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1

Introduction

Background to the Compliance Audit

Ll

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

This Report is the result of a request for a compliance audit under Section 81 of the
Municipal Elections Act, 1996 (“the Act”) in relation to the campaign finances of Gus
Cusimano (“Cusimano” or “the Candidate™).

Cusimano filed for election as Councillor for Ward 9 on January 4, 2010.

After initially submitting his Primary Financial Statement (“the Primary Financial”)
on March 24, 2011 for the campaign period from January 4, 2010 to December 31,
2010, Cusimano attested that his Supplementary Financial Statement for the extended
campaign period from January 4, 2010 to June 30, 2011 (“the Supplementary
Financial”) was true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. Our findings
are based upon information contained in both Financial Statements (collectively “the
Financial Statements”).

On June 23, 2011, Donna Lynn Tucker (“Ms. Tucker”) and Howard Moscoe
(“Moscoe™), collectively (“the Applicants™), submitted a request for a compliance
audit to the City of Toronto Compliance Audit Committee (“the Committee™). The
Applicants identified the following issues regarding the Primary Financial:

1) Cusimano failed to report the purchase of all of the wooden stakes that would
have been required to support all of his campaign signs;

2) Cusimano failed to report the replacement value of a large arterial election sign
that was retrieved from inventory;

3) Cusimano failed to report the use of donated computers for his campaign;
4) Cusimano’s campaign accepted corporate contributions of goods in kind;
5) Campaign expenses were incorrectly classified as fundraising in an attempt to

remain below the campaign spending limit; and

6) Cusimano improperly commenced the proceeding for a controverted election
and his associated legal expenses were improperly accounted for.

On July 18, 2011, the Committee met to consider the merits of the application and
determined that a compliance audit of the Financial Statements be conducted for the
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1.6

2010 election campaign finances and the 2011 extended campaign finances of
Cusimano pursuant to Subsection 81(7) of the Act.

Bruce Armstrong of Froese Forensic Partners Ltd (“FFP”) and Glen R. Davison, CA,
were retained to conduct the compliance audit in accordance with the Act. Subsection
81(9) of the Act requires that the auditor prepare a report “outlining any apparent
contravention by the candidate.” This Report contains our findings in relation to our
compliance audit of the Financial Statements submitted by Cusimano.

Our Approach to the Compliance Audit

1.7

1.8

The objective of our compliance audit is to report any apparent contraventions of the
Act identified through the course of our compliance audit related to the Financial
Statements filed by Cusimano. We have set out our understanding of a number of
relevant sections of the Act as Appendix A to this Report.

The compliance audit addressed the issues raised by the Applicants as identified in
paragraph 1.4 and during the course of our compliance audit that are relevant to the
Financial Statements of the Candidate. The audit also addressed other matters
identified through the compliance audit process, including:

1) Whether the fair market value of goods and services were reflected in the
Financial Statements as contributions and expenses;

2) Whether campaign expenses were appropriately supported by invoices or other
supporting documentation and incurred as appropriate; and

3) Whether the Financial Statements were prepared in accordance with the
Municipal Elections Act 1996 (“the Aet”) and the City of Toronto 2010
Municipal Election Candidate’s Guide (“the Guide™).

Procedures Performed

)

Our procedures related to the compliance audit included:

i A review of the Compliance Audit Application by the Applicants;
2) A review of the Financial Statements and supporting documents;
3) An ongoing review of the Act and the Guide;

4) Attendance on January 31, 2012 at a preliminary meeting with the Candidate’s
legal counsel, Jack Siegel (“Siegel”), the campaign manager for Cusimano,
Vince Lombardi (“Lombardi”), and Cusimano to gain a better understanding
of the campaign extension. A number of undertakings were made at this time
by Siegel on behalf of Cusimano;
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5)
6)

7

8)

9
10)
11)

12)

13)

Examination of the accounting and financial documentation provided and
ongoing communications with the Candidate via Siegel;

Meeting with the Applicants on February 6, 2012 to fully understand their
allegations and determine if there were any additional allegations;

Communications with Rob Davis (“Davis”) of Campaign Solutions Inc
(“Campaign Solutions™), the company contracted by Cusimano to fundraise
during Cusimano’s campaign extension;

Meeting with Davis on March 21, 2012 to obtain information regarding his
retainer in June 2011 with Cusimano to assist with fundraising for the extended
campaign period;

Scheduling and attendance at an interview of Cusimano on April 3, 2012 in the
presence of Siegel and Lombardi;

Written communication with campaign contributors including extensive email
and telephone follow up;

Contacting third party service providers;
Ongoing meetings and discussions with Siegel, in particular to follow-up
outstanding requests, including a number of undertakings that were made by

Cusimano when he was interviewed; and

Preparation of our report.
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2

Overall Findings

General -

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.3

Cusimano and his campaign team cooperated with the compliance audit process. For
the most part, we found the Cusimano campaign records to be well maintained,
organized, and generally consistent with the requirements of the Act.

Davis, the external contractor engaged to fundraise for Cusimano in June 2011, did not
respond to all of our requests on a timely basis and did not retain or provide all
documents requested by FFP that in our opinion should have been generated and
retained with respect to the solicitation of contributions.

The Primary Financial for the period January 4, 2010 to December 31, 2010 reported a
deficit of $32,866.28 and total contributions of $45,845.00.

The Supplementary Financial for the period January 4, 2010 to June 30, 2011, the end
of the extended campaign period, reported a deficit of $80,096.06 and total
contributions of $95,070.00. Contributions received after December 31, 2010 totaled
$49,225.00.

Cusimano had a campaign expense limitation of $26,754.05. The Supplementary
Financial Statement reported campaign expenses subject to limitation of $25,910.28.
Expenses not subject to limitation totalled $149,410.78. A significant portion of the
expenses not subject to limitation consisted of legal expenses totalling $132,253.92
pertaining to legal action undertaken by Cusimano alleging a controverted election.

Contributions

2.6

27

Two (2) corporate contributions of $300.00 each were accepted by the campaign,
which is an apparent contravention of Subsection 70.1(1) of the Act and the City of
Toronto By-Law 1177-2009 by both the Candidate and the contributors. The
contributions should have been returned to the contributors and personal cheques
written. This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.1 to 3.4.

Contributions to the extended campaign period were deposited to the campaign
account after the end of the extended campaign period, June 30, 2011. These deposits
totaled $25,754.20 and are set out in Schedule 1. Twenty-eight (28) of the cheques
were dated after June 30 and totaled $5,050.00. Accepting and depositing these
cheques is in contravention of Subsection 68(1)(4)(i) of the Act. Subsection 69(1)(m)
of the Act requires that these contributions should be returned to the contributors and
the deficit should be adjusted. This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.5 to 3.15.
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2.8

2.9

[\

10

2.11

2.12

213

We identified a further six (6) cheques totaling $2,550.00 from contributors where the
original cheque date was altered from 07 (July) to 06 (June). It is apparent that the
purpose of the alteration was to have the contributions appear as if they were made
within the extended campaign period. This alteration constitutes an apparent
contravention of Subsection 68(1)(4)(i) of the Act.

