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96TH CONGRESS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES I

2d Session.

REPORT
No. 96-930

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE
CHARLES H. WILSON

MAY 8, 1980.-Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. BENN-rr, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with
DISSENTING VIEWS
[To accompany H. Res. 660]

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
During the course of the Korean Influence Investigation conducted

pursuant to H. Res. 252, 95th Congress, the Special Staff conducting
the inquiry (under the direction of Leon Jaworski, Esq.) became aware
of possible violations of House Rules by Representative Charles H.
Wilson of California.
Since the possible violations were not directly related to the scope
of the Korean Influence Investigation, the matters were pursued only
as far as necessary for the purposes of that particular investigation.
The Korean Influence Investigation terminated with the close of
the 95th Congress and the matters were left unresolved.
On February 7, 1979, at the organizational meeting of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct for the 96th Congress, Chairman Charles E. Bennett appointed a two-member subcommittee, of
Representative John M. Slack and Representative F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr. to conduct a study of possible violations of House Rules
by Representative Wilson.
On November 28, 1979, after a brief summary of the evidence, the
Committee adopted a Motion to Conduct an Inquiry pursuant to Committee Rule 11 (a) (1), by a vote of 7 to 0.
A copy of the Motion to Conduct an Inquiry, outlining the various
possible violations, was made available to Representative Wilson on
the same day.

Prior to adopting the Motion to Conduct an Inquiry, the Committee requested that Representative Wilson appear in executive
session to testify about the various possible violations. Representative Wilson, through counsel, declined to comply with the Committee's
request.
On December 12, 1979, the Committee, in executive session, heard
an unsworn statement from Representative Wilson and argument
from his counsel respecting the Motion to Conduct an Inquiry. At
the conclusion of the meeting the Committee agreed to a Statement
of Alleged Violations I against Representative Wilson by a vote of
7to2.
Mr. Wilson thereupon asked for full discovery of the Committee's
evidence and Committee counsel was instructed to make available for
inspection by Representative Wilson all documentary evidence in the
possession of the Committee.
Comprised of 15 counts, the Statement of Alleged Violations alleged
generally that Representative Wilson received gifts of substantial
value from a person with a direct interest in legislation (a violation
of House Rule XLIII, clause 4), under circumstances which might
be construed by a reasonable person as influencing the performance
of his governmental duties (a violation of the Code of Ethics for
Government Service, clause 5), and, in so doing, reflected discredit
upon the House of Representatives (a violation of House Rule XLIII,
clause 1). In addition, the Statement alleged that Representative
Wilson caused to be hired on his clerk-hire payroll a person whose
salary was not commensurate with duties performed (a violation of
House Rule XLIII, clause 8), and that Representative Wilson commingled campaign funds with personal funds and converted campaign funds to personal use in excess of allowed reimbursable amounts
(violations of House Rule XLIII, clause 6).
The Statement of Alleged Violations also charged that Representative Wilson gave an earlier false statement under oath to the Committee concerning the conversion of campaign funds to personal use.
All violations charged in the Statement of Alleged Violations were
based on the standards of conduct in effect at the times pertinent to the
respective counts. (See Appendix J, Committee Hearing Exhibit #5).
In response to the Statement of Alleged Violations, Representative
Wilson, through counsel, filed the following on January 2, 1980:
Motion to Dismiss Statement of Alleged Violations, with supporting
memorandum 2; Motion for a Bill of Particulars, with supporting
memorandum 3; and a Motion for Disclosure of Evidence and Exculpatory Information, with supporting memorandum. 4 Responses on all
motions were subsequently filed by Committee counsel ' and oral arguments were heard on January 30, 1980.
The Committee voted 9-0 not to dismiss the Statement of Alleged
Violations and approved, without objection, the other motions by
Representative Wilson.
Representative Wilson submitted an Answer to the Statement of
Alleged Violations on February 13, 1980, denying each of the counts
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and alleged, various unspecified violations of House Rules by the
Committee.6
On February 26, 1980, the Committee adopted a Scope and Purpose
for a Disciplinary Hearing pursuant to Committee Rule of Procedure
16(c) , and scheduled the disciplinary hearing for March 25, 1980.
The date of the disciplinary hearing was subsequently rescheduled
for March 31, 1980, due to the death of Representative John M. Slack.
On March 21, 1980, counsel for Representative Wilson filed a
Motion to Stay the Disciplinary Hearing," and, on March 26, 1980,
filed a Statement In Support of Timeliness of Motion to Stay. 9 Committee counsel filed a response to the Motion to Stay the Disciplinary
Hearing, 10 and the Committee met in open session on March 26, 1980,
to consider the motion.
The Committee determined, by a vote of 11-0, that the Motion to
Stay the Disciplinary Hearing was not timely under the Committee
Rules, but notwithstanding the lack of timeliness, consented to consider the motion and hear oral argument.
At the conclusion of oral argument by counsel for Representative
Wilson and the Committee counsel, the Committee voted to deny the
Motion to Stay the Disciplinary Hearing by a vote of 8 ayes, 1 nay,
and 1 voting present.
Prior to the disciplinary hearing, Representative Wilson, pursuant
to Committee Rule of Procedure 21 (d), was afforded the opportunity
to request the issuance of subpoenas compelling the attendance of witnesses and production of documents necessary for his defense. All
subpoenas requested by Representative Wilson were duly authorized
and issued by the Committee.
The disciplinary hearing In The Matter of Representative Charles
H. Wilson commenced at 10:30 a.m. on Monday, March 31, 1980, in
Room B-318 of the Rayburn House Office Building.
The full record of the testimony and exhibits received in evidence
at the disciplinary hearing are attached hereto as Appendix J.
At the disciplinary hearing Representative Wilson was afforded the
opportunity, through counsel, to cross-examine witnesses called by
the Committee counsel and call witnesses and offer evidence in his
own behalf.
At the conclusion of the presentation of testimony and evidence by
the Committee counsel and counsel for Representative Wilson, on
April 1, 1980, the Committee recessed subject to a call of the chair,
in order to afford the Members time to study the transcript of the
hearing.
On April 16, 1980, the Committee reconvened the disciplinary hearing with the presentation of closing arguments by the Committee
counsel and counsel for Representative Wilson. 1
At the conclusion of the arguments on April 16, 1980, the Committee immediately began deliberations in executive session and later
in the day-released its findings and votes thereon.
Appendix E.
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FINDINGS
A. VOTES

The Committee amended counts one, two, and three (1-3), by striking the reference to a violation of Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics For
Government Service, but leaving intact references to violations of
House Rule XLIII, clauses 1 and 4, by votes of 11 ayes and 0 nays.
The Committee then found by votes of 10 ayes and 1 nay, that each
of these counts (1-3), as amended, had been provide by clear and convincing evidence.
A motion to find count four (4) to have been proved was not agreed
to by a vote of 1 aye and 10 nays.
Similarly, motions to find counts five and six (5 & 6) to have. been
proven were not agreed to by votes of 0 ayes and 11 nays.
Counts seven, eight, and nine (7, 8, 9), were found to have been
proved by clear and convincing evidence by votes of 9 ayes and 3
nays.
Counts ten and eleven (10 & 11) were similarly sustained by votes
of 8 ayes and 4 nays.
With respect to counts twelve, thirteen, and fourteen (12, 13, 14),
motions to find them proved were rejected by votes of 2 ayes and 10
nays.
Finally, a motion to find count fifteen (15) to have been proven
was rejected by a vote of 1 aye and 10 nays.
B. RATIONALE

In substance the Committee found in counts one through three that
Representative Wilson received over a period of time a total of $10,500
from a person with a direct interest in legislation before the Congress,
in violation of House Rule XLIII, clause 4, and, in so doing, reflected
discredit upon the House of Representatives, in violation of House
Rule XLIII, clause 1.
The payments in counts 1 and 2, contrary to the assertions of Mr.
Rogers, and despite the fact that, the checks were marked "loan", were
found not to be true loans. In making this determination the Committee placed particular emphasis on the accepted connotation of the
term "loan" as implying a temporary obligation.
The, Committee determined that,the permanent nature of these transactions, along with the absence of any of the normal indicia of a
loan, such as a written loan agreement or note, interest, maturity date,
demand or offer of repayment, 1)roved clearly and' convincingly that
these payments were in fact not loans, but improper gifts.
In reaching this conclusion, the Committee also noted that Representative Wilson had an affirmative duty to report all 'personal liabilities which exceeded $2,500 as of the close of calendar year 1977 on
the Finqncial Disclosure Statement filed with the Clerk of the House
on April 24. 1978, -nrsuant to House Rule XLIV (Appendix J, Committee hearing Exhibit No. 6).
This document disclosed that. Representative Wilson had not reported any obligations or liabilities owed to Mr. Lee Rogers as would
have been required had the payments in fact been loans.

The Committee additionally found that the evidence proved clearly
and convincingly not only that Mr. Rogers, the donor, had a direct interest in legislation before the Congress, but also that Representative
Wilson was aware of this interest when he accepted these gifts (See
Statement of Evidence at page 6.
The Committee further found that, in accepting these gifts of su'bstantial value from a person having a direct interest in legislation before the Congress, Representative Wilson also reflected discredit
upon the House of Representatives in violation of House Rule XLIII,
0
clause 1.
The findings in counts one., two, and three (1, 2, 3) are considered
of a most serious nature by the Committee, as they establish the special
interest of the donor in matters over which the donee had influence by
virtue of his position in the U.S. Congress.
The amendments to counts one, two, and three by striking references
to violations of Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics For Government Service,
should not. be interpreted as contrary to this finding.
The amendment of these counts resulted from the fact that the evidence failed to show that the receipts in fact occurred "under circumstances which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing
the performance of his governmental duties."
Indeed the original charge did not. accuse Representative Wilson of
in fact being influenced in his official duties, by a person interested in
legislation before the Congress. It merely charged that he received
gifts from such a person.
The Code of Ethics provision was deleted simply because of insufficient proof that the requirements of that provision had been met in a
clear and convincing manner. The portion of the count which remains
requires only proof of a gift from a person interested in legislation.
As to other counts, the Committee found that the evidence introduced at the hearing in support of counts seven, eight, and nine (7,
8, 9), proved clearly and convincingly that Representative Wilson
had caused funds raised and accounted for as campaign funds to be
transferred from his campaign account into his office account, upon
which checks were drawn on the same day to repay personal (Rep.
Wilson's) bank loans in the following respective amounts: $10,283.35,
$5.129.85, and $3,047.91.
The Committee concluded in count ten (10) that Representative
Wilson had caused $3,500 to be transferred from his campaign account into his office account, upon which a check was drawn on the
same day, in a like amount, and deposited into Rep. Wilson's personal account at the Sergeant at Arms to cover outstanding personal
obligations against that account. At the time, the balance in Rep.
Wilson's personal account was insufficient to cover the checks outstanding in that account.
Finally, the Committee determined in count eleven (11) that the
evidence proved clearly and convincingly that Rep. Wilson had
caused $3.000 in campaign funds to be transferred into his personal
account at the SeTgeant at Arms to cover outstanding personal obligations against that account. At the time. the balance in ReD. Wilson's
personal account was insufficient to cover the checks outstanding in that
account.

