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What Was OIG’s
Objective

The Claims Resolution Act of
2010 required OIG to conduct
a performance audit based on
a statistical sample of
adjudicated BFDL claims.

Our objective was to conduct
an audit to determine if awards
were granted to eligible
claimants.

What OIG Reviewed

We statistically selected and
tested 100 adjudicated Track
A claims from a universe of
33,345 adjudicated claims as
of December 17, 2013. We
statistically selected and tested
40 adjudicated Track B claims
from a universe of

77 adjudicated claims as of
February 13, 2014. We
evaluated if awards were
granted to eligible claimants
and if the issues identified in
our prior audit were addressed.
We also performed data
analytics on adjudicated Track
A claims to compare data such
as claimant Social Security
Number, address, and name.

What OIG Recommends

We did not make any
recommendations because we
concluded that BFDL awards
were granted in accordance
with the settlement agreement.

In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation—
Adjudicated Claims

Audit Report 50601-0003-21

OIG conducted a performance audit of the
completed claims process for the BFDL
settlement based on statistical samples of
adjudicated claims.

What OIG Found

We concluded awards were granted to eligible claimants in
accordance with the In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
(BFDL) settlement agreement. Nothing came to our attention to
indicate that the Claims Administrator (CA) and the Track A and B
Neutrals did not implement the claims process in accordance with the
settlement agreement.

We also confirmed the Track A Neutral and CA implemented
sufficient actions to mitigate the concerns identified in our first BFDL
audit (Audit Report 50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013). The prior audit
found the following three issues:

e The Neutral’s adjudicators reached different conclusions for
claims that essentially contained the same information. For claims
that were similar, they approved some and denied others. We
identified 8 such claims in our statistical sample of 100 claims.

e The CA had not identified all instances where multiple claims
may have been filed for a single farming operation or an
individual class member. We identified 7 such claims in our
statistical sample of 100 claims.

e The Neutral had provisionally approved at least 20 persons who
were potentially ineligible for a BFDL award because they
participated in the Pigford v. Glickman (Pigford) settlement.

To mitigate these issues, the Neutral implemented measures to revise
decisions that were inconsistent with its guidelines. The CA
performed searches of all adjudicated claims to detect multiple claims
possibly filed for a single farming operation or an individual class
member, and provided these results to the Neutral. The CA also
matched BFDL claimants against the Pigford participant list to
identify and deny Pigford participants.
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Background and Objectives

Background
Pigford v. Glickman

In 1997, a group of African American farmers brought suit against the Department of
Agriculture (USDA) in the Pigford v. Glickman® (Pigford) case for alleged discrimination on the
basis of race when allocating farm credit, credit servicing, and non-credit farm benefits. On
April 14, 1999, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia (the Court) approved a
Consent Decree that created a non-judicial process for class members who did not opt-out? to
resolve their discrimination claims. Approximately 20,000 individuals filed claims within the
180-day timeframe, which ended on October 12, 1999. The Pigford Consent Decree allowed
individuals to file a late claim, but only if they demonstrated they were unable to submit a timely
claim due to extraordinary circumstances beyond their control.® By September 15, 2000,
approximately 61,000 individuals petitioned to file late claims. Approximately only 2,700 of the
61,000 individuals that petitioned to file late claims were allowed to participate in Pigford.*
Between September 16, 2000 and June 18, 2008, over 30,000° additional individuals
unsuccessfully sought to participate in Pigford.

In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (BFDL)

The 2008 Farm Bill°® created a new cause of action for unsuccessful late Pigford filers’ by
designating $100 million to pay claims. The Claims Resolution Act of 2010° (the Act)
authorized an additional $1.15 billion to carry out the terms of the settlement agreement for the
23 lawsuits that were consolidated into a single case called BFDL.? The Court approved the
BFDL settlement agreement™ on October 27, 2011.*

! Pigford v. Glickman, No. 97-1978 (D.D.C.).

2 Individuals who wished to pursue their claims against USDA in court were permitted to opt-out of the resolution
process.

® Acceptable extraordinary circumstances included ill health or the effects of Hurricane Floyd.

* More than 22,700 complete claims were submitted in Pigford and approximately 16,000 received awards. The
22,700 completed claims consisted of approximately 20,000 claims submitted by the deadline and 2,700 claims
accepted after the deadline.

> Our prior audit report (In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation, 50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013) stated over
28,000 individuals unsuccessfully sought to participate in Pigford. At the time of that audit, the CA had made
provisional class membership determinations. Therefore, we approximated the total number of unsuccessful
individuals for that report. For our current report, we used a more precise calculation to determine the actual
number of individuals that unsuccessfully sought to participate in Pigford because the CA had made final
determinations on class membership.

® Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-246, § 14012.

" There were over 89,000 late filers as of January 20, 2012.

 pub. L. No. 111-291, Tit. I1, § 201(b).

° Misc. No. 08-mc-0511 (PLF).

19 The term “settlement agreement” used throughout this report refers to the In re Black Farmers Discrimination
Litigation Settlement Agreement, dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011). The
settlement agreement resolved all discrimination claims pending against USDA in the BFDL case.

1 U.S. District Court Judicial Order and Opinion, Misc. No. 08-mc-0511 (PLF) (Oct. 27, 2011).
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Class Counsel, which represented the class, and the Department of Justice (DOJ), which
represented USDA, negotiated the settlement agreement’s terms for almost 2 years. The Court
evaluated the settlement agreement to assess whether it was fair, reasonable, and adequate.*?

A key factor in the Court’s review was a comparison between the settlement agreement’s terms
and the likely recovery that plaintiffs would realize if the case went to trial. The Court found the
benefits offered to plaintiffs were fair and reasonable when compared to the likely outcome if
their claims were decided through the judicial process. Overall, the Court concluded that Class
Counsel and DOJ proposed an adjudication system that would subject each claim to careful and
rigorous review while keeping costs in check.™

Class Membership Requirements to Participate in BFDL

In order for an individual to participate in the BFDL settlement, he or she needed to meet two
requirements for class membership. The first requirement was that an individual must have
submitted a late-filing request in Pigford on or after October 13, 1999, and on or before

June 18, 2008.** The “Pigford Timely 5(g) List” documents individuals® who are considered to
have submitted a late-filing request after October 12, 1999, and on or before

September 15, 2000. Individuals not on the “Pigford Timely 5(g) List” must have provided
independent documentary evidence that they submitted a late-filing request.

The second requirement for class membership was that an individual must not have obtained a
determination on the merits of his or her discrimination complaint.® The “Pigford Participants
List” *” and the “Pigford Opt-Out List”*® included over 24,000 people who were considered
ineligible to participate in BFDL because they were deemed to have obtained a determination on
the merits of their discrimination complaints. In addition, individuals who obtained a judgment
from a judicial or administrative forum on the basis of their discrimination claim were not
considered eligible for BFDL class membership.

Award Tracks for BFDL

The BFDL settlement agreement provided class members with a choice of two different tracks to
file a claim—Track A or Track B.** Under Track A, individuals needed to establish the
necessary elements based on the substantial evidence standard. The settlement agreement
defined substantial evidence as “evidence that a reasonable person might accept as adequate to

2 1bid.

3 The Court also evaluated motions to modify the settlement agreement subsequent to its initial approval.

“ BFDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at § V.B.4.a.
> This included over 58,000 individuals as of January 20, 2012.

18 BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at § V.B.4.b.
" The “Pigford Participants List” identifies those individuals who (1) submitted a claim under the Pigford Consent
Decree on or before October 12, 1999, or (2) submitted a late-filing request under section 5(g) of the Pigford
Consent Decree after October 12, 1999, which was determined by the Pigford Arbitrator to satisfy the
“extraordinary circumstances” requirement.

'8 The “Pigford Opt-Out List” documents the individuals who chose not to participate in the Pigford Consent
Decree.

19 See Exhibit B for a copy of the BEDL claim form.
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support a conclusion after taking into account other evidence that fairly detracts from that
conclusion.”® Track A filers needed to establish each of the following elements.?

1) They are African American;

2) They farmed, or attempted to farm, and applied, or constructively applied, for a specific
farm credit transaction(s) or non-credit benefit(s) at a USDA office between
January 1, 1981, and December 31, 1996;

3) They owned or leased, or attempted to own or lease, farm land;

4) If claimants applied for a loan or non-credit benefit, they were denied; provided the loan
or benefit late; approved for a lesser amount than requested; encumbered by a restrictive
condition; or USDA failed to provide an appropriate loan service;

5) If claimants constructively applied, they made a bona fide effort to apply, and USDA
actively discouraged the application;?

6) They suffered economic damage as a result of USDA’s treatment; and

7) They complained of discrimination to a U.S. government official on or before
July 1, 1997, regarding USDA’s treatment in response to their application.

Successful Track A filers were awarded up to $62,500% for credit claims and/or up to $3,750%*
for non-credit claims.?® In addition, USDA’s Farm Service Agency received payments on
successful claimants’ behalf to reduce eligible outstanding debts. In total, over $1.087 billion
was paid out through Track A awards and more than $646,000 was paid out for outstanding debt.

Claimants who elected Track B had to satisfy the necessary elements based on the higher
preponderance of the evidence standard. The settlement agreement defined this standard as
“such relevant evidence as is necessary to prove something is more likely true than not true.
Track B filers also needed to support each element with independent documentary evidence. To
be successful under Track B, claimants must have applied for a loan and met the same elements
as Track A with one exception.?’ In addition, Track B claimants were required to provide
support for their economic damages and to show that USDA’s treatment of their application was
less favorable than a specifically identified, similarly situated white farmer. Track B filers could
have received the amount of the actual damages they incurred, up to $250,000. However, all
Track B claims were denied.

126

2 BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at § V.C.1.

21 BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at §§ V.C.1-2.
22 «Active discouragement” included statements by a USDA official that there were no funds or applications
available, or that USDA was not accepting or processing applications.

% The $62,500 payment amount consisted of up to a $50,000 monetary award to the claimant and up to a $12,500
payment to the Internal Revenue Service to offset the monetary award’s tax liability.

* The $3,750 payment amount consisted of up to a $3,000 monetary award to the claimant and up to a

$750 payment to the Internal Revenue Service to offset the monetary award’s tax liability.

% Track A awards were set at these amounts and did not vary based on a claimant’s alleged economic damages.
% BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at § V.D.1.

2" Constructive application was not permitted under Track B.
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Administrative Entities for BFDL

There were three main entities that carried out the settlement agreement’s terms. The first entity,
Class Counsel, was responsible for the settlement agreement’s overall coordination and
implementation. Class Counsel communicated with class members and others who sought
information about the settlement agreement and claims process. Class Counsel conducted more
than 380 group meetings in 23 States and the District of Columbia where they helped more than
13,000% individuals complete claim forms. When a Class Counsel attorney completed a claim,
he or she was required to declare that it was supported by existing law and the factual
contentions had evidentiary support to the best of his or her knowledge, information, and
belief.? Individuals were also able to contact Class Counsel by telephone, and the attorneys
provided substantive claims assistance to more than 3,400 class members telephonically.

The second entity, the Claims Administrator (CA), was approved by the Court and hired by
Class Counsel to prepare, send, and receive all claims correspondence. The CA received and
processed over 42,000 claims for BFDL.*® When the CA received claims, it determined*" if the
claims were submitted before the filing deadline, if they were complete, and if they were
submitted by class members. The CA denied late claims and claims submitted by individuals
who were determined not to be class members. If a claim was incomplete, the CA informed the
claimant which areas were missing required information. The claimant had 30 days to re-submit
a completed claim or it would be denied. In addition, the CA maintained a database that
recorded all claim information and determinations and operated a BFDL informational call center
that received more than 805,000 phone calls.*

Finally, Class Counsel hired one firm,* approved by the Court, to serve as the Track A and B
Neutrals. The firm employed adjudicators,* who determined the merits of timely and complete
claims submitted by class members. The group of adjudicators, comprised of retired judges and
attorneys, took an oath administered by the Court that they would determine each claim
faithfully, fairly, and to the best of their ability.

