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9dTEc Con'mnnss } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ReporT
2d Session { No. 04-1477

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE
ANDREW J. HINSHAW

SerreMBER 7, 1976.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. Frynr, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

ADVERSE REPORT
[To accompany H. Res, 1392]

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduet, to which was
referred the resolution (H. Res. 1392), resolving that Representative
Andrew J. Hinshaw be expelled from the House of Representatives,
having considered the same, reports adversely, thereupon, and recom-
mends that the resolution be not agreed to.

PART 1.—-BUMMARY OF REPORT

House Resolution 1392 seeks the expulsion of Representative
Andrew J. Hinshaw of California from the U.S. House of Representa-
tives pursuant to article I, section 5, clause 2 of the Constitution.
Representative Hinshaw has been convicted of bribery under Cali-
fornia law for scts occwrring while he served as assessor of Orange
County, such acts having been committed prior to his election to Con-

ess. An apﬁeal of the conviction is currently pending before the

ourth Appellate District, Court of Appeal, State of California.

Since his conviction, Representative Hinshaw has complied with
House Rule XLIII, paragraph 10! and has not participated in voting
either in committee or on the floor of the House.

1 House Rule XLITT, Patapraph 10.-—A Member of the Housa of Eepresantatives who has besn convictad
by a court of record for the commission of & erlme for which & sentencs of 2 or mors years® imprisonment
mey beim) d should refrain from participation in the business of sach committee of which he 13 o membar
and should refrain from voting on any question at a meeting of the Houss, or of the Committes of the Whole
House, tinless or until judiefal or execiitive proceedings reault in reinstatement of the presumption of his
innosencs or wuntil he iz reclected to the House alter the date of stich convictlon (8dth Congress).

(1)
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The committee believes that the House of Representatives, when
considering action against a Member who is currently involved in an
active, nondilatory, criminal J)roceeding against him, such as the
Hinshaw case, ordinarily should follow a policy of taking no legislative
branch action until the conviction is finally resolved. The committee
wishes to express clearly, however, that in this case ita conclusion is
based entirggr on the instant set of facts and in no way implies that
different circumstances may not call for o different conclusion.

Having considered the facts of this particular case and recognizing
that Representative Hinshaw has been convicted under a State law
that, while reflecting on his moral turpitude, does not relate to his
official conduct while & Member of Congress, it iz the recommendation
of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduet that House
Resolution 1392 be not agreed to.

PART II.mBACEGROUND OF THE RESOLUTION

The U.S. Constitution, article I, section 5, clause 2 grants to each
House of Congress the power “. . . to punish its Members for dis-
orderly behavior, and with the concurrence of two-thirds, expel
& Member.” House Resolution 1392, introduced by Representative
Charles E. Wiggins, of California, on June 30, 1976, resolved “That
Andrew J. Hinshaw, Representative from California, be expeled
from the House of Representatives.”

In remsrks made on the floor of the House, Representative Wiggins
explained his reasons for calling for this action. He noted the facts of
Representative Hinshaw’s conviction for bribery and pointed out
the legal issues involved.?

On July 21, 1976, Representative Wiggins wrote Chairman John J.
Flynt, Jr., requesting that the following action be taken by the
committes:

1. That the committee staff authenticate the basic facts;

2. That the committee staff prepere a research document
recltn’i%House ecedents and relevant policy consideration;

3. That Mr, haw be fiven an opportunity to respond in
writing to the resolution; an

4. That the committee take no action on the resolution other

_ than to publish its report.
This letter is appended as exhibit A.

Represqntamve Hinshaw also filed with the committee a letter,
a.ccom(fa.med by supporting documents, This memorandum is ap-
pended as exhibit B,

PART III.—COMMITTEE ACTION

On September 1, 1976, the committee met in executive session to
consider House Resolution 1302. This report was adopted on that
date by a vote of 10 to 2, a quorum being present.