House Rule XLIII, clause 6, read at all times pertinent to counts
7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, as follows:
6. A Member of the House of Representatives shall keep his
campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall
convert no campaign funds to personal use in excess of
reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign
expenditures. He shall expend no funds from his campaign
account not attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.
In order to sustain a charge alleging a conversion in violation of
clause 6 it must be proved that the expenditures were not for reimbursement for legitimate prior campaign expenditures, and that the
funds were in fact applied to personal use.
On the basis of the evidence introduced at the disciplinary hearing, the Committee concluded that it had been proved by at least a
clear and convincing standard that the transfers from Representative
Wilson's campaign account were neither intended as, nor did they
represent valid reimbursements for campaign expenditures, which are
proper under House Rule XLIII, clause 6.
The Committee further concluded that these transfers were made
to repay personal loans of Representative Wilson and to cover outstanding obligations against his personal checking account at the Sergeant at Arms.
STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE

The evidence introduced and the testimony received in support of
each charge contained in the Statement of Alleged Violations is attached to this report as Appendix J.
The evidence supporting those Counts which were sustained consists of the following:
COUNT ONE

In addition to the testimony received during the hearing, the evidence supporting Count One (1), consists of a check in the amount of
$5,000 from Lee Rogers to Charles H. Wilson (Committee Hearing
Exhibit No. 1).
The evidence supporting Mr. Rogers' direct interest in legislation,
along with testimony received during the hearing, consists of a series
of correspondence among Mr. Rogers, Mr. Rogers' attorney, 0. Robert
Fordiani, and Representative Wilson, concerning H.R. 5838, 93rd
Congress, 1st Session (Committee Hearing Exhibit No. 15), and correspondence between Mr. George Gould and Mr. Rogers concerning
postal rates and classification (Committee Hearing Exhibit No. 16).
COUNT TWO

In addition to the testimony received during the hearing, the evidence introduced in support of Count Two (2) consists of a check
from Lee Rogers to Charles H. Wilson in the amount of $5,000 (Committee Hearing Exhibit No. 2).
The evidence supporting Mr. Rogers' direct interest in legislation
is the same as that cited for Count One (above).

COUNT THREE

Along with testimony received during the hearing, the evidence
introduced in support of Count Three (3) consists of a check from
Lee Rogers to Charles H. Wilson in the amount of $500 (Committee
Hearing Exhibit No. 3).
The evidence supporting Mr. Rogers' direct interest in legislation
is the same as that cited in Count One (above).
COUNT SEVEN

The evidence supporting Count Seven (7) consists of bank ledger
sheets and loan records which trace the flow of funds from the Charles
H. Wilson Campaign Fund at the Security Pacific National Bank,
Culver City Branch, into the Charles H. Wilson-Office Account at
the Bank of America, upon which a check was drawn on the same day
to repay a personal loan of $10,283.35, documented by the evidence,
in the name of Charles H. Wilson.
The flow of funds supported by the evidence is represented by the
following chart, and copies of the documents are attached to the
report as Committee Hearing Exhibits No. 7(a)-7 (e).
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EIGHT

The evidence supporting Count Eight (8) consists of bank ledger
sheets, checks, and loan records which trace the flow of funds from
the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund at the Security Pacific National Bank, Culver City Branch, into the Charles H. Wilson-Office

Account at the Bank of America, upon which a check was drawn on
the same day to repay a personal loan of $5,129.85, also documented
by the evidence, in the name of Charles H. Wilson.
The flow of funds supported by the evidence is represented on the
following chart and copies of the documents are attached to the report
as Committee Hearing Exhibits No. 8 (a) -8 (e).
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NINE

The evidence supporting Count Nine (9) consists of bank ledger
sheets, checks, and loan records which trace the flow of funds from
the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund at the Security Pacific National Bank, Culver City Branch, into the Charles H. Wilson--Olce
Account at the Bank of America, upon which a check was drawn on
the same day to repay a personal loan of $3,047.91, in the name of
Charles H. Wilson.
The flow of funds supported by the evidence is represented on the
following chart and copies of the documents are attached to the report
as Committee Hearing Exhibits No. 9 (a)-9 (g).
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COUNT

TEN

The evidence supporting Count Ten (10) consists of bank ledger
sheets, checks, deposit tickets, and statements of account, which trace
the flow of funds from the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund at the
Security Pacific National Bank, Culver City Branch, into the Charles
H. Wilson-Office Account at the Bank of America, upon which a
check was drawn on the same day in the amount of $3,500.00 and deposited into the Sergeant at Arms account of Representative Charles
H. Wilson.
The flow of funds supported by the evidence is represented on the
following chart, and copies of the documents are attached to the report
as Committee Hearing Exhibits No. 10 (a) -10 (g).
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ELEVEN

The evidence supporting Count Eleven (11) consists of bank ledger
sheets, checks, deposit tickets, and statements of account, which trace
the flow of funds from the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund at
the Security Pacific National Bank, Culver City Branch, into the Sergeant at Arms account of Representative Charles H. Wilson.
The evidence is summarized on the following chart and copies of the
documents are attached to the report as Committee Hearing Exhibits
No. 11 (a) -11 (g).
Draw on campaign account
Date
Nov. 1,1971

Deposit into personal

Amount
--

Date

$3,000 Nov. 4, 1971
--------------

Amount

Balance
prior
to deposit

$3,000

$381.14

Outstanding
checks
$2,004.25

REcOMMENDATION

Phase One of the disciplinary hearing was completed on April 16,
1980.
After receiving written submissions by counsel for the Committee
and counsel for Representative Wilson pursuant to Committee Rule
of Procedure 16(f) , the Committee met on April 24, 1980, in executive session pursuant to Committee Rule of Procedure 17(b) for the
purpose of determining what sanctions, if any, to recommend to the
House.
12 Appendix L.

In determining the sanctions to recommend, the Committee carefully considered not only the nature and severity of each individual
count proved, but also the offense represented by the total of these
counts. The full range of sanctions available to the House was considered by the Committee.
The severity of the improper conduct was carefully weighed against
past actions of the House in sanctioning Members for improper conduct and the guidelines for the recommendation of sanctions which are
contained in Rule 17 of the Committee Rules of Procedure. The applicable text of the Rule reads as follows:
(b) (1) With respect to any violation with which a Member
of the House was charged in a count which the Committee has
voted as proved, the Committee may include in its recommendation to the House one or more of the following sanctions:
(A) Expulsion from the House.
(B) Censure.
(C) Reprimand.
(D) Fine.
(E) Denial or limitation of any right, power, privilege,
or immunity of the Member if under the Constitution the
House may impose such denial or limitation.
(F) Any other sanction determined by the Committee to be appropriate.
(c) (1) The purpose of this clause is to inform the Members of the House of Representatives as to the general guidelines the Committee considers appropriate for determining
which, if any, sanctions to recommend to the House respecting violations proved in a disciplinary hearing. This clause
does not limit the authority of the Committee to make or not
to make recommendations for such sanctions.
(2) For technical violations, the Committee may direct that
the violation be reported to the House without a recommendation for a sanction.
(3) With respect to the sanctions which the Committee may
determine to include in a recommendation to the House respecting a violation, reprimand is appropriate for serious
violations, censure is appropriate for more serious violations,
and expulsion of a Member or dismissal of an officer or employee is appropriate for the most serious violations. A recommendation of a fine is appropriate in a 'case in which it is
likely that the violation was committed to secure a financial
benefit; and a recommendation of a denial or limitation of a
right, power, privilege, or immunity of a Member is appropriate when the violation bears upon the exercise or holding
of such right, power, privilege, or immunity.
A majority of the Committee then determined that, in light of the
nature and severity of Representative Wilson's improper conduct, the
appropriate sanction would be censure and a denial of the chair on
any Committee or Subcommittee for the remainder of the 96th
Congress.

In recommending that Representative Wilson be denied the chair
on any Committee or Subcommittee of the House for the remainder
of the 96th Congress, it is the intention of the Committee that Representative Wilson be immediately removed from the chairmanship
of any Committee or Subcommittee of the House, that he be ineligible
to hold any such position for the remainder of the 96th Congress, and,
in the absence of the chairman of any Committee or Subcommittee,
that Representative Wilson not be allowed to assume the duties of the
chair.
Accordingly, on a motion by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr., the Committee, by a vote of 10 ayes and 2 nays, agreed to recommend that the House adopt the following Resolution.
HousE RESOLUTION

Resolved:
(1) That Representative Charles H. Wilson be censured;
(2) That Representative Charles H. Wilson be denied the chair on
any Committee or Subcommittee of the House of Representatives for
the remainder of the 96th Congress;
(3) That upon adoption of this Resolution, Representative Charles
H. Wilson forthwith present himself in the well of the House of
Representatives for the public reading of this Resolution by the
Speaker; and
(4) That the House of Representatives adopt the Report of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct dated May 8, 1980, In
The Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson.
The Committee recommends that the House adopt the above
Resolution.
STATEMENT

PURSUANT

TO RULE XI, CLAUSE

2(1) (3) (A)

The Committee makes no special oversight findings in this report.
This report was approved by the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct on May 1, 1980, by a vote of 9 yeas; 2 nays.

