The SPITZER FILE

In 1994, Eliot Spitzer ran in the Democratic primary for Attorney General against appointed
incumbent G. Oliver Koppell (Robert Abrams had resigned), Brooklyn District Attorney Charles
Hynes, and former Senator and Family Court Judge Karen Burstein. Ms. Burstein won the primary
but lost the election to Dennis Vacco. During the 1994 campaign, it was known that Spitzer was
funding his race with his own money. Although questions were raised in 1994 about the financial
involvement of his father, real estate magnate Bernard Spitzer, it was not until questions regarding the
financing of his 1998 Attorney General race began to surface that all of the facts about his 1994
campaign finances were revealed. An expanded summary of the events is attached below.

July/August, 1998 - G. Oliver Koppell and Catherine Abate filed complaints with the State
Board of Elections regarding Spitzet's campaign money. Koppell questioned whether Spitzer
personally had the money to lend his 1998 campaign $3.15 million and a similar $3.69 million loan
during the 1994 campaign. Abate argued that Spitzer was using his campaign funds to influence
local Democratic committees to support his race.

Mid- to late-September, 1998 - Shortly after Spitzer's release of his tax returns, Vacco's
campaign begins, on an almost daily basis, to question whether Spitzer personally had the money
to fund his campaigns. Spitzer produces documents to show he financed the loans himself, but
Vacco's campaign continues to question how influential his father was in Spitzet's campaign
finances.

October, 1998 - Vacco's campaign accuses Spitzer of breaking the law with his campaign
financing by either illegally getting money from his father or for failing to file proper notices
regarding loans on his co-op apartments. During the debates, Vacco continues to push the
question. By the end of October it is reported that Spitzer has stepped up his fundraising efforts.
Spitzer continues to maintain that he personally is financing his campaign.

December, 1998 - The Spitzer-Vacco race is decided. Reports surface that the amount of money
Spitzer lent to his own campaign has increased several times from the July reports of $3.15 million
to $8.25 million.

January, 1999 - After issuing an executive order forbidding Attorney General employees from
contributing to any Spitzer campaign committee, Spitzer hires Martin Mack, the former chair of
the State Democratic Party's executive committee, to coordinate his regional offices. Questions
are raised as to how Spitzer intends to repay the loans made to his campaign: deplete his personal
fortune or engage in fundraising.

February, 1999 - PACs begin giving money to the Spitzer campaign. Reports surface that the
PACs were responding to a solicitation from Spitzet's campaign in December. Spitzer publicly
declares that he will not engage in fundraising in order to repay the neatly $9 million in loans he
made to his own campaign.

July, 1999 - Spitzer's final count of his 1998 campaign was $550,000 short according to the State
Boatrd of Elections. Spitzer "acknowledged the error and reported the new loan total of $9.29
million." Spitzer converts the $9.29 million loan to his 1998 campaign into a "gift" thus ending his
ability to raise the money by fundraising.



December, 2004- In an editorial, The Daily News takes credit for "prompting” Spitzer to
satisfy the debt owed to his father. Theeditorial board had questionad Spitzer asto the status
of theloanswhich were to have started to berepad in Octoba 2004.Spitzer, who asis nated
in the News editorial was congdering running for Governor, then repaid more than $4 million
to hisfather for the 1994|oan.

November, 2006 - Eliot Spitzer is elected Govenor of New Y ork in acampagnin which
Republican candidate John Faso fails to raise themany unanswered questionsaboutthe
finanang of Spizter@ campagnsand whether they violated the spirit or letter of thelaw.

July, 2007- New York Magazine writes tha Spitzer admits to beng less than trangparent about
his questionable loans

July, 2007 - The New Yark Pogt reports that the Senate Elections Committee and the Senate

Investigation Committee will launch a joint investigation of Spitzer’s 1994 and 1998 campaign
financing and the various loans Spitzer utilized to finance his campaign.

CONCLUSIONS

When Eliot Spitzer findly stopped stonavalling and admitted tha his father had pad off his
1994loansat J.P. Morgan Bank, he said tha he executed a Promissory Note with hisfather at
bdow market interest rate of 7.5% and required no paymentsfor 10 years.

To pay off his 1998campagn loans hehas said that he sold real estate propatiestha were
gifted to him by his father. Thisisjus ashdl-gamein which thefather( assets benefit Eliot
in away designal to circumvent thelaw. Interestingly, on alternae occasionsSpitzer has said
tha he sold municipd bondshehdd to pay-off the campagn debt from 1998 Which istrue?

After Spitzer admitted tha hisfather had pad off his 1994loan, he defended the note he
signal with hisfather because he said it would require him to pay $40Q000a year to service
theloan and hewoud pay $30Q000ayear in interest.

WHAT ISTHE DISPOSITION OF THISLOAN TODAY? ARE SPITZER®
PAYMENTSFOR INTEREST AND PRINCIPLE CURRENT?

What is the dispostion of thisloan today?



EXPANDED SUMMARY OF THE DISCLOSURE OF SPITZER'S LOANS

199

Eliot Spitzer runs in the Democratic primary for Attorney General against appointed incumbent G.
Oliver Koppell (Robert Abrams had resigned), Brooklyn District Attorney Charles Hynes, and former
Senator and Family Court Judge Karen Burstein. Ms. Burstein won the primary but lost the election to
Dennis Vacco. During the campaign, it was known that Spitzer was funding his race with his own
money which was tied to his fathet's wealth.

1998

Although it was well-known during the 1994 campaign that Spitzer was funding his race with his own
money as well as with money from his father, real estate magnate Bernard Spitzer, it was not until his
1998 race that the facts surrounding his campaign finances became clear.

I July 25, 1998 - The Buffalo N ens reports that “A $3.15 million loan Eliot Spitzer made to his
campaign for state attorney general came under attack...from one of his opponents. G.
Oliver Koppell asked the state Board of Elections to investigate the recent loan and a
similar $3.69 million loan during the 1994 campaign, saying Spitzer did not appear to have
that kind of money to lend. In a letter to the board, Koppell said the money 'likely' came
from Spitzer's wealthy parents, which would constitute campaign contributions in excess
of the legal limit."

