
Union Calendar No. 269
107TH CONGRESS REPORT" !HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES2d Session 107–454

JUSTICE UNDONE: CLEMENCY DECISIONS IN THE CLINTON
WHITE HOUSE

MAY 14, 2002.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. BURTON, from the Committee on Government Reform
submitted the following

SECOND REPORT

On March 14, 2002, the Committee on Government Reform ap-
proved and adopted a report entitled ‘‘Justice Undone: Clemency
Decisions in the Clinton White House.’’ The chairman was directed
to transmit a copy to the Speaker of the House.

CHAPTER THREE

HUGH RODHAM’S ROLE IN LOBBYING FOR
GRANTS OF EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY

FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

HUGH RODHAM’S INVOLVEMENT IN THE VIGNALI COM-
MUTATION

Vignali’s clemency petition was false and misleading.

• Carlos Vignali lied in his clemency petition. First, he continued
to maintain his innocence, despite overwhelming evidence of his
involvement in selling a substantial amount of cocaine across
state lines and a specific finding by the sentencing judge that
he lied at trial about his involvement in a large drug distribu-
tion network. Second, Vignali claimed that he was a first-time
offender, despite the fact that he had a prior criminal record. By
not accepting responsibility for his crime and lying about his
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CHAPTER FOUR

TONY RODHAM’S ROLE IN LOBBYING FOR
GRANTS OF EXECUTIVE CLEMENCY

FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

Tony Rodham’s Role in the Case of Edgar and Vonna Jo
Gregory

• Tony Rodham lobbied President Clinton to grant pardons to
Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory while he was receiving substantial
sums of money from the Gregorys. Rodham received $244,769 in
salary from the Gregorys over two and a half years and also re-
ceived another $79,000 in loans from the Gregorys. The Greg-
orys claim that they paid Rodham this large sum of money for
various consulting services that Rodham provided to the Greg-
orys. However, the Gregorys do not have any documentation re-
flecting work performed for them by Rodham.

• Given the fact that the Gregorys do not have any documentary
evidence reflecting the $244,769 of work performed for them by
Rodham, substantial questions are raised as to what Rodham
actually did for the Gregorys that was so valuable. The most val-
uable thing that Rodham did for the Gregorys was to obtain
presidential pardons. Therefore, there is a substantial question
as to whether the Gregorys paid Rodham for his efforts to ob-
tain presidential pardons for them.

• If Rodham was paid to obtain presidential pardons for the Greg-
orys, it creates the strong appearance of impropriety. The pros-
pect of financial benefit for Rodham would taint Rodham’s ac-
tions in lobbying for the pardon. Also, if President Clinton knew
about Rodham’s financial arrangement, it would taint his ac-
tions in granting the pardons.

• Compounding the appearance of impropriety in the Gregorys
case is the fact that the pardons were opposed by the Justice De-
partment, the prosecutors responsible for the case, and the Greg-
orys’ sentencing judge. Apparently, the only people in the Clin-
ton Administration who felt that the Gregorys deserved pardons
were President Clinton and Deputy White House Counsel Bruce
Lindsey, both of whom knew of Tony Rodham’s involvement in
the matter.
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Tony Rodham’s Role in the Case of Fernando Fuentes Coba

• Tony Rodham offered to help Vivian Mannerud obtain a pardon
for her father, Fernando Fuentes Coba, in exchange for $50,000.
When Rodham learned in late 2000 that Mannerud was seeking
a pardon for her elderly father, he met with Mannerud and told
her that he could help obtain the pardon if she paid him a
$50,000 consulting fee. Rodham told Mannerud that he had suc-
cessfully obtained pardons before and showed her the Gregorys’
pardon petition to support his claim.

• Rodham attempted to convince Mannerud to hire him by making
a number of false representations to her. Rodham told Mannerud
that he was close personal friends with the Pardon Attorney,
Roger Adams. Rodham also told Mannerud that he would use
the $50,000 to hire a law firm to handle her case, and that
Roger Adams’ wife worked at the law firm, which would help
her case be treated favorably. All of these representations were
completely false and were apparently made to mislead
Mannerud as to the purpose of the payment to Rodham.

• Mannerud rejected Rodham’s offer. Mannerud was concerned
that Rodham could not guarantee that he could obtain a pardon
in exchange for the $50,000. She was also concerned about be-
coming embroiled in a scandal. Therefore, she rejected Rodham’s
offer.

• After Mannerud rejected Rodham’s offer, an associate of Rodham
came back to Mannerud with another offer. According to
Mannerud, a month after she rejected Tony Rodham’s proposal,
Marilyn Parker, a mutual friend of Rodham’s and Mannerud’s
who attended the initial meeting between them, came back to
Mannerud and told her that Rodham now wanted only $30,000
to help her obtain a pardon for her father. Mannerud was still
concerned about the nature of Rodham’s proposal and rejected
it.

• The actions taken by Rodham and Parker may have been illegal.
It appears that Rodham, and maybe Parker, tried to defraud
Mannerud. While this effort was unsuccessful, it may have con-
stituted criminal conduct. The Committee recommends that the
Justice Department investigate these allegations.

INTRODUCTION
Like his brother, Hugh Rodham, and his brother-in-law, Roger

Clinton, Tony Rodham tried to sell his access to the White House.
The Committee has investigated at least two instances in which
Tony Rodham was involved in discussions regarding lobbying the
White House for presidential pardons. In one case, dealing with
Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory, Tony Rodham was successful and ob-
tained pardons on March 15, 2000. Rodham’s efforts on behalf of
the Gregorys are troubling given several facts: (1) the Gregorys do
not appear to be suitable candidates for presidential pardons; (2)
Tony Rodham used his access to the President to lobby for the par-
dons; and (3) Tony Rodham had an extremely lucrative financial
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1 Kevin Sack, Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001,
at A9. A news report aired by ‘‘Dateline NBC’’ several years ago alleged that ‘‘games of skill
and chance’’ were rigged in United Shows fairways. At that time, Edgar Gregory said he thought
such games were legal but would investigate the allegations. See Gregory Document Production
00004–08 (‘‘Florida State Fair’s Midway—United Shows of America, Inc.: Showmanship, Enter-
tainment, Food, Family, Fun, Memories,’’ 1998 Fla. State Fair Mag.) (Exhibit 1).

2 See Kirk Loggins, Local Man Denies Paying Tony Rodham to Seek Pardons, THE TEN-
NESSEAN, Mar. 2, 2001, at 1A.

3 Id.
4 Id.
5 Id.
6 Id.; Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain

Pardon, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1.

relationship with the Gregorys in which he apparently did very lit-
tle work other than lobby for the presidential pardons.

In the other case, it appears that Tony Rodham attempted to
convince Vivian Mannerud, a prominent Democratic donor who was
seeking a pardon for her father, that she should hire him to help
obtain the pardon. In the course of attempting to convince
Mannerud to hire him, it appears that Rodham seriously misled
Mannerud about his influence with the Justice Department.
Rodham was seeking as much as $50,000 for his work on this mat-
ter. While Mannerud did not accept Rodham’s offer, Rodham’s ef-
forts to obtain money from Mannerud might have been criminal.

Although the investigation of Tony Rodham’s involvement in
clemency proceedings produced important new evidence, the inves-
tigation was hampered by Tony Rodham’s refusal to cooperate fully
with the Committee. Though Rodham produced documents in re-
sponse to a Committee subpoena, he refused to be interviewed by
Committee staff. Rodham’s refusal to answer questions regarding
his involvement in the Gregory and Fuentes matters limited the
ability of the Committee to reach definitive conclusions about cer-
tain aspects of those cases. Given Rodham’s position that he did
nothing improper, it is unclear why he did not want to answer
questions from the Committee regarding his actions.