PART IV,~-8TATEMENT OF FACTS

Andrew J. Hinshaw is & Member of the House of Representatives
representing the 40th District of California. He was first elected

1 Cong. Rea., June 30, 1878, p. H, 7242,
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to Congress on November 7, 1972, and was sworn in as a Member
of the 93d Congress in Janua.g 1973, He waa reelected in November
1974 to the 94th Congress and assumed the seat he now occupies on
January 14, 1975, Prior to his first election to Congress, Representative
%Iillljfsha.w served for 8 years as the elected assessor of Orange County,
Public accusations that Representative Hinshaw had taken bribes
while assessor of Orange County first ap{»eared in local newspapers
in May 1974. However, it was not until May 6, 1975, that a Cali-
fornia Stete grand jury returned an 1ll-count indictment against
Representative Hinshaw charging him with various felonies, all Telat-
ing to bis official conduct as assessor for Orange County.? Eight of the
eleven counts were dismissed u%%::‘l motion prior to trial. A jury
triel was had on Representative Hinshaw’s ‘‘not guilty” plea to the
thres remaining counts,*

On January 26, 1976, a jury found Representative Hinshaw guilty
of two of the remaining counts and not guilty of the third.® The jury
found as true thet on May 18, 1972, Representative Hinshaw, then the
duly elected assessor for Orange County, Calif., and a candidate for
Congress in a primary election, solicited and received a campaign
contribution of $1,000 for the purpose of influencing his official
conduct as assessor of Orange County; and that on December 13, 1972,
after Representative Hinshaw’s election to Congress but prior to
being seated as a Member thereof, he solicited and- received certain
stereo equipment as consideration for official action theretofors taken
by him as assessor of Orange County. The two acts proved constitute
tﬂe rime of bribery under California law.®

On February 25, 1976, Representative Hinshaw was sentenced to
the term provided by law on each count, the terms to run concurrently.’
California law_provides that the crime of bribery is punishable by
imprisonment in the State prison for a term of 1 to 14 yesars and, if
an elected official be convicted of bribery, the additional penalty of
forfeiture of office and permanent disqualification from holding other
elective office in California may be imposed.® The trizl judge refused
to impose the forfeiture and disqualification penalty in Representative
Hinshaw's case, holdinﬁ that it applied only to State officials.

Representative Hinshaw has appealed his conviction, and the appeal
is now pending before the Fourth Appellate District, Court of Appesl
of Cal omia..&Ihe time for filing of appellant’s brief has been extended
until September 12, 1976. No date has yet been set for oral argument.®
After his conviction, Representative Hinshaw filed for reelection to
Congress. In the primary election held on June 8, 1976, Representative
Hinshaw was defeated.

$ Exhibit C.

4 Ogunts 5, 8, and 7 alleging violation of § 68, Callfotnia Penal Code: “Every executive or ministerfal
oﬂieer",,ngmployua or appolntgg of the Biate {)l 6a.llfomla. county or city thereln or political subdivislen
thereof, who asks, receives, of agrees to receive, any bribe, upon any agzsoment or understanding that his
vate, opinien, or action npen any meatter then pending, ot which may be brought bafore him in his ofielal
capacity, shall be infiuenced thereby, i punishsble by lmprisonment {n the Biate prison not less then one
nor more than fourteen years; and, in addition thereto, forfefts his office, and 15 forever disqualifiad from

hol any office in this State,"
'%:ﬁtblt'; Dund E.
bt tnote 4.

yExhibde G,
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PART V,—ANALYSIS OF FPRECEDENTS AND POLICIES

The right to expel may be invoked whenever in the judgment of the
body a Member’s conduct is inconsistent with the public trust and
duty of a Member.'* But, the broad power of the House to expel a
Member has been invoked only three times in the history of Congress,
all three cases involving treeson.™ _ .

Historically, when & criminal proceeding is begun against a Member
it has been the custom of the House to defer action until the Judlmg,i
proceeding is final.'? The committee recognized the soundness of this
course of action when it reported House Resolution 46 (94th Cong,
1t sess., H. Rept. No. 94-76) adopting rule XLIII, paragreph 10.®

In its report, the committee stated it would act ‘‘where an allegation
is that one has ebused his direct representational or legislative posi-
tion—or his ‘official conduct’ has been questioned”—but where the
allegation involves a violation of statutory law, and the charges are
being expeditiously acted upoen by the appropriate authorities, the
policy has been to defer action until the judicial proceedings have
run their course,

A “erime,” as defined by statutory law, can cover a broad spectrum
of behavior, for which the sanction may vary. Due to the divergence
between criminal codes, and the judgmental classification of crimes
into misdemeanors and felonies, no clear-cut rule can be stated that
conviction for a particular erime is a breach of “official conduct.”
Therefore, rather than specify certain crimes as rendering a Member
unfit to serve in the House, the committes believes it necessary to
consider each cese on facts alone.