' August 25, 1998 - The AP Wirereports that Catherine Abate filed a complaint with the State
Board of Elections about Spitzet's use of campaign funds. "Eliot Spitzer is trying to win votes
in his bid for state attorney general by pumping his own money into the coffers of local
Democratic committees, according to a complaint filed with the state Board of
Elections." The article reports on Abate's claim that Spitzer '""Funneled $50,000 of his
personal wealth into Erie County's Democratic Party to fund rent, salaries and other
items. Spitzer also made a $15,000 contribution to the Monroe County Democratic
Committee on Jan. 19, according to the three-page complaint. Shortly thereafter, the
Monroe County Chairman endorsed Spitzer, the complaint noted."

' August 28, 1998 - The AP Wirereports that G. Oliver Koppell's campaign finance lawsuit
against Spitzer is dismissed by the State Supreme Court due to the fact that Spitzer provided the
State Board of Elections with the supporting information needed to satisfy the disclosure
requirements.

' September 15, 1998 - The Village V 08 in an extensive article on the "twin candidates from
nowhere, Betsy McCaughey Ross and Eliot Spitzer -- both of whom believed when they launched
their runs for governor and attorney general that they could overcome scant resumes with big
bucks -- are hiding dirty, not-so-little secrets in their complex campaign financial filings." The
article provides the following information on Spitzet's campaign finances:

“Unlike Betsy Ross, Eliot Spitzer's campaign spigot is in no danger of a

turnoff. Shortly after he lost four years ago, Spitzer forgave $3.7 million in loans
he'd made to his campaign committee. He borrowed more than $2.3 million of
that from a bank. This year he's loaned the campaign $3.1 million as of August



10, $2.5 million of which he says he borrowed. Sued by former A.G. Oliver
Koppell, he swore in an affidavit that the current loan is collateralized solely
from his own assets, not his fathet's.

The limited holdings Spitzer reports on disclosure forms --the ownership of
eight apartments in one of his father's buildings and holdings in five
companies, three of which do less than $2.5 million in annual sales--raise
questions about how he obtained the loans on his own. More important,
Spitzer has refused to answer questions about how he repaid the bank the $2.3
million he borrowed in 1994, and how he, not his father, will repay the loan this
year.

Under state law, the maximum his father can contribute to the campaign is
$111,000, including the repayment of any loan his son obtained to bankroll the
campaign. Strangely, Spitzer's reports indicate that his father has only given
$2000 to the committee in the five years it's existed. A judge threw out
Koppell's suit, but without ruling on the allegations about these loans,
concluding that such an issue is '"beyond the parameters'' of judicial review.
Until Spitzer explains, Koppell's charge that Spitzer ''is attempting to
circumvent the limitations'' of state law resonates.

The Spitzer mystery money is just the latest allegation to hound a campaign
exposed by Clifford Levy in the Times for handing out $300,000 to any
clubhouse taker across the state, including thousands in personal funds that
did not pass through the kitty. Even Hank Sheinkopf, Spitzer's media
manager, has given $8128 in recent contributions to the Nassau party leader
who endorsed Spitzer.

Catherine Abate has filed a complaint with the state board about these
practices--challenging the legality of making personal donations outside the
disclosure requirements of state law. Cumulatively, these issues have cast a
cloud over Spitzer, who clearly believes that airtime is all that matters, even in
the selection of the state's highest law-enforcement official.”

' September 17, 1998 - The AP Wire reports on Spitzet's release of his tax returns and notes that
"1997 was a very good year for the Manhattan lawyer and son of a wealthy New York City real
estate developer..."

“Spitzer, filing jointly with his wife Silda Wall, who did not work during the
year, reported income of $1,010,781 for last year. Nearly half - $453,578 - came
from capital gains as Spitzer withdrew investments from several private funds
that had money in the stock market. In addition, Spitzer made $230,240 as a
consultant to his father Bernard Spitzer; $165,542 from his New York City law
firm, Constantine and Partners; and $112,433 from a residential rental property
on Central Park South in Manhattan.... [Spitzer spokesman Steve] Goldstein
said Spitzet's consulting job is managing his father Bernard's money.”

I September 18, 1998 - A N ensday article quotes Michael Zabel, a spokesman for Dennis Vacco, as
saying that Spitzer "violated his word" regarding running a "positive campaign." Zabel is also
quoted as saying "The question is, where does Spitzer stand on campaign finances? He won't



disclose where he gets his campaign funds... Sometimes it's his money. Sometimes it's his father's
money. Or, his money, but money his father gave him. Well, which is it?"

I September 19, 1998 - An Albany Times Union story reports that Vacco's campaign is
questioning Spitzer's campaign finances in the wake of the release of Spitzer's tax returns.

""The bottom line is we still don't know where Eliot got the millions of dollars
he spent on his campaigns,'' said Vacco campaign manager Matt Behrman.
""The information gleaned from Spitzer's tax returns and ethics disclosures do
not indicate that he possesses the kind of personal wealth it takes to spend $7
million of his own on political campaigns.'' Spitzer ran unsuccessfully for the
Democratic nomination in 1994 and successfully this year. Campaign records
show Spitzer is fueling this year's campaign with about $4 million in family
cash. ""Eliot Spitzer spent nearly three times as much of his own money on his
campaign than he earned in the last five years, and that's not including the
millions more he intends to spend in the coming weeks,'' Behrman said... On
the funding issue, Spitzer said any money he has lent to his campaign came
from his savings or income, or loans he has collateralized himself.”

I September 25, 1998 - The AP Wirereports on Spitzet's defense of his personal finances in the
face of questions asked by Vacco's campaign.