I. EDGAR AND VONNA JO GREGORY

A. Background
Edgar Allen Gregory, Jr., and his wife, Vonna Jo, live outside

Nashville and own United Shows of America, a carnival company
which puts on the Florida State Fair and more than 30 other car-
nivals a year.1 The Gregorys have felony convictions dating from
1986 relating to their ownership of several banks in the 1970s.
From November 1975 to April 1977, the Gregorys owned control-
ling interests in five Alabama banks.2 The Gregorys’ banking prac-
tices came under fire from regulators, who accused the Gregorys of
making unsound loans to other companies they owned and to var-
ious associates.3 Alabama’s banking superintendent closed one of
the Gregorys’ banks in March 1978.4 In a separate matter in Janu-
ary 1978, regulators seized another of the Gregorys’ banks, the
First Bank of Macon County in Notasulga, Alabama, citing ‘‘unsafe
and unsound banking practices.’’ 5

In 1982, the Gregorys were indicted on charges that they stole
$800,000 in connection with their banking activities in the 1970s,
sending the bank into bankruptcy.6 Subsequently, they were con-
victed of conspiring to misapply bank funds, making false state-
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7 Tony Rodham Document Production 000029 (Petition for Pardon After Completion of Sen-
tence for Vonna Jo Gregory, Nov. 10, 1998) (Exhibit 2); Gregory Document Production (Petition
for Pardon After Completion of Sentence for Edgar Allen Gregory, Jr., Nov. 10, 1998) (Exhibit
3). See also Florida Officials Investigating Couples State Fair Contract Extension, ASSOCIATED
PRESS STATE AND LOCAL WIRE, Mar. 8, 2001.

8 Id.
9 U.S. v. Gregory, 730 F.2d 692, 706 (11th Cir. 1984). See also Florida Officials Investigating

Couples State Fair Contract Extension, AP STATE AND LOCAL WIRE, Mar. 8, 2001.
10 Kirk Loggins, Local Man Denies Paying Tony Rodham to Seek Pardons, THE TENNESSEAN,

Mar. 2, 2001, at 1A.
11 Tony Rodham Document Production 000029 (Petition for Pardon After Completion of Sen-

tence for Vonna Jo Gregory, Nov. 10. 1998) (Exhibit 2); Gregory Document Production (Petition
for Pardon After Completion of Sentence for Edgar Allen Gregory, Jr., Nov. 10, 1998) (Exhibit
3). See also Kirk Loggins, Local Man Denies Paying Tony Rodham to Seek Pardons, THE TEN-
NESSEAN, Mar. 2, 2001, at 1A.

12 According to the Center on Responsive Politics, United Shows, the Gregorys’ company, has
ranked among the top 6 entertainment industry companies contributing to federal candidates
and committees in the last three two-year campaign cycles. According to campaign finance dis-
closure records, United Shows contributed $50,000 to the DCCC in 2000, $25,000 to the DNC
in 1998, and $10,000 to the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee in 1998. According to
financial disclosure records, the Gregorys also contributed a total of $4,500 to Senator Hillary
Rodham Clinton in 1999 and 2000, $11,000 to the New York Senate 2000 Committee, $1,000
to President Clinton in 1995, $4,000 to Vice President Gore, $8,000 to the Tennessee Democratic
Party, and $5,000 to the Democratic National Committee in 1992. During 1999 and 2000, the
Gregorys, their children, and their company and its employees reportedly contributed a total of
$294,000. Although the Gregorys contributed to Republican political interests during that pe-
riod, eighty-nine percent of the Gregorys’ contributions in that interim reportedly went to Demo-
crats.

13 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001). See also Gregory
Document Production (Invitation to birthday party for Hillary Rodham Clinton, Oct. 27, 1997)
(Exhibit 4); Gregory Document Production (Facsimile driving instructions from Daniela Castro-
Quijada, Tony Rodham & Associates, to Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory to birthday party for Hil-
lary Rodham Clinton (Oct. 24, 1997)) (Exhibit 5). The Gregorys declined that invitation. See Let-
ter from Deborah L. McGee, Secretary to Howard Vine, Greenberg Traurig, to David Kass, Dep-
uty Chief Counsel, Comm. on Govt. Reform (June 7, 2001) (within Appendix I).

14 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
15 Id.
16 In a televised interview, Rodham described himself as a ‘‘general consultant’’ and someone

‘‘who solves problems for people.’’ Interview by Larry King, CNN, with Tony Rodham (Mar. 3,
2001) (‘‘I just bring different peoples together. I help them negotiate deals.’’).

ments to banks, misapplication of bank funds, and wire fraud.7 At
that time, Edgar Gregory was sentenced to two years imprisonment
and his wife to three years probation.8 The Eleventh Circuit Court
of Appeals affirmed the conviction in part but also vacated in part.9
In 1986, the case was concluded when the Gregorys pleaded guilty
to conspiracy and misapplication of bank funds.10 On October 1,
1986, Edgar Gregory and his wife were sentenced to 5 years and
3 years probation respectively.11

B. Tony Rodham’s Relationship with the Gregorys
The Gregorys had a relationship with President Clinton predat-

ing their relationship with Tony Rodham. The Gregorys made sub-
stantial contributions to Bill Clinton when he was running for
President in 1992 and continued their contributions throughout
President Clinton’s two terms in office.12 By making large and fre-
quent contributions to President Clinton’s campaign, the Gregorys
were able to meet with President Clinton a number of times. In
total, the Gregorys met with President Clinton at least ten times
while he was in office.13

The Gregorys first met Tony Rodham while President Clinton
was campaigning for his second term.14 They met Rodham at a
small private fundraiser in Washington, D.C.15 Rodham apparently
used such fundraisers as a venue to solicit business opportunities
for his consulting firm 16 and develop a network of associates from
which he could generate cash not only for political purposes but
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17 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001). See Kevin Sack, Par-
doned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001, at A9.

18 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
19 Id.
20 Id. This paragraph was added by the Gregorys to the draft Rodham originally submitted

to them.
21 Id.; Gregory Document Production (Consulting Services Agreement between Tony Rodham

& Associates and Anthony D. Rodham and United Shows of America, et al. (June 6, 1998)) (Ex-
hibit 6).

22 Tony Rodham Document Production (Draft of Consulting Services Agreement between Tony
Rodham & Associates and United Shows of America (Aug. 1, 1997)) (Exhibit 7).

23 Id.
24 Id.
25 Gregory Document Production (Consulting Services Agreement between Tony Rodham &

Associates and Anthony D. Rodham and United Shows of America, et al. (June 6, 1998)) (Exhibit
6).

26 Id.
27 Id. See also Letter from Deborah L. McGee, Secretary to Howard Vine, Greenberg Traurig,

to David Kass, Deputy Chief Counsel, Comm. on Govt. Reform (June 7, 2001); Gregory Docu-
ment Production (Certificate of Vehicle Registration Renewal, Dec. 5, 2000) (Exhibit 8); Gregory
Document Production (Vehicle inspection report, Dec. 5, 2000) (Exhibit 9); Gregory Document
Production (Insurance Enrollment Form submitted by Tony Rodham for life and health insur-
ance to be provided by United Shows of America, Mar. 29, 1999) (Exhibit 10).

28 Gregory Document Production (1998 IRS 1099 for Tony Rodham by United Shows of Amer-
ica) (Exhibit 11).

29 Gregory Document Production (1999 IRS 1099 for Tony Rodham by United Shows of Amer-
ica) (Exhibit 12).

30 Gregory Document Production (2000 IRS 1099 for Tony Rodham by United Shows of Amer-
ica) (Exhibit 13).

31 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).

also for his personal use. At the fundraiser, Rodham introduced
himself to the Gregorys as he was making the rounds in the
room.17 The Gregorys cannot recall how many times or in what
contexts they subsequently met Rodham.18 But, in the period that
followed, a substantial business relationship between the Gregorys
and Rodham developed. Around August 1997, Rodham approached
the Gregorys and asked them to hire him as a consultant for their
carnival and music businesses.19 Rodham told the Gregorys that he
could be helpful to them in securing contracts or other opportuni-
ties for their businesses.20 Rodham also suggested that he had con-
tacts in the real estate and music businesses.21

In August 1997, Rodham provided the Gregorys with a proposed
consulting services agreement.22 Under Rodham’s proposal, he
would be retained to provide ‘‘general consulting services’’ to
United Shows of America.23 Rodham proposed that he be paid a re-
tainer of $200,000 in addition to $2,500 per month for his labors.24

The Gregorys substantially revised Rodham’s proposed agreement
before signing it in June 1998. The main change made by the Greg-
orys was eliminating the $200,000 retainer. With their changes,
Rodham received $2,500 per month from the Gregorys as well as
a $25,000 ‘‘signing bonus.’’ 25 In addition, the Gregorys agreed to
pay at their discretion additional bonuses to Rodham for specific
services provided by Rodham.26 Rodham also received health bene-
fits and the use of a 1995 Chevrolet Suburban.27

Over the course of his relationship with the Gregorys and United
Shows, Tony Rodham received a substantial sum of money.
Rodham received a total of $62,985 in 1998,28 $85,806.27 in 1999,29

$93,978.66 in 2000,30 and at least $2,000 in 2001.31 In addition to
the $244,769 he received in salary from the Gregorys, Rodham also
received a substantial sum in personal loans. Rodham apparently
had significant expenses resulting from his divorce, and, therefore,
he asked the Gregorys to loan him money for expenses ranging
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32 Id.
33 Tony Rodham Document Production 000003–04 (Promissory Note from Tony Rodham to

United Shows of America (Dec. 12, 2000)) (Exhibit 14).
34 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
35 Id.
36 Letter from Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory to the Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, and

David Kass, Deputy Chief Counsel, Comm. on Govt. Reform (June 12, 2001) (within Appendix
I). See also Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001); Kevin Sack,
Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001, at A9.