Due process demands that an accused be sfforded recognized safe-
guards which influence the judicial proceedings from its inception
through final appeal. Although the presumption of innocence is lost
upon conviction, the House could find itself in an extremely untenable
position of having punished a Member for an act which legally did not
occur if the convietion is reversed or remanded upon appeal.

_Buch is the case of Representative Hinshaw. The cﬁarges against
him stem from acts taken while county assessor, and allege bribery as
defined by California statute. The committes, while not taking a posi-
tion on the merits of this case, concludes that no action should Ee taken
at this time. We cannot recommend that the House risk placing itself
n 8 constitutional dilemma for which there is no apparent so?ution.

We further realize that resolution of the appeal may extend beyond
the adjournment sine die of the 94th Congress, In fact, no future
action may be required since Representative Hinshaw's electorats
chose not to renominats him and he has stated, in writing, that he will
resign if the appeal goes against him.

8 committee cannot be indifferent to the presence of a convieted

person in the House of Representatives; it will not be so. The course
of action we recommend will uphold the integrity of the House while
;:‘ J{;& hi:en?hcamn 188 U.8. 681 (1807),

87th Congress, Second session. (1861) IT Hind's § 1262, . ngress,
Seln;ond seqs, (IS&I)J: IT Hind's § 1281. John W. Reid, 37t|:)1 Co .%eeondn sgg? (gaﬁ?ﬁe’ﬁtﬁﬂ?ﬁ%ﬁn.

In the case of John W. Langley (68th Congreas, 124, VI Cannon's sap, 238), the Committes on the Judt-
cihsry reoommendad that action by the committes should be deferred untii Anal disposition of the appesl, In
l}:i g uc::e ﬁ’gﬁﬂﬁfn"&g’} g;zd R%o?gﬁrmzﬁh%ﬂ' the com?ilittee on Bmdags of Ofoial Gonduet‘mrorted ont

. " ) reaalng 8 Senbe L LT
%?ﬁﬁm convieted of & crime untllx;%a convietion bwo:uea ffnal. that no setion be taken
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affording respect to the rights of the Member accused. We recognize
that under another set of circumstances other courses of action may be
in order; but, in the matter of Representative Andrew Hinshaw, we
})ehagedwe have met the challenge and our recommendation is well
ounded. :

PART VI.—CONCLUSBION AND RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregoing, it is the recommendation of the committee
that House Resolution 1392 be not agreed to.

PART VIL.—THE COMMITTEE'S HISTORY AND JURISDICTION

- On April 3, 1968, the House by & vote of 405 to 1 adopted House
Resolution 1099, establishing the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct as & permenent, standing committee of the House, and pro-
viding a Code of Official Conduct for the Members, employees, and
officers of the House. Prior to the adoption of this resolution, matters
of official conduct were consigned to separate select committees, a
method which proved to be ‘“‘cumbersomely slow’ in resolving these
metters, This committee was therefore charged by the House with the
responsibility of overseeing the conduct of Members, officers, and em-
ployees of the House and was invested with broad powers of investiga-
tion to enable it to discharge this heavy responsibility.
The committee is suthomnzed under House Rule X 4(e) (1) (B)—

To investigate * * * any alleged violation, by a Member,
Officer, or employes of the House, of the Code of Official
Conduet or ofp any law, rule, regulation, or other stendard
of conduct applicable to the conduct of such Member, officer,
or employee in the performance of his duties or the discharge
of his responsibilities. * * *

STATEMENT UNDER CLAUSE 2(1)(3), AND CLAUSE 2(1) (4} OF RULE XI OF
THE RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

A. Oversight statement
The committee made no special oversight findings on this resclution.

B. Budget statement
No budget statement is submitted.

C. Fstimate of the Congressional Budget Office

No estimate or comparison was received from the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office as referred to in subdivision (C) of
Clause 2(1) (3) of House Rule XI.