DISSENTING VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE NICK JOE
RAHALL II
I was elected to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
on March 26, 1980, to fill the vacancy caused by the untimely death of
our colleague, Representative John M. Slack. I therefore had no opportunity to express any views on this case prior to the convening of
the disciplinary hearing on March 31, 1980. Joining the Committee
so late in its work in the case involving Representative Wilson, I attempted to absorb all the evidence and review the testimony with
special care. Having done so, I find that I must associate myself in
part with the dissenting views expressed by Representative Louis
Stokes with regard to counts one, two and three of the Statement of
Alleged Violations. Those counts charged Representative Wilson with
accepting "gifts" from a person with a direct interest in legislation.
The far more serious charge of these counts, that of being influenced
in the performance of his governmental duties was unanimously rejected by the Committee. As the burden of proof rested squarely upon
the Committee, I do not believe the allegation that Representative
Wilson accepted "gifts", as opposed to loans, was proved clearly and
convincingly.
Having dissented on the Committee's findings in three of the eight
counts, I must also note my disagreement with the Committee's disciplinary recommendations on three grounds.
First, based on the recent recommendation of the Committee in the
case involving Representative Charles Diggs, I believe that censure
in the current matter is too severe. Those counts which to my mind
were proved "clearly and convincingly" related to conversions of
campaign funds to personal use. The misuse of campaign funds, while
serious and should never be condoned, does not merit the same penalty
as misuse of tax dollars, which occurred in the Diggs case.
Second, both the law and House Rules have changed over the years
with regard to the handling of campaign funds. Since 1968, House
Rules have prohibited, then permitted, then once again prohibited
conversion of campaign funds to personal use. Federal law has permitted campaign funds to be used for any lawful purpose (2 U.S.C.
439a), and the most recent amendments (P.L. 96-187) to the Federal
Election Campaign Act, which otherwise prohibit conversion of campaign funds to personal use, exempts from that prohibition Members
who were in office on January 8, 1980. With both law and House Rule
so unsettled over the close to ten-year time frame involved, clearly
censure is not deserved on the counts where I found the alleged violations proven.
Finally, I believe that the two disciplinary recommendations of the
Committee-censure and denial of Committee or Subcommittee chairmanships-Mhould be separated. I am of the opinion that the election
or removal of Committee and Subcommittee chairmen and memberships is a function of the Democratic Caucus in the House. For that
question to be considered adequately, I strongly favor a separation of
the recommendation, so as to allow the Democratic processes of the
House to work its will in basic fairness to all.

DISSENTING VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE
LOUIS STOKES
I respectfully dissent from the views expressed by a majority of
-the Committee in the findings and recommendations arising from
In The Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson. I certainly do
not condone improper conduct by any Member of the House, but
the circumstances of this particular case left me with some doubts
and questions that I believe, in all fairness, should have been resolved
in favor of Representative Wilson.
I regret that my election to the Committee on February 6, 1980,
fell after the date (January 30) on which the Committee entertained
motions in this case where my views could have been made known
prior to the beginning of the Disciplinary Hearing.
The real or potential damage that can be done to a Member's reputation and career by Committee disciplinary proceedings is such that
Committee procedures should afford a respondent all possible protection of due process and fundamental fairness. Counsel for Representative Wilson made a strong argument that existing Committee Rules are
deficient when they provide that the same Members act -as policemen
and prosecutors in the investigation of potential violations, as a
grand jury in voting on a Statement of Alleged Violations, as judges
in ruling on motions, 'as a petit jury in making findings of fact and
again as judges in devising a disciplinary recommendation. Members of the Commit-tee, no matter how determined they may -be to be
open and fairminded in a disciplinary hearing, 'have already, by a
majority vote determined that there is "reason to believe" that a
Member violated the rules when a Statement of Alleged Violations
is served on the respondent. That issue was of such concern that in
February, 1979, nine Members then serving on the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct introduced H. Res. 136, an amendment to rule X, clause 4(e) of House Rules that would have panels
of House Members drawn by lot make findings and recommendations
in disciplinary proceedings. The proposed rule change would divide
responsibility in disciplinary proceedings and help insure the due
process and fundamental fairness that every Member of the Committee wants to provide those who come before the Committee.
Additionally, in considering alleged violations, Committee Members have an obligation to recognize not only House Rules and relevant statutes in effect at the time of the alleged violations, but also
the experience with those rules and statutes that may have led to their
substantial alteration over the years.
Counts seven, eight, nine, ten and eleven of the Statement of Alleged Violations all dealt with conversion of campaign funds to personal use in 1971 and 1972, in violation of House Rules. During the
years in question, and currently, the Rule prohibits conversion to per"
sonal use "in excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable

prior campaign expenses." (All relevant House Rules and statutes are
reprinted below.) A Member has the right, therefore, to be reimbursed
from campaign funds for campaign expenses he may have incurred
apd may put those reimbursements to personal or any other use so
long as they were reimbursements. Evidence was introduced during
tbehearng for the purpose of showing that campaign funds were being used to pay personal obligations of Representative Wilson, but
no evidence was introduced that proved such transfers were not reimbursements for prior campaign expenses. The burden of proof in
our proceeding is on the Committee after all, and not on the Respondent. Representative Wilson is not required to offer evidence to prove
his innocence of a violation, rather the Committee should have, in
this case, produced evidence that the transfers were "in excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign expenses."
To find the conversion counts to have been proved "clearly and convincingly" (as required by Committee Rule 16(e)) would have required proof that he had in fact received more money from his campaign committee than reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable
pror campaign expenses.
In addition, campaign fundraising and accounting have undergone
dramatic changes since 1971 and 1972, with the establishment of the
Federal Election Commission and the relevant campaign fund reporting and accounting requirements. Conversion of campaign funds to
personal use was not prohibited by law in 1971 and 1972, and was not
subsequently prohibited by the Federal Election Campaign Act. (See.
318 of P.L. 93-443 reprinted below). Even the most recent amendment (See. 313 of P.L. 96-187) does not prohibit conversion of campaign funds for Members in office on January 8, 1980. The House Rule
relating to conversion has undergone changes as well. The conversion
rule already discussed (House Rule XLIII, clause 6) was adopted in
1968. That rule was amended in 1975 to prohibit conversion "unless
otherwise
specifically
provided
by law .. ." In 1977, the 1975 proviso
was removed.
Conversion
therefore
has always been permitted when
a Member reimburses himself from his campaign fund for campaign
expenses ,and has been both permitted and prohibited under other
circumstances in the years since 1971. The lack of a well-settled policy
on the use to which campaign funds may be put is an additional,
albeit secondary consideration in the case, which, taken with the lack
of evidence relating to reimbursements noted earlier, led to my negative votes on the conversion counts.
Counts one, two and three of the Statement of Alleged Violations
relate to acceptance of gifts from a person with a direct interest in
legislation. The language of these charges failed to note that the
applicable House Rule during the relevant period (1971 and 1972)
prohibited acceptance of gifts of substantialvalue from a person having a direct interest in legislation. The whole issue of whether the gifts
were or were not "substantial" in value was never addressed by the
evidence presented. As noted earlier with regard to reimbursements,
the respondent is not compelled to offer evidence of his innocence;
rather the Committee's obligation was to prove three elements of the
alleged violation: (1) that the payment was a gift, (2) that the gift
had substantial value, and (3) that the donor had a direct interest
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in legislation. Evidence was offered in support of the first and third
elements, but not the second. That prohibiting a gift of "substantial"
value as opposed to a fixed 'amount gave rise to interpretative difficulties directly led to the recommendation by the Obey Conanission
for a definite limit on such gifts so as to eliminate the existing ambiguity. If a Rule is ambiguous at the outset, the charges of a violation must be drawn with special precision land particularly convincing
evidence offered on each element. In the case of counts one, two and
three, I do not believe the alleged violations to have been clearly and
convincingly proven.
Louis STOKES.

HOUSE

RESOLUTION

1099-ArnRI

3, 1968

"6. A Member of the House of Representatives shall keep his campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall convert no
campaign funds to personal use in excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign expenditures. He shall expend
no funds from his campaign account not attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.
PUBLIC LAw 9 3-443-OcToBER
"USE OF CONTRIBUTED

15, 1974

AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES

"SEC. 318. Amounts received by a candidate as contributions that
are in excess of any amount necessary to defray his expenditures, and

any other amounts contributed to an individual for the purpose of supporting his activities as a holder of Federal office, may be used by such
candidate or individual, as the case may be, to defray any ordinary and
necessary expenses incurred by him in connection with his duties as a
holder of Federal office, may be contributed by him to any organization described in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, or may be used for any other lawful purpose. To the extent any
such contribution, amount contributed, or expenditure thereof is not
otherwise required to be disclosed under the provisions of this title,
such contribution, amount contributed, or expenditure shall be fully
disclosed in accordance with rules promulgated by the Commission.
The Commission is authorized to prescribe such rules as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section.
HOUSE RESOLUTION 5-JANUARY

14, 1975

(27) In Rule XLIII, paragraph 6 is amended to read as follows:
"A Member of the House of Representatives shall keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds. Unless specifically provided
by law, he shall convert no campaign funds to personal use in excess
of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign expenditures and he shall expend no funds from his campaign account
not attributable to bona fide campaign purposes."
HOUSE RESOLUTION 287-MARCH 2, 1977

SEC. 303. Clause 6 of rule XLIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives is amended by striking out "Unless specifically provided by law, he" and inserting in lieu thereof "He".
PUBLIC LAW 96-187-ANUARY

8,

1980

"USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES

"SEc. 313. Amounts received by a candidate as contributions that
are in excess of any amount necessary to defray his expenditures, and
(17)
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any other amounts contributed to an individual for the purpose of
supporting his or her activities as a holder of Federal office, may be
used by such candidate or individual, as the case may be, to defray
any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with his
or her duties as a holder of Federal office, may be contributed to any
organization described in section 170 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, or may be used for any other lawful purpose, including
transfers without limitation to any national, State, or local commit,
tee of any political party; except that, with respect to any individual
who is not a Senator or Representative in, or Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to, the Congress on the date of the enactment of the
Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments of 1979, no such
amounts may be converted by any person to any personal use, other
than to defray any ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in
connection with his or her duties as a holder of Federal office.".