37 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001). According to the
Gregorys, Tony Rodham told them that Hillary Rodham Clinton asked him to contact them
about having an ‘‘old-time’’ carnival at the White House. Id.

38 Id.
39 Kevin Sack, Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001,

at A9.
40 Letter from Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory to the Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, and

David Kass, Deputy Chief Counsel, Comm. on Govt. Reform (June 12, 2001) (within Appendix
I). See also Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001); Kevin Sack,
Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001, at A9. The lat-
ter deal involved growing and exporting hazelnuts from the former Soviet Republic of Georgia.
Letter from Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory to the Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, and David
Kass, Deputy Chief Counsel, Comm. on Govt. Reform (June 12, 2001) (within Appendix I). See
also Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001); Kevin Sack, Par-
doned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001, at A9; John F.
Harris, Hazelnut Flap Is Building; White House Disavows Clinton In-Law’s Foreign Dealings,
Wash. Post, Jan. 1, 2000, at A6; Viveca Novak and Jay Branegan, Are Hillary’s Brothers Driving
Off Course—Hugh and Tony Rodham Are Bill Clinton’s In-laws, a Connection That’s Brought
Them Pain and Gain, TIME, Nov. 1, 1999, at 46. In that deal, the Rodhams entered into a part-
nership with the political rival of President Eduard A. Shevardnadze whose government, then
only tenuously in power, enjoyed the support of the Clinton Administration. See Sack, supra
(and other cited authority). After the State Department complained that the deal was causing
diplomatic tension, the deal was abandoned. Id. Rodham’s other international business ventures

from lawyer’s fees to school tuition for his son. The Gregorys start-
ed loaning Rodham money in early 2000.32 In total, the Gregorys
made more than ten separate loans to Rodham, all of which were
consolidated into one promissory note for $72,000 payable in De-
cember 2001 at eight percent interest.33 According to the Gregorys,
Rodham said that ‘‘he was working on a deal and expected a large
payment before the note [was] due.’’ 34 In 2001, the Gregorys
loaned Rodham an additional $7,000.35 Despite that the loan was
due in December 2001, there is no evidence that Rodham has re-
paid this loan, and the Gregorys’ attorney informed Committee
staff that he believes that Rodham has not repaid the loan.

From 1998 to 2001, Tony Rodham received a total of $323,769 in
salary and loans from the Gregorys. A central question is whether
he was paid by the Gregorys to help obtain their pardon or whether
Rodham was paid for legitimate business services.

The Gregorys have referred to several efforts Rodham made to
obtain business for them and their company, United Shows. For ex-
ample, Edgar Gregory indicated that Rodham had contacts with of-
ficials in the United Arab Emirates as part of an unsuccessful ef-
fort to bring an ‘‘American-style’’ carnival to Dubai.36 With the
input of his sister, First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton, Rodham did
help the Gregorys obtain a contract to put on an ‘‘old style’’ car-
nival at the White House in 1998 and 2000.37 Rodham also ob-
tained information from the State Department for the Gregorys
about doing business overseas and reportedly did some unspecified
‘‘public relations’’ for the Gregorys.38 In an interesting twist, the
Gregorys also indicated that Rodham’s work for them also included
bringing them investment possibilities.39 The Gregorys said that
Rodham asked them to invest in an overseas telecommunications
project and a $118 million hazelnut scheme conceived by Tony and
Hugh Rodham.40 In essence, the Gregorys make the claim that
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were equally unimpressive. For example, in 1998, Rodham and Stephen Graham, a business
partner, met with Prime Minister Hun Sen of Cambodia in that country in search of new busi-
ness opportunities. Lisa Getter, Family Ties Put Rodham Brothers In Spotlight, L.A. TIMES,
Mar. 4, 2001, at A1; Robin McDowell, Brother of U.S. First Lady Meets Cambodia Strongman
on Business Trip, ASSOCIATED PRESS, July 14, 1998. As with Rodham’s initiative in the Republic
of Georgia, the State Department, which had difficulty with Cambodia’s human rights record,
expressed concern about Rodham’s dealings in that country. See Getter, supra (and other cited
authority). Rodham was equally oblivious to the policy implications of his ‘‘business trips’’ when
he went to Taiwan and met with Taiwanese Vice President Annette Lu. See Getter, supra; Debo-
rah Kuo, ROC Vice President Meets US First Lady’s Brothers, CENTRAL NEWS AGENCY (Taipei),
June 23, 2000. Taiwanese government officials who attended the meeting ‘‘considered [the meet-
ing] very hush-hush.’’ See Getter, supra. According to one such official, ‘‘Nobody wanted to talk
about [the meeting] because [Rodham’s] brother-in-law was the president—because if China
knew about the trip, they might raise issues.’’ Id. Not surprisingly, as was the case with
Rodham’s other attempts to develop international business opportunities, no deal emerged from
Rodham’s trip to Taiwan. Id.

41 Letter from Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory to the Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, Comm.
on Govt. Reform (June 12, 2001) (within Appendix I).

42 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).

they paid Rodham to ask them to invest in other schemes in which
he was involved. There is no evidence that Tony Rodham’s invest-
ment advice was in such demand that the Gregorys had to pay to
be solicited by Rodham.

Critically, the Gregorys did not provide the Committee with a
single document reflecting work performed for them by Tony
Rodham. Given the fact that the Gregorys were subpoenaed to pro-
vide the Committee with ‘‘[a]ll records reflecting work performed
for you or your company by Tony Rodham,’’ such records should
have been produced to the Committee if they existed. Therefore, it
is safe to conclude that the Gregorys do not have a single document
reflecting substantive work performed for them by Tony Rodham
despite the fact that they paid him $244,769 in salaries and loaned
him another $79,000. Such a lack of documentation supports the
conclusion that Tony Rodham performed little or no substantive
valuable work for the Gregorys apart from the failed effort to stage
a carnival in Dubai and the effort to stage carnivals at the White
House. The Gregorys attempted to explain the lack of documenta-
tion in a letter to Chairman Burton:

[We] certainly do not deny he has either sent or brought
to us a great deal of information over the years, of which
a lot of Tony’s ideas were over the telephone and not in
writing, that he thought we may be interested in investing
in, as a management partner, and/or that he thought we
might be interested in taking a financial position in.41

However, since the Gregorys did not produce to the Committee any
documentation of the work performed for them by Rodham, it is
possible that the large sum of money paid to Tony Rodham by the
Gregorys was compensation for Rodham’s efforts to obtain pardons
for the Gregorys.

C. Tony Rodham’s Efforts to Help the Gregorys Obtain Par-
dons

In 1998, the Gregorys became interested in seeking presidential
pardons, primarily because their convictions undermined their abil-
ity to obtain carnival contracts.42 In cases where bid applications
specifically requested criminal history, the Gregorys were some-
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43 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001); Marc Lacey and Don
Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Pardon, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1,
2001, at A1; Kevin Sack, Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar.
10, 2001, at A9; Kirk Loggins, Local Man Denies Paying Tony Rodham to Seek Pardons, THE
TENNESSEAN, Mar. 2, 2001, at 1A.