“A signature page on the loan from Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New
York showed that Spitzer financed the September 1994 loan himself and used
Manhattan property he owns as collateral. Spitzer said Friday he is still
repaying that loan, as well as another $2 million loan from 1994, with his own
money.... [Vacco's campaign] has questioned whether Spitzer had improperly
relied on help from his father, a wealthy New York City real estate developer, in
obtaining and repaying the loans. If Spitzer had received help from his father
and not reported it in financial disclosures he would be in violation of
campaign laws, Zabel said. ""Even if Bernard Spitzer did not sign for the loan
we wonder whether there was a special deal (for Eliot) because of his father,"
Zabel said..... Zabel contended that despite Spitzet's report that his Manhattan
property was used to back the loan, there was no record of a lien having been
placed against the property with the Uniform Commercial Code released by the
banking industry. He said the Vacco campaign would be inquiring whether
there was such a lien notice listed with the state attorney general's Office Real
Estate Bureau.”

I September 29, 1998 - The A lbany Times Uniaon reports that Vacco's campaign used Freedom of
Information filings in order to obtain more information about Spitzet's loans.

“In a half-inch-thick file of documents released Monday, Vacco campaign
manager Matthew Berhmann accused Spitzer of either being a liar or filing
false documents with the state. Disclosure statements...show Spitzer may have
paid for his campaigns with a $4.3 million loan using his eight Manhattan
apartments as collateral, Berhmann said. However, Spitzer has publicly said all
of his campaign funding comes from his savings, income or loans he
collateralized himself..."



The Buffalo N eas report also includes the following information:

“In making the charges, the Vacco campaign is following a strategy adopted by
Mr. Spitzer's Democratic tivals in the primary. Mr. Spitzer, a former Manhattan
prosecutor whose father is a real estate magnate, has spent more than $6
million so far on the two campaigns. Under state law, Mr. Spitzer can spend an
unlimited amount of his own money on his campaign, but can receive no more
than roughly $100,000 from his father. Mr. Spitzet's rivals have questioned
whether his father or other family members made illegal contributions to his
campaign. Yesterday, Mr. Spitzer asserted that his Democratic rivals had been
unable to prove a shred of wrongdoing on his part. He said he had used eight
co-op apartments that he owns at 200 Central Park South in Manhattan as
collateral on the loans, explaining that the apartments were worth $7 million to
$10 million. He said he was not sure whether the bank or his lawyers had filed
all the disclosure documents on the loans, but would tell his lawyers to make
sure that proper procedures were followed.”

' October 1&2, 1998 - The AP Wireand various papers report that Vacco argues that Spitzer will
have a conflict of interest as Attorney General due to the vast real estate holdings of his father.

“The Vacco camp, which has claimed for days that Spitzer violated the law by
failing to disclose information surrounding $4.3 million in loans to his
campaign, noted that as attorney general Spitzer would have to oversee
transactions by his father, a wealthy Manhattan real estate investot. Spitzet's
father, Bernard, owns, controls or manages more than 1,300 cooperative and
condominium units regulated by the real estate bureau of the state attorney
general's office, the Vacco camp said.... [A] spokesman said Spitzer would
recuse himself from any cases involving his father's real estate deals.... The
Vacco camp maintains that either Spitzer broke the law by failing to disclose to
state regulators that his Manhattan apartments were being used as collateral for
$4.3 million in campaign loans or had in fact [ ] paid off the loans,
contradicting statements Spitzer has made. Vacco aides have speculated that
Spitzet's loans may have been financed by his father and could violate
campaign finance laws. Spitzer has said that is not true and that no laws have
been violated.”

' October 7, 1998 - The A lbany Times Union reports on Spitzert's filings:

“Despite a $550,000 loan to himself to cover campaign expenses, Democratic
state attorney general hopeful Eliot Spitzer has only $38,422 on hand with four
weeks before voters head to the polls, according to financial reports filed
Tuesday at the state Board of Elections.... Spitzer, who spent $4.3 million in his
1994 bid for the post, continues to rely on his own checkbook to pull him
through Election Day on Nov. 3. Other than the personal loan, Spitzer received
three contributions with a total of $1,600 during a one-week period between
Sept. 22 and Sept. 28. At the end of his successful Sept. 15 four-way primary bid,
Spitzer had $5,608 left in the bank. Spitzer spokesman Steven Goldstein said
the dearth of cash is misleading. So far, Spitzet's campaign has spent $5.3
million while stumping for both the primary and general elections.”



October 11, 1998 - An article by Tom Precious in the Buffalo N @ns reports on the beginnings of
Spitzet's race for Attorney General:

“Longtime friends say Spitzer, 39, can become almost obsessed with eventually
getting what he wants. After placing last in a four-way Democratic primary for
attorney general in 1994, Spitzer, a wealthy Manhattan lawyer, spent the last
several years putting together an organization, wooing and contributing to
Democratic county leaders and shaping his themes. It was a four-year effort
that won him the September primary against three other Democrats with much
longer and deeper party roots.

Unlike the usual statewide office route - but like Vacco - Spitzer did not rise
through the ranks of the State Legislature. He once talked of the State
Legislature as a group "that defines lethargy, the status quo. What is wrong
with our state government?" He says avoiding the Legislature as a career-
builder was a conscious decision. Instead of spending half his year in Albany
and running for office every two years, Spitzer said practicing law -- from
criminal to public advocacy cases -- made him much better prepared to
become attorney general. "'I'm not sure I would enjoy the legislative positions
that are usually the intermediate steps toward statewide office," he says today.

Oliver Koppell, a former interim attorney general who ran against Spitzer last
month and in 1994, has been attacking Spitzer's use of his money in campaigns
in two straight elections. He said Spitzer would not have won this time around
were it not for his money -- both in contributions to his own campaign and in
donations to county Democratic groups that helped his bid.”

October 15, 1998 - The New York Past reports on accusations by Vacco that Spitzer is breaking
the law with his campaign financing:

“Attorney General Dennis Vacco said yesterday his opponent Eliot Spitzer may
be a felon who is illegally using his rich father's money to fund his campaign....
Republican Vacco charges that Spitzer is breaking one of two laws. Either
Spitzer is breaking the state's Martin Act by failing to file proper notices that he
is using co-op apartments as loan collateral. Or he is breaking campaign
finance law because his father, Bernard Spitzer, is providing the loans, Vacco
said.