APPENDIX

A-STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
STATEMENT

OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES H. WILSON, RESPONDENT

During all times relevant to this statement of alleged violations, the
Respondent, Representative Charles H. Wilson of California, was a
Member of the United States House of Representatives.
COUNT 1

On or about June 1, 1971, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, conducted himself in a manner which did not reflect creditably on the
United States House of Representatives in violation of clause 1 of the
Code of Official Conduct, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, and violated Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics For Government Service (House Concurrent Resolution 175, 72 Stat. pt. 2,
B12 (July 11, 1958)) by accepting benefits, to wit, a payment of
$5,000.00 from Lee Rogers, under circumstances which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his
governmental duties. His conduct also violated clause 4 of the, Code
of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the
Rules of the House of Representatives, in that he accepted a gift, to
wit, $5,000.00, from a person, Lee Rogers, having a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress.
COUNT 2

On or about June 20, 1972, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, conducted himself in a maimer which did not reflect creditably on the
United States House of Representatives in violation of clause 1 of the
Code of Official 'Conduct, Rule XLIII, the Rules oif the House of
Representatives, and violated Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics For Government Service (House Concurrent Resolution 175, 72 Stat. pt. 2,
B12 (July 11, 1958)) by accepting -benefits, to wit, a payment of
$5,000.00 from Lee Rogers, under circumstances which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his
governmental duties. His conduct also violated clause 4 of the Code
of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the
Rules of the House of Representatives, in that he accepted a gift, to
wit, $5,000.00, from a person, Lee Rogers, having a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress.

COUNT

3

On or about December 11, 1972, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson,
conducted himself in a manner which did not reflect creditably on the
United States House of Representatives in violation of clause 1 of the
Code of Official Conduct, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, and violated Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics For Government Service (House Concurrent Resolution 175, 72 Stat. pt. 2,
B12 (July 11, 1958)) by accepting benefits, to wit, a payment of
$500.00 from Lee Rogers, under circumstances which might be construed -by reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his
governmental duties. His conduct also violated clause 4 of the Code of
Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the
Rules of the House of Representatives, in that he accepted a gift, to
wit, $500.00, from a person, Lee Rogers, having a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress.
COUNT 4

On or about June 29, 1973, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, conducted himself in a manner which did not reflect creditably on the
United States House of Representatives in violation of clause 1 of the
Code of Official Conduct, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, and violated Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service (House Concurrent Resolution 175, 72 Stat. pt. 2,
B12 (July 11, 1958)) by accepting benefits, to wit, a payment of
$5,000.00 from Lee Rogers, under circumstances which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his
governmental duties. His conduct also violated clause 4 of the Code
of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule XLII!,
the Rules of the House of Representatives, in that he accepted a gift,
to wit, $5,000.00, from a person, Lee Rogers, having a direct interest
in legislation before the Congress.
COUNT 5

Commencing on or about August 1, 1971, and thereafter through
June 1974, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 8
of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule
XLIII, the Rules of the House of Representatives, in that the Respondent retained from his clerk hire allowance an employee, Lee
Rogers, with knowledge that the compensation paid was not commensurate with the duties performed by Lee RogeTs.
COUNT 6

Commencing on or about January 1976, and thereafter through
December 1976, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause
8 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives,
Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of Representatives, in that the
Respondent retained from his clerk hire allowance an employee, Lee
Rogers, with knowledge that the compensation paid was not commensurate with the duties performed by Lee Rogers.

COUNT 7

Commencing on or about March 3, 1971, the Respondent, Charles H.
Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $10,283.35 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT

8

Commencing on or about March 15, 1971, the Respondent, Charles
H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $5,129.85 of campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT

9

Commencing on or about November 23, 1971, the Respondent,
Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House
of Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $3,047.91 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT 10

Commencing on or about November 29, 1971, the Respondent,
Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House
of Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $3,500.00 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT 11

'Commencing on or about November 1, 1971, the Respondent,
Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House
of Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $3,000.00 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT 12

Commencing on or about February 22, 1972, the Respondent,
Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House
of Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $1,500.00 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.

COUNT 13

Commencing on or about March 12, 1972, the Respondent, Charles
H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House of
Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $1,500.00 of campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT 14

Commencing on or about November 6, 1974, the Respondent,
Charles H. Wilson, did violate clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives, Rule XLIII, the Rules of the House
of Representatives, in that the Respondent did convert $1,000.00 of
campaign funds to his personal use and did fail to keep his campaign
funds separate from his personal funds.
COUNT 15

On or about April 17, 1978, the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson,
did conduct himself in a manner which did not reflect creditably on
the United States House of Representatives, in violation of clause 1
of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, Rule
XLIII, Rules of the House of Representatives, in that having taken
an oath before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct that
he would testify truthfully, he did make the following statements on
a material matter which he then and there believed to be false:
Ms. TALLEY [Committee Counsel]. Mr. Wilson, when we had a previous meeting, we discussed sources of income. One which you indicated was, of course, your House of Representatives salary, the other
was honoraria from speeches. Have you any other source of income?
Mr. WILSON. No.
Ms. TALLEY. What about the transfers from campaign accounts?
Mr. WILSON. Well, there were some transfers from my campaign
account one or two years, I believe. While I have no records to verify
it, they were intended to be reimbursements for expenses that I had
put out during campaign time. Generally it is not unusual for candidates for office to have money in their pockets, cash in their pockets to
give to volunteer workers for their expenses, transportation or meals
and it is generally appreciated if they get it from the candidate personally, rather than from some other person associated with the campaign. But I wouldn't say there was any large or significant amounts
over a period of-I don't know-three or four years, at the most,
where I transferred money from campaign accounts to myself.

23
APPENDIX

B-MOTION

VIOLATIONS,

TO

DISMISS

THE

STATEMENT

WITH SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM;

OF

ALLEGED

AND RESPONSE

COMMITTEE COUNSEL
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MOTION TO DISMISS THE
STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS
The Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, through counsel and
pursuant to Rules 12(a) (2) and (3) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, respectfully
moves the Committee to dismiss the Statement of Alleged Violations
served upon him on December 13, 1979.

As grounds for this Motion,

the Respondent states as follows:
1.
Five

The Committee lacks jurisdiction over Counts One through

(1-5) and Counts Seven through Fourteen (7-14) because the

allegations are barred by the statute of limitations.
2.

The Committee lacks jurisdiction over all Counts because

the allegations are barred by the doctrines of laches and fundamental fairness.
3.

The Committee lacks jurisdiction over Counts One through

Five (1-5) and Counts Seven through Fourteen (7-14) because
proceeding on these Counts violates Rule X, Clause 4 (e) (2) (C) of
the Rules of the House of Representatives and Clause 2 of the
Code of Official Conduct.
4.

Each and every count fails to state facts constituting

violations of the standards alleged therein, but relies instead
upon legal conclusions, in violation of Rule 11(b) of the Rules
of Procedure of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
and Clause 2 of the Code of Official Conduct.
5.

Counts One through Four (1-4) are duplicitous and

therefore, fail to state facts which constitute a violation of

OF

the Code or other standards, in violation of Rule 11(b) of the
Rules of Procedure of the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct and Clause 2 of the Code of Official Conduct.
Wherefore, for these reasons and such others as are set
forth in the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities,
Respondent respectfully requests that the Statement of Alleged
Violations against him be dismissed.
An Oral Hearing is requested on this Motion.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202)452-1300

by

..
.......
l ,e . J
Walter J. Bonner

and

,._...- _.
by_/_.___
Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel to Charles H. Wilson
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion to
Dismiss the Statement of Alleged Violations was served, by hand,
on Steven R. Wisebram, Counsel, House Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, this 2nd day of January, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS

STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS
I.

The Statute of Limitations
The United States Code establishes a general five-year

period of limitation after the expiration of which a person may
not be prosecuted for non-capital offenses against the United
States.

18 U.S.C. S 3282.

Application of this statute to the

instant proceedings would bar Counts One through Five
Counts Seven through Fourteen (7-14) inclusive.

(1-5)

and

Counts Seven

through Fourteen (7-14) would also be barred by the special
three-year statute of limitations applicable to the Federal
I/

Election Campaign Act of 1974, 2 U.S.C. 5 455 (a).
Regardless of the direct applicability of these statutes to
the instant proceedings, there can be no question that the policies underlying them, notions of fundamental fairness and due
process of laws, do apply.
In the criminal context, the Supreme Court has repeatedly
recognized that:
the applicable statute of limitations
. . . is

. . . the primary guarantee

against bringing overly stale criminal
charges. Such statutes represent
legislative assessments of relative
interests of the state and the defendant in administering and receiving
justice; they are made for the repose
of society and the protection of those

1/
This section also provides explicit protections against ex
post facto application.
2 U.S.C. S 455(b).
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who may during the limitation . . .
have lost their means of defence.
These statutes provide predictability
by specifying a limit beyond which
there is an irrebuttable presumption
that a defendant's right to a fair
trial would be prejudiced. United
States v. Marion, 404 U.S. 307, 323
(citations omitted.)
(1971).
Equally applicable to these proceedings is the purpose served by
periods of limitation; that is:
to protect individuals from having
to defend themselves against charges
when the basic facts have become obscured by the passage of time and to
minimize the danger of official punishment because of acts in the far-distant
past. Toussie v. United States, 397
U.S. 112, 114-115 (1970).
Nor are these basic notions of fairness limited to criminal
proceedings.