28 Qur prior report (In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation, 50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013) listed this total as
almost 12,000 submitted claims. However, that total only included provisionally adjudicated Track A claims
whereas the total in this report includes all claims signed by a Class Counsel attorney.

2 BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at § V.A.1.c.

% The period to submit claims began on November 14, 2011, and ended on May 11, 2012. A September 14, 2012,
court order allowed specific groups of claimants to submit claims until October 12, 2012. The CA determined that
33,345 Track A and 77 Track B claims were timely, complete, and submitted by class members. An April 7, 2014,
court order allowed one additional Track A claim to be adjudicated as a result of a U.S. Postal Service error,
bringing the total adjudicated Track A claims to 33,346.

%1 We use “determine” and “decide” throughout the report to refer to conclusions reached by the CA or the Track A
and B Neutrals.

%2 This is the total as of June 12, 2015.

% The firm is a provider of alternative dispute resolution services including claims adjudication and arbitration.

¥ According to the “Track A Adjudication Guidelines,” an adjudicator is an individual responsible for granting or
denying claims pursuant to the settlement agreement.
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Track A Claims Adjudication for BFDL

Before Track A claims were sent to the Track A Neutral for adjudication, they underwent an
“initial review” performed by a law firm® where a reviewer recommended a determination for
each claim. A quality control team within the law firm then examined claims and independently
made a second recommended determination. The law firm’s review was also an opportunity to
detect potential fraud. The Neutral’s* adjudicators then reviewed the claims and made a
provisional decision. The law firm’s “initial review” conclusions were available to adjudicators
when they evaluated claims, but the adjudicators were not bound to arrive at the same
determinations. The Neutral implemented additional quality control measures®’ before the
decisions were finalized and claimants were informed of the results.®

The law firm and the Neutral performed other roles beyond determining if individual claims
should be approved or denied.* For instance, the settlement agreement established that there
should only be one award payment for each farming operation® or class member.** The law
firm and the Neutral evaluated claims and limited awards, as needed, to adhere to this
requirement. In addition, the law firm identified groups of claims that exhibited significant
commonalities and categorized them into patterns based on their similarities. The Neutral
reviewed the different patterns and associated claims and determined whether they should be
denied because the significant similarities undermined their individual and collective credibility.

Track B Claims Adjudication for BFDL

The Lead Track B Neutral reviewed all 77 eligible Track B claims. The Lead Neutral evaluated
all parts of the claim that documented Track A claim responses, as well as a section that
contained questions specifically required for Track B claims. This section included questions
about USDA’s treatment of the claimant compared to its treatment of a similarly situated white
farmer, and the amount of the claimant’s economic damages. The Lead Neutral evaluated
whether a claimant established all the necessary elements by a preponderance of the evidence
and through independent documentary evidence.

Unlike the Track A claim adjudication process, Track B claims did not receive an “initial
review” by an outside law firm. Rather, one adjudicator performed a quality control review of
all the Lead Neutral’s determinations. The Lead Neutral’s determination did not change for any
claim based on this quality control measure. The Lead Neutral denied all 77 Track B claims.*

* The Track A Neutral retained the service of a law firm devoted to mass claims resolution, litigation management,
and claims administration.

% The term “Neutral” used throughout the report will specifically refer to the Track A Neutral.

%7 These measures are discussed in more detail in Section 1.

%8 Claims were first sent to the Neutral in January 2012, and the adjudication process was completed in August 2013.
* These additional roles are discussed in more detail in Section 1.

“0 The settlement agreement did not define a farming operation. The Neutral defined it as two or more individuals or
entities that collectively raise and/or cultivate crops, livestock, fish, timber, or other farm commaodities to be sold for
profit.

* Individuals were able to submit claims on behalf of deceased or mentally or physically limited class members.

*2 The settlement agreement did not allow denied Track B claims to be evaluated again under Track A requirements.
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Responses to the Draft Report

We provided a draft report to the administrative entities and representatives from DOJ and
USDA on August 10, 2015, and asked for their comments. We revised the report, as necessary,
based on comments we received in response to the draft report.

Objective

Our objective was to conduct an audit of the completed BFDL claims process to determine if
awards were granted to eligible claimants.** We selected a statistical sample of adjudicated
claims to accomplish our objective.

*% For the purposes of our objective, we considered the claims process completed when Class Counsel filed a motion
with the Court that finalized claims adjudication. The Court approved the motion on August 23, 2013.
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Section 1: BFDL Audit Requirements and Previous Audit Results

This section discusses the analyses and conclusions reached in prior audits that USDA’s Office
of Inspector General (OIG) and the Government Accountability Office (GAO) performed of the
BFDL claims process. These audits were performed before the claims process was complete and
identified issues that needed to be addressed prior to final adjudication. Our current audit
included tests to verify that the CA and the Neutral took appropriate action to mitigate OIG’s
previous audit’s findings.

Audit Requirements

The Act established requirements that OIG and GAO conduct audits of the BFDL claims
process. The Act stated OIG “shall, within 180 days of the initial adjudication of claims, and
subsequently, as appropriate, perform a performance audit based on a statistical sampling of
adjudicated claims.”** In addition, the Act stated GAO “shall evaluate the internal controls
(including internal controls concerning fraud and abuse) created to carry out the terms of the
settlement agreement.”*®

Previous OIG Audit Results

We initiated our first BFDL audit*® in January 2012 to gain an understanding of the claims
process and to prepare for the statistical selection of adjudicated claims as required by the Act.
During the audit, we learned that the entities implementing the BFDL settlement agreement
agreed to make preliminary (provisional) adjudications that would be subject to change until the
end of the claims process. The entities also informed us that final adjudications were expected to
occur in late summer or early fall of 2012. Based on this timeframe, we performed audit tests of
the entities’ claims process and we selected a statistical sample*’ of provisionally adjudicated
claims in June 2012.*® However, the Neutral did not finally adjudicate the claims in the fall of
2012, as expected, because the CA and the Neutral needed to complete additional quality control
measures.

In the fall of 2012, the CA and the Neutral began performing more widespread quality control
measures. The timing of these measures gave us the opportunity to ensure that the process was
functioning adequately and that claimants were treated fairly. In our first BFDL audit, nothing
came to our attention to indicate that the CA and the Neutral were not adequately implementing
the claims process in accordance with the BFDL settlement agreement. However, we identified
three issues at the time of our review that needed to be addressed prior to final adjudication. The
CA and the Neutral developed written procedures and provided us with preliminary results to

* Claims Resolution Act of 2010, P.L. No. 111-291, Tit. I, § 201(h)(2)(A).

** Claims Resolution Act of 2010, P.L. No. 111-291, Tit. Il, § 201(h)(1)(A).

“®In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013).

“" We developed a random statistical sample and used a random sample design. We use “statistical” to describe this
type of sample throughout the report.

*® We selected statistical samples of 100 provisionally adjudicated Track A claims and 32 provisionally adjudicated
Track B claims.
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support actions taken to resolve our concerns. We did not test the effectiveness of their efforts at
that time. Our findings from the prior report are summarized as follows:

Finding 1—Inconsistent Provisional Adjudication of Claims

Our review found that the Neutral’s adjudicators reached different conclusions for claims that
essentially contained the same information. Specifically, the adjudicators approved some of the
similar claims, but denied others. From our statistical sample of 100,*° there were a total of

8 claims with inconsistent decisions.®® The inconsistent decisions occurred due to the different
perspectives and judgments of the adjudicators who examined the claim forms. Also, at the time
we performed our analysis, the Neutral’s quality control reviews had no method to detect the
inconsistencies.

The Judicial Order and Opinion®" that approved the settlement agreement stated that the
adjudication process needed to ensure that awards go to those who “were victims of USDA’s
discrimination.” The Judicial Order and Opinion stated that numerous measures were
established to warrant fair, reasonable, and adequate decisions. To ensure fair results, the
Neutral conducted training for the adjudicators, provided written guidance to each adjudicator,
and put in place quality control measures prior to making claim decisions.

We compared the written responses included on the claims from our statistical sample to the
settlement agreement’s requirements and the written guidance the Neutral provided to its
adjudicators. We identified eight claims with written responses that did not adequately state a
complaint of discrimination, as required by the settlement agreement. However, six of the eight
claims were approved by the Neutral. Based on our sample results, we expanded testing® to
include all claims with a provisional adjudication. We again found instances where claims with
similar answers received different determinations. The results from our sample and additional
testing demonstrated that adjudicators were making inconsistent decisions that the Neutral’s
quality control process did not detect.

We presented our conclusions to the Neutral’s officials, and they initiated an analysis to search
for potential inconsistent decisions. The Neutral’s officials also provided updated procedures
and results for the quality control process to address our concerns. For example, the Neutral
developed over 130 search terms based on the examples of inconsistent decisions we identified
and presented to them. The Neutral designed the searches to be broad and deliberately made
them over-inclusive to capture all claims that presented a fact pattern similar to the inconsistent
sample claims we identified during our audit tests. The CA ran the searches against the universe
of claims and found nearly 4,000 claims with potential inconsistencies. The CA refined the

“% We selected a statistical sample of 100 claims from a universe of 17,124 provisionally adjudicated Track A
claims, as of June 11, 2012.

%0 We were 95 percent confident there were between 446 (2.6 percent) and 2,294 claims (13.4 percent) with
inconsistent decisions in the universe of 17,124 provisionally adjudicated claims that had been submitted, as of
June 11, 2012.

51 U.S. District Court Judicial Order and Opinion, Misc. No. 08-0511 (PLF) (Oct. 27, 2011).

2 \We used automated and manual techniques to search for claims with answers similar to claims from our statistical
sample.
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search results, and the Neutral reexamined over 2,000 provisionally adjudicated claims. Prior to
re-deciding a claim, the Neutral reviewed the initial Track A reviewers’ conclusions and
comments,® the adjudicator’s provisional decision and comments, the claim responses, and any
other information provided by the claimant. To ensure reasonable consistency in adjudications,
the Chief Adjudicator changed decisions on over 200 claims when he determined that the
provisional decisions were sufficiently inconsistent with adjudication guidelines.

The Neutral implemented other quality control procedures to ensure consistent decisions. One
important measure was that provisionally denied claims were reviewed a second time by one of
four adjudicators.> The second reviewer determined whether or not the denial was reasonably
consistent with the adjudicator guidelines. Denied claims were therefore reviewed four times.*®
When a second reviewer concluded a denied claim should be changed to approved, the

Chief Adjudicator reviewed the decision and made the final determination. The Neutral
reviewed over 12,600 claims under this quality control measure and changed 170 decisions from
denied to approved.

Another significant quality control measure that assisted in promoting consistent determinations
was that the Chief Adjudicator reviewed claims where the adjudicator’s decision differed from
the law firm’s initial decision. The Chief Adjudicator evaluated these claims based on the
substantial evidence standard and adjusted decisions when he determined that the provisional
outcome could not be reasonably justified under the adjudication guidelines. The Neutral
reported that over 1,400 claims were reviewed under this measure, and the Chief Adjudicator
changed decisions on over 700 claims.

The Neutral also monitored each adjudicator’s provisional decision statistics to evaluate if the
provisional outcomes were reasonably consistent across adjudicators before the determinations
became final. The Neutral contracted with statisticians to conduct periodic analyses to assess if
each adjudicator’s decisions were within statistically accepted parameters. The statisticians’
analyses identified five adjudicators whose decisions were outside of the normal approve/deny
counts. The Neutral assigned an experienced adjudicator to evaluate a random selection of
approximately 900 claims initially reviewed by these five adjudicators.®® Based on this review,
the Neutral changed 99 provisional decisions in instances where they were not in conformance
with the adjudication guidelines.

Overall, the Neutral made reasonable efforts to ensure fair, consistent, and equitable decisions.
The Neutral searched for the inconsistencies we discovered and implemented additional steps to
identify other cases in the universe of all adjudicated Track A claims. We tested the Neutral’s
actions in our current audit and concluded that they were effective.”’

%% In a database used to document the Neutral’s review, initial reviewers and adjudicators could include comments
about their findings.