D. Oversight findings and recommendations of the Commattee on
Government Operations
No findings or recommendations of the Committee on Government
Operations were received as referred to in subdivision (D)} of clause
2(1)(3) of House Rule XI.



EXHIBIT A

PART VIII - APPENDIX

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

Charles E. Wiggins
Member of Congress ® 39th District, California

July 21, 1976

Hon. John J. Flynt, Jr.

Chairman, Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

Room 2360, Rayburn H.C.B.

Washington, D. C.

bear John:

As you know, H. Res. 1332, a Resolution to
expel Congressman Hinshaw from the House has
been referred to your Committee,

I have been advised by the Parliamentarian
that the Resolution is privileged and may

be called up at any time, notwithstanding

its referral to Committee. As the sponsor

of the Resolution, it is my intention to seek
recognitition at a future time so that the
House may express its will in the issues
raised,

Pending House action, it is my hope that your
Committee will give attention to the Resolution.
I suggest the following as appropriate Committee
action:

1. That Committee staff authenticate the
basic¢ facts. It is my belief that the factual
data necessary to frame the issues can be
ascertained by a single staff person in not more
than two days.

2, That Committee staff prepare a research
document reciting the House precedents and the
relevant policy considerations, Such a study
should not be an advocacy brief. Much of this
research has been done by the Library of Congress,
and the entire ressarch effort would require
a ninimum of staff resources.




3. That Mr. Hinshaw be given ten days within
which to file such written memorandum as he deems
appropriate in opposition to the Resolution. No
cral testimony neéd be taken. I intend to seek
unanimous consent for Mr. Hinshaw to speak in his
own defense on the floor, and I anticipate no
objection to such a request.

4. That the Committee take no action on the
Resolution other than to publish its report as
promptly as possible. I should like the report to
be available prior to the Resolution being called
up.

The procedure which I have described will not intex-
fere seriously with the heavy work load of your
Committee and will permit the House to have before
it a factual statement of the law and policy consid-
erations when it votes.

I shall be pleased to meet with you or your staff
at any time to facilitate the proper handling of
this Resolution.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

CEMLES ¥, WIGGT

Member of Congress

CEW: jm
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Henorable John . Fiynt, dr.

Chairman

Committee on Standards of Official
Condnct

#2360 Rayburn H. 0. B.

Washington, D. C.

Dear Hr. Chairman:

It fs my belief that the worklpad of yeur committee is such
that you are hard-prgssed relative to both scheduling an
collection of all relevant data mecessary to form qust1f1ab!e
conclusions relative ta all matters presently pending or which
may be referred to you. Therefore, I think it appropriate to
state my views to yau and to your committee relat1vg to H. Res.
1392 (Exhibit A}, authored by Congressman Charles Wiggins,
which asks that I be expelled from the House of Representatives.

In brief, my views are as follows:

First, the most applicable and analagous precedent I could
find is found insCannon's Precedents, Yolume YI, page 405,
Section 238, involving Representative dohn ¥W. Langley from
kKerntucky., (Exhibit B}

1 agree with and support the language and positians taken by
the committee in that matter. Particularlty pertinent to my
case is the following lamguage:

"Without an expression of the individual opinions of
the members of the committee, it must be said that
with practical uniformity the precedents in such
cases are to the effect that the House will not expel
¢ Member for reprehensible action prior tp his elec-
tion as a Member, anot even for conviction for an of-~
fense. On May 23, 1884, Speaker Carlisle decided
that the House had no right to punish a Member for
any offense alleged to have been committed previous
to the time when he was elected 4 Member, and added,
*That has been so frequently decided in the House
that it is no longer a matter of dispute.’

THIS STATIONERY FRINTED ON FAFER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIRERS ~




"It _is, however, acain in accordance with precedent

that fina) action shal] not be takeh until & criminal
charge has heen disposed of in the court of last resort,
{Emphasis added)

“It is well known that Mr. Langley is not participating
in the proceedings of the House, and it s understood
that his resignation will be immediately presented in
case of the refusal of the petition for certiorari.

"The committee, however, are just as strnng1y of the
opinion that the circumstances require actian on the
part of the House at the appropriate time and agree
that: A more serious questien arises, however, in
the case of Mr. Langley, in that the House could not
permit in Tts membership a person serving a sentence
for crime.

