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L. S. Department of Justice

Office of Professional Resconsiziliy

Washingron, D.C. 20530

January 12, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
fROK: . Michael E. Shaheen Jr.

Counsel

SUBJECT: Rasults of Investigation into Allegations of
. Misconduct against FBI Director William S.
Sessions

This memorandum sets forth our conclusions and reccmmendaticns
based upon an investigation undertaken jointly with the FBI's
Office of Professiocnal Responsibility (FBI/OPR), into allegations

of misconduct made against Dirsctor Sessions.V

Y These allegations came to our attention through two
letters. The first received was a June 25, 1992 anonymous latter
which contained variocus allegations that the Director misused his
position and akused his authority; the secsnd, although dated June
24, 19922, was received later. That let=ter was from an author writ-
ng a kbcck abecut the F3I and it aisc made varicus allegaticns c=f
isgzndusy invelving the Director., The letters are found at Tab B-

(cznTinues...)
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T=at Iinvestigaticn established <za=: (%)

par=icipated in a sha= arrangezent designes tz evade incasm

incorme tTaxes
¢ his coverm—ment-provided home-to-werk tran Dortat:

- - e G

=y (1Y the

Bi,e =or izprcrerly used govermzment funds to install a fznece 2t hig
residence; (1ii) the Director regeatadly transcers
passengers in his official lizousine and cther F2I vehicles in
viclation of applicable law and despite kncwing that F3I Spec

-

Agents have been suspended without pay for thirty days for each

such vielation; (iv) the Director abused covernment travel for
personal purposes; (V) by refusing to authorize the release of bank
records{ the Director refused to cooperate in, and affirmatively
bloége&,.our investiqati;n into allegations that he received an
improper "sweetheart deal" from ‘a bank-on -his home .mortgage, .an
allegation that depending on the circumstances could involve a
vidlaticn'cf law, even though there is already sufficient evidence
to warrant further investigation of the allegation; and (vi) the
5irector'has systematically abused his security detail for personal
purposes. In a number of these areas, we found that the Director

permitted his wife to perform a role in Bureau mnanagement and

affairs that was entirely inappropriate for a private citizen.

Because the Director is a presidential appointee, we recommend
that this report be forwarded to the President for his considera-

tion. .Our findings raise serious issues that only the President

V(...continued).... . .
1 and E-2z rascectTively. Tax Tafsrsncas 2re explained infra, ac
ncte 3.
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czn Tesclve regarding whether Directcr Sessicns shculd czntinte T

enjcy the

rererly ¢

In the interix,

taken:

(1)

(2)

(3)

"to be undertaken by FBI/OPR.

(4)

(5)

(6)

“residence in the amount of $9%,890.00:.plus interest.

—3-

1]

-

Foe

President’'s f:ull Zalth arnd confidence in his azilicy

ot
U

anduce his ogffice.?

we recommend +thav

The Bureau be direcied t2 issue correcied W-2 forms for
all prior years in which the Director's taxable incosne
izproperly excluded the value of his government-provided
home~to~work transportaticn, to include the value of such
transportation as income on his 1992 W-2, and to provide
copies of all corrected W-2's t2 all appropriate taxing
authorities.

That the Director be ordered to reimburse the Department

for the cost of the fence improperly installed at his

That the Director be ordered to reimburse the Department
for all personal travel based upon a case-by-case review
, Based upon our review of
the travel, it appears at least three trips to San Fran-
cisco were for personal rather than official business.

The Director be directed not to transport non-ecfficial

passengers in his limousine or other official FBI
vehicles. :

The Director be ordered to immediately authorize Riggs
Bank to release all relevant documents concerning his
mortgage.

The Director be counselled concerning the proper use of
his security detail.

(7) The Director ke ordered to recuse himself, for the
duration of his tenure, frcz any and all perscnnel
actions invelving anyone who was involved in this
investigation in any rescect whatscever.

¥ Cnce the Fresident has nmacde a decisicn, we suggest thaz

t-e Senaze and Ecuse Judiciary Ccocm=izizes be given a copy of toe
recor=, redactac as necessary, algng wizth 2 triefing, i reguestac
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Our kxey findings are set forth belcw; additional details

are

contained in a moulti-voluzme report of investigation.?

I. BACXGROUND

As noted above, this matter arcse from two letters which made
numerous allegations of misconduct against the Director. After a

reliminary review of those allegations, we determined that the
P -

following merited incquiry:¥

(A) Director Sessions keeps a revolver in a locked briefcase
.. in the locked trunk of his official limousine for the
sole purpose of evading income taxes on his home=-to-work
transportation.

-  tEaMR B N N R -

(B) Director Sessions rejected the advica of the Bureau's
security experts as well as the recommendation of his own
consultant and obtained, at government expense, a fence

‘for his residence which actually reduced the level of his
security. '

(C) ©On numerous occasions, Director Sessions has transported
friends, ralatives, and/or other non-government employees
in his official limousine and other FBI vehicles in viec-
lation of 31 U.S.C. § 1344.

¥ The signed, sworn statements and FD-302 reports of inter-
view obtained during the course of the investigation are each indi-
vidually tabbad and sequentially nunbered. We refer to those docu-
ments as "Tab A" followed by the tab number. The documentary evi-
dence obtained during the investigation is alse individually tabbed

and sequentially numbered. We refer to those documents as "Tab B"
followed by the tab nuaber. ‘

T ¥ These allegations were contained in either or both let-
tars or were develored during the investication. The allegations
in the two lettars which ralated ==z Directsr Sessicns' Special
Assistant Sarah Munford were the suz<ezt cf a separate Tepor:T pro-
vided to the Deputy Attcrnev Ganeral c¢n Ceusher 12, 1892,

-
A -
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(I)

(J) -

(X) -

(L)
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twWwo Scviets and subsecuently directed the Lecal Attache

in Paris to facilitate +the passage of those Soviets
thrcuch rFrance.

The Directcr cave a ride in an official TF2I vehicle %o

Directcr Sessions arranged governzment-paid trips to visit
with his family.

”he Director failed to prcperly account for nhis official
reguent £flyer mileage rasulting in a 1lcss to the
govevﬁment of substantial kenefits.

The Director obtained a "sweetheart deal" on the purchase
of his Washington, D.C. residence.

The Director's office was redecorated without obtaining
the required congressional authorization for exceeding
the statutorily mandated limit of $5000. The redecora-
tion included a cabinet built by the Laboratory Division
which cost several thousand dollars in materials and re-
quired several weeks to complete, to the detriment of
mission-oriented projects. : -

Director Sessions abused the Security Detail provided for
‘his protection by requiring them to do variocus personal
tasks all of which reducéd their ability to provide an
appropriate level of security.

Director Sessions arranged for his wife to receive an FBI
Headquarters building access badge and parking place when
she did not have the required security clearances.

LY

tions which, as to Director Sessions, was reviewed pursuant to the

This allegation was the subject of criminal investiga-

Independent Counsel provisions of the Et «hics in Government Act, by

the Public Integrity. Section.
anandan cQunsel was necessa and declined prosecution

Public Integrity determined th

t no

i
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Iz. SSUANCE OF A WEAPON TO THE DIRECTOR TO OBTAIN TAX FXFMPT

STATUS FTOR HOME TO WORE TRANSPORTATION

This issue arose during the coursa of a July 16, 1992 inter-

W -::cc ne learned that SSA Jeffrey Higginbotham, then a

- Special Assistant tc the Director, and Legal Counsel Division (LED) - . e -

Assistapt Director (AD) Joseph R. Davis had met with the Director
and recommended that he carry a firearm so he could bhe considered

a "law enforcement officer" and thereby be entitled to tax-free

home to work transportation.? According tc_ﬁi:ector 7(c)

¢ This allegation was also the supject of a preliminary
investigati®n under the Independent Ccunsel provisions of the
Ethics in Government Act; however, the Criminal Division determined
that no Independent Counsel was warranted. That decision was not
made before the Director's interview; accordingly, he was not
questioned on that issve. Therefore, that allegation is not fur-

ther addressed in this memcrandum. .:&q-
REL fx ot r e
Y Changes in the tax laws and _mﬁ‘leﬂenm}% ‘requlations

resulh!.‘.i in the value of home-tc~work transportation provided tos
government emplcveos Eeing taxed as criinary inccme.. AN ext ":‘:;c..g

N, : - - — - . : 2 [ A & o gm -
$t8a s izzusa2d incoze regulirement was ;::v:.dec for "law enIicrcoe=y
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Sessions "initially carried the firearm, unicaded, in his bri

€

case, and he later put the firearm in the trunk [of the Bureau

lizousine]." -dvised that he was unaware of

Director Sessions ever receiving any forzal firearms training.V

Following Cecngress' enactment of legislation requiring that
the wvalue of government-prbvided home-to~-work transportation be
included as taxable income, the Internal Revenue Serviée (%RS)
issued implementing regulations. Those regulations prcvideg an

bt

exempt%bn frog that requirement for a law enforcement off%per
receiv;ng suc; transportation incident to a law enforcement func~
tion.?. The regulatlcn defines ‘law enforcement officer asi “an
~mindlv1dual -who is employed on a full-time basis by a governmental
%nit t@at is responsible for the prevention or investigation of

crime, * * * who is authorized by law to carry firaarms, * * * and
.
[}

Y(...continued)

ment officers." The Directer was alsc told that he "might be liable
for paying taxas for those commutes to and from work:in which he
traveled in the Governmant vehicla" for periods prior¥ to his car-
rying-a firearm (Tab A-64, p. 4). Accordingly, the Director was
issued amended W~2 statements for the 1987=-1990 period, the years
for which the IRS regulations would be applicable prior to the data
that the Directosr's firearm was issued (id. at %).

i

v Tab A-85, p. 13.

¥ 26 C.F.R, § 1.274~8T(k) (2). That section speaks in tarms
of a "vehicle which by reason of its nature (i.e., design), is not
likely to be used more than a de minimis amount for personal pur-
poses." An example of such a vehicle as cited in the regulation is
an "unmarked vehicla used by law enforcement officers * * * " Wa
question at the ocutset whether the Dl:ec:::'s limousine falls ‘with-
in the definition c¢f vehicle which by nature of its design is not
likely to be used "zcre than a ce zimizmis azcunt fc* cerscnal pur-
pcses" esceclally since the Directsr zaxes substant tal use of the
venhicle fcr "perscnal pursoses."

T(¢)

Bt a4

~y
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whe regularly carzries firearms (except wnen it is not possibie «2
do so because of the reguirements of undercover work)."¥ within
this framework, we exanined the circumstances surrcunding the

issuance of a weapocn to the Director.

In his September 25, 1992 signed, sworn statenment, SSA
Higginbotham repbrted that he attended a2 meeting sometime in the
Spring of 1890, with the Dirsctor and AD Joserh R. Davis, in which
AD Davis informed the Director of an Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
regqulation that government officials utilizing official government
vehicles for commuting between work and home were required to pay

‘income taxes on the valua of that benefit. SSA Higginbotham stated

‘ that AD Davis -informed -the Director -that while there was .an.IRS....

exempt;op for law enforcement officials who "regularly carried" a
firearm in the course of their duty, "it would not bha sufficient
simply toc have a qun in his (tha Directer's] car, but the Bureau
would outfit his personal briefcase to contain a concealed weapon

in order for the Director to meet this requirement.®W

According to SSA Higginbotham, although the Direckor accepted
this proposal he "was not enthusiastic about having to carry a
firearm."? Moreover, AD Davis specifically cautiocned the

Director that he should not carry the weapon in his briefcase or on

- 26 C.F.R. 1.274=5T(k) (2)(ii)(R), emphasis added.

uf Tab A-54 ©p. 2-3.
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his perscn withcut first receiving firear=s training and that the
Director concurred with these instructions and direczed that they
be carried cut.¥ SsSi Higginbothanm initiated the process for the
Director to obtain a firearm, but he was later tolé by Sarzh

Munford, also one of the Director's Special Assistants, '"that the

" Director asked her to handle the mat<er. "W

In his Octckber 1, 1992 interview, AD Davis stated that Cong-

ress had "tightened up" the income tax laws by requiring caertain
fringe benefits, such as government provided home-to-work trans-
portation, be taxed as ordinary income. As a raesult, the IRS had

issued new regulatidns governiné'the tax li&bility ror'ﬁhésa‘:ringe
* ' benefits which contained an exemption for law enforcement cofficars.
One of the elements required to meet the IRS' definition of a "law

enforcement official" is that he/she be armad.Y¥

Undar 18 U.S.C. § 3052, "(t)he Diractor, Associata Director,
Assistant to the Director, Assistant Directors, Inspaectors, and
agents of the Faderal Bur;au of Investigation of the Department of
Justice may carry firearms, serve warrants and subpoenas * #* * !
Howaver, AD Davis confirmed that becausa the Diresctor did not carry

a firearn he did not meet the IRS' dafinition of a "law enforcenment

- rpid.
LY Id. at 7.

L Ta> A-3%, rz. i-3,

- s
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official.” Therefore, he faced tax liapiliitv for his Govermzent-

provided home~to~work transcortaticn.l¥

In the Sprinc of 1220, 2D Davis met with the Direczor and in-
forzed him of the tax liability problem.¥ The Direczcr found is
incredible that other FBI executives did not incur tax liapilityv
for home-to-work transportation but, because he was nct armed, he
would have to pay taxes on the benefit.¥ The Direc%or was alsoc
upset bgcause the hcnme-to-work +fransportation he received, and

which obligated him to pay additional taxes, was based on security

concerns rather than his personal convenience.¥

.- e e e

‘AD Davis specifically informed the Director that he would .
"q‘ualify'as a law enforcement officer" if he began carrying a
weapon. However, like all other armed FBI emplcocyees, he would: (1)
need toc be trained by the FBI and qualify with the weapon, and

(2) need to carry the weapon on his person, or at least keep it in

1/ Id. at 2-3.°

o AD Davis contacted the Director as the FBI's chief legal
counselor to inform him that the tax liability issue had arisen,
that amended W-2 statements for past years would be issued, that
amended tax returns would have to be filed, and that, in order to

prevent future tax liability, the Director should consider carrying
a firearm (Tab A=-35, at 3-4).

v The Director is the only FBI official who is authorized
chauffeur~driven home~to-work transportation., Field offica person-
nel who are authorized to take FBI cars home are expected to re-
spond to the scene of emergency situations whenever they arise.
The Director is not exgpected to resccnd in his chauffeur-driven
linousine to law enforcsnent emercenciss,

f IZ. at 31-4.
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reasonably close gproxizmity. AD Davis also noted that tecause of

potential liability, the F3I cculd not issue weapons tc employess

without prerer training.®

AD Davis alsoc informed the Direc%er that the F2I would be

required to assess him for his past tax liability.¥ fThe Director

requested that a very careful review and analysis be canducted on
the tax issue, and AD Davis recalled that SSA Higginbotham worked
with the Administrative Services Division to compute the Director's
tax liabkility and may have been involved with efforts éc have the
FBI Laboratory Division construct a specially builﬁ briefcase to
nold the Director's firearm. AD Davis stated that, after having
provided the Director with the informaticn he requested, he had no
further ;nvolvément in the matter and does not know if the Director
actually obtained and carries a weapon.¥ AD Davis was certain

that Sarah Munford was aware of these issues, possibly through

discussions with SSA Higginbotham.®
In a signed, sworn statement, dated September 24,

eceived a telephone call from Ms. Munford regarding the

availability of a small weapon that was concealable and capable of

¥ 1d. at 4.

- See, Tab A-68, including attachments.

—~

il Id. at £-s3.

1992,- .



being placed inside a briefcase.¥ -sta:ad-“(
-_r:anged for a Saith & Wesson, Model 60, S5-shotr, .38

caliber revolver, serial number AHZ1i208, with holster and adaptor,

+0 be issued to the Director.¥

Although 18 U.S.C. § 2052 authorizes Special Agents of the

FBI, including the Director and other FBI executives, to carry
firearms, the Bureau imposes certain additional reguirements which
must be met to retain the authority to carry firearms. These addi-
tional regquirements are found in the FBI's Manual of Investigative
Operatzons and Guldellnes (MIOG) which states, in part, that "An
agent w;th Lssued and/or Bureau-agprcved revolvers must qualify
" four times a year with revolvers on either the Revelver Qualifi-
cation Course (RQC) or the Double Action Course (DAC). In the
course of meeting this requirements [sic], each issued or approved
revolver must be fired for qualification at least once a year.

Failure to qualify * .* * suspends authority to use that revolver

dh % % n

w Tab A-58, pp. 1-3.

= Tab A-58, p. 2; Tab A-117 with attachments. A review of
records at the FBI Flrearms Training Unit disclosed a "Receipt for
Government Property" form (FD-281), dated July 5, 1990, documenting
that this weapon was issued to the Direczor. (Tab A-ll?, p. 2).

w MIOG, "Part II, § 12, 9 12-2.1.2 (7)(a), p. 1092.02. At
his interview, the Directcr, through c2unsel, toox the position
that these manual provisions did not apply to the D;rec:or because
the:manual does not svecifically say weke Director. In our view,
the provision was intended to arply ts all F3I employees who regu-
larly carry 2 firearn. The recu’a:;:n srecifies scund princizles

it e lmrr memdl g mmetirmemom L mer o] ctluom maes mveeme



This investigaticn found no docuzentary evidencs

that Directcor Sessicns received any firearas training in the use of

the weapon issued to hin.¥ Mcreover,— "{[C)/

e[

contacted Ms. Munford several times in an effortc to schedule the

Director for firearms training, -as "put off."¥  In
addition,—reported that at one point "[S)omeone, whose

name I cannot recall, at one time suggested that I certify the

Director on paper so he could be qualified to carry a firearm. I

flat out refused."¥ —xever gave the
Director any firearms training and that—

-he Director's weapon remains in its briefcase, "unloaded

and in the trunk of .the Director's limousine,"i¥ —

¥(,,.continued)

There is no basis to conclude that the Director I1s or shcoculd be
exempt from ¢those provisions. Moreover, had the FBI's Legal
Counsel Division believed that those provisions of the MIOG were
not applicable to the Director, Assistant Director Davis would not
‘have told the Director that he needed to qualify. Finally, to the
extent that position indicates that the Director baliaves ha should
simply be given a gun "on paper" without having to comply with the
normal requirements for the Eureau's law enforcement officials, it
also leads to the conclusion that the purposa cof his obtaining the
weapon was solely to avoid payment of legitimata taxes.

! See, Tab A-117.
w Tab A-123, p. 25.

4 Id. at 26.

—assigned a Lmsponsibilicy of proviaing rirearss tra
T

o Tae Director; however, "nc cna ever praovided any firasa=——as t=al=c
ing to the Direczox"(Tab A-37 at 3-4)., Aczarding ¢
the weapon was naver loaded and "wcund uz" in a briellase ..o ..e

trunk of “-e Burezu limcusine (ikid.).
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-never known the Director to have touched the wearcn 7(() /

or seen him handle it—

.Ms. Munford, who was responsible for, among other things, ar-
ranging the Director's schedule and calendar, recalled some dis-
cussion regarding the need for firearms training for the Director;
however, she said it was never accomplished because the Director
was having "therapy” for a physical affliction affecting his
hand.® Ms. Munford also acknowledged that although discussicns
regarding the need for firearms training for the Director were held
"more than once,"® she never scheduled any firearns traihing for
him. Moreover, .shé was responsible for the Director's schedule,
and “she 'was- noct aware of his completing any firearms training.¥®
Ms. Munford also said she had observed the Director's weapon in his
briefcase."¥ When asked if she ever saw the Director carry the

briefcase, Ms. Munford replied that he probably had four or five

briefcases, "but I haven't seen the gqun."¥

Y Id. at 26.
try Tab A-101, p. 202.
w Id. at 207.

¥  rd. at 208. Ms. Munford denied taking any action te stop

any efforts to provide firearms training for the Director, Id. at
209 . C e

L Id. at 20s8.

b Id. at 207.

7(d)

BT ¢ o 4 a o o
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T Twas 'réinfcrcéd b

The investigaticn fcund that several other indivicduais were
Y e b

aware that the Director had been issued a firearm and that it was

kept in a triefcase in the trunk of his limousine.Z In partic-

wtez, QD ()

was aware that "an empty gun was maintained in a briefcase in the
t>unk of the [Director's limousine] in order that Director Sessions
could claim that he was a law enfc;rcement ‘officer and would not be
taxed on his transportation from his residence‘tc his place of

employment and back."¥

—stated, "I have heard him {the Director], on

several occasions, say that he had no knowledge of guns, has no

firearms proficiency, and is unfamiliar with gquns."?® This point

In his interview, the Director admitted that he had been

assigned a weapon following discussions with AD Davis regarding

taxes he would have to pay based upon imputed income from his

o See, Tab A-47, p. 6; Tab A-55, p. 7; Tab A-81,pp. 8-9;
Tab A-87, pp. 3-4; Tab A-52, pp. 4-5; Tab A-11l1, p. 7; Tab A-120,
p. 28.

. Tab A-128, p. 14.
Fid Tab A~21, p. 33.

& Tab A-39, p. 8.

7(3)

"7.{c)/

2(

+



goverrment-provided hcme~to~work transcertation.? Morecver, he

also adaitted that he had not szen the wezpon since within ten days
of the date he received it.%¥ 1In addition, the Direc=szr adaitcez
‘that he has never received &ny training in the use or handling of
the weapon and that he never even fired it.¥ Finally, the
Director confirmed that the gqun had besn kept in a briefcase for

the entire time it had been issued to him.%

Based upon these findings, we must conclude that the Director
was fully aware of the obligation to pay taxes on the value cof his
home-to-work transportation. He was alsoc aware that there was an
exception by which he coulﬁ avoidwéﬁch taxes if he could meet the
requirements of 'a ‘"law enforcement-officer." - -He was told by the
Bureau's chief legal officer that he could meet the requirements if
he were issued a firearm, underwent the required training, quali-

fied with the weapon, and carried it on his person or at least in

W Tab A-194 at 23. AD Davis' discussions involved the
ability of the Director to be exempt from such taxes if he met IRS'
definition of a "law enforcement officar" which AD Davis said re-
quired carrying a firearm.

¥  rd. at 18.

& Id. at I4.

4 Id. a% 13.
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close proxinity,¥ so that it could ke wused if and when

necessary.¥

We also conclude that the Director specifically refused ¢o
undergc the reguired firearms training which had been planned for
him, and he took no action to reschedule that training. 2As a re-
sult, heﬁé#er qualified with or even fired the weapon.¥ More-
over, the Director has not seen the weapon since shertly after i=
was 1issued to him, and he has no ildea where it is presently lo=-
cated, There is also no evidence that the Director ever even
handled the weapon. The investigation alse found t;:zat Spacial

Agents who do not qualify may not carry their assigned weapon.

- - v—— “om oy we

Cwea s e omas -

Accordingly, the record establishes that the Director has not
met the requirements of the governing IRS' regulations and has,
therefore, improperly claimed law enforcement status under tha

governing IRS regulations., As a result, ha understated his income

o Wa do not consider having the weapon in a locked brief-
casa which is thean locked in thae trunk of thae car as neating thae

"close proximity" requirement. It was certainly net available for
usa.

& It is obviocus, howaver, that the Direczor in his

chauffaur-driven limousina is not expected to respond to law
enforcement energencies.

. nQualification” with a firearm entalls firing a pre-
scribed number of rounds on a target rance in a specific manner and
achieving at leas: the established =ini=un score to deronstrate
sufficient proficiency with the wearzn Tz minimize the liability
which could arise frcx 1ts usa.
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in 1990 and 1391.% We also believe that the investigaticn esctaxz-
lishes that this was not a mere oversight by the Director. 2s
noted, AD Davis tcld him precisely what was required for him <o
neet the definition of "law enforcement personnel’ contained in the
IRS regulations, and he failed to take any of the steps reguired =c

meet that definition.® As a result, his reliance upen the law

enforcement'excéption to avoid paying appropriate tax is a sham.

ITIT. GENERAL SECURITY MATTERS RELATING TO THE

In order to understand fully the issues relating to the secur-

ity at the Director's residence, ‘as well as issues discussed later

in this memorandum 'relating-to his use of his official -limousine .

and his official travel, a brief background is necessary. The fol-
lowing discussion explains the governmant's significant interast in
ensuring tha security of important government officials such as the
Diractor and it provides scme insight intc the Director's approach

to and level of concern for his sacurity.

The Attorney General and the Diractor of the FBI, by virtue of
thaeilr role in the Unitaed States' efforts to combat traditional and

non-traditional organized crime, drug-related organized crime, ter-

¥ The Director's 1990 inccme included the value of the
homa-to-work transportation until the point where he was issued the
firearm. Thereafter, the value of such transpor<tation was not
ccnsidared taxable.

o Ke did net carsy the weassn cn his perscn or in close
proxinity nor did he train or gualiZy with the waapcnh.

- -
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rorisn and foraign intelligance efforts are subject to sigﬁificant
risk of attack for retaliation and publicity by terrorists, drug
cartels, organized crininal groups, and individuals seeking ravenge
or notoriety. This risk is sufficiently specific that the Bureau
fofmed a unit charged with the resvonsibkility for protaciing the
Attorney General and the Director from thesa who would targat thenm
bacause of their positions. 1Indeed, tha Bureau has taken the po-
sition "that every reascnable precaution must be takan %o aensura

the safaty of the AG and the Director * » % "W

This level of sacurity is justified by the governmant's streng

intarest in ensuring that its principal law enforcement officers

may discharge thair duties without fear of harm from targaeted crim-
inal or othar organizations.!’ In addition, the governmaent has a
strong interest in avoiding any circumatances in which its princi=-

pal cofficers could ba taken hostage and compromised or tha gov-

¥  Ses, e.g. April 21, 1989 memorandum to J. Michael Luttig,
Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney Ceneral, from Anthony Danlels,
Acting Assistant Diractor, Criminal Investigative Division, enti-
tlad "Use of Govarnment Alrcraft for the Transportation of the
Attorney Genersl and the-Director of the FBI" at 2-3.

1” Similar levals of sacurity ars afforded other principal
officers of the Unitaed States Governnmaen:z. The President is subjec:
to thae most comprahensive sescurity procedurss, but cther govarnment
officials, including the Director, are provided with security to
mininize tha risk of atzack or cocprasise. Examples include the
Secretary of State, the Direczor of Central Intelligence, and the
Secretary of Dafanse. Unqueszionably, there is such a significant
concern for tha security of these individuals that the governzent
expends substantial rasources to proztect thea. If an oflficlal does
not follow prascriltaed seacurity przcedures, he expcsas hizself and
the govarnzment t>5 rlsk and wastes tne Tescursaes expended 23y his
protaction.
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ernment extorted for their return. Accordingly, the Burezu has
established specific procedures designed to protect the Attorney
General and the Director by minimizing the risk of attack Lty cro-

viding specially trained agents t» accompany them as well as

paysical security £or their homes and offices and for their

%f

transportation.®

In October of 1986, the Bureau began the process of estab-
lishing standard operating prccedures for the protection of the
Attorney General and the Director. 1In early 1987, the procadures
were approved by the Bureau and were placed into effect.¥ The
procedures provide that a protectee should always be ﬁcccmpaniad by
" the Security Detail ‘and ‘that the protectee's safaty is always the
Detail's first and foremost priority. Accordingly, the procedures
provide that advance security should be provided whenever a pro-

tectee moves from one location to another ocutside of the Bursau or

& The Standard Operating Procedures for the Director's
Security Detail are found at Tab B-163.

o Upon assuming office, Director Sessions was provided with
a briefing book which contained the Standard Operating Procedures
for the Saecurity Datail (Tad A-121 at 6). In addition, Director
Sessions was warned by tha then suparvisor of tha Sacurity Datail
not to abuse tha parquisites which would be provided to hinm as part
of his security protaction, and he specifically explained the rules
for using the Bureau aircraft and automobiles (Id. at 7-3). The
Director was also advised that the Security Detail intended to
provida him with security protection "fron the moment he left his
residence to the moment he returned." (Id. at 9.) The Directeor was
alsc told that security would be precvided on personal as well as
official trips, and specific provisicns of the Security Dectalil's
procedures were exgplained to him (Id. at ¢~12).



The agents in the follow car are responsible for having readily

weapons and equipment. The purpose of that egquipment

attend church or to go te a store, the Security Detail nust accom-
pany him in a follow car and into the church or store. There is

never a situation in which the protectee should be left alone in

public.®

tection of the Attorney General and the Director, the Director has
rejected the advice of the FBI's security experts and frequently
instructed the Security Detail to deviate from its standard proce-
dures. Moreover, he has taken actions which are diraectly contrary
to good security and which interfere with the ability of the Secur-
ity Detail to perform its nission or are inconsistant with the
expenditure of reiourcas for his protection. For example, on many

occasions, the Director has given rides in his official limousine

& The Standard Oparating Procedures alsc contains detailed
instructions for particular events such as airport arrivals and
departures, speaking engagements, restaurants, and other social
functions. We have not detailed their prccedures for each possible
event requiring security protection; rather, wa have providad the
general guidance applicable to all phases of the sacurity detail's
operations. This information was provided to Direczsr Sessicns
uron his assunming office (Tab A-121 az §-i2).

: is to b(LS/

- Finally, in the event a protectee uses his own vehicle to

- TEven though the government - 'places great importanca on the‘pro—-u-

2E)
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i

and/or follow car to non-government personnel thus inpeding the

Security Detail agents' ability to execute their standard proced-
i
! ures in the event of an energency.¥

"On the other hand, when having a security detail suits the
Director's purpose, he is quick to cites its necessity. For ex-
ample, when he wants to use the Bureau's executive jet aircraft for
personal travel he cites his need for security and communications
as the justification for the use of the aircraft even though, once
he arrives, he dismisses his Security Detail and therefora has
neither security protection nor communications capabilities. An-
cthérnékﬁhpieminvolves the alarm system for tha Directo:'s rasi-
“~denca which-was installed at government expense. ‘In the event gt .
an emargency, the alarm systam does not alert tha FBI. Tha
Direactor is quita happy with this arrangemant and stataed that ha
does not eavan expact the Security Detail to respond to his resi-

dancea in the avent of an amergancy.¥ In addition, this

w If the agant assigned to the lizmousine has baen displaced
by non=official riders, he is not in penitien to providae appropri-

ate protection. Hor-ovcr i ou ) £2icult for the
agants in & A £ thare are pas~ 5[’)/
an ageant drivin
NN . using the cu‘* 21(
Af the follow car contained passenger

- - .Y 30 ing location. Direczcor Sessions was specifi-~
cally a&viltd of the rules governing use of official vehicles and

the requirement that only official passengers ba trnnspar*cd (Tad
A-121 at 8).