% According to the Neutral, the team of adjudicators included individuals who had demonstrated strong abilities and
had extensive experience in BFDL and Pigford.

%5 The four reviews included two by the law firm and one by the Neutral prior to the denial review.

*® The five adjudicators reviewed over 11,000 Track A claims.

> See Section 2 for information on the work we performed in this audit.
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Finding 2—Multiple Claims Filed for Individual Farming Operations and Class Members
Not Detected

The CA had not identified all instances where multiple claims may have been filed for the same
farming operation or individual class member. From our statistical sample of 100 claims, a total
of 7°® had additional related claims.>® We attributed this, in part, to oversights by the CA’s
analysts when they manually searched the universe of submitted claims to identify related
claims. Also, the CA performed internal quality control reviews of the manual search process,
but those reviews did not include a comparison of all submitted claims. Thus, there was an
increased risk of overpayments per farming operation or class member.

The settlement agreement stated that each farming operation or class member with a successful
claim was entitled to one award payment of up to $62,500.%° If multiple individuals filed a claim
for the same farming operation, each approved claim was eligible to receive only a portion of
one award for the farming operation—that is, the individuals would split the total award.
Similarly, only one claim was eligible to receive an award when more than one individual filed a
claim on behalf of the same class member. The Neutral determined if multiple claims were filed
for the same farming operation and/or individual class member and, if so, allocated award
payments among approved filers. The CA assisted the Neutral by identifying instances where
multiple claims may have been filed on behalf of a single farming operation or one class
member.

To test the CA’s procedures to identify related claims, we used the CA’s criteria®* to identify
related parties in our statistical sample of 100 claims. We compared our results to the CA’s
results and identified seven claims where the CA had not detected all related claims. Our finding
raised a concern that, while the criteria and procedures used by the CA officials appeared
adequate, the CA’s implementation of the procedures was inadequate.

We presented our finding to the CA and the Neutral, and they provided us with documentation of
the final procedures they implemented to address our concern. In order to identify claims
potentially filed for the same farming operation or class member, the CA developed automated
searches that it performed on all adjudicated Track A claims. The CA conducted searches based
on Social Security Number (SSN), address, farm location description, and related claim
comments in the database. These searches were designed to be broad in an attempt to identify all
possible overlapping claims. The CA conducted these searches after the claims submission
deadline in October and November 2012, and again in June 2013.

*8 We were 95 percent confident that between 330 (1.9 percent) and 2,067 (12.1 percent) claims had other related
claims not identified by the CA in the universe of 17,124 provisionally adjudicated claims that had been submitted
as of June 11, 2012.

% The CA and Neutral considered claims to be “related” or “related parties” when there were significant similarities
in claim information, such as name, Social Security Number (SSN), address, or farming location. Claims could also
be considered related for other reasons, such as when multiple claims were submitted for the same late-filing
request.

% BEDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), at §§ V.A.3-5.
®! The CA’s criteria included searches based on claimant names, SSNs, and addresses.

10  AUDIT REPORT 50601-0003-21



The CA provided the database search results to the law firm that assisted the Neutral with the
initial review of the Track A claims. The law firm evaluated all claims identified by the SSN
search because the likelihood of finding claims filed for the same farming operation or class
member was high based on that particular criterion. For other searches, the number of returns
was so great that the law firm applied additional filters®® before it reviewed each claim to
determine its relationship to others with similar characteristics. The law firm attempted to
conclude whether the claims in a group were filed for the same farming operation or class
member. Overall, the firm reported that it evaluated over 5,200 groups, comprised of over
13,500 claims, to initially determine which sets of claims were filed for the same farming
operation or class member.

After the law firm’s initial review, the Neutral evaluated claim groups where the law firm
concluded there were multiple claims filed for the same farming operation or class member. The
Neutral also made the final decisions for groups where the law firm could not make a
conclusion.®® The Neutral applied the substantial evidence standard when it reviewed these
groups, in that each individual claim should receive a full award if a reasonable person might
find, under the evidence presented, that each claimant filed for a separate farming operation.

The CA and the Neutral implemented reasonable procedures to identify related claims for further
evaluation. The search parameters were broad and identified claims with matches in key areas
which indicated the claims were potentially filed for the same farming operation or class
member. The claims then underwent multiple reviews before the Neutral made the final award
determination. Overall, the Neutral concluded that approximately 1,400 claims were filed for the
same farming operation or class member. We tested procedures to identify and review related
claims in our current audit and concluded that they were effective.®

Finding 3—Pigford Participants Applied for BFDL Awards

We determined that the Neutral’s adjudicators had provisionally approved at least 20 individuals
who participated in Pigford to receive awards in the BFDL settlement. The CA was responsible
for determining whether claimants were eligible to participate in BFDL, but at the time of our
analysis, the CA had not always identified and removed ineligible BFDL claimants prior to
provisional adjudication. The improper payment of awards to Pigford participants could have
reduced the funds available to claimants eligible to receive payments through the BFDL
settlement.

The settlement agreement stated that claimants must not have obtained a determination on the
merits of their discrimination complaints in order to be considered class members in BFDL.®
The CA was responsible for making this determination, and the settlement agreement required
the CA to utilize the “Pigford Participants List” and the “Pigford Opt-Out List” as a part of this

82 The filters included narrowing the address search results to only those groups of five or more claims sharing the
same address and narrowing the farm location description to groups where the matched description started with a
number or “Route” or “Rte.”

% The law firm could not make a conclusion on these groups because of ambiguous similarities between the claims.
% See Section 2 for information on the work we performed in this audit.

® BFDL settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), § V.B.4 (b).
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process. The settlement agreement stated that if a claimant appeared on either of these lists, he
or she is deemed to have obtained a determination on the merits of his or her discrimination
complaint. Claimants also must have submitted a late-filing request in order to be considered a
class member in BFDL. To make this determination, the settlement agreement stated the CA
was to review the “Pigford Timely 5(g) List,” which lists individuals considered to have
submitted a late-filing request. If a claimant was not on the “Pigford Timely 5(g) List,” the
claimant could still be allowed to participate in BFDL, provided that he or she could establish by
a preponderance of the evidence that he or she submitted a late-filing request in Pigford.

To determine whether the CA completed its responsibilities in accordance with the settlement
agreement, we compared information, such as name and address data, from the “Pigford
Participants” and “Pigford Opt-Out Lists” to the same information on the “Pigford Timely 5(g)
List.” We then reviewed the matches to determine if any successfully submitted claims were
adjudicated. We identified 20 provisionally approved claims that were submitted by individuals
listed on the “Pigford Participants List.” If these claims were paid, awards would have been
distributed to claimants identified as Pigford participants.

We discussed our concern that ineligible Pigford participants could receive BFDL awards with
CA officials. The CA officials acknowledged the issue and implemented an automated SSN
verification procedure that compared Pigford participant and BFDL claimant SSNs. The CA
officials subjected claims with a matched SSN to a Pigford participant to an in-depth
verification.”® The verification included a review of all documents and notes in the CA’s
database as well as the associated Pigford claim form to determine if the BFDL claimant
identified by the SSN match, or by other means,®’ also participated in Pigford. Overall, the CA
denied over 580 claims®® from individuals who were Pigford participants. We tested the CA’s
actions to identify Pigford participants in our current audit and concluded that they were
effective.”

Additional OIG Analyses

We conducted analyses beyond our Track A statistical sample reviews to evaluate other
important aspects of the BFDL claims process. For example, we selected and analyzed a
statistical sample of 32 provisionally adjudicated Track B claims™ in order to comply with the
Act. We found that all of the sample claims were processed in accordance with the settlement
agreement.

% The CA stated in its response to our report that it also checked the participant list for the Keepseagle v. Vilsack
settlement. The CA stated that it did not check the participant list for the Hispanic and Women Farmers and
Ranchers Claims Resolution Process, as that claims process was still ongoing and no final determinations were
issued at the time.

87 Matches identified by other means include those found during claims processing or by the Neutral during
adjudication.

% This total includes both Track A and B claims.

% See Section 2 for information on the work we performed in this audit.

"0 We selected our Track B sample as of December 6, 2012, when there were 80 claims in the universe. After we
selected our sample of Track B claims, the CA denied claims due to the lack of class membership, untimely filing,
or because the claims were incomplete. As a result, the number of adjudicated Track B claims decreased to 77.
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We also performed analysis on a group of claims the Neutral intended to deny because of
potential fraud concerns. We became aware of these claims in October 2012 when the Neutral
informed us that it identified more than 3,000 claims that raised fraud concerns due to suspicious
filing patterns. The patterns were established based on commonalities across multiple claim
forms, such as similar language, handwriting, structure, phraseology, and geographic location.
The Neutral concluded that these patterns undermined the claims’ credibility because of the
similarities among large numbers of claims. The CA used characteristics from each pattern to
search the universe for other claims with matching attributes. The Neutral performed an
additional review of these claims and denied approximately 2,500 because they presented
sufficient fraud concerns. The Neutral stated that, when read together, “a reasonable person
would conclude that the claims are too similar in both form and content to have individual merit
and, therefore, are not supported by substantial evidence.”

We analyzed over 200 of the more than 3,000 fraud concern claims identified by the Neutral
based on these filing patterns. Our review encompassed 8 of the 50 fraud concern patterns’* that
the Neutral identified. We assessed whether the Neutral’s suspicious pattern definitions were
reasonable, and whether the identified claims actually contained the questionable attributes
associated with the patterns. We generally agreed that the Neutral’s stated patterns were
reasonable, and that the suspicious claims did include the specified attributes.

GAO Audit Results

The Act required GAO to perform an audit to “evaluate the internal controls (including the
internal controls concerning fraud and abuse) created to carry out the terms of the Settlement
Agreement [...].” In a December 2012 report, GAO stated that it examined: (1) the internal
controls created to identify and deny fraudulent or otherwise invalid claims under the settlement
agreement; and (2) the extent to which the internal control design and operation provide
reasonable assurance that fraudulent or otherwise invalid claims are identified and denied."
GAO stated that, while the internal control design of the BFDL claims process generally
provided reasonable assurance that fraud or invalid claims could be identified and denied, certain
weaknesses in the control design could expose the claims process to a risk of an improper
determination. GAO noted that constraints were imposed by the settlement agreement (for
example, the settlement agreement did not require that claimants submit supporting
documentation for Track A claims), and those constraints could not be modified, as they were
agreed to by all parties.

GAO also reported the CA had not established agreed upon procedures, beyond consulting the
participant lists of two other discrimination settlements, for checking whether applicants had
already obtained a judgment on a discrimination case in a judicial or administrative forum.
Lastly, because the internal control design was not fully implemented, GAO was unable to
determine if the remainder of the design would operate as intended.

™ At the time of our analysis, the Neutral had provided definitions for 8 of the 50 fraud concern patterns.
2 GAO-13-69R: Civil Rights: Additional Actions in Pigford Il Claims Process Could Reduce Risk of Improper
Determinations, Dec. 2012.
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Section 2: Current Audit Results

We initiated an audit of the completed BFDL claims process in November 2013 to determine if
awards were granted to eligible claimants. The results of that audit are the basis for this section
of the report. As with our previous audit,” we selected and examined two statistical samples of
adjudicated Track A and B claims. We also conducted tests beyond our statistical samples to
evaluate other parts of the settlement process, such as class membership determinations and
identification of fraud concerns. Based on our statistical samples and additional tests, we
concluded that the CA and Track A and B Neutrals ensured that BFDL awards were granted to
eligible claimants in accordance with the settlement agreement. The work we completed to
arrive at this conclusion is discussed in the sections below.