44 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
45 Id.
46 Id. See also Gregory Document Production 000144 (Letter from Vonna Jo Gregory to Roger

Adams, Pardon Attorney, Department of Justice (Nov. 16, 1998)) (Exhibit 15); Marc Lacey and
Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Pardon, N.Y. TIMES, Mar.
1, 2001, at A1.

47 Tony Rodham Document Production 000028 (Letter from Vonna Jo Gregory to President
William J. Clinton (Nov. 14, 1998)) (Exhibit 16).

48 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
49 Id. See also Gregory Document Production (Letter from Bob Crawford, Commissioner, Flor-

ida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services to Roger Adams, Pardon Attorney, De-
partment of Justice (Jan. 28, 2000)) (Exhibit 17) (urging Pardon Attorney to consider Gregorys’
clemency application expeditiously because of impending contract negotiations regarding Florida
State Fair).

50 Id.
52 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001). See also Marc Lacey

and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Pardon, N.Y. TIMES,

times barred from bidding for contract business.43 In some cases,
according to the Gregorys, their competitors sent fair officials infor-
mation regarding their criminal history.44 One of the largest prob-
lems faced by the Gregorys during this time period related to their
role as the primary contractor for the Florida State Fair. The Greg-
orys took over as primary contractor for the Fair in 1998 and soon
found that their criminal convictions were posing a problem for
Florida state officials.

Faced with the possible loss of significant business relating to
state fairs, the Gregorys decided to file for pardons. They consulted
with their son, David Gregory, a lawyer, as well as Greenberg
Traurig, a prominent Florida law firm.45 The Gregorys prepared
the relevant paperwork and filed their pardon petition with the
Justice Department on November 14, 1998.46 It appears that, on
that same day, the Gregorys also sent copies of their pardon peti-
tions directly to the White House and requested that President
Clinton ‘‘[p]lease personally review the application and exhibits en-
closed herein.’’ 47

After the pardon petition was filed, the Gregorys and their
Greenberg Traurig lawyers remained in contact with the Justice
Department. Mark Schnapp, one of the Gregorys’ lawyers at Green-
berg Traurig, met with Pardon Attorney Roger Adams and Helen
Bollwerk, another staff attorney in the Pardon Attorney’s office, to
discuss the petition.48 Specifically, Schnapp informed them that the
Gregorys’ convictions were adversely impacting their business in
relation to the Florida State Fair.49 He also told them that the
Gregorys needed the pardons by February 2000 if they were to help
with the contracting process in Florida.50 Justice Department staff
asked the Gregorys or their representatives on several occasions for
additional information with respect to the pardon petitions.
Throughout their contacts with the Justice Department, the Greg-
orys and their attorneys believed that the Justice Department was
‘‘understanding,’’ and they never developed a sense that the De-
partment viewed their petition negatively.

Nevertheless, by late 1999 the Gregorys had not received their
pardons, and they were growing impatient. The Gregorys ap-
proached Tony Rodham for his assistance with the pardon at a
party in late 1999 or early 2000.51 At this point, Rodham had been
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Mar. 1, 2001, at A1. Vonna Jo Gregory believes that Rodham first became aware of their convic-
tions in connection with their bid for the Florida State Fair, but it was in December 1999 that
the Gregorys expressed to Rodham disappointment about not having been pardoned and asked
him for help. Id.

51 Id. See also Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped
to Obtain Pardon, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1.

53 Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Par-
don, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1.

54 Telephone Interview with Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory (Apr. 2, 2001).
55 Id.
56 Id.
57 Id.

on the Gregorys’ payroll for a year and a half. Edgar Gregory de-
scribed his request to Tony Rodham as follows: ‘‘Tony, we’ve ap-
plied for a pardon, and if you can help us in any way, we’d really
appreciate it.’’ 52 Gregory recalls that Rodham initially replied, ‘‘I
don’t really get involved in that’’ and suggested that pardons were
handled at the Justice Department.53 According to Edgar Gregory,
Rodham gave them the impression that he could not help much
with their pardon petition but that ‘‘if he could do anything, he
would.’’ 54 Edgar Gregory stated that he saw Tony Rodham occa-
sionally between late 1999 and March 2000 when he and Vonna Jo
Gregory received their pardons. Edgar Gregory occasionally raised
the pardon effort with Rodham, even once telling him that the Jus-
tice Department was ‘‘putting them through the wringer’’ with re-
spect to their pardon applications.55 But Rodham said little to en-
courage them and did not tell them that he had raised the pardons
with his brother-in-law or sister.56

In their interview with Committee staff, the Gregorys and their
attorneys attempted to minimize the role of Tony Rodham in ob-
taining the pardons. They discounted the importance of Rodham’s
role in obtaining pardons. They claimed that the Justice Depart-
ment had the predominant role in processing the Gregorys’ peti-
tion, and since Tony Rodham did not have any influence at the
Justice Department, Rodham was not ‘‘necessary’’ to the process.57

However, common sense and the evidence in this case suggest that
the Gregorys’ basic story—that they believed that Rodham was not
important to the pardon process—is not true. Rather, Tony
Rodham had a significant role in obtaining the pardons, and the
Gregorys attached some importance to Rodham’s efforts.

First, the suggestion by the Gregorys and their lawyers that
Rodham’s participation was not significant because he did not have
influence at the Justice Department is absurd. Obviously, when
seeking Presidential pardons, it is far more important to have in-
fluence and access to the President of the United States than the
Pardon Attorney or any other Justice Department staffer. Tony
Rodham had this access and used it to lobby for the Gregorys’ par-
dons.

Second, Edgar Gregory did more than merely mention his pardon
effort to Tony Rodham in an off-hand manner. Gregory provided
Rodham with a copy of his pardon petition as well. When Commit-
tee staff initially asked Gregory why he provided Rodham with a
copy of the petition, he was initially unable to provide an expla-
nation. Then, he suggested that he gave Rodham a copy of the peti-
tion just so that Rodham would not be ‘‘blindsided’’ by the fact that
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58 Id.
59 Id.
60 Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Par-

don, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1.
61 Id.
62 Id.
63 Id.
64 See Interview by Larry King, CNN, with Tony Rodham (Mar. 3, 2001).
65 ‘‘The Controversial Pardon of International Fugitive Marc Rich,’’ Hearings Before the Comm.

on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong. 254 (Mar. 1, 2001).
66 Id. Howard Vine, one of the Greenberg Traurig attorneys representing the Gregorys, also

called Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey and White House Counsel Beth Nolan. Vine
describes those calls as ‘‘largely procedural.’’

69 Kevin Sack, Pardoned Couple Say Access Has Served Them Well, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 10, 2001,
at A9.

67 Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Par-
don, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1. See also Interview with Meredith Cabe, Associate Counsel
to the President, the White House (Mar. 16, 2001). However, due to the Bush Administration’s
refusal to produce to the Committee records relating to the consideration of pardon petitions

they had applied for a pardon.58 Gregory vehemently denied that
he had given Rodham a copy of the petition so that Rodham could
hand-carry it to the White House or otherwise influence the pardon
process.59 If Gregory did provide Rodham with a copy of the pardon
petition so that he could hand-carry it to the President or so that
Rodham could make a more impressive pitch to the President, it
would undermine the Gregorys’ claim that they did not place any
significance on Rodham’s efforts.