Campaign finance laws allow only $110,000 in contributions from family
members, Vacco said. Democrat Spitzer has said he is financing his run - an
effort that Vacco says is costing his opponent $1 million-a-week. There is no
limit on how much personal money a candidate can use. The Martin Act is
designed to protect other investors in co-op buildings, Vacco said.

Spitzer has said not filing the co-op encumbrance disclosures on the units at
200 Central Park South was an oversight. Spitzer campaign spokesman Steven
Goldstein said [ ] Vacco is using the resources of his office to construct
political lies against Eliot Spitzer. Eliot is using either his own money or his
own apartments as collateral, period. He intends to correct his filing as soon as



all the paperwork is done to reflect that. Neither Spitzer nor Goldstein would
say when the co-op filing will be amended. Nor would they say if it would be
amended before or after the Nov. 3 election.... Vacco said his campaign
investigators have been searching public records to find out what was used as
collateral for loans to Spitzer made by Morgan bank, but have found nothing. If
the co-ops were used, it should be in real-estate records, he said. Vacco said
that even though Spitzer has earned about $500,000 to $1 million a year in
recent years, it is unlikely he could afford the debt service on the amount he's
been borrowing.”

' October 16, 1998 - The New York Past reports on the proof given by Spitzer that he is legally
funding his own campaign.

“Attorney-general candidate Eliot Spitzer produced evidence yesterday that he
says proves he is financing his own campaign - countering his opponent's
charge that Spitzer may be a felon.

Incumbent Dennis Vacco had charged Spitzer with breaking election law by
taking millions in campaign contributions from his real-estate-magnate father.

But Spitzer reached into the breast pocket of his suit yesterday during an
editorial-board meeting with The Post and produced a promissory note for
$4.75 million. The money is all my money, Democrat Spitzer said. It always has
been my money. The allegations he's making are absurd. Spitzer said he has
brought himself into compliance with another law Vacco said he was breaking.
Because Spitzer used co-op apartments as collateral for his loans, he is required
to notify the co-op board, which then files the information with the state.
Spitzer said he filed that notice Wednesday, explaining he did not know he was
in violation of the law until Vacco attacked him for it last week.

Vacco's campaign spokesman, Mike Zabel, said the promissory note, dated
Oct. 9, 1998, does not explain the source of earlier loans. Eliot's newly divulged
promissory note not only fails to exonerate him - it actually further incriminates
him, Zabel said. Because Spitzer has offered no physical proof he's made the
proper disclosures about using his co-ops as collateral, the new loan may be
illegally putting additional liens on those properties, Zabel said. Eliot Spitzer
has offered no proof whatsoever that he complied with the law and disclosed
his loans, Zabel said. Spitzer told The Post he checked with three lawyers to
make sure he was in full compliance with the law as of Wednesday.

Answering another Vacco charge, Spitzer said he has enough assets of his own
to afford payments on the loans.... Spitzer also announced that he's returned
three campaign contributions totaling $1,500 that came from lawyers who were
doing business with the attorney general's office. Although he is mostly self-
financing his campaign, he has received some contributions, Spitzer said.”

' October 24, 1998 - A N ensday article reports on the first public Vacco-Spitzer debate. During the
course of the debate, Spitzer reiterates that "I'm spending my own money for this campaign."”

The Daily N eas reports that during the debate, Vacco "drew first blood,
suggesting Spitzer couldn't possibly have financed the multi-million dollar



loans made to his campaign, as Spitzer says he did, and that his real-estate-
developer father, Bernard, had done so in violation of law. Vacco brandished a
copy of the co-op offering plan for a building at 200 Central Park South in
which the elder Spitzer is listed as a holder of unsold co-op shares used as
collateral for the loans. "Humbug!' Spitzer shot back. In dismissing the charge,
he said the loan money was his, not his fathet's, and that he had the records to
prove it."

' October 25,1998 - The New York Past reports that Spitzer has stepped up his fundraising
efforts:

“Attorney-general candidate Eliot Spitzer raised $504,000 from contributors in
the past few weeks, a dramatic change of course for a candidate who had been
mostly self-financed, records show.... Spitzer continued to loan his campaign
hefty amounts - $1.89 million in the current period. His campaign has been
loaned more than $6 million, the disclosure filed with the state Board of
Elections shows. Spitzet's campaign showed only $45,444 on hand, an amount
that means little because the loan tap can be opened again.... The contributions
Spitzer received equal the total he had raised during the rest of the race
combined. He's now taken in just over $1 million in donations and spent $7.1
million.

The campaigns played a game of chicken with each other in making the
financial disclosures available to the press. The filings were supposed to be
postmarked by midnight Friday. They are sent to the elections board in
Albany, where it takes a few days before they are received and made available
for the public. But most candidates make their filings available to the press as
soon as they are mailed.”

' October 26, 1998 - The New York Times reports that during the second debate Spitzer is again
pressed to explain his campaign finances:

“Less than halfway through the debate, Mr. Vacco offered to yield the rest of
his time to Mr. Spitzer if he would reconcile his campaign spending. At issue is
Mzr. Spitzer's claim that he had used eight cooperative apartments he owns in
Manhattan as collateral for millions of dollars of campaign loans with a
document submitted to the State by his father, Bernard Spitzer. Before the
cameras, Mr. Vacco waved a document in which the father, a developer, had
sworn that the apartments were not being used as collateral. He suggested that
Mzr. Spitzer was being less than candid about the source of his campaign
financing. '""Show us the money," Mr. Vacco pleaded.

As he did in the Friday debate, Mr. Spitzer provided only a bare-bones
response. ""The documents have been submitted," he said. ""The response is
very simple, Mr. Vacco: You're wrong on the facts, you're wrong on the law."
Pressed by reporters to say more on the issue after the debate, Mr. Spitzer said
he would "answer the facts at the right time" and declined to elaborate.”