Adjudicated Track A and B Claims Universe Validations

In order to select the statistical samples, we first obtained and validated universe files from the
CA that reported all adjudicated Track A and B claims. We traveled to the CA’s location in
Beaverton, Oregon, in December 2013, and obtained a file that contained all adjudicated Track A
claims to use for our statistical sample selection. While on site, we observed the process the CA
used to extract the data from the claims database to ensure that the file included complete and
valid information. We compared the file to: queries that we ran in the claims database, status
reports’* the CA provided to us, and source data used to generate the file. In addition, we had
multiple conversations with CA officials to obtain a thorough understanding of the information
they provided to us. For instance, CA officials explained the different adjudicated claim
categories and how we could reconcile data to their status reports. As a result of our analysis, we
concluded that the universe file as of December 17, 2013, was valid and contained all

33,345 adjudicated Track A claims.” We then used this file to select a statistical sample of

100 adjudicated Track A claims.”

We also obtained a file of all 77 adjudicated Track B claims as of February 13, 2014, to use to
select a Track B sample. We compared this file to information in the claims database to ensure
that the data were consistent. In addition, we performed analyses to ensure that no adjudicated
Track B claims were omitted from the file and that the data were consistent with other CA
reports. We concluded that the file correctly contained all 77 adjudicated Track B claims.
Therefore, we used the file to select a statistical sample of 40 adjudicated Track B claims.”’

" In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013).

" The status reports included information such as the number of approved and denied Track A and B claims.

™ An April 7, 2014 court order allowed one additional Track A claim to be adjudicated after we obtained our
universe file. This claim was not included in our file because it was originally determined to be untimely as a result
of a U.S. Postal Service error.

’® See Exhibit A—Statistical Plan.

" See Exhibit A—Statistical Plan.
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Track A Sample Claim Review Results

We tested the Track A claims in our statistical sample for compliance with key steps in the
claims process and to identify or rule out the presence of issues reported in our prior audit.’®

For each sample claim, we verified that it was timely, complete, and submitted by an eligible
class member based on the CA’s processing guidelines and the settlement agreement. We then
validated that the Neutral’s adjudication decision was consistent with its guidelines’ and the
settlement agreement. Finally, we performed searches in the database to identify and assess
related claims that may have been filed for a single farming operation® or class member. We did
not identify any sample claims that were not processed in accordance with the applicable
guidelines and the settlement agreement.®*

The first step in our Track A sample review process was to verify that the claim was timely and
complete. The CA received all claims and was responsible for the timely filing determination.
The CA stamped claims with the date they were received and retained the mailing envelope,
which documented the postmark date. We obtained date information from the claims database
and confirmed that each sample claim was submitted before the deadline.®? In addition, the CA
was responsible for ensuring that a claim was complete before it went to the Neutral for
adjudication. We used the CA’s processing guidelines®® to assess if all the necessary information
was included in each sample claim.2* We did not identify any late or incomplete claims in our
sample.

Next, we performed multiple tests to validate that each Track A sample claimant was a class
member. For each sample claim we searched the “Pigford Timely 5(g)” and “Untimely 5(g)
lists to determine if the claimant was recorded as having submitted a late-filing request in
Pigford.®® We then accessed the claimant’s file in the claims database to identify if a late-filing
request was submitted during the established timeframe. Similar to the claims, the late-filing
requests were date stamped when they were received and included the mailing envelope with the
postmark date. We verified that a late-filing request was submitted between October 13, 1999,
and June 18, 2008. Based on our sample reviews, we did not identify any claims with missing
late-filing requests.

585

"8 In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013).

" The Neutral’s “In re Black Farmers Track A Adjudication Guidelines” provided additional instructions to
adjudicators on how to evaluate whether claims met certain settlement agreement requirements.

8 In our prior report, we referred to these instances as claims filed for the same farming operation.

8 Based on our results, we are 95 percent confident that less than 3 percent of the claims in the Track A universe
may have been decided in error.

8 The period to submit claims began on November 14, 2011, and ended on May 11, 2012. A September 14, 2012,
court order allowed specific groups of claimants to submit claims until October 12, 2012,

8 The CA developed “Claims Processing Guidelines” that documented how it determined if a claim was timely,
complete, and submitted by a class member.

8 Claimants had the opportunity to provide necessary information if their initial submission was incomplete. BFDL
settlement agreement dated February 18, 2010 (revised and executed as of May 13, 2011), § V.B.2.

8 Individuals on the “Pigford Timely 5(g)” list submitted late-filing requests on or between October 13, 1999, and
September 15, 2000. Individuals on the “Untimely 5(g)” list submitted late-filing requests on or between
September 16, 2000, and June 18, 2008.

8 We searched the lists based on the claimant’s name and/or address.
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We performed additional analyses on our Track A sample claims to identify if the claimants
participated in Pigford and were ineligible to receive an award in BFDL. This step in our review
allowed us to follow up on the third finding in our previous audit and to test the CA’s procedures
to deny claims filed by Pigford participants. We compared the names and addresses of the
sample claimants to the same information on the “Pigford Participants” and “Pigford Opt-Out”
lists. Our comparison identified six claims with an address match and eight claims with a name
match to individuals on the “Pigford Participants List.”®” We then compared the 14 BFDL
claimants’ SSNs to the “Pigford Participants List” to refine our results.®® As a result of these
analyses, we identified one sample claimant that was a possible Pigford participant.

This BFDL claimant was listed as a spouse® on a Pigford claim. In this type of situation, the
CA’s policy was to review the Pigford and BFDL claim responses to determine if the language
indicated that the Pigford claimant and spouse farmed together. We examined the Pigford claim
and found that it did not mention the BFDL sample claimant in any of the answers. In addition,
we noted significant differences between the loan types, farm location, and acreage when we
compared the Pigford and BFDL claims. We concluded that this claim and all the claims in our
sample were submitted by eligible class members.

The next step in our Track A sample claim review was to validate that the Neutral’s decision was
consistent with the adjudication guidelines and the settlement agreement. This analysis also
allowed us to assess the measures the Neutral implemented to address the first finding in our
prior report.®® For approved claims, we reviewed the claimant’s responses to verify that there
was support for the Neutral’s conclusion that all settlement agreement requirements were met.
For denied claims, we confirmed that the Neutral’s decision was consistent with the information
provided in the claims. During our audit, we considered all the information on each claim since
a requirement could have been addressed across multiple sections of the claim form. In addition,
we referred to the Neutral’s adjudication guidelines to determine if claims were decided in
accordance with these criteria. We did not identify any claims that were adjudicated contrary to
the settlement agreement or the Neutral’s guidelines. This result demonstrated that the Neutral
successfully implemented corrective actions to address the finding in our prior audit, and to
ensure consistent decisions regarding approval and denial of claims.

We conducted additional tests to identify if other claims were submitted for a single farming
operation or the same class member as those in our sample. This work assisted us in evaluating
the measures the CA and the Neutral implemented to address the second finding in our prior
report. For each sample claim, we conducted searches in the CA’s database based on: claimant
last name, city, and State; address; SSN; and telephone number. In some instances, we
performed an additional search based on farming location.®* We used these criteria, in part,
because the CA also performed searches based on address, SSN, and farming location to identify

8 We did not identify any name or address matches as a result of our “Pigford Opt-Out List” comparison.

8 We did not have SSNs for Pigford participants when we first performed our name and address matches.

8 The Pigford claim form included one field for the farmer’s name and a second field for his or her spouse’s name.
The sample claimant’s name appeared in this second field.

% In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (50601-0001-21, Dec. 2013).

°! Claimants were not required to provide a specific address for where they farmed/attempted to farm. Therefore, we
could only perform this search in instances where the claimant included an address.
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related claims. When the searches identified approved claims with matching information, we
expanded our review to compare responses® across claims to evaluate if they were submitted for
a single farming operation or the same class member. We did not identify any additional claims
filed for a single farming operation or the same class member in our sample claims that should
have been detected by the CA’s search criteria. We concluded that the CA and the Neutral
implemented effective measures to identify claims filed for single farming operations or the
same class members.

We also tested the Neutral’s fraud concern evaluation process as a part of our Track A sample
reviews. We first compared our statistical sample to the list of over 2,500 claims that the Neutral
denied due to a fraud concern. This comparison revealed that the Neutral denied seven sample
claims because of fraud concerns.”® Next, we reviewed these sample claims to determine if each
displayed the distinguishing markers® associated with the particular pattern. We found that all
seven sample claims contained markers consistent with their respective patterns. As a result, we
concluded that the Neutral’s determination to deny the claims due to a fraud concern were
reasonable.

In order to identify other indications of potential fraud, we tested our Track A sample claims by
comparing claimant SSNs against the Social Security Administration’s Death Master File
(DMF).*® This comparison would have identified potential instances where a living claimant
improperly used a deceased individual’s SSN. Our analysis identified 21 sample claims with an
SSN on the DMF. We determined that all 21 sample claims were submitted on behalf of
deceased class members and were supported by death certificates submitted with the claims.

We performed detailed reviews on all 100 Track A claims in our statistical sample to validate
that awards were granted to eligible claimants. Our work also covered the three findings we
presented in our prior audit to assess if the CA and the Neutral sufficiently addressed these
issues. Nothing came to our attention to indicate that the CA or Neutral did not implement the
claims process in accordance with the applicable guidelines and the BFDL settlement agreement.

Track B Sample Claim Review Results

We evaluated the final Track B process through a statistical sample of 40 claims from a universe
of 77 adjudicated Track B claims. We followed the same steps for the Track B sample that we
performed for the Track A sample to validate that each claim was timely, complete, and
submitted by an eligible class member. Since there were no Track B awards, we assessed if the
reason(s) for denial were consistent with the claim information and the settlement agreement.
We did not identify any issues with the sample claims, and we concluded that all were processed
in accordance with the settlement agreement.*®

% We reviewed and compared claim responses related to farm and loan information.

% The seven sample claims represented four different fraud patterns.

% These markers included similar language, handwriting, and structure.

% The DMF contains more than 85 million records of deaths reported to the Social Security Administration from
1936 to present. We used DMF data as of March 2014 in our analysis.

% Based on our results, we are 95 percent confident that less than 5 percent of the claims in the Track B universe
may have been decided in error.
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We also performed searches in the database for each Track B sample claim based on: claimant
last name, city, and State; address; SSN; and phone number. Since all Track B claims were
denied, there was no potential for overpayments due to undetected related claims. However,
these searches could have detected potential indications of fraud, such as a large number of
claims submitted from the same address, or different individuals using the same SSN. We did
not identify any claims that presented a fraud concern based on our sample claim searches.

Data Analyses Performed on Adjudicated Track A Claims

In addition to the tests we performed on the claims in our statistical sample, we performed data
analyses on all adjudicated Track A claims. This work allowed us to test for potential fraud
concerns that were not identified by the Neutral. The different analyses we performed and our
conclusions are discussed below.

One analysis we performed to detect possible fraud was to identify the top 50 most frequently
used SSNs across all adjudicated Track A claims.”” High numbers of claims that shared a
common SSN may have been submitted for a single farming operation, the same class member,
or as part of a fraud pattern. We matched data across 6 different SSN fields®® and sorted the
results to identify the top 50 most common SSNs. Of the 161 claims that were associated with
these SSNs, 100 were denied because they did not meet the settlement agreement’s requirements
and 34 were denied due to a fraud concern. We reviewed the remaining 27 claims that were
approved by the Neutral and concluded that they did not represent fraud concerns.

Another analysis we performed identified the 10 most frequently used addresses and their
associated claims so that we could assess if they represented an unidentified fraud pattern.
We compared data from 5 different address fields and identified the 10 most frequently used
addresses and the associated 413 claims. Next, we matched our results to a list of claims the
Neutral denied due to fraud concerns. We found that claims from 9 of the 10 addresses were
denied because of fraud concerns. The one remaining address belonged to a law firm that
assisted individuals in completing their claim forms, which explained why it appeared so
frequently. Ultimately, we did not detect any unidentified fraud patterns as a result of our
address analysis.

We also used address data in conjunction with population data to test for potential fraud
indications. We first analyzed all adjudicated Track A claims to determine the number of claims
submitted per town. To refine this list, we obtained population data from the 2010 United States
Census to identify the top 10 towns®® with populations under 5,000 people that had the most
claims submitted. We looked at smaller towns because an unusually high number of claims
relative to a town’s population could indicate a fraud pattern was prevalent in that area. Next,
we compared the 3,058 claims submitted from these towns to the list of claims the Neutral
denied due to fraud concerns. This comparison revealed that 479 claims submitted from 9 of the

° An individual’s SSN could appear on different claims if he or she was a legal representative on behalf of multiple
deceased or limited class members.

