his grandmother’s 

estate was caused by Greene’s withholding of the documents; (4) whether defendant depleted his 

grandmother’s estate before or after his marriage to Greem; (5) whether Greene currently 

receives financial assistance from her parents; and (6) whether defendant once loved or conhues 

to love Greene. 

At the November 7,1996, hearing, the parties agreed that three amendments should be 



made to the Presentence Report. Accordingly, Page 5, 7 7, line 2, sMl read: Representative 

Greene stated that he falsely informed her that he had some securities, M.L. Lee Acquisition, in 

which he lost a considerable amount of money. Page i4,n 66, line 1, shall be changed From 

August 2, 1993, to August 7,1993. Page 14, ’I[ 66, line 18, shall red.  Because of him, she 

asserts she is broke, ruined, and a single parent. 

The Court finds that defendant’s continuing criminal conduct after his guilty pleas is 

incompatible with acceptance of responsibility. See U.S. SENTENCMC GUIDELtNES MANUAL 

9 3El.1, comment, n.3 (1995); 

-s v. O’Nd, 936 F.2d 599,600 (1st Cir. 1991); 

344,346 (9th Cir. 1990); m s  v. W iv& 893 F.2d 156, 159 (8th Cir. 1990); JJ&& 

,22 F.3d 139,144 (7th Cir. 1994); 

,912 F.2d 

s v. Scrageins, 880 F.2d 1204, 1216 (1  Ith Cir. 1989). Many of these offenses, including 

uttering, misappropriation of checks, and fraudulent use of a credit card, are similar to the bank 

fraud to which he pleaded guilty. See ,983 F.2d 730,734 (6th Cir. 

1993). By continuing to engage in crianinal acts ofthe same nature as one of &e ogenses to 

which he pleaded guilty, defendant has demonstrated that he does not accept responsibility foe 

the crimes in this case. The Court finds that a reduction in the offense level for acceptance of 

responsibility is not warranted. 

The Court fmds that defendant’s conduct with respect to Counts I and 11 of the crimirmal 

information filed in criminal action 96-185 required more than minimal planning. Defendant 

obtained more than 26 different advances, totaling $4.1 million, from Greene’s father. He 

deposited these funds into one of two bank accounts: an account held in Ms m e  or ajoht 

account held with his wife. He subsequently made 20 transfers, totaling $1.8 million, over a 

2 



period of months to Greene’s 1994 campaign committee. Defendant failed 90 report these and 

other campaign contributions in the Enid ‘94 Twelfth bay Report preceding the election and Ehe 

Thirtieth Day Report following the general election. Ne subsequently incoeporated the omissions 

and false statements in these two reports into the Year End Report. The sophistication of 

defendant’s scheme, combined with his repeated acts over a period of time, demonstrates careful 

planning and execution. See U.S. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 9 lBl.1, comment, n.I(f) 

(1995). The Court finds that a two level enhancement for more than mhhd planning is 

warranted. See US. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 4 2Fl.l(b)(2)(A) (1995). 

In addition, the Court has determined that the t o d  offense level should be adjusted 

upward to account for defendant’s continuing criminal activity while on reiease. Under 

18 U.S.C. $3553(b), a sentencing court may impose a sentence outside the applicable guidelie 

range if “there exists an aggravating or mitigating circumstance of a khd, or to a degree, not 

adequately taken into consideration by the Sentencing Commission.” I8 U.S.C. 5 3553(b) 

(1994); U.S. SENTENC~G GUIDELINES MANUAL 05K2.0 (1995). Such aggravating 

circumstances are present here. 