' October 28,1998 - A New York Timesstory reports that Spitzer finally concedes that his father
helped to pay for his campaigns:



“After repeatedly contending that he alone paid his campaign bills this year
and in 1994, Mr. Spitzer, the Democratic candidate, acknowledged in
interviews with The New York Times this week that his father, a wealthy real
estate developer, has played an extensive role in helping to finance his
campaigns. Throughout his campaigns, Mr. Spitzer created the impression
that he wanted the job so badly, he was willing to spend millions in his own
money to win it. It is not clear whether his father's involvement violated any
campaign laws or will simply turn out to be a political embarrassment.... Asked
why he had been less than forthright about his campaign finances, he said he
wanted to spare his family more unwanted publicity. His comments came after
The Times raised questions about his ability to pay for his campaign expenses,
particularly the interest on $4.3 million in bank loans that he secured in 1994 to
finance his first run for public office, in the Democratic primary for attorney
general.

When pressed on how he had been paying off the 1994 loans, Mr. Spitzer said
for the first time that his father, Bernard, had lent him the money in late 1994
after the election to repay the bank. He provided copies of promissory notes
and checks to demonstrate that he has been repaying his father, though at a
much slower pace and lower rate than he would have had to repay the bank. He
also made available copies of his income tax returns for the last five years.

After Mr. Spitzer discussed the financing of his campaigns in interviews over
the last several days, his spokesman, Steven Goldstein, released a statement to
news organizations last night acknowledging that Mr. Spitzer received loans
from his father.

Loans in 1994 and again this year have been essential to Mr. Spitzer's
campaigns. A lawyer and former prosecutor with no previous experience in
politics, Mr. Spitzer had no natural political base or core of financial
supporters. He had to spend millions on advertising to make himself known to
voters, and he financed both campaigns fundamentally from two sets of loans:
$4.3 million in 1994 and $4.8 million this year, both from J. P. Morgan &
Company, the New York banking company.

But his political rivals, first in the Democratic primary race that he won last
month and now in the general-election campaign against the Republican
incumbent, Dennis C. Vacco, have questioned how Mr. Spitzer could afford the
more than $9 million in loans. Opponents contended that his father had given
him money in excess of the amounts permitted by campaign finance laws. Mr.
Spitzer said repeatedly that he alone was paying the debt and that he had used
as collateral eight Manhattan apartments that he owns, which he said were
worth between $7 million and $10 million.

"The income tax returns which I have revealed all the way back for five years
show more than enough income to pay the interest and necessary principal
payments on these loans," he said in an Oct. 8 interview on New York 1 News.
""That is the end of the issue. It has been looked at. There is absolutely no issue
here." In fact, Mr. Spitzet's tax returns from every year except 1997 showed



that he could not afford to pay even the annual interest on the bank loans. Nor
were there any ""necessary principal payments" required either by the bank or
his father over the last four years.

The interest on the $4.3 million bank loan would have come to $344,000 a year,
which is more than Mr. Spitzer's after-tax income in 1994, 1995 or 1996. It is
unclear precisely how much he has been paying his father annually in interest
on the loan that repaid the bank loans. He initially said last Thursday that he
was paying "a couple hundred thousand" a year to his father.

But Mr. Spitzer then provided copies of 10 checks he had written over the last
four years to his father, which indicated that he had paid an average of about
$100,000 a year since 1994. Asked on Monday if that was the actual amount he
had been paying in interest, Mr. Spitzer said, "I don't deny the possibility." He
said that in his rush to assemble documentation on his loan from his father, he
was uncertain whether he had made copies of all the checks he had written and
unsure of what the annual payments amounted to.

"I write checks when I get a note telling me that it is time to pay," he said. He
said his payments to his father were lower than what he would have owed the
bank because his father had deferred the principal payments and most of the
interest. Mr. Spitzer contended that the loan from his father was proper and
followed state campaign finance laws and Federal tax laws. State law permits
Mzt. Spitzer to spend as much of his own money as he wants but limits his
father to campaign donations of about $260,000 a year.

The Internal Revenue Service, he said, permits his father to defer the
repayment of principal and some interest on the loans, provided that the
interest rate is competitive. Otherwise, the loans could be construed as a gift
for tax purposes. Some of the loans from his father call for 7.16 percent interest;
others are for 7.69 percent. The bank loans averaged about 8 percent.

The favorable loan terms from Mr. Spitzet's father would probably not be
construed as a campaign contribution, said Thomas R. Wilkey, executive
director of the State Board of Elections, because the bank loans and the loan
from his father were personal loans, which Mr. Spitzer then gave to his
campaign. Mr. Wilkey said election officials could not rule on the loans'
legality, because they have not investigated them, and would not say if the
board would conduct an investigation. The state law, among the least
restrictive in the country, lays out rules for loans given directly to campaigns
but does not address personal loans to candidates, state election officials said.

While insisting that he had been careful to follow the law, Mr. Spitzer also
acknowledged that he had used an aggressive strategy of borrowing to raise
millions of dollars for his campaigns. He has only just begun to repay the $4.8
million in bank loans this year, which would cost more than $380,000 a year in
interest. ""Have I been aggressive in the way I've done this?" he said in an
interview on Monday. ""You bet. But I'm up against a Republican Party that
has been more than aggressive."



Mzr. Spitzer decried the current system of financing campaigns. "Is the system
one that absolutely has to be overhauled?" he asked. "Yes, and I've said so
from Day One. But am I playing by the rules set up by the I.R.S. and the state
campaign finance law? Absolutely. I do not feel that by taking advantage of the
way the law is written, I am doing anything that is in any way improper." But
Mr. Spitzer went to significant lengths over the last month to avoid having to
reveal the financial help from his father. Specifically, he has repeatedly
misstated the status of the 1994 bank loans when attacked by Mr. Vacco on his
campaign finances.

Beginning on Sept. 28, Mr. Vacco has accused Mr. Spitzer of having failed to
disclose, in annual reports filed with the State Attorney General's office, that he
had used the eight apartments he owns at 200 Central Park South as collateral
for the 1994 bank loans. Mr. Vacco said that Mr. Spitzer had either failed to file
the required disclosure documents or that he had lied about the source of his
campaign money.

In response, Mr. Spitzer at first said that he was uncertain whether his lawyers
had filed all the appropriate documents and that he would tell them to make
sure to follow all proper procedures. Two weeks later, when asked about the
issue by The Daily N ens, Mr. Spitzer said, "It will be cortrected, but it doesn't
go to the issue of whose money it is."