% Qur analysis included four different claim form SSN fields (see Exhibit B, on pages 27 to 29 of the report) and
two SSN fields from the CA’s database.

% Of the 10 towns included in our analysis, 5 were located in Alabama and 5 were located in Mississippi.
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10 towns were denied because of a fraud concern. The 1 town not associated with a fraud
pattern had the lowest percentage of the population that submitted a claim out of the 10 towns
included in our analysis. Furthermore, the towns where a higher proportion of the population
submitted a claim had a lower approval percentage compared to the overall approval rate.'®® We
did not detect any additional fraud concerns based on our analyses of addresses.

To further test for potential fraud, we analyzed all adjudicated Track A claims and identified the
10 most commonly used names. We reviewed the 123 claims that had a top-10 name, and
focused on comparing the SSN, birthdate, and address fields. Our comparison of these fields
allowed us to assess if claims with matching names were submitted by the same individual. As a
result of our review, we did not find any indications among the 123 claims that raised a fraud
concern that the same individual submitted multiple claims.

In addition to the analysis we conducted to highlight potential fraud concerns, we tested all
adjudicated Track A claims to identify individuals who were clearly ineligible for awards
because of their dates of birth or death. The settlement agreement required that successful
claimants must have farmed, or attempted to farm; owned or leased, or attempted to own or lease
farm land; and applied or attempted to apply for a specific farm credit transaction(s) or non-
credit benefit(s) at a USDA office between January 1, 1981, and December 31, 1996.
Accordingly, a claimant that died before 1981 or was born after 1996 could not meet these
settlement agreement provisions. Our additional tests did not detect any claims that should have
been denied because of a claimant’s date of birth or death.

Claimant Participation in Prior Settlements

We performed additional analyses beyond our Track A and B samples to evaluate if the CA
prevented individuals who participated in the Pigford or Keepseagle v. Vilsack'®* (Keepseagle)
settlements from receiving payments in BFDL. In order to identify claimants who possibly
participated in Pigford, we compared SSNs from all adjudicated Track A claims to all SSNs on
the “Pigford Participants” and “Opt-Out” lists. The CA also performed this analysis, and
subjected matches to further review'% in order to determine if a BEDL claimant was a Pigford
participant.

To test the effectiveness of the CA’s actions, we compared our results to the CA’s matches to
identify discrepancies. This comparison detected 11 BFDL claims that had a SSN match to the
“Pigford Participants List,” but were not included in the CA’s test results. We reviewed BFDL
and Pigford information for these 11 claims, and our analysis verified that 5 of these claimants
were not Pigford participants.®® We asked CA officials to explain how they determined the
other six claimants were BFDL class members. The CA’s response discussed the matched

1% The overall approval rate for Track A claims was approximately 55 percent.

101 Keepseagle v. Vilsack, No. 1:99-CV-03119 (D.D.C). This lawsuit claimed the USDA discriminated against
Native Americans by denying them equal access to credit in the USDA Farm Loan Program.

192 The CA reviewed all documents and notes in the BFDL database as well as the associated Pigford claim form.
193 We did not follow up on these five claims because we determined that the matching SSNs belonged to legal
representatives in BFDL or Pigford and not the actual claimants.
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Pigford claims’ status'®* and explained that the BEDL claimants were designated as class
members because they had submitted late-filing requests. We also obtained the Pigford claims
for five of the six filers.'® We evaluated the CA’s response along with the Pigford claims and
concluded that three of the six BFDL claimants were Pigford participants. All three claimants
received awards in BFDL, but none of them were paid in Pigford.’®® We concluded that these
3 claims do not represent a significant issue because they were the only Pigford participants we
identified in our analysis, which tested over 33,000 adjudicated Track A claimants.

In response to our previous audit, CA officials stated that they also checked for individuals who
participated®’ in Keepseagle. To test the CA’s work, we compared all adjudicated Track A
claimants” SSNs to Keepseagle participants’ SSNs. We identified 14 BFDL claims that had a
SSN match to a Keepseagle participant. We concluded that the matching SSNs for nine claims
belonged to legal representatives in BFDL or Keepseagle and not the actual claimants. As with
the Pigford participant claims, we asked CA officials to explain how they determined that the
remaining five claimants were BFDL class members. The CA officials again responded with
information on each Keepseagle claim’s status and how they concluded each claimant was a
class member based on their late-filing requests. However, we concluded that one Keepseagle
participant received an award in BFDL, but we note that this individual did not receive an award
in Keepseagle.'®® This one claim does not represent a significant issue because it was the only
instance we identified where a Keepseagle participant received a BFDL award based on our
testing of all adjudicated Track A claims.

Overall, the CA implemented effective measures to prevent non-class members from receiving
BFDL awards. We did not find any non-class members in our Track A and B sample claims, and
our universe-wide data analyses only detected 4 instances where prior participants were paid out
of over 33,000 BFDL claims.’®® These four claims do not represent a material deviation from the
settlement agreement’s terms and demonstrate that the CA adequately identified and denied
ineligible claimants.

Fraud Concern Claims Analysis

During our prior audit, the Neutral provided us with a list of approximately 2,500 Track A claims
it intended to deny due to fraud concerns. At that time, the Neutral’s decisions were not final.
Accordingly, we performed tests to determine if the Neutral denied all the claims on the list.

To do so, we identified the claims included on the Neutral’s fraud concern list in a file that
contained all adjudicated Track A claims and reviewed their final determinations. We found that
5 claims were approved out of the approximately 2,500 claims that the Neutral intended to deny
due to fraud concerns. Of the five claims that were approved, four were paid awards. The one
other claim was submitted on behalf of a deceased claimant and the CA was holding the check

104 The CA’s response indicated if each matched Pigford claim was untimely, incomplete, or denied on its merits.
1% The CA informed us that the sixth individual did not have a Pigford claim on file.

1% The claims were denied in Pigford because they were incomplete.

97 Individuals who had their claims approved, denied, or rejected because they were incomplete are included in this
category.

198 The four other claims were denied during the adjudication process.

199 We note that none of these four claims was a part of our Track A sample.
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until the claim submitter provided sufficient documentation that she was the deceased claimant’s
legal representative.

We sent a letter to Neutral officials that discussed these five claims and asked them to confirm
their denial decisions or to describe why their conclusions changed.™° In response, a Neutral
official confirmed the denial determinations, and stated that the approval of the five claims
appeared to have been in error. The Neutral official stated that he believed that an updated list of
claims to be denied was sent to the CA so that determinations would be updated in the database.
However, the Neutral was unable to provide documentation to support that it informed the CA
that the five claims should be denied. We confirmed with CA officials that they had no record of
receiving instructions to deny these five claims.

After we identified these five claims and issued our letter, the Court approved a court order,
proposed by Class Counsel, that amended the settlement agreement to appoint the Track B
Neutral to review Track A claims with fraud allegations that were not yet paid by the CA.*** The
Track B Neutral was allowed to overrule a prior adjudication if he concluded that the
preponderance of the evidence demonstrated that the claim was fraudulent. The Track B Neutral
reviewed and denied one of the five claims we identified, which had not been paid as a part of
this process.

Overall, these five claims do not represent a significant issue with the claims process. Our
analysis revealed that the issue was limited to just 5 claims, which is not a significant number in
relation to a universe of over 33,000 adjudicated claims. In addition, Class Counsel took
appropriate action so that the one unpaid claim could be reviewed again and addressed. We
concluded that the Neutral’s process to identify and evaluate claims with possible fraud concerns
was reasonable. At the completion of our work, we referred the four paid claims, as well as all
other claims the Neutral denied due to fraud concerns, to the Federal Bureau of Investigation in
accordance with an agreement between OIG and DOJ.

Summary

We conducted extensive analysis to determine if awards were granted to eligible claimants.
When we reviewed our Track A and Track B statistical samples, we confirmed that all claims
were timely, complete, and submitted by class members. We also verified that the Neutral’s
adjudication decisions were supported by the information on the claims and were consistent with
the settlement agreement’s terms. In addition, we performed data analyses on all adjudicated
Track A claims to test if non-class members and potentially fraudulent claims were adequately
identified. Based on our statistical sample reviews and data analyses, we concluded that the CA
and Neutral’s actions effectively addressed the issues we identified in our prior audit. Overall,
nothing came to our attention to indicate that the claims process was not implemented in
accordance with the BFDL settlement agreement.

19 \e also provided this letter to officials at the CA, Class Counsel, and USDA Office of the General Counsel.
111 y.S. District Court Judicial Order, Misc. No. 08-mc-0511 (PLF) (Apr. 7, 2014).
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Scope and Methodology

We conducted our audit of BFDL adjudicated claims by meeting with the CA in Beaverton,
Oregon. We held telephonic conferences with the initial Track A reviewing firm, the Track A
Neutral, the Track B Neutral, Co-Lead Class Counsel, as well as DOJ and USDA Office of the
General Counsel officials. We selected statistical samples of 100 of the 33,345 adjudicated
Track A claims and 40 of the 77 adjudicated Track B claims.'*

To accomplish our objective, we performed the following procedures:

e Reviewed legislation, court documents, and the settlement agreement to obtain an
understanding of the claims process.

e Evaluated the CA, initial Track A reviewing firm, Track A Neutral, and Track B
Neutral’s procedures for implementing the claims process.

e Used the CA’s database to obtain information for each sample claim.

e Reviewed Track A and B sample claims to verify that they were timely and complete,
and if class status was established. We also reviewed sample claim responses to validate
the Neutral’s adjudication decisions and to ensure that they were consistent with the
settlement agreement and the Neutral’s adjudication guidelines.

e Searched the CA’s database to find claims potentially filed for the same class member or
farming operation as those in our sample.

e Compared SSNs from all adjudicated Track A claims against the “Pigford Participants
List” and the “Pigford Opt-Out List” to test the CA’s process to deny claims submitted
by non BFDL class members. We also performed analysis to identify adjudicated Track
A claims submitted by Keepseagle participants.

e Analyzed the adjudication determinations for over 2,500 Track A claims the Neutral
intended to deny due to fraud concerns. We further analyzed seven of the claims that
were in our Track A statistical sample to determine if they exhibited identified fraud
pattern characteristics.

e Performed data analyses on all adjudicated Track A claims to detect potential fraud
concerns. We analyzed small towns with the most adjudicated claims and claimant
names, addresses, and SSNs that appeared on multiple claims.

e Confirmed our understanding of the information systems used in the claims process and
determined that their general and application controls were acceptable. In our previous
audit, we reviewed a selection of general and application controls over the CA’s
information system to determine if they were present, complete, and valid. This review
included an evaluation of application access, separation of duties, data input restrictions,
and information technology backup and recovery procedures.

We performed audit fieldwork from December 2013 through July 2015. We conducted this
performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.

112 The statistical sampling methodology is explained in Exhibit A—Statistical Plan.
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The settlement agreement limited the volume of evidence available because Track A claims were
evaluated using the substantial evidence standard. This burden of proof recognizes that most
claimants cannot meet the evidentiary standards required in traditional litigation because the
alleged incidents occurred long ago, and USDA failed to investigate civil rights complaints
during the relevant time period.™ As a result, the evidence used to conduct our audit primarily
consisted of information provided by claimants, which generally did not include supporting
documentation. Despite this limitation, we believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our conclusions based on our audit objective.

113 U.S. District Court Judicial Order and Opinion, Misc. No. 08-0511 (PLF) (Oct. 27, 2011).
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Abbreviations

BFEDL.....oooieieieens In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
CA e, Claims Administrator

DOJ ..o Department of Justice

DMF....cooiiiiiieien Death Master File

GAO.....ce v Government Accountability Office
Keepseagle................. Keepseagle v. Vilsack

(O] [ C Office of Inspector General

Pigford .......cccovvvnennee. Pigford v. Glickman

SSN .o, Social Security Number

The Court.......ccccen.. U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia
USDA.....coies Department of Agriculture
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Exhibit A: Statistical Plan

Sampling Methodology for Audit Number 50601-0003-21
In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation—Adjudicated Claims

Objective

This sample is designed to support OIG audit number 50601-0003-21. The audit’s objective was
to review the completed BFDL claims process to determine if awards were granted to eligible
claimants. To help achieve this objective, we developed representative random statistical
samples for review.