We identified an additional cheque from a contributor where the original cheque date
was altered from 07 (July) to 06 (June). The contributor placed a stop payment on this
cheque and, although it was initially deposited to the campaign account, it was
subsequently returned. As such, it does not have an impact on the Supplementary
Financial.

The alterations by either the issuer of the cheque or the Candidate or persons delegated
authority by the Candidate represent an apparent contravention of subsection 89(h) of
the Act as, in our opinion, we were provided with false or misleading information.
Subsection 69(1)(m) of the Act requires that these contributions should be returned to
the contributors and the deficit should be adjusted. This is further discussed in
paragraphs 3.16 to 3.24.

Cash was accepted by the campaign to purchase money orders totalling $900.00 that
were deposited to the campaign account as contributions from three (3) individuals.
The acceptance of cash over $25.00 is an apparent contravention of Subsection 70(8)
of the Act. Subsection 69(1)(m) of the Act requires that these contributions should be
returned to the contributors and the deficit should be adjusted. This is further
discussed in paragraphs 3.25 to 3.32.

Transaction fees for processing credit card contributions at his place of business were
paid for by the Candidate through his business and not reported as expenses subject to
limitation. The payment of these fees represents an apparent contravention of
Subsection 67(2)(2) of the Act. This also represents an apparent contravention by both
the contributor and Candidate with respect to the City of Toronto By-Law 1177-2009
and Subsection 70.1(1) of the Act. This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.25 to 3.31.

We identified several instances of contributions made from the joint bank accounts of
contributors where the receipt was not issued to the cheque signor or the signature on
the cheque was illegible. We do not consider these items to be apparent contraventions
of the Act but the issuance of the receipt did not, in all cases, follow the Guide. This is
further discussed in paragraphs 3.33 to 3.38.

Expenses

2.14 There were a number of expenses omitted or reported incorrectly in the Primary

Financial that were corrected and listed appropriately in the Supplementary Financial.
These are summarized as follows and in our opinion are apparent contraventions of the
Act as indicated:

Page 5



’a 4 FROESE FORENSIC Compliance Audit Report for the City of Toronto

&

partners ia Re: Gus Cusimano
May 25, 2012

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2,19

L) The Applicants asserted that the Candidate did not properly include an expense
for computers used throughout the campaign. This expense was omitted in the
Primary Financial and in our opinion is an apparent contravention of
Subsection 67(1) of the Act. A reasonable expense was included in the
Supplementary Financial as discussed in paragraphs 3.39 to 3.40.

2) The Applicants asserted that a large campaign sign initially used by the
Candidate in a 1976 election was omitted in the Primary Financial. In our
opinion, this is an apparent contravention of Subsection 67(2)(1) of the Act.
We obtained third party pricing information and determined that a reasonable
replacement value was used in the Supplementary Financial. This is further
discussed in paragraphs 3.41 to 3.42.

The Applicants asserted that all expenses pertaining to wooden stakes were not
accounted for by the Candidate. Our review determined that the costs were properly
included. This is further discussed in paragraph 3.43.

The Applicants asserted that the Candidate did not properly include any expenses
associated with an employee of the Candidate sending campaign-related emails from
his business email address, thereby making it a corporate contribution of goods in
kind. In our opinion, this is a contribution of supervised employee time that is
permitted under the provisions of Subsection 66(2)(ii) of the Act. This is further
discussed in paragraphs 3.44 to 3.45.

The Applicants asserted that the cost, print quantity and distribution of fundraising
flyers were inflated for the purpose of restating an advertising expense as a fundraising
expense and thereby reducing the expenses subject to limitation. Our review and
analysis determined that the flyers were for the purpose of fundraising and that their
costs and quantity were appropriate. This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.46 to
3.51.

The Applicants questioned the occurrence of a fundraising event held at Mastro’s
Ristorante on June 10, 2010. After contacting the vendor and reviewing
documentation in the Candidate’s records, we are satisfied that this fundraising event
occurred. This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.52 to 3.54.

The Applicants asserted that the Candidate misused funds to advance post-election
litigation and that everything should have been considered in a personal capacity. In
our opinion, Cusimano complied with the requirements for extending his campaign as
set out in the Guide. As such, he was entitled to accept contributions for the purpose of
assisting with his legal costs and incurred legal expenses in accordance with what is
set out under the section ‘Recounts, Controverted Elections and Compliance Audits’.
This is further discussed in paragraphs 3.55 to 3.63.
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2.20

The Applicants queried the timing and nature of the Candidate seeking legal advice
regarding the election process. In our opinion, this was an inadvertent misreading of
the date of the invoice by the Applicants and a resultant error in their assertion. This
is further discussed in paragraphs 3.64 to 3.66.

Financial Reporting

2.21

2.22

In his Supplementary Financial, Cusimano recorded the amount paid to Campaign
Solutions for fundraising work commenced in June 2011 as “event advertising™ for his
May 25, 2011 fundraising event. This should have been recorded under “Other” as it
was not related to the fundraising event. This is an apparent financial reporting
contravention of Subsections 69(1)(k) and 78(1) of the Act that requires that the
Financial Statement be filed in the prescribed form. This is further discussed in
paragraph 3.67.

Based upon our findings, FFP determined that the Candidate’s total contributions
should be decreased by $9,100.00 to $74,390.00 and the resultant deficiency for the
period ended June 30, 2011 should be increased by $9,100.00 to $89,196.06. This is
shown in a table in paragraph 3.68 and reflects the contributions that FFP has
determined were made after June 30, 2011.
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3

Details in Support of Findings

Contributions

Corporate Contributions

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

There were two contributions recorded as having been from individuals that were in
fact received from corporations owned by the individuals. These contributions were
received by a cheque from each corporation. The two entities are:

| CompanyName | Address | ChequeDate | Contribution
Shoreham Chronic Pain and 4640 Jane St., Suite 203, May 30, 2011 300.00
Assessment Center Inc. Toronto, Ont. M3N 2K5
Fine Arts Assessment & 4640 Jane St., Suite 203, May 30, 2011 300.00
Treatments Toronto, Ont. M3N 2K5

R e i ] | $ 600.00

FFP conducted corporate searches and determined that Ida Li Preti is a Director of
Fine Arts Assessment & Treatments and that Peter Li Preti is a Director of Shoreham
Chronic Pain and Assessment Centre. The receipts and schedules accompanying the
Financial Statements show the two individuals as the contributors, not their corporate
entities.

We questioned the candidate regarding these two contributions and he stated that he
was not aware of receiving any contributions from corporations.

We communicated with the two principals who both responded in writing that the
corporate cheques were recorded as loans/advances to the principals within the records
of their corporations. This transaction would have the effect of funds coming from the
individuals by way of their corporate entities. We did not request the corporate records
in order to corroborate the representations that the amounts were recorded as
loans/advances to the principals.

Post June 30, 2011 Contributions

3.3

The Financial Statement as filed recorded an amount of $25,754.20 as an account
receivable as at June 30, 2011, the end of the extended campaign period. Schedule 1

! The “Inc.’ was crossed out on the cheque.
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

312

3.13

attached details the deposit dates, cheque date, contributor and receipt number for all
contributions deposited after June 30, 2011.