Despite the Gregorys’ protestations, it appears that Rodham did
have a significant role in the pardon process. Rodham would not
agree to an interview with Committee staff regarding his role in
the Gregory pardons. Nevertheless, he did describe some of his ac-
tivities to the press. According to these reports, Rodham asked
President Clinton to pardon the Gregorys.60 Specifically, he stated,
‘‘I didn’t push. I told the President about Ed Gregory and that he
had applied for a pardon. He’s what the pardon process is all
about.’’ 61 Rodham has recalled publicly that he told President Clin-
ton that the Gregorys’ pardon petition had been filed through the
Justice Department and argued to the President that pardons for
the couple ‘‘made good sense.’’ 62 He told the President that ‘‘[Edgar
Gregory] is repentant for what he did’’ and ‘‘[the offenses for which
the Gregorys were convicted were] white-collar crime[s] involving
banking irregularities. He’s paid his taxes. He’s run a respectful
business for 40 years. He’s a good guy.’’ 63 It also appears that
Rodham claimed that the Gregorys were deeply involved in chari-
table activities in Tennessee and throughout the country.64

Rodham also called Deputy White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey
about the Gregory pardons. Lindsey stated that Rodham’s call to
him was ‘‘mostly concerned about the fact that the application had
been pending over in the Justice Department[,] and [he] asked me
whether I could try to move it along.’’ 65 Either at that point or sub-
sequently, Lindsey became aware that Rodham had spoken to the
President.66

D. Deliberations by the Administration
According to press reports, the Justice Department opposed the

Gregory pardons because the Gregorys did not ‘‘accept the criminal-
ity of their actions.’’ 67 The United States Attorney who prosecuted
the case as well as the judge responsible for sentencing the Greg-
orys also opposed the pardons.68 According to federal prosecutors,
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by the Justice Department and Clinton White House, the Committee has not obtained any
records from the Justice Department regarding the consideration of the Gregory pardon. There-
fore, the Committee does not know the specific reasons the Justice Department opposed the
Gregorys’ petition.

68 Id.
70 Id. Federal prosecutors have noted that the Gregorys also used the Wilcox County Bank

in Camden, Alabama, to buy goods from their other companies. For example, that bank ordered
10,000 job application forms from a company owned by the Gregorys for another bank with 20
employees in a town of 2,000 people.

71 Interview with Meredith Cabe, Associate Counsel to the President, the White House (Mar.
16, 2001).

72 Marc Lacey and Don Van Natta, Jr., Second Clinton In-Law Says He Helped to Obtain Par-
don, N.Y. TIMES, Mar. 1, 2001, at A1.

73 ‘‘The Controversial Pardon of International Fugitive Marc Rich,’’ Hearings Before the Comm.
on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong. 255 (Mar. 1, 2001).

74 Id.
75 Id.

the Gregorys’ activities as owners of several small Alabama banks
were blatantly fraudulent; such activities included arranging unse-
cured loans to themselves, their friends, and other companies they
owned.69 Ginny S. Grande, the assistant U.S. Attorney who pros-
ecuted the Gregorys, noted, ‘‘[The Gregorys] drained the banks that
they were majority shareholders in and just ran them into the
ground for this interconnecting web of companies they owned. They
ran those banks with an iron fist.’’ 70 The question then is why
were these recommendations ignored.

There is evidence indicating that the President, not White House
staff, was the driving force behind the Gregory pardons. Associate
White House Counsel Meredith Cabe, the primary White House
lawyer responsible for processing clemency petitions, recalls that
Bruce Lindsey and Beth Nolan told her that someone had raised
the Gregory case with the President because the President had
been asking them about the case.71 Former Clinton aides have pub-
licly conceded that President Clinton expressed a strong desire to
Justice Department officials to have the Gregorys pardoned.72 In
speaking to Deputy White House Counsel, Bruce Lindsey, Presi-
dent Clinton ‘‘indicated . . . that he understood that the Gregorys
were unable to do business in certain states, and that competitors
of the Gregorys were raising their conviction some 17, 18 years ago
as a basis as to why various states shouldn’t do business with
them.’’ 73 According to Lindsey, President Clinton ‘‘thought that
was not fair.’’ 74 In testimony before the Committee, Lindsey elabo-
rated as follows:

The President’s belief on pardons is that if a person makes
a mistake, does something illegal, wrong, if they have paid
the price for that, if they have gone to jail or they go on
probation and then they live a good life from that point on
forward, that they should not be denied the restoration of
their rights because of that. He certainly would believe
that a person 17 years afterwards shouldn’t have a convic-
tion be used to keep them from making a living. And,
therefore, believed that if, in fact, they had lived a good
life, if they had not been in additional trouble from that
point[.] 75

Because Lindsey believed that the Gregorys ‘‘were being finan-
cially hurt because of a conviction 17, 18 years ago and that they
had done nothing subsequent to be in trouble with the law, that
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76 Id.; Interview with Meredith Cabe, Associate Counsel to the President, the White House
(Mar. 16, 2001). To the extent that the Gregorys believed that a presidential pardon would re-
quire that they no longer disclose their convictions when applying for state carnival contracts,
it appears that they were wrong. According to Pardon Attorney Roger Adams, a pardon ‘‘does
not erase or expunge the record of conviction and does not indicate innocence.’’ Letter from
Roger Adams, Pardon Attorney, Department of Justice, to Mark Schnapp, Counsel to Edgar and
Vonna Jo Gregory, Greenberg Traurig (Mar. 15, 2000) (Exhibit 18). As Adams indicated to the
Gregorys, ‘‘On any application or other document which requires the information, a pardon re-
cipient should disclose the fact of his or her conviction.’’ Id.

77 See Interview with Meredith Cabe, Associate Counsel to the President, the White House
(Mar. 16, 2001).

78 Id.
79 See Gregory Document Production (Letter from Roger Adams, Pardon Attorney, Department

of Justice, to Mark P. Schnapp, Counsel to Edgar and Vonna Jo Gregory, Greenberg Traurig
(Mar. 15, 2001)) (Exhibit 18) (describing President Clinton’s grant of clemency); Gregory Docu-
ment Production (Warrant of Executive Grant of Clemency for Vonna Jo Gregory, Mar. 15, 2000,
and Acknowledgement Form, Mar. 17, 2000) (Exhibit 19); Gregory Document Production (War-
rant of Executive Grant of Clemency for Edgar Allen Gregory, Mar. 15, 2000, and Acknowledge-
ment Form, Mar. 17, 2000) (Exhibit 20). See also Gregory Document Production (Letter from
Edgar Allen and Vonna Jo Gregory to President William J. Clinton (Mar. 16, 2000)) (Exhibit
21) (thanking President for grant of clemency).

they were deserving of a pardon,’’ he recommended that President
Clinton consider the petition.76 Meredith Cabe did not find the
merits of the Gregorys’ petition particularly compelling.77 For her
part, White House Counsel Beth Nolan does not recall her position
on the Gregory case. Cabe recalls that Nolan was not opposed to
the pardons and recommended that the President review the
case.78 On March 15, 2000, President Clinton pardoned the Greg-
orys of their convictions.79

E. Conclusion
There are several troubling facts regarding Tony Rodham’s lobby-

ing efforts on behalf of the Gregorys:

• Tony Rodham was provided with $323,769 by the Gregorys for
work for which there is little documentary evidence.

• Rodham lobbied his brother-in-law, President Clinton, and Dep-
uty White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey in support of the Greg-
orys’ pardons.

• President Clinton granted the Gregorys’ pardons despite the fact
that the Justice Department, relevant prosecutors, and the sen-
tencing judge all objected to the pardon. The Gregorys’ only
qualification for the pardons was that they had a lucrative busi-
ness which was being adversely impacted by their criminal
record and that they had hired the President’s brother-in-law.

• A full understanding of these facts has been further complicated
by the refusal of Tony Rodham to cooperate with the Committee
and the refusal of the Bush Administration to provide the Com-
mittee with all records relating to the consideration of the Greg-
ory pardons.

The Committee is able to conclude that Rodham was paid a sig-
nificant amount of money by the Gregorys and apparently did little
for them other than lobby for their pardons. However, there is not
sufficient evidence to conclude definitively that the Gregorys hired
Rodham for the express purpose of using him to lobby for Presi-
dential pardons. However, the time period during which the Greg-
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80 Interview by Larry King, CNN, with Tony Rodham (Mar. 3, 2001).
81 ‘‘The Controversial Pardon of International Fugitive Marc Rich,’’ Hearings Before the Comm.

on Govt. Reform, 107th Cong. 256 (Mar. 1, 2001).

orys were seeking presidential pardons and during which they were
paying Rodham overlapped substantially; therefore, it is probable
that Rodham was paid for his efforts to obtain pardons for the
Gregorys. This conclusion is also bolstered by Tony Rodham’s sub-
sequent attempted to use his success in the Gregorys’ case to ob-
tain payments to help others obtain pardons, described below.