Audit Universe

We worked with two universes—one consisted of all adjudicated Track A claims and the other
consisted of all adjudicated Track B claims:

N1 = 33,345 Track A adjudicated claims

N2 =77 Track B adjudicated claims
All statistical conclusions below are applicable to the respective universe totals.

Sample Design

Given the data structure diversity in the audit programs (data factors) and audit resource
requirements (resource factors), we developed several design ideas to help us make informed
decisions about which design would be feasible for the objective of this audit. We considered
various sample designs - simple random, stratified, multi-stage selections, etc. To keep our
sample sizes as low as possible, while still achieving statistical representation of the two
universes, we decided to use two simple random samples for this audit.

Track A Claims Sample
A simple random sample of 100 Track A claims was selected in MS Excel. Each claim in the
universe was assigned a random number using the function “randbetween.” The universe was
then ordered in ascending order of random numbers. The first 100 units were chosen for review.
The sample size of 100 adjudicated claims was calculated based on the following factors:
e Audit Universe - consisted of 33,345 adjudicated Track A claims.
e Expected Error Rate - because we had no historical information about an expected error
rate, we assumed a 50 percent value in attribute testing scenario, i.e. each unit tested has a
50/50 chance of a “pass” or a “fail.” This is the most conservative assumption for this
factor and leads to a higher sample size than any other assumed percentage.
e Precision - we wanted to be able to report our estimates with a +/-10 percent precision in
an attribute testing scenario.
e Confidence Level - we are using a 95 percent confidence level for reporting our
estimates.
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Track B Claims Sample
A simple random sample of 40 Track B claims was selected in MS Excel. Each claim in the
universe was assigned a random number using the function “randbetween.” The universe was
then ordered in ascending order of random numbers. The first 40 units were chosen for review.
The sample size of 40 adjudicated Track B claims was calculated based on the following factors:
e Audit Universe - consisted of 77 adjudicated Track B claims.
e Expected Error Rate - because we had no historical information about an expected error
rate, we assumed a 50 percent value in attribute testing scenario, i.e. each unit tested has a
50/50 chance of a “pass” or a “fail.” This is the most conservative assumption for this
factor and leads to a higher sample size than any other assumed percentage.
e Precision - we wanted to be able to report our estimates with a +/-10 percent precision in
an attribute testing scenario.
e Confidence Level - we are using a 95 percent confidence level for reporting our
estimates.

Results

Track A Claims

Our audit team found no issues with the processing of the 100 claims selected for review. Based
on this result, we estimate that the claims in our universe have no processing errors. Since we
did not review the entire universe of claims, but rather a random sample of 100, we can state that
based on the 0 errors found, we are 95 percent confident that less than 3 percent of the claims in
the universe may have been decided in error.

Track B Claims

Our audit team found no issues with the processing of the 40 claims selected for review. Based
on this result, we estimate that the claims in our universe have no processing errors. Since we
did not review the entire universe of claims, but rather a random sample of 40, we can state that
based on the 0 errors found, we are 95 percent confident that less than 5 percent of the claims in
the universe may have been decided in error.
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Exhibit B: BFDL Claim Form

Below is the 15-page BFDL claim form.

In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF)

For questions regarding this Claim Form
call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
or email tions@bl com

I'TiEGch Claim Form is identified By'a nique Bar Code; only one Claim Form will be accepted per Claimant.

PRINT ALL RESPONSES CLEARLY.

SECTION ONE: CLAIMANT INFORMATION

If you are the Claimant, please provide the information in this Section for yourself. If you are filing on behalf of ¢ deceased Claimant

or ot Claimant who is unable to submit o cloim for himseif or herself due to o physical or mental fimitation, provide the contact
information for the Claimant on whose behalf you are filing in this Section and then provide the information about yourself in
Section 4 (Deceased] or Section 5 (Physical or Mental Limitation).

First Name

LITT] II

Last Name

Eslnnan

Business Narne |fargllwble |

Mailing Address, including apartment, unit or box number

lIlllIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIH"’R%J

[ ] LI LT TT]

Staie Zip

City
HERREER

SSN or Taxpayer ID Number Date of Birth

LI LTI T]

Phone Number

TIEN WW >4 Jaijﬁfwl [T

N>

vas %WW@}

[ |

[ |
=L =0T
Ema[mddress(onuonalj l | | l

(L]

(AT r,.,l\;JVwilIIIIIII

SECTION TWO: cQMMANT w{on@aﬂou

If applicable, fist all individuals whbilfesg
claim of unfovorable treatme
on page 14 of this Claim Farm.

2RCO- pph(‘t.rr]rs rt

n or other benefit which is the subject of this

e CO-GpP) leas€ do so in Section 11 ("Additional Information®)

Fnsi Name

7 N
&LJI

IW

@“‘%mfﬁ [

Busmeﬁs Narne if argn-ble

I“Iw‘l’ [ ZT. NPT |

Mailing Address, including apartment, unit or box number ¢~

|I1||||IIIIII¢“I}:|1*I|]IIIII
|Cit)r

7SS 1]

SSN or Taxpayer !D Number

HEEEEEN

W{’ﬂiﬁm’lu—mu

Phone Numbel

Alternate Phone Number

CLL - | ]

=]

Relatlonshlp to Claimant

|
L] T_FIII
|

Email Ad

l
|
CiT I

|
HEE
[ 1]

|
I

|
lIllIII
[TT1

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028
01-CA4120 5751 v.15 10082011

www.blackfarmercase.com
Page 1 of 15 .
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form .
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110

Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com
SECTION THREE: ATTORNEY INFORMATION (IF APPLICABLE)
If upplicable, provide information about the attorney assisting you in completing this Claim Form.
First Name Last Name

[TTTTTTTTT] O CLETI

Firm or Business Name, if applicable

|
|lIITII!|l|||||H|II|I!|III

Mailing Address, including apartment, unit or box number
[ 1] 1||IIHIHI

CLTLTTTTTTITTTITTT] |

B} [T C Crrrm
| [T
| |

NEEERENAN
Bar Number State (Where Admitted)
i T L T il
>\
[ |

l l
Phone Number
| LT
Email Address (optional)
| | o Lo

QENSNEEEESNEEEE

| l NN
...... ”\ me; @

SECTION FOUR: FOR DECEASED CLAIMANTS Qf r N\
If you are submitting a cloim on behalf of u deceased Cl'mmnn@mm ”Ee this Sect /OtIR infori %“?@tﬁ’e Claimant’s. If

you ore NOT submitting o claim on behalf of o decegsed Qa:m

I
]
b
I

rhis Se-c eea' to Sec

P T T T T ITAY rr*fFL““"a"‘iV|l|§%”T|||||u

Mailing Addnass, including apartment, unit or box, nﬁmber a

EENEEN ||1<L||~wr|4frlx\|\+||sr|wf91tﬁ|a|z
CIT T T T T T T RN T L NPT ﬁ“I%ITlIEDﬁD:D:I

SSNor Taxpayer D Number {5‘@ ‘%0 Date of Blrth Relationship to Claimant

HER I,Iom”lwlwll%|-|—¢@.~" EEREENSTNEE

Phone Numaer [ $ LN Alternate Phone Nun:@ar

Snnn"a Iéﬁﬁ"“‘*lﬁl an| i l-l [ 1]

Email Address (optional)

l!|l11l||l|“”"" %ﬂl“*‘fll [ [TITTTTITTT]

If you are submitting a claim on ._wha! of a dec; Clail
r{rjr’[d answer the que%nons below. fof ;ﬁa %d

/ﬁ
L4
b

3

t, you must submit a copy of a death certificate with this Claim Form

<
4A Is the Claimant's death certifi cate mcluded walh this Claim Form? Yes | | No | I
R\
4B If an estate exists for thff(yamant please provide the Estate Taxpayer D Number: I | | 1 | ] | | | i

4c Have you been appointed: ‘ya Court as the Claimant's Legal Representative? Yes D No D

4C.i If you checked “Yes,” you must submit a copy of the Court order with this Claim Form. If you checked "No,"
explain below why you believe you will be appointed the Legal Representative of the Claimant's estate.

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase.com .
02-CA4120 Js7e2v.1510.08.2011 Page 2 of 16
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form .
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION FIVE: FOR THOSE WHO ARE UNABLE TO SUBMIT A CLAIM DUE TO A
PHYSICAL OR MENTAL LIMITATION
if you are submitting ¢ claim on beheif of o person whoe is unable te do so because of a physical or mental limitation, complete this

Section with YOUR information, not the Claimant’s. If you are NOT filing on beholf of o Claimant unable to file for himself or herself
hecause of o physicol or mental limitation, skip this Section and proceed to Section 6.

First Name Last Name

[TTTTTTTTTI] 0 [ HNEEEEEREEEN

Mailing Address, including apartment, unit or box number
HERREN I
|

[TTTTTTIT T[T [T TIT]
||1||||||| O M0 frrro

1111

|||||

[ TTTTT]
SSN or Taxpayer ID Number Date of Birth Relatlonshlp to Claimant

l
LITTTTTTT] CEd-Ll-
1

1 |

Phone Number Email Address

|
|
| ]
(TTI-CTO-CTTT] O [‘II_\||T
5A  Have you been appointed by a Court as the Claimant's I.%E?"Mmag@ es
P!

5A.i If you checked “Yes" above, you must submit a copyiof the Couf; er, thl Claim T% ou checked
“No,” you must explain below why the Claimantis upable to im on his orther behalf and why
you believe you will be appointed the sgal Representatl\% e Claimant. %
‘4
gl y Y

Y P
RO hﬁ (1Y

?'

""""

THIS A@W TENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

e

Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase.com 2 D .
03-CA4120 se7e3v.1510.062011 Page 3 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form .
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
_ Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

- SECTION SIX: CLASS MEMBERSHIP |

TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR AN AWARD, YOU MUST CHECK THE BOX AT THE END OF THIS SECTION
ACKNOWLEDGING THAT YOU UNDERSTAND THE REQUIREMENTS FOR CLASS MEMBERSHIP LISTED BELOW.

A. Class Membership Requirement #1: To be a member of the Class, the Claimant must have submitted a
“late-filing request” under Section 5(g) of the Pigford Consent Decree on or between October 13, 1999 and June
18, 2008 to the Court, the Pigford Facilitator, the Pigford Monitor, the Pigford Adjudicator, or the Pigford Arbitrator.
("Late-filing requests” sent to the USDA or a lawyer are not sufficient). The Claims Administrator has a list of
many of the farmers who filed “late-filing requests” under Section 5(g) on or between October 13, 1999 and
September 15, 2000. This list is called the “Timely 5(g) List." If the Claimant's name appears on this list, he

or she has met Class Membership Requirement #1.