The account receivable represents contributions that were deposited during the months
of July and August, 2011, after the campaign period ended on June 30, 2011.

Cusimano utilized Campaign Solutions, owned and operated by Davis, to assist with
his fundraising during the latter days of his extended campaign.

Cusimano entered into an agreement with Campaign Solutions on June 13, 2011. A
copy of the unsigned agreement is attached as Exhibit A.

The agreement stated the following:

1) Under “The Client” heading: “The final date for donations to be accepted to
offset legal bills is June 30, 2011.”

2) Under the ‘Proposal’ heading: “Campaign Solutions Inc will provide
campaign fundraising services to Gus Cusimano for the financial reporting
period ending June 30, 2011.”

The Applicants provided a letter issued by Davis dated June 15, 2011, two days after
the date of the agreement between Campaign Solutions and Cusimano. This letter is
attached as Exhibit B and was sent to potential contributors.

The letter provides the reader with information presumably to support contributing to
the Cusimano campaign. The letter explains the benefit of the rebate program and
further states “Please give generously before the June 30" deadline and your donation
will qualify for a rebate.”

The letter was accompanied with a ‘Donation Invoice.” The invoice listed an ‘issue
date’ of June 15, 2011, and a “due date’ of June 30, 2011. Davis’ address was listed in
the ‘Pay to” box. We identified six (6) similar invoices in Cusimano’s records. They
all had the same invoice number 100200145 and only differed by the ‘Invoice issued
to” box which had names and addresses of individuals drawn from a database provided
by Davis. A copy of one (1) of these invoices is attached as Exhibit C. Mr Davis has
confirmed that Exhibits B and C were part of his mailing to seek contributions for
Cusimano’s campaign.

Cusimano and Davis brought to our attention Canada Post rotating strike action which
started on June 3, 2011. Based on news releases, Canada Post operations were fully
suspended as of June 15, 2011, with mail delivery re-commencing on June 28, 2011.
Davis advised that he took the large mailing to a Canada Post sorting facility on the
evening of June 14, 2011.
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3.14

3.15

The Candidate and Davis raised the postal strike as an obstacle to their ability to
fundraise. However, rotating strike action had started prior to Cusimano and Davis
entering into their agreement. Further, there were several months prior to these
rotating strikes when fundraising efforts could have taken place.

There are ninety-eight (98) cheques listed on Schedule 1 as having been deposited
after June 30, 2011. A stop payment was placed on one (1) of the cheques and it was
charged back to the campaign account. Sixty-nine (69) of these cheques totalling
$20,800.00 were dated on or before June 30, 2011 and we have concluded that these
may be allowable contributions, subject to the comments in the following section. The
remaining twenty-eight (28) cheques totalling $5,050.00 were dated subsequent to
June 30, 2011 and we have concluded that these are not allowable contributions.

Altered Cheque Dates — Cheques Deposited after June 30, 2011

3.16

317

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

Amongst the cheques that were deposited after June 30, 2011, we identified seven (7)
cheques where the month was altered from 07 (July) to 06 (June). We have listed the
contributors and cheque details on Schedule 2.

In our opinion, the purpose of the alterations was to make the cheques appear to be
issued in June 2011. FFP has written to each contributor requesting that they review
their records and advise FFP of the month the cheque was issued according to their
records. A sample copy of the letter issued is attached as Exhibit D. Copies of the
altered cheques with account numbers removed are attached as Exhibits E - J.

We received communication from all but one (1) of the seven (7) contributors noted
on Schedule 2. Each of the six (6) contributors that did respond confirmed that the
months were altered from 07 to 06. Three of the responding contributors believe that
they were responsible for altering the month.

One (1) of the contributor cheques for $750.00 did not clear Cusimano’s campaign
account due to a stop payment being placed on the cheque by the contributor, who
advised that this was done because the cheque was dated in July, after the June 30,
2011 deadline. The contributor became aware that the contribution would not qualify
for the rebate as set out in Davis’ mailing material. The other six (6) cheques totalled
$2,550.00.

We considered the six (6) cheques with altered months to be July 2011 payments and,

as such, contributions issued and received after the end of the extended campaign
period.

The deficit reported on the financial statement should be increased by $2,550.00 and
the funds should be returned to the contributors.
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3.22

3.23

3.24

Subsection 89(h) of the Act states that “a person is guilty of an offence if he or she

Jurnishes false or misleading information to a person whom this Act authorizes to
obtain information.”

As the compliance auditor, FFP requested from Cusimano all of his financial
information and records in support of his campaign fundraising and expenses. We
have considered the altered cheques to be false and misleading as the alteration takes
the transaction that originally occurred outside the extended campaign period to inside

the extended campaign period. As noted above, three of the seven contributors believe
that they altered the date.

We have not been able to identify who specifically altered the remaining cheques.
When FFP asked Cusimano to provide his explanation as to why these cheques were
altered, he stated that he “can’t comment on it. ”

Money Orders

3.25

There were two batches of money orders purchased at the Bank of Montreal (“BMO”)
Dufferin & Celt branch that were payable and deposited to Gus Cusimano’s campaign
account. The details are as follows:

e | MoneyOrder | Amomnt | Sourccor Contributor
05/30;’ 201-1 052516 $300.00 Cash Oliver Cusimano
052517 $300.00 Cash Katherine Cusimano
052518 $300.00 Cash Danny Egizil
Subtotal $900.00
6/20/2011 052589 $300.00 Credit Card Anthony Bratti
052590 $300.00 Cash Carmine Bisogno
052591 $600.00 Credit Card Rui Cunha
052592 $600.00 Credit Card Anthony Crisanti
052593 $300.00 Credit Card Glen Pestrin
052598 $600.00 Credit Card Rina Camara
Subtotal $2,700.00
3.26  Money Orders Purchased May 30, 2011 Cusimano advised that Oliver and Katherine

Cusimano are his children and Danny Egizil is his client. They each gave him cash as
contributions to his campaign. Cusimano further advised that, accompanied by Mr.
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3.27

3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

Egizil, he went to the BMO branch and purchased three (3) money orders with the
cash and subsequently deposited the money orders to his campaign account.

Money Orders Purchased June 20, 2011 Cusimano advised that at a fundraising event
he had credit card authorization forms for contributors to complete and he would
process the payments via PayPal. Cusimano further advised that this payment system
was not working in this capacity at the time so he processed the credit cards through
the credit card terminal at his business, Deerborne Insurance (“Deerborne”)’. FFP
was provided authorization forms for all the contributors except for Carmine Bisogno.
Cusimano advised that he believed that this contribution was received in the form of
cash.

Processing the credit card contributions totalling $2,400.00 through the Deerborne
terminal resulted in that amount being credited to the Deerborne business banking
account. Cusimano issued a cheque from the Deerborne business banking account in
the amount of $2,385.30 payable to himself which was deposited to his personal bank
account from where he purchased the six (6) money orders listed above. The money
orders were then deposited to his campaign account.

Cusimano provided documentation to show that he paid $85.53 in transaction fees as a
result of processing these contributions through his Deerborne terminal - $33.75 for
MasterCard, $37.08 for Visa and $14.70 for American Express.