It is clear that Rodham had a significant role in obtaining par-
dons for the Gregorys. Reportedly, those individuals who were fa-
miliar with the Gregory case—the Pardon Attorney, federal pros-
ecutors and the sentencing judge—did not believe that they should
be pardoned. However, those people who were lobbied by Tony
Rodham—President Clinton and Bruce Lindsey—did believe that
they should be pardoned. As in the case of many other questionable
grants of clemency issued by President Clinton, the impetus for the
Gregory pardons came from the President himself. It appears that
the President was interested in the Gregory pardons solely because
of his contacts with Tony Rodham. It is fair to conclude that, but
for Tony Rodham’s lobbying efforts, the Gregory pardons would not
have been granted.

One of the factors supporting the conclusion that Rodham was
indispensable to the Gregorys’ pardon effort is the Gregorys’
unsuitability for presidential pardons. The Gregorys committed a
serious crime, defrauding banks they owned out of substantial
funds for their personal benefit. Tony Rodham himself was unable
to provide much of a justification for the Gregory pardons:

TONY RODHAM. The Gregorys are the kind of people that
the pardon system is made for.
LARRY KING. Because?
TONY RODHAM. They are people—well, they’re tax-paying
citizens. They’ve been involved in different charitable orga-
nizations. They do a tremendous amount of help in their
community in Nashville and throughout the rest of the
country. Florida, where they do the Florida State Fair
every year, they do a tremendous amount of money every
year. They do a tremendous amount of money that has
gone into the Florida state government’s coffers.80

It appears that the primary motivation for the pardons was the
fact that the Gregorys were finding that their criminal histories
were an impediment to receiving state contracts. Of course, such
difficulties are the natural and fair result of criminal convictions,
not by themselves a justification for pardons.

However, there are also unanswered questions about the Gregory
case. The most significant question is whether the President or
First Lady knew of the financial relationship between Tony
Rodham and the Gregorys when Rodham was lobbying the Presi-
dent for the pardons. In his testimony before the Committee, Dep-
uty White House Counsel Bruce Lindsey stated that this financial
relationship ‘‘was unknown to me until I read it in paper [this]
morning [of the hearing].’’ 81 Lindsey testified that he did not know
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82 Id.
83 Hillary Clinton Defends Brother Tony, ASSOCIATED PRESS STATE AND LOCAL WIRE, Mar. 1,

2001.
84 Tony Rodham Document Production 000020 (Attachment B to Pardon Application of Fer-

nando Fuentes Coba) (Exhibit 24).

if the President knew of Rodham’s financial relationship with the
Gregorys.82 In a statement to the press, Hillary Clinton stated that
‘‘[t]hese are people he has known for some time . . . he has a per-
sonal relationship with them. He was not paid. I think there’s a
distinction between someone whom you’ve known for a number of
years . . . and taking money on behalf of people he didn’t know
and had no personal relationship with.’’ 83 At the time Senator
Clinton made her statement about the Gregory case, it had already
been publicly disclosed that Tony Rodham was working as a paid
consultant. Therefore, her statement that Tony Rodham ‘‘was not
paid’’ is not accurate. However, her statement does not make it
clear whether she knew of Tony Rodham’s lucrative financial rela-
tionship with the Gregorys at the time he was lobbying the White
House for their pardons.

If the President or First Lady did know that Tony Rodham was
receiving substantial sums of money from the Gregorys at the time
he was lobbying the White House for their pardons, it would cast
substantial doubt on the motivations of the President for issuing
the pardons. It would appear that the President was not motivated
by any genuine belief in the merits of the Gregorys’ case, particu-
larly given the fact that such merits did not exist. Rather, it would
appear that he was motivated by the desire to help his brother-in-
law cash in. Such a case would be a quintessential conflict of inter-
est. However, given the failure of the President to address the de-
tails of his decisionmaking in the Gregorys case and other con-
troversial grants of clemency, the public will likely never know his
true motivations.

II. FERNANDO FUENTES COBA
In the course of its investigation, the Committee discovered that

Tony Rodham attempted to become involved in lobbying for a presi-
dential pardon for another individual, Fernando Fuentes Coba. In
this case, Rodham solicited a large payment from Fuentes’ daugh-
ter, Vivian Mannerud, in return for the promise to lobby for
Fuentes’ pardon. It appears that Rodham and an associate of
Rodham’s made misleading statements to Mannerud in an attempt
to get her to pay Rodham to work on the case. The Fuentes case
combines the unsavory aspects of Rodham’s work on the Gregory
matter—a blatant attempt by Rodham to sell his influence—with
a potentially illegal attempt to defraud Vivian Mannerud.

A. Background on Fernando Fuentes Coba
In the late 1970s, Fernando Fuentes Coba started an airline

charter business called American Airways Charters, Inc. (‘‘AAC’’).
AAC took advantage of changes in U.S. law permitting charter
flights to Cuba and, over the next several years, built a successful
business based on flights between the U.S. and Cuba.84 After the
Mariel boatlift, Fuentes, AAC, and a number of other companies
and individuals were investigated for having violated U.S. law in
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85 8 People, 4 Companies indicted in Cuba Sealift, N.Y. TIMES, Feb. 26, 1982, at A14.
86 Tony Rodham Document Production 000017 (Attachment A to Pardon Application of Fer-

nando Fuentes Coba) (Exhibit 23).
87 Id.
88 Id.
89 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001). Fuentes was sentenced to a

term of one year in prison but, according to Mannerud, was ‘‘fearful for his life’’ because ‘‘there
were drug dealers there’’ and he ‘‘would have been lumped in as a communist.’’ According to
Mannerud, Fuentes ‘‘decided not to go’’ to jail for that reason. See also Mark Hosenball, Peri-
scope, NEWSWEEK, Mar. 11, 2002 (noting Fuentes’ death).

90 Tony Rodham Document Production 000021 (Attachment C to Pardon Application of Fer-
nando Fuentes Coba) (Exhibit 25).

91 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
92 For example, Mannerud was instrumental in arranging for Elian Gonzalez’s Cuban grand-

parents to visit the United States. See Carol Rosenberg, Longtime Air Charter Operator Set to
Retire, MIAMI HERALD, Nov. 6, 2000, at 1B. She also provided the charter for U.S. celebrities
to attend the 1999 game between the Baltimore Orioles and the Cuban national team.

93 See Carol Rosenberg, Donor Gets Angry at Democrats, MIAMI HERALD, Apr. 21, 2000, at 1B.
When her money was returned by the Clinton campaign, Mannerud stated, ‘‘I think . . . they
have to stop calling me for money, begging me for money, haunting me for money’’ and rec-
ommended that the Democratic Party return to her the ‘‘several hundred thousand dollars’’ she
had given in the preceding years. Id.

94 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
95 Id.

connection with having facilitated the Mariel Boatlift. In 1982,
Fuentes, seven other individuals, and four corporations were in-
dicted for what U.S. customs officials described as a ‘‘big, gigantic
conspiracy by the Cuban Government to obtain U.S. currency’’ in
connection with the Mariel Boatlift.85 In late 1982, Fuentes was
convicted of conspiring to trade with the enemy and violating the
Cuban Assets Control Act in connection with the shipment of goods
to Cuba.86 Fuentes was sentenced to a term of one-year imprison-
ment and a $10,000 fine.87 After having his appeals rejected, in
1985, Fuentes was ordered to report to prison.88 Rather than re-
port, Fuentes fled to Mexico where he remained a fugitive until his
death.89

While a fugitive, Fuentes apparently became very ill, suffering
from heart disease, stroke, two aortic aneurysms, emphysema, and
diabetes.90 In 2000, Fuentes apparently decided that he wanted to
return to the U.S. to receive medical treatment and be close to his
family without serving his prison sentence.91 Helping Fuentes
achieve this goal was his daughter, Vivian Mannerud. Mannerud,
a prominent Democratic contributor who has raised or contributed
hundreds of thousands of dollars, is also involved in the charter
airline business and has arranged a number of high-profile flights
between the U.S. and Cuba.92 Mannerud was herself embroiled in
controversy when she solicited convicted cocaine dealer Jorge
Cabrera to contribute to the DNC and arranged for Cabrera to be
photographed with President Clinton. Mannerud also had $22,000
in contributions returned by the Senate campaign of Hillary Clin-
ton when the press reported on Mannerud’s role in the Cabrera
matter.93

Mannerud initially attempted to resolve her father’s case by con-
tacting the U.S. Attorney’s office.94 Mannerud attempted to nego-
tiate her father’s return to the United States, claiming he could
stay in a hospital in lieu of incarceration.95 When Mannerud con-
cluded that the U.S. Attorney’s Office could not give her any guar-
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96 Id. Mannerud did so through the assistance of her attorney in Washington, Lonnie Pera,
an aviation attorney. See Tony Rodham Document Production 000005 (Fernando Fuentes Coba
Pardon Petition) (Exhibit 22).