Mr. Vacco pressed the matter hard during a debate in a Long Island cable
television studio last Friday. '""My answer to him is, humbug," Mr. Spitzer said.
He said there was a promissory note that proved that he was spending his own
money, and he accused Mr. Vacco of waging a campaign through news
releases smearing Mr. Spitzer's father.

What Mr. Spitzer did not say during that debate, or during a subsequent one on
Sunday, was that the promissory notes for the 1994 loans were to his father, not
to J. P. Morgan & Company. Mr. Spitzer also admitted that the reports on the
cooperative apartments filed with the state had, in fact, been accurate: He did
not need to notify the state that the apartments he owned were encumbered,
because the 1994 bank loans for which they had served as collateral had been
paid off.

During the interview on Monday, Mr. Spitzer was asked why he had not
spoken more accurately about the reports to the state and more candidly about
how he was paying off the 1994 campaign debt. ""Having been attacked and
having had my father attacked by Dennis Vacco, it simply reached a point
where I felt I had responded sufficiently," he said. "I didn't wish my family to
go through any more. I am confident that everything I have done is legal and
proper. I felt that enough was enough."

There is another noteworthy financial connection between Mr. Spitzer and his
father, a review of his income tax returns for the last five years showed. Starting
in May 1994, just as Mr. Spitzer was beginning his first statewide race, he has
been paid about $200,000 a year in consulting fees for managing his father's
investments. In the last four years, this has been more than the wages he



earned as a lawyer. In 1993, his adjusted gross income was $288,000; in 1994,
$270,000; in 1995, $240,000; in 1996, $507,000, and in 1997, $1,007,000, of which
half was in capital gains.

The consulting fees clearly help Mr. Spitzet's personal finances, and thus make
it easier for him to repay the loans by his father. Mr. Spitzer said that was not
the purpose of the consulting arrangement, stating emphatically that he had
worked hard to manage his father's investments and had earned the fees. He
also said he began the work in 1994 because he had left a large Manhattan law
firm to run for attorney general.”

October 29, 1998 - The Albany Times Union reparts that G. Oliver Koppell, calling Spitzer a
"disgrace," withdrew his endorsement from Spitzer based upon the revelations of Spitzet’s
campaign finance disclosures. A letter Koppell sent to Spitzer was quoted as saying, "In light of
the revelations...that you have lied to the members of the press and to the public over the
financing of your campaigns, I am withdrawing my support of your candidacy.... Your
lack of candor and violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of the law makes you unfit to
serve as the chief legal officer for New York State."

December 26, 1998 - The Daily Neas reports that the amount of money Spitzer loaned to his
campaign has increased dramatically:

“New records show Democrat Eliot Spitzer lent his campaign for attorney
general $8.25 million, a substantially larger debt than was revealed during his
successful run. The mammoth borrowing has created a tangle of financial,
ethical and legal issues that Spitzer hasn't resolved with days to go before his
swearing-in as the state's chief legal officer. If Spitzer seeks contributions to
retire the debt, he effectively will be fund-raising for himself, an unprecedented
scenario for a statewide official, which Spitzer acknowledges would be "very
troubling" because "you have the appearance that it's into my pocket."

As an alternative, Spitzer could forgive the loans. That route would deplete him
of much of his remaining wealth, he said, although he would remain an heir to
part of his father's real estate fortune....

Spitzer said he had to scramble to scrape up the $8.25 million he lent his
campaign. He said he borrowed $5 million from a bank, using as collateral
eight co-op apartments he owns, and raised the remainder mainly by "selling
every share I had in the stock market."

Spitzet's financial squeeze is virtually identical to his predicament after his
losing race for attorney general in 1994, in which he borrowed $4.3 million from
J.P. Morgan, then lent the cash to his campaign. Once the campaign ended, he
quietly obtained a $4.3 million loan from his father, Bernard, and used that
money to retire his bank debt....

Spitzer said his fathet's help was legal under state campaign finance laws,
although he acknowledged it gave the appearance he was circumventing the
state limit on family contributions to a child's campaign. He said he had copies
of the loan agreement with his father and canceled checks showing he had paid



the interest on the debt. He said he would not use a similar tactic to retire his
$5 million bank loan this year, and he promised to propose legislation to
prevent himself and others from trying such a tactic in the future. "If you were
to do this repeatedly, then certainly you could begin to look at it as a way to
circumvent the limit on parental or family contributions," he said. "But that's
not what it was.”

1999

' January 10, 1999 - The New York Paogt reports that Spitzer is "off to a disappointing start" as
Attorney General:

“As one of his first two official actions, Spitzer issued an executive order
forbidding his employees from contributing to any Spitzer campaign
committees. Spitzer intended the move as a dig at his predecessor, Dennis
Vacco - whom he accused of operating the AG's office as a patronage mill -
saying it would "formally distance the [AG's] staff from political activity."

So who did Spitzer hire to coordinate his regional offices? Why, Martin Mack -
who until just recently chaired the New York state Democratic Party's
executive committee. Unfortunately, the contributions ban still leaves Spitzer
himself with a real ethical dilemma - one he needs to resolve, and quickly.

It concerns the way Spitzer collected millions to finance both his most recent
campaign and his unsuccessful 1994 effort - a process about which Spitzer
clearly misled the public. Spitzer borrowed millions from a bank and sold his
considerable Wall Street holdings - then officially lent the money to his
campaign. The total sum, $8.25 million, is far more than he publicly disclosed
before the votes were cast last November.

Now Spitzer has to make an accounting of the money he loaned to his own
campaign. He has two options. Option one: He can forgive the loans, in which
case he will deplete much of his personal fortune. Option two: He can raise
money to pay the loans back, in which case he will become mired in an ethical
swamp familiar to him. Four years ago, when he ran and lost a race for attorney
general, Spitzer financed his campaign through a bank loan of $4.3 million.
Then, throughout last fall's election, he insisted that he'd repaid the 1994 debt
himself. Indeed, when Vacco suggested otherwise, Spitzer accused his rival of
"smearing my family." Only after repeated media inquiries did Spitzer finally
admit that he'd actually gotten a personal loan from his wealthy real-estate
magnate father - a move seemingly aimed at manipulating legal limits on
political contributions by family members.