In addition to the Langley precedent, 1 would like to bBring
to your attention information extracted from a Library of
Congress Legislative Service report Precedents to the House
of Representatives ip Respect to Procedure for Censure or
Expulsion dated December 29, 19566. On pages LRS - 17 & 18

is found the following language:

"In his work, 'History of the House of Representatives'.
1961, George b. Galloway, states that the power teo

expel has not been resorted tp often by the House,

and that the House has apparently nat exercised it

since Civil War days.

“He stated, p, 32: The power of expulsion has fre-
quently heen discussed but seldom exercised by the
House especially in relation to offenses committed
before election. (Emphasis added}...In general, the
House has been dubious of its power to punish Members
for offenses committad before their election.

" ..[Tlhere are three major differences as derived
from precedents, between application of the power
to expel and the pawer to censure, by the House.

"The firgt 1s that expulsion is not exercised for
acts ncecurring prior to an election..." (Emphasis
added]
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The fellowing languwage appears on page LRS-20:

"Fop instance, the Committee report in the case of
Brigham Roberts...stated that, "Both Houses,..had
no right to expel for an act...committed prior to

his erlection”

{13n the case of Victor Berger...the Committee stated:

"...the House of Representatives...has...consistentiy
refused to expel a Member once he has been sworn for
any offense committed by him previous to his becoming
a Member, on the ground that the constitutional power
of expulsion is limited in its application to the
conduct of Members of the House during their term

of office".

Second, much of the reasoning behind the demands tha§ I re-
sign, and Congressman Wiggins' expulsion resolution is that
pursuant to H. Res. 46, which was passed by the House on

Rpril 16, 1975, (Exhibit C) (which both Conyressman Wiggins
and 1 voted for), I have refrained from voting in my committee
activities as well as on the House floor. 1In support of this
statement, I refer you to Mr. Wiggins' position as quoted
below from Exhibit D-20 and typical pewspaper articles re-
counting my inability to vote as the reason I should resign.
(Exhibits D-18, 19}

In Exhibit D-20 Congressman Wiggins admits that, "0Oh sure,
Hinshaw can do some things, he can help constituents get
information on legislation, he tan help constituents with
any problems they have with the executive branch, and un-
fortunately, he can still appoint people to the military
academies.™ I think every Member would agree that these
functions constitute the bulk of cur respective office's
warkload and are not as insignificant as Mr. Wiggins tries
to suggest.

He is alse quoted as saying, "He still gets his $44,000
congressional salary, he stil)l has a staff and he still has
congressional mailing privileges, all of this for a man who
can't even cast a single vote." (Emphasis added) I submit
that in this particular regard Mr. Wiggins is overloeking a
similar situvation confronting the Delegates from our terri-
teries and the District of Columbia.

Third, it is my considered belief that there are grave con-
stitutional questipns involved in Mr. Wiggins' resolution,
and these questions deserve far more attention and study
than could be afforded in & ane-hour debate. To emphasize
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this view the language on pafe LRS-20, previously referred
to, warrants repeating, "...[Tlhe constitutional power of
expulsion s limited in its application to the conduct of

Members of the House during theiyr term of office”.

Therefore, if Congressman Wiggins brings his resolution to
the floor for action before your committee has had the time
and opportunity to fully review this matter, then I respect-
fully raquest that you and your committee join me in asking
the full House to refer the Wiggins' resolution back to your
committee for its consideration in an appropriate priority
with due consideration for your other pending business. As
I understand the procedures on such a privileged resolution,
a motion to recommit would be in order after the allotted
debate time has expired.

We have now had three years of the aftermath of "Watergate"
and similar matters, including investigations, indictments,
convictions, federal legislation setting up a Federal Elec-
tions Commission designed to prevent election abuses, and
situvations on the horizon which could lead to similar formal
reprimand, censure, or expulsion resolutions being filed
with your committee.

Because pf the sericus constitutional questions involved in
the Wiggins' resolution, and because of other matters now
underway in the House invelving both allegations and inves-
tigations of Members with Jong tenure, it would seem to me
that the matter is teo serious to have this type of resolu-
tion brought to floor debate without the opportunity for aill
Members having the benefit of a full and complete analysis
and recommendation of this entire subject by your committee,
Such a precedent, i.e., to oot have such an amalysis, wouid
set a poor precedent.