Issuing the cheque from his Deerborne business account for $2,385.30 took the
American Express transaction fee of $14.70 into account however it did not consider
the $70.83 total for MasterCard and Visa fees.

Not deducting transaction fees totalling $70.83 for processing credit card contributions
through the Deerborne terminal is considered a donation of goods in kind from a
corporation.

As discussed, four (4) cash contributions were received totalling $1,200.00. In one (1)
instance, we have been advised that the contributor was present to purchase the money
order and we have not received any information to the contrary. Accepting the
remaining three (3) cash contributions totalling $900.00 is an apparent contravention
of Subsection 70(8) of the Act.

Receipts Issued for Contributions from Joint Personal Bank Accounts

3.33

We identified instances where contributions were made by a contributor issuing a
cheque that displayed two (2) individuals as apparent signatories to the account.

? Deerborne Insurance Inc. was incorporated under the laws of Ontario. Cusimano is listed as the only Officer
on the Corporation Profile Report.
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3.34 We noted that the following situations existed on the cheques with two (2) names
noted as signatories:

8]

2)

3)

4)

5)

A receipt was issued to the individual signing the cheque (Forty-three (43)
instances);

A receipt was issued to the individual that did not sign the cheque but was
noted as one of the signatories (seven (7) instances);

The signature was illegible and the appropriate recipient of the receipt could
not be determined (eighteen (18) instances);

Two cheques were issued on the joint account, both cheques were signed by
one individual with memo notations on the cheques identifying that each
person receive a receipt for that particular cheque. Receipts were issued in the
two account holders names despite one account holder signing both cheques
(two (2) instances); and

Two receipts were issued to the two account holders with the total of the two
receipts equalling the cheque amount but the cheque had only one signatory
(one (1) instance).

3.35 The Act states under subsection 69(1)(e) that a candidate shall ensure that “receipts are
issued for every contribution...”

3.36  The Guide states on page 39 that:

“Only one contributor can be listed on a receipt. If a cheque is
from a joint personal bank account the receipt must have the name
of the person who signed the cheque. If both contributors signed
the cheque, the candidate must determine how much each person
contributed and issue a separate receipt to each person.”

3.37 Those situations where the receipt was issued to an individual on a joint account but
was not the signatory is an apparent financial reporting contravention.

3.38 There were no situations of excess contributions in any of these situations and a
receipt was issued to one or both of the signatories.

Expenses

Computers

3.39 The Applicants indicated that the Cusimano campaign failed to include expenses
related to the use, donation or rental of computers when at least one was used by the
campaign, as evidenced with the purchase of a voter’s list from the City on a CD-
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3.40

ROM. Cusimano advised that this was his girlfriend’s own personal laptop computer
that was used throughout the campaign.

Cusimano failed to account for the use of the computer in his Primary Financial
however he did add $100 to his office expenses for the use of this computer and
printer paper in his supplemental filing of his Supplementary Financial. We have
considered the $100 to be a reasonable cost for these additional expenses.

Large Campaign Sign

341

342

The Applicants submitted that the Cusimano campaign did not include the expense
related to a large 4 foot x 16 foot campaign sign. Cusimano explained that this was a
circa 1976 sign from when he first ran for city council and did not think it had any
current value. This sign represented inventory from a prior campaign and Subsection
67(2)(1) of the Act requires that that it be given replacement value as an expense in
the financial reporting.

Cusimano reported a value for the sign of $350.00 in his expenses when he filed the
supplemental Financial Statement. We contacted the vendor used to produce campaign
signs for the Candidate’s campaign and were quoted a replacement value for a similar
4 foot x 16 foot sign to be $200.00 (single-sided) or $384.00 (double-sided). We have
considered the $350 replacement cost of the sign to be reasonable for reporting
purposes. To determine the price point for this vendor, we compared sign prices to
those of other vendors used by 2010 election candidates and determined that their
prices are comparable.

Wood Sign Stakes

343

The Applicants referred to a campaign expense for five hundred (500) arterial signs
and noted that the amount of wood purchased was only sufficient to support two
hundred (200) signs, using two (2) stakes per sign. The Cusimano campaign reported
an invoice showing the purchase of four hundred (400) 2” x 2” x 8 foot wood stakes
for erecting election signs. We questioned the candidate about this and he advised that
each piece of wood was cut in half to support one sign and that eight hundred (800)
four-foot stakes were used to erect four hundred (400) of his election signs. The
remaining one hundred (100) signs were placed in windows or on railings, not
requiring wood stakes.

Campaign Emails

3.44

The Applicants submitted that Cusimano omitted the expense for the use of a
corporate email account to send campaign-related emails to volunteers. An employee
of Deerborne who was also a member of the Candidate’s campaign team utilized his
Deerborne email account to send an email regarding a flyer distribution to volunteers.
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Cusimano confirmed that this occurred approximately ten (10) times on separate
occasions.

3.45 The Applicants maintain that since the use of the email service was not invoiced, it is a
corporate contribution on the part of Deerborne. We do not agree as any costs would
be incidental and would relate to time incurred by the employee, who was acting under
the direction of the candidate. In our opinion, this is permitted under the provisions of
Subsection 66(2)(i1) of the Act.

Flyers

3.46 There were six (6) invoices for printing work completed by Costa Printing for

Cusimano’s campaign as set out in the following table:

. ‘ , Pre-Tax Expense Allocation
Invoice | | ‘ | Unit [ _
Number| Date | Quantity| ‘Description | Amount| Cost | Brochures | Fundraising

29613 | 05/27/2010 9,000| 9x12 Flyers, folded to 9x6 1,220.40 $0.12| 1,220.40
29612 | 05/27/2010 15,000 Flyers —June 10 Fundraiser | 1,935.18 $0.11 1,935.18
29611 | 05/27/2010 15,000( Flyers —Meet & Greet 1,935.13 $0.11 1,935.18
29837 | 10/01/2010 20,000 Multiple Item Invoice —| 3,039.70 $0.12/]  3,039.70
total| Flyers and Letters $0.18/
$0.14
29970 | 11/26/2010 7.000| Election Flyers — Multi-fold | 4,678.20 $0.59| 4,678.20
30549 | 05/02/2011 250| Fundraising Tickets 107.35 $0.38 107.35
e oL | Totarn, | 893830 |  3,977.66
3.47 The Applicants submitted that two (2) of the six (6) invoices from Costa Printing for

3.48

3.49

flyers printed for the Cusimano campaign were improperly classified as fundraising so
as to divert funds from and remain below the campaign spending limit. The applicants
maintain that the fundraising pamphlets cost the most to produce on a per square foot
basis and were classified as fundraising because there is no spending limit for that
category.

The Applicants also submitted that these flyers served as promotional flyers and the
entire cost of the flyer cannot be atiributed to fundraising. After reviewing the flyers
classitied as fundraising, FFP can confirm that the expenses were classified correctly
by the Candidate. Fundraising information was the primary focus of these flyers
which also included points about Cusimano’s campaign platform.

The flyers and tickets classified as a fundraising expense totaling $3,977.66 were
properly allocated to this category as their content primarily contained fundraising
information. The remaining brochures that were classified as “brochures” and subject
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3.50

351

to a spending limit totaled $8,938.30. The cost of the flyers not subject to a spending
limit did not exceed those that were subject to a spending limit as was raised by the
Applicants.