The underlying rationale of civil statutes of

limitations is virtually identical.

They are intended to "promote

justice by preventing surprise through the revival of claims that
have been allowed to slumber until evidence has been lost,
memories have faded, and witnesses have disappeared."
Railroad Telegraphers v. REA, 321 U.S. 342,

Order of

348-349 (1944).

The Committee itself has characterized its proceedings as
"quasi-criminal," H. Comm. on Standards of Official Conduct,
Manual of Offenses and Procedures, Korean Influence Investigation,
95th Cong. 1st Sess. at 40

(Comm. Print. 1977).

Thus, the cri-

minal statutes of limitations provide the closer analogy.
Respondent notes, however, that the civil statute of limitations
applicable to false claims against the United States, which is
six years from the date of the Act, would also bar Count Five
which is in the nature of . false claim.

31 U.S.C. S 235.

The

remaining counts have no "civil" analogue.
II.

The Doctrines of Laches and Fundamental Fairness
Laches is an equitable doctrine "designed to promote dili-

gence and prevent the enforcement of stale claims."

Powell v.

zuckert, 125 U.S. App. D.C. 55, 366 F.2d 634, 636 (1966).

Two

factors are required to establish the defense, an unreasonable
delay on the part of the claimant, and that delay has prejudiced
the defendant.

E.g., Van

Vourg v. Nitze, 128 U.S. App. D.C.

301, 388 F.2d 557, 565 (1967).

This Committee has previously

accepted the doctrine as applicable to its proceedings.

In the

Matter of Representative Robert L.F. Sikes, H.R. Rep. No. 1364,
94th Cong., 2d Sess. at 3-5 (1976).

Similarly, laches have been

held applicable to disciplinary proceedings involving attorneys.
E.g., In Re Sarbone, 304 A.2d 734
6 N.W.2d 203

(N.J. 1973); State v. Haggerty,

(Wisc. 1942).

A similar doctrine has also evolved in criminal cases even
where the statute of limitations has not yet run.
v. Lovasco, 431 U.S. 783, 789

(1977).

United States

In this situation, un-

reasonable delay may lead to dismissal based on due process
grounds, depending upon the degree of prejudice to the defendant
and the reasons for delay.
307, 324 (1971).

United States v. Marion, 404 U.S.

Thus, the doctrine of laches is also imbued

with elements of fundamental fairness.
A.

Length of Delay.

There are fifteen counts in the

Statement of Alleged Violations.

Of these counts, nine relate to

2/

transactions occurring in 1971.
more than eight years old.

These alleged violations are

Of the remaining counts, four are
4/

3/

more than seven years old,

one is more than six years old,

57~
and two others were completed more than five years ago.

2_/

Counts One, Seven, Eight, Nine,
Ten and Eleven.
Counts Two, Three, Twelve
and Thirteen.

4/
Count Four.
5/

Counts Five and Fourteen.

As

pointed out previously, all of these counts allege events without,
the statute of limitations, see Part I, supra.

This is signi-

ficant to consideration of laches, since in determining whether
delay is excessive or unreasonable, courts of equity "will ordinarily observe the limitations applicable to equivalent actions
at law."

Davis v. Stone, 236 F. Supp. 553, 557 (D.D.C. 1964),

especially where the action involves concurrent legal and equitable jurisdictions.

Saffron v. Department of Navy, 183 U.S.

App. D.C. 45, 561 F.2d 938 (1977), cert. denied, 434 U.S. 1033
(1978).

Comparison to the statute of limitations thus demon-

strates that the delay in this matter is both unreasonable and
excessive for purposes of laches.
B.

Prejudice to the Defendant.

"The prejudice normally

contemplated in applying laches . . . stems from such factors as
loss of evidence and unavailability of witnesses . . . which
diminish a defendant's chances of success."
supra, 366 F.2d at 638.
of prejudice.

Powell v. Zuckert,

Respondent has suffered this very type

For instance, Counts Seven through Fourteen allege

that Mr. Wilson commingled and converted campaign funds to his
personal use in violation of Clause 6 of the Code of Official
Conduct.

The Code itself permits such transfers of funds as

"reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign
expenditures."

If these allegations had been raised more season-

ably, Mr. Wilson may have been able to show that some or all of
the transactions constitute no more than this sanctioned reimbursement.

However, he is unable to do so at this time, since

he no longer possesses records of the expenditures.
Continued prosecution of these counts is all the more egregious, since Mr. Wilson reported the most recent of the alleged
conversions on "Schedule C" of his Report of Receipts and Expenditures on January 13, 1975 to the Clerk of the House of Representatives (copy attached as Exhibit A).

This alleged "conversion

:has therefore been public knowledge for nearly five years, well
in excess of the limitation period provided by the Campaign Act,
2 U.S.C. S 455(a).

iunfair

In this situation, it is fundamentally

and inequitable to penalize Mr. Wilson for his inability

to verify now the reimbursements when he relied upon the threeyear period as a limit for the retention of records.

The same

'rationale applies to the other counts alleging conversion, since,
6/
!although these expenditures were not required to be reported,the three-year limitation period would apply.

See 2 U.S.C. S

455(b).
Mr. Wilson is further prejudiced by the unavailability of 0.
Robert Fordiani to testify in his behalf.

Mr. Fordiani was,

until recently, Mr. Wilson's Field Representative in his home
district.

In this position, he supervised Mr. Rogers while the

latter was on the Congressman's staff.

Obviously, Mr. Fordiani

could shed light on the duties performed by Mr. Rogers.

In

addition, Mr. Fordiani handled a number of financial transactions
for Mr. Wilson, including that which is the subject of Count
7/

Four.

However, due to his ill health, Mr. Fordiani's memory

has been severely impaired, as has his ability even to appear.
Mr. Wilson is advised that these problems became acute in October
8/

of 1978.

Thus, once again, unreasonable and excessive delay

has prejudiced the Respondent in the preparation of his defense.

__/

Pub. L. No. 92-225, S 406, 86
Stat. 11 (Feb. 7, 1972).

7/
- Preliminary

investigation indicates that Mr. Fordiani
was
also involved in a number of the alleged "conversions."
__/

Evidence of these representations
was transmitted to the
Chairman of this Committee by Mr. Fordiani'R attorneys by letter
dated September 4, 1979 and included a four page report from Mr.
Fordiani's psychiatrist, Donald W. Verin, M.D., detailing Mr.
Fordiani'q condition.
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III. The Prohibition of House of Representatives Rule X,
clause 4(e) (2)(C)
The existence and functions of this Committee are established
by Rule X of the House of Representatives.

That Rule provides in

pertinent part that:
No investigation shall be undertaken
by the committee of any alleged
violation of a law, rule, regulation,
or standard of conduct not in effect
at the time of the alleged violation.
H.R. Rule X, Cl. 4(e)(2)(C).
This Rule is similar to the constitutional prohibition against ex
post facto laws, U.S. Const., art. I, S 9, cl. 3, and both are
based upon the same fundamental principle--"the notion that
persons have a right to fair warning of that conduct which will
give rise to . . . penalties."

Marks v. United States, 430 U.S.

188, 192 (1977).
While it is true that the standards cited in the Statement
of Alleged Violations existed prior to the dates alleged, until
recently, most had never been applied or interpreted, and some
were of questionable validity.

For example, Counts One through

Four allege, inter alia, violations of the Code of Ethics for
Government Service.

Since this Code was made applicable to

Congress by way of concurrent resolution,

9/

until 1976, it was

generally believed to have lapsed with the expiration of the 85th
Congress.

In the Matter of Representative Robert L.F. Sikes,

H.R. Rep. No. 1364, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. at 7-8

(1976).

The same

counts also allege violations of Clause 4 of the Code of Official
Conduct.

This clause was first adopted in 1968, but it was not

amended to its present form until 1977,

i0/

and was first authori-

9/
H.R. Con. Res. 175, 85th Cong. (July 11, 1958).
10/
H.R. Res. 287, 95th Cong. (March 2, 1977).

tatively construed the same year.

This is also true of Clause

6 of the Code, which forms the basis for allegations in Counts
12/
Seven through Fourteen,
and Clause 8, cited in Count Five,
13/
which was first construed in 1973. 1 3
The Supreme Court has held that the retroactive application
of a statute whose scope is enlarged by interpretation or construction violates the principles which underlie the ex post
facto clause.

Rabe v. Washington, 405 U.S. 313

City of Columbia, 378 U.S. 347 (1964).

(1972); Bouie v.

Respondent submits that

this Committee must follow a similar path by virtue of Clause 2
of the Code of Official Conduct which enjoins Members of this
Committee to adhere to both "the spirit and the letter" of Rule X.
IV.

Failure to State Facts Constituting Violations
Comm. R. P. 11(b) requires that each count in a Statement of

Alleged Violations "contain a plain and concise statement of the
alleged facts of such violation ....

-" This provision is

intended to implement H.R. Rule X, Cl. 4 (e) (1) which directs this
Committee to make recommendations for discipline only after
"notice and hearing" (emphasis added).

Moreover, due process of

law and fundamental fairness mandate timely and specific notice
of the issues a respondent must meet even in a "quasi-criminal"
context.

See e.g.,

In Re Ruffalo, 390 U.S. 544, 550 (1968)

(attorney disciplinary proceeding); In Re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 3311/
H.R. Select Comm. on Ethics, Advisory Opinion No. 10, 95th
Cong. (May 11, 1977) reprinted in H.R. Comm. on Standards of
Official Conduct, Ethics Manual for Members and Employees of the
U.S. House of Representatives, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. at 152-55
(1979) (hereinafter Ethics Manual).
12/
H.R. Select Comm. on Ethics, Advisory Opinion No. 5, 95th
Cong. (May 11, 1977) reprinted in Ethics Manual at 142.
13/
H.R. Comm. on Standards of Official Conduct, Advisory
Opinion No. 2, 93rd Cong. (July 11, 1973) reprinted in Ethics
Manual at 133-34. Thus, all allegations in Count Five which
occurred prior to 1973 should be barred.
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(1967) (juvenile delinquency proceeding).
The language of Comm. R. P. 11(b) is virtually identical to

that which is found in Fed. R. Crime. P. 7(c)(1), describing the
nature and content of a criminal information or indictment.