To assist in this regard, 1 have attached as Exhibits D-]
thraugh D-20 a chronological sequence of some of the politi-
cal investigations which started in 1974 after the incumbent
District Attorney, Cecil Hicks, was charged by his pelitical
opponent seeking election as DBistrict Attorney as covering
up 8 hit-and-run accident,

With regard to Congressman Wiggins' charge in Exhibit D-20
that I am dragging my feet on my appeal from a conviction
(which 1 believe to be wholly politically motivated), T have
on numerous and repeated occasions inguived of my attorneys
as to the status of my appeal. 1 have been advised, and the
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Nistrict Court of Appeals has alsoc hLeen recently BQV1§ed in

a Petition, that my appeal seeking to have my conviction over-
turned on several grounds - including insufficient evidence

tp sustain the conviction - will be filed momentarily.

One of the reasons for the delay in completing this appeal
is that my attorneys have heen engaged in anather political
indictment alleging bribery by a City Plapning Commissioner
from a city in Mr. Wiggins' 33th Congressional District,
Actiocn on my appeal was somewhai deferred so that this other
defendant could have both a speedy trial and an attorney of
his choice.

Fourth, it should be pointed out that H. Res. 46 is the sub-
ject of a law suit, Michael Patrick Clancy. Petitioner, ¥.
United States House of Representatives, et al, presently
pending in both the V. §. Supreme Court and a Federal District
Court in Los Angeles, Californiz, which seeks to dectare H.
Res. 46 unconstitutional.

it is 3ronic that Mr. Wiggins uses as one of the reasons to
expel me my abiding with H, Res. 46, while at tha same time,
the entire House of Representatives is the defendant in a

suit seeking to have that resoluetion declared unconstitutional.

Fifth, my research into expulsien matters pertaining te the
House of Representalives discloses that {1} no Member has
ever been expelled for jncidents and alleged crimes (no mat-
ter how grave} which occurred prior to his becoming a Member,
and (2} there have been no Members expelled since Civil War
days, and Members expelled at that time resulted from charges
of treason,

buring the course of my research, I ohtained two publications
from the Library of Congress - ane dated December 29, 1966,
to which I previausly referred, and one dated March 27, 1972,
entitled "Actions by House of Representatives After a Member
Has Been Convicted. A Reasonably Complete List." For your
further consideration, I have enclosed copies of each of
these publications.

In closing I want to emphasize that I fully expect to be
completely exoperated of this conviction and of all other
charges against me, IFf such is not the end resull of my
appeal, then the example set by Mr. langiey is the course
I would follow.

Sincerely, .

Q. o .5

ANOREW J. HINSHAW
Member of Congress
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BACKGROUND MATERIAL, SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
AND EXHIBITS

1. Prior to election to Congress, 1 had served for eight years
as the elected Assessor of the County of Orange, California.

2. I was first elected to Congress in 1972 and was sworn in
danuary 1973 with the 93rd Congress.

3. During our 1974 California Primary and General Election con-
tests, there were a large number of the usual allegatians of mis-
conduct against many Drange County office holders and candidates,
including:

a. District Attorney Cecil Hicks fer allegedly covering
up a hit-and-run accident involving his alleged girl-
friend in which yosung children were killed - a felony.
{Exhibit D-1)

b. Cangressman Charles Wiggins was alleged to have
falsely registered to vote in a place other than
his residence - a felony. (Exhibit D-2)

€. Congressman Jerry Patterson's staff members and
campaign workers (eight of them) for allegedly
falsely registering to vote in places other than
their residences - felonies, {Exhibits D-3,4,5,6)

d. Congressman Andrew Hinshaw for improperly using
Assessor employees in his election campaign and
accepting a gift of a stereo set after the Novembar
General Election but prior to being sworn into
tongress. The stereo set was allegedly to influence
his actions as a County Assessor - felonies.
(Exhibits D-7.8,9)

e, California Assembly candidate Richard Robinson and:
nine campaign workers for allegedly falsely
registering to vote in places other than their
residences - felonies. (Exhibit D-10)

f. California Assembly candidate Marlin McKeever for
allegedly falsely registering to voie in places
other than his residence - a felony. ({Exhibit D-11}