Reviewing the flyer expenses on a cost per unit basis, the prices of the fundraising
flyers are the lowest of the printing work that Cusimano had done and not the highest
as was stated by the Applicants.

The Candidate advised that quotes for the brochure printing were obtained verbally.

June 10, 2010 Fundraiser

3,52

3.53

3.54

The applicants questioned the occurrence of a fundraiser held at Mastro’s Ristorante
on June 10, 2010 that the Candidate reported on his Supplementary Financial.

When interviewed, Cusimano confirmed that this fundraiser did take place. FFP has
reviewed the Candidate’s invoices and noted that one was issued by Mastro’s
Ristorante for this event in the amount of $3,120.00. The Cusimano campaign also had
a flyer printed to advertise the event. The invoice for this flyer is listed in the above
table as # 29612.

FFP independently contacted the restaurant and received verbal confirmation from the
manager that this fundraising event took place.

Post-Election Litigation

325

3.56

The legal expenses totaled $132,253.92 including $43,790.00 up to December 31,
2010 and a further $88,463.92 for the period from January 1 to June 30, 2011.

The two primary issues raised by the Applicants are:

1) Are the legal expenses incurred by Cusimano allowable as an expense as
submitted with his filing on September 30, 20117

2) What is the status of the contributions received by Cusimano after January 1,
20117 Was Cusimano entitled to raise funds to help finance his legal fees
pertaining to the litigation initiated with respect to a controverted election, and,
do related contributions qualify for the rebate program?

The time period after January 1, 2011 is when the legal action was formally initiated
by Cusimano. The action is still ongoing.

The Applicants asserted that Cusimano’s campaign misused funds to advance post-
election litigation and have noted several points regarding the use of campaign
contributions for the purpose of post-election litigation, including:
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

By utilizing campaign funds for litigation, the campaign is effectively having
the City of Toronto, through the rebate program, fund the litigation
commenced by Cusimano;

Citing the Di Biase® Court case, a person who engages in post-election
litigation does so as a private citizen, unless they have voluntarily extended
their campaign under section 68(1) Rule 5 in order to use funds for basic
contestation and recount costs. The Applicants claim that the aforementioned
rule allows surplus funds in the campaign to be used only for those costs other
than legal fees;

Again citing Di Biase, when a candidate engages in litigation to contest an
election, or as part of a recount, those expenses are undertaken as a voter, not a
candidate; hence campaign contributions cannot be so used;

Cusimano needs to fund his litigation as a private citizen — campaign funds
cannot be used for litigation;

The Municipal Elections Act only allows an elector, not a candidate, to bring
forward a legal application such as that brought forward by Cusimano;

Reference is made to a Factum dated August 2, 2011 whereby Cusimano, as
the Applicant/Respondent in Appeal, states in paragraph 86 that: “As the
application was brought pursuant to section 83 of the MEA, the Respondent’s
candidacy in the election is wholly unrelated to the Respondent’s ability to
initiate this Application.” The Applicants stated that Cusimano “consciously
understands the portions of the MEA’s which prohibit a legal challenge being
brought forward before the court as a candidate”;

The Candidate’s claim of $132,253.92 for legal fees represent a cost incurred
by a voter/citizen as represented in his Factum of August 2, 2011 and as such
they are not valid expenses that a Candidate can use to calculate a Campaign
Surplus or Deficit.

3.57 FFP reviewed the issues raised by the Applicants regarding the legal fees totaling
$132,253.92. These legal fees are reported on page 3 of the filing by Cusimano as
‘Expenses related to coniroverted elections’ under the category of ‘Expenses Not
Subject to Spending Limit’.

3.58 We have examined the invoices from the law firms of Weir Foulds and McCague
Borlack for the period October 25, 2010 to June 30, 2011. There were no legal
services rendered prior to the election date of October 25, 2010. We reviewed the

* Paragraph 13 of a Written Judgment by Justice Peter J. Wright following the Oral Ruling delivered in Court
on February 28, 2011.
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details included on the monthly billings which refer to the consideration of legal
advice, strategy, opinions and activity undertaken by counsel in support of the ultimate
legal action initiated by Cusimano. We are advised that the litigation matter is
currently continuing regarding the October 25, 2010 election outcome in the Ward in
which Cusimano was a candidate.

3.59 FFP considered the points raised by the Applicants and identified the following for
consideration in forming its opinion regarding the matter raised by the Applicants:

1) Section 83(1) of the MEA under the heading “Controverted Elections” states
that: “4A person who is entitled to vote in an election may make an application
to the Superior Court of Justice requesting that it determine, (a) whether the
election was valid, (b) whether a person’s election to an office in the election
is valid.” As a voter, Cusimano was apparently entitled to bring forward an
action. Cusimano was also a candidate and was granted an extension to his

campaign for the purpose of obtaining more contributions in order to mitigate
his deficit;

2) The Guide states on page 74 that: “If a candidate has a deficit as of December
31, 2010, they can extend their campaign to erase the deficit.” Cusimano’s
deficit as filed at December 31, 2010 was $32,866.28 including legal costs for
a controverted election of $43,790.00;

3) The Guide on page 91 states under the section, ‘Campaign Recommencement’:

“la)  Prior to and including June 30, 2011:

1If, afier a candidate’s campaign period ends, a candidate
incurs expenses related to a recount, controverted election
proceeding or a compliance audit and the candidate notifies
the Clerk in writing, the following applies:

® the surplus, if any is returned with interest

® the campaign recommences to allow acceptance of
contributions and incurring of expenses

o the campaign period ends no later than June 30, 2011

(b)  After June 30, 2011:

If, after a candidate’s campaign period ends, a candidate
incurs expenses related to a recount, controverted election
proceeding or a compliance audit and the candidate notifies
the Clerk in writing, the following applies:

e il is no longer possible to recommence the campaign

e the candidate cannot accept any further contributions
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o the surplus, if any, is returned with interest

e the candidate can only incur expenses relating to the
recount, controverted election or compliance audit.”

4) The Guide states on page 92 that: “Candidates must continue to report on
every 90 day period until...the candidate is no longer incurring any expenses in
relation to the recount, controverted election or compliance audit.”

5) FFP has reviewed the available correspondence between the Candidate
(including his legal counsel) and the City of Toronto and have noted that the
City Clerk was provided with proper notice on February 24, 2011 of the
reasons for extending the campaign.

6) The Candidate’s extended campaign concluded on June 30, 2011. During the
period January 1, 2011 to June 30, 2011, Cusimano incurred additional legal
costs of $88,463.92 pertaining to controverted election expenses. His deficit at

June 30, 2011, after receiving more contributions during the extension period,
was filed as $80, 096.06;

7) The contributions raised by Cusimano post December 31, 2010 totaled $49,225
(395,070 less $45,845) based upon the differences between his Primary
Financial and Supplementary Financial.

Based upon the advice and direction provided within the 2010 Candidates Guide under
the section ‘Recounts, Controverted Elections and Compliance Audits’, it is our
conclusion that Cusimano complied with the requirements and was entitled to extend
his campaign. As such, he was entitled to accept contributions for the purpose of

assisting with his legal costs and incurred legal expenses in accordance with what is
set out in the 2010 Candidates Guide.