In

interpreting this Rule, the Supreme Court has recognized that it
embodies "basic principles of fundamental fairness [which] retain
their full vitality under modern concepts of pleading ....
Russell v. United States, 369 U.S. 749, 765 (1962).

"

Thus, cases

decided under Fed. R. Crim. P. 7(c) (1) provide guidance for
construing Comm. R. P. 11(b).
Turning to the Statement filed against the Respondent, it
can readily be seen that it is nearly devoid of particular facts
and contains only legal conclusions.

Thus, each count does no

more than provide a general description of the accusation in the
generic terms of the standard of conduct allegedly violated. Such
pleading has been expressly disapproved by the Supreme Court:
It is an elementary principal of
criminal pleading, that where the
definition of an offence, whether
it be at common law or by statute,
includes generic terms, it is not
sufficient that the indictment shall
charge the offence in the same generic
terms as in the definition; but it
must state the species,--it must
descend to particulars. United States
v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542, 558 (1876).
Accord, United States v. Thomas, 144
U.S. App. D.C. 44, 444 F.2d 919 (1971).
Similarly, the Court has recognized that while the language of a
statute may be used in the general description of an offense:
it must be accompanied with a statement
of facts and circumstances as will inform the accused of the specific offence,
coming under the general description,
with which he is charged. United States
v. Hess, 124 U.S. 483, 487 (1888). Accord,
United States v. Nance, 174 U.S. App. D.C.
472, 533 F.2d 699(1976).
The teaching of these cases is that in order for a charging
document to provide adequate notice, "facts are to be stated, not
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conclusions of law alone."

United States v. Cruikshank, supra at

558; United States v. Seeger, 303 F.2d 478, 485 (2d Cir. 1962).
Detailed notice of specific facts is all the more necessary
where the ethical standards themselves "are not delineated with
any great exactitude . .

-"

Ethics Manual, supra at 8.

Other-

wise, "the prosecutor (remains] free to roam at large--to shift
its theory of criminality so as to take advantage of each passing
vicissitude of the trial and appeal."

Russell v. United States,

supra at 769; United States v. Agone, 302 F. Supp. 1258, 1261
14/
Cf. Cole v. Arkansas, 333 U.S. 196 (1948).
(S.D.N.Y. 1969).
There is a final reason for requiring more detailed allegations of fact.

Specificity in the statement is mandated "to

inform . . . [the Committee] of the facts alleged, so that it may
decide whether they are sufficient in law to support a conviction
should one be had."

Russell v. United States, supra at 768;

United States v. Cruikshank, supra at 558.

The Statement of

Alleged Violations as presently drafted is so vague, conclusory
and lacking in facts that the Committee cannot properly fulfill
its function of "evaluating particular situations against existing
15/
.See United States v. Lamont, 18 F.R.D. 27,
"
standards ....
31

(S.D.N.Y. 1955), aff'd, 236 F.2d 312 (2d Cir. 1956).

For all

these reasons, the Statement "fails to state facts which constitute .

.

. violations] of the Code of Official Conduct . . .

or other standard of conduct," Comm. R. P. 12(a) (2).
V.

The Duplicity of Counts One through Four
Comm. R. P. 11(b) provides in pertinent part that:

14/
In Cole, the Supreme Court struck down a criminal conviction whe-e-the prosecutors shifted their theory from one
section of a statute to another.
15/
--

Ethics Manual, supra at 9.

A statement shall be divided into
counts and each count shall relate
to a separate violation ....
Counts One through Four of the instant Statement each allege
three separate violations thus ignoring Comm. R. P. 11(b) and
failingn] to state facts which constitute a violation ....
Comm. R. P. 12(a)(2).

This vice, known as duplicity, is pro-

hibited in federal criminal cases by Fed. R. Crim. P. 8(a),
which, like Comm. R. P. 11(b),

requires that different substantive

offenses be charged in separate counts.
States, 471 F.2d 55, 59

See Gerberding v. United

(8th Cir. 1973); Driscoll v. United

States, 356 F.2d 324, 332 (1st Cir. 1966).
Pleading of this nature deprives the Respondent of his right
to adequate notice of the charges against him, for it permits him
to be charged with one violation in mind, and convicted on evidence of another.

See United States v. Thomas, 144 U.S. App.

D.C. 44, 47, 444 F.2d 919, 922

(1971).

In addition, duplicitous

pleading obscures consideration of the appropriate sanction to be
recommended by the Committee.
A.2d 208, 211 (D.C. App. 1975).

Cf. United States v. Bradford, 344
For example, the Committee,

which has broad discretion in recommending sanctions, Comm. R. P.
17(b) and (c), might well recommend a more severe sanction for
violation of Clause 4 of the Code of Official Conduct, prohibiting
actual conflicts of interest, than it would for a violation of
Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service, which is
directed only at appearances of conflict.

See Ethics Manual,

supra at 57.
Finally, the duplicitous counts also act to deprive the
Respondent of his right to be "convicted" only upon the vote nf
a majority of the Committee, Comm. R. P. 17(a),

and will hamper

the Committee's consideration of the evidence.

For, when the

elements of more than one violation are contained in a single
count, "they will be inextricably mixed, and a . . . [respondent]

may be convicted on proof of the elements of one . . . [violation]
only, or on proof of some elements of each."
States, supra at 211-212.
, 98 S. Ct. 2170

Bradford v. United

Cf. Sanabria v. United States,

U.S.

(1978).

For these particular reasons, in addition to those stated
above, Counts One through Four of the Statement of Alleged Violations must be dismissed.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202)452-1300

by

4'trJ.
6
Walter J. Bonner

AL-

and

by _
/ ( -z
',
Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum of
Points and Authorities in Support of Motion to Dismiss Statement
of Alleged Violations was served, by hand, on Steven R. Wisebram,
Counsel, House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, this
2nd day of January, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

*

In the Matter of

*

CHARLES H. WILSON

RESPONSE OF COMMITTEE COUNSEL
TO REPRESENTATIVE WILSON'S MOTION
TO DISMISS THE STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

On December 12, 1979, the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct of the United States House of Representatives

(the Committee)

issued a fifteen-count statement of alleged violations against
Representative Charles H. Wilson of California.
On January 2, 1980, Representative Wilson, the Respondent, filed
through Counsel, inter. alia, . Motion to Dismiss the Statement of
Alleged Violations.
It is the recommendation of Committee Counsel, for the reasons
set forth below, that the Committee deny Respondent's Motion to Dismiss
the Statement of Alleged Violations (Motion to Dismiss).

DISCUSSION

1.

Statute of Limitations, Laches, and
Fundamental Fairness

Respondent argues in Paragraph 1 of his Motion to Dismiss that
the Committee lacks jurisdiction over Counts One through Five (1-5)
and Counts Seven through Fourteen (7-14) because the allegations are
barred by the statute of limitations, and in paragraph 2 that all charges
are barred by doctrines of laches and fundamental fairness.
Committee counsel respectfully submits that paragraphs 1 and 2
of Respondent's Motion to Dismiss should be summarily denied as the
Committee previously entertained and denied identical arguments by
Counsel for Respondent immediately prior to voting the Statement of
Alleged Violations.!

/

I/ Statement of Representative Charles H. Wilson in Response to
Preliminary Inquiry Allegation, presented to Committee on
December 12, 1979.
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Clearly, if the Committee had accepted the arguments of
Respondent, the Statement of Alleged Violations would not have been
issued.
Therefore, having been previously entertained and denied,
paragraphs 1 and 2 should be summarily rejected at this time.
If, however, the Committee does choose to review Respondent's
arguments, Committee 'Counsel submits that they are totally lacking in
merit.

A.

The Statute of Limitations is not
Applicable to Congressional
Disciplinary Proceedings

Respondent premises the argument of paragraph 1 upon the statute
of limitations generally applied in a court of law.

This seems to result

from the inability of Respondent to comprehend that proceedings before
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct are disciplinary proceedings
within a legislative body and not civil or criminal proceedings in a
court of law.
In support of this argument, Respondent states that, at Page 40 of
of the Manual of Offenses and Procedures adopted during the Korean influence
probe, "The Committee itself has characterized its proceedings as "quasicriminal."

Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Motion to

Dismiss Statement of Alleged Violations, in the Matter of Charles H. Wilson,
at 2 (hereinafter cited as Memorandum).
However, review of that page in the Manual of Offenses reveals quite
the contrary.

In fact, the Committee stated the following:

"Third, on the

other hand, although the Constitution describes as punishment the action
taken by the House in disciplining (sic) its Members for misbehavior
(see Article I, Section 5, clause 2), the proceedings are not criminal in
nature."

(emphasis added) - House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

Manual of Offenses And Procedures, Korean Influence Investigation, 95th
Congress, ist Session, at 40 (Committee Print 1977). Thus, the Committee was
noting the clear distinction between disciplinary proceedings within the
Congress and proceedings in a court of law.

The terminology "quasi-criminal"

quoted by Respondent appears nowhere on page 40 of the Manual of Offenses and
Procedures.
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Indeed, even if one adopts Respondent's view that Committee
proceedings are somewhat akin to bar disciplinary proceedings,, Respondent's
argument must fail.

In such proceedings, it has been held that the "fact
There

that the transaction occurred more than ten years ago is no defense.
is no statute of limitations on an ethics violation."

In Re Sarbone,

304 A.2d 734, at 735 (N.J. 1973).
Respondent cannot cite or refer the Committee to s statute or rule
limiting the time period during which violations of House Rules may be
prosecuted simply because none exists.

Surely, if the intent of the

House had been to limit its disciplinary powers in such a manner, it

would

have included a rule to that effect along with the other restrictions upon
the Committee's authority in

B.

The Committee is

21

the Rules of the House.