The Court of Appeals for this Circuit has held that post-offense misconduct is a p r o p  

basis for an upward departure irn offense level if it shows extensive cpiminal involvement. l,& 

m, 28 F.3d 1236,1242 (D.C. Cir. 1994). Defendant admifteed at a September 26,1996, 

hearing that he had committed numerous offenses during the four month period of his release 

pending sentencing. h o n g  other things, defendant forged a prescription, misappropriated 

checks from his father, wrote an unauthorized check for $415 on his father’s aCCOWt, wrote mora: 

than $18,000 in checks for which there were insufficient funds, misappropriated a credit c a d  
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from his father, misappropriated a credit card from a friend, and made unauthorized purchases 

with the two misappropriated credit cards. In other words, d e r  his reiease, defendant 

perpetrated fiaud upon his family and fiiends and continued his practice of writing check for 

which there were no funds on deposit. Although this case does not fit squarely into the enhanced 

penalty provided for under Section 291.7 for commission and conviction o f a  federal crime while 

on release, the underlying purpose of that section applies here: the imposition of an enhanced 

penalty for criminal conduct while on release. See U.S. SENTENCING GUIDELINES MANUAL 

$251.7 (1 995). Because defendant's post-release conduct is not adequately taken into 

consideration by the Sentencing Commission, the Court will impose a three offense level upward 

departure. See- ' *, 28 F.3d at 1242 (finding thar a three level departure was 

reasonable because it was the same level of departure recommended by § 291.7). 
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The Federal Election Commission has launched an investigation into Enid Greene's 1994 
congressional campaign, and the admitted $1.8 million illegally funneled into her victorious election. 

Three former campaign aides to the one-term Republican congresswoman from Salt Lake City 
confirmed to The Salt Lake Tribune that they have been interviewed by FEC investigators. 

Greene, who recently moved back to Salt Lake City from Washington, D.C., said Tuesday she was 
aware of the probe -- and welcomed it. 

"I'm talking with the FEC. We talk with them whenever they make a request," she said. "I'd like 
to get this resolved once and for all." 

Unlike the previous FBI and Justice Department probe into the tangled cash and political intrigue 
of Greene and her ex-husbmd, Joe Waldholtz, the FEC investigation carries no threat of criminal 
prosecution. That earlier case ended in Waldholtz going to to prison for bank, election and tax fraud. 
Greene was cleared of crimes. 

But millions of dollars in fines could be at stake in the FEC case. 
"Knowing and willful" campaign-finance violations cany civil penalties up to double the amount 

The source of the cash illegally poured into Greene's victorious 1994 election was the candidate's 
involved -- in this case $1.8 million. 

father -- retired stock broker D. Forrest Greene. A relative, like any other individual, is allowed to 
contribute a maximum of $3.000 per election cycle. 

Throughout the 1994 campaign and for most of 1995, Greene maintained the money legally went 
into the campaign from the sale of a money-market account that belonged to her. A candidate is 
allowed to spend unlimited amounts of personal wealth on elections. 

Finally, in a marathon five-hour December 1995 tell-all news conference, she acknowledged the 
money came from her father. And she claimed Joe -- posing as a millionaire whose funds were 
temporarily tied up -- tricked her father into loaning him $4 million. About half of that went into the 
campaign. 

FEC spokesman Ian Stirton said he could neither confirm nor deny the long-awaited probe because 
of Confidentiality restrictions. 

But representatives from the FEC's office of general counsel recently have contacted at least three 
former campaign workers in connection with the ongoing probe. 

Former Greene campaign manager and one-time congressional aide David Harmer said he was 
interviewed for about four hours on consecutive days just two weeks ago. 

Another ex-campaign manager, Kaylin Loveland, was questioned about a month ago, and former 
Greene political consultant Peter Valcarce was interviewed in mid-August. 

None of the three would talk about specific issues covered, citing confidentiality provisions. They 
did say the interviews were wide-ranging, and that many questions covered familiar territory, 
reminiscent of the earlier Justice Department case, which included an intensive grand jury 
investigation 

1996 accusing former husband and one-time campaign treasurer Waldholtz of 858 violations of 
election law. 

Greene pointed out the FEC investigation may be connected to the complaint she filed in March 

http://archive 1 . s l t r ib .com/cgi -b i~om~isapi .d l I?c l ien t~D~789~~~OM=O9%2~0%2~7&FUL~ 
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Stirton confirmed that complaint still is open. But he refused to comment on whether the FEC has 
initiated its own probe to look at a wider cast of potential wrongdoers, including Greene or her father. 