If the Claimant's name does not appear on the Timely 5(g) List, you must submit written records showing

that the Claimant filed a “late-filing request” on or between October 1341999 and June 18, 2008. The Claims
Administrator already has written records of some “late-filing requests”that will satisfy this requirement for
some Claimants. If the Claims Administrator does not have written‘records of the Claimant’s “late-filing request,”
you must provide such written records on your own to be eligible for relief:

B 4 e
To find out if the Claimant's name appears on the Timely 5 g?‘ﬁiﬁ "Q{;’r? the Claims Adminiskatoﬁ%}ggggmas
other documentation of the Claimant’s “late-filing request,*call:the, Claims Qd inistrator at 145{3_7“7-%1 5; 110.
i " ‘:__“‘ Lagh

if the Claimant's name is not on the Timely 5(g) Li ﬁa%a ed by ﬁr ‘E,:%a dministratorsyau must
submit with this Claim Form all documents you havg ‘sggwmg any “ate- yng requests " the Claimant
submitted in Pigford. y - % ®

I b '1\_ ﬁ‘“”)‘-‘n
G

B. Class Membership Requirement #2: To b%gfﬁ%gmbgfof the Class, thek(lzlaiméqz cannot already have
received a decision on the merits of his oriher discrimination,complaint. ﬁ»@.l,a’iﬁgg{tﬁﬂil! be considered by the
Claims Administrator to have received a ge‘éig‘en on ;g_],e._m\em%of his or her discrimination complaint, and

-l [y 2

therefore be ineligible for relief, if; V4

: i -
S }t\ b 9 r "

* His or her name appe%p‘n‘_tﬁe‘, laims A(Qirr{i%?stlaérs P{Qvfc%(‘_Panicipants List,” a list of all Claimants
whose claims were considered in Pigfordioran the Pigford “Opt-Out List,” a list of those Claimants who
opted out of Pigford; sy, % A4

* He or she preyiously,feceived a decision from a coﬁtgmﬁ@ministraﬁve forum on the race discrimination

i this case; or

claim that is the basis;of the discrimination complaint'i
Ui g Lpfkl;%*‘CIaimant already has received a decision on

« The Claims Administrator otherwisg determines thati

the merits of hisef her dis€rimination comp%gs;

\NJ

To find out if any of the above applf‘t the Cla@zt, call the Claims Administrator at 1-877-810-8110.

£ 2
By checking the box to the rigﬁ&_:].t‘gil' erstand that the Claims Administrator will determine
whether the Claimant is eligible to participate in the Class according to Class Membership D

Requirements #1 and #2 a},ov'%

&

i
&

Mapsd

Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www.blackfarmercase. com .
04-CA4120 Js784v,15 10.06.2011 Page 4 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF)

For questions regarding this Claim Form

call toll-free at1-877-810-8110

or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION

]

. TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR AN AWARD, YOU MUST ANSWER EVERY QUESTION IN THIS SECTION, INCLUDING EVERY
QUESTION ASKING FOR AN EXPLANATION OR DESCRIPTION.

IT IS IMPORTANT TO ANSWER EACH QUESTION FULLY AND COMPLETELY. IF YOU NEED ADDITIONAL SPACE,

PLEASE USE THE SPACE FOR "ADDITIONAL INFORMATION" IN SECTION 11 (PAGE 14) OF THIS FORM.

7A Is the Claimant an African American? Yes |:| No I:I

7B Did the Claimant farm or attempt to farm between January 1, 1981, and Yes |:| No |:|

December 31, 19967

7B If Yes to Question 7B, check all that apply? Farrned%D Attempted to Farm |:|
e

7B.i(a) If you checked in Question 7B.i. that the Claimant armed" and attempted to farm

explain your answer. Otherwise, write %

C T*’ f“ﬁ%ﬁ’

¢
X

P %*"’,%TJ

\%

[
N ¥

m\vf "’\ fm\f’
7B.ii  If Yes to Question ';&Xmanyc@s

to the nearest

£y

7Bl If Yeawf'ﬁb "

farmed and attem

w
{ the/Claimantfarm or attem mpt to farm (rounded
e Y amnn
th

4 7 E
ion 7B, efsbnbe e type of cro Claimant farmed or attempted to farm andfor
the type:and numb o he or she raised'or attempted to raise. If the Claimant both

plea
farmed and attempte

rate[y what crops and/or livestock the Claimant

re N

f‘%‘%

VA
S

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase com
05-CA4120 e85 .15 10082011 Page 5 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0§11 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION, continued \

7C Did the Claimant own or rent, or attempt to own or rent, farm land? Yes D No D

7C.i  If Yes to Question 7C, check all that apply:
Owned |:| Attempted to Own D Rented D Attempted to Rent D

7C.i(a) If you checked more than one box, explain your answer. Otherwise, write “N/A”.

ATTes x

N\ . F
Pomand, A
A;aaa%x ‘% W & ¢\ Qe /ﬂ
(D, SN
TC.ii If Yes to Question 7C, identify the location ample e dress, cros ads andor legal
description) of each separate fa property hat the Claim an}dwﬁéd or re‘?]tg%\ %mpted to

own or rent, which is the subj claim. If you checked more than oneboxin Question
7C.i, please explain your answer pect toseach se rate fa prope

fﬁﬁ‘w P .
K\ AN G R,

s
-y
%ffr”-wn X
1& \b\. Ig
&
\ 3
. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase com
06-CA4120 Jsm85v.15 10.08.2011 Page 6 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF)

For questions regarding this Claim Form
call toll-free at1-877-810-8110

or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION, continued

|

7D Did the Claimant submit a written application for a farm loan(s) or a non-loan
benefit(s) at an office of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
between January 1, 1981, and December 31, 19967

L] ]

[ oweroanrogram.ters: T T T [ [ ]

7D.i
|:| Operating Loan
|:| Farm Ownership Loan DNon-Lcan Program,identty: | [ [ T T T [T T T[]
|:| Emergency Loan )
ﬂﬁ} .
7D.ii

provided late, or approved for a lesser amount
USDA fail to provide appropriate loan service;

it properly?

7D.ii(a)

USDA's response to 1mant’s:§pp

If Yes to Question 7D, was the farm loan(s) or non ean baneﬁ s) for which the Claimant applied denied,
ue ; did it include a restnctl

{ ) @»’”‘5}
If Yes to Question '.-'D | explain the rea your‘gnswer fincl%
and purpose of the 1 ggl‘ nan-loan ben ppl for, the yea| [

@"‘“’\f

ondition(s); did
DAl 16 service

he type, amount,
application, and

If Yes to Question 7D, identify the type of farm loan(s) or non-loan benefit(s) for which the Claimant applied:

\
-~

P
X
-

L

www . blackfarmercase.com

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028
Page 7 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form .

CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toli-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfar com
nﬁcrlou SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION, continued ‘
7E For Track A Claimants only (See Section 8 for track selection): Did the Claimant Ves I:l No EI
attempt to apply for a farm loan(s) or non-loan benefit(s) between January 1, 1981

and December 31, 19967

7E.i  If Yes to Question 7E, identify the type of farm credit transaction(s) or non-loan benefit(s)
for which the Claimant attempted to apply:

|:| Operating Loan D Other Loan Program, Identify: | | [ [ | ] | | J T
I:l Farm Ownership Loan D Non-Loan Program, |dentify: | | ! 1 1 | | l | | | |
D Emergency Loan t

Al A4

7E.ii  If Yes to Question 7E, describe the details of how the C@Tn‘wanh@ttempted to apply. The type of
information that would be helpful includes: :

+ The year(s) the Claimant attempted t e gene) al ime period withir{@?&frfa)

(for example, late fall, March, etc.).

-

* The type and amount of loan(s) high'the Claimant a pted

21 benefit(s) o
to apply. k‘x w’f

« How the Claimant's farrﬂjrfg lans were con: 'ste%th th'farming ni’{i ‘}&jn his or her
county or area in that ye%%if \l}n"::r
+ How the Claimant planned to/use the 'f?n funds (for examﬁf wha‘%érops he or she
wanted to plantpwl;laf’ quipment he or shie.wanted to by or rent what acreage he or
she hoped tofarm, e tc% ﬂ ) |
ﬁ % ng y Pt
" m A‘%‘l““ﬂ-ﬁb e ﬁ %
T, © - N
- \h‘{‘% £~ N e
= & il <
(% IR B\
) ,C,W

7E.iii  If Yes to Question 7E, did USDA actively discourage the Claimant from Ve D No |:|
submitting a written application for a loan(s) or non-loan benefit(s)?

Examples of *aciive discouragement” include statements by a USDA official that, at the time the Claimant
wanted to apply, (&) no funds were available; (b) no application forms were available; or (¢} USDA was not
accepling or processing applications.

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 woww blackfarmercase.com .
08-CA4120 6788 v.15 10.08.2011 Page 8 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

secnon SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION, continued

7F Did USDA’s treatment of the Claimant's loan or non-loan benefit application(s) Yes |:| No D
or his or her attempt to apply for a loan or non-lcan benefit lead to economic
loss* for him or her?
* Examples of “economic loss” include lost money, lost income, inability to earn income that the Claimant
otherwise would have been able to eamn through farming, being forced to sell assets in order to farm or
ta continue farming, lower crop or livestock yields, higher interest rates charged by another bank that
did give a loan. loss of land. or loss of oppartunity to purchase land.
TF.i If Yes to Question 7F, explain the type of economic loss the Claimant suffered as a result of
USDA's treatment.
7G
States Government on or befo DA's treatment Yes |:| No |:|
of him or her in response to his,or he ication(s) on mpt(s) to apply? ;
7G.i  If Yes to Questior : and to whol trg'(%aimant complained (including
the title or position;of'th now it), and e{Claimant complained about.
Include in answer any employee,of the federal'go nment to whom the Claimant made a
complsl_g,t. -. ess of t%:@%or position W%
P {Wﬁ N LY
A & % »f
A 4 ‘\V
V)
S,
A -
[
L0 )
&=
Y
Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 wwnw blagkfarmercase.com
09-CA41.20 Js789v.15 10.08.2011 Page 9 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation

For questions regarding this Claim Form .
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc¢-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com
SECTION SEVEN: CLAIM INFORMATION, continued |
7H

Does the Claimant have eligible outstanding USDA/FSA Farm Loan program
debt for which you seek relief? Yes D No D

Eligible outstanding USDA/FSA Farm Loan Program deht is debt from a loan that: (1) is the basis of the
Claimant’s cloim; (2) was part of the same loan program as the loan that is the basis of the Claimant’s claim,
originated at the same time or subsequent to the loan that is the basis of the Claimant’s claim but prior to
January 1, 1997, and has not been the subject of a final administrative decision against the Claimant or federai
or state court judgement against the Claimant that has become final; OR (3) a new loan into which a loan
described in Sections (1) or {2) has been cansolidated or restructured.

TH.i

If Yes to Question 7H, provide as much of the following information as possible about each
eligible outstanding USDA / FSA Farm Loan Program loan: ﬂ

: USDAGr FSAColinty DT
Loan Number Yea}‘ !_.oan Office Where Loan Outs,tandmg__ |

Oktained . Loan Balance, |

kit 8 UL bl s E i | e RS MS B )| . Obtained . |

=S A
0 A

IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO QMN 7H, ¥

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase.com 2 D .
10-CA4120 467610 v.15 10.08:2011
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form

CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
. Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) oremail g i @blackfarr com )
n SECTION EIGHT: ELECTION OF TRACK A OR TRACK B ]

YOU MUST SELECT EITHER TRACK A OR TRACK B.

After reviewing the descriptions of Track A and Track B, check one box to select the Track you wish to pursue.
Your selection is final and cannot be changed, except that persons selecting Track B may swifch to Track A within
thirty (30) days of being being notified by the Claims Administrator of the number of Track B elections.

Because this decision has important consequences,
you are strongly encouraged to discuss these options with a lawyer.

DESCRIPTION OF TRACK A: To be eligible for relief under Track A, the Claimant must satisfy the elements of Track A (Questions
TA-TH in this Claim Form) by "substantial evidence™ (a lower burden of proof than required for Track B).

If the Claimant satisfies the requirements for Track A, he or she is eligible for a cash payment of (1) up to $50,000 for claims based on
discrimination in a loan program, regardless of the number of credit claims the Claimant has, and/or (2) up to $3,000 for claims of
digerimination in a non-loan benefit program, regardiess of the number of non-loan claims the Claimant has; an additional payment in
recognition of outstanding USDA Farm Service Agency (USDA/FSA) Farm Loan Pra‘éram debt, which will be paid directly to the USDA
on the Claimant's behalf; and (3) an income tax payment worth 25% of the togel of the cash payment plus 25% of the total of the
principal amount of the loan award, which will be paid directly to the IRS on the ant's behalf. These amounts are subject to
reduction, depending on the amount of funding available and the number of Erevalllnqulaims, No payments will be made until all
claims have been evaluated. R P

,»x@

very quest(,éf ion 7 of th%ﬁggﬁm including

DESCRIPTION OF TRACK B: To be eligible for relief upder Tra , the Cialma ?y‘;gmbhshgge el of Track B (Questions
7A-TD, TF-TH, and 9A-9C of this Claim Form) by a ponderance of the dviden (a igher bu f than required for Track
A), by providing written records and other evidence would be admissible in Court under Ihé'q% %] Rules of Evidence. If the
Claimant satisfies the requirements for Track igibleffor a ﬁ*’gayment ual tofthe actual losses suffered up to
$250,000. This amount is subject to reductio n the a of funding available*and the number of prevailing claims. No

ayments will be made until all claims hawv . Under TrackyB, ther Clalnkﬁ'nt is not' Jl‘grble for a loan award or tax award,
which means the Claimant will be responsl the fall amou of thie taxes due for any,’ Tra /B award.