: % Tab A-194 at 259-260. The Di:tc or alsc nads other
“atenents regarding his security in his residence. First, at
night, he disconnecss the taleghone whi:z i==ediataly connects hiz
with =he FEI's equivalent of thae cs==a~s zamzar (Tab A-194 at 253).

(canzirued...)
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investigaticn revealed that the Director uses the Security Cezsz

more as an "escor:t service" than for security.¥

As noted akove, the procedures cf the Security De+tail recgui-e
that "({tlhe Attorney General/Director should always be acccmpanied
by Special Detail Unit agents whenever he departs his residence cr
the DOJ/FBIEQ. This is true for all movements."®¥ However, on a
number of occasions the Director has elected to shop or go to

restaurants without any members of the Director's Security Detail

accompanying him.

G ' L raeportad several

instances in which the Director did not use or disregarded the

#(,,.continued)
d

hixrd, y Detail does not have the ;bility to open the
automatic gates which the Bureau installed for the Director's

security tc allow him to ba picked up or dropped off within a
sacure area (Tab A-194 at 245; Tab A-~142 at 2).

& For example, the Diractor has raequestad the Security
Detail and the FBI Suburban automobile when he wanted to take the
family dog somewhsre or to haul something. In addition, thare was
a direct corralation batwesn the Director's usa of the Security
Datail and the potential to impress pecpla. For example, the Se-
curity Detail would almost always be used, and oftan with a larger
complenment of agants, whenaver the Director and Mrs. Sessions want
to the Kennedy Canter. Also, if parking was not raadily available,
the Director would request the Security Detail (Tab A-85, p. 13).
See, alsc, Tab A-96 at 65-66; Tab A-3 at 40; Tab A-128 at 5; Tab
A=120 at 22, 25.

& Tab B8-163 at 4.
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Security Detail.? Even after being advised that because he was

particularly recagnizable-nd, therefore, he was -7{5)/

Dore vulnerable,® the Director (!
L

On other cccasions, the Director has not intervened when his

wife displaced Security Detail Agents from first clags saats and

forced thenm toc sit in other areas <thus reducing the level of

T ®  ‘mab A-144 at 2-3. "I can recall several cccasicns in the

early days cof the Director's tenure during which tha Director

either did not use or disregarded tha Sacurity Datail | ,
a | | e
2
‘ ars worried
about his sncu:ity and ware concernad that he could have aven bsen + (g)
kidnapped. The Dirasctor laug gshrugced off the admoni 1 b<

Ty

Director's attitude towards the s.::uzity Detail and the ucurity

that it provides as nenchalant." See, also, Tab A=120 at 22. "The = (¢)

Director freaquently dismissed the detail for the / b/,
7

er note Y Letall
prasent to protact the Director on this occasion. This was 3
single example of the Director's overall view of the Security
Detail. 1In my epiniocn, the Dirsctor used the Security Detail like

an escor: service whose prinmary functicn was to provide hiz with
The Security Datail was used when convenient for

transportation.

tha Director's purposss and was discarded when not naeedaed.”
Lo Tab A=4 aT 2=3; Tab A~112 &t T; Talk A-~24% az -5
Y Tabk A-d at 2-3; Tab A-112 az 7; Tak A-l44 ac £-4,



security provided for hin.# Ffor example, on a train trip to New

York, New York, —:he Director and menbers of the 7(‘)[7(5)

Security Detail had first class tickets. Mrs, Sessicns hacd a lower

‘class fare, but insisted on sitting with the Directcr on both legs
cf the trip which forced a member of the Direczor's Securitv Detail

to take her seat in another section of the train.%

There are also instances in which the Director has reduced the
level of security even though the risk has increased.®¥ For ex-

ample, the Director traveled to Bangkok, Thailand, in November of

. As a result, Mrs. Sessions obtaineda first class ticket-— = -~
for the price of a coach ticket courtesy of the government while at
the same time f£rustrating the government's interest in prcv;ding
the maximum level of security for Direc tor Sess:mns. :

P S mm— Y b ba e b A A xe . L

8 Tab A-4 at S-9; Tab A-109 at 10-11. In an emergency
situation,. the Security Detailee traveling in a car other than the
Director's would not have been able to respond.

&/ ‘ - hdvised 7{:\/
that changeéhb wele ordered ln the sSecurlty adetal procedures which
reduced the level of secritv for the Directomt ‘7(2))

- . ’ Py e gy gragremmry- Py e e . CUUCE
‘the numper O security agents around the Diractor. (2) While in
Washington, D.C., the advance security agent required tc secure the
Director's residence prior to his arrival was eliminated. Prior to

this change, standard procedures required a security agent to ar-

rive at his residence prior to the Director. This was necessitated

to allow the agent to ‘reviaw the overall se
1 -y

-} [%71 hage PR VRIS gy youmepuunags B} o §.- Jpaumy iy seCul le

by Sarah Munford to reduce t‘ie numbe* of agents
snducting advance secuzity to one acent. This under<aking was an

immense task and was nar::.cularlv Eurdenscme on multiple [scToT

trizs" (Tab A-44 at 19-21).
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1233. No advarice security was conducted for the trip wnich was an
exTracordl

e e

nary departure frca standard security planning .
larly, the Direc

Sini-
tcor and ¥rs. Sessions took a vacation tec Paris in

late May 1589. Tke Director did not want anyone te accempany hin

cn this trip; however, the Director was told that his sescuritv re-
guirements extended to perscnal as well as business trips. Ulti-
mately, the Director tock only cne Security Detail agent even

though he is more vulnerable in a foreign country.®

On occasion, the Directer has traveled with only one member of

h;.s 59curz,ty Deta;l .and, on at least one occasion, the Director

flew with no member of h:.s Security Detail aboard the FBI aircraft.
' The latter situation would have left him without security had the
plane been forced to make an emergency landing or tec deviate to an

alternate airport.%

$ - Tab A-132 at 8-9.

Tah A-4 at 60; Tab A-11l2 at 58; Tab A-132 at

ther axample, during a t‘*ip#
¥ the Director and Mrs. S ware

by one memper of the Securitvy Detail, who also '7(5)
as their driver although

ﬁ Moreover, tha Director iNNeS®
eadquarters not be advised of their trave
plans. ~(Tab A-96 at 36-42).

7

2 ¢)
y f/b]

aranh Munreord qeterained how many security
pecple could travel on FBI aircraft. Security agents who normally

could be expected to fly on FBI aircraft were occasionally required

by Sarah Munford to fly on commercial airlines. This was usually
dene’ to accommodate other passengers on the aircr

ate Standa 6(7')}
operating procedures of the Sacurity Detail reculrad
travel w:.‘c“* *'i |i"“ec‘::=:"cn T2I aircrafc when dasa* ..... —
D. c. ’

: - )
and ~hen returning =z Washingzcsn, D.C. The 7k

(continued...)
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Another exazple of the Director's selective use of his

Security Detail occurred The Security Detail 7({'\/

cccaopanied the Director and Mrs. Se.ss;.cns g (3)

-hen the Director traveled to San Francisco., Contrary to
Security Detail procedures, no member of the Diractor's Security
.Detail provided advance. security for the trip.®  Alse, the

Director (&

R - SR The Diractor instructed the -
Security Datail ngants to leave thanm alonae. —

They

2'¢,,.continued)
thvea agents included two sacurity agents and tha advance security
agent. When a security agent was required to travel by conmercial
airline rather than FBI aircraft so octhers cculd travel on FBI
ajircraft, what is called 'bunping,' it was planned by Sarah Munford
in advance of departure from Washington, D.C. The travel plans,
including bunmps, wers nade by Sarah Munford a ba
altared without her acproval.

e)/
(D)

&l mabh A=06 at 9; Tab A-4 a= 27-13.
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The agent repcrted: "I
felt very uneasy during this whole evening because I was the only
Special Agenﬁ assigned to the Director's security, and I was con-
cerned that this arrangement was insufficlent to provide proper
security for the Director. 1In retrospect, it would have been very
difficult for me to handle any emergency Asitua.“*‘:;?rfsﬂ shogld (cane}

have arisen."W

it . s

- - - ——

Ve e a4 ———— -

— tha Director and Mrs. Sessions flew to
—FBI aircraft, with only one manbar of the

_t&mt he would call him if he needed him. The

Director had no assigned security until

¥  Tab A-96 at 16-17; Tab A=-43 at 14.
» N
R It is i=coczant to note that the

Director! T - -p 2~ g, = parz, justified by tX
need for "security and communicazicrs." However, it is a;pn::nc
=hat when tha Director akandons h:.s Sezurlity c::a.‘.’."r.n da-s:}:

(Cconmanues. ..
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the Director instructed his Security Detail not to accompany him

Investigation has alsc disclosed that the Director frequently

invited passengers into his limousine, thereby often requiring that

the Security Agent be displaced from the Director's limousine. -

G - N * ko ‘On"f:hat ipccasion,
the agent who was to'accampany the Director ix:xwr;isi ‘li..mcus'ir;e \;as‘
“'‘bunmped' from the limousine and required to ride the follow car.
The agent was removed from the official limousinae in ordar that the

Director's neighbors could accompany the Diractor in his official
car."¥

tor Sessions on numercus occasions has directad that non-official
passangers be given rides in his official limousine. Tha sacurity

agent who normally accompanies the Dirsctor in the linocusine was

(...continued)

abandons his security and his abilizy 3 be in constant comauni-
cation with FBIHQ.

a2 Tab A=144 az 16-17.

it

Tab A=-21 at J4.

e}
UD)
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routinely ‘'bunped' £5 allow the Dirscrmsr's rersonal friends and

aczuaintances to ke given rides in %he limousine."i¥

‘Another example of the Director's requiring the Security

Cetail to deviate from its usual procedures involves his arrival at

wis sessconce N,

ana . en Bureau au:omcb.tln on many occuiens.
When t:his occurred, the s.curity Agent riding with the Director in
his limousine usually shifted to the follow car. I remember this

occurring at Georgetown, various d the
Washington area, and specifically ite °)
riding in the Bureau car on many oc ns. - re )8

w Tab B-163 at 45,

pel See, Tab A-9 at 49=-51; Tab A~56 at 27. The locks on th.
doors of the Director's residence wera cunch in Sttt

No members of the Director's Sec Dgt-a b(2)
but Mrs. Sessions - LeRaus
' AT BV vw— vy pt in the
vy P ooy rvyy. eaving
the Director's Secu Y PELAlL Y “ _ low-
aver, i and
ON OnNA UGLAd awil; Jika» Bowosdy mes woslh seame @ -8, d a
menber of the Security Datail over a "clsaz" FBI radic channel, the
location of the Xaey and the code to ..‘u electronic gate opener.
- c)

Moreover, the gov.*ﬁ:lnt-providod alarm= the eztor's res
dc womow Al amgemustay s AN cuw‘“" :‘za"‘ .
d.v... - wesBw 2s® wBpa -

g~z in early 18%2. EHe
(continued,..)



§

—31..
Members of the Director's Security Detail are also unable to

cpen the gates at the Director's driveway. These gates are part of

the government-provided securify enhancenents for the Director's
residence.ﬁ’ The gates are made of wrought iron, are equipped
with an electronically activated automatic opening and cleosing
device, and were originally designed to enable the Director to be
picked-up or dropped-off within the area secured by the gates.
Without the ability to. open the gates tha Sacurity Detail must maet
the Director at the end of his walkway by tha streat. If they had
the ability to open the gates, they could pick him up in the con-
trolled spaca behind the fence. which the Bureau .installed for his

security.®

e wmeamn ey e mims o b % -

Ao e S AI84se & WL ¢ e mmbaaam PN

With this background, issues relating to sacurity at the

Director‘é residence and in his vehicla can be placed in better

context.

¢, ..continuaed)
stated that the system is monitored by

would notify the police and the FBI switch

breach of the security system would ras
Sacurity Detail (Tab A~145 at 1-~-2).

I The gates are part of the fence which was designed to
provide security for the residence. The Director's manipulation of
the Bureau's processes %o obtain a governzment-provided fence which
was aesthatically pleasing to hinm, tut which actually reduced the
lavel of securisy at his rasidence is discussad in decail infra.

-8 -

= Tab A=-143 at 2-3.
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Iv. Z UREMENT OF SECUR UPGRADES T DIRECTOR'S
RESIDENGE '

This issue was based upon an allegation in the June 25, 19952
ancnymous letter that the Director instructed FBI officlals to
award a contract to Mr. Donald Munford, hushand of Sarah MunZorgd,
the Director's Spacial Assistant, to install a security systam at
the Sessions' residenca. It was alsec alleged that Mrs. Sessions
damanded that the Government pay for a fenca arocund har preparty to
kaap out the "neighbor's dogs" and that other featuras that were
"claarly not necessary' for security purposes wera included.W

The investigation found that tha issue of tha security en-

A L RG> m ) e B we . Ak o ke S ok ke A A .

L L S 2" Wy WP PRI - it &

"hancements to the Sessions' rasic!‘c'ncﬁ began whan -had _{{c).-
concarns regarding tha sacurity systaem in the house. — ]/
told the Director that ha wantad a sacurity survey conducted of the
Director's residence. According to — Director Sessions
instructad him to coordinate tha survey with Krs. Sessions. -
-:aportcd the following discussion with Mrs. Sessions:

She did not want anybedy from the FBI to upgrade the security
because of the shoddy job they had done on tha Sessions’ resi-
dence in San Antonio and later at thair apart:ent in Arling-
ton. I suggaestad that a local securizy firm be contacted to
prepare a sacurity survey. Mrs. Sessions suggested that I
call Don Munford, husband o Ms. Sarah Munford. Mrs. Sessions
stated that Mr. Munford had been in the security business for

w The ancny=cus latzer (s “:uni 2T Tab B-l.
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years in San Antonio, Texas, that he knew the Sessions' life-
style and habits and would do a good job.

_ Adninistrative Services Division, to determine

what would be needed to contract with Mr. Munford to perfora the

survey. -advised that such a small purchasa, belisved to
be less than $1000, could be authorized without competition.¥

Based upon his discussion with— en or

about September 10, 1989, accompaﬁied Mr. Munford to the Sessions'
residence where, together, thay conductad a physical survey of the

property. During the survey, they had a discussion with some

Goom o e Yaw (1 A sl s oas - .-

Matropolitan Polica Officars who wara investigating a break=-in to |
a neighbor's garage. The policea officers, upon learning of the
physical security survey, suggasted that eithar a chain-link or
iren picket fanca ba installed so that polica patrols could see
through the fance. The police officers noted that a privacy fence
would make it impossible for police officers to sese behind the

fence and would offer a place of concealment for a would-~ba

assailant or intruder.w

‘W Tab A=8%, p. 20
w Tab A-35, p. 20.

n Id. at 21.



-z-eported that, when Mrs. Sessions was nmade aware of

the suggestion of a wrought iron security fence during the survey,

she objected, stating that an iron fence would make her residence

look 1like a fortress.¥ Mr. Munford also stated that Mrs.

Sessions "was concerned that the fence would devalue her property"
== she "didn't like the idea of the iron fence."¥ When asked
"[wlhat was her preference?" Mr. Munford replied: "I baliave it
was a privacy fence, wood construction of some sor:."W In a

similar vein,—reported that Mrs. Sessions wantad a fenca

to keep her dog in, and other dogs out, of her yard.l

u Tab A-85 at 21.

- s e e

. e . e T are b o SR A A A A R G e M S D . G— e ¢ [N VP
W pap A-99, p. 18,77 T oo

B s e

¥  rpid. 1Indeed, Mrs. Sessions' pr cea for woodan
privacy fence had been known for some time. of the
Long Fence Company (the conmpany which ult - +sad tha

fence at the Sessions' residancs pursuant to a contract with thae
FBI) was interviewed in connection with his ith Mr.
Munford and Mrs. Saessions regarding the fence. rovided
copies of his official file on tha March 1991, uremaent,
as well as the contants of an informal file which he had maintained
regard copntacts with Mr. Munford beginning in Septaember
1989. iles contained a September 19, 1989 lettar to
Mr. Munford, itting a propesal to install a six-foot~-high, iron
picket fence with iron gates and an autonatic gate [ the
Sagsions' residence. (Tab A=-19, p. 1; Tab B-16.) e~
ported that somatime after his initial contact with o , ha
became aware of the fact that Mrs. Sessions wanted a "board-on=-
bocard or Wyngate=-style fence with a lattice top. Mrs. Sessions had
obsarved a fence somawhere in her neighborhood which she felt was
compatible with her need for privacy and sesthetic appearance. It

was based on this obsarvation that Mrs. Sessions saelectad the
Wyngata-style with lattice top." (Tab A-19, pp. 2-3.)

.

R & Tab A-85, p. 21. Such a fance would be callad a "privacy
fencae" bacause, by rastXicting visibilicty behind the fence it pro-
vides a neasure cZ privacy. However, such a fancs dces not provide
erhanced gsecurity Ftaeacause a potential Iintzuder can use the fence
for a hiding placa. See, infra, n. 13%, and text following.
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Nevertheless, Mr. Munford completed his security analysis in

Novenber 1989 and recommended a security fenca.¥ Mr. Munford's

plan included the following analysis of the fence situation:

A major contribution to home security is appropriate
boundary fencing. Some peocple think privacy fencing is the
mest secura. In fact, it is the least sacura. It allows
intruders to congregate, hide and/or wailt for opportuna
moments to initiate an attack or carry out thair davious
activities. An assassin with a high-powerad rifle can easily
camouflage himself bahind a privacy fanca, pick off his

targatad victim with accuracy, and make a clean get-away
undatactad.

The bast type of fencing racommended for sacurity
purposas is a six-foot-high iron picket fence around tha
property perimeter. Pickaet alemants should ba comprised of at
least ona-half inch iron with spaar points.on each, spacaed at
four-inch intervals. The yard and driveway should hava
ramotaly controlled gataes. The driveway gate would allow
passangar ‘pick-up and delivery within'the controlled -araea.

This will also protect privataly-owned vehiclas from exposura
to bomb plants.

This type of pickat fance makaes it very difficult for
intruders to gain accass to the proparty; it also makes it
easy to spot anyone trying. It would most certainly stop the
happenstance intruder and would effectivaely delay any others,

thereby increasing the chances for detecticn and interception
by security personnel.l

In November 1989, —rlcnivcd Mr. Munford's "Personal
Sacurity Plan, designed for the Sessions' Residence" which

w A security fence must have thres characteristics: (1) it
must restrict access tc the area being secured. (2) Thaere nust be
unobstructed visibility through both sides of the fence. (1) The
fenca should enclose all sides of =ne tuilding being protscTsed.
See, @.5., Tab A-38, pp. 4~5.

v Tab B-1S, pp. 13-4,

2 ¢)
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reflected a total cost of $97,046.47.® ) nmeeting was held on

Rovember 17, 1939, attended by Director Sessions, Deputy Director
(DD) Floyd Clarke, —m—. Munford, and— 10
regarding Mr. Munford's proposal. Mr. Munford, macde a presentation
te the group, including his recommendaticn of an iron fence.

Director Sessions took the position that if the plan did not suit

his wife, he would not want any of it.%

®  Tab A-85, p. 22; Tab B-15, p. 14. The plan included a

Security Fence, an Exterlor"rrespaas Seismic Alert System, an
"Exterior Trespass Video Verification System, -an*Internal Security:— «-—-n-

and Fire Alarm System, an In-House Video Intercom System, 'and a
Radio Telemetry System. See, Tab B-15 at 3-13.

a/ Tab A-100, pp. 28-29. While the FBI was internally re-
viewing and analyzing Mr. Munford's proposal, he continued discus-
sing the fence guestion with Mrs. Sessions. During this time, Mr.
Munford was still recommending the iron sacurity fence, but Mrs.
Sessions was insisting on a privacy faence. When Mr. Munford was
asked if he believed that the other security recommendations were
being held in abeyance until the faence issue was resolved, Mr.
Munford said: "Yes." (Id. at 26.) Mrs. Sessions ultimately
unford to recommend the weooden privacy fence. 7&)
f Long Fenca Company (See, n. 86, supra,) provid

3 etter dated Decenber 8, 1989, he seant to Mr. Munford in

which he offered a new proposal raplacing the iron picket fance
with a six=foot-high Wyngate wood fence with a ona-foot lattice
topping. The proposal called for the posts to be set in concrete
(Tab B-17). When Mr. Munford was asked why he solicited the new
proposal from Long Fenca Company, essantlally changing his reconm-
mandation included in his November 1589, proposal, he statad: "As
I racall it, this was at tha request of

d I don't know
which person. I was talking toc several, m-inq the main ‘7(()
person I was talking to. And, as I underSvILg, ~as also at the
ragquest of Mrs. SessionsM (Tab A-100, p. 18). We found nc evi-
dance to supporT Mr. Munford's assarzicn that anyonae at the F3I

requested that he change his original pr:pcsal regarding the sacus-
itv fence.




During this sane time,—submitted the security pro- ’7(()

posal to LCD for review. On January 8, 1990, LCD rendered a legal

opinion which reached the following conclusions: (1) the FBI may

expend funds to install security enhancements at the Director's
residence provided none of the improvements are "pernmanent" in
nature; (2) although the FBI has the ability to provide thesa en-
hancements in-house (by using FBI personnal and matarials], this
would not preclude using a private contractor; (3) the enhancemants
proposed by Mr. Munford would raguire the utilization of compati=~
tive procuremant procadures; (4) that based on the limited facts
wailablc to LCD, th.re did nat appear to ba a legitimata basis for
avarding a loln sourca contract for the anhancemants; (8) if struac=
" tired proparly, thd installation of the sacurity enhancements would ...m. ...
not creata a taxabla evant for, nor would thay be subject to raim-
burseament by, the Director; (6) that contracting with the spouse of
an employee by cenducting the procurement cutside the normal pro-

curemant procaduras would create thae appearance of impropriety.%

Quastions parsisted over the proper typa of fence to install

at the Director's rasidence. Accordingly, on February §, 1990, - 7(:\

-of tha Technical Services Division (TSD) conducted a (¢}
survey at the Saessions' residenca. -oczust of his ‘7(()

cqurinﬁca and t;aininq. is an aexpert 4in physical security

o le B~18.

w Tab A-8%, p. 26.
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measures. SSA McDevitt stated that he reviewed the recommendations

made by Mr. Munford and conducted a physical survey of the
Sessions' residence. As a result of that review, he documentad his
recommendations in a memorandum datad February 20, 19950, trcm- ‘I(C)
—to Mr. Bayse, Assistant Director, TSD, entitled, "Proposal

To Install Security System At The Director's Residence."® wWith

regard to the fance proposal, tha memo stated:

it is my opinion that .
the view oL & parsen is a detriment to s

on, the security anca nust nave ae ara
_____ —ticg: (1l)._it . nmust restrict.access to.tha.area haing secured.. ...
(2) There must be uncbstructed visibility through both sidaes
of the fance. (1)) The fance should enclese all sidas of the
building being protactad. A

In preparing a security plan for residential {property},
the sesthatic appearance of the fance has to ba considered
bacause of its impact upon the cozsunity. Naverthaeless, an
unobstructed view fron both sides of the fence should bea easy
and unrestrained and should not require manipulation of posi-
tion or an approach to tha fence to require a vievw."¥

Subsequently, DAD Xier Boyd, TS0, prepared an addendun to

—'tbmt:y 20, 1990 memcrandun which he sent on March 2(¢)

22, 1990. The addendun stated:

wa continue to endorse recc==endations wmade in our
2/20/90 menoranduas insofar as they gertain to the residentisl

o Tab 8~-19,

w Tab A-38, pp. 4-5.
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structure itself., With respect to tha proparty's parimetar
and grounds security, a re-evaluation has bean made since
latar information indicates that a properly constructed fence
can be lagally accommodated,

The proposaed six-foot, netal, spiked fance around tha
property's perimetar is appropriate for both classas of potan-
tial subjects. To the individual loocking for a targat of
epportunity, tha fence pcsas a significant detarrent in both
gaining access to and escaping from the prenises. Tha con-
struction affords this individual no pretaction from axtarnal
view (by neighbors, passera=by, or law enforcement patrols),

and thus facilitates racognition and neutralization of tha
danger.¥

At about thae sama tine, Ms. Munford quutiencd— -m)

sevaral times regarding the status of her husband's security pro-

posal. -aponad that on February 14, 1990, "Ms. Munford 1(()
_Again askad ma about the status of the security system. I advised

. NN S A o Al L s A AW

har that the LCD still had the prepesal. xi. Munford was irate ah&
sald tha Director had alresady approved the purchase of the systen
as proposed by Mr. Munford. I suggested that the Director talk 2o
¥y, Clarke. Ms. Munford said he would, and she insZructed e to
wvrita a meacrandum from the ngz.ctor to Mr. Clarke inguiring as %o
the status of the security systen proposal. %

On tha sane day,-propcr«s the note which wvas 7(¢)

initialed by the Director. The notes stataed:

I am concarned abouZ the cdelays invelved in gatting tle
alara systen upgraded. Naturally, I wvant to ensure that vhat

34

Ladd al lall®% o~ 2€£,.
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is dona at ny residence is in completa compliance with all

applicable laws and regulations, but I believe that this
raview has taken far too long.

I would appreciate your raesolving this as guickly as
" possibla.¥

DD Clarke acknowledgaed recaiving the Director's Fabruary 14,
1990 nota and discussing with Director Sessions his concerns about
dealays.? AD Kennedy recalled having recaived tha February 14,
+ 1990 note and was puzzled over the concarn about dalays in the
- project since he believed that the delays had bean causad by the
Diractor and his wife. AD Kaennedy stated that: "His wife abgmo-

lutely refused to allow FBI employees to ingtall the security alarm

.systam in the Director's residence."®

. —— i it S K gy AR e . &

-uportad that on about March 13, 1990, "Mr, Munford

called and told ma Mrs. Saessions wanted a privacy fance and not a
security fence. Ha suggestad that it would be batter to cospromise
on that one issue 80 wvea could move forward with the other enhance-
mants to the Director's security system. Mr. Munford told za ha
was q}cinq to send me a facsinile to be inserted into his original

b Tab B-21.
nt Tabd A~22, p. 4.

.. oTab A-80, p. 11. Mr. Munford observed that Mrs. Sessions
would not approve the-alara upgradas until the fence issue was seat-
tled and, as a rasuls, he attanpted t3 =cdlify his original recoz-
nendation t©o acccom=cdaza Mrg, Sessicns’' prefarence for a wccden
privacy Zence desgita the detrizental Izpact upon the DirecIss's
sacurity. See, surrx, n. 86,

2Ue)
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proposal and which would be in support of a privacvy fence. "V
Mr, o iteed &} ’ i

Mr. Munford submitted the amended pages because he believed that,

"Rather than have no fence at all * * * I chese to recarmmend this

e

(wooden privacy] fence here.™®

In a March 21, 1990 meeting with a number of Bureau execu-
tives,-stated that he had no intention of inserting the
revised pages into Mr. Munford's original proposal, and all in
attendance were in agreement.l®¥ DD Clarke alsoc attended the
March 21, 1990 mnesting and rapcrﬁed that there was "unaninous

- agreement that the proposal to the Director should include a

recommendation for an iron picket security-type fence, and that a“

wooden privacy-type fencé [which “"Mr.  Munford's Yaevised pagas ‘"

recommended] was inappropriate as a security enhancement.''&

Following the March 21, 1990 meeting, -prepared a

memorandum, dated March 23, 1990, from AD Kennady to DD Clarke en-
- £itled "Proposal to Install Security System at the Director's Resi-
dence," which .raccammanded that the sacurity plan, including the

iron pickat fence, ba approved and that procuraemant action be init-

v Tab A-85, p. 28; Tab B-22.

%  Tab A-100, p. 36. Mr. Munford went on tc state that in
a telephone conversation concerning the security proposal SSA John
Hartingh (then serving as a Special Assistant to the Diresctor) in-
formed him that the FBI was not considering the wooden fenca, but
only the wrought iren fence. Tab A-100, p. 39.

e Tab A=-3%5, ©. 2%,

12/ Tab A-22, 7. 6.

7 (¢
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jated. This memorandum was approved by toth DD Clarke ard AD
Kennedy. In addition, AD Kennedy wrote con the mnenorandum:

"Procurement should ke acccozplished by full and open competition

* & & w0

-

In an Addendun, dated April 2, 13990, to the March 23, 1990
'inemorandum, LCD amended its January 8, 1990 opinion by stating that
it would be legally permissible to install any fence provided it

was constructed in such a way as to allew for its removal thereby

preserving its salvage value.®

On April 9, 1990, Mrs. Sessions called—and advised

""him that ‘the Directer had "put her in “charge-of -the-security-en- -

hancements. —reported that, "She was upsaet that sha had

not been'ciesignated in the copy count of the 3/23/%0 memo. She
told me she should receive copies of future correspondence per-
taining to the security sysﬁem."m’ —infcmec} DD Clarke
and AD Kennedy of h’rst Sessic?ns' demand and of the fact that he had

no intention of placing her name on the copy count.®

¥  Tab B-23. AD Kennedy reported that in regard to his
note, it was his intent that, "A competitive bidding procuremant
process be used and that a sole source contract award should not be

awarded." Ta -8 . 7. He went on to state that he had dis-
cussions with asp, and that (GG
understoed that he (AD K an woapetitive bidding.

T map s-za.f,
1% Tab A-335, p. 30.

oy Tab A-SS, p. 30.

—
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During this sanme pericd, the Direc=cr assigned his sSgecial
Assistant, Jochn McKXay, the responsibility for coordinatinc various
aspects of the Director's residential security.lﬁ’ Sczetime in
the March-April, 1930, time frame, Mr. McXay arranged a meeting to
resolve scme of the security issues being addressed by various
FBIHNQ components.l? Deputy Director (DD) Floyd I. Clarke:

Assistant Director Joseph Davis, Legal Counsel Division; Deputy

Assistant Director Kier Boyd, Technical Services Division;

Mr., McXay, and others met to discuss

" these security issues and to finalize work on a package of

. recommendations to be forwarded to the Director for his

T approvallll” "Mr. McKay “advised that during “the “meeting;- one of -

the primary areas of discussion involved the point that it was
important that any security enhancements be done primarily for
security and not aesthetics.W¥ Alsc discussed was the
f;accm.mendation for the construction of a wrought iron security
fence. Even though it was known to all .in the group that
Mrs. Sessicns did not want a wrought iron fence, all present at the

meeting were in agreement ‘that the issue of a wrought iron fance

1997 Tab A-175 at 1.

Ly Id. at 2. The meeting Mr. McXay arranged was the March

21, 1990, neeting discussed supra.