However. there are indications the investigation is a new one and not limited to allegations and 
issues raised in Greene's complaint. 

Loveland said she had been questioned in connection with that matter much earlier. She said she 
felt free to talk about that because she was listed as a party, along with Waldholtz. 

But Loveland declined to discuss the more recent interview session -- except to confirm that it 
occurred. 

"It was just an interview with the FEC and I can't really tell you what the subject of it was." she 
said. adding she was following the instructions of agency officials. 

Greene said she did not know how the investigation is "structured" and whether it includes or i s  
separate from the complaint she filed in early 1996. 

The only thing certain, she added, was that "they're looking at the 1994 campaign." 
Greene also ran for Congress in 1992, but narrowly lost to Democrat Karen Shepherd, who Greene 

then returned to defeat two years later. There have been questions about the financing of that 
campaign because Greene used proceeds from the sale of a house to her parents, although county 
records indicate the transaction was not finalized until after the election. 

The former congresswoman, who is exploring "a variety" of employment options in Utah, said she 
is confident the current probe will end as did the first one I- laying all culpability at the feet of 
Waldholtz. 

"The Justice Department after a year's extensive investigation discovered it all went back to Joe. 
I'm sure the FEC will find the same thing," Greene said. 

She said there "shouldn't be any risk" of fines against her or her father. 
"There have been cases where there have been rogue treasurers who have used the campaigns for 

their own purposes and in each of those instances, the treasurer has been fined but the candidate and 
the campaign have not been," she said. 

Waldholtz already faces a $4 million civil judgment in 3rd District Court for lying to D. Forrest 
Greene to obtain loans from him. Waldholtz, who remains in federal prison and is purportedly broke, 
has paid just $20,000 against that year-old debt. 

Greene said her ex-husband's ability to pay any judgment or FEC fines is beside the point. "What 
he did needs to be acknowledged," she said. 

http://archive 1 .s ltrib.com/cgi-bi~om~isapi.dll?clientID=789&FROM=O9%2~O%2~7&FULLT~~~~EADL 
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Mr. D. Forrest Greene 
D. F. Greene and Company 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

1 

Dear Mr. Greene: 

Please excuse this typed note, but 1 fear if I hand wrote it, it wodd be illegible? I wanted 
to give you an update on what is going on with the f i m c i d  matters we have been dealing with. 
I have not discussed all of this with Enid because I don? want $0 upset her anymore than she has 
to be. The days have been vev  hard on her - they are SO long a d  the people are demanding, as 
always. There is good news, though! "lings are going very well for the campaign. Enid will 
clear convention a@ become the Republican nominee on May 7th. 

There are several large problem that I have been dealimg with. Things with my mother 
have not been well at all. She has ransacked other accounts that I didn't h o w  she had access to. 
She has put me in a very precarious financial situation again. While: you have heard it before, I 
have taken &e necessary steps to remove myself from this situation. We are going to get a 
guardian and I will be relieved of day to day responsibility. 

-She has overdrawn two accounts in Pittsburgh that I .transfer money through. llhe total is 
about E l  14,000. What an incredible sum. ?be problem is this - it involves Utah B& now 
because that is where we transfer the money to. W e  they have aid to be amdemanditi$, i;cz 

are out of time. In fact, because of the American Express fiasco, I W they are very nervous 
and would consider legal action if I cau't resolve this. 

I 

hfr. Greene, I have never felt like a bigger failure in my life. I have tried, as a g a d  S Q I ~  

should, to help my mother. Her life hasn't been easy - this illness isn't her fault. It hiis been my 
duty to deal With this, aid ordinarily this wouldn't be a problem. As you know, my family is in 
an uproar. My grandmother is failing, and &ere is going to be legal action over her will. I 
cannot stop that. But, I cannot access those Biands, either. 

I have tried to get a loan, but it cannot be done in time. I don't feel that I can ask you to 
help again, but I really don't know where else to m. I have never been at a 1 8 ~ ~  point in my 
life. Enid has all that she can deal with - her job is so hard. I haven2 talked with &. Greene 
because she hasn't felt well, and she is dealing with her own problems, and I know she is very 
concerned about her health. 