The Committee has Adopted a
Balancing-test Approach Which
Insures Fundamental Fairness
not ignorant of the fact that the age of certain

claims may at times impose hardships upon a Respondent.
However,

instead of establishing an arbitrary cutoff date beyond

which violations of House Rules are no longer actionable,

the Committee has

chosen the wiser course of weighing the time element with other pertinent
factors --

such as severity of the offense,

intervening elections -charges.

in

knowledge of the voters, and

making a determination whether or not to prefer

Through this balancing-test approach the Committee is able to

weigh all factors and circumstances involved in a particular case, and
reach a decision whether or not to prefer charges.

In so doing, the

Committee is not only able to protect the Respondent's right to fundamental
fairness, but also to protect and preserve the rights of the House.
Yet, Respondent would have the Committee adopt a specific cutoff
date of five or six years.

This situation would be wholly untenable to

the concept of a disciplinary body charged with preserving and protecting
the integrity of the House of Representatives.

2/

See Rule iX 4(e)(2), Rules of the House of Representatives 96th Congress,
fat Session.
,9t
oges

Adoption of the statute of limitations as proposed by Respondent
would leave the House no choice but to allow a Member, even one admittedly
guilty of accepting - bribe, to remain in the House completely unchastised
and free from any criminal prosecution.

Clearly, it would be unthinkable

to allow such an individual to remain in the House completely unpunished,
as would be the case if Respondent's argument is adopted.
On this basis, the Committee has already rejected Respondent's
argument that the statute of limitations is

applicable to violations of

House Rules.

C.

"Laches",
fairness,

The Judicial Concept of Laches Is Hot
Applicable to Committee Proceedings

. purely equitable doctrine for tho proation'of fundamental

can be defined generally as a rule by which equitable relief is

denied to one who has been guilty of unconscionable delay as shown by
surrounding facts and circumstances.
It is not applicable to Committee proceedings since the Committee
has established a balancing-test procedure to insure fundamental fairness
in its own proceedings.

Both concepts, laches and the balancing-test

approach are similar in purpose and method; however, by establishing its
own procedure for insuring fundamental fairness, the Committee is able to
tailor it to the Committee's unique jurisdiction.
Respondent cites the Sikes case to support his claim that the Committee
has adopted the judicial doctrine of laches as being applicable to its
proceedings.

Respondent fails to comprehend that in the Sikes case the

Committee was actually applying its

own balancing-test approach to fundamental

fairness and not blindly accepting the judicial doctrine of laches.
In the Sikes case the Committee found that a violation had occurred
some 15 years prior, but chose not to consider it
punishment because it

in

the recommendation for

"occurred approximately 15 years before and at least

to some extent appears to have been known to Representative Sikes' constituency which has continually reelected him to Congress."

In

the Matter

of Representative Robert L. F. Sikes, H.R. Rep. No. 1364, 94th Cong., 2d
Sess. at 4-5 (1976) (emphasis added).
Thus, the Sikes case stands as a perfect example of an application of
the balancing-test approach to fundamental fairness.
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Again, more recently, in the Flood matter, this Committee
judiciously applied the balancing-test concept in voting a Statement
of Alleged Violations containing charges, some of whfch were almost nine
years old./3
Congressional precedent for this balancing-test approach appears
in the 1926 Senate case of Arthur R. Gould.

The Senate concluded that

charges of bribery merited investigation even though the alleged acts were
committed more than 14 years prior.

Senate Election, Expulsion and

Censure Case, From 1793 to 1972, Sen. Doc. No. 92-7, 92nd Cong., 1st Sess.,
at 125 (1972).
Furthermore, Respondent seems to have forgotten that in this very
matter the Committee applied just such . balancing-test approach, and
decided not to prefer several other possible charges against Respondent.

D.

The Present Action Would Not Be
Barred By Application of Laches

Even if one chooses to apply the judicial concept of laches to the
present proceedings the charges would not be barred.
As Respondent has pointed out, two factors are required to establish
the defense of laches, an unreasonable delay on the part of the claimant,
and that the delay has prejudiced the defendant.
Nitze, 128 U.S. App. D.C.,

301, 383 F.2d.,

E. G., Van Voury v.

557, 565 (1967).

Yet, Respondent is unable to establish even the first of these factors unreasonable delay.
The root meaning of the word "laches" is

laxness,

and it is frequently

referred to as negligence, neglect, lack of diligence, unreasonable or unexcusable delay, as opposed to mere delay itself.

E. G., Mclntire v. Pryor,

173 U.S. 38 (1899): Weissinger v. Weissinger, 302 S.W. 2d 97, at 101 (Ky 1957);
Troll v. City of St. Louis, 167, at 173 (Mo. 1914).

3/
In the Matter of Daniel J. Flood, Statement of Alleged Violations, June 7,1979.
Count 17 - 8 years 9 months, Count 18 - 8 years, Count 16 - 8 years - 3 months.
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That something more than mere delay is needed as a basis for
invoking laces is nowhere more graphically illustrated than the case
of State v. Haggerty, 6 N.W. 2d 203 (Wisc. 1942), which involved attorney
disciplinary proceedings.

In that case an attorney was reprimanded, placed

on probation, and assessed costs for actions which occurred some 25 years
prior and which were "quite extensively known"

in

this community for some

23 years.
The time-frame in which this Committee preferred charges can in no
way be considered unreasonable,

excessive, or negligent.

The Committee is not a 'watchdog" with a massive staff and unlimited
resources,

capable of continually monitoring the conduct of each Member,

officer, or employee of the House.
known to this Committee in

1978,

As the current matters were only made

and even then only partially,

it

is

quite

simply unreasonable to claim the Committee acted with less than dispatch
in preferring charges.
Yet, in an effort to do so, Respondent once again resorts to invalid
comparisons with statutes of limitations and courts of law with concurrent
legal and equitable jurisdiction.
It has already been established that statutes of limitations do not
apply to Committee proceedings,
not legal and equitable actions,

and,

since these matters involve House Rules,

Respondent's argument is

totally devoid

of merit.

E.

Paragraphs 1 and 2 of Respondent's
Motion to Dismiss Should Be Denied

On December 12, 1979, immediately prior to voting the Statement of
Alleged Violations,

this Committee entertained both written and oral argument

by Counsel for Respondent on the same issues addressed in paragraphs 1 and 2
of his Motion to Dismiss.
The Committee rejected Respondent's arguments at that time and voted
the Statement of Alleged Violations.
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Having established that the statute of limitations and the judicial
concept of laches are inapplicable to Congressional disciplinary proceedings,
and that the balancing-test approach applied by this Committee insures
fundamental fairness while protecting the integrity of the House, Counsel
for the Committee submits that the Committee's decision to reject Respondent's
arguments was entirely proper.
-ommittee Counsel therefore recommends that the Committee again reject
these arguments and deny paragraphs 1 and 2 of Respondent's Motion to Dismiss.

Rule X, Clause 4(e)(2(c)

None of the Counts Violate
House Rule X,4(e)(2(c)
Respondent asserts in paragraph 3 of this Motion to Dismiss that the
Committee lacks jurisdiction over Counts One through Five (1-5) and seven
through 14 (7-14) because they violate Rule X, clause 4(e)(2)(c) of the
Rules of the House of Representatives and Clause 2 of the Code of Official
Conduct.
Committee Counsel submits that this argument is totally without merit,
and should be denied.
House Rule X, Clause 4(e)(2)(c) provides in pertinent part:
"No investigation shall be undertaken by the
Committee of any alleged violation of a law,
rule, regulation, or standard of conduct not in effect
at the time of the alleged violation."
Respondent correctly concludes that this provision is similar to the
constitutional prohibition against ex post factorlaws, U.S. Const., art.
I,

8 9, cl. 3.
An ex post facto law is simply "one which in its operation makes

that criminal or penal which was not so at the time the action was performed."
U.S. v. Hall, 10 U.S. 171, (1809).
By Respondent's own admission the standards cited in the Statement of
Alleged Violations were in effect at the time of the dates alleged.

Thus,

the charges contained in the Statement of Alleged Violations are not retroactive in effect, and, as such, do not violate House Rule X, clause 4(e)(2)(c)
or clause 2 of the Code of Official Conduct.

Therefore, paragraph 3 of

Respondent's Motion to Dismiss is totally without merit and should be summarily
denied.

However, Respondent's memorandum in support of this motion argues
that the standards upon which these counts in the Statement of Alleged
Violation are premised indirectly violate Rule X, clause 4(e)(2)(c),

since

"most have never been applied or interpreted, and some were of questionable
validity."

Memorandum at 6.

Challenging the validity of the Code of Ethics for Government Service
Respondent cites the Sikes case as precedent for the proposition that "until
1976, it

(Code of Ethics for Government Service) was generally believed to

have lapsed with the expiration of the 85th Congress."

Memorandum at 6.

The Sikes case, contrary to Respondent's assertion, actually reaffirmed
the continuing validity of the Code of Ethics for Government Service since
its original enactment in
3.

1958.

This Committee specifically found:

Members of the House have always been expected
to observe traditional ethical standards which
prohibit conflicts of interests and use of an
official position for personal benefit.

The

standards of ethical conduct applicable to Members
of the House are best expressed in principle in the
Code of Ethics for Government Service, embodied
in House Concurrent Resolution 175, approved July 11,1958
(72 Stat., pt. 2B12).
4.

Although the Code of Ethics for Government Service was
adopted as a concurrent resolution, and, as such,
may have expired with the adjournment of the 85th
Congress, the standards of ethical conduct expressed
therein represent continuing traditional standards of
ethical conduct to be observed by Members of the House

at all times, which were supplemented in 1968 by a
specific Code of Official Conduct.

Sikes, H.R. Rep. No.

1364, 94th Cong., 2d. Sess. at 3. (1976). (emphasis added),
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Any doubt that the continuing validity of the principles
embodied in the Code of Ethics for Government Service is further
dispelled by reference to the Report of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, H. Rep. No. 1176, 90th Cong., 2d. Seas.,

(1968),

which recommended establishment of this Committee as a permanent standing
committee and adoption of the Code of Official Conduct.