1y

3

ap A-175% at . 2.

0y
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was an integral part of the security package.l¥
McXay's understanding in the meeting that DD Clarke would handle
discussing the consensus recom=endaticns of the group with the
Director.

Mr. McKay stated that no one attending the March 21, 1290

neeting wanted to deal with Mrs. Sessions' demands <that any

security enhancements be based on aesthetics rather than giving
. priority to improvements which maximized security.l¥ Mr. McKay's
view was that a legitimate security concern existed for the
Director's safety, and, since the FBI was providing other security

, fovr the; i)iréét.c;:", 'suci'x as an.armor-plated limousine, it did not
" “make sense £o neglect physical security ‘at ‘his residence.l¥ - Mr,
McKXay noted that if anyone intended harm to the Director, they
would not storm FBIHQ, "but [they] would choose the place where his
security‘ was the weakest, and that was the Director's resi-
d‘enca."m’ Mr. McKay stated that all the attendees agreed that
the Director should be approached with the group's security
recommendations and that the Director should be made aware of the
fact that Mrs. Sessions' fence desires were incompatible with what

the group considered to be appropriate security.l¥

uy Ibid.
Uy rpid.

Tu¥ rd. at 2%3:-“m
L rd. at 3.

LY rpid.
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Mr. McXay advised that shortly after the meeting he prepared
a note to the Director dated April 6, 1990.1% The note recounted
that Mr. McXay had ccordinated a meeting with all of the ccnponents
of'the Bureau with an interest in the security proposal and that
all were now in agresment on a recommended course of action.l¥
As a result, Mr. McXay suggested that the Director be briefed on
the matter and, following his apprcval, that Mrs. Sessions receive
a subseguent briefinq.ug Mr. McXay's note specifically stated
that it was "very impcrtant that ycur decision be based on the best
advice available from your managers. The essential consideration
should be the security of ¢the FBI Director, and not aesthe-
tics;"ﬂy The ncté went én to fecommeﬁd thét the Director apprové
the package and then Mr. McKay would arrange a - briefing of the

Director and, subseguently, Mrs. Sessions. i

: u¥  rpid. A copy of the note is found at Tab B-113 end is
also an attachment to Tab A-~175.

¥  Tab B-113 at 1; Tab A-175 at attachment, p.1.
L rpid.

Y  oab B-113 at 1-2; Tab A-175 at attachment pp. 2-3. In a

footnote to his note, Mr. McKay recognized that "Mrs. Sessions did

not approve of the wrought iron fence =-- but this is an integral
part of the security assessment." (Tab B-113 at 2; Tab A-175 at
attachment p. 3.) Mr. McXay suggested that the Director deal with
Mrs. Sessions' opposition after he had approved the security
package. (Ibid.) In his interview, the Director said he did not
agree with Mr. McKay that the security izprovements should be based

on’ security considerations and not aesthetics. In fact, the
Director characterized Mr, McXay's notes as "a little presumptuous
* * * and a gccd kit arrccant * *» x " (Tab A-194 at 211.)

&' Tab B-113 at 2; Tab A-17I at aztachment p. 3.
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Shortly after he received the April 6, 1990 note, the Direc=cr
removed Mr. McKay from any involvement in the home security effort.
Mr. McKay believed that his support of the construction of an ircn
fencé,_which was opposed by Mrs. Sessions, was one of the factors
that led to his being removed from the project.’ Mr. McXay Ete-
lieved that '"giving in" to the desires of Mrs. Sessions was inap-
propriate because installing a privacy fence at the Director's

residence actually worsened the Director's security.l

Mr. McKay recalled that DD Clarke prepared a routing slip,

;datgdlaéti;ﬁ4;f1990, to transmit to the Director a memorandum from

Assistant Director: Weldon Kennedy to DD Clarke eﬁéi;léd’"Pfoﬁééal

"to Install Security System at the DiFector's Residence," dated '

March 23, 19%0.1¥ Mr., McKay was listed on the distribution list
of that.ﬁemorandum.uy In that routing slip, DD Clarke "advised
‘the Director we had completed our review of the needed and
appropriate security enhancements for his residence aﬁd that I was

prepared to furnish that proposal to him and give him any necessary

¥ Tab A-175 at 3. In his interview, the Director stated
his belief that Mr. McKay was not relieved of responsibility for
the security enhancements. Rather, the Diractor balieved that it
was inappropriate for Mr. McKay, a White House Fallow, to be
working on such a project. Accordingly, he asked another of his
Special Assistants, John Hartingh, to resune responsibility for the
security enhancements (Tab A-194 at 230).

2 rpid. ,'

Ay Tak A-176 at 1
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ity Tab A-176 at 1.
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briefing.”¥ DD Clarke reported that the Director "succeszed

that I give such a briefing to Alice Sessicns(,] (but] I resccnded

that I was of the belief that it wculd nc: be appropriats fer me to
brief Alice. I suggested that I provide a briefing to the Direczer

and, if he desired, Alice could be present."Z

As a result, a2 meeting was held on April 13, 1990, attended by
the Director, Mrs. Sessions, AD Kennedy, AD Davis, and DD Clarke.
According to DD Clarke:

During the meeting * * * I presented the recommended
enhancements to the Director's residential security system.
I made a series of recommendations to upgrade the security at
the Director's residence, which included the installation of
an iron fence. ~‘Director ‘Sessions was -present -during ny ..
presentation. There was much discussion following my
presentation, and at some point, the Director left the meeting
and, thereafter, made occasional visits while discussions
continued with Alice Sessions. Mrs. Sessions voiced her
objections to the iron fence and made known her preference for
a wooden privacy-type fence. I explained that a privacy fence
would allow an individual or individuals to conceal themselves
behind the fence and, therefore, could create a security
threat to the Director. I explained that ocur recommendations
were based solely on security issues and concerns, however, if
it were the personal preference of the Director for a wooden
privacy-type fence, he should rfeel free to have such a fence
installed. However, I did believe that, lnasmuch as such a
fence would not enhance the security of the residence, it

would be inappropriate for the Government to pay for Iits
‘construction.

At some point during our discussion, Alice Sessions
stated that SSA McCall had inapprcpriately omitted Donald
Munford's aforementioned revisions to his security proposal.
During this discussion, I did not alter my position regarding

g Tab A-1S1 at atzachmen<.

Ly Tab A-22, p. 8.
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the security fence mattar. The Dire c <cr was made fully aware
of the elements of this discussion.i¥

AD Kennedy recalled the April 13, 1590 neetinc as fcllcws:

At the beginning of the meeting, Director Sessions stated
to all present that ([his] resicdence was Mrs. Sessions' home,

and that any security uparades installed should generally meet
with her approval.

Alice Sessions immediately advanced her bhellef that a
wooden privacy fence should be constructed at the Director's
residence because an iron picket fence would allow passers-by
to view the Director when he was in the back yard barbecuing
on the grill or playing with the dog. She stated that a
privacy fence would alloew him to go into his back yard without
being observed. She stated that an ilron picket fence would
allow hostile individuals to drive by the residence, obsarve
the Director's movenents in the backyard, and shoot him. DD

~ Clarke advanced the FBI's position that if a security fencs
was to be constructed, it would have-to—be 'an iron picket
fence. During this discussion, Dirsctor Sessions walked back
and forth between his private office and the Director's
Conference Room. He did not hear the entire conversation;
howaever, he dld hear DD Clarke's lnsistence that, ir the FBI
paid for a security fence at the Director's residences, it
would have to be an lron picket fence. During the course of
this approximately two- to three-hour neeting, the Directer,
cn a number of occasions, asked Mrs. Sessions if the issue
regarding the fencea had been resolved and she answered in the
negativa. He eventually terminated the meeting.l¥

Director Sessions stated in his interview that it was his besc
racollection that when he left the April 13, 1990 meeting he did

net return.i Moreover, although tha Director did not recall the

ny Tab A-22, p. 9, emphasis added.
T ¥ Tab A-80, pu 9-10, enphasis added.
v Tab A-154 ac 21~. "What hagrened was I was called out of

the meeting, and I don't recall =-- ncw tiat I know tha dace, I will
(centinued...)
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specific statement that the Bureau could only pay for an iron fence

at the Director's residence, he did not dispute that such a state-

ment was made in the course of the mesting.&

Mr. Munford stated, in part, that: "I hope something is decided
soon regarding the security plan for the Director's protectien. T
am sure you wish the same. I only hope my invelvement in the plan
preparation has not created.a problem for the FBI. Please remember
that I told you, because of Sarah's pcsiticn: I would withdraw from
further participation at any time if it appeared a conflict of

interest might exist."& with this letter, Mr. Munford enclosed

C Rt w T
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W, ,.continued)
go look at my calendar and my calls and seea if I can figure out
what it was that called me out of thae maeting but I was out for a
good while and when I came back I thought tha meeting was

adjourned. Mayke 1t wasn't, maybe thers were still peopla there,
but I do not recall if they were." (Id. at 218-219.)

hr Tab A-194 at 216-217.

ny Mr. Munford raeported that he believed the reason ha
raised the issue of conflict of interast in the lattar was basad on
a prior discussion with SSA John Hartingh, who was serving as a
Special Assistant to the Director. Tab A-99, p. 42.

§SA Hartingh was interviewed on Septembar 23, 1%%2, and hae
advised that, during April 1590 ha spoke to Mr. Munford regarding
the status of his security proposal. He informed Mr. Munford that
if# he weres awarded the contract there would ba an appearance of
impropriety becauss his wife was a Special Assistant to tha
Director. Tharefors, SSA Hartingh told Mr. Munford that he would
not be allowed to bid on the Direczsr's rasidential security
contract., Later that same evening, Mrs. Sessions approached SSA
Har<ingh and asked if it were trua that Mr. Munford would not
recaiva the contract and SSA Har=inch ranlied in the affirmative.
Ee explained LCD's otinicn regarding <he aprearance of impropriety
sheuld the contrac= be awarded T Mz, Munisrd, Tab A-5L at 21-2ZZ.

(cznzinced...)
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a bill for his exrenses in completing the security plan totaling
$18,016.02.%

V¢, .continued)

Mr. Munford advisad that, during the April 19%0_SAC's Con-
farence, he had a discussion with Director Sessions. Mr. Munfoxzd
stated, "And I think he realized that I was disappointed =-- not
bacause I didn't get the contract. I was disappointed with the
bureaucracy. He Jjust kind of apologized for me being inveolvad, net
that I didn't get the contract." Tab A=-100, p. 63. Mrs. Sassions
also thanked Mr. Munford for his assistance and statad that she was
sorry about "all of the confusion." Tab A-100, p. 63.

m.portnd that SSA Hartingh informed him that the ‘7((.)

Dirae to talk about the security system becausa ha was .
upset over the nmanner in which Mr. Munford had been treatad. Tab

.......A",'.BS; WP 31.3‘,..‘..““ s
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¥ mab B-24. In a nota from DD Clarke to the Dirsczor
entitled, "Sacurity Plan Preparad by Don Munford," dated July S,
1590, tha Director was apprised of a bill Mr. Munford submitted for

his expansas for praparing tha security plan for the Director's
:residence. The note, in part, statas:

Ganarally, for such servicas, we pay a parcantaga of
é parcant of the amount of any contract that is subsequantly
awarded based on tha design or plan submitted. For exanple,
if wa awarded a contract for the entire plan at a cost of
$97,046.47, wa would pay Don Munford 6 parcent of that ampount
or $5,822.79. On the other hand, if we only upgrades the in-
terior alarm systen at a cost of $25,000, as has baan recon-
mended, wa would pay him €6 percent of that amocunt, or $1%00.

In view of tha extansiva work Don performed, I have
approvaed paymaent of the higher amount, $5,822.79.

A handwrittan nota by SSA Har«ingh is contained on this mazo-
randun which reads, "7/6 Director advise? in genaeral ter=sg only

that FIC [DD Floyd I. Clarke) handled with assist froa LCD/ASD.
o:“. T&b B-28.

S e 200 TR 3 M, :{:::::dem ﬂ‘)
ASD, fawsardied 2 check Zor “d.7% T2

- L4
P ~emfl AnZ exTansess in praparing the sacuricy

i Y Y AT
LY -~ -
s ke Divecoar's wsxidercs. Ta® 3-2%.
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Following the April 13, 1990 meeting with the Director and
Mrs. Sessions, -prepared a draft memorandum dated May 7,
1890, from DD Clarke to the Director which contained a recomnenda-
ticon for an iron perimeter security fence.?’ That memorandum was
net approved, and -repared another draft dated May 11,
1990.1% That draft, which was approved by DD Clarke, AD Kennedy,
4$nd AD Davis,idid not contain any fence recommendation. The
security fence recommendation was taken out of the final draft at

the regquest of the Director because "the issue of the security

fence had become so contentious. "

.

e

Shortly after the preparation of the May 11, 1890 mgmcrandﬁm,
o -a'"s:}‘%'é&"és?s Hartingh about its status. "SSA Hartingh said
that the proposal remained in his (SSA Hartingh's) desk drawer
because'the Director refused to discuss the mattar because he was

upset at the manner in which Mr. Munfeord had been traeated.l¥

At about this same time, DD Clarke discontinued his involve-~
ment in the implementation of the proposed enhancements to tha

Director's residential secufity and did not know precisely who had

Ly Tab B-2%5. The mamorandun was entitled "Proposal to In-
stall Security System at tha Director's Residenca."

. W Tab B-26. This memorandum was also entitled "Proposal to
Install Security Systern at the Dirsctesr's PResidaence.”

- -

I ran A-22, -p.oci0.

ny Tabh A-3E, 7
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cversicht responsikility for the Diresce=s-'s residential securizy

-
.

enhancenents, ¥

Sozetize in January cr early February 1691, the Director asked

'SSA Eartingh to cceordinate the sacurity enhancements %o his resi-
dence.*? There was a general concarn for the Directsr's securisy
based on the Gulf War and the thresat of possible terrorist inci-
dents. SSA Hartingh reviewed the Director's Security Detail file
including, specifically, Mr. Munford's recszmendaticn for a secur- .

ity fence constructed out of wrought iron.l

Basgd oh his discussions with the Director and a revi.ew of the '
“'security file, it '‘became ~clear-tc -SSA-Hartingh.-that the Director
did not want a wrought iron security fence, but was more interestad
in a fence that would blend in with the neighborhocod, such as a

wooden board-on-board fence.l¥ Nevertheless, SSA Hartingh re-

1%  Tab A=-22, p. 10. DD Clarkae naver stated a raeason for his
racusal,

Ly Contained in SSA Hartingh's security file ware notes
identified by SSA Hartingh as being in the Director's handwriting.
Tab A-61, p. 11. The notes instructaed SSA Hartingh to coordinate
the security enhancements with Mrs. Sessions. Tab B-32.

&, T!b A-Gll ps 30

LY  According teo SSA Hartingh, aftar the April 13, 1990
meating, Director Sessions expressad Zrustration ovar the lack of
a resolution of the conflict batween t-ha fence recommanded in the
May 7, 1990 memeorandum and the fence which Mrs. Sessions desired.

«":about this sax=e tizme, Director Sassions indicated his cWn
prefarence for a2 boari-on~toard weceden Zence, and at soze point, he
scecifically £sid SSA Harzingh that ha did not want an irsn fence
Facausae LT weuld maxa his rasidance L2572 "liza a Zsztass.! Talk A-
€2, ©. 5.
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ported that the Direczor was fully cognizant of the reguirements

for the security fence contained in the sacurity surveys of his

residence, &

SSA Hartingh was aware of the April 1990 mneeting with the
Director and Mrs. Sessions and that Mrs. Sessions had objected to
the iron fence preposal and had voiced her prefarence for a board-
on-board wooden fence. The fact that both thae Diractor and Mrs.
Sessions wanted a board-cn-board wooden fence is documented in twoe

notes in SSA Hartingh's handwriting, cna datad February 13, 1991,
and cne datad February 14, 1991.1%

—-=In-an attempt to-accommodata Director and Mrs. Sessicns' praf- .
erence, SSA Hartingh prepared a routing slip to DAD Kier Boyd, TSD,
dated Fabruary 15, 1991, to facilitata a review by Mr. Boyd of the
fence recommaendations. Attached to the routing slip were a saries

of mamoranda and handwritten notes froz §SA Hartingh.l The fol-

W crap A-61, p. 4.

¥  7Tab B-30 and Tadb B-11, rnspcc*ivtly. In particular, a
February 14, 1991 note documents a with Mrs. Sessions
in which she provided tha name of £ Long Fenca Com~- 7(9)
pany, his telephonea nunmbers, and tX bear 1989. t also
statas, in an apparant referance to "Has all infe," and
contains a reference to the price o 3 gar- ranging from $4,100
to $4,600, plus $2,%500 for an elec=ric gata. Tha nota alsc staZes
that anothcr "iron man® could bid on the g2ta, but not the electric
cpenar The note alsc states that & ":rick man could do brick
posts - Diractor would have to pay." A cooy of this
note: wa ubseaquantly ovrovi
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lowing was handwritten on the routing slip: "Latest attached. - '7((_)

-says ASD will sole source contracts. Thanks!" Of particular

note among the documents attached to the routing slip was a merno-

randum entitled "Security Enhancements to Director's Residenca,"

that recsmmended a board-on-board wood fenca. In the margin, in

the Directer's hand, is the phrasae "Coordinate W/Mrs. Sessions
K/FBI. " aAlsc contained amonéj the docunmants attached to the

routing slip was a diagram preparad by tha Diractor showing how tha

fance should bae installad around his proparty line.l¥

An undated memorandum entitlaed "Re: Sacurity of Director's
Residance," ‘pru‘;;;ar'a‘d by SSA Hartingh, states that "Kier Boyd is
——-decinga memorandum evaluating what .sacurity enhancements need to go
into the Diractor's reasidenca, after having discussed than with ne
and having input into what tha Director wants. This will includa
the following: (a) A 7-foot-high board with boards spaced to pro-
vide visual ingrass and sgrass. —Lonq Fenca, (301~ ‘7(:)
350=2400 or 301-%520-3496) has information indicating $4,100 to

$4,600 estimate(;] (b) An electronic gate on the driveway sidae
astirmated by Long Fenca to cost $2,%500."¥

W  rab B~32. S8SA Hartingh did not know if the "K/FBI" was
the Director's shorthand for "Contracs with the FBI.” (Tab A-61 at
11.) The Directer coculd not racall why he had pade that nstation

on the document (7Tab A~194 at 234).
ur  pak B=32.

1y Tab B-34.
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DAD Boyd ccnsiders himself to be well trained and educated in

matters of physical security. He was also familiar with Mr.

Munford's propesal and its recermmendation for a wrought iron picket

security fence.®®  Although he concurred with that recommenda-

ticn, it ha

& keen macde clear t5 hin that Mrs., Sessions did not want
that type of fence. Instead, she wanted a board fence that offered
more privacy. The Director's staff asked DAD Boyd to evaluate the
7~foot Westwood Wyngate fence desired by Mrs. Sessions. His recom-
mendations were made to reconcile the differences betwaen the se-

curity considerations and Mrs. Sessions' privacy concerns.l?

DAD Boyd prepared a menmorandum dated February 15, 1891, toAD T

Kennedy, entitled "Security of Director Sessions' Privatae Resi-
de.nca."‘mf The purpose of tha memorandum was to furnish DAD
Boyd's observations concerning the security enhancemants proposed
by the Director's staff, According to SSA Hartingh, several
proposed additions/changes were contained in the notes attached to

the Fabruary 15, 1591 routing slip, including: "A 7-foot Westwood

anga’cn fance to anclose the back and side yards" and an "alactron-

¥  pAD Boyd statad that, in his opinion, at least thras
elamants needed to be mat for a good security fence: "(1) It will
assist in Keeping people from entering the property; though a de-
terained assallant will be able to penetrate this barrier. (2)
oncas an intruder enters the vyard, it should be secure ancugh to
hinder easy escapa. (J) There is sufficlent visibility through tha
fanca f-onm points both interior and exterlicr to tha fence to ensure
individuals cannot hide fron observazizn.”

L Tak A=18,.pF. 4.

w Tak B-3S.
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ically activated, electro-mechanically crerated gate proz

ecting the
driveway." The progpeosal called for the 7-foot fence to have boards
affixed to stringers keing alternated between the f£ront and kack

sides of the stringers k¥

DAD Boyd's memorandum contained the following analysis:

Assessment: The fence would discourage the opportunistic
intruder and deprive a potential assailant of a ready target
within the yard. It will not, however, pose a serious
obstacle to a professional attacker and will, in fact, aid
him/her by offering cover from observation. Overall, it dces
not increase the Director's security.

.~-- - ~Recomnendation: . Retain the same .style fence, place the .
. fence boards on only cone side of the stringers and space the
boards no clcser than one and one-half inches apart. . This
should afford a reasonable degree of privacy without hampering
security forces, especially during routine checks of the prop-
erty. If the proposal for a single-side fence boards is aes-
thetically unacceptable, a means must be retained for viewing
the interior of the yard area from points external to the

yard. The fence company should be able to furnish
options,

DAD Boyd "arrived at [his] recommendation to space the boards
no clecser than cna and one-half inchaes apart based on calculations

(he] performed to ensura that a human body could not hide from

¥  Tab A-61, p. 0.

¥  Tab B-35, emphasis added. To further understand DAD
Bovd's recommendation, it is Iimportant to review, briefly, the
construction of a board-on-board faence: Thae fanca is constructed in
sections consisting of two fence posts at either end, two horizon-
tal ‘boards called "stringers" connecting the fence posts t2 which
the fence boards are nailed on alternate sides of the stringers sc
“maw chere is lizmited visibility thrsugh the fence kscause the
fence hcardis are placed in such a way T2t small anizals zay nes
slizs thrzsugh the fence.
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either interior or extarizr cks
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r/aticn while, a2t the same <i=
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afferding Mrs. Sessicns a reascnable amcunt c¢f privacy civen the

S e Ll
sacurity cencerms. "iE

DAD Bcvd was never asked o recsnsider his February 15, 1291
recommendation against a becard-on-beoard fence, and he was not aware
until he was interviewed on August 15, 18%2, that the fence had

been constructed as a board-on-board Wyngate-style fence.l¥

AD Kennedy approved the reccmmendation in DAD Boyd's February
15, 1991 memorandun for the fence, electronic gate opener and iron
gates: "I viewed DAD Boyd's recommendation as a reésénéble~¢ompro—

mise with Alice Sessions and I concurred with DAD Boyd . "¢ ..

AD Kennedy understood that, after he approved the docunment, it
would go to Director Sessions for his approval and then to the
érocurement Unit, for action. AD Kennedy advised that, "I do not
recall Special Assistant Hartingh bringing this memorandum back to

me after the Director signed it. Nor do I recall discussing the

L Tab A-~18 at 4.

8¢  rd., at 5-5. DD Clarke s<tated that he does not recall
seeing DAD Boyd's Febkruary 15, 1251 =zenorandum. Ee stated.he
believed <+the recaommendation was incensistent with his prior
assessnment of the arprosriate securitv enhancements and, if the
sme=crandu= hacd gone thrzugh him fo- agsreoval, he would have dis-
agreed with i=.  Taz A~2Z, p. 12.

LY Tak a-z0, z.

.
D X
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procuresent cf the fence with Special issistant Harsimch.nlY 1o
though AD Kermedy did nct at that tize provide further inst=ucsicrs
TS any ASD explcyee regariing the procurezent cf the fernce, he
reiterated his position contained in his March 23, 1989 me=cran-
@u=il that a competitive rid process shculd be used in comeracc-

- D

ing for the installaticn of the fence.X

On a ceopy of DAD Boyd's February 15, 1991 memorandum located
in SSA Eartingh's files, a number of "Post-it notes" wers found
from SSA Hartingh to the Director which, in part, read "Re: Secur-
ity at your Residence, (1) I recommend that you and Alice review

the 2 recommencdations and 6 iteﬁs‘I ﬁaVe taﬁbéé—an& ieé.ﬁe~khow
your preliminary views on them. (Memo is classified; this is my
copy) (2) Original is going from TSD to ASD to LCD to Greenleaf to
you - so we have time to adjust. Also, once we get apprcval we can
adjust as we implement. JH" (emphasis added). Found on page 2 of
tﬁe memorandum was another "Post-it" affixed next to DAD Boyd's
recommendation on the fence which stated "I think we can work this
ocut. You won't want them on one side."¥  s5A Hartingh "was
surprised that Director Sessions apprcved the recommendation to

place the boards on only one side of the stringer. After he indi-

cated his approval, [SSA Hartingh] asked hia if he was sure that he

¥ Tab A-80, p. 1l4.
“l Tak B-23.

< . - -
¥ Tan A-30, pD. 13-14
12 ma:z B-3S
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wanted boards on only one side of the stringer. He indicated that
he was willing to go aleng with the recommendation. [SSA Hartingh)
asked hin if he was cgcing to %alk to Alice Sessions arcus “-a

features he had approved and he indicated that he would talk to his
wifa, nitlf

Although he approved the fence recommendation, the Diractoer
did not approve the recommendation to replace the alarm systan and
instructaed, "Possibly latar WSS 3/4."&  ss) Hartingh statad
that: "Tha Director approved the fence recommandation on 3/4/91,
howava:.:_, .he dic%. nct a.p;irgveﬁhe alarm installation racommendation.

LR Y Ve LI NN

-latar indicatad to ma that he was diséppéint&dfhat the
Director failed to approva this componant of tha sacurity systan.

All aleng, -’nad maintained that the existing alarn systen
in the Director's raesidence was antiquated and that he had baeen

-

pushing for approval to replace the alarn systaen, "W

After the Director approved the fence rucmcndation,-
introduced SSA Eprtinqh.to

It/ Tab A-61, p. 14. The Direczer coculd not recall vhy he
approved that recomsmendation for the fence to have the hoards on
ona side of tha stringers and be spaced no closer than 1 & 1/2
inches apart (Tab A~194 at 242-243). Hovever, the note f{ros Hr.
Kartingh is instructive. Only after zhe Direczor had approved a
| recom=endation could procursnent aczica tsgin, and then they would
be in a pesition to "work this ocuz" as ¥=. Hartingh had suggestes.

U tab B-38.

& wan A-85, 3. L4,
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that SSA Hartingh was working on a procurenment 2o have a fence in=

stalled at the Director's residence. SSA Hartingh told— 7(6)

that the fence procurenent had been "in the mill for soma =ime and

that the] should handle it within the naxt day or two."&

Following. the mneeting

that he wanted the procurament of the fence completed asz soon as

-Long Fance Company nad becn contactad by SSA Har‘inqh and
that the FBI should iuuc a2 "sola lourca cantract" t:o Lonq Fence

Company.

who was preasant during the meeting

to gat "Mr. and Mrs. Sessions what they vanted, "

_m: with 8SA Hartingh who told him v.rm-.-

-Lcnq Fence Company had baen in contact with Mrs. Sessions
and that—knw wvhat Mrs. Sassions wnntnd. - Puring their
meeting, SSA Hartingh called Mrs. Sessions and confirmed that-

-knw Mrs. Sessions' requirenents for the fence at the resi-
dence. SSA Hartingh directed -'.o go with" the Llong Fencs

& rab A~142, .p. 2.

iy S eal 2.3, whan intarvieved on Sestamcer 10,
gdvigad =nac e hazs o 'a":llc:tis: c*
"gole ScurTa’ TRe CIRTYACT T Tha Loy

T - -~
- e -

L8982,
{nsTructin

Tenca Coxnpan

]

"

Y.
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prepesal. Specifically, ssa EarTinch :equested-"scle ‘[(c)

scurce” the contract with the Long Fence Conpany.l®

Following his meeting with sS3a Harting‘n,-;ent back
to see —ald him that alshouch <there were a

nunkber of companies that could install the fence at the Director's

residence, SSA Ear<tinch wanted the fence as soon as possible and he

wanted it to be "sole sourced" to the Long Fence Company. -
‘instmctea "make it legal."l¥

1 Tap A-142, p. 3.

1% rab A-142, p. 3. SSA Hartingh advised that after the
Director approved DAD Boyd's February 15, 1591 memorandum,
telephoned him to advise that he was assigned to handle the -
curement. SSA Hartingh stated he had s versations with
?@nﬁ on one occasicn, provided

uary 14, 1991 handwritten notes conta=zit

phone numbers, and fence cost information (Tab .
alse provided ith a letter from

SIS .
ﬂ Tab B=37) and w nama of
etter andm“xe had originally be&m g= - Hartingh
bv either or Mrs. Sassions. SSA Hartingh claims that
told him he would use the Long Fence Company and
ders on the fence procurement. However, SSA Hart

that he ever instructed
Fence Company. Tab A-6I,

© "sole sourca" the contract te Long
e 17-19.

A Hartingh stated: "I have been asked if I racall”
ﬁvestioning whether or not a board-on-board faenca was .
ecall him asking that gquestion and my referring to notes I had on
that issue and from that stating my understanding. I alsc recall
advising him that TSD would have toc officially opine on that issue,
as they had done the original 2/15/91 memo." Tab A-61l, p. 20.
Additionally, Hartingh stated, ‘id call me or visit
me during the construction phase to inicra me that Long Fenca was
installing board-cn-toard fencing, which was contradiczory to tX
reccmzendation arproved by the Dirsctcr in the February 15, 18851
mezcrandu=, Tez A-3S1, p. 18.

(cenzinved...)
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—contac:ed- and asked him if he were 7{()

familjar with the fence specifications

the specifications, that he had spoken with Mrs. Sessions, and that

he would fax me his gquote for constructing a fence at-
—addrass . 111gE

Long Fenca Ccmpany's proposal, dated March 7, 1991, called for
the installation of a é6-foot-high Wyngate wood fence including a
l-foot heavy-duty lattice topping at a total cost of $9,850.4

That proposal was accepted, and Purchase Order Number A112170,

L', . .continued)

SSA Hartingh also stated: "%When I told"
was only a conduit from Alice Sessions
passed information from Mrs. Sessions
notes, etc.) [sic] and procurement numoers,
Mrs. Sessions.' Tab A-61, p. 20.