If you are wondering why can't I access the money that was to be returned to you, it is 
because she accessed it and spent it on jewelxy and the house. The items cannot be returned, and 
even if they could, their value is much less than she spent on them. She was really taken 
advantage of But that's another matter. 

Mr. Greene, I would pay you any interest rate, sign any leg& document, give you a 
mortgage on our home, or whatever you waned, if you could help us. I say us, because this wiU . 



bring her campaign and all of her dreams down. I fell as i f1  am mining her life, and her chances 
for success. I realize what I am asking, yet I have tried fir weeks to come up with alternatives. I 
have none. The loan Will not make it in time. i 

i 

Kyou can help, I would like to sign a legal document detailing the i~terest rate, terms of 
repayment, e%. 

Mr. Greene, I am so afraia of scandai. I am just a wreck I thinec we need to keep this 
between us. I cannot cause more pain for Enid or klps. Greene. She has been SO kind to us; ow 
relationship is redly such a positive force in my life. 

No matter what your decision, please know how much I appreciate your advice, you  
concern, and your love. 
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Mr. and Mrs. D. Forress,Greene 
1456 Penrose Drive 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 103 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greene: 

I have spent the past four h o g  on the phone with Pittsburgh, the attorneys. First 
Security, and other investigators. I made Enid a promise that I would never "give up" or say chat 
I should leave her for her own good, That was my amiversasy present to her. Yet. once again. 
because of my failure as a husb'and, son, son-in-law. and I guess even a person, we are in a 
horrible position. 

The money was transferred to us and ready for wire. Do you remember two weeks ago 
when First Security had to take money out of my account because I deposited a check of my 
mother's and she signed a statemem that she never received it? ( W k h  was not true; I wired her 
$500 per week out of that check - so she di&t spend it all at once!) Well, it appears that dl of 
the checks that I have deposited she has done this with. We =-invested 4 large CDS for her 
through this account, and in banks back in Pittsburgh. Part ofthe money was used to pay her 
incredible overdrafts, pan for her to live on, and part was stolen. 

The worst part is that we are in a minus position again because of my family. 

I would not and could not tell Enid this today, as they are filming. We couldn't cancel it 
even if we wanted to. I had money in the account to pay for the production today. It's gone, with 
the check reversals. 

1 know we have said to you the last IWO times that it is over. and it hasn't been. I m SQV 

for that. 1 feel this entire episode is taking place because I am being punished €or something. I 
had IO do something to deserve this. Enid and you have not. And ye:, because I am being 
punished. and am manied to your daughter, we had to involve you. 

I will r e m  to Pittsburgh during the Labor Day weekend and sell two million dollars of 
real estaie to cover this. I dealt with that ahis morning. There is a buyer; I have no choice. 

Every penny you loaned us will be repaid at market rates --just like we were borrowing 
from a bank. It is my obligation to you. 

The problem is this: We can't wire you money today. and we are in B desperate situation 
because of  the reversals. The total is staggering, over $200,000.00. I redly am at a loss here; I 
will not upset Enid any more. I have failed her as a husband. My mother is ruining her 
campaign's chances. 

The immediate needs are this: 

1. Our media consultant is expecting a wire todayTor !630,000.00 to cover the work they are 



doing today and tomonow. We cannot cancel it; Enid's campaign will be over if it isn't paid 
promptly. It would be a big scandal; there are film crews doing this and everyone talks. 

2. Because Enid and I were putting in personal money foe other campaign things. we were 
paying about $25.000.00 in other bills. 

3. The other money needs to be renuned to First Security before I can sell the property at home. 
As usual. the needs are immediate and I cannat meet the obligation in time. I don't have a firm 
total because they are still tabulating it all. There were many checks nkat I handled for her. 1t is 
somewhere around 5200.000. 

I want you to know.that I have offered to leave Enid to stop hurting her and both of you. 
Whatever I did to cause this ruin and heartache, I an not aware of, but things like this don't 
happen without some cause! 