Nature of Legal Services Obtained

3.61

3.62

Within the Applicants’ submission, they refer to the invoice dated November 30, 2010
in the amount of $15,565 (before tax) that was issued by Cusimano’s lawyer. The
Applicants raised an issue as to whether the services of counsel to Cusimano pertained
to a recount.

We reviewed the invoice from the law firm. The invoice identified a number of issues
being considered prior to commencing litigation including, “Review of statutes and
City of Toronto Bylaws fo determine various avenues of redress in cases of
controverted elections”; “Preparing opinion on election irregularities”; and “Drafting
Affidavit of Cusimano in support of application™. It is apparent that counsel to
Cusimano were considering the various options available to him with respect to the
ultimate action commenced by him against the City of Toronto following the October
25, 2010 election results for the Ward in which Cusimano was a candidate.
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The legal expenses in the invoice referred to by the Applicants did not solely refer to a
recount issue. FFP considered this invoice to be properly included in the total legal
expenses as filed in the Financial Statements.

Timing for Engaging Legal Assistance

3.64

3.65

3.66

The Applicants alleged that legal advice regarding the possibility of pursuing a
controverted election was obtained before the election had taken place on October 25,
2010.

The Applicants reference was to an invoice from a law firm that referenced a meeting
date of 9/11/2010. The Applicants alleged that the meeting took place on September
11. Our review of the invoice identified a billing for the month of November and that
the meeting took place on November 9, 2010. This date was further confirmed by the
Candidate.

As such, there was no apparent contravention of the Act with respect to this particular
invoice and the timing of obtaining legal advice by the Candidate.

Financial Reporting

3.67

3.68

In the Expenses Not Subject to Spending Limit section of the Supplementary
Financial, Cusimano recorded the amount of $3,355.00 paid to Campaign Solutions
for fundraising work completed in June 2011 as “event advertising” for a May 25,
2011 fundraising dinner. This should have been recorded under the heading of “Other”
as the two occurrences were not related.

We calculated a revised deficit based on the following items as set out in the table
below:

1) The two (2) ineligible contributions from Shoreham Chronic Pain and
Assessment Centre Inc and Fine Arts Assessment & Treatments totalling
$600.00;

2) The twenty-eight (28) ineligible cheque contributions dated after June 30, 2011
totalling $5,050.00;

3) The six (6) cheques from contributors whose original cheque date was altered
for the month from 07 (July) to 06 (June) totalling $2,550.00;

4) The three (3) money orders that were purchased with cash contributions
totalling $900.00; and
5) The processing fee for processing credit card contributions through the credit

card terminal at Deerborne totalling $70.83.
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paign Period Income and Expenses As Filed Adjustments | As Adjusted
Income o | |
Contributions from Candidate 11,580.00 70.83 11,650.83
All other Contributions 83,490.00 (9,100.00) 74,390.00
Other 155.00 - 155.00
Campaign Period Income 95,225.00 (9,029.17) 86,195.83

Expenses
Subject to spending limit 25,910.28 - 25,910.28
Other expenses adjusted as follows:

Bank charges 321.28 70.83 392.11
Revised expenses subject to the spending limit 25,910.28 70.83 25,981.11
Not subject to spending limit and not adjusted 149,410.78 - 149,410.78
Other expenses adjusted as follows:

Accounting and audit
Expenses not subject to the spending limit 149,410.78 - 149,410.78
Total Campaign Period Expenses 175,321.06 70.83 175,391.89
xcess (Deficiency) of Income over Expenses (80,096.06) |  (9,10000) | (89,196.06)
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4 Restrictions and Limitations

4.1  This Report was prepared for the City of Toronto in relation to the compliance audit
regarding the 2010 election campaign finances of Gus Cusimano requested by the
Compliance Audit Committee. This report is not to be used for any other purpose and
we specifically disclaim any responsibility for losses or damages incurred through use
of this Report for a purpose other than as described in this paragraph.

4.2  Although we reserve the right, we will be under no obligation to review and/or revise
the contents of this Report in light of information which becomes known to us after
the date of this Report.

4.3  This Report is respectfully submitted by Bruce Armstrong of FFP and Glen R.
Davison. We were assisted in the compliance audit by Stuart Douglas and Ainsley

Vaculik of FFP.
Yours truly,
S
i %&CM»
Bruce Armstrong, FCA, CFE Glen R. Davison, CA
Managing Director License #5774

Froese Forensic Partners Ltd.
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What the Act & Guide say about Financial Records and Reporting
Re: Gus Cusimano

What the Act and Guide Say about Contributions

1.1 Where a contribution is made or received in contravention of the Act, paragraph 69(1)(m)
requires that the contribution be returned to the contributor “as soon as possible afier the
candidate becomes aware of the contravention”. Paragraph 69(1)(n} also requires that a
contribution not returned to the contributor is paid to the City Clerk.

1.2 Subsections 70(1) and 702) of the Act provide that a contribution should only be made to
or accepted by a candidate within his or her election campaign period.

1.3 Subsection 70.1(1) of the Act states that “the City of Toronto may by by-law prohibit a
corporation...or a trade union...from making a contribution to or for any candidate for an
office on city council” The City of Toronto passed by-law 1177-2009 prohibiting
contributions from corporations or trade unions to or for candidates running for an office
on Toronto City Council.

1.4 In the section “Before Election Day” under the heading “Accepting Campaign
Contributions” (page 39), the City of Toronto 2010 Municipal Election Candidate’s Guide
includes that any contribution over $25 must be made by cheque, money order or credit
card. On the same page under the heading “Receipts for Contributions,” it specifies that
“If a cheque is from a joint personal bank account the receipt must have the name of the
person who signed the cheque.”

1.5 Subsection 70(8) of the Act does not permit contributions of cash in excess of $25 to be
either made by contributors or accepted by the candidate.

1.6 Subsection 66(2)(ii) of the Act states that “the value of services provided voluntarily,
under the person’s direction, by an employee whose compensation from all sources for
providing them does not exceed the compensation the emplovee would normally receive
Jor the period the services are provided.”

What the Act and Guide Say about Expenses

1.7 Subsection 67(1} of the Act states that “costs incurred for goods and services by or on
behalf of a person wholly or partly for use in his or her election campaign are expenses”
[underlining added].

1.8 Item 1 of subsectton 67(2) states that the replacement value of goods brought forward
from a previous election and used in the current election are expenses.
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1.12

1.10

APPENDIX A

Item 2 of subsection 67(2) states that expenses include “the value of contributions of
goods and services”. Accordingly, any confribution of goods or services is also a
campaign expense of the same amount.

In the section “Before Election Day” of the City of Toronto 2010 Municipal Election
Candidate’s Guide under “Definition of a campaign expense” (page 45), it states: “Any
expense incurred in whole or in part for goods or services for a candidate’s campaign is
considered a campaign expense. It includes...any coniribution of goods or services during
the campaign period.”

In the same section of the City of Toronto 2010 Municipal Election Candidate’s Guide
under “Campaign inventory” (page 45), it states: “All materials from a previous campaign
that are brought into the current campaign must be included in the opening inventory. In
valuing campaign materials, the candidate should use the current market value.”