OPR investigators "I

LY Tabp A-142, p. 3.

1%  Tab B-38. The proposal is similar to that made to Mr.
Munford on December 8, 198% (Tab B=-17).

With regard to that proposal, *dvised that, sometime
_early in 1991, he was contacted by N¥ ions or by an FBI pro-
"curement official regarding the fence, after - which he . decided to ...}.
revisit the residence and remeasure the property lines. He stated
that when he arrived at the residence, he was met by Mrs. Sessions,
who expressed that her primary concern was for privacy, and she ex-
pressed an interest in having the fence constructad in such a way
that individuals could not hide behind it. During the construction
of the fence, Mrs. Sessions reportedly requested that the vertical
boards ke spaced a litcle wider wa-a injtiallv being \/

ins«alled. However, this was not dzcre. no

one, during this pericd of time, ever s
cn only cne side cf tThe stringers.
ered the Wyvncate stvlie cf fance ==

- 4
P B
-

iy ek b\ :ds
that he consgid=-

zv ferce. Tab A-192,
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sizned 2—:;:— was Issued cn March 1i, 1891, t= Leng Fence ‘7(:,5

Ce=pany..Z

response to an announced audit of <the fence procurement zv t£h

Depart=ent's Inspectsr Ganeral he fraudulently created a procure-
ment folder which reflected that the fence had been procured using

competitive bidding. The folder showed that bids were reguestesd

from three bidders: Long Fence Conpany, —

bids from éit':hér

C L Tab B-39.

V' Tab A-142, pp. 6-7; Tab B-14. That matter remains under
investigation; however, there is no evidence that the Director was
aware of this fraudulent activity.

(CONTLNNES. .+ )
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-advised in a Mav i

, 1991 adéerdum ts DAD Zcvi's 7((,)
Tebruary 15, memorandunm that the "Wvngate sacurity fence and aucs-

matic cgata crener [wera!

- .- vraer L et N e
2asad uzcon cuz

- — 2
-

we cornclude that freom the cutse> M-s3,

Sessions did not want the F3I involved in selecting the sacuzity
enhancements for their residence. There follewed a manipulatic

th

ne
the Bureau's processes

to accommodate Mrs. Sessions' aesthetic con-

By

.. ccontinued)

-

Tab B-3%. --A-sarles of :

-
£ =mhoe=zswashs, faken on July 24,
n < - - 4 - gra—
1822, ¢#% <he fence constTructec at tne Cassions' wrasidence is Zouns
atT Tak E-40.
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We alse conclude that the Director was fully aware of the ne-
cessity that any fence constructed at gcvernzent exgense nust
cleazrly en anﬁa the security d‘ his residence and shculd prenote
Hls securi yﬁ”’t This was recommended by Mr. Munford and every
Bureau professicnal who reviewed the situation.!™ Specifically,

the Director and Mrs. Sessions ‘were told unegquivcecally by Mr.

_ClarkaAin the April 13, 1990 meeting that the government could not

pay for a wocden privacv-type fence (such as the Wyngate bocard-on-
board fence which was ultimately installed) because it would not

enhance the security of the residence. We also conclude that de-

I wnile it might be argued tha*t the level of security af-
forded the Director should be primarily his own concern, the gov-
ernment has a clear interest in ensuring that the Director of the
FBI dces not become an easy target for anyone who would seek to
gain an advantage over the government by taklng action against a
hlgh-VLSIbllitY official such as Director Sessions. Accordingly,
it is obvious that if the government expends funds which alsc inure
to the personal benefit of the Directocr, the expenditure must
clearly promote a governcmental interest, in this case security.

empted to change his rec-
t: him that Mrs, Sessicns
s ermancerents unless she

R LY t is clear that Mr. Munford att
endation cnly after it kecane agparen:
weuld nct aporove the remaining securl
=t the *v*é cf fZence she wanted -- a fance which weuld Xeer Rer
‘cg in and the neighrors' docs cuct. Sze, supra, n. 1.



spite his awareness, the Director failed to take appropriate acticn

to ensure that government funds were not was<ted.

-In fact, the Director tzok actiecns which could ke viewed as

cdesigned to facilitate the aczuisition, at gcvernment expense, of

the wooden privacy fence. For example, the Director would nct

approve the other elenents of the security enhancement package --

such as an alarm systen and stronger doors and locks -- until th
fence issue was resolved. The only explanaticn we can find for
delaying the other enhancements was to increase the pressure on the

Bureau to relent and to approve Mrs. Sessicns' desired privacy

fence.

Moreover, even though the Director ultimately approved a com-
promise fence which DAD Boyd designad t5 accommodata Mrs. Sessions'
aesthetic concerns whila praserving the visibility required of a
saecurity fanca, he took no action whatsocavaer oncaihe was awara that
the type of fenca hae had approvad had not been constxuczed.ll¥ xg

a result, tha Bureau purchasad a fence which clearly raduced the

level of sacurity for the Diraczor. That fence alsc clearly en-

¥  There 1is evidence in the Zor= o©f SSA Hartingh's hand-
written notes to the Direczor following his apprsoval of DAD Boyd's
compronisa that the Directcr was aware That once thae coniract was
awarded the specifications would be aizarad to accomnmcdatae Mrs.

somm
Sessions' dermand fzr a privacy fenca. There is no avidence trhat
the Directcr ever {instIucted Mrs. Sessizns %o elthaer aczest the
securicy fance recsnmsendatizn fo- a gzvarnment fundaed Zaenzae o uss
empiv mprsomal TesSsurses I o=avw Ts hava tme Z2enmce cf har cn

imsTalled,
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hanced the value of tRe Director's property with no concemitanc

benefit to the governnment whatsoever.

Accordingly, we have concluded that the Directer's kncwing
failure tc taxe appropriate action to ensure that government funds
were not wasted orr the security enhancements to his residence con-
stitutes misconduct. Moreover, because the value of the Directer's
property was enhanced as a result of his misconduct, we conclude
that he must reimburse the government for the cost of the fence,
including the automatic gatec.¥ The cost of the fence and the
_gates was determined to be $9,8%0.00.

v. : - U,8.C. SECTIO 4 ONAL TS
GOVERNMENT AUTOMORILES

This issue was based upon allegations contained in the anony=-
mous letter that FBI Agents had been inappropriataly assigned to

drive Alice Saessions, the Director's wife, on parscnal business and

¥ rThe investigation alsc established that the Director's
Security Detall does not have the ability to automatically oparate
the gatas. Tharsfors the Director is not within a secure area when
he entaers or axits his limousine. The sacurity recommendations
clearly anvisioned that the security fenca would be on the property
lines and that the Security Detail would automatically open the
gates, drive the Director's limousine through thae gates into the

secure area, and close the gates before he would anter or exit the
linousina.

"I The tstal ficure is breken dowm oas follows:
Woccen Fence $3,750.00
Irsn Gateas $3,750.00
Ga<e Crener $3 25

Tcocal $2,8%0.00



shopping trips.l¥ Investisation into the original allezaticns
disclosed numercus cther possible violations of Title 31 by the

Direcesr 12

Congress has crovided in 21 U.S.C. § 1244 a strict prehikiticn
against the nisuse of official goverrment vehicles. 31 U.S.C. §
1349 reguires a minimum 30-day suspension without pay for each
instahce of vehicle misuse. During the pericd of the Director's
.»Atenuré, :rcm 1988 through 1992, the Bureau has substantiated 21

"caseéibf vehicle misuée by Special Agents. At least one of those
cases was affirmed by the Director when an appeal was made to him.
Some ;x;ﬁple; cf‘vehiclé misﬁ;a bé aéents wﬁiéh ﬂave résulted in
A thirtféday suspensions include (1) en route to his field cffice, a
ﬁanagement-ievel agent, driving his assigned FBI vehicle, came upon
his eldest'son whe had been driving his younger brother to scheol
in the agent's personally-owned vehicle which had become disabled.
The agent transported his youngest son in the FBI vehicle to school

- vhichfwas in a direct line to and only seven blocks from the field

. ¥ 31 U.S.C. § 1344, and the FBI Manual of Administrative
Operations and Procedures (MAOP), prohibit the use of Government
vehicles for other than official business. (Tab B-41; Tab B-42.)
The MAOP states, in pertinent part: "[T]ransportation for other
than FRBRI enmployees is to be restricted to individuals and their
fanilies, or aides accompanying them, who are traveling to attend
FBI-sponsored or F3I-participating functicns or have other direct
kusiness to transact with FBI officlals and/or officials of the
Department of Justica traveling on official business." (Tab 2-42.)
31 U.S.C. § li49 pandates a minimunm 38-<a2yv susgension withcut pay
for each viclaticn cf Sectien 1344.
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: ‘éot:ice's location. The agent was suspended for thirty days for
é’transpcrtinq an unauthorized passenger. (2) An agent was suspended
i:‘for thirty days for transporting an unautherized passenger in an
FBI .‘vehic.le when he picked-up his twe minor children and the niner
' enild of a neighbor and drove them homa from school. (3) An agant
was suspended for thirty days for transporting his wife and gen in
his assignad FBI vehicle. (4) An agant was suapendad for thirty

days for transporting his naighbor in an FBI vahicle to pick-up a
reantal car. '

v:ry nhortly atter he was sworn in, Director Sessiocns was

st ¢ oo S ()
—hy Legal Counsel Division Assistant

D.trnctnr Josaph R, th.m' Ona of the items coveraed ‘in those
hria:inqn vas tha p.niuibln and {speraissidle uses of rB:
vehicles.i¥ The Director was specifically informed that there

f \}n:n instances in which it was inappropriate for non-official
passangers to be carried in FBI vehicles.W  Morecver, the

" { Directoer has been given at least two cpinions by Lagal Counsel'that

1 7Tab A-121 at 6-7.

I gigned, sworn statement of Joseph R. Davis dated November
24, 1992 (huc&nattu "Davis sStatezent”), at 13,

U¥  rab A=121 at §; Davis Statesent at 13. The Director vas
specifically told that it was ispropar for Mrs. Sessions to be
transported alone in F3I vchiclu except in very rare instances.
He was also told of the subszantial ascunz fZorzer Attorney Ceneral
Willian French Snis=h paid ts rei=tur-sa the Deparz=en:z f3r nis

wiZe's use ¢ a Dapari=enc vahicle umazsczpanied by har hustand,

w reid.



it is izper=issible for hix to transcor:s non-official passen icers

Q -
-

his FBI wvehicle.l The apparent viclations revealed im +he

ccurse of the investicatiocn are set foreh kelow.

'JLDuring the Wintar of 1991, Mrs. Sessions was transported alone in
?an'FBI vehicle to tha Georgatown area of Washington to visit a
:dressmaker and on another occas;cn, Mrs. Sessions was driven in.an
}FBI vehicle to the thz Carlton Hotel in Washington to attend a

isocial function A%  In poth instances transportation in the

'_Government vehlcle was not in connection with any official

xj7function.ﬁﬂ

"‘E¥>, Davis Statement at 13.

e ¥ . rn his interview, the Director contended that he was not
. responsible for the viclations because it was up to the Security

- Detail to tell him when it was improper to transport a2 non-official
passenger (Tab A-1%4 at 305, 332, 335, 336, 338). Moreover, the
Director found it "offensive" that he should be "subject to ques-
tion" about his use of the vehicle when he was only using it be-
cause the FBI required him to use it (Tab A-194 at 332). Even so,
the Director took the position that he could lawfully transport
anyone in the FBI vehicle because of the requirement for his secur-
ity (Tab A-194 at 336). However, the Director never asserted that
he 'had made any ingquiry to the F3I's Legal Counsel Division

reqardinq when non-official passengers csuld ke transported in FBI
autonobiles.

LA ey

b Taz A-76 a%z 2.



. 0
rs.’ ssions accom) anied the Director on a trip tn an .
<. Conferenca
— ansSport the Director's wife in an Bl venicle to
o B

Q cia ¥ wit irect Sessions

Mrs. Sessions often accompanied the Director during trips

. outside Washington, D.C. Special Agents were routinely required to

transport Mrs. Sessions, for apparently purely personal reasons,

‘'when the Director was not present in the vehicle:l

Mrs. Sessions accompanied the Director on his 7(61
to .tne. S ecial Agents in Charge (SAC) Confere 'I{b)

Sessions in an FBI vehic t:o gat ner

cal sncppinq cutlats.m : -

the. Director and Mrs.: Seﬁsicns travaled to

so the Diraector could attend a D enlor
ence., Two female FBI Special Agents
were assigned to accompany Mrs., Sessions and trans-

port her in an FBI vehicle to the Lord and Taylor department stcra,
where she shopped, and then transport her back to her hotel.iV

WWWW

Director Sessions fregquantly offered rides in his FBI limou-

sine to non-Government and non-family persons prior to August 1992.

W  Tah A-44, pp. 21-22; Tab A-109, p. 14; Tab A-12, p. 79. v

u¥  Tabh A-123, p. 4.
& Tab A=123, pp. $=10; Tadb A-44, p. 3.

~

LY mab A-46, p.34; Tab A-104, pT. 1-2; Taz A~113, pz. 1~
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rides in his FBI linousine to non-FBI individuals on the average of
two times a week.¥ Logs maintained for the Director's limousine
also contained references to instances when apparantly unauthorizad
passengers were ©provided <transportation in <the Directer's
lizousine.&¥ set forth kelew ai:e several examzles:

"o .

1. During the Christnas season, in 18%0 or 1591, thae Diraector and

Mrs. Sessions were transported in an F3I autsnobile to a recaption

at the Embassy of the Soviet Union.l¥ when Director and NMrs,
[ - -

(CNN) .

th luggage and a man who was appartntlﬁx an acguaintances
of who was going to travel wie! = 18 use tharas
was not eno room in the FBI limousinas,

ovided ¢transportation in the FBI "foud

The Diractor and Mrs. Sassions returned to their residanca.

%' .mTab A-162 at 1. Since Auguss, 1992, when the invasti-
gation concerning the Director became known, the Diractor has not
given any rides to unauthorized individuals (Tab A-162 at 1~ 2; Tab
A=190 at 2).

Tabd A-161; Tab A-168. -
Tab A=96 at 747 Tab A-162 at 2.
Ibid.

1

8y

¥  Tah A=96 at 74-73; Tab A-163 at 2.
o .

S

[¥ -1 3351 [

compa
cla" and
nd her male companion wéra than transported to Washin n
ﬁa onal Alrpor: wheare thay wera dropped of? to board a flight.¥

ottica:# 1“}

[

a{
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.- - the DireCue o o grpre - walector, Mrs. Sessions
nd several of the Sessions’ i1y mambers in FBI vehicles g wa
: ‘W’rhe Director's limou®as
. was usea o —ansg eral ranmily memkers and the FB3I "follow

car" was also . used to transport one of the Director's sons, his
wife and’ a:newborn child.!® fThe passenger assignments were made
by Director Sessions.® The transpertation of these additional
passengers violated the secur:.ty procedures establn.shed by the
Director's Security Detail.® After = L e

the Director and his family were tdén arxvenvxﬁwz

4 vem.c.;.es

3. - On‘December 22, 1989, Director Sessions, accompanied by Mrs.

.. . Sessions, arrived in San Franc;sco, California, for a visit which
. included a tour of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory and, during
“. ' the latter part of the trip, breakfast with Special Agent in Charge
Richard - W. Held.®& On approximately five occasions, the

. Director's daughter was driven in an FBI vehicle from a theater

where she. was performing to an apartment the Director was using
near .downtown San Francisco.® . e e

it - ' " R_ULIFACTOE- 1N - B .

5

% "Director - Sess _ \
: e Director was then driven to his rnsida

L 2(,..continued

. A (¢)

s

b LY Tap A-21 at 29; Tab A-169 at 1-2,
) . rpd.
o rbid.

wimit eie e a4 wme

¥ Tab A-21 at 30; see, alsc, Tab B-163,
i  Tab A-21 at 10.
oW see, Tab B-39.

: - W Tan A-3l-at-3; Tab A-123 at I-2; Tab A-124 at 1-2; Tab A-

172 at 2.
! Tab A~31 at 5; Tab A-15% azT o
a Tak A~31 aT 6; Tap A-L8% at I,




- TE -

e
7té)

Director Sessions was
7 eeim =S wmaS party at an embassy in
Was - \ -;.tha party, ‘a - former judge and his wife
‘wereiitransporte th:the Directer "in the FBI vehicle to the
Jefferson ‘Hotal on 16th ‘Street, Washingten, D.C.WW

rag Nirmnme ang agsions wara driven g

RS 1 21 E T O SR N~

n Wasn ngton, D.C. The Dirsctor, Mrs. Sesslions, ard
. >ansportad in an FBI vahicle to the
. . whara they viewad an art exhibit.s«
AZERr - V1S1Ting. Gl art ibit, all four ware transported back tc
ruidcncc whare aras dropped off, il

e _oce: ion, the Director, Mrs. Sess A
e driven in FBI vehicles to

} Connecticut Avenue.il¥ Thae <or an
rode follow car while their wives rodt in the .

- limousine. Followinq the auction,
back to their residence.W

5. Mﬂn Director's grandchildren flew V
into ocal alrpor picktd. up in an FBI vahicle and
transportad to the rasidance whers rector and Mrs. Sessions

vere staying.i¥

&'(,,.continued)
I rpid.

are given a ride

&  Tab A-96 at 16-17; Tab A-155 at 1.
¥ rpid,
0¥ rab A-81 at 4; Tab A-169 at 2.
w  rpid.

v Tab A-163 at J; Tab A~9 at 47-43,
RE AN 5.1 -8

L¥  mak A-183 at 3; Tabk A=36 &t 44-98.
&l orsid,
ad! =ak Ael32 as= 2@ Tab A-lZI az L%
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The Director ana Mrs. UD
_ ——ua  were. driven. airecti e airport where the FBI
airc*aft arrived- rrom Washiqgtcn, D C., to another airport where
the & ved , iU

Ue)
‘hewever, one of the L
andchildren ;was :transported in an FBI vehzc-e to and from the
airpcrt.ny Director Sessions was not in the FBI vehicle at the
.tlme, but was drzvinq his personal vehicle.
ib. In tha summer of 1992, the Director and Mrs. 7(d
5 vehicle to' the residence of i

ﬂin Washmnqton, D.C. From there,
2ssions weze doiven in the FBI

Dlrector ana Mrs.. ansported back to their residence

in the FBI vehicle. i . was not provided transportation
. from the N A

11. The Director and
FBI vehicle from the Dilrsctor's rasidance ta
Mayflower Hotel in Washington, D.C. &

were driven in an 73)
a social event at the

s Cwy .

12. ©On at least two occasions, a woman
in washington, D.C., was a passenger in tne FBI linmousine. On one
of these trips, the Director was dropped off £irst and he

instructed Security Detall Agents to transport the woman to her
residance.i

(e

GOVERNMENT VEHICLES UTILIZED FOR PERSONAL ERRANDS

W rpid.

uy Tab A-96 at 7%; Tab A-163% at 2.

!
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FBI vehicles were used to pick up tickets at the White House
for Kennedy Center events that the Director and Mrs. Sessions were

to attend.Z¥ In addition, government vehicles were used to

transport purchases nade by Mrs. Sessions at an auction house
across the street from F2IHQ to the Director's residence and to and

from a furniture refinisher in West Virginia.®¥

-, VI. CONTACT WITH AND ATTEMPTED INTERCESSION WITHE A FTOREIGN
e} ON OF SQVv

A'Dufing the course of our inguiry, we learned that in June,

1991, the Director and Mrs. Sessions were scheduled to attend a

' pértorménce of the Kirov Ballet at the Wolf Trap Farm Park. ”Tﬁey

departed in an FBI limousine, followed b§ ancther FBI vehiclae with
addition;l personnel from the Director's Security Detail. Enrouta
to Wolf Trap, the motorcada made an unscheduled steop at a hotel
.lécated in Fairfax, Virginia, at the intersection of Route 50 and
Interstate 495. Mrs. Sessions laft the vehicla and entered the
hotel. She later emarged from the hotel in the company of a man
and wonan. Mrs. Sessions informed the Director that the two people
naeded a ride. The Director assanted, and the twoc people ware
transported te Wolf Trap in the FBI vehicle which followed the
Director's limousine. At some point, a member of the Director's

Security Detail learned that the two people who were given the ride

ot N - - - - -~ - - -
s Tak A-3L, ©. 3; Taz A-L%82

' - - - . - - P -1 - - - - - .~ .
aan Tab A-354 at 7; Tab A=-%6 as $8-3%; Tarz A-3) at 7; Tad »~
-
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were ballet dancers perfcrzing with the Kirov Ballet and presumably

citizens of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.Z¥

In addition, Mrs. Sessions gave an envelope containing several
- hundred dollars in cash to a member of the Security Detail to hold
for her. She subsequently borrowed $20 from an igent assigned to
the Director's Security Detail because she reportedly was "“short
$2Q.;c‘§§y the dancers." After she obtained the additional $20 she

‘? gave the envelope containing the cash to the ballet dancers.&

 ”*65'&ﬁﬁe 10, 1§91:“£hé agéﬁﬁ feééived i'letter.ffém the Wolf
7;;,Trag‘Féﬁhdatéon‘fq;m;h§upgtzprmi§g Arts which enclosed a $20 check.
* The letter reported that the check was to reimburse the agent for
the'$20~;caned to Mrs. Sessions while at Wolf Trap attending the

Kirov Ballet performance.d¥

We also learned that subsegquent to the ballet performance, the
Director perscnally contacted John E. Guido, Inspector-in-Charge
(IC); Offica of Liaison and International Affairs (OLIA), FBIHQ.

The Director advised that he had met a couple of dancers from the

r¥  gge, Tab A-96 at 76«77. This encounter with the twe
Soviets took place before tha breakup of the Soviet Unien on
December 26, 1991, and also before the attempted coup d'etat in the
Soviet Union on August 1%, 1991 which ultimately led to the
breakup.

T Tab A-36 at 77.

&V  Tap A-35, at 77; Tab A-173 at 2. We prasume taat M&s.
Sassiens has scme rsla in the erganizatisn whieh sgonsored the
Kirswv Ballet at Woll Tr
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Soviet Union, who were enroute back toc the Soviet Union with a
layover in Paris, France.® The Director told IC Guide that the
dancers spoke neither English nor French, and he was concerned that
the dancers might have problems in making their flight connection
in pParis.Z¥ The Director asked that IC Guido contact the Legal
Attache, Paris, and ask that he attempt to facilitate the dancers!

movement through the airport.il

SSA Alan G. Ringgold, Legal Attache, Paris, France, was con-
tacted by IC Guido and informed of the Director's request.® Ssa
'Ringgold was told that one of the dancers wés expectéd to have visa

problems and that he (SSA _Riﬁgqcld) was being requested by the

Director to facilitata the dancers' transit through tha Paris air-

ny Tab A-16% at 1.
a Id. at 1-2.

alf Id. at 2; Tab A=-182 at .; Tat A~-26 at 78.

) Tab A-16% av 2; Tab A-13Z az I.
il Tab A-132

2 av 2.
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'*Unicn tc WGlt Trap.nﬂ T&e Director did no: know the names of th

Lfindiv:duals nor did he have any checks macde to ensure the Soviets

fwere not of cfﬂicial interest to thesa in the Bureau responsible

'for‘fcrelgn counterintelligence.i¥ In addition, the Director
~nothing inappropriate about giving the Soviats a ride in an
‘gvehicle in his motorcade.® The Director alse said he was

anare of the casn payment by Mrs. Sessions or tha reascns for

saw

FBI

ane
tht
jpayment, it it oc*urred Lg Finally, The Director did nct comply

m'with FaI'procaduras and report his contact with the Soviaets te tha

FBI Security Programs Manager. iV

o ar rbid.
2¢  rpid.
& rab A-194 at 299.
& 4. at 301.
¥  1d. at 304.
¥  rd, at 30S.

&' rd., at 301. See, Tab B-142., Tha FBI's Marnual of
Adninistrative Operations and Procedures Part I, Section I-19.1,

dated March 28, 1589, statas:

"All FSI e=ployass whe hava unsffizial writtan or parsonal

con=ac= wieh raz=icrals of “fa=gizm razicns listed in

- he

- - -

-

was

Teralgn c-;::-:inzllli;n--u Mazieal, Faos IIZI, Secticn i-l, ars

reguizred €3 repcr:s these csntasis in writing €2 the
s.c’-‘n:-‘..‘.’ pqp-u-va-' V&')ap.- ] .

F3z

e)|
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The Director also confirmed that he reguested that these
Soviets'! <transit <hrough Paris be assisted by. the FBI Legal
Attache. The Directcr believed that because '"one of the
dancers was going on to China and had airline connection prob-
léﬁs{,] (2ind one of them was going someplace other than back to
the Soviet Unien and had preoblems * * * it would be appropriate fcor
an attache * * * tc be of assistance 1f he could."¥ Although
the Director recognized that there was no "official reascon" for the -
Lagal Attache's assistance,® he thought it was appropriata to

expend the resources and tha goecdwill of tha FBI tc "help perscns

whd‘havé an extremaly tight schedule or who have dif:iculty with
_ getting to where they're going on timae."i

These incidents with the Soviets demonstrate claearly the
Diractor's attitude towards FBI procedures and use of government
resources. In addition, it amply illustrates the Direactor's very
poor judgment, especially with regard to thae effect of his wife's
activities on the FBI. First, the Director has disdain for FBI
procadures which interfsrs with his personal desires. In the cases
of the firearm issued to him to allow hix to avoid payment of taxas
on the value of his government-provided home-to-work transporta-

tion, the Diractor ignored FBI ragulatloens requiring employaees is-

uy Id. at 3086.
s rd. at 306.

azd! Ihid.

I

347 -y
bt ;u-do
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sued firearz=s to ke trained and cgualified in order to pe crogerly

issued a2 weapon. sSizilarly, the Direczor, whe is the head of the

gcvermment agency charged with the responsibility for csunterinteli-

ligence, met with two Soviets -- citizens of +the country most
lixely to be engaged in hostile intelligence activities in %he
United States -~ and did not even check to ensure that his agency
had no cfficial interest in the two individuals. Moreover, he to-

tally ignored a specific acency regulation reguiring him to report

his contact to the appropriate agency cfficials.

Second, the Director believed it was ant:.rely appropriate to ’
direct that agency rescurces and gcodm.ll be expended tc assist
these Soviets by intervening with a forezgn gove:nment regarding “
intransit formalities. There was no law enforcement reason for the
Legal A’cta-che to be invelved in any aspect of these Soviets!
travel. Accordingly, it was entirely improper for the Legat to
take any action with respect to the Soviets. Obviously, it is not
the mission of the FBI to operata as a travelers' aid for United

1
States citizens, much less for citizens of another country. -

Even if we assumed that tha Director did not

ngrder" the Legat to intervene on behalf of tha Soviets, but that
he zerely sucges-af’ that the Legat do whatever he could for then,

e el ivacez=lg inazilisy ¢

. £
[¢]

- would mever=heless dezcnstrais g DI

5]

ecsonize and aveid the appearance ¢ Iz
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absolutely no reason for the Director to transpors thesa Scviets in
an official F3I vehicle, and there was no reason for the Directsr
to direct cor permit the exzenditure of F3I resources for non-law

enforcenent purposes on behalf of +wo Soviets.

Finally, this incicdent illustrates the Director's very rpocr
judgment with respect to avoiding the aprearance of impropriety.
Based upon his own statement, the Director had no idea whether
either cor koth of theVSoviets vare invoived in intellicence activi~-
ties. The mere fact that they were apparently dancers with the

Kirev Ballet certainly does not preclude their being KGB oper-

atives. Given the Bureau's forelgn ccunterlntelligence respon-

éibilities, the Dlrector exercised extraordinarily bad judgment
when he made contact with these Soviets without first checking with
appropriate Bureau officials to ensure that there was no official
interest in them. Moreover, given the Director's pesition, it
would not be unusual for his activities to be of interest to for-
eign intelligence services; accordingly, he should have avoided
such informal ccntact'wiéh unknown Soviets because of the potential
that his activities might suggest that he had an improper relation-
ship with the Soviets and thereby hamper the foreign counter-
intelligence activities of the Bureau. This possibility beccmes
even more problematical when Mrs. Sessicns' activities with respect

£2 the envelope o‘ cash are cocnsidered. The Direc=or sinply

3 Scviets wers XGZ crera-
= any cther intelligence
(c:r:;:;eﬂ...)

ass! Tor exa=zle, 1f ei<her cf =hes

“ives and ths transacticn wars chservesd
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" should have insisted that his wife avoid activities whieh creare

. the appearance of ixapropriety. However, as this investigation has

demonstrated, the Director cannot or will not insist that his wife
accept the fact that she is not an official of the FBI, has no

power to insist upen official action being taken, and accept that

- there are rules, reculaticns, and prccedures which are apglicable

' to the Director's activities which may preclude her from engaging

in certain activities.i

VII. AIR TIAVEL EBY THE DIRECTOR AND MRS, SESSTONS

T v cten e e -

It was alleged that Director Sessions arranged official
business in locations where he jecined his family members on hol-

iday. The anonymous writer claimed that thesa trips involved

W, ,continued)
service how likely would it be that that servica would cooperatea

with the FBI? .

' Mrg. Sessions' intarference in official FBI activities
baegan before the Director even assumed office. Mr. John E. Otto,
who retired as Associate Deputy Director of the FBI on April 28,
1990, was the Acting Diresctor of the F3I from May 26, 1987, through
November 2, 1987. During this pericd, Judge William S. Sessions
was nominated to be the next Directcr of the FBI. Subsequant to
Judge Sessions' ncmination, Mr. Otto was telephonically contacted
on numerous occasions by Mrs. Alice Sessions, at which times she
made derogatory compents, saveral requests, and gave directions and
instructions pertaining to official F3I matters. Mr. Otto told
Mrs. Sessions that shé had no official standing with the F3I and
teld her he would not follow her instructicns, but she disrecardec
all the advice and czmments recarding her rehaviecr, and centinued

£tz inmcer-est hersal® inm matoars persaining T the FRI's cfficial
TR 4 -‘ L - - LA R «nr - - - - P

business (Ta:h A-186 az 1-Z). Mcracwvar, the Director was aware cf
M=s, Sessiens' activities and was alsc awarse of Mr., Otiz's

a,—!-..-ua‘nu'--. b o d
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visits to San Francisco, where the Direc=or's daughter, Ms. Sara
Sessions, resides; a trip to Memrhis to spend time with friends;
and at least one trip ts5 San antonio, Texas, in 1550, during which,
it #as alleged, a larger Government aircraf: had to be flown to San

Antonioc to ferry the Director's entourage, including Mrs. Sessions

.and Ms. Sara sSessicns, back to Washington, D.cC.