If you still want me in the family &er all that has happened, we can talk about you and Enid 
becoming more active with the trust and charitable responsibilities that I have. At this point in 
my life, after all that has happened, I have no desire to participate in these matters. My family's 
money has become such a negative in my life 1 wish we never had it and li weren't involved. It is 
only because my grandmother wanted me to do ahis that I have done so. I always tried to fulfill 
her wishes. 

This money has been a source of great aggravation; Enid and 1 have shed too many tears over it. 
I have lost all confidence in myself as a person, husband, son and son-in-law. We have come to 
you so many times I am literally sickened. I used to be a person who helped people; now I am a 
leech. 

My plan to repay you stands. It is just set back lwo weeks. Again. As for our current fiasco, if 
vou could help, you will save the campaign. Enid never should Rave run this year. §he is the 
kght person for Urah with the wrong husband. I am the problem, not Enid. If you can't help, I 
understand completely. I have put everyone though enough. 

I would have delivered this letter in person, and cdled you both, but campaign activities today 
prevent me Erom doing so. I feel that thistoo.is a cowardly thing to do and yet I have 
responsibiliry here, and need to protect Enid from further harm. I will be in and out of the office 
and can be reached there. 

1 am including the wire information, not on the assumption or presumption that you will help, but 
if you do, you will need the information and I might not be available because of the filming day 
and the campaign has me everywhere anyway today. 

1. Wilson Communications 
First Union Bank of Virginia 

' Acct # 200 000 514 586 1 
-A# 051 400 549 



They are owed $30,000. 

2. Joseph P. Waldhola 

This is the account that is overdrawn because of my mother. They still don't have a total figure 
(I just called as I was typing this) but they need at least $25,000 now. 

Quite an incredible sum, and thae isn't the end of it. The totai is  over $200.600. 

First Security Bank 

Again, I will close on h e  real estate when I go back to Pittsburgh. We will have the money that 
we recover from the fraud (around %94S,QQO), plus the two million dollars in cash from selling 
property. 

I want that much cash because I cannot go thro~gh this anynore! I cannot put Enid or you 
through it. 

First Security would prefer that it all be settled by the close of business Friday. We are in a 
desperate and dangerous position; I accept all ofthe blame. We have covered what we can. The 
bank has about had it with me. 

I would again offer to leave Enid but I promised her not to. If yoiu think that I shodd, I think we 
should tak about that this weekend. I never have loved any woman in my Iife other than my 
wife; The pain that I am causing is too unbearable to live with. She deeseupves beenter. She really 
does. In my wildest dreams, I never irnagined that this could happen to us. I am supposed to 
protect her and I have failed. 

Well. I guess I will close now. I am sony for wrecking your day, for imposing on you - 
emotionally and financially, and for letting everyone down. You are good people. YOM have 
always been there for us, and you don't deserve &is. 

I have to fight every imp& in my body not to be on the next flight out ofhere so Enid can 
remake her life. Enid has begged me not to do that. I have prayed for &e answer to why is this 
happening. It hasn't come. Maybe I don't deserve evem that. I don't h o w .  

I know Mr. Greene has a flight up here later today, and I have again caused a prsblern. I have 
outlined how I plan to repay this. The immediate problem is a great on?. You will never h o w  
how sorry I am. 



BEFORE TEE BED ELECTION e 

In re the Matter of 

D. Forrest Greene 

1 

1 
1 MURs 4322 and 4650 

Before me the undersigned authority appeared, Michael Levy, 

who upon his oath deposes and states as follows: 

1. Affiant Michael Levy has personal knowledge of the 

facts set forth in this Affidavit. 

2. I joined the staff of Enid '94 as press secretary on 

Labor Day, 1394. 

3 .  Shortly after I joined the campaign, I was approached 

by the campaign treasurer, Joseph P. Waldholtz. 

4. Nr. Waldholtz knew that I had completed two years of 

law school and had worked in the Washington, D.C. offiee of 

Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin. 