What the Act and Guide Say about Financial Reporting

1.11

1.12

1.13

Subsection 69(1) of the Act, under the heading “Duties of candidate”, requires candidates
to:

1) Open one or more bank account in the name of the candidate’s election
campaign exclusively for the purposes of the election campaign (69(1)(a));

2) Deposit all contributions into campaign bank account(s) (69(1)(b));

3) Make all payments of expenses from the campaign bank account(s) other than
the nomination filing fee (69(1)(c));

4) Value all contributions of goods and services (69(1)}(d));
5) Issue receipts for every contribution (69(1Xe));

6) Retain receipts for all expenses (69(1)(g) and (h)) for the term of office of the
members of council or until their successors are elected;

7) Make financial filings in accordance with sections 78 and 79.1 (69(1)(k)); and

8) Provide proper direction to those authorized to incur expenses and accept or
solicit contributions on behalf of a candidate (69(1)X1)).

Subsection 78(1) of the Act, under the heading “Financial Statement and Auditor’s
Report™, states that “on or before 2 p.m. on the filing date, a candidate shall file with the
clerk with whom the nomination was filed a financial statement and auditor’s report, each
in the prescribed form, reflecting the candidate’s election campaign finances”.

In the section “After Election Day” under the heading “Financial Statement” (page 77),
the City of Toronto 2010 Municipal Election Candidate’s Guide states that it is the
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responsibility of the candidate to ensure they file a complete and accurate financial
statement on time.

What the Act and Guide Say about Offences, Penalties and Enforcement
1.14  Subsection 89(h) of the Act states that “A4 person is guilty of an offence if he or she

Jurnishes false or misleading information fo a person whom this Act authorizes to obtain
information.”
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EXHIBIT A



Campaign Solutions Inc.{

June 13, 2011

Gus Cusimano

185 Bridgland Blvd
Tororito,ON M6A 1Y7

‘Dear Gus:

RE; Provsion of Services. 'E':Q.ﬂle Gus Cusimano Campaign

Tt was greaf speaking with you Friday evening about your election campaign.
The fallowmcr is my understainding of your needs and an otitline of an agreement to provide ser-
vices to you. .

The Client

The client, Gus Cusimanio, is a candidate for Clty Couneillor who has suceessfiily cha]lencred
 thelegality of the 2010 municipal election results in. Ward 9. The NDP member of council.
Maria Augiemeri is appealing the decision to a higher court, indirectly through the City of To-
ronfo Clerk’s department. Gus Cysimano is a well known loeal commumity activist who oper-
ates his own msurance brokerage. The legal costs associated withi the court challenge and sub-
sequent appeal are significant. Provincial legislation requires financial filings to be completed
by September 2011. The final date. for donations to be accepted to offset legal bills is. June 30,
2011

Proposal .
Campaugn Solutions Inc will provide campaign fundraising services to Gus Cusimano for the

financial reporting period ending June 30, 2011. Campaign Solutions Inc. will, working wifh
the candidate, prepare all fundraising materials.

Professional Fees

The fee charged will be $1,000 plus 10% (ten percent) of the gross amount of finds raised by
the Cusimanc Campaign during the current reperting period, from today’s date, June 13,2011,
‘until June 30th 2011. An additional retainer in the amount of $2.000 will be paid to Campalon
Solutions.Ing.. The retainer will be used for the sole purpese of covering experses telated to
tindraising efforfs. (1.€. postage, envelopes printinig ete...) All expenses will be recaipted and
provided to the Cusimano Campaigi af the end of the project.

Cont’d.....2/

104 Wells Hill Avenue, Toronto, ON-M5R 3B1

robdavis@campaignsolutions.ca
416427 4413




e

' Any expenses Wﬂl be approved by the Candidatef’Cheng Gus Cusimano, or his deszgnate 1 ad-
vance. The candidate will remif a payment in the amount of 3,130 af the time of sigrung this

_ agreement. The 10% (ten percent) corunission for finds raised will be calewlated on July 7,
201 1 at which time-the Cusimano campaign Wﬂl remil payment. Payment is due at the end of
day July 7th, 2011,

'Addmona]ly; Campaion Solutions can at the option of the Cusnnano caripaign prowded tele-
marketing service.at a rite 'of $3.00' per conversation with potential donors. A complefed con-
versation shall includeran introduction and a explicit request for a donatlon All calls will be
made:as a follow-up to findraising maﬂed correspondence.

The consultant will rely on the. accurauy of all information supplied by the client and his repre-
sentatives or agents without Seeking confirmation. Work done by the consultant on behalf of the
candidate is the properfy of'the candidate, Gus Cusimano.

The consultant will charge net 2% per month (24% per annum) for any lmpald monies ouf-
standing at the end of the project.

The agreement signed and.-exeouted on the 13th day of Jume 2011.

Rob Davis Gus Cusimano
Campaign Solutions Ing Candidate/Client -
104 Wells Hill Ave ' :
Toronte, MSR 3B1

Thereby acknowledge receipt of a fully executed original |
copy of this agreement this 13th day of June, 2011.

us Cusimano
Candidate/Clent

104 Wells Hill Aveme, Toronto, ONMSR Bl

robdavis@campaignsalutionsica
4164274413




EXHIBIT B



Rob Davis
104 Wells Hill Ave

Toronto Ontario
- M5R 3B1

June 15, 2011

Gus Cusimano came within 89 votes of defeating thé NDPer in Toronto’s Ward 9 last fall.

Just days after the city election, Gus and his team discovered problems with the voting process

that were so serious, a judge ordered a new election. This unprecedented event will be part of
Toronto’s political history. :

A new election has been called and only one more legal hurdle remains before a date is set.

"The current NDP councillor is an outspoken opponent of Mayor Ford. § voted against
every one of his most 1mportant policy initiatives in the past six months. ' ‘

Gus and Rob Ford need your financial contnbut:on to make certain that they win the seat, and
Toronto Taxpayers will iave anotter strong, fiscally responsible advocate at City Hall.

” you can do your part by showing your financial support for Gus and Mayor Ro
‘Theepal cost for exposing voting irregularities is well over $70,000. We need your help to

make ¢ertain Gus Cusimano has the financial resources to fight the new electlon and pay oit his
legal bﬂl

" Cont’d .2/



A contribution to the Gus Cusimano campaign is eligible for a generous rebate from the. city of
Toronto.” The maximum donation of $750 will go a long way to defray the legal cost of this

- campaign. You will receive a rebate of $450. Of course smaller donations are also welcome
and also eligible for rebate. A contribution of $500 will receive a $325 rebate; the net cost to
youis only $175. - :

Some people say one vote doesn't matter.

Taxpayers need Gus Cusimano to win this seat and Rob Ford will have one more vote on city
council. ' : :

So does every donation. Your contribution will be put to gbbd use to ensure-that “Ford Nation”
prevails at city hall and that the Unions and NDPers don't get their way in this by-election.

- Time is running out. Cheques must be dated on or before Tune 30th in order io.qualify for a re-
bate. Rebates will be sent fo you this fall from the City of Toronto,

) p o i P!