The investigation determined that the Directer has visitad
‘approxinately 330 l&caticns during his texrm of appointment, either
"by round trip to cne loc&tion or visits to several locations on the
. .same trxip. . During this period, Director Sessions utilized air
T transportation to visit approximately 297 of the locations. Visits
to approximately 234 involved tﬁe use of FBI oéer@tedAaircfatt.
Mrs. Sessions accompanied the Director to 126 of thesa locations,
which included approximataly 111 locations in which she was trans-

portad aboard aircraf: operated by the FBI.X puring the pericd

& By memorandum from thae Legal Counsel Division (LCD),
dated 1/31/89, and entitled: "SPOUSAL TRAVEL," the Director was
informed that a spousa may accompany a Government official in a
Govarnment motor vehicle or aircraft on 2 space-zvailable bagis to
participate in social events of an official nature at which the

spousa's attendance would be appropriatas. Howaver, the nenoc
furthar states:

The Comptroller General has approved travel for non-official
passengers on a "space-available basis" incident tc an other-
wise authorized use of the vehicle. Howevar, in an opinien
renderad regarding the pearsonal travael of spousas of uppar-
leval Governnantal officials, tha Coaptroller Geanaral stated
- that there are "sarious questions atocut the propriety of such
transgortation, .even cn a szace=-availakle Lkasis, becausge cf
t=a imcraasacd potancial of liaxilizy for the United Stacas in
the event of perscnal indury T thesa passqnoers. (3-211556-

C.M,., July 8, 19813)
(censinved...)
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’from October 1, 1988 through March 31, 1990, the sSpouse of then
(Attorney General Thornburgh accompanied him on ten trips, and the
_Attc:nay Genaral reimbursed for all of the trips. During the same
period, Mrs. Sessions accompanied tha Diractor on 32 trips, and tha

Director raimbursed for only ocna of the trips.i¥

W(,,.continuad)
By memorandum from the LCD, dated 6/6/89, and alsc antitled:
"SPOUSAL TRAVEL," thae Directer vas informed of the standard vhich
wouidl perait Mra. Sessions to accoempany him in & Government
vehicla:

Censistent with Title 31, U.8.C., Section 1344 (4) (1), » » »
the Conmptroller Ganeral has ruled that an esployee's spouse
may accompany him {n a Goverr@ent vehicle on a trip schedulaed
for the transaction of official business vhare the agency has
dotarminad that the spouse's preasence is in the interest of
the Governnant and that space is available for tha spouse in
the vehicle » » ¢« ,

In additicn, DOJ Order 2460.3, Sect=ion 7 (d) (3) stazes in
partinent part:

(¥lhen a private individual (such as a relative of an en-~
plo{u) * = o {g not traveling at the request of a Departient
official to assist in the nission of the Departaent, he or sha
zust ke billed for the travel pravided at the comnercial rate
(ceach class) for tha trip provided.

: -3 The FBI took the positicn that all of Mrs. Sessions’
cravel vith the Direcior vas cennestisn wish his o0fficisl travel
and "selizbursamaent ¥as UNTNeseSSATY [etiuse LT was nelither reguired
NET AFFTSPTIATE.” Sae, GI21CTs €2 The CNSZECIIT Ceneril, TezarIment
2f Sustica, Audit o the Ixszuzive Use ¢! Capazc=anz ¢f Justice
Alrsrals, Rapert Nc., $1-8, Mazzh L8F1. 8T 1%,
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Listed below are the locations most fregquently visited by the

" Director and the number of days spent in each city for the perioed

. July 23, 19887, to July 2, 1892:

Logation Irequencs #Ravs
New York, N.Y. 23 : a3
San Antonio, Tx. 17 €0
Chicage, Il. 10 : 13
San Francisco, Ca, 10 40
Atlanta, Ga. 9 10
Boston, Ma. 8 12
Dallas, Tx. 8 16
Philadalphia, Pa. ] 3

"since his appéihtmant as Director of the FBI, the child-

‘WTran of the Diractor -have resided in San Antonio, Texas; Dallas,

Texas and its suburb Richardson, Tlxa:' Bridchatnr, Naw Jaraey,

and San Francisco, California. The Direscz=or's father has resided

in Fe. Smith, Arkansas during the Director's tenure. The Director
has made saveral official visits to each of these cities since his
appointment as Director. Listed balow are the dates the Director

made official visits to the abovae locations and the official func-
ticns during the visit:
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Sap Antonio, Texasid

1/29/88 Seminar on Crime Law and the Press at the
University of Texas (San Antonic campus)

3/24/88 Bar Asscociation Award Pertrait Presentation

5/6/88 Speach = St, Mary's University Law School
Commencemnant

Speech - United Parcel Service

7/26/88 Station KLRN San Antonic Weak in Raview TV
: Show

San Antenie Rotary CQlub

2/22/8% Station KENS IV Taping
Vigsit San Anteonic Field Office
Law Enforcanent Luncheon

9/25/8% Speech = U.S. Attornay's Confarance
) Meaating = Mexican Genaral Consulate
Spesch - Drug=Fraa Business Initiative
. , . Symposium
- 1/18/9%0 Speech - International Security Managemant
Asscclation nmeeting
Visit San Antonioc Field Office

4/21/90 FBI S8AC Confersnce

3 - DT SN Pty
P ) iy .

5/31/90 8t. Mary's Hall graduation
Federal Bar Association
Good Scout Awvards Banquet

4/18/91 Speech - Committee of 200
Speech - John Woocd Middle School
Speech ~ San Antonio Bar Association

9/11/91 Speech - U,.S. Marshals Service conference
Speach ~ Hispanic National Bar Association

§/1/92 Spsech = NCIC Advisory Policy Boarzd
visit San Antonioc Fleld Office

7/1/92 . Ranarks = LULAC Presidential Award
. Speach = LULAC You:il Canference

MY mwe Direczcr alsc visleoed San Anssnmics en four ctler
cczasicns; howavar, these Iripys were gFasicnal and Travel cIsts Yels
ceiztursed by the Dizeacsss cr chae Cirezisr did not bIll The
Gevarnmant fzr his travel.
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alla Texas

11/18/87 Remarks -~ Former Agents Society
Visit Dallas Field Office
5/5/88 Speech -~ YMCA
w‘5/9/88' . Speech = State Bar of Texas convention

Visit Ft. Worth RA

2/22/89 Speech - combined meeting of the Dallas
Council Affairs and the Dallas Rotary Club

3/21/90 Speech - Southwestern Legal Foundation

Command and Management School
Speech - Dallas Friday Group

4/10/90 Testimony ~ Committee on Banking Finance &

Urban Affairs

$)§/91 | Speech - 1991 Law Déy Luncheon

e'we'w ow. . . Speech = Ft. Worth Rotary Club

o= - Visit 'Ft. Worth RA Ve
Visit Dallas Tield Office

11/12/91 Speech - International Association of Airline

Security Officers

Speech - National Center for Policy Analysis

Visit Dallas Field Office

Richardson., Texas
1/21/90 No official function
3/20/80 No official function (speech the following
morning in Dallas, Teaxas)
- w > X - Y
6/25/88 No official function (speech on 6/27/88 in
New York City)
9/2/89 No official func=ion
' N 1¢e

12/20-23/87 Speech = Commenwealtl Club cf Califc
: Visi% San Franciscs F;eld OfZice
Teour TCI leekcous

nia



3/11/88 ¥o official function ~ Layover fron Austraiia
trip
11/27/88 No official Zuncticn - Layover from Australi
trip
12/20/88 Reception at the Presidio
Meet with James R. Perez € Barden residence
6/23/85 Speech - American Academy of Achievement
(Golden Plate awards)
12/21/8% Visit Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
Visit san Francisco Field Office
9/6/90 Speech - Commonwealth Club of California
5/25/%1 Nc official function
12/23/581 Law Enforcement/CEQO breakfast
. Ft. Smith, Arkansas
. 7/19/89 .- ..Speech - Ft. Smith Retary-Club®!.

Several trips raise the issue whether there was a sufficient

official purpose teo the trip to justify the Director's not reinm-

-bursing the FBI for what was essentially a personal trip. Our

' analysis of these trips is set forth below.

X/ we determined that twe refueling stops for FBI aircraft
were made in Ft. Smith, Arkansas on March 24, 1289, and July 2§,
1892. On the March 24, 1989 refueling stop, the Director visited
his father at his father's residence on tha return flight from
Phoenix, Arizona to Washington, D.C. On July 26, 19%2, which is

- the Director's father's birthday, the Director's father met the FBI

aircraft at the airpert. He was car-ying a birthday cake. This
refueling stcp was criginally planned fcr another locaticn and

lasted approximately cne hour, Cne F3I pileot reperted that he is
neT inm faver ¢f refieling sTtoss at tThe To. Snith, Arkansas airgers

due to slcwer serwice, a shorter runway, less crash suppor:
eguirnment, and a lack of radar.
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Ganeral

The Director generally spends time at Christmas each vear in
San Francisco, the home of his daughter, Sara Sessions.®¥ puring

the 'course of <this i{nquiry, gquesticns were raised abcocut the
Director's tripgs to San Francisco during Christmas. The issue was
whether or not sufficient official business existed to justify the

governnment's paying for the trip. Accordingly, we exanmined the

Director's sSan Francisco travel.

e ——

¥hen Director Sessions ook office, Richard W. Held, “special’ "

Agent in Charge (SAC) of the San Francisco Division of the FBI,

took it upon himself to assign sa—and SA- U

-cc "get to know" Sara Sessions.® According to SAC Held,

Ms. Sara Sessions was employed with the San Francisco Ballet and

lived in a boarding house in a neighborhoocd he considered to be

&/  puring the Christmas Holidays in 1987, 1%88, 1589, and
1991 the Director travelled to San Francisco on official business.

That official business was all generated from w;thin the FBI and
appears to have been scheduled to
Sessions to visit theiw o

e

thn Christmas Hclldays ~gince he was ccnflrmed as Director of the

F3I was in 1990. In 1990, Ms. Sara Sessiocns spent the Eolidavs in
wWashing=an, D, C.

1(c)

ey

- Tab A-166 at l-2. -



with the FBI and that the F3I have a relationship with her."&Y

*rouch."s Because she "was only about 15 years old at the ti=
and 1living alome in a cuestionable neighborhoced,™ SAC Held

consicderad it "izrpcrTant Icor her £o have scme familiar relzticnship

-

SAC Held encouraged the Director to attend functicns in San
Francisco and its related Resident Agencies (RAs) to further the
FBI's mission. SAC Eeld could not recall bkeing asked to arrange

official business in San Franciscc by the Directer or anyone on his

behalf.&¥

1887

reportad that Director
and Mrs. Sessions visited the San Josa and Santa Rosa RAs on
December 24, 1587.& The visits to tha San Jose and Santa Rosa
RAs were not scheduled when the Director's travel itinerary for
that périod was prepared. According to an internal San Francisco
Memorandum dated December 17, 1587, the Director planned teo depart

San Francisco on December 22 enroute to the Salt Lake City and

ny Id. at 2.

o Ibic¢. SAC Held ccnsiderxed this important for security

reasons. SAC Eeld said tha:t he was nst asked to do this by the

Direczsr, Mrs. Sessicns,. cr anycne in the Director's Oflice.

i oo

- e ¥

— * -
by ”~ .
Bl A
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-
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Butte Divisions and return to San Franciscs on the afternocon of

December 23.% An itinerary of the Director's trip prepared by

the San Francisco Division for Decenber 24 does not indicate he

planned teo visit the RAs and notes "Personal time" on <that
date ¥

A raview of SAC Held's caleandar for Dacanmber, 1887, disclcosed
;ﬁhat tha Diractor was expected to attend a braakfast at the
fPresidio on December 21 and later that day give a spaech hafora the
‘Commonwealth Club.i¥® There is no other business noted for the

Director on SAC Held's calendar from December 22 through December

1988

SAC Held reported that he arranged a recaption on Decanber 21
for the Dirsctor at tha Presidio and "probably" arranged the recap-
tion after learning of the Director's anticipated visit to San
Francisco.i¥ X review of SAC Hald's calendar for the periocd from

Decanmbar 19-28, 1988, disclosed a notation regarding the reception

& Tab B-153 at 4.
& rpid.

% Tab A-167 at.attachment p.

[ 3]
F IS
.

ay I, am 24-1t%,

¥ Ta: A-155 as
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on December 21. There is no other business noted for t=e Dirececr

on SAC Held's calendar during the periocd.
1989

SAC Held repcrted that the Director visited the Lawrence
Livermore Laboratories (LLL) on December 24, 1989, as indicated on
his calendar.® To the besi of SAC Held's recollection, the LLL
visit was arranged by Assistznt Director William A. Bayse.i® SAC

Held did not remember Mrs. Sessions' attendance at the LLIL .

The Director alsc attended a breakfast meeting on Decenber 27,

1989,
ployees.®’ The people included influential business perscns, a
protessioﬁal football player who had assisted the FBI in its Drug
Deﬁand Reduction Program, and others from the San Francisco com-
munity.# To the best of SAC Hald's recollection, the breakfast
meeting toock place at the Marina Memorial Club in San Francisco and

_not at the Treasure Island Naval Base, as indicated on the itiner-

'  Tab A-167 at attachment p. 27.
W Tab A-168 at 4.

#w  rbid.
-4 Ibid.
! Irid

which included 'gppfékiﬁéhei?" éix"to'”eight"‘dSn—géI“;;m- co



ary.® SAC Held stated that Mrs. Sessicns did not at<and

breakfas+ . &¥

-
.2

According to an internal San Francisco Division memorandun,
dated December 18, 198%, Mrs. Sessions was not exgecked teo acconm-
. pany the Director to the LLL. There is no mention of a breakfast

'}meeting on December 27, 1989, on the pertinent itinerary.lV

SAC Held could not recall the Director's attendancea at any

other official business during this trip.Z¥ There is no cother

business noted for the Director on SAC Held's calendar during the

pericd.W

- —-—-

l8s0

A review of SAC Held's calendar disclecsed that the Director
Z‘was expected in San Francisco on Decenber 24, 1550, and was ex-
pected to stay through Decemker 29, 1992.2¥ However, the entry

was marked through, apparently indicating the visit was can-

'  rbid.
v Id. at 4-5,
7'  see, Tab B-153.

fory Takh A=165 at 4-

(%]

o Tab A-157 at attachmenT pz. 33-32.

e Tal A=-168 at S.
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celed. & sSAC Held was shown a copy of an invitation to the
Director to speak before the World Affairs Council of Northern
California, dated March 19, 1990, and a letter, dated April 2,
1990; from the Director accepting the invitation for sometime in
late December, 1290.Z¢ SAC Held reported that he was not in-

volved in arranging the speech and could not recall the reason it

was canceled.

FBIHQ, was intarviewed regarding the invi-
tation to the Director to speak to the World Affairs Council of

. .Northern California =nd the Director's subsaquent accaptanca‘ - 7(c)

"‘-could not recall the official reasons qiven tor the" cancal-'

. lation.T

A review of the Speech Unit file for the World Affairs Council
of Northern c_alitornia disclesad loth the invitation and the ac-
ceptanca. Howavar, no other documantation could be located in the
file to explain the cancellation. The fila reflected that the
Director intanded to give 2 speech to the sanme group in July, 1992.

4¥  mab A-167 at attachment p. 4.
‘T¥  Tab A-194 az Exhibits Fll and Fi2.

m——y

= mab A-166 az

1Y

Y Ta: A-180 at 1.
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A review of documentation in San Francisco Division files

revealed a copy of the Director’'s April 6, 1990 acceptance letter

to speazk to the World Affairs Ccuncil in late December, 1990.&¥

In his interview, the Director initiated a discussien about

this trip: "I bought a ticket, I bought two tickets tec go to

San Francisco that year. There was no law enforcement business

contemplated at all."d® The Director also stated during the

ihterview that his daughter was not in San Francisco during the

Christmas season, 1990, and instead spent tha holidays in Wash-

.ington, D.C. The Director stated that she routinely -

e

3

1591

SAC Hald raported that the Director attended a breakfast meaat-
ing on December 26, 1991.8 According to SAC Held, the meating

included influential mambers from the law enforcement and businass

2  Tab A-167 at attachment p. 2.
"iY  rab A-194 at 428.
al rad. a= 430.

ak A-l8¢ at &,

F
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communities as well as senior rmanagement officials from the San

Francisco Divisicn.Z¥ This was the only official business schecd-

uled for the Directcor during this ¢rip.¥ SAC Eeld was informed
that the itinerary submitted to the Aviation and Special COperations
Uhit (ASOU) at the time the aircrafi was rasguested did net include
the breakfast meeting or any other official business in San Fran-
cisco during this ¢rip. SAC Held did nect know when he scheduled
the breakfast. However, SAC Held stated that the breakfast would

not have been scheduled until after the Diregctor's planned visit to

San Francisco was confirmed.#¥

The investigation alsc found problems with the Director's
‘Egéﬁzifgé§gﬁééﬁi§szééuent travel to' cities in which he has family. "=
For example, Mrs. Sessions frequently accompanies the Director as
a passenéer on FBI aircraft although his travel files contain few
invitations for her attendance.® In addition, Mrs. Sessions'

intention tc accompany her huskhand is coften not made known until

w rd., at s.

i  Tab A-167 at attachment pp. 37-38.
A& Tab A-166 at 6.

s Mrs. Sessions may accompany the Director on official
travel if she has been invited to an official function, if it is
ona she would be expected to attend, and if she actually attaends.
On cone occasion the Director and Mrs. Sessions flew on an F3I air-
craft to San Francisco, where their daughter lives, and where Mrs.
Sessions attended an official function (breakfast) to which she had

nct keen invitad ner was she exgectad to attend. fter the func-
ticn, Mrs. Sessicns coommented €2 an F3I agent that she had to gec €=
the kreaxfast £z "ifugwify" her <=ransgorzatizsn azcari an FEQ

: e
a.rToTals.,
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the last possible =ozent and official hosts reportedly were
freguently notified of her attendance only afier the Direczzr's

arrival in the host city.i&

An issue was also raised over the diversion of an F3I aircrafs
to pick~up Mrs. Sessions and transport her to meet the Director.
In another instance, an additional FBI aircraft was diverted to San
Antonio to provide a larger aircraft toc transport the Director,
Mrs. Sessions and the Director's dauchter.®¥ There are other
trips where the aircraft has been diverted to accommodate <the
Director's perscnal interests, and nc reimbursement has been made.

Finally, there are instances where the Director has obtained rein-

bﬁrééﬁéﬁtifﬁr éér diemhaﬁd'lddgiﬁéméxpénSas iﬁ'sitﬁéﬁiéhé whara he
was not entitled to claim such expenses. Some particularly pert-
inent triﬁs are discussed below., The full extent of the problems
with the Director's travel is set forth in the Report of Investi-

gation prepared in this mattar and accompanying this memorandum.

o For exanmple, prior to <the Director's daparture for
Houston, Taxas, in January, 1992, to speak to the World Affairs
Council and the Houston Rotary Club, Mrs. Sessions' participation
in the trip was unknown. AD Joseph R. Davis was raquested to pro-
vide a legal opinion regarding Mrs. Sessions' travel on that trip
only 67 minutes prior to the aircraft's departure. In response to
AD Davis' requast for mors advance notification if the Director
wishes an opinion on each ¢trip, HMs. Sarah W. Munford, the
Director's Special Assistant replied, by note which stated: "I
think it might be best for me to ask you cn each trip since I never
kXnow: that she ls going until the last z=inute."

+o San Ant:znio, luggage halenging T:= the Director, Mrs. Session
and Sara Saessicnhs was transgsrta

ay I% is aYeS notewer=hy thazw when the alircrafe was divarsed
M ns
D. €. akcard the origirmal 73I al

- d - -
= San Antzonlio tTo Washiingsesn
-
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" pated in some specialized training in Sacramento, California, after

- 55 =
On July 23, 1992, aZfter the Direczzr had Zlown to San Fran-

cisco aboard an FBI aircraft, the Direc=or and- an -7((_)

acguaintance of the Director, were driven in an FBI automobile fr

P ool
San Franciscs tc the Bohemian Grove, a private all-male club, in

Monte Rio, California.id? Mrs. Sessions did not acconmpany the

Director and-to the Bchemian Grove.®  on July 2s, 7(&)

1992, the Director departed the Bohemian Grove in an FBI automobile
enroute to a nearby airport, where he was met by Mrs. Sessions who

had flown theres by F2I aircraft from San rrancisce.®V

T o,
7

prior to the Director's departure from San Francisco,

e PN < - <, Sessions,” had made

arrangements with the FBI pilots to be flown alone from San Fran-

cisco to Santa Rosa by FBI aircraft.i¥ —

-while the Director was at Bochemian Grove, the pilots partici=-

which they had planned to pick up the Director at Santa Rosa and \/
transport him back to Washington, D. C.®¥& It appears, however,

that the pilots first picked-up Mrs. Sessions in San Francisco and

pilg Tab A-96 at 49; Tab A-9 at 34.
piaty Tab A=-96 at 49; Tab A-123 at 18.

. 3  Tabh A-96 at S51; Tab A-123 at 18.

-
o

Tab A=-S6 at S1; Tak A-122 at :3. Santa Rosa is the air-
ciagest to the BEchenmian Grove.

4}
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flew her to Santa Rosa where the Director was to ke picked up.

The investigation found no official reason why the aircraft should

- have returnmed to San Francisco from Sacramento rather than fly

" directly to Santa Resa to pick-up the Director.

Accordingly, we
nus: conclude that it was improper for Mrs. Sessions to be flown in

the FBI aircraft without the Director.i¥

On another occasion, a larger FBI aircraft was flown to San
Antonioc to replace the aircraft originally scheduled to fly the
Director, Mrs. Sessions, and Sara Sessions to Washington, D.C. ©n
June 5, 1990, the Dirgctor, Mrs. Sessions‘and Ms. Sara Sessions

departed San Antonic as passengers aboard FBI aircraft enrcuta to

" "washirgton, D. C. Pricr to départing on this trip to San Antdnio,

a member of the Director's Security Detail was told that Ms. Sara
Sessions.would be accompanying the Director on the raturn flight to

Washington, D. C., and she was expected to continue to New York,
New Ycrk -

According to the Individual Flight Records maintained by the
Aviation Unit at FBIHQ, the transportation of the Director, Mrs.
Sassions and Ms. Sara Sessions on June 5, 1990, was aboard a dif-

farent aircraft than the ona that transported the Director and Mrs.

..  Tap A-96 at 51-52; Tab A-123 at 18,

& when ¢the Directcr want £s the Bohemian Grave, Mrs.
Sessicns elec=ed =2 remain in San Franciscos., Accordingly, Lt was
rer respensibkilicy, net the F3I's, T2 get hersels to the defarture

- -
.
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Sessions to San Antonio on May 31, 1250.% Further, a Special
Agent Pilot reported that based upcn the amount of lucgage and
ecuipment and with the addition of Ms. Sara Sessions as an ex:tra
passenger, it would have Ekeen very difficult to fit all of the
lucgage intc the aircraft that criginally transported the Direc+-or
and Mrs. Sessions to San Antonioc.® As a result, the original
aircraft was flown to Nashville, Tennessee, where it was swapped
for a larger FBI aircr that had flown there with another F3IHQ
executive abcard for an official function.® The lar_ger air-
craft, identified as the Sabreliner, was flown back toc San Antonio

to pick up the Director, Mrs. Sessions, Ms. Sara Sessions, their

S e - e

as a result of the added requ;:aments pcsed by the amount of lug-

gage and the addition ct Ms. Sara Sessions as a passenger i The

Director was informed of the planned switch.

The investigation ajlsc established that a member of <the
Director's Security Detall was required to return to Washington

from San Antenic by commercial aircraft. Tha commercial ticket

piay Tab B-164.
piad Tab A-953 a¥ 1i.
ay Tab A-95 at 1ll; Tab A-77 at 2.

¥ rpid. Acccording to the pilot, the aircraft swap also
obviated the need for a rafueling stcop ot the return, Kowever, it
is douz=ful that the czst of the swaz was less <than wha:eya’

luggage and membars of the Directcr‘s Security Detail, apparently'..
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used for the returm flight was purchased con May 22, 1920.¥ 7This
FBI Agent was scheduled on the Director's official itinerary ¢o
accompany the Director, Mrs. Sessions, ¥s. Sara Sessions and other
' members of the Director's Security Detail anéd to return to
éashiﬁgton, D. C., apoard the F3I aircraf:.® However, it is
gﬁparent from the date of the ticket ~- nine days prior to the
:;ééssionses' departure for San Antonio -- that it was never intended
{;ﬁaf this FBI Agent accompany the Director and other official
gravalers aboard the FBI aircraft on the return flight. Instead,
éhe FBI Agent traveled commercially to allow Mrs. Sessions and Ms.

Sara Sessions to return on FRI aircraf:s.i®

" " After the switch of the aircraft in Nashville, ‘the Bureau
\éxecut;ve who had originally flown on the Sabreliner returned to -
.ﬁashinqtcn; D. C., aboard a different FBI aircraft which was full
of luggage.¥® The pilot of the aircraft informed the executive
that the luggaée belonged to Ms. Sara Sessions, that she was
£raveling to Washington, D. ¢C., with the Director and Mrs.

Sessions, and that she was going to continue on to New York.®

L4 Tab A=-44 at 11-12.
ny Tab B-95.

f2
¥



- 103 -~

The pPilot also told hiz that Mrs. Sessions had regquested the larger

aircraft to accommodate Sara Sessions and her luggage.i®

The travel record for this trip indicates that the Director

fﬂissﬁad a check to the FBI for $99.00, dated June 6, 1990, for reim-

" pursement for the cost of Ms. Sara Sessions' travel aboard FBTI air-

gécraft from San Antonio te Washington, D.C.¥¥ No Legal Counsel

”ﬂbivision opinion was located commenting on the propriety of Ms.

Sara Sessions' travel on any FBI aircraft assoclated with this

During his interview, the Director offered a reascn why only

2w
AR

" five people fiew back on the aircraft: "That's probably luggage in

f‘the regr.“m? Thc Director alsec stated that it was possible lug-
' gage belonging to his family was transported‘aboard the first air-
“‘crart, empty of passengers, from San Antonio to Nashville whera it

- picked up an Inspector and flew him back to Washington, D. ¢, W

Mrs. Sessions and Ms. Sara Sessions flaw aboard the aircraft

from San Antonio to Washington, D. C. The presencs of cne of thenm

requiraed that a member of the Security Detail return by commercial

o rpid.

. %  The Security Detail Agent who returned via a commercial
al*line paid a fare of 5175.00 as raflected on his travel voucher,

g/ Tabk A-194_a: 446.
y Id. at 449.
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alrcraft. Accordingly, it cannot be said that both Mrs. Sessicn

and Sara Sessions' transportation was on a "space available" basis.

on Oc"obe.r 27, 1989, the Director and Mrs. Sessions flew
‘aboard an F3I aircrafi from Washington, D. C. to New EKaven, Con-
necticut.® A review of the Director's travel file for this trip
fdisclosed a letter, dated February 3, 19838, from the Hartford

. County Chapter of the Federal Bar Association inviting the Director
‘to speak at a dinner on October 27, 1989.%¥ The letter states
‘;that it waé being sent in accordance with a phone call from Ms.
,x;;Sarah Munford on February 1, 198%. There was.no indication of any
.;'ix;vitation extended to Mrs. Sessions. Heowever, a subsequent lettar
iﬁffzm“i éersénal'friend in Hartford who learned of the Director's

f{appeargnce at the dinner invited both the Director and Mrs.

Sessions to spend the night of Octobker 27 at his residence.W

. Upon their arrival in New Haven, the Director and Mrs.
~£‘Sessions attended a luncheon at The Graduate Club arranged by the

"SAcaotwthu New, Hav.n FBI Fiold ottice and attorwards th. Dircctor

. and Mrs. Sassions Visitad the New Haven Field 0£rica.“3 Afterj
the Field Office visit, they flew via FBI aircraft tec Hartford,

Connecticut, and were driven to the dinner sponsored by <the

& Tab B-97.
W reig.
w o r»id.

u Tabk A-S5 a%t 5.
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Hartford County Chapter of the Federal Bar Association.!¥ puring

the dinner, the Director gave a speech and afterwards, he and Mrs.

 sessions were driven to the residence or— a 'HCB

personal friend/accuaintance of the Director and a member of the

Hartford County Chapter of the Federal Bar Association.l¥ The

- Director and Mrs. Saessions stayed a.t—that '2(()

night . u¥

on dctobar 28, 1589, the Diractor and Mrs. Saessions flaw via
FBI aircraft to Portland, Maine, and the Director dalivered a

- speach during a brunch sponsored by the World Affairs Council of
.Maine.l¥ After the brunch, th. Directer and Mrs. Sunians flaw .. ,
" aboard an FBI aircrafe’ to Pouqhknpnia, ‘Naw"York,™ and wars than~'

driven in an FBI automobile %o Salisbury, Connecticut.l Enrcuta
to SAIisSury, Connacticut, the motorcade was diverted to Vassar
College for an unscheduled stop so tha Director and Mrs. Sessions
could visit the son of an acquairtance of Mrs. Sassions.W¥

Fellowing a visit with the studant at the collegae, the motorcade

Tab A=-96 at S; Tab B=-97.
Tab A-96 at §.
Tab B=9%7.

EEEE

Tabd A~96 &t 6; Tab A=4 a= 18; 7ab B-97,
U rTabl A=36 az 6; Tab A-4 az 4-317; Tab B-37.

uy Tab A-96 a= 6~7; Tak A~-$.

~3

2

~
1]

-



i,

[ na

- 106 -~

. continued to Salisbury where the Director and Mrs. Sessions visited

. )

R

On October 25, 1989, the FBI Agents assigned to protec% the
e birectcr arrived at—residance at 2 predeternmined time

to escort the Director back to Poughkeepsie. However, the resi-

dence was vacant when they arrived and the Director's whereabouts
ieas unknown . 3% 'Exéen‘;iially, ‘the Director returned in the perscnal
:_:;;i‘._'automcbile ot—vacccmpanied by Mrs. Sessions and- \/

-t which time Mrs. Sessions directed FBI Agents assigned
% to .the Security Detail to load firewood into an FBI vehicle.@

"..The Director and.Mrs. Sessions wara then driven in an FBI auto-
" “mobile from Salisbury to Poughkeepsie, where they boarded an FBI
aircraft, which had been loaded with the firewood, to return to

Washington; D. C.