5. Mr. Waldholtz indicated that since I was a "lawyer,n he 

wanted my advice on how to assign the proceeds of the sale 0% 

real estate to a third party. 

6. e. Waldholtz indicated that he owned a piece of real 

estate in Pennsylvania that he wanted to s@ll, but that his 

lawyers did not understand how Mr. Waldholtz wanted to structure 

the transaction. 

7. I volunteered to contact a friend o f  mine named Jim 

Kelly, an associate in the Washington, D.C. office of Dickstein, 

Shapiro & Morin, who I knew was familiar with real estate law, 



8 .  1 then callad ~ r .  Kelly and left a message on his  voice 

mail describing Mr. Waldiaoltz's request and asking Mr. Kelly far 

some sample documents t h a t  ma Waldholtz could use as a model. 
9. When I did not hear back from Mr. Kelly, I cabled 

manuel Faust, a partner at Dickstein, Shapiro h &forin, described 

Mr. Waldholtz's request, and asked if Mr. Faust could provide 

some sample documents for Mr. Waldholtz. 

10. When I spoke to Mr. Faust, I told him that Mr. 

Waldholtz needed a "boilerplateav document For the assignment of 

proceeds from the sale of real estate. 

11. Shortly thereafter, I initiated a conference call 

between Mr. Faust, Mr. Waldholtz and myself so that #r. Waldholtz 

could describe to Mr. Faust exactly what type of document he 

needed. 

12. On September 23, 1994, PlLr. Faust faxed to me a one-page 

assignment of proceeds form. 

13. I took the fax directly to Mr. Waldholtz as soon as 1 

received it. 

14. on September 29, 1994, J i m  Kelly faxed to me another 

model assignment of proceeds document with a note apologizing for 

the delay and asking me to call if I haa any questions. 

15. I delivered this second fax to Mr. Waldholtz the same 

day I received it. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAVETH NOT 
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My Commission.Expires: 

3 



0 Return 

F PROCEEDS 

, the "Seller", as seller pursuant 
tc the [ r e a l  property sales COctraCt dated ] ( t h o  
nAg:eenent'' ) hereby sells, conveys, assigns and transfers to 
[reciprsnt] and its  successors and assigns all of! the, right, 
t i t l e  and interest of t h e  SeLler in and to the proceeds L-rom the 
transfer 0,' real  property concernplated by the Agreement (the 
"Proceeds" 1 . 

The Seller hereby constitutes and appoints 
l t 5  success~~rs and assigns, the Selber' s t r u e  and lawful 
attorney-in-fact ,  wlth full power of substitution, in the 
Seller's name and stead, but on behalf of and f ~ n :  t h e  benefit of 

receive t h e  Proceeds transferred hereunder and to give receipts 
ar.d rcieases fm and in respect of the save, and any part 
thereof, and f n a  ziime t o  time to i n s t i t u t e  and prowcute Ln the 
jeiler's name, at otherwisep at the expense and far the  benefit 
Of , i t a  successors and a s s i ~ 8 ,  ~ i i y  and a l l  
procesdings a t  law, in equi ty  or otherwise, which 
its sI1ccessors or assigns, may dew. proper for the coLlestion of 
the Proceeds transferred hereunder or f o r  the collectzicn ana 
enforcement of my c~prik or r i g h t  of any kind hereby eonveyed, 
transferred. assigned snd delivsred. 

1 

, i t s  successors and assigns, t o  demand and 

The foregoing aSSignfIWRt 13 wlrhout recourset, represen- 

IN WXTNESS HHEPEOF, tire undersigned has eauacld this 
instruneot to be duly executed and its corporate seal to be 
aff ixed.  

tatior. or warranty.  

Date : 
[Seller] 

Name : 
Title: 
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Mr. Grecne. we apologize fcx the delay bi sending the m;atetials 00 you Joe a d  
Enid asked that we send you the assignment of the real rueate an& the letter 
from the U.S. Attorney. W e  apologize for the delay and &e conhion 

If we can be of fufthcp wismce, please give us a CalE 

'Ihankgrou 