So how is Spitzer going to repay his current loans? That's a good question -
and one he needs to answer sooner rather than later. Yes, other elected officials
have raised money while in office to retire their campaign debts. But the
Spitzer campaign has only one creditor - and that's Eliot Spitzer himself.
Which means that any money he raises is, for all intents and purposes, going
right into his own pocket.



No other statewide elected official has ever placed himself in such a position -
one that's especially distutbing for New York's chief law-enforcement officer, a
job fraught with potential conflicts of interest. Spitzer acknowledges that this is
a "'very troubling' situation. Yet he's offered no solution, save suggesting
legislation that would prevent anyone from trying the same fiscal shenanigans
in future campaigns. The most feasible remedy, we think, is the one that's
most personally painful to Spitzer - forgiving the loans. He took the financial
risk because he badly wanted to be attorney general. Now that he's achieved
his goal, better to pay a price than further compromise his office's integrity.”

' February 1, 1999 - The AP Wireand others report that "PACs [are] suddenly attracted to
Spitzer":

“Eliot Spitzer received scant help from political action committees as an
underdog candidate for state attorney general. That began to change after he
won.

PACs representing teachers, lawyers, nurses and mass transit workers each
made first-time contributions to the Manhattan Democrat's political fund in
December. Some said they were responding to a plea for money from the
Spitzer camp.

The post-election PAC giving to Spitzer totaled $19,500 in just a few weeks,
compared to the slightly more than $25,000 in PAC donations he received in the
roughly two years preceding the Nov. 3 election, according to state Board of
Elections records. Critics of New York's loosely-regulated campaign finance
system contend the accelerated PAC giving illustrates an Albany truism:
political contributions flow overwhelmingly to incumbents. In one case, a PAC
had contributed regularly to Spitzet's opponent, Republican incumbent Dennis
Vacco, before contributing to Spitzer after the election....

As Spitzer's victory began to look more likely, the PAC representing New York
State United Teachers wrote its first check to Spitzet's '98 campaign account
for $5,000. The union, a top contributor to politicians in Albany, had remained
neutral during the campaign.... By the end of December, several other state
PACs contributed to Spitzet's '98 campaign for the first time: the trail lawyers'
Law PAC of New York ($10,000); New York State Nurses Association PAC
($2,000); and the Transport Workers Union Local 100 ($1,500), according to
campaign records....

Lubin [Executive Vice President of the New York State Teachers Union] and a
representative of the transit workers' union said they were responding to a
solicitation from the Spitzer campaign in early December that said the
campaign was in debt and was seeking money for the new attorney general's
inaugural and transition. Lubin said the solicitation asked for $10,000
donations.”

' February 5, 1999 - The Daily Nens reports that Spitzer will not engage in fundraising in order to
repay the loans he made to his own campaign:



“Running for attorney general is going to end up costing Eliot Spitzer nearly $9
million of his personal funds. Trying to clear a swirl of ethical questions raised
by his campaign financing, Spitzer said he will not try to recoup the money he
loaned his campaign last fall. While the decision may blow a hole in Spitzer's
personal pocketbook, it will avoid the unprecedented spectacle of the state's
chief legal officer conducting political fund-raising to pay off a campaign debt
to himself.

It would not have been illegal for Spitzer to raise money to repay himself, but
he said soliciting donations ""would at a minimum have created an appearance
that I would have been very uncomfortable with." Spitzer said he will conduct
limited fund-raising to pay off $350,000 in remaining campaign bills from his
$10.1 million campaign. To help raise the $8.74 million he loaned his campaign,
Spitzer last fall took out a $4.75 million personal loan from the J.P. Morgan
bank, using as collateral eight co-op apartments he owned at 200 Central Park
South, he said. Spitzer said he sold the eight apartments this week to his father
for $6.1 million and used part of the proceeds to pay off all but $1.4 million of
the loan.

He said his father, Bernard, paid market rate for the apartments, based on an
independent appraisal. Selling the units to his father presented at least one
advantage. The transaction keeps the assets in the family, setting up the
possibility that they could appreciate and partly pass back to the younger
Spitzer at the time of his father's death.”

' March 11, 1999 - TheDaily N eas reports that the numbers surrounding Spitzet's campaign
financing continue to be in flux:

“State Attorney General Eliot Spitzer ought to adopt a new slogan: Ask me no
questions, I'll tell you no lies. That way, those who do ask questions would be
forewarned. En route to his election victory in November, Spitzer spun a
deceitful tale about the millions he was spending and the millions he had spent
in his failed 1994 campaign. Since then, all that has changed are the numbers.

Yesterday, they changed again, raising serious questions about the credibility
of the state's top legal officer. In 1994, Spitzer borrowed millions from J.P.
Morgan Bank and then loaned the cash to his campaign. He hid the fact that
after the election, he got a loan from his father to repay Morgan. Because of the
triple loan scheme, there was no public disclosure of Morgan's involvement or
his father's. Even worse, by channeling the borrowed funds through himself,
Spitzer adroitly skirted the contribution limits, which don't apply to the
candidate. Quite clever. And quite contrary to the spirit of the state's very loose
campaign finance laws.

But just how much Spitzer borrowed from dad is one of those numbers that
keeps changing. Since October, it has been consistently reported that the loans
totaled $4.3 million. Now, in response to specific questions about the loans, a
Spitzer spokesman says the actual amount borrowed was $2.96 million. That
amount, the spokesman says, was borrowed first from the bank and then from



Spitzer's father to repay the bank. The loan from the father, according to the
promissory notes, carries a below-market interest rate of about 7.5% but
requires Spitzer to make no payments at all for 10 years.

Although Spitzer claims to have paid more than $600,000 in four years, that
amount, if accurate, doesn't even cover the interest during that period. Banking
experts say no bank would ever make such a loan. There are more shifting
sands on his sale of eight apartments to his father. Last fall, he said the
apartments were worth between $7 million and $10 million. In December, he
said they were worth $5 million. Yet when he sold them to his father recently,
he pocketed an assessed price of $6.1 million.