Although an FBI aircraft transportad the Director and Mrs.
Sessions from Portland to Poughkeepsie, the investigation found,
and thae Director concedad, that he did not engage in any official
business while in Poughkeepsia.¥ Moreover, there was no reinm-

bursemnent for this diversion.

w - rpid.

" m¥ - pab A-96 at 9; Tab A-4 at 37-38.
v rak A-96 at 10; Tab A-4 az 33.
i Tab A=-19%4 at 459,
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Another instance in which the Director caused the FBT aircrarss
to proceed from its direct route to another location for his per-
sonal convenience occurred in May, 1991. On Thursday, May 23,
1991, the Director flew via FBI éircraft from Washington, D.C., to
Los Angeles, California.& while in Los Angeles, the Director
gave a speech on Friday, May 24, 1991, before the Town Hall of
California.i¥

on Saturday, May 25, the Director flew via FBI aircraft fron

.’ Los Angeles to Monterey, California <+¢o visit with - -nc)

~.accident and was hospitalized in Monterey.B After visiting the
" hospital, the Director flew via FBI ' aircraft to San Francisco, and
remained. until his departure on Sunday, May 26, 1991,

SAC Held reported that no official business was schaeduled for
the Directer while in San Francisco.i A review of SAC Held's
calandar for the pericd. May 23-26 indicates thae Director was
expected in San Francisco at approximately 1:45 p.m., on the

2%¢h . X' There is no other business noted for the Director on SAC

2 Tab B-154.

nY  rpid. o
‘n¥ rpid.

Ly Tab A-166 az 7.

vy
Bl

Tab A-X67 at attachment p. 2

th
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Held's calendar during the pericd.®¥ During his interview, the
Director stated: "I cannot think of any law enforcement meeting

that I had on Saturday the 25th or on Sunday the 26th,"4&¥

Based.upon cur incuiry, we icdentified several acdditicnal areas

in.whlcﬁ the Directcr s conduct with respect to travel-related mat-

. ters was improper.

During the peried from March 3 - 10, 1988, the Director at-

.tended a conferance in Melbourne, Australia. Tha Diractor flew to

e Malbourno ‘aboard 'a military airc*a:t and was acconpanied by then

QCIA Dirnctaﬁfwillian H. wuhstcr and ‘other officials from the CIA
and FBI. “V On March 10, the Director departed Australia aboard

a ccmmnrcial airc'aft, at a cost of $3236.27, according to the

tcllowinq itinnrary:uﬂ

Traval
Rate Iins Itinazar Status
3/10/88 7:00 pm LV Sydney, Australia ist Class

(Thurs.)

3/10/88 7:120 am AR Honolulu, Hawail

TmY  pab A-194 az 442.
¥  see, Tab B-148.

2 see, Tak B-14%.
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lst Class
(Fri.)
2/11/88 3225 pm AR San Francisco, CA
3/712/288 12:2 gz LV San Francisco, Ca lst Class
{(sat.)

3/12/838 8:09 pz AR Washincton, D.C.

According to the Director's travel itinerary, there was no

official business in either Honolulu, EKHawaii, or San Francisco,

California. The itinerary states that the Director will have "free

time in Honolulu/San Francisco staying overnight." The Director

claimed per diem throughout the travel days and claimed $58.45

lodging in Honolulu and $60.00 lodging in San Francisco.

tive

Federal Travel Regulations and the FBI's Manual of Administra-

Operations and Froceduras (MAOP) state:

When travel is direct between duty points which are separated
by saveral time zones and at least one duty point cutside the
CONUS {Continental United States), a rest period not in excess
of 24 hours may be authcorized or approved when air travel ba-
tween the duty points is by less~-than-first-class accommoda-
tions and the scheduled flight time (including stopovers of
less than 8 hours) exceeds 14 hours by a direct or usually
traveled route * * * ., The rest stop shall not ba authorized
when an employee, for personal convenience, alects to travel
by an indirect route resulting in excess travel time.W

In this instance, The Director travelled by first class accon-

mcdaticns and staved in Henolulu feor agproxizately 25 hours and in
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San Francisco for approxizmately 21 hours. According £o the regula-

tions, the Director was not entitled to a "stopover," since he

travelled first-class, nor was he entitled ¢z lodging in Eonciulu

or -San rFranciscs.@

A similar situation occurred during the pericd frem November
13-27, 1%88. The Director attended the 57th IN‘fE‘RéOL Ganeral
Assembly in Bangkok, Thailand, and the Far East Legal Attache
' Cconference in Sydney and Canberra, Australia.¥  The Director
travelled throughout this txip by ccmmercial ajircrafit, at a cost of
$7,407.10. On November 26, 1988, the Direétcr departed Australia

and travelled according to the following itinerary:i¥

. ., . v e eee P . . “ . Trav.l
Rate - Time —Itinerary Status
11/26/88 7:00 pm LV Sydnaey 1st Class
(Sat.)

11/26/88 7:20 am AR Honolulu, Hawail

11/27/88 2:10 pm LV Honelulu, Hawail 1st Class
(Sun.)

11/27/88 ~ 9:00 pm AR San Francisce, CA

11/29/88 9:15 am LV San Francisco, CA 1st Class

(Tues.)

¥ crab A-181; See, also, Tab B-161 and Tab B-162., Had a
"stopover" been permissible, then, it would appear the Director
would have been permitted to clain the expenses in eithaer Honolulu
or. San Franciscs. He would not be entitled to lodging and per dien
in both places.

Y See, Tab ‘Bw1f0,
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11/29/88 1:35 p3 AR Omaha

11/30/88 1:35 pa LV Omaha via FB3I plane

(wed.)

“+11/30/88 2:05 p3 AR Sioux Falls

v 12/1/88 $:30 a= LV Sicux Falls via F2I plane
.~ (Thurs.)

"12/1/88  10:00 am AR Minneapolis
. 12/1/88 2:30 pm LV Minneapolis via FBI plane

":_‘12/1/38 S:45 pm AR Washing%:n, D.C.

According to the Director's travel itinerary, there was no

ctfic:.al business in either Honclulu, Hawaii or San Francisco, .

Califor:nia. The Direc or claimed per diem thrcughcut the travel
days and claimed $186 04 for two nights lodging (vouchered by a

Securlty Deta:Ll Spac al Agant) in cholulu.m’ In San Franciscc,

the Director resided at the home of a perscnal friend - '7(()

-and claimed no lodging.

The Director travelled by first class accommodations and
stayed in Honolulu for approximately 28 hours and in San Francisco
for approximately 36 hours. According to the pertinent travel
requlations, tha Director was not entitled to a "stopover", since
he travelled first-class, nor was he entitled to twe nights lodging

in Honolulu,i&

¥  Tab B-1S2.

i’  Taph A-181; See, alsc, Tart = . and Tak 2-152. Zven if

a “st c-cve“" were per: ‘ss:.b’e, the Cirectcor weuld cnly have raen
(concinced...)
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The investigation determined that the Director and Mrs.
" Sessions arrived in Paris, Franca, on March 27, 1992 (Fri.), for
;ithe purpese of attanding the INTERPCL Confersence in Lvon, fFrance,
i;on March 30. On the morning of March 28 (Sat.), tha Diraecter and

5;;Mr§.-8essions departead Parls, France, and toured, stopping in Dijen
5?f°f ﬁhi cQaning. On March 29 (Sun.), they departed Dijon and again

_toured, arriving at Lyon at approximataly %:30 p.m. The Diractoer
; attanded functions associated with INTERPOL from March 30 until

' approximately 1:00 p.m. on April 1, when the INTERPOL function
andad, ¥

-

Tn; Director and Mrs. Sessicns toured tha countryside on the
aftarnoon of April 1 and remained in Lyon overnight. On April 2,
they toursd again, stepping in Mculin, for the evening. On April

3, they were transported back to Paris. The Director daparted
. Paris on April 4, enrcute back to Washington, D. C.

A review of the Directer's of2icial travel voucher during this
period disclosed that he claimed par diea throughout his stay in

France. According to his official travel vouchar, the Dirsctor

. 2(,...continuaed)
paraittad to clain expenses in either ¥znslulu or San Franclises.
. He would not ke entitled ta two nights L:dzing in Heneclulu ncs ke
- entitled t3 per dien in boch places.

LY  Tab A=~56; Tadb A=-123; Tak E-.:".
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* claized he departed Paris cn March 28 at 2:00 pP.3a. andéd arrived in

- Lyon, France, at 5:30 p.3. ca the same day. The Director's voucher

;: also clains that he remained in Lyon until 2pril 1, when he da-
7§‘pafted.Lyon and arrived in Paris the sarce day. The voucher clainmed
* full per diem‘of $76.00 per day in Lyon, France, during the pericad
%z March 28-31} 1992, and also claimed full per diem of $32.0C per day
f in Paris, France, during the period April 1-3, 1992. The Direc-or

claired 2/3 day of per dienm in Paris for April 4, 1992.%

During his interview, the Directcr stated he had no official
business,;n eighgr D;jon or x9u;in and~§pent his travel time be-
tween Paris and Lyon touring and sightseseing. During this travel,
" the Director engaged in no official business. The Director alse
stated during his interview that he could have arranged a flight
directly.into Lyon or could have been transported from Paris to

Lyon by train within two hours.®¥

The entire issue of official travel by the Director is cne in

which he takes a passive posture. He often touts that his travel

e/ Tab B=-107.

B  rab A-194 at 478-47%. The Director stated that his
travel expenses to the INTERPOL Conferenca were reimbursed by
INTERPOL and the Diractor endorsed the reimbursement check over to
the FBI. The Director alsoc obserwved that INTERPOL "is more gen-
erous than the Bureau * * * " (Id, at 477=-478). This statement
was made aprarently in an atifempt to jusctify the clains of per diex
for davs on whicH €%e Directsr hazd nec cfficial business. That
INTIRZCL reimbursad the Directar dzes =St altar the fact that he
claim=ed per die= cn davs in which Re was nst entitled To maxe such

a claim kecause he had nc official =zusinsss.,
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is always arrroved by the F3I's Legal Counsel Division, but he
takes no active rcle in ensuring that all of the pertinent faces
are knewn. Moreover, it appears from cur investigaticn that the

Director never takes affirmative action to correct that which is,

cr agpears to be, imprcper.

VIII. USE QF TEE DIRECTOR'S BUSINESS FREQUENT FLYER ACCOUNT

This allegaticn arose during the course of this inguiry, and
was based upon the claim that Mrs., Sessions had improperly used
_mileage from the Director's official frequent flyer account to

travel to the SAC's Conference. During our inquiry into this alle-

rd

frequent flyer accounts used by the Directer. —

- Delta Airlines Frequent Flyer account statements for
Director Sessions, for the period Augqust 31, 1987, through January

had 62,360 miles credited to his Dalta frequent flyer account prior

£5 beconming Director of the FBI.

in Mareh of 1989, 50,000 Dalta Airlines frequent flyer miles were

utilized to purchiase a ticket for Mrs, Sessions to travel to an SAC

b‘-e

e

Conference in Phoenix, Arizona,

Lacal Counsel Divisien (LZ2) had dezar=imad <-a=z Mrg, Sassicns'

D I(¢

A
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trip to Phoenix was for official business.

Uy
()
—70(000 Delta freguent flyer miles were used in
October of1990 to éurchase a ticket and twb‘upgrades' for a trip to
Cali:.'crnia" in,,Dec.efnbyer 1990. AV

In an interview on September 17, 1992,— 7(0)

National Airport, advised that Delta's records reflected that

Director Sessions has two frequent flyer accounts, one for business

and one for personal use. ¥

- e

On' September 27, 1992,-ro§ridéd computer records

for Director Sessions' "business'" Delta fregquent flyer account for
the pericd from July 31, 1886, through Octcker 23, 1890, .
W oto¢ chat on June 28, 1988, Director Sessions had 129,016

miles in his Delta business frecquent flyar account. ©On March 20,

4

1989, 50,000 miles wera deducted from that account.¥® That with-

drawal was just prior to the SAC Confarence in Phoenix, Arizona.

The computaer racords alsoc showad three frequent flyer mileaga

deductions ware made on October 23, 19%0, two for 10,000 each and

Y Tab A-39;°pp. 6-7.

s

Tak A=-28, p2 £-12.

I

Tas A=28, as=achrment.
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_one for 50,000 miles (total of 70,000 miles decducted).®¥ . 7(C§

. ‘dvised that the 50,000 mile deduction was most likely for
“a domestic first-class round-trip ticket.¥

In a statement taken cn September 24, 1992, Ms. Munford stated
:;.’that she had spoken te LCD AD Jeseph R. Davis concerning the pro-
priety of Mrs. Sessions using a frequant flyer award from the
A'Direc or's business account for her own personal transportation to
join the Director at the SAC Conference in Phoenix. According to
Ms. Munford, Mrs. Sessions had missed the F3I plane which had flown
- the Director to the confarence.w with raspac‘c tc the October
' 1990 withdrawal of 50, 000 niles from the Dirnctor s Delta business
trequent flyar account, Ms. Munford recalled that in” Dac.mber ‘of
1990, tha Dirnctc:r recaived a round trip ticxat ‘from Delta Alr-
lines. Ms. Munford advisaed that she belleved the tickat was to he
used to go to California in Decenmker of 1990, but shae bealieved that
the ticket was not used. Ms. Munford stated it was her belief that
the Director did not go to San Franciscoe during Decenmber of 1950
and his daughter, Sara, instead came to Washington, D.C., for the

holidays. Ms. Munford stated sha did not know if Sara Sessions

u Ibid.

. rd, at 2. Mdviud that the date a deduction 7/¢)
is made from an acecsu n indicative of the date of a flight,
and. har racords ware inconplat- with recard to any mileage used
betwean October 23, 1990, and thae prasant. Moreover, tha lack of
a csupon nunter or a ticket nunber made iz ‘.‘:;clsihlc to scata with
ca:':a.i:“:v «=e ramae c¢? thae rassancaer usling the award,

- -

ALAf

Tak A-101, po. 74=76.
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used the Delta ticket for that trip.® Ms.
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Munford had no ldea

- what became of the unused ticket.Z¥

' In an interview on Septamber 25, 1992, AD Davis advised that

neither Ms. Hunford nor Darlene Fitzsirmmons, tha Direczor's sec-

_ retary, contacted him regarding the propriety of using the Direc-
" tér‘s Delta business frequent flyer account to obtain a traval
B award for Mrs. Sessions' use.® AD Davis advised that if that
| é_queﬁtion had been presented teo him he would have advised that it
23 §ould be impropar for Mrs. Sesszions to use the Director's business

L;,traquent flyar account to cbtain air transportation to -accompany

the Director,i¥

In hig intarview on November 5, 1992, the Direscter confirmed
that he maintained a business frequent flyer eccount with
Dalta.i The Director also con?irmed that the account discussed

above was his business account.,W The Directer could not

Tabp A~10l, pp.71-73
Id. at 72.

kK

T&h A-:" p- 1.

W  rbpid. AD Davis noted thaz ailes logged on a business
frequant flyer account must be used for the benefit of the Federal
Govaearnnaent, Morsover, AD Davis poinzed ocut that Mrs, Sessions
files on FBI aircraft on a space avallable basis when she
acccnmpanies the Director. AD Davis advised there is no meney
appropriated in the FEI budyet Zor ¥Mrs. Sessicns' travel.

w Tab A-1%4 az 63.

Uy 4. az 63,

- -
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. specifically recall either the March 1939 withdrawal of 50,000
.milesl®¥ or the October 1990 withdrawal of 70,000 miles. Tne
wﬁoiféctcr stated that he relied on his staff to ensure that his
m bﬁéihess frequent flyer account was used properly.i Moreover,
he indicated that his staff had the authority to access that
account on his benalf.¥¥ Finally, the Director stated that he
had not taken any action te have his staff accecunt for their
actions with respect to his Delta business frequent flyer

account .

i Based upon our inquiry, we found that the Director cannot ac-

f;~ccunt for tha withdrawal of 120,000 miles =- the agquivalent of at

nw W A s et e ve

"% least two first class round-trip tickets within the -continental

United Statas =-- from his business fraquent flyer account with
Delta Airlines.¥¥ Tha Director's response to assert that it is
his staff's responsibility to ensure that the account is properly

> used and maintained is simply uhaccaptabla. It is axiomatic that

W rd. at 74.
W rd. at 80-81.
w  rd. at 77.
u  rpid.

i  rd. at 90-91.

o wy Based upon tha evidenca availatle, it appears that 50,000
miles was used for a first class rsund-srip ticker for Mrs,
Sassions to attend the SAC Confaerance in Fhcenix. wWhile we could
not locate dscumentary evidence ©3 estazlish that Mrzs. Sessicns
used the fraguent 2ller tickaz, thers is nc doub: that shae did
at=and the SAC Cconference in Fhceenix,



_ - 19 -

‘?fhe Director could not delegate his responsibility to ensure that
‘:his business frequent flyer miles are not misused or otherwise
%gquandered. Regardless of what actually haprened to the niles,

their use has been lest to the government. As a result, we nust

csnclude that the Director has been irrespcasible in his managezenz

n gy A ey
W TN L el

£ the frequent flyar account with a.resulting:loss to the govern-
“STent of 120,000 miles.l - | | |

We alsc reviewed an allegation that in preparation for an
;ioversaas trip by the Director in Decembar of 1589, Sarah Munford,
;the Dire;to;'s Special Assistant, made travel arrangements for the

acconmpanying Diréctcr‘# Security Detail Agents and required them‘to
‘book their airline tickets through her. According to thé allega-
i;tion; g;. Munford wanted to handle the travel arrangements in such
a manner that all the travel would ba charged to the Directer's

. American Express Card so that the Director could gat additienal
_é;credit under a frequent flyer program.i&¥

uy It also appears that Ms. Munford falsely represantad that
" she had obtained an LCD opinion that it was propar for Mrs.
Sessions to use the Directer's business fraquent flyer account to
attand the SAC Conferencs. Nevertheless, that fact provides no
excuse for the Director. First, the Director was unaware of Ms.
Munford's represantations until his interview, and second, the
Director could not provide any docuzentation to substantiate the
proper use of thae 50,000 miles. Finally, based upon Mr. Davis'
incerview, it weculd have bean izsrszer £3r Mrs. Sessicns to have
usad tha 50,000 =iles under any cirsunstaincss.,

e Ta> A-

(1}

5, p;' 14-150
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Based upon our inquiry, we determined that the tickets were
charged to the Director's American Express Card. Moreover, the
resulting benefit was not frequent flyer miles but American Exzress
Gizt-Cheques in the amount of $4500.00. We also found that the
Gift Cheques had Lkeen prorerly aczounted for and returned to the

appropriate Bureau cfficials for deposit to the F3I's account.il

IX. SWEETHEART DEAL REGARDING PURCHASE OF E DIRECTOR'S
' RESIDENCE

This allegation arcse during our inguiry. Several individuals
reported that the Director-had recaived scne sort of preferantial
-.treatment in the purchasa of his residence in northwast Washington.
As a result of those allegations, wa inguired into the circumstan-
ces sufréunding the purchasae of the Diractor's residencsa. Tha

results of that inquiry follow.

A raview of public records raflectad that the Directer had

ﬁﬁrchaaad his residence fronm the University of Texas System (UTS).

2(¢)

Y

ing P ered by the Amorican Express
CQmpany that involved the granting of Gift Chequas for travel by
the Director and various othar officials. (Tab A=-62) The banafits
of this promotion were tracked by tha Vouchar and ?ayroll Section
and a series of chaguas, totaling $4¢,500, waere sent directly to the

irace~» in his nane by Amarican IZIxyress Csaxmpany. Aczarding €9
e chagues wers subsaguently endsrsed by the Dirsctor and 7(‘)
Teed in%o the =iscellarecus travel allcwances acszunt ¢ <the
3

F
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.~ the property sold to Director and Mrs. Sessions at -
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Estate, The University of Texas System, was intarviewed regarding

, Washington, D. C., by the UTS. “

handled the sale of the property to the Director.

The property had been begqueathed to the University of Texas
(U.T.) by Judge Mastin G. White. After Judge White's death, the
property was manaced by the executor of the estate, Mr. Andrew B.
White, an attorney in Houston, Texas. The Director, in Decenmbar,

1987, made an unsolicited offer to purchase the praparty‘grom tha
estate tor $350 000. Tha paymant was to ccnsist of a2 $15,000 de-
pcsit, a 5110 000 balance cr dcwnpaymant, and a tirst trust nort-
gage of- 5225 000 ,%¥ Under the tarms of the offer, the purchaser
was to place a mortgage consisting of a fixed rata of 10% per an-~
num, or the prevailing rate at the time of settlement, amortized
over 30 years.i  sSince the UTS was not familiar with the
wWashington, D.C., real sstata markat, appraisals had not yet besn
parformed on the proparty, and with the pessibility of more faver-

Y This offer is consistent with a discussion the Diractor
had with an FBI Agent while the Sesaionsas wc*. initiallv searching

fow sotmg Waghimmioan avaa, ccording t“
e csce:tnd the Sessionsas woileowy..

poge &r's L8 Thay were searching for a rasidencae.
eportad that the Sessicnses' stated financlal linmit was
a"v $225,000 (Tab A-109 atT 12).

eXi=
rr‘“ -t

wy Sae, Tarp E-:11%.

.
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i]able appreciation with the then pending U.S. Presidential election,

‘i the offer was not accepted.X

After the rejection of the offer, the executor and the UTS

,ggagfaad to leasa tha property to the Sesslionses on a short ternm
basis, rrcm apprcximately February, 1988, through June, 1988, for
'$300 per mcnth UY  The property was vacant at the time of the

k{laasa and in need of repair, The property remained under thae

G control of the axecutor until the Sunmer of 1988, whaen it was

turned over to tha UTS.H

Accordinq to a mtmorandum, datad June 23, 1988, the UTS deter-

vl enins i L]

DY SRS o . e . 4 24

“ mined that thn market valuo cf ‘the raesidenca was at laast
) 54oo,oooiuﬂ Mrs. Snssions had renmained in ccntact with the UTS
and she hﬁd indicated that a sales price greater than $35%50,000 for
- thae property might be more than they could afford. X Tha UTS
thcn decidad to offer the property for sale by sealed bids, in part
: to obtain tha proceeds from such a sale quickly.i¥ The memoran-
:* dum further stated that the lease rate of $800 per month was far

bl Tab A~1%52 at 1.
uy Ibid. See, Tab B-137.
Uy Tab A=-152 at 1-2; Tab B-1l1l4.

*uwr  ab B-114 at 1.

h
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- below a conservative market rate of $2,300 per month.Z¥ Thers-

fore, after receiving a $457,000 appraisal of the property, the UTS

offered to sell the resicence to the Sessicnses for the appraised

' price of $457,000.%

The Sessionses rejected the offer and informed the UTS that
under District of Coclumbia law all tenants have the right of first

refusal on any sale of the leased property. The Sessionses waived

Ti”;their'riqht of first refusal to purchasa the property, but main-

%flpackaqes' to 27 different people who had expressad an interest in

“tained the right to submit a sealed bid.®¥ Tha UTS mailed 'bid

" 'bidding on the property.l¥ Howavar, nc bids were racaived for

. the sale of the property.i

By idttnr, dated Dacember 16, 1988, +the UTS informad the
Sessionsas that anothar attampt tc sell the property would be mada
in early Spring, 1989, Furthormore, the Sessicnses' rent would
increase to $1,%500 par menth beginning January 1, 1989, threugh
March 31, 1989, at which time necessary repairs to the proparty

wera expected to have been completed. The letter listed necessary

¥  1d. at 1=-2.
oV rab B-115,
‘W Tab B-116.
W rab 3-1270

iy Tab B=118.
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repairs and informed the Sessionses they could deduct the cost of

repairs up to the amount of the monthly rent.Z¥

On Mav 2, 1989, the UTS listed the property with Shannon and
Luchs Realtors for sale at $449,000.Z By letter, dated May 3,
1589, the Sessionses offered to purchase the property for

5422,000.2F oOn May 4, 1989, a second contract offer was made by

to purchase the property for

\l%ésp,qoo.nghejébﬁtra¢t for $460,000 was accepted and ratified by

-dn behalf.of the UTS, on May 5, 1989.Y The UTS subse-

.géuently notified the Sessionses of the accepted contract and of the

-QSessicnses*'rights of first rafusal. The Sessionses wera also

.
S o mmm— g PEEW MY W e s e T etaem mmwm

“advised that the net procesds to UTS of tha sale to the Washingtons

“would be $430,300.Z¥ As a result, the Sessionses would have to’

match the net proceeds plus the additional $5,000 to cover the re-

¥ Tab B=-119.

' ¢  Tab A-152 at 3; Tab B~120. The listing agreement in-
cluded an addendum which spacifically excluded payment of tha usual
six percant (6%) commission to Shannon and Luchs if the property
wera scld to thae Sessionses. Should the property be sold to the
Sessionses, the UTS agraed to pay a $5,000 referral fes to Shannon
and Luchs and to reimburse them for any advertising and/or cther
actual expansaes, not toc exceed $1,500.

v Tab A-152 at 3; Tab B-121.
.. ¥ ‘rab A-152 at 3; Tab B=-122,

e Tab B=-122A . at_2; Tab A-152 at= 2. Tha difference ketwvaeen
the coneract price and the ret grocaezis was the salas coonmission
($27,600), which was not t= ke agpplicaZle ©o a sale ©2 <le
Sassicnsas, and cne peint ($2,100) whizh UTS had acrsef TS pav.

- - L]
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- ferral fee to Shannon and Luchs, for a net offer of $435,300.1¢

The requirement to match only the net proceeds was approved by the

D.C. Department of Consucer Regulatory Affairs.

e .

"g;§g$§§§§}gqsaé'subsequently notified the UTS they would match

offer and agreed to pay $435,300.W - 2te)

was,surpti§§d‘by tha Sesslionses offer, given thair statad financial

limits. It ﬁas.understandinq that the Sassionsas had )

- unexpectadly come into some extra money either through a family

menber or as beneficiaries of an estatae.lW¥

”A;::carding' ;tf:o'ithn sgttlumnnt étﬁtéﬁex{t, thnA prap:rt; v;:a; ndiﬁ

" to the Sassionses for the contract price of $43%,300.% fThe
'Sta't:mgxi“c" disclosed that the Sessionses obtained a $375%,000 loan
from The ‘Rigqa National Bank of Washingeon. W

In his intarview, tha Direc:tor was questionad about how ha was

able to afford a $4315,000 house. Thae Di.:lc‘:.or respondad that "the

B

Ibid.

E

Tab A-15%2 at 3; Tab B-123.
uy Tab A-1%52 at 3; Tab B-124.

WY  Tab A-152 at 3. There is nc avidence of any substantial
increasa in the Sessicnses incomae or assects.

"W pap B=129 at 2; Tab B=140.

ur Ibid. X eRd@shal? parzant (/2 %) lcan originaction fas
was charsed =2 the Se3siznsas. Thecte Wars nc cha-gyes IIr a lcan

diszaunt,
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;interest rates had coze down, making possible what was not possible

ibefore."f’—” The Director alsc stated that his -res-

‘;":idence. was purchased using the proceeds frcm the sale of his San

Antonic residence and money obtained through a mortgage. The

»'Dirac:c: descrired the mortcage as a 2-year, adjus+table rate morc-

'gaqe (ARM), with an initial rate, he believed, of akout 8 31/4

percent.i¥

f4

<
F

In order to fully understand the financing of this purchase,

Gwe requested, during the Director's interview, that he sign a

release authorizing The Riggs National Bank of Washingten to

'l"provideAinfcr:aaticn about his mortgage. The Director refusad to

" 'sign the release despite his being assured that ' none of the infor-"

(e

,'fmaticz’x:lﬁfhe provided could be used against him in’a criminal prose-"""

cution and that he was required to provide information.¥ As a

ug Tab A=-194 at 122. As explained infra, there dces not

. appear to have been a subkstantial decrease in interest rates during

~the relevant peried.
. ¥ rd, at 122-123.

ny Id. at 484. The Director was informed at the time of his

interview whan he signad an FD=645 form entitled: Waraing and

- Assurance to Employee Regquired to Provide Information, that this
-was an adninistrative inquiry and that he was regquired to provide
information. Furthermors, the Director was advised that neither
his answaers nor any information or evidenca gained by reason of his
answers could ba usad against him in any criminal proceeding, ex-

capt that if he knowingly and wilfully provided falsea stataments or.

information in his answers. During the course of the interview,
thae Director was asked to executa a waiver authorizing The Riggs

National Bank of Washingtap Lo i=#-raation ralating to the
loan he received on the’ roperty. The Director
refused to grant the waiveY,

(cznzinued...)

)
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result, we were unakle to ascertain the exact= terms cf the lcan.
Nevertieless, we have examined the transaction based upon infor-
mation available to us. Based upon that analysis, it acrears that

the Director may have received special consideration from Riggs

- Bank.%¥

We analyzed available interest rates in both 1987 and 1989.
e also examined the Director's Financial Disclosure Reports, as
well as information the Director provided prior to his 1987 con-

firmation hearings. We reviewed the Direc%or's salary and exanined

standards utilized by The Riggs National Bank of Washington to

evaluate real estate loans. Based upon that analysis, we reached

the following conclusions:

(1) The Director's salary did not change batwean 1987 and
1989 . 1

(2) Published interest rates did not change substantially
batween 1987 and 1989.&

(., ., continued)
The Director's refusal alsc raises quastions of potential for
compromise because of tha high security clearances hae holds as part

of his significant responsibilities to combat foreign intelligence
agencies' activities in the United States.

uy! Based upon our investigation, there is no evidence that
the Direc%sar recaived a "sweetheart" dea2l fron the UTS on the pur-
chase price of the property.

Tory

e See, Tab A-15%.

i A

b Saa, Tax A-L£0.
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(3) Given available information, the Direc<or's 1loan was

extraordinary in that it did not meet internal published
requirements of The Riggs National Bank.¥

The Director's salary upen assuming office was $39,500. That
‘salary did not change until February 1, 1990, when i was incr-eased

to $96,600, pursuant to a pay adjustnment made by Executive Order
12698 .0

Prior to his 1987 confirmation, the Director reported to the
‘U.S. Government that at the time of his nomination, his net worth
(i:ctai assets lass total liabilities) was § 141,750.% The

Coa

Director's Financial Disclosures Reperts revaal the following

. I
- - - 2 a s a4 m

l"l;_.maximim total -assats and income:i

Ty T b e - Ve .o

¥  sea, Tab A-192.
%  see, Tab A-157.
3  mal B=-130 at 8.