Additionaliy, after the elections were over, there were investi-
gations started against several members of the Drange County
Bpard of Supervisors and several City Council pffice halders for
alleged misconduct of one kind or another.
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4. The allecetions against Contreciwezn Himshew, referring Eo
eventsewh}cﬁftook place prior to his teing elected to the $3rd
Congress twp years prior, were fully and completely discussed
during the 1974 Primary and General Electien cnntgs?s. and Hinshaw
was reelected by votes in excess of 59,000. (Exhibits D-7,8,9)

5. Hinshaw's reelection was contested jn the House Administration
Committee by his General Election spponent using the same allega-
tions put forth in the Primary and General £lections of ]9??.

The Eiections Subcommittes of the Heuse Administration Committee,
chaired by John Dent, notified me by Jetter dated March 25, 1975,
{copy attached marked Exhibit DB-12), that the svbcommittee granted
my Motion to Dismiss, with prejudice. It should be pointed out
that Congressman Wiggins was a member of this subcommittee and I
am informed that he supparted the subcommittee's views, notwith-
standing his personat knowledge that both he and I, at that time,
were being investigated by the same Bistrict Attorney far alleged
felonious conduct.

6. The House of Representatives passed H, Res. 46 on April 16,
1975, which states that: Resolved, That rule XLIIf of the
House of Representatlives is amended by inserting immediately
after paragraph (9) the following new paragraph:

10. A Member of the House of Representatives whbo
has been convicted by & court of record for the
commission of a crime for which a sentence of two
or more years' -imprisenment may be imposed should
refrain from participation in the business of eaeh
committee of which he is then a member and shoeuld
refrain from voting on any question at a meeting
of the House, or of the Committee of the Whole House,
unless or until Judicial or executive proceedings
result in reinstatement eof the presumption of his
innocence or until he is reelected to the House
after the date of such convietion.

fongressman Hinshaw and Congressman Wiggins voted for this
resclution.

7. a. Congressman Pattersen's assistants were indicted, pled
guilty te falsely registering at places other than
their residences and were sentenced for having com-,
mitted a misdemeanar,

b. Assemblyman Robinson and nine of his campaign workers
were indicted for falsely registering at places other
than their residences. The indictment of Assemblyman
Robinson was subsequently quashed., Hig campaign
workers pled guilty and were sentenced for having
committed a misdemeanor.
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«. Congressman Andrew Hinshaw was indicted on eleven
miscellaneous angd unrelated counts. Eight counts
were dismissed and Hinshaw went to trial on three
counts. .

d. Assessor Jack Vallerga was indicted and convicted
for consulting with and advising a goevernment
agency outside the State of california, the County
Assessor of Spartanburg, South Carplina, as to how
that assessment Jurisdiction could improve fts
procedure, One jurar was gquoted as saying that
his conviction resulted from a $20 detour on an
ajrplane ticket which enabled him to go to
Spartanburg at County expepse. This conviction
has been appealed, but the Appellate Court has not
yet handed down its decision. (Exhibit D-13)

8. Cangressman Hinshaw was convicted en two counts of bribery -
accepting a $1,000 campaign contribution in May 1972, apd ac-
cepting a gift of a stereo set in December 1972, both allegedly
te influence his actions as County Assessor. Hinshaw had been
sworn in as Representative in January 1873 and January 1875.

9. After conviction, Hinshaw conducted himself in accordance
with H. Res. 46 and refrained from voting.

10. County Supervisor Robert Battin was indicted for using his
office staff in his campaign for Lt. Governor. (Exhibit D-14)

11. City of Fullerten Planning Commissioner LeRoy Rose was
indicted for three counts of bribery, principally on testimony

of a single person who §s also a friend and political supporter
of District Attorney Cecil Hicks - znd who was granted immunity
from prosecution. This iadiciment was dismissed and subseguently
the District Attorney refiled the charges and doubled the charges
from three to six. {Exhibits D-15,16,17)

12. There were demands tYor Hinshaw's resignation initiated by
some of his palitical opponents and oihers, citing as the reason
for those resignation demands the fact that Hinshaw was not
voting in either committee act