97 Id. In an interview with Committee staff, Mannerud could not recall exactly when she sent
the petition to the Pardon Attorney’s Office. She believed that she probably did so about a
month before the date on a White House document which states that Fuentes ‘‘just applied’’ for
a pardon. That document is dated November 27, 2000. Mannerud’s recollection that she sent
the petition late in 2000 accords with her memory that, whenever she submitted the petition,
someone told her that it was ‘‘kind of late’’ to apply because there was not enough time for the
FBI to conduct its background check.

98 Tony Rodham Document Production 000025 (Attachment C to Pardon Application of Fer-
nando Fuentes Coba) (Exhibit 25).

99 Tony Rodham Document Production 000023 (Attachment C to Pardon Application of Fer-
nando Fuentes Coba) (Exhibit 25).

100 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
101 Vivian Mannerud Document Production (Letter from Roger Adams, Pardon Attorney, De-

partment of Justice, to Lonnie Anne Pera, Counsel to Vivian Mannerud, Zuckert Scoutt &
Rasenberger (Nov. 7, 2000)) (Exhibit 28).

antees, she and her attorney, Lonnie Anne Pera, prepared a pardon
petition on her father’s behalf.96

B. The Pardon Attorney Refuses to Process Fuentes’ Clem-
ency Petition

Around late October 2000, Mannerud sent her father’s pardon
petition to the Office of the Pardon Attorney at the Department of
Justice.97 In the petition, Fuentes did not indicate any remorse for
his crimes. Rather, he maintained his innocence and claimed selec-
tive prosecution and ineffective assistance of counsel.98 Fuentes
also did not express regret for having fled the United States after
his conviction. Rather, he claimed that he fled the country because
he ‘‘feared that anti-Castro groups would seriously injure, maim, or
kill me in prison.’’ 99

On November 7, 2000, Pardon Attorney Roger Adams sent a let-
ter to Mannerud’s attorney stating that the Justice Department
would not process Fuentes’ petition because he was a fugitive.100

Adams explained that:
Mr. Coba is ineligible to apply for a presidential pardon.
Pursuant to 28 C.F.R. § 1.2 . . . ‘‘[n]o petition for pardon
should be filed until the expiration of a waiting period of
at least five years after the date of the release of the peti-
tioner from confinement . . . .’’ Because Mr. Coba has
served none of his prison sentence, he fails to meet this
most basic eligibility requirement for pardon consideration.
Moreover, the Department of Justice has consistently de-
clined to accept pardon petitions from individuals, such as
Mr. Coba, who are fugitives, since the pardon process as-
sumes the Government’s ability to implement either of the
President’s possible decisions regarding a petition—that is,
a denial of clemency as well as a grant of clemency. Put
another way, it is not reasonable to allow a person to ask
that the President grant him a pardon which, if granted,
would have the effect of eliminating the term of imprison-
ment to which he has been sentenced, while at the same
time insulating himself from having to serve the sentence
if the pardon is denied.101

The Justice Department’s application of the foregoing policy,
whereby it does not even consider pardon petitions from fugitives,
stands in marked contrast to how the policy was applied in the
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102 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
103 Id.
104 Id. In connection with its investigation of Roger Clinton, the Committee learned that Clin-

ton was in business with Perez and a number of other individuals in Los Angeles who were
in the business of arranging travel to Cuba.

105 Id.
106 Id.
107 Id.
108 Id. But see NARA Document Production (Draft of document entitled ‘‘Pending Clemency

Matters’’ by Meredith Cabe, Associate Counsel to the President, the White House (Dec. 10,
2000)) (Exhibit 29) This document, which was retrieved from the work file of Deputy White
House Counsel Bruce Lindsey, indicates that ‘‘Velazquez spoke to POTUS re: case.’’ Id. at 3.

109 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
110 Id.

Marc Rich and Pincus Green case. Clearly, the policy expressed by
Roger Adams in the Fuentes case should have applied equally in
the Marc Rich case. In the Rich case, of course, the White House
considered and granted the Rich and Green pardons contrary to
Justice Department policy. Moreover, the Deputy Attorney General,
Eric Holder, expressed his support for the pardons despite the ex-
press contrary policy of his own Department. The fact that Fuentes’
petition was summarily rejected confirms that Jack Quinn was
right in thinking that he needed to circumvent the Justice Depart-
ment in order to obtain pardons for Marc Rich and Pincus Green.
Fuentes’ summary rejection by the Justice Department also leads
one to speculate that Fernando Fuentes Coba and Vivian
Mannerud might have been more successful if they had hired Tony
Rodham to lobby for the pardon.

Despite the fact that the Justice Department declined to process
her father’s pardon petition, Mannerud gave the pardon petition to
‘‘a lot of people—anyone who could help make sure that the appli-
cation wasn’t just put on a pile.’’ 102 Among the people to whom
Mannerud gave copies of the petition was Joe Perez, a friend of
Mannerud’s in California, who, according to Mannerud, owns J.
Perez & Associates, a travel services company.103 Mannerud be-
lieved that Perez knew ‘‘one of the Clinton brothers—probably
Roger Clinton, because he is in California too.’’ 104 Ultimately,
Mannerud understood that Perez was going to speak to ‘‘his con-
tact’’ about her father’s pardon petition.105 But, in hindsight,
Mannerud does not know whether Perez did so.106 Mannerud also
gave a copy of the petition to a friend named Joe Velazquez who,
according to Mannerud, ran a Hispanic outreach program and had
worked at the Clinton White House.107 Mannerud does not know
what, if anything, Velazquez did in support of her father’s peti-
tion.108

C. Tony Rodham’s Attempt to Become Involved in the
Fuentes Clemency Effort

Tony Rodham became involved in the Fuentes matter in Novem-
ber 2000.109 Mannerud was introduced to Rodham at the
Mayflower Hotel by their mutual friend, Marilyn J. Parker.110

Parker, like Mannerud, was a prominent Democratic contributor.
Parker also was involved in business with Tony Rodham. Rodham
invested in a Florida company called Environmental Energy Fuels,
which has developed a reportedly environmentally-sensitive gaso-
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111 Lisa Getter, Family Ties Put Rodham Brothers In Spotlight, L.A. TIMES, Mar. 4, 2001, at
A1.

112 Id.
113 Joseph Tanfani, Case Could Bring More Prosecutions, MIAMI HERALD, Aug. 4, 2001, at 20A.
114 Telephone Interview with Marilyn J. Parker (Dec. 18, 2001).
115 Id.
116 Id
117 Id.
118 Id.
119 Id.
120 Id.
121 Id.
122 Id.
123 Id.
124 Id.
125 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
126 Id.
127 Id. Neither Parker nor Mannerud was able to specifically recall the names of the individ-

uals mentioned by Rodham, although Mannerud did remember that they were ‘‘carnival people.’’
This reference strongly suggests that Rodham mentioned the Gregorys’ case to Mannerud. The
petition that Rodham showed to Mannerud was so thick that Mannerud ultimately redrafted
her father’s petition.