¥  pecause the forms only require reporting incomae in rangas
(e.g. $101-1000), we have assumed the maximum income for each
range. The information prasented represents the total assat value
raported by the Directer for property owned sclely and/oer Jointly
with Mrs, Sessions and any earned income from the asseats. In
addition, salary and/or consulting fees earned by Mrs. Sessions
ware identified as sources of income; howaver, the amount of income
aarned by Mrs. Sessions derived fron the socurces was not disclosed.
Financial Disclosure Reports are only required to report the total
assets of the Director and Mrs. Sessions as well as the anount of
incone esarned from the assets. Spcusal earned inccre nust ba iden-
tified by source, but ths amount earned by the spcusa is not re-
quired to ke disclosed. During the Directisr's intarview, he naver
assarced that his wiZagl's income woulsld nave substancially increasacd
their tstal incsme.
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Disclosure
Staterent Total Total
—Date Assets Inccme
7/27/872% $ 15,000 $ 4,000
5/05/83% $ 25,000 $ 3,000
o 5/09/89%¥ $ 70,000 § 3,500
' $ 120,000 $ 13,500

4/29 /90

This investigation has not determined the sources of the in-
. crease in assets repcrted in 1959 and 1930. It is known that the

7.: Direetor's father transferred to him common stock in AT&T and Exxon

 Corperation in December, 1989, after the clesing on the Director's

&k Washington, D.C., residence.*®

- e s . G A, R L ) B -

- . - e — — . . - - o e

F?:fhe‘Difectbr(gafépérgééuigéégg aid nSf-éﬁgéﬁanEiélly'éﬁéﬁge.
between isa7 and 1989. Therefore, it appears that the Director's
ability to meet monthly obligations did not increase appreciably
unless Mrs. Sessions' income increased significantly during this

same pericd.

¥  Tab BwlBl‘at 2.
¥’  Tab B-132 at 2.
.. & Tab B-133 at 2.
.  Tab B-134 at 2.

£ pap B-135 a% 2.
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A review of "The Mortgage Rate Char+%," published weekly in the
Real Estate Section of Thae Washington Post, disclosed the following

as the lowest available ncortgage rates for a $375,000 loan:¥

lerds A2/5/87=22/12/87 8/17/B9=8/26/89
30 year fixed ; 10 1/2% + 2 pts 10% + 3 pts ‘
18 year fixed 10% + 1/4 pts 9 3/4% + 2 1/2 pts
1 year adjustablae 7% + 3 1/2 p*s 7 3/4% + 3 pta

According to The Riggs National Bank Real Estata Loan Product

.Profile Manual, dated May 12, 1992, menthly housing expensas of a

borrowar should nct nxcud 28% of nonthly qrcu income &

L RSN

Mcnthly hou:inq nxpenlu conaint of principal, i.ntarut, tax and
innuran’c." {PITI) requirements.® In addition, tha total obli-
gations of a borrowver, o all sources, should not excaead 16% of
gross monthly income.f¥ These percentages ars referred to as the
Debt Sarvica Ratlio (DSR). According to an official with Tha Riggs
National Bank, the DSR percentages in the Manual have not changed
appreciably sinces August 1988 .4

g/ See, Tab A-160.

&  Tab A-192 az 3.
. & rpid..

s pmig. e

'  Tak A-.§1 az 3,
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' Based upcn the rates disclosed in The Washington Fos:t and the
Diruczor’s statesent thas the initial ter=s of the lcan was approx-
i=stely 8 3/4%, the follcwing table shows t:e monthly pavrens which

wouls e required for varicus lcan tyres in the a=cunt cf §155,00

Q

z=cr=ized cver 30 yezrs, pilus the monathly cost of prcorerty taxes

and hazard insurance (taken frz= the Setilement Staterent):
: Monthlv
Principal and Preoper=y Fazard Total
—interess Zaxes insurancs Pavement
S 3,290 $ sos8 S 36 $ 3,894
$ 3,972 S 508 $ a6 $ 4,576
S 2,686 $ 508 $ 96 $ 3,290
s 2,950 $ 508 s 96 $ 3,554

At the time the locan was cbtained, Director Sessions! annual
salary was $ 89,500 per year, or approximately $7,458 gross salary

per month. To evaluate the terms of the Sessionses’

lecan and
compare it to The Riggs National Bank‘'s DSR requirements, an analy-
sis was conducted usingvthe lowest posted rates available during
the menth preceding the August 31, 1989 settlement on the property
as well as the 8 3/4% rate mentioned by <the Directer in his
statenent. Given the available infermation, the Sessionses'

mernthly heousing expenses to incsme ratics would ke as follows:
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¢ 1989 Monthly Housing Exp.
& Tern co Incore Rat
10 % 3884 / 7458 = 52 %
30 yr
9 3/4 % 4576 / 7458 = 61 %
15 yr
7 3/4 % 3290 / 7458 = 44 %
1 yr
8 3/4 % 3554 / 7458 = 47 %

2 yr

Based upon the internal regquirements of The Riggs National Rank,
none of tha loans noted akove would meet eithar the 28% housasheld
expensas to income ratic or the 36% total debt to income ratio

i dn

requirad to approve a loan.¥
.p" O A P A S T T . .. LRI I

In ‘Decanbaer, 1987, the Sessicnsas offered ¢o purchasae the
—propcny for $350,000. As a part of the offer, the
Sassionsas indicated an ability to obtain a $22%,000 loan, at 10%,
or the then pravailing rate, amortized over 30 vears.! The
principal and interest on the loan would have baeean $1,974.%4.
Assuning the same taxes ($508) and insurance ($96) as listaed on the
August 31, 1989% Sattlement scxtnn-;\t, the Sessionses' total meonthly

payment would have been approximately $2,578. Director Sessions'

. .8 wWhile the listed ratios are as of May 12, 1992, thay are
not materially differsnt fron thcsa in effect at the tiz=e e
Dirac=zr chzainéd kis screjage. See, Ti® A~-19%2 ac= .

w T&b 5-136.
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gross annual salary at that time was $39,500, or §7,433
monthly . =¥

The loan anticipated with the original 1987 offer would have
an appreximate meonthly housing expenses-tos-income razio of 34.:2%
(52,5f8/$7,458).9? This loan also would not meet the require-
ments of The Riggs National Bank. ~ However, ‘it is arpparent the
Director's ability to meet the anticipated mortgage in 1987 was

" much better than his ability to meet the 1°28% mortgage.

The $375,000 real estate loan for the purchase was $150,000

more than anticipated in December, 1987, and represented a 67%

- ($150,000/%225,000) increase iﬁvmoréqage debt and, at a minimum, a
' 27% [($3,290 - $2,578) 7/ $2,578] increase in the monthly mortgage,

taxes and insurance payment.

Based upon the foregoing analysis, it is apparent that the
Director cculd> not have met the standard Riggs Bank mortgage
qualification standards unless his wife had substantial additicnal
income or Riggs made an exception to its standard lending prac-
tices. Moreover, the Director's mortgage at Riggs Bank doas not
apoear §n his credit report from the credit reporting agency which

supplies the Department with credit reports in conjunction with

& see, Tab A-157.

'  Even assunming lcwar taxes and insurance based cn oa lcwWar
seiling price, the racio would ta agzrcoxizately 32%.
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 background investications.X¥ The fact that the Direc=or refused

. to provide a release to allow us to substantiate the propriety of
the transacticn with Riggs coupled with the above analysis succests

' that there may indeed have been a "sweethear:t deal" with respect to

- the financing of the purchase of the Director's home.

X, CET OF A 'GOLD" SECURITY XCCTSS BADC KING cE
0 MRS C® SESSIONS ' '

| This issue was based upon an allegation contained in the June
25, 1992 anonymous letter that Director Sessions had ordered that
" his wife, Alice Saessions, be given a building pass and a parking
_ . space .at. FBIHQ without her having obtained the required security

o N s i . e - e CC e . =

The investigation verified that a plastic Security Access
. Control System (SACS) Badgeill with a "gold" background color was

issued to Mrs. Alice Sessions on February 17, 1588, apparently

| pursuant to a Decamber 10, 1987 memorandun from - ‘Z[C)

4¢ This fact further bolsters the assessment that the
Director has made some special arrangezent with Riggs. Clearly, if
the bank reported the Director's mnorzgagas, i1t is doubtful that
othar creditors would extend credit based upon the amount of incone
required to sarvice the mortgage debt.

W Accass to F3IIEQ is czntrslled through the use of a
plastic Security Access Cantrol Sys<en (SACS) badge, which allcws

t2e holder t= entar the building a= wvarisus lecaziens which are

elect=cnically centrcilaed and msnizszes &y sacurlity guards.
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Director Edwin Sharp.?¥ The memorandum set forth Mrs. Sessiens'

desire to have an aczess badge %o "enhance”" her "mission" as wife

of the Director .V

| The "gold" access badge is issued cnly to assistant Direc:teor

%ﬁnd above within the FBI. It permits the holder to gain entry into

ithe J. Edgar Hoover building withecut norzal electronic screening

f@nd further permits the holder to bring visitors into the building

~without even identifying the visitors.¥ The investigation alse

fdetermined that existing guidelines require a completed background

finvestigation before a SACS Badge may be issuad tc an amployee or

_;othefwise authorized badge reciplent.i¥ Tha invesﬁiqaticn

fdiscibééé tﬁatuéﬁefe was no background investigation of Mrs. Alice

‘Sessions.i¥

The investigation also disclosed that arrangements wers made
to enable Mrs. Sessions to park her perscnally owned vahicle in a

-3parking spaca mada avallabla for thae Director's Security De-

¢)

47  Tab A-107 at attachment, p. 7.
& rpid.
4¥  Tab A-107 at 2.

4¥  rd, at attachment p. 1; Tak A-119 at attachnant.
4¢  Tab A-139 -aT- i

ne:
ELI Id., at 2-3.
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provided a ccpy of the December 10, 1987 memorandun whica
requcsted that Alfice Lewis Sessions be issued a SACS Badge for

‘FBIEQ m mcra.ndxm states: "The Director's wife has requested

"'that tb.e Secur‘t; Unit, F2I=Q, issue her a SACS Badge for access %o
Eeadguarters. The Directzsr's wife currently obtains a visitor's
badge from the Security Escort Desk, and her mission as the wife of
the Director would ke enhanced by her having her cwn access badge."

, 'A review of this menoranduxn disclosed that the rezuest was approved

and initialed by AD Sharp.i¥

- -shcwn a copy of the December 10, 1587 memoran-

chn:r. ~Althouqh his J.n:.t:.als appeared on the memorandum md:.catmg

he had prev:.ously seen :.t —m not recall

the Director, Ms. Munford or, as stated in the memorandum, Mrs.

Sessions, asking him to obtain <the SACS badge for Mrs,

Sessions.4¥

The investigation also disclosed a memorandum from the FBI
Security Unit informing Seczirity Unit eznployées that Mrs. Sessions
had received SACS Badge 145%2 with a gold background and that Mrs.
Sessions would be provided parking in the "drive-thru" anytime she
cane toc F3IHQ. This documentation further reports that should

there ke no parking spaces availakle, Security Officers were t2

7). .

2Le)
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- allcw Mrs. Sessions to park on the yellow lines in front of +he

escorT area. In the event Mrs. Sessions should bring visitors into

the building, they were first to go to the ccurtesy escsr: desk and

cbtain Esccrted Visitor (EV) badges and that once Mrs. Sessions

cbtained the EV badges she could escort her gues<t(s)

irnto the

building. 2

some difficulty experienced by  the Security staff when Mrs.

Sessions attempted to gain entrance into FBIHQ, and several

‘alternatives were considered to facilitate her entrance.V -

-discussions with then AD Sharp concerning the

4 ——emae

possib:.lity of securing a SACS Badge for Mrs. Sessions.¥ -

—the Security staff experiencad

certain difficulties with Mrs. Sessions becausa of her tandency to

forgat to carry her SACS Badge and her notion that individuals

accompanying her should gain entrance to the building unchal-

2 Tab B-13.

& rd. at 2, elieved this matter was
discussed with FBI's o . coapn——ln (LCD) and that LCD ul-

tinately approved providing a SACS Badge to Mrs. Sessions (Ibid.).
A raview cf records and interviews wizh perzinenc F3I ofZficials in
the LCD failed ta idantify any infzrmacisn that LCD counsal was
zzughs cr ckctained *aca::irg M-s. Sessicns' racelst of a SACS dadge
(Tax A=~24; Talk A=34; Ta:D A-T79).

."‘f -advised that in early to mid-1988 he was aware thera had been

e
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nunber of others involved in the Security Unit staf®, that this
situation posed a security hazard kecause Mrs. Sessicns csulé te
taken hostage and explosives could be driven into the building,

undetected by the Security staff.4¥

Investigation further determined that a special access code is

utilized to gain access to the Director's suite of offices on the

l::{ﬂ-advised that Mrs. Sessions once insisted

i ' that"she be given the access code to the Directer's inner office.

‘_eferred the request to Ms. Munford
‘-thé.t;nrs. Sessions was not allowed to have the special
" access ‘code.9! ﬁéweve‘r}‘—ug" Hunford

ccntrolle;.d‘ the names of the individuals who raceive this access

code and he has determinad that Mrs. Sessions' name is on that

list.a¢ ~

In har September 25, 1992 interview, Ms. Munford denied having
any involvement in Mrs. Sessions receiving a "gold" SACS Badge.®

She statad she did not realize Mrs. Sassions had such a badge until

ey Tab A-3 at 2.

ay Tab A-3 at 2; Tab A-6 at 23; Tab A-121 at 16-17.
a¥y Tak A-39 at 8=9.

S
.

49¥  Tab A-107.ac

ey Tab A=-101 at

(% ]

™
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f; she mentioned it, pcssibly in connecticn with Mrs. Sessions' keing
P queried about the matter by author Ronald Kessler.f¥ Ms. Munford
} also denied having any role in issuing the access ccde to the

' Director's inner offices to Mrs. Sessions. She stated that it is

the responsibility of FBIZQ building security and sucgested that

"+ they provided the code to Mrs. Sessions.2?

g

Based upon the investigation, we found no evidence to support

the allegation that the Director ordered that his wife be given a
i?‘gold SACS Badge. He did, however, become aware of the situa-

tion,2¥ put he took no action.i Moreover, <this is another

axample of the Director's acquiescing in a special benefit for his

i wife which would not be available to the spouse of any other FBI

y— “ -

" employee.
XI. DRIRECTOR'S OFFICE CABINET AND REDECORATION OF THE DIRECTOR'S
OFFICE

The June 25, 1992 anonymous letter alleged that Ms. Sarah W.
Munford, the Direcﬁcr's Spacial Assistant, ordered the FBI Labora-

tory Division to handcrafé a custom cabinat unit for the Diractor's

8y Id. at 24.
2y Tab A=-101 at 24-25.
Q¥ Tab A-194 at 280.

4Y  rndeed, the Director would net even statg his opinien

recgarding whether or nct he kelieved issuing tha gold'SACS badge €2

is wife was proper: ~-The Direcz=zr laii the blame tTo the stall anc
denied any personal rasgensibkilicy (Id. at 281).

-~ -
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’.Otfice and that this project was accomplished at the cost of sev-—
- eral thousand dollars, causing the delay of other more important
v{,prcjects. In addition, the ancnymous letter contained allegaticns

A? regarding the Director’s having his office redecorated. In light

of these zllegations, we conducted an inguiry.

Based upon the ingquiry, we found that the Bureau's Laboratory

ivDivisicn raceived a Speclal Procjects Work Order dated September 13,

11992, reguesting that the Structural Design Unit (SDU), Special

Projects Section (SPS), Laboratory Division "construct all cabinets

5 and other items according to attached plans."¥ The form
- specified that the project be coordinated with Ms. Munford, who was
VggfalSé"the requesting official on the form. The work order was
j;;acéep€§d/aﬁé"abpiobed by the SDU Assistant Secticn Chief “and
?ﬁ referred‘ﬁa the SDU Unit chief, who assigned the actual task of

constructing ‘the cabinet unit to one of the Unitis Visual

Information Specialists (VIS).

This project was in the planning stages prior to the data the

Work Order was issued. The plans for the cabinet were drawn by a

Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) assigned to the FBI Acadeny and are
dated August 8, 1989.2Y 1In addition, records raviewed during the

course of this investigation disclosed that a meeting was held on

August 28, 1589, between Ms. Munford, - General ‘}{C)

47  Tab B-d44 az 1-2.

11 -
4Y. Tap B-4S5, pp. 3-%.
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Services Administyation (GSA), and the SDU Assistant Unit

Chief. &

On November 6, 1989, the assigned VIS and a helper went to the
Director's Offica to take some necassary neasurements for the cab-
inet unit. The VIS was told by Ms. Munford that he should not
bagin tha project yet as thaey ware looking intc the poaaibilitonr
utilizing an outside vendor for the project.4¥ oOn December 13,
1989, Ms. Munford was contactad by the SDU regarding the projace,
- at which time shae advised that the SDU should obktain cost compar-
~ iscns from outside vendors.4¥Y oOn December 14, 1989, the SDU
- chief contacted a retired FBI imployn,_ to obtain an
‘ 'es_tinit_n, and, on Dacembar 15, 1989, tha SDU Chief contacted a

at ~ Commonwealth  Technolegy, Inc., for an

estimate On Daecanbar 21, 1989 and December 29, 1989,

respeactively, the SDU Chief received estimates trcm—

for $10,0000 and from Ccmmeonwealth Technolegy, Ins., for

$27,562,.2¢ -adviud, howaver, that he was not

interasted in the job.#¥

2  Tab B-47.
4Y rTab B-48 at 2.
2  rpid,
& rbid.

. A see, Tab B=49.
4 See, Tab B-31,

4  walb B-48 az 2.

e[}

v
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Ms. Munford was advised of the receipt of ocutside estimazes,

gand she was told that the SDU could complete the project at an
. .5}.;’ :
- ;estimated cost of $10,250.2Y The time reguired was estimated to

Bt

_be six weeks and 400 labor hours and the cost of materials would be

,ﬁss,ado.ﬁy on January 5, 1550, the SDU was instructed that work

hould begin on the project on Monday, January 8, 1950.%Y The
: 5as$igned VIS_raquested that another VIS assist him on the project.

Work on the Director's cabinet unit began as requested.

' On March 23, 1990, Ms. Munford visited the SDU to inspact the
work to date.® She commented favorably on the project.®¥ Ms.
;qixunfofd.inquiréd as to the completion date and was told that the
5?%&ssigned VIS would have to contact her wifh that information. On
" March 28, 1950, Ms, Munford returned to the SDU with the Director
ﬂtho expr?éséd his appreciation for the work thus far completed, and
'f;he commended the VISs for thair workmanship.® Ms. Munford again
ggiinquired as to the conpletion date, and the Director apparently

_#'gently scolded Ms. Munford saying that you cannot rush a

" craftsman.y

«v See, Tab B-52.
4  rbid. '
ay See, Tab B-51,

a Tab B-54 at 1,

.8 rpid.
4 rpid. e

a8 Tab A=-41 as 7.
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The completed cabinet unit was installed in the Director's

Office between April 17, 1890, and April 30, 1990. The cost of

_ constructing the cabinet unit for the Director's Office was

;g;' 35,429.50 in materials and $18,049.18 in labor for a total cost of

fﬂsizj;na.sa.ﬂ’ A total of 892 hours was axpended on this project

by technicians in the SDU.&

sopre

The primary nissicn of the SDU is t2 provide investigative
% support to the field.% This mission includes such projects as
“ building the Strategic Information Oparations Centar (SIOC) at FBI

. Headquarters, field office command centars, and Bureau "“lookouts!

which are utilized in the furtherance of Bureau c:ininalfand secur-
L ity investigations. Secondarily, the SDU builds and maintains
trial :godiis,"l-‘ar Headquartars exhihits, and special exhibits for
the field., While no intarvievea advised of any delay in the
complation of deadline work as a rasult of the assignment of this
project, it wvas acknowledged that some secondary projects of highar
prio::ity than the Diresctor's cabinat did suffer delays.iV The

assigned VIS's dedicated 458 and 412 hours, respectivaly, to the
projact. i '

#V Tab B=44 at 2.

u¥ rbid. The total cost in hours expended dces not include

tima expsnded by the Quantico SSA who originally designed the
cabinat unit.

. Y Tab A~82 at 3; Tab A=17 at 3; Tib A-4l at 9,
W Tab A-17 ae- 4.
A& rad B-$4 a2,
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o Based upon the allegations in the June 25, 1992 ancnymous
B letter, we examined the cuestion of whether the Director's redec-
! }: craticn of his ofZice exceeded the csncressionally mandated linit

of $5,000.

A January 3, 1922 memorandum from Stephen R. Colgate, Deputy

Assistant Attorney General, Justice Management Division, to Execu-
tive/Administrative Officars, Department Components, reminded the
addressees of limitations on expenditures for Presidential appoin-

tees' offices.d The memorandunm references GSA bulletin FPMR D-

222, daﬁedirebruary 16, 1990,% which addresses limitations on

v‘*expanditures -for  Presidential 'appointees' offices. That GSA
'-“builetin iﬁ turn references an earlier GSA bulletin, FPMR D=-215,

*éaéeé quusf“ls,'19§8rfwhich“remind;d'all“agenciﬁs that Congrass
) * had included in various continuing resolutions a prohibition on the
‘ expenditure of more than §5,000 for ravovation, remodeling, fur-
nishing, or radecorating the offices of Presidential appointaes.
Bulletin FPMR D-222 notes that the Treasury, Postal Servica, and
Ganaral Governmant Appropriations Act of 1990,4Y continued the

restriction contained in. prior law that "Ageancies and Departnments

may not obligate or expend in excaess of $5,000 to furnish or redec-

orate, or to purchase furniturs or make izprovements for Presiden-

. tial appointees' offices. * * * Advanca notification and exprass

&Y see, Tab B-79.
4/  Tab B-30.

4  Puk. L. 101-136, 103 Sta=. Ti! (1939).
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approval by the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations are

-reguired where the expenditures will exceed the $5,000
E;limitation."ﬁg

on September 28, 1992, Harriett Fisher, Acting Assistant
Directcr, Facilities and Administrative Staff, Justice Management
Dzvision, confirmed that at the time the Director's coffice was
redecarated there was a $5,000 limitation placed on the furnishing

and. redecarating of Presidential appcintees' offices and that

’;advance approval of the House and Senate Appropriations Committaas

: was necessary in order to exceed that limitation. Ms. Fisher also

R advised that the Ccmprehensive ‘Crime Control Act of 1984, Public

- bt oepl

Law 98 473, set tna §s, ooa limitation.ﬁp Those limitations and

co A gem - Wt ey e s [ TN N ey
%

':contingancias are the same as thosa‘containad in tha Truasuryf

Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Act of 1990,

.~ referenced above.il The GSA bulletin advised that the Treasury,

' Postal Service, and General Governmaent Appropriations Act of 1990,

_ changed the previous language by making the limitation appllcablae

for the duration of each Appointee's ter: of office.i

4¢  Tap B-80. The 1990 law changed the existing restriction
by removing the words "rancvata" and "remodel." Thus, the restric-

-~ ¢ion in effact at the timea the Direczor's office was radecorated
Y was more strict. The 1990 law alsoc mada the $5000 limitation ap-
. plicable for the duration of tha appcintea's tarm of office.

&'  Tabp B=-81.
. .4 sea, Tab B-81; Tab B-82.
4%  sge, also, Pub.L. 100-44C, § €4, 102 Stat. 1721, 17%4

1
(1988); Fub.L 101~-136, § 614, 103 sStat.783, 819 (l989). Taks B~l46
and B-14S5, resgectively.
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The investigation disclosed that the Director's Office and

‘attendant areas were fully refurnished and redecorated between
‘iAugust 15, 1989, and September 14, 1990. New furniture, including
yzthe custom-built cabinet, window treatments, wallpaper, pictures,
'“?and"plants were purchased for all areas at a total cost of
ihss?,o73.55;; With regard to the Director's immediate office, which
s the only space to which the limitation applied in 1983%=-1930, the

ost was $37,587.18. The investigation alsc ravealed that no

i approval was reguested from or granted by the appropriations

;ﬁcommittaes for these expenditures.¥

The investigaticn produced ccpias of the original Purchase
1i0rders tor Supplges or Servicas (form 3 512), and corraspcndinq"'
i;RequiSLtions for Supplias and/cr Equipment (?D 369) dated fron
i;August 15, 198%, through September 14, 1550, pertaining to the
. Diractor's oOffice.®l This documentation includas the requisition
* and purchase of furniture used in the redecoration and refurnishing
fiof the Diractor's Offica suite and attendant areas. The following

© items were purchased for tha Director's immediate office:

“y Tab A=54 a=.1; Tab A-24a; Ta: A-53a.

1Y Sea, Taks 3-%§ through B-76, insluslive.



Date Iotal ITten
<A 915900 9/18/89 $ 1,680.40 sofa
A 915899 9/18/89 $ 1,092.00 fabric for sofa
. A 915898 9/18/89 $ 3,403.83 wing and side chairs
“.. A 9185397 v 9/18/89 $ 1,013.00 fabric for chairs
A 004575 €/6/90 S 535.00 entertainment center
A 004478 4/2/90 s 389.00 pictures
A 004480 4/2/90 3 408.00 pictures
A 004475 4/3/90 S 277.%50 plants
Total $ 8,798.58 - '

The investigation alsc examined documentatien regarding the

purchase and installation of draperies and wallpaper in tha Director's

office.4 wWe also reviewed bills submitted for payment by Yardstick

.Interiors of Georgetown. Tha following information was obtained from

those doCUMBNES T ™ b W vaim mmemn ¢+ e L L L gee e

" Mk sm h me KA. SE e - - : m toa m - w4
o s ou - . e

. Director's Office draparies $ 6,479.92
S wallpaper $ 230,00
& rotal | $ 6,709.92

The grand total of the above expsnditures, including the
custem=built cabinet, is $37,987.18.4

4  Tab B-77; Tab B-78.

4/ The purchase orders and requisitions described above
include only furniture, draperies, wallpaper, pictures, and plants.
This figure does not include the czs= ¢f installing the wallpaper.
Thae total installation cost of $3,767.00 for the Dirsczor's entire
cfficea suite could not. be broken dcwn ty specific office area so ve
couléd not datar=ire a ccst for the Cirscteor's ilmmedliate offlice.
Acceordingly, we have not included any wa’lpaper installation cos<
in ocur calculaticens.

e W, e I T T
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Tlc)

Adninistrative Services Division (ASD},

Insnec*cr-in—c‘xarge J’chn E. Collingwood, Congressional Affairs

orzice. (20, - a5 Y -

XASD, advised that there was no official recuest by

the A"Direct:':r's Office or the FBI to the Commitiees on
Apprcnrlatn.ons of the House "and Senate to exceed the $5,000

lz.nitation placed on the refurnisning and redecorating of the

Dixector' s Office.

: In his interview, the Director stated that he was involved in
the decision to redecorate his office.® 1In addition, he had a
general recollection of some "1imit on the amount of tunds that
could be expended on redeccration,iﬂ’ however, consistent with the
Director 3 method of operation, ha tcok no action himself and
ralied upon his staff, principally Ms., Munford.¥ In this
particular instance, given the obscurity of the limitation pro-
vision, we are willing to accept the assartion that the staf?
should have been awara of the limitation and sought the appropriate

approvals., Neverthelass, we do believe that the Director had the

44  map A-194 at 286.
=Hy Id. aw 291.

o Id., at 292-2%1.
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responsibility to raise his concerns to ensure that the F3I and the

Department remained in compliance with the law.

<« S

It was alleged in the June 25 1992 -anonymous letter that the

Directcr had

b — e il L e e e amlwl . w -

Based upon our investigation, we determined that in 1589, a
-decision was made by the Departnent to enhance then Attorney
General Richard Thornburgh's personal sacurity in light of intal-

ligence reports that U,S, Governmant officials were being targated

for assassination.i’ oOne result of the security enhancements was

47 1t is somewhat ironic that the Director insists that his
staff frequantly contact the Lagal Counsel Division to obtain a
lagal opinion that ha does not have to reimburse the FBI for Mrs.
Sessions' travel on board the FBI aircraft, but he made no such

‘spacific requast with respect to the expenditura of a considarable
sum to redecorate his office.

.4 Tab B-1 at 2.
4y Tab A-128-at 2,



- 120 -

The investigation determined that the plan to purchase- 7(q
h

on security concerns and was not requested by the Director,ZV

2V oTab A-85 at 18; Tab A-128 &t 2~-3,
oy

Tab A-85 at 18; Tab A-128 at 3.

oy Ibid.
¥ rpid.
ay Tab A=-128 at 4,

a¥  rbid.
made through an
Agencvy (CIA) had




Tab A-128 at 4.
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The total cost for
wvag $183,890.4

'  Tab A=-184 at 1.

%  rpid. ‘
i rbid.

W 1d. atv 2.

®y See, Tab A=191.
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Bagad upon this inguiry, we have detarmined that the alle-

gation that the Director was impermissibly involved in tha procure-

-is without marit. Thera is no evidanca that -the Diractor was

involved in the dacisien to purchau—

wa have alsc detarained that there was no nis-

Tab A-194 at 63.




XII. CONCLUSION

Based upon the findings of the investication, we conclude that

the Director is entirely inconsistent in his actions with respect

"to accepting the aince of the Bureau's professionals. First, he
accepted'the advice of his Legal Ccunsel when following that advice
would permit him to aveid the payment of taxes for gnvérnment-
provided home-~to-work transportation. However, he disregarded
Legal Counsel's instructions to follow prescribed procedures re-
garding possession of the official weapon, procedures which Legal
Counsel told him were required to validly assert the exemption.
Then, despite his knowing failure to abide by those procéduras, he
utilized his possession of the weapon to claim an exemption from

federal income tax on the value of his government=-provided home-to-

work transportation.

Second, with resvect to the governzenct-preovided fsnce for his
residence, the Directsr rajectad the advizca of not cnly F2I exterts
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regarding the tyre of fence which would enhance his security, but
also rejected the advice of his own expert who was specifically

selected because he knew of the Sessionses' lifestvle and habits.