To be eligible for relief under Track A, you must have filled ou
requests for explanation and clarification.

In addition to filling out each and every g o in Section estion 7€ l:tempted to apply), which Is not permitted for Track

B), to obtain relief under Track B, st.also:

+  Respond to Question§94, 9 9C. Q

«  For Questions 7F and e.to support the Gla t'slclaim of economic loss.

+  Submit inde ent d e missible under' 13113 Federal Rules of Evidence for every Question in Section 7
(except Quest| Mﬁ I ch is not pe “ﬁy Track B) of this Claim Form and for Questions 9A and 9B.

o For Questic ahd"Question 9A (similarly situated white farmer), instead of written evidence or other
documents admissible. under the e&%ﬁ\es of Evidence, you may provide a sworn written statement by
an individual who is nol ber of the Claifmant's family describing his or her personal knowledge of the Claimant's
complaint of discrimination’or a spe Aite farmer in the Claimant's circumstances who was treated more favorably

than the Claimant by USDA.
o The USDA or FSA loan or se sgg applitation(s) and any supporting documents that are the basis of the claim are
deemed admissible under %ﬁe Federal Rules of Evidence when accompanied by a swomn statement by you that the
loan or servicing applicatio ppomng documents were submitted to USDA or FSA on or about the date of
the application(s). US ocuments that were provided to the Claimant in response to the Claimant’s loan or
senvicing apphcatmn(s are leemed admissible under the Federal Rules of Evidence when accompanied by a
sworn statemen lha e Claimant received the USDA or FSA documents in response to the Claimant's loan
or servicing ap catna

Bacause of the above requireme it may be very difficult fo prevail on a Track B claim. You are strongly encouraged to
consult with an atforney before selecting Track B.

8A After reviewing the descriptions above, select Track A or Track B by checking the appropriate check box:

TrackA[ |  TrackB[ ]

Your sefection is final and cannot be changed. except that persons sefecting Track B may swilch fo Track A within thinty (30)
days of being nofified by the Claims Administrator of the number of Track B elections.

IF YOU SELECTED TRACK A, go to SECTION 10.
IF YOU SELECTED TRACK B, answer the following additional questions in SECTION 9 (which are not required for Track A).

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase.com [
11-CA4120 Je7511 v.15 10.06.2011 Page 11 of 15
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For questions regarding this Claim Form .

. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation

CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
. Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfar com .
n SECTION NINE: TRACK B QUESTIONS J

ANSWER THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTICN ONLY IF YOU HAVE SELECTED TRACK B.

9A Was the USDA's treatment of the Claimant less favorable than that of a
similarly situated white farmer(s)? Yes ’:l No D

9A.i  If Yes to Question 9A, (1) identify the similarly situated white farmer(s); (2) explain how the
Claimant was similarly situated with respect to the Claimant's farm operations; and (3) describe
how the white farmer was treated more favorably by USDA.

You are also required to submit with this‘Glaim Form documen evidence suppo r claimed amount of
economic damages in addition to the explanation provl Bacause termining the amount of economic
tten testi n expert witness you hire to help

damages is often difficult, you are permitted, mii’)

9B Provide the dollar amount of economic damages he C »
claiming: % S ’ N
Provide below any evidence or explanatiol supomng the a ourit%@m omic dafﬁ t‘hg Cla:mant is claiming.

support the Claimant's damages‘claim.’, 4/

&
Hocg,
9C If the Claimant's claim under}ﬁc&g approved attorney's fees, costs, and expenses will be paid
automatically to your attorney as a roemage of the award. The amount of this percentage is
negotiated between you and'your ey, but may not exceed 8% of the cash award. The payment of a

fee under Track B is upon the success of the Claimant’s claim.

Indicate the fee percentage (8% or less) that you have agreed with your attorney will l:l:l %
be paid to him or her if the Claimant’s Track B claim is successful. D .

2D

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase.com
12-CA4120 Js7812 v.15 10.06.2011 Page 12 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action MNo. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION TEN: ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ‘

Before your claim can be considered, you must acknowledge that you have read and understand several requirements

of the claims process. Please indicate your acknowledgement by checking the box at the right of each statement.

A.

You will be bound by the Neutral's ruling on the Claimant’s claim, and the Neutral's

decision will be the final determination on the claims. You forever and finally give up

the right to "appeal"” or seek review of the Neutral's decision in any court (or before Understand and Agree I:]
any other tribunal) and forever and finally release USDA from any and all claims

raised that have been or could have been raised in /n re Black Farmers Discrimination

Litigation.

‘You will be bound by any ruling by the Claims Administrator on the Claimant's
claim. You forever and finally give up the right to "appeal” or seek review of the Understand and Agree ]:I
Claims Administrator’s decision(s) in any court (or before any other tnbunal)

If you submit a claim under Track A and the Neutral concludes thaﬁ{lﬁ'ie%ts the

requirements for an award under the Settlement, the Claimant may receive.a payment to

reduce or pay off eligible outstanding United States Departmenitiof Agnculture (USDAY/

Farm Service Agency (FSA) debt (See Question 7H earlier in l ). This "loan”
ns

payment will be made directly to USDA/FSA on the Clain'(%'m# h’" This @f“’) D
to US

ayment may not fully pay off all of the Claimant's outs g 1o Underktano' and Agree
i nuﬁi:ugf

p

Neither USDA/FSA nor the United States will forgiv ,%%
intainsany"and ajl options '3%\%
not limited, to. eleratlan

determination in the Claimant's favor. Interest on the
for servicing and recovering outstanding debthcludi
and foreclosure, except that no acceleratlo% osure a e place unt]

If you submit a claim under Track
a payment to reduce a portion of th

accrue unless and until the debt is fully paid. USD
the Claimant's claim is decided. ,,fﬁ’
‘?Ehe ¢ arm is ap the Claimant® 1%\@
incomeyfax he o ‘a_; we because oflh
amount paid to the Claimant (o} ﬁﬁ’ount paid to USDAif a debt paymer, ade}
as an award. This payment wil de directly, to'the Internal Rey;gue SE on the

Claimant's behalf. This m% off all of thetaxes,that the C a will owe. The Understand and Agree D
Claimant is responsible for gomplying with alliapplicable federai local tax
requirements that ari ul of any payment received on r her'claim. This

includes payment of ta ments; debt p: en or'tax payments the
Claimant may be aWard If thi ay t more thai Claimant's tax
rehndabll}ha\.k Clalmant

obligation, the ar&yn%\rer what wa owe

Your failure to comp!ete this C'F aim Form and/or, ﬁ;ﬁneoessary documentation
with this Claim Form as requested,by/the Claip ator will result in denial of the Understand and Agree D
Claimant's claim.

As a reminder, in addition to this lﬁa@morm you will need to include the following additional documents
for your Claim’ Package to be con

i.  Ifyou are filing on aha‘}"%deceased Claimant or someone who is unable to submit a claim due
to a physical g hial Illigﬂallon and you have been appointed by a Court as a legal representative
of such a Claithagg ( ons 4 and 5), you must submit written Proof of Legal Representation.

ii. If you are filing behalf of a deceased Claimant (Section 4), you must submit a copy of the death
certificate for the'deceased Claimant.

iii.  If the Claimant is not on the Timely 5(g) List, you must submit written record(s) showing the Claimant
filed a“late-filing request” under Section 5{g) of the Pigford Consent Decree on or between
October 13, 1998 and June 18, 2008.

iv. If you answered Yes to Question 7H, and the Claimant is claiming payment in recognition of
outstanding debt (only available for Track A Claimants), you must complete and submit an
Authorization to Disclose Debt Information Form, which can be obtained from the Claims
Administrator at 1-877-810-8110 or at www.blackfarmercase.com.

v.  If you are filing under Track B, you must submit independent documentary evidence and, where
permitted, sworn statements in support of the Claimant’s claim.

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www blackfarmercase com
13-CA4120 Jeve3v.15 10.082011 Page 13 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation For questions regarding this Claim Form
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF) or email questions@blackfar com

“ SECTION ELEVEN: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Provide any additional information that you believe is relevant to the Claimant’s claim. if you are using this
space to continue earlier answers for which there was insufficient space provided, please indicate the number
of the Question you are continuing. You may enclose additional sheets with any information or evidence you
believe is relelvant and would like to be considered in support of your cloim.

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 87208-4028 www.blackfarmercase.com 2 D

14-CA4120 J87614 v.15 10.08.2011 Page 14 of 15
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. In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation
Civil Action No. 1:08-mc-0511 (PLF)

For questions regarding this Claim Form
CLASS ACTION CLAIM FORM call toll-free at1-877-810-8110

or email questions@blackfarmercase.com

SECTION TWELVE: DECLARATION AND SUBSTITUTE W-9

Review this Section, then sign and date below in the space provided. If the Claimant’s claim is approv
you fail to complete the Substitute W-9, the award may be subject to backup withholding.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, | declare under penalty of perjury that (please check all that apply):
The answers made in this Claim Form are true and correct and all enclosures are true and correct copies.

The number provided in “Section 1: Claimant Information” is the correct Social Security Number or Taxpayer
Identification Number for this Claimant.

The Claimant is NOT subject to backup withholding because: (a) the Claimant is exempt from backup
withholding, or (b) the Claimant has not been notified by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) that the Claimant
is subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all interest of; dividends, or (c) the IRS has
notified the Claimant that he or she is no longer subject to backup w;(hho!dm%

The Claimant is a U.S. citizen or other U.S. person.
n of this document

The Internal Revenue Service does not require your con %g provisig
than the above certifications requi ckup githhy

Signature of Claimant or Submitter ﬂ

Lt

ed but

]
L]

[]
]

L 4

= w _

R Af N2
EG Tlow.&n;ﬁomev@:mﬁﬁsm)

SECTION THIRTEEN:

Stge”’
| swear, under penalty of perj atito the best !vled ation, and belief formed after an
inquiry reasonable under the%u msta nces, is suppor d isting law and the factual

contentions have eviden su A

Date Signed

Signature of Attorneyg”™
e

=
Submit this form by <<CLAIM DEAD EM

V4

Claims Administrator
PO Box 4028
Portland, OR 97208-4028

. Claims Administrator, PO Box 4028, Portland, OR 97208-4028 www.blackfarmercase.com
15-CA4120 Js7515v.15 10.08.2011 Page 15 of 15
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To learn more about OIG, visit our website at
www.usda.gov/oig/index.htm

How To Report Suspected Wrongdoing in USDA Programs

Fraud, Waste, and Abuse

File complaint online: http://www.usda.gov/oig/hotline.htm
Click on Submit a Complaint

Telephone: 800-424-9121
Fax: 202-690-2474

Bribes or Gratuities
202-720-7257 (24 hours a day)

YeTICLE

L

A

; s 7
-/_l'-,-‘,

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all of its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national
origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex (including gender identity and expression), marital status, familial status, parental status,
religion, sexual orientation, political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual’'s income is derived from
any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600
(voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW., Stop 9410, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410, or call toll-free at (866) 632-9992 (English) or (800) 877-
8339 (TDD) or (866) 377-8642 (English Federal-relay) or (800) 845-6136 (Spanish Federal-relay). USDA is an equal opportunity provider
and employer.