Together, we can make sure that the future for Toronto remains strong. By participating in this
historic campaign we are.doing our part in supporting Rob Ford at City Hall. Let’s help elect

another City Councillor who will work with him, not work against him. And by working with
.. Rob Ford, Gus Cusimano will work for all of us.

Thank you in advance for your generous contribution.

Sincerely,
| Rob l{ag/

P.S. Rob Ford’s team needs your help to restore accountability and respect for taxpayers.
By.donating to the Gus Cusimano Campaign you're helping Rob Ford at city council. Please
- give generously before the June 30th deadline and your donation will qualify for a rebate.



EXHIBIT C



L INVOICE NUMBER: 10200145
ISSUED: June 15, 2011 ~ DUE DATE; JUNE 30, 2011
Invoice issued to _ Pay to:
3L D. Woodruff - | GUS CUSIMANO GAMPAIGN
106 North Drive : 104 Wells Hill Ave
Toronto, MSA 4R2 . : Toronto, M5R 381
O 3400 8275 $125
$750 $450 $300
OTHERAMOUNT |- §
Corporate and union donations are not permitted
" Maximum allowable donation is $750.
Make all' cheques payable to:
Gus Cusimano Campaign
Q& | N Attach your cheque to this invoice and mail it deay

using the enclosed eﬁvelopg
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T FROESE FORENSIC

PRILAars

w TR STepcrmi inveafiatoe .

April 9, 2012

Morris Reid

5 Averill Crescent
Toronto; ON
M2M 2A8 '

Dear Mr. Reid,

RE: Compliance-Audit of Gus Cusimano Campaign under Section 81 of the Municipal
Election Act, 1996

The firm of Froese Forensic Partners Limited has been'engaged by the City of Toronto to
conduct a compliance audit of the financial records filed by Mr. Gus Cusimano pertaining fo
his candidacy for the October 25, 2010 Municipal Eiectlon

As the auditor on thIS matter, we are able 1o request information in accordance with section
81(8) of the Municipal Elections Act, 1996 (the “Act”) which states:

“..the auditor

a) is entitled to have access, at alf reasonable hours, to all relevant

books, papers, documents or things of the candidate and the
mumc;pahty or local board; and

b) has the power of g commission under Part Il of the Public Inqufr}‘es
- Act, which Part applies to the audit as if It were an inquiry under
that Act.” , .

As such, we have the authority to request any person by summeons (if necessary), to produce
documents that we specify. The purpoese of this letter is to advise you of the information we
require from you to complete our audit of the candidate’s campaign finances.

We noted you contributed to Mr. Cusimane’s campaign in 2011 by cheque'The month in the
date field appears to have beeh altered from 07* (July) to '06’ {June). A copy of the cheque is’
attached for your reference. Would you please review your records and advise whether they:

show this cheque was issued in July or June. Any supporting records you can provrde would be
appreciated.

Kindly reply by letter, phone or email (barmstrong@froeseforensic.com) as soon as possible. If

. we have not heard from you by Friday April 20, 2012, we will treat this cheque as an altered
item with respect to the date the cheque was issued. If you have any questions regarding this

request, please do not hésitate to contact me at 416-682-7178. Thank you for your assistance.

Yours truly,

_Bruce Armstrong, FCA, CFE
" Managing Director
Froese Forensic Partners Lid -
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MARY THERESA ZJIRALDC
_ EDWARD ZIRALDO
" 11 RIDGEVALE DRIVE
MARKHAM, ONTARIO L6B1AS

PAY TOTHE e i " ala 7 b P& b D
ORDER OF '

o

AT s bl A *‘_ﬂ;\‘_‘_--_---~'~*HH—H—_——nf——__-w-——meé-@-?‘ 400 DOLLARS 8 Secuiy frsiores
1 Dotails on back,

HSBC Bank Canada

SUITE 108, HSBC TOWER

3501 HIGHWAY #7 EAST
MARKHAM, ONFARIQ LBROMZ - ™5 % ) gy oo

MEMO A e Fr D T i LI A SN L Ty
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EDWARD WINTER ‘ 761
RN o
TEL: (416) 249-8087 - DATE 2 0 / / - U 4 5/
- Y Yo v Y M M o D
_ T S O, . o . —F o
pvtromre | Cold S LS/ AT VG &7{73%4 | $ 50—
ORDER OF 5 S

. Details on baek,
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ROYAL BANK OF CANADA
REXDALE & KIFLING BRANCH:
129 REXDALE BLVD. (REXDALE)
magwew ETOBICOKE, ON MOW 1P4
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EXHIBIT G



MR MORRIS REID 247

. A _ P D Y
e o s
u A i 7 2 ({ o o b ST C —H‘ x P o 7 ¥ S

PAY TO THE f ./'i’{/‘:} L_f /{wéf%féfyﬂ“"-z?’%’j " ’a’éwf%'ﬁ‘;ﬂw I $ 1 f) f’\ N

. - / - - 4
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Lﬂ" f L_c EF 5 Evﬂ’i -.5 b & v R A _:}\ i E i I \f “@’ -~ /00 DOLLARS Secur!ry features
i ﬁ ggilajﬂ:nn hack.

Camada Trast

574 BLOOR WEST OF BATHURST
TORONTO, ONTARIO MBG 1K1

TN oirin Rocd

MEMO Ui
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CECIL HAWKINS OR SUSARN BAWIINS 207

2O on *
DON MILLS, ON M38244 - . o
[416) 4475808 SUSANHAWKINS@ROGERS.COM pate 2 0 I -7 6" | 3
Y Y Y ¥ M M p D
PAY TO THE Lus CusiMano ¢ Ao PALG N | $ 750 &
: - ' ’ X
fﬁzjj’\(t’? Jﬁ/{j /7 ﬂ}\(ds{‘ éﬂ dj) m 47{]/&{ — . % 00 DQLLARS @ ;?:I::ﬁs:'!.remwas
. g 4 Details on back:
CARADIAN IMPERIAL BANK OF COMPERCE -/
246 LAVWRENCE AVE. E- DEPOSIT ACCOUNT
TORONTO, ON_ M3C 111 ‘
weno ___ FPOLI TICAL " Pan/A 77 o M Z; W e
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GLADYS E DOUGLAS 309
24 FOXMEADOW RD :
ETORICOKE, ON MeR 1E5 . - .
pate 2 0 f 5 -3 s
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/ i { - 7
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“ Details on back.
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MOT'G COUGHLAN RECH
JANET D COUGHLAR! - P
SUITE 1 100 YORKVILLE AVE

TOHONTO ON M5 2C3

B
!
i
i

PAY TO THE Q\J} C‘-“Slh«%«c {_9-‘%4)1»@;!,._
ORDER OF .

[T - A b 0 — ) : — 1 00 DOLLARS @ Socurty testurns

incutfed,

Delalls on back,
ROYAL BANK OF CANADA
TOR ON-PRIVATE BANKING TORONTQ PH: 4145278
s 200 BAY STREET, 10TH FLOOR / SOUTH TOWE .
3. TORONTO, ONTARIO M5B 2J5 &




EXHIBIT K
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ORDER OF
Cpyvipd  HEEDRED %

e e

]

500 DOLLARS 8
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