' The Director then embarked upon a plan to refuse to approve any

security enhancements to his residence until he was able to obtain

the type of fence he wanted. Only then dld he consider

-y —— o —e r———s v —— O —— i — ey i bl = Ak s WPy bt e b - -

improvements to the alarm system even though he had known from fhe
outset that the existing alarm system was inadequate. In addition,
he complained in his interview of the delays that occurred in
obtaining the needed security upgrades at his residence when it was
his refusal to accept the advice and recommendations of his

protessional.;starr that caused the dalayu The result was a

manipulaticn cf the Bureau's prccasses tc secure a fance which met

-

the aesthetic desires ot his wife, but which actually raduced tha
level of security at the residence. The Director compounded the

problem by insisting that{guRe

even though he had been advised that

"

He further rejected the advice of his professionals by

refusing to allew the government-provided security alarm to alert
diractly the FBI. Rather, the alarm sounds at a private company
and the FBI is called aftar the company notifies the D.C. Police.
Even then, the.call is made to the FBI switchkoard and not the

F3I's eguivalent of the Command Center.

ra—

c—
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Third, the Director disregarded the advice of both the chiaf
of his Legal Counsel Division and the head of his Security Detail
;- and allowed numerous unauthorized passengers to ride in his offi-
cial limousine. The result was an increasa in the government's
liability exposura and a dacraasa in the lavael of sacurity afforded

the Director. In addition, tha Director tssk no action tc ensurs

G S—— e S W S 6 e e pemam s Sl b gy an % e s B (L g —— A )

that his wife was not lmproperly transported in gevernment vahicles
aitﬁer in the Washington, D.C. area or while travelling elsawhara.
When questioned about the propriaty of allowing unofficial passen-
4 qirs o ride in the linousine, the Diractor placed tha rasponsibil=-

ity for any viglationt on the Sacurity Datail bgcaus. they did not
tall him it was imprepnf.

S s eca

LU 7Y

Fourth

“« ase - .

' thu.birnctor found no 1hpr§;;£;ty in hii‘t;anaportinqk
two assantially unknown Socviats in his official limousine to a bal-
let parformance without checking with the Bureau's foreign counter-
intnlliqcncc professionals to ensure that the individuals wvere not
the subject of official intarest. In addition, the Director failed
to roboqnizc the appaarance problem creatad whan his wife entered
inte a financial relationship with the Soviets which involved the
exchange of an envelopa of cash and when he thereafZter instructed
the Bureau's Lagal Attache in Paris to facilitate those Soviets'

transit through the Paris airport because of visa or other entry
prehlens.

Shmar g ira s

VN

- —
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Fifth, the Director was oblivious to the appearance of inpro-

priety resulting f£ron his official travel to locations where he had

family. The freguency alone of such trips suggests their real pur-

4 pose was for personal visits. This suggestion is reinforced by an

j  analysis of the events attended which demonstrates that many were

arranged after the Director dacidad to visit.

- = g e

The rasult was

L Rl L
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craft primarily to accommodate his perscnal desires at no cost to
hiﬁ; limited official activitizs were invelved. It is notaworthy
in this regard that the Director made the decision %o acpeptlor
reject speaking enqaqamcptswqttqn.without cbtaining the advica of
the Bureau's profeasianéls. When he sought a Lagal CQunéal cpinién
for a particular trip,'tha critical issua was not tha potantial
| impropriety of the trip, eithar actual or aﬁparant, but whethar
raimbursemaent was raequiraed for his wifa's travel. Moreover, thara
is avidance that thae facts provided to Legal Counsal were tallorad

to achieve tha dasired finding that Mrs. Sessions' travel was per-

missible on a non-reimbursable basis,. 2V

Sixth, the Director has not adequately safaguarded and
accounted for frequent flier miles earned on official travel. He
placed all of the blame for the way his official frequent flier
awards were usaed on his staff. He took no indapendent action to

ensure that his staff handled the awards prcgarly, and he would not

&'  signed, sworn statement cZ Assistant Direcsor Sosagh R,
Davis datad Ncvenlker 24, 1862, ax 4

- -

transportation for the Director and his wife in a government air~eh"h

-
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accept responsibility for any apparent misuse of the awards on the

ground that that was his staff's responsibility. Moreover, he

would not exercise his own judgment regarding the propriety of
"+ using an award for travel for his wife. As a result of his failure
to exercise his responsibility to oversee his staff, the government

i-__lest & the equivalent of at least two round-trlp flrst class _kickets

b eezee . s — 4] W 0 oy, Y Bt e =

7. for air travel within the contiguous United States.

vSeventﬁ; it would appear that the Directeor has obtained a
finéncing arf&ngament for his residence from Riggs Bank which is
unlike th;t offeﬁgd to the general public. .. . Moreover, he has
exacerbated the apparent impropriety by refusing to provide the

. Department with legitimate access to those financial records which
would establish or refute the bona fide nature of the transaction.

As a teéult, based upon the available evidence, there is an ap-

. pearance that the Director has received special treatment from

Riggs which results from his position as Director of tha FBI.

Eighth, the Director. acquiesced in the issuance to his wife of
a pass to the FBI building which was not providaed t¢ the spouse of
any other FBI employee, which permitted her unrestricted access,
including the intfcduction of unescorted visitors, without her
having the required security clearances. This acguiescence re-
sulted in a reduction of the level of security at the FBI building.
This is another exanmple of the Directcr's refusing to act in the

face of actions which he should have kncwn were ccntrary to ac-
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‘ﬁg cepted practice and contrary to good security, but which would re-
% strict his or his wife's personal activities.

' Ninth the Director did not obtain the necessary congressional
approval required when he redeccrated his office suite at a cost

which exceeded by almost, elght. tlmes ghe authcrlzed llmlt of

— e g e n . i

$5 OOO. There is neo evidence that the Dlrector sought any oplnlon

;frcm Leqal ‘Counsel bercre the redecoration project was begun, even
‘tﬁcugh he had a reccllectlon of some upuer limit on such expendi-
Ltﬁras and even though he seeks advance opinions from FBI Legal
_CEunsel whenever he wants to ensure that he will not have to

~~raimburse the gcvernment for his wife's travel aboard an FBI

gaircgaft.

}; . Finﬁlly, ﬁaken togetper, the Director's actions and inacticns
i _Qiﬁh'raspact to gquestions of propriety or the appearance of impro-
» :priety ravaal a disturbing subordination of such considerations to
‘”tha parscnal conveniaence of the Director and his wife. Moreover,

ii_ hc avoids rasponsibility for his actions by professing to rely on

others to tall him when he should or should not do something. 1In
fact, in his interview, the Director repeatedly asserted that if
any impropriety resulted from his actions or inactions, it was not
his responsibility because he expects his staff to tell him when he
* is.acting improper;y.ﬂy In his view, if staff did not tell him any

, $%  sea, Tab A-194 at 59, 63, 70, S0, 248-249, 258, 261, 281,
292-293, 305, 315, 318, 330-332, 335-22§, 338, 363, 391, 425, 438,
" 448, 457, 474, 477.
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have been sanctioned by an "independent" review,
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particular action was improper, he is absolved of responsibility.

Indeed, the Director appears to subscribe to an exceedingly

' strained ethical standard: he exercises no independent judgment and

absolves himself of responsibility through his reliance on others.

'iﬁhaneyar, however, it is to his advantage to claim that his actions

C et mmose o w ame me—eet

he does sgo.
R i e e e L K E AR ST S y— s Cmee e, e w -

Yet éhen the independent raview.does net produce tﬁé-aesifed.;pin4
ion, he seaeks another térum until he finds an acceptable answar.
This practica was demonstrated in conjunction with the Director's
trip to Atlantic City to aétcnd A parformance of the Bolshol Ballet
as th; "guait"_of the Russian ambassador. When the Director socught

the advice of his professional staff, both Assistant Director Wayna

gi;bqrt who‘h.;dt‘tho Bureau's Intelligence Division and Associate

Deputy.Director Doug Gow racommanded against the trip. In thae faca

of his staff's raecommendation, he contacted Saecretary of Statas

_Eagleburger. When the Secretary of State did not object, Diractoer

Sessions made the decision to go on the trip. This is in direct
conflict with the Director's statemant during his interview regard-
ing his staff's advice: "If they say it, I do ig, e

w The Director has made the claim that the FBI's Laegal
Counsel Division reviews all of his travel. Assistant Director
Davis, in his signed, sworn statenment datad November 24, 1592,

- speacifically stated the Directer's claims that Legal cCounsel

reviaws 2ll of his travel "is not an accurate statement" and AD
Davis has "parsonally reainded the Director that LCD has not pro-
vided opinions on all of his travel.”

i Tab A=-194 at 457.
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These actions of Director Sessions are not, in our view,
:;onlistcnt with the high standards the Department ‘expects of its
iprincipal officears. The Director's conduct is also inconsistent
gwith that expected of the head of the nation's premier law enforce-
vmunt agency. Moreaover, the Director's actions tend to bring
‘disraap.ct upon the Department in vioclation of the Standards of

—,.r;wxwu..u- MU s sy ens e o i, L w NN w7 p N e THE 5000 B s ¢ it Db 4T et e e S e B AT LU RS

c::nduct. Finally, the Director's refusal to cooparate with the

'a.d.ministrativ. inquiry is virtually identical to conduct which has

routinaly resulted in disciplinary action against othar employaes

fot the FBI.
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Professional Responsibility

(g sleps

January 26, 1993

TO: Stuart M. Gerson
“Acting Attorney General

FROM: Michael E. Shaheen Jr.
Counsel”

SUBJECT: Chrohology of FBI Director Sessions'
Investigation

Attached is the chronology you requested.
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1993

1993

1993

1993

1993

1893
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The Attorney General makes a final
decision on the OPR investigation,
and he sends a memorandum to the
Director reporting his decision and
directing the Director to take
specific action

The Attorney General advises OPR that
he has made a final decision on the
OPR report, and he directs OPR to
prepare a copy of the report for the
Director and to provide it to him by
January 19

The Attorney General delegates to
OPR the discretion to release the
OPR report

A copy of the OPR report is dis-
patched to the Director and his
attorney at 10:30 a.m.

OPR releases the redacted report to
the FOIA requester, along with
Attorney General Barr's memoranda,
at approximately noon

OPR makes a public release of the
redacted report along with Attorney
General Barr's memoranda at
approximately 3:00 p.m.
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Attached is a proposed partial denial response to Robert Lee Gill, Jr., anfl a résponse to ;g ‘* %5
concerning their request for consultation. OIP referred six documents to OPR for consultation and
14 documents for OPR review and direct response concemning Mr. Gill’s request for records
pertaining to former FBI Director William Sessions. The requester is a third-party requester and did & ,é
not provide any written release authorizations from the subjects of the records referred to OPR by
OIP.

For the 14 documents referred to OPR for review and direct response, I determined the 0
following: 1) OPR’s report of investigation, document #7, (redacted version) is the Department’s
official version authorized for public disclosure. This report was first disclosed to the L.A. Times
on January 19, 1993 (a copy is in the FOIA file folder). Information on pages 63 and 64 was j
originally withheld pursuant to Exemption (b)(7)(A) and other exemptions. 2) Documents #8, #9,
#11, #14, #16, #19 and #20 have not been previously disclosed either directly to the public or //( L,/
through the FOIA. 3) Documents #10, #13, #15 and #17 contain no exempt information. 4) :
Document #12 is a report that originated in FBI/OPR and contains information that is outside the
scope of the allegations of misconduct discussed in OPR’s report of investigation. /Q Zt

7

I recommend that OPR should inform Mr. Gill that records pertaining to investigations of L
professional misconduct are maintained in a Privacy Act system of records and that he is being
provided access to that information which the FOIA requires. Access to any additional information
would require written release authorizations from the subjects of those records. I recommend that
OPR should inform Mr. Gill that OPR is releasing four documents in full, two documents in part,
one document is a duplicate, another document is being returned to OIP for referral to the FBI and
is withholding the remaining information, including six documents in their entirety, pursuant to
Exemptions (b)(2), (b)(5), (b)(6), (b)(7T)(C), (b)(7)(D) and (b)(7)(E). In addition, I recommend that
OPR should inform Mr. Gill the redacted OPR report is the Department’s official version authorized
for public release. Also, I recommend that OPR should advise Mr. Gill the information on pages
63 and 64 of the report was originally withheld pursuant to Exemption (b)(7)(A) as part of open law
enforcement proceedings. While that exemption is no longer applicable, OPR is withholding that
information pursuant to Exemptions (b)(7)(C) and (b)(7)(D). Furthermore, I recommend that OPR
should withhold information concerning internal personal rules and practices of an agency,
deliberative information, personal privacy information for both law enforcement and non law
enforcement purposes, information that would reveal the identity of confidential sources, and
information that would reveal law enforcement techniques or procedures.

With respect to the consultation request, I recommend that OPR should advise OIP of the
following: 1) That OPR has no objection to the release of OPR information contained in document
#1 and that OPR defers to OIP regarding the remainder of the information in the document. 2)
Document #2 should be withheld in its entirety pursuant to Exemption (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C) as this
document is a submission by subject’s attorney and reflects the subject’s views and opinions of the
OPR report of investigation. 3) That document #3 is a chronology of the Department’s deliberative
process with respect to the post-investigation disciplinary process. OPR should recommend that
specific events in the chronology as it relates to OPR’s role in the disciplinary process, except for
the OPR report, should be withheld pursuant to Exemptions (b)(5), (b)(6) and (b)(7)(C). Disclosure

,_.—‘?_\}









Please be advised that the enclosed redacted version of the Office of Professional
Responsibility’s January 12, 1993 report of investigation represents the Department’s official
authorized version for public disclosure. This report contains information on pages 63 and 64 that
was previously withheld pursuant to Exemption (b)(7)(A) because of open law enforcement
proceedings. While Exemption (b)(7)(A) no longer applies, this information is being withheld
pursuant to Exemptions (b)(7)(C) and (b)(7)(D) as described above.

If you are not satisfied with this response, you may appeal in writing within sixty days of your
receipt of this letter to the Co-Director, Office of Information and Privacy. Your letter and envelope
should be marked “FREEDOM OF INFORMATION APPEAL” and addressed to:

U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Information and Privacy
Flag Building

Suite 570

Washington, D.C. 20530

If you are dissatisfied with the result of any appeal you make, judicial review may thereafter
be available to you in the United States District Court for the judicial district in which you reside,
or in which you have your principal place of business, or in the District of Columbia, which is the
location of the records you seek.

Sincerely,

Mdrlene M. Wahowiak
Special Counsel
for Freedom of Information and Privacy Acts

Enclosures
cc: Melanie Ann Pustay

Deputy Director
Office of Information and Privacy
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U. S. Demartment of Justice

Office of Professional Responsibility

Washington, D.C. 20530

January 1%, 1993

Mr. Ronald J. Ostrow

The Los Angeles Times
Washington Bureau
International Sguare

1875 Eye St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006-5482

Dear Mr. Ostrow:

This is in respense to your December 1, 1592 Freedom of
Information Act request to this -Office. In your letter, you
renewed your earlier request of November 18, 1992, in which you
sought all documents pertaining to this Offlce s lnvestlgatlon of
FBI Director William S. Sessions. Because the information you
sought was part of an ongoing investigation, I advised you on
November 30, 1992, that I had decided to withhold the release of
any information pertaining te that investigation pursuant to S
U.S5.C. '§552 (b) (7) (A), which permits the withholding of information
which could interfere with ongoing investigations. In your
December 1, 1992 letter you stated that, rather than appealing ny
denial, you wished to renew your request and asked that it be
.considered and acted upon once the investigation had been complet-
ed. The investigation is now concluded and I am responding to your
renewed request, as amended by our subsequent conversation. During
that discussion, you asked that this Office not wait until all
documents had been considered and processed before advising you of
my decision on your request. In particular, you requested that I
consider and decide, as soon as possible, whether this Office's
report to the Artorney General on the investigation could be
released to you.

I have determined that the enclosed redacted copy of this
Office's 161 page memorandum to the Attorney General reporting tpe
results of the investigation into Director Session's conduct 1s

appropriate for release. A Excisions were made in the report
pursuant to S U.S.C. §552(b)(2), (b)(7) (&), (b)(7)(C), (b)(7)(D)
and (b)) (7)(E). Exemption (b)(2) allows an agency to wmthhold

information that pertains to purely intefnal agency practices, in
this instance security information. Exemption (b) (7)(A) allows an
agency to withhold information compiled for law enforcement
purposes if its release could reasonably be expected to interfere
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with enforcement proceedings. Exemption (b) (7)(C) permits an
agency to withhold information compiled for law enforcement
purposes, the release of which could reasonably be expected to
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. Exemption
(b) (7} (D) permits the withholding of law enforcement information if
its release could reasonably be expected to disclose the identity
of a confidential source. Exemption (b)(7)(E) permits the with-
holding of law enforcement information if its release would dis-
close techniques or procedures for law enforcement investigations
or prosecutions.

Also enclosed are unexcised copies of three January 15, 1993
memoranda of Attorney General Barr. One is addressed to Michael E.
Shaheen Jr., Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility; one is
addressed to William Sessions, Director, Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation; and one is addressed to C. Boyden Gray, Counsel to the
President. OPR files contain approximately 100 additional docu-

ments. Many of these originated in other Department components,
particularly the FBI, and they will be referred to those compo-
nents. For your information, I am considering a fourteen volume

Report of Investigation of the FBI's Office of Professional Respon-
sibility to this Office to constitue one document for referral pur-
poses.

In your December 1, 1392 letter you also requested information
pertaining to "the investigation of Sarah Munford and Alice
Sessions(.]" This response includes all information generated in
this Office pertaining to Mrs. Alice Sessions. We are still con-
sidering your reguest as it pertains to Ms. Munford.

If you are not satisfied with this response, you may appeal by
writing within thirty days of your receipt of this letter to the
Co-Director, Office of Information and Privacy. Your letter and
envelope should be marked "FREEDOM OF INFORMATION APPEAL." If you
are dissatisfied with the results of any appeal you take, judicial
review may thereafter be available to you in the United States
District Court for the judicial district in which you reside, or in
which you have your principal place of business, or in the District
of Columbia, which is the location of the records you seek.

" Sincerely,

é'cgizzc! a@caga'u{ J’t/{ %og&u

Richard M. Rogers
Deputy Counsel

¢
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Office of the Afturney General
Washington. . €. 20530

January 15, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Michael E. Shaheen, Jr.
Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility

FROM: William P. Barr :
Attorney General -

SUBJECT: OPR Report on Director Sessions

I have reviewed the report ori your investigation of certain
allegations concerning FBI Director Sessions. I have accepted
your findings and recommendations, have adopted your renort as
the Department’s, and have so informed the Director. Attached 1is
a copy of my memorandum to the Director.

I hereby delegate tc you the authority to decide whether, and, if
so, in what manner, to publicly release portions or all of the

~ report and my memorandum to the Director, consistent with
precedent with respect to similar reports.

The report obviously reflects an enormous amount of w?r$ by your
office and the FBI’s Office of Professional Responsibility.

Please convey my appreciation to those involved for their hard
work.

LIMITED
OFFICIAL USE
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OFFICIAL USE

Office of the Attarney General
Hashington B, (. 20530

January 15, 1893

MEMORANDIM

TO: Honorable C. Boyden Gray
Counsel to the President

FROM: william P. Barr
Attorney General

SUBJECT: Office of Professional Responsibility Report o

Investigation into Allegations of Misconduct by FBI
Director William Sessions

Attached for your information is a copy of a Report prepared.
jointly by the Department’s Office of Professional Responsibility
(OPR) and the FBI’s Office of Professional Responsibility
(FBI/OPR) on their investigation into certain allegations of‘
misconduct by FBI Director William Sessions. Also enclosed is a
copy of my memorandum to Director Sessions advising him that I
have accepted the findings and recommendations contained in the
Report and directing him to take certain remedial actions. These
materials are currently confidential, and I have delegated to the
head of OPR the authority to determine whether to publicly
release the Report and memorandum in whole or in part.

LIMITED
OFFICIAL USE



Office of the Attarncy General
Washington. 3. €. 20530

January 15, 19883

ORANDUM

e LIMITED
OFFICIAL USE

TO: William Sessions
Director, FBI

FROM: William P. BRarr
Attorney General

SUBJECT: QPR Report on Alleged Misconduct

As you know, for quite some time now various complaints
about misconduct concerning you have been made by individuals
within the FBI. As is their duty, the Department’s Office of
Professional Responsibility (OPR) and the Bureau’s Office of
Professional Responsibility (FBI/OPR) have been jointly
investigating those allegations. You were interviewed concerning
the allegations as part of the investigation and provided a full
opportunity to explain the actions in question. OPR and FBI/OFR
have now completed their investigation, and provided me with a
Report dated Januwary 12, 1993, containing findings and
recommendations. I haye asked OPR to provide you with a copy Of!
the Report by Tuesday, January 19, 1993, with any redactions
necessary to preserve commitments of confidentiality.

This memorandum is to advise you that I have accepted the
findings and recommendations of that Report and to direct you to
take certain remedial actions. The evidence supporting the

Report’s conclusions is overwhelming and your explanations, where
provided, are wholly unpersuasive.

Failure to Meet Tax Obligations

I am most troubled by the Report’s conclusion that you
engaged in a sham arrangement for the clear purpose of improperly
claiming an exemption from the obligation to pay income tax on
your government-provided home-to-work transportation. The law 1s
clear that senior government officials who are provided
chauffeur-driven limousines for commuting from home to work are
required to pay income taxes on the 'value of that fringe benefit.
. The value of this benefit can be significant, amounting to
" several thousand dollars a year. The obligation to pay taxes on
this benefit exists even where home-to~work transpertation 1s
independently justified for security reasons. Thus, throughout
the government, agency heads, including those with security
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details, pay taxes on home-to-work transportation and other
authorized personal use of government vehicles. Within the
Department of Justice, the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney
General and DEA Administrator all pay such taxes, and I think it
is clear that the FBI Director has the same obligatiocn.

The Report indicates that in the Spring of 1930, you sought
to avoid paying these taxes on the theory that your limousine
falls within a narrow exemption for ”vehicle(s] which, by reason
of its nature (i.e., design) is not likely to be used more than a
de minimis amount for personal purposes.” Under IRS regulations,
this category of exempt vehicle includes such vehicles as
ambulances; hearses; cement mixers; and clearly marked police
cruisers if they are subject to limits on personal use. This
category can also include certain unmarked police vehicles if
those vehicles are assigned to ~law enforcement officers” who
regularly carry firearms, and if any personal use of such vehicle
is 7incident to law enforcement functions, such as being able to
report directly from home to a stake out or surveillance site, or
to an emergency situation.” This exemption was clearly not meant
for chauffeur-driven executive limousines, but rather for police
officers and agents who take their cruisers (marked or unmarked)

home with them in order-to be able to respond to tactical
situations.

The Report finds that you sought to take advantage of this
exception in an improper manner. You apparently obtained a legal
opinion that you could-use this exception if you regularly
carried a firearm or maintained one in close proximity to your
person. (I must say, parenthetically, that this opinion was )
transparently wrong, and I am surprised that you would have -
accepted it at face value. Even if regularly carrying a firearm
made you a *law enforcement officer” for purposes of the
regulation, it is clear that your chauffeur-driven limousine was
not the type of vehicle that could qualify -- the personal use
that you were authorized to make of the vehicle was not limited;
the portal-to-portal service you were given was not ”incident to
a law enforcement function®; the car did not remain at your
residence for purposes of emergency response to a tactical
situation:; nor would the Director normally be expected to
personally respond to the scene of such tactical situations.)

But even accepting the reasoning of the legal opinion, you
plainly failed to comply with its terms: far from regularly
carrying a firearm, you simply had an unloaded gun in a @rlefcase
locked in the trunk; the ammunition was apparently kept 1n a
locked safe at Bureau headquarters. Moreover, despite repeated
attempts by FBI staff to schedule it, you refused to‘take.the
training required by FBI regulationg for those carrying firearms.

Federal law enforcement officials have a spegial.obligation
to be scrupulous in meeting their federal tax obllgations. The
notion that you could convert an executive chauffeur-driven
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limousine into a tactical police vehicle simply by keeping an
unloaded gun in the trunk does not even pass the ”red face test”.
You must have known that you did not qualify for the law
enforcement exception. Given that you are a former US Attorney
and Federal judge, and that you are currently Director of the
premier federal law enforcement agency, I must conclude that
there is no excuse for your conduct.

Inproper Use ¢of Government Funds for Personal Trave

OPR and FBI/OPR also found a pattern of abuse of travel by
you resulting in the use of government funds for clearly personal
travel on a number of occasions. Among other things, it is
evident that you and your wife used the FBI plane to make
personal trips and then sought to characterize these trips as
"official” to avoid reimbursing the government. For example, you
have made a number of extended trips on the FBI plane to San
Francisco to visit your daughter during holiday seasons. You
appear to have charged this all to the government because after
you planned the trips you arranged isolated functions of trivial,
if any, value to the government, such as a breakfast meeting with
a handful of local businessmen. The conclusion is inescapable
that these functions were arranged for the sole purpose of
allowing you to avoid paying for these personal trips.

In addition, the Report indicates that you abused spousal
travel. Your wife appears to have accompanied you on FBI
aircraft to 111 locations. Under the regulations then
applicable, free spousal travel was arguably authorized where thé
spouse’s presence is in the interests of the government and space
is available for the spouse. It is apparent that these
requirements were not met on guite a number of these trips;
nevertheless you only reimbursed the government for one such
trip. Indeed, the Report notes, as one example, that on an
extended trip to San Francisco your wife attended an official
breakfast that she had not been invited to and was not expected
at, and, afterwards, explained to an FBI agent that she had to
attend the breakfast to *justify” her travel on the FBI aircraft.
(In point of contrast, I note that Attormey General Thornburgh
always reimbursed the government for his wife’s travel.) Indeed,
it is largely because of your excesses that I amended the
Department’s travel regulations to generally prohibit spousal
travel unless specifically authorized by the Attorney General.

The Report also cites a number of other irregularitigs:
including your improperly claiming government per diem while on
personal travel; the use of FBI cars to drive your wife to social
. functions, and on shopping trips and other personal errands; and
" the failure to account for 120,000 miles of frequent flyer
mileage earned on official travel.



Travel regqulations can be complex and inevitably involve the
exercise of judgment. If all that was involved was one or twe
lapses of judgment, I would consider harping on this to be petty.
But what is troubling here is that there is a clear pattern of
your taking advantage of the government. I find that
unacceptable, especially given the fact that the Bureau treats
even a single instance of travel abuse by agents very seriously -
- stiff penalties that I understand you have personally approved.

Failure to cogperate in investigation into alleged
rsweetheart” mortazge

I am especially troubled by the fact that you reifused to
cooperate in =- and indeed affirmatively blocked =-- the
investigation into allegations that you received a ”sweetheart
deal” from Riggs Bank on your home mortgage. The inguiry was
clearly an appropriate one -- in the face of the allegations that
have been made, OPR has a responsibility to ascertain whether you
did, in fact, receive financial favors that would not have been
available to you as a private citizen. OPR must do this to
determine whether you had an obligation to disclose such an
arrangement or whether such an arrangement constituted a
prohibited supplementation of salary.

All officials and employees of the Department of Justice —-
from the Attorney General to the most junior -- have a continuing
~obligation to respond to the kind of legitimate administrative
inquiry made here by providing the information sought. I can
conceive of no legitimate justification for your refusal to
authorize release to OPR of the relevant documents.

Hisuse of Government Funds for Privacvy Fence

Finally, I am troubled by the misuse of nearly $10,000 in
government funds to install a privacy fence at your residence
despite repeated warnings that the fence could not be justified
for security reasons and indeed actually derogated from security.

A great deal of effort and expense goes towards protecting
your security. This includes government paid for security
enhancements at your residence. You were repeatedly advised that
only certain types of fences were suitable for security purposes
and, therefore, that government funds could only be used for
those types of fences. Nevertheless, you used substantial
government funds to install a privacy fence that had repeatedly
not been approved for installation -+ indeed, you had been
advised that such a fence actually reduced your security. Thus,
" taxpayer money intended to enhance your security was actually
used by you in a manner that reduced it.



Required Remedial Actions

As noted, I accept the Report’s conclusions and
recommendaticns. Accordingly, consistent with the Report’s
recommendations, I am directing the following remedial steps:

(1) The Department will issue you corrected W-2 forms for
the applicable tax years that properly reflect your home to work
transportation and other personal vehicle use as income.

(2) I direct that you reimburse the government for the cost
of perscnal travel improperly billed to the government. FBI/OFR

is to determine on a case-by-case basis which trips were
personal.

(3) I direct that you reimburse the government for the cost

of the privacy fence improperly installed at your home at
government expense.

(4) I direct that you authorize the release to OPR of all
documents relevant to your home mortgage.

(5) I direct that you be counselled concerning the proper
use of your security detail and your official vehicle. "

(6) I direct that you recuse yourself frog Participation in
any personnel actions involving any of the individuals who

conducted or ccoperated in this investigation or the preparation
of the Report.

-

I will provide a copy of this memorandum and the Report to
the Counsel to the President for his information. I have
delegated to Mr. Shaheen authority to decide whether, and, if so,
in what manner, to release part or all of this memorandum and the
Report. Until any such decision by him, this memorandum and the
Report are to be treated as confidential. :

cc: Floyd I. Clarke
Deputy Director, FBI

David G. Benney
Assistant Director, Inspection Division

Stephen R. Colgate e s
Assistant Attorney General, Jugtice Management Divislion

Michael E. Shaheen, Jr. .
Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility
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J
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Aﬁorney. Ezell, J. Thomas
Secondary Attorney: ™™
Source Name: ANONYMOUS
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Allegation/Disposition Codes:

A001 D98 -- Abuse of authority or misuse of official position.
Substantiated.

Allegations:

ABUSE OF AUTHORITY; MISCELLANEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE MISCONDUCT

Disposition:

ALLEGATIONS WERE SUBSTANTIATED. OPR'S FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS WERE
ACCEPTED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. SUBJECT WAS REMOVED FROM OFFICE BY THE
PRESIDENT. SUBJECT REMOVED FROM OFFICE BY THE PRESIDENT.

Prosecutive Determination:N°
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L300 (FBI) -- FBI Headquarters.
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