The whole point of disclosure laws is to make campaign finances transparent.
By maneuvering outside those rules, Spitzer has left the law in tatters.”

I July 22,1999 - The Daily N ens reports on the appatent final count of Spitzet's 1998 campaign
for Attorney General:

“Democrat Eliot Spitzer spent $9.29 million of his own money[,] more than
previously reported in his successful race for attorney general last year, newly
filed campaign finance reports show. Spitzer reported to the state Board of
Elections in January that he had loaned his campaign $8.74 million in defeating
Republican incumbent Dennis Vacco in November.

But the Elections Board did its own tally of the loans Spitzer had made to his
campaign and found that he had underreported the total by about $550,000,
documents show. In campaign finance reports filed last week, Spitzet's
campaign acknowledged the error and reported the new loan total of $9.29
million.”

I July 25,1999 - The Daily N eas editorial page urges Spitzet, now that he has finally come to
terms with his 1998 campaign finances, to address the finances surrounding his 1994 campaign:

“With his just-filed campaign finance report, Attorney General Eliot Spitzer has
finally, and formally, fulfilled his promise not to personally recoup millions in
loans he made to his lavish 1998 campaign. That meant eating a whopping $
9.29 million in debt by converting it into gifts, a move that precludes any
attempt to regain the money through fund-raising. That's his first step toward
honest campaign finance. Now, Spitzer must take step No. 2 by fixing the
money mess of his failed 1994 campaign. He can do that by repaying the loans
he received from his father. Pronto.

Spitzer financed both campaigns by borrowing millions from a bank and then
lending the money to his campaign. In 1994, after he lost the Democratic
primary, he secretly borrowed millions from his wealthy father and repaid the
bank. That was a dodge around the reporting requirements, because neither
the bank loan nor the one from his father ever showed up on his disclosure
forms. Not the most ethical behavior for someone wanting to be the state's top

lawyer.



Running again in 1998, Spitzer got another multimillion-dollar bank loan. He
later repaid the bank by selling back to his father for $6.1 million eight
apartments his father had given him. But before he did that deal, he had
claimed that the bank loan covered his costs for both campaigns. The truth,
which he admitted later, was that the loan covered only 1998. Once again, he
was hiding his father's role, with good reason.

The $2,965,000 he got from his father in October 1994 are loans in name only.
Though they carry an annual interest rate of about 7.5%, they require no
payment of any kind for 10 years. Try to get a deal like that from a bank. While
Spitzer made some payments to his father, though just how much isn't cleat,
those 1994 loans aren't due until October 2004.

Spitzer should simply pay them off now. He'll save his family further
embarrassment and close the books on a shady deal. No, the law doesn't
require him to do that. But decency does. It goes with the job. Or should.”

200
' December 6, 2004 - In an editorial, The Daily N @as takes credit for "prompting" Spitzer to
satisfy the debt owed to his father from the 1998 campaign.

“Attorney General Eliot Spitzer has just made a huge down payment on
running for governor by paying more than $4 million out of his own pocket to
clean up a longstanding campaign-finance mess. We're happy to say the
attorney general made the smart, if costly, move, but we can't also say that he
did so out of his own inspiration.

Spitzer, who has developed a national reputation as a crusader against financial
irregularities, saw the light after this page questioned the status of a loan he'd
received from his father, a wealthy real estate developer, and whose existence
never found its way into disclosure documents. Prompted by our query, Spitzer,
within days, liquidated $4 million-plus in municipal bond funds and repaid
pop, he now reports...

... The history here dates to 1994, when Spitzer made his first run for attorney
general. He funded the race by taking out a personal bank loan and donating
the money to his campaign. After Spitzer lost, he borrowed $3 million from his
father to repay the bank, promising to make good on the loan with $3 million in
interest in 10 years.

...Exploiting a loophole in campaign finance law, Spitzer did not disclose the
debt he owed his father. But in his second, and successful, run for attorney
general, he was bombarded with questions about how he'd paid off the bank.
He confessed that dad had bailed him out only on the eve of the election. The
Daily News, The New York Times and many others accused Spitzer of
misleading the public...”



2006

' November 8, 2006- Eliot Spitzer is elected Governor in a campaign in which Republican
candidate John Faso inexplicitly never raises the issue of Spiter’s past finance campaign abuses.

2007

I July, 2007- New York Magazine reponts Spitzer loan dishorest.

“...Spitzer easily won the 1998 primary. In the general election, against incumbent
Dennis Vacco, he spent more than $8 million, almost all of which he said he personally
lent to the campaign. Vacco suspected that the money from his first campaign and
now this one really came from Spitzer’s father, which seemed to violate campaign-
finance laws—a family member can’t contribute more than $260,000. Spitzer claimed
he’d mortgaged eight apartments his father had given him at 200 Central Park South, a
building Bernard developed, and raised $5 million. “No one else has guaranteed the
loan,” Spitzer said in an affidavit.

And then, days before the election, Spitzer came clean to the Times. His father had, in
effect, financed the campaign. Bernard was really paying off the co-op loans; Spitzer
was supposedly repaying his father, which permitted Spitzer to claim the money, was
technically his. Spitzer said the scheme was legal. If so, he had lawyered election and
tax codes close to the line.

Perhaps Spitzer’s clearer infraction, though, was that he misled—some said lied to—
not only the public but also his closest campaign aides. “People were disappointed
and shocked,” says one aide. Spitzer was remorseful—*“He felt bad,” says the aide. He
won the election, but barely.

Later, I asked Spitzer, now the state’s ethical crusader, whether he regretted this
deception. “I just would have been completely transparent about it,” he tells me. “I
didn’t realize how necessary it was to be transparent about every personal financial
transaction.” It’s difficult to hear the word trangparent and not think that the more
precise word is honest. Spitzer once told me that he’d learned at the D.A.’s office there
are some fights in which, as he put it, “you can never concede errors because you just
can’t do it.” Maybe this is one of those...”