128 Id.
129 Id.

line additive.111 Well before the meeting at the Mayflower Hotel,
Parker had offered Rodham, and Rodham accepted, an opportunity
to obtain shares in that company.112 In August 2001, Parker plead-
ed guilty to five felonies in connection with $145,000 she paid in
bribes to Miami airport officials in return for $1.5 million in no-bid
work at the airport.113

According to Parker, Mannerud initially spoke to her about her
father’s pardon matter during a trip in New York.114 During that
trip, which, according to Parker, occurred around September 2000,
Mannerud talked about her father’s age and deteriorating physical
condition as well as his desire to return to the United States.115

Parker offered to write a letter in support of his petition.116 Accord-
ing to Parker, the gist of her letter was simply that she knew that
Fuentes was aged and in ill health.117 Parker had no opinion as
to why Mannerud thought that, given her limited knowledge about
the matter, her support would have been meaningful.118 Parker ini-
tially characterized her role as being limited to drafting the let-
ter.119 However, she later conceded that she had also arranged and
participated in a meeting between Tony Rodham and Vivian
Mannerud.120

After discussing the pardon effort with Mannerud in New York,
Parker decided that Tony Rodham might be able to assist
Mannerud.121 Therefore, she called Rodham, and he suggested that
Parker and Mannerud meet him for a drink that afternoon in the
Mayflower Hotel.122 At the hotel, Rodham and Mannerud talked
about her father’s pardon petition.123 According to Parker, the
meeting lasted no more than an hour.124 Mannerud and Rodham
discussed why she was seeking a pardon for her father and what
avenues Mannerud had pursued to date.125 Rodham then told
Mannerud that he could help her obtain the pardon for her fa-
ther.126 Rodham told Mannerud that he had previously helped two
individuals obtain pardons and even brought a copy of their clem-
ency petition with him to the meeting.127 Rodham then told
Mannerud that he would help her if she paid him.128

Mannerud asked Rodham what exactly he would do to help get
the pardon.129 Rodham explained that ‘‘it costs money,’’ specifically
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135 Id.
136 Id.
137 Id.
138 Telephone Interview with Marilyn J. Parker (Dec. 18, 2001).
139 Id.
140 Id.
141 Id.
142 Id.
143 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).
144 Id.
145 Id.
146 Id.
147 Id.

$50,000, which would be paid to Rodham and then ‘‘go to an attor-
ney’’ to work on the matter.130 When Mannerud pressed Rodham
for more details of how exactly he would help get the pardon,
Rodham explained that he knew the Pardon Attorney, Roger
Adams.131 He stated that Adams was from Arkansas and that he
had ‘‘known Adams forever.’’ 132 Rodham then told Mannerud that
‘‘after the Administration, we’re all out of jobs.’’ 133 Mannerud un-
derstood that Rodham was referring to himself and Adams.134

Rodham then told Mannerud he would hire a law firm to prepare
her father’s pardon petition and Roger Adams’ wife was associated
with this law firm.135 When Mannerud asked if he could guarantee
that her father would be pardoned, Rodham demurred.136

Mannerud then told Rodham that she had had ‘‘her share of scan-
dals’’ and wanted no part of Rodham’s proposal.137

Mannerud’s account of the Mayflower meeting with Rodham is
corroborated in large part by Marilyn Parker. Parker does not re-
call a number of details of the meeting and attributes her poor
memory to the fact that Rodham and Mannerud did most of the
talking at the meeting.138 However, she confirms that Rodham ex-
plored with Mannerud ‘‘whether there was any way they could
work together’’ on the pardon matter.139 She also confirms that
Rodham mentioned his previous work on a pardon matter.140

Parker also confirms that Rodham mentioned he knew a person
handling the pardons, a law firm that worked with DOJ on par-
dons, and that a wife of a Justice Department official worked at the
law firm.141 Parker also believes that it was possible that Rodham
‘‘expressed his desire to be paid’’ for his work on the Fuentes mat-
ter but could not recall whether Rodham specifically sought
$50,000.142

According to Mannerud, in December 2000, about a month after
the first meeting, Marilyn Parker called her about the possibility
of Rodham helping her with the effort to obtain a pardon for
Fuentes.143 Parker told Mannerud that Rodham had lowered his
asking price and wanted only $30,000.144 Mannerud asked once
again if there were any guarantees, to which Parker responded
that there were not.145 Parker asked Mannerud to consider the
offer, emphasizing her father’s poor health.146 Ultimately,
Mannerud told Parker in strong terms that she did not want to be
involved in such an arrangement with Rodham.147 After that dis-
cussion, Mannerud had no further discussions about the clemency
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152 Telephone Interview with Roger Adams (Sept. 4, 2001).
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154 Id.
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156 Telephone Interview with Vivian Mannerud (Aug. 28, 2001).

matter with either Parker or Rodham.148 Mannerud continued her
efforts to obtain a pardon for her father but was unsuccessful.

Parker denies Mannerud’s account of this subsequent telephone
call. According to Parker, Rodham simply asked her whether she
had spoken to Mannerud ‘‘about her father.’’ 149 As for a subse-
quent conversation with Mannerud, Parker remembered only hav-
ing asked Mannerud how the pardon effort was going and that
Mannerud became upset.150 Parker flatly denied having ap-
proached Mannerud on Rodham’s behalf with a reduced offer of
$30,000 for services relating to Fuentes’ pardon proceedings.151

D. Tony Rodham’s Representations to Mannerud Were
Fraudulent

Tony Rodham’s activities in the Fuentes case go beyond an at-
tempt by Rodham to sell his political access for $50,000. Rather,
Rodham’s actions were a potentially criminal attempt to defraud
Vivian Mannerud of $50,000 by making serious misrepresentations
to her about the actions he would take to help her. Almost all of
the statements made by Rodham to Mannerud in the course of his
efforts to be hired by Mannerud were false. Tony Rodham does not
know Roger Adams or his wife.152 In fact, Adams has never met
Tony or Hugh Rodham. Adams is not from Arkansas and has been
to Arkansas only once in his life, in the 1970s.153 Adams’ wife does
not work for a law firm at all, let alone one that handles pardon
matters.154 In fact, Adams’ wife is not even an attorney.155 When
Committee staff informed Mannerud that Rodham in fact had no
relationship with Adams, she stated that she was ‘‘shocked’’ be-
cause Rodham left no doubt that he was close with Adams and that
he intended to use that relationship to obtain the pardon for
Fuentes.156

There are several questions about Tony Rodham’s actions in this
case. First, what is Rodham’s response to Mannerud’s charges? Sec-
ond, what was Rodham’s motivation for making these false rep-
resentations to Mannerud? Third, were the actions taken by
Rodham and Marilyn Parker criminal?

Due to Rodham’s refusal to participate in an interview, the Com-
mittee has not been able to determine Rodham’s response to these
charges. However, in the absence of Rodham’s cooperation, it still
appears that there is substantial corroboration for Mannerud’s ac-
count. First, Marilyn Parker recalls a number of key details from
the first meeting at the Mayflower Hotel. Second, Tony Rodham
had in his possession a copy of Fernando Fuentes Coba’s pardon
petition. Third, Mannerud has provided the Committee with a de-
tailed and credible account.

It is difficult to divine Tony Rodham’s motivation for making
these false representations to Vivian Mannerud. It is possible that
Rodham was concerned about the appearance of impropriety if he
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157 Based on the information currently available to the Committee, it appears that Tony
Rodham and Marilyn J. Parker might be criminally liable for conspiracy under 18 U.S.C. § 371
or 18 U.S.C. § 1343 (wire fraud). Liability as to Rodham and Parker under those statutes turns
on the extent to which Rodham and Parker devised or intended to devise a scheme to defraud
Mannerud and whether the telephone call by Parker to Mannerud was made interstate and in
furtherance of the underlying scheme. If Parker did not conspire with Rodham to defraud
Mannerud, it appears that liability as to Parker turns on whether she knowingly and willingly
participated in Rodham’s fraud scheme. See, e.g., U.S. v. Maxwell, 920 F.2d 1028 (C.A.D.C.
1990).

asked for $50,000 to lobby his sister or brother-in-law for a pardon,
especially considering the fact that he was not an attorney. To ad-
dress this concern, Rodham may have concocted a cover story that
he needed the $50,000 to hire a law firm which was close to Roger
Adams when in reality no such firm existed and Rodham was going
to keep the $50,000 for himself.

The final, and most important, question is whether the actions
taken by Tony Rodham or Marilyn Parker were criminal. It is cer-
tainly possible that Rodham and Parker engaged in a conspiracy to
defraud Mannerud. Clearly, Mannerud ended up rejecting the over-
tures from Rodham and Parker and was never defrauded of any
funds. However, the actions by Rodham and Parker may have
amounted to a criminal conspiracy.157 The Committee does not
have sufficient evidence at this point to conclude that criminal con-
duct took place but strongly recommends that the Department of
Justice examine this case and obtain sworn testimony from all of
the relevant actors.

[Exhibits referred to follow:]
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