This Committee

specifically embraced the principles of the Code of Ethics for Government
Service as having continuing validity:

In addition, Members of Congress, officers, and
employees of the House are subject to various
statute provisions, and rules relating to ethical
conduct listed below, and to the Code of Ethics
for Government Service (72 Stat., pt. 2, 812,
July 11, 1958). Report of Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, supra., at 36 (1968).

This Committee, anticipating just such an argument as that propounded
by Respondent, has specifically stated that use of the Code of Ethics for
Government Service as a basis for Committee action, "will avoid possible
accusations that the Committee has violated the directive of House Rule X 4,
(e)(2)(c) to apply the laws, rules, regulations and standards of conduct
in effect at the time the conduct under consideration by the Committee
occurred."

Manual of Offenses and Procedures, supra., at 33.

Thus, the continuing validity of the Code of Ethics for Government
Service since the time of its enactment in 1958 has been well established.
Respondent's assertion that the standards of the Code of Official
Conduct lacked interpretation seems to completely ignore the Committee Report

recommending adoption of these standards in 19654/
is individually discussed and the Floor debate

5

in which each standard

prior to adoption of the

Code of Official Conduct during which the standards were debated and explained.
If, as Respondent

seems to argue, prior application is also a pre-

requisite for basing an action upon a particular standard or statute, then
there simply would never be any prosecutions under newly enacted standards or
statutes.

Thus, prior application simply cannot be considered

prerequisite for action by the Committee.

a

necessary
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Therefore, since all the standards cited in the Statement of
Alleged Violations were in effect and valid during all times alleged
in the various counts, paragraph 3 of Respondent's Motion to Dismiss
should be denied.

Statement of Facts Constituting Violations

Each Count States Facts Which Apprise Respondent
of the Specific Offense Charged

Respondent argues in paragraph 4 of his Motion to Dismiss that each
and every count fails to state facts constituting violations.
Counsel for the Committee submits that each count is clear, concise,
and contains sufficient factual information to apprise Respondent of the
specific offense charged.
Federal case law, while not directly applicable to these proceedings,
provides some guidance.
The federal courts have held that the rules of federal criminal pleading
sanction a plain,

concise statement,

in broad outline, of the offense charged,

without particularlity as to details.

Todorow v. United States, 173 F.2d 439

(9th Cir. 1949) cert. denied, 337 U.S. 92' (1949).

The purpose of an

indictment is "to set forth without unnecessary embroidery the essential
facts constituting the offense and thus accurately acquaint the defendant
with the specific crime with which he is
236 F.2d 312 (2d

charged."

United States v.

Lamont,

Circ. 1956).

4/

Report of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
90th Cong. 2d. Sess., (1968)

5/

114 Cong. Rec. Pt. 7, p.p. 8776-8812

H. Rep. No. 1176,
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Furthermore, it is sufficient that an indictment set forth the
offense charged in the words of a statute itself so long as those words
themselves fully, directly, and expressly, without any uncertainty or
ambiguity, set forth the necessary elements to constitute the offense
upon which the indictment is premised.

Hamling v. United States, 418

U.S. 87 (1974).
The counts as drawn in the Statement of Alleged Violations not only
set forth the elements of the violations charged, but state facts, as
to dates, amounts, and persons involved, which would apprise any reasonably
intelligent'person as to the specific offense charged.

Therefore, Committee

Counsel recommends that paragraph 4 of Respondent's Motion to Dismiss be
denied.
Duplicity

The Dangers of Duplicity are not
Possible in Proceedings before the Committe

Respondent argues in paragraph 5 of his Motion to Dismiss that Counts
One through Four (1-4) should be dismissed as being duplicitous and therefore
failing to state facts which constitute a violation of the Code of Official
Conduct or other standards.
Committee Counsel submits that none of the dangers of duplicity are
present in these counts;

therefore, Respondent's argument should be

rejected.

The courts have described duplicity as the "joining in a single count
of two or more distinct and separate offenses,"

Gerberding v. United States,

471 F.2d 55, at 59 (Sth Cir. 1973) and explained that, "Its vice is that
a general verdict of guilty will not reveal whether the jury found the
defendant guilty of one crime and not guilty of the other, or guilty at all."
Id, at 59.
The procedures used by this Committee in rendering a decision upon a
Statement of Alleged Violations completely insure that these dangers are not
possible.
The Committee does not render a general verdict of guilty or not guilty,
but renders a verdict with a special finding of fact.

6 /

Therefore, there is

6/ See, e.g., In the Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson of California,
H.R. Rep. No. 95-1741, 2d Sess., 95th Cong. (1978);
In the Matter of
Representative John J. McFall, H.R. Rep. No. 95-1742, 95th Cong. (1978)

absolutely no danger of the Committee reaching a guilty determination
without relating it to the specific facts involved.
The Committee, unlike a jury in a court of law, can strike any
part of a particular count which has not been proven by the evidence.
The Committee has demonstrated its ability to do so in past cases,
one of which involved Representative Wilson himself.

See In the Matter

of Representative Charles H. Wilson of California, E.R., Rep. No. 95-1741,
95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978): In the Matter of Representative Edward R.
Roybal, H.R. Rep. No. 95-1743, 95th Cong., 2d Seas. (1978).
The Committee purposely combined the violation of three separate
standards into each of these counts,

(1-4),

as violations contained in

each count resulted from the same respective transaction.
This combination reflects a conscious effort on the part of the
Committee,

fully cognizant of the potentially devastating impact of any

Statement of Alleged Violations, to spare Respondent the added embarrassment
of an extremely large number of counts.
At the very worst, the combination of standards in Counts 1-4 is a
harmless error which can be easily corrected by separating each standard
into a separate count and renumbering the counts.

This would in

no way

affect the substance of the present Statement of Alleged Violations.
However, in light of the fact that none of the dangers of duplicity
exist in proceedings before this Committee, Counsel to the Committee recommends
that paragraph 5 of Respondent's motion be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

Steven R. Wisebram
Committee Counsel
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APPENDIX C-MOTION FOR A BILL OF PARTICULARS, WITH SUPPORT-

ING MEMORANDUM;

AND RESPONSE OF COMMITTEE

COUNSEL

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTjTIVES
Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MOTION FOR A BILL OF PARTICULARS
Charles H. Wilson, through counsel, and pursuant to Rule
12(a)(4) of this Committee's Rules of Procedure, respectfully
moves this Committee to furnish him with a bill of particulars as
to the Statement of Alleged Violations served upon him on December
13, 1979.
1.

As to Count One of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity:
a.

the "circumstances which might be construed by

reasonable persons as influencing the performance of

[Mr.

Wilson's] governmental duties;"
b.

the definition of "gift" utilized by the Committee;

-.

the nature of the $5,000.00 payment, to wit, cash,

check, services, etc.;
d.

the "legislation before the Congress" in which Lee

Rogers allegedly had "a direct interest;"
e.

the nature of Mr. Rogers'

"direct interest" in

said legislation; and
f.

the definition of "direct interest in legislation

before the Congress" utilized by the Committee.
2.

As to Count Two of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity:
a.

"the circumstances which might be construed by
reasonable persons as influencing the performance of [Mr.

55
Wilson's] governmental duties;
b.

the definition bf "gift" utilized by the Committee;

c.

the nature of the $5,000.00 payment, to wit, cash,

check, services, etc.;
d.

the "legislation before the Congress" in which Lee

Rogers allegedly had "a direct interest."
e.

the nature of Mr. Rogers' "direct interest" in

said legislation; and
f.

the definition of "direct interest in legislation

before the Congress" utilized by the Committee.
3.

As to Count Three of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the "circumstances which might be construed by

reasonable persons as influencing the performance of [Mr.
Wilson's] governmental duties;"
b.

the definition of "gift" utilized by the Committee;

c.

the nature of the $500.00 payment, to wit, cash,

check, services, etc.;
d.

the "legislation before the Congress" in which Lee

Rogers allegedly had "a direct interest."
e.

the nature of Mr. Rogers' "direct interest" in

said legislation; and
f.

the definition of "direct interest in legislation

before the Congress" utilized by the Committee.
4.

As to Count Four of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity:
a.

the "circumstances which might be construed by

reasonable persons as influencing the performance of [Mr.
Wilson's] governmental duties;"
b.

the definition of'"gift" utilized by the Committee;
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c.

the nature of the $5,000.00 payment, to wit, cash,

check, services, etc.;
d.

the "legislation before the Congress" in which Lee

Rogers allegedly had "a direct interest."
e.

the nature of Mr. Rogers' "direct interest" in

said legislation; and
f.

the definition of "direct interest in legislation

before the Congress" utilized by the Committee.
5.

As to Count Five of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity in what manner the compensation paid to Lee Rogers was not
commensurate with the duties performed by him.
6.

As to Count Six of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity in what manner the compensation paid to Lee Rogers was not
commensurate with the duties performed by him.
7.

As to Count Seven of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$10,283.35 was drawn.
8.

As to Count Eight of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$5,129.85 was drawn.
9.

As to Count Nine of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with parti-
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cularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$3,047.91 was drawn.
10.

As to Count Ten of the Statement of Alleged Violations,

the Respondent requests that the Committee state with particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$3,500.00 was drawn.
11.

As to Count Eleven of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$3,000.00 was drawn.
12.

As to Count Twelve of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$1,500.00 was drawn.
13.

As to Count Thirteen of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the
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$1,500.00 was drawn.
14.

As to Count Fourteen of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

the definition of "campaign fund" which it uti-

lized;
b.

the specific campaign fund or funds from which the

$1,000.00 was drawn.
15.

As to Count Fifteen of the Statement of Alleged Viola-

tions, the Respondent requests that the Committee state with
particularity:
a.

that portion or portions of the quoted statement

which the Committee alleges to be false;
b.

the time and place that the statement was given;

c.

the resolutions or other authority permitting the

taking of the statement;
d.

the subject matter then and there under inquiry;

e.

the scope and purpose of the inquiry;

f.

how the statement is material to the subject under

inquiry;
g.

the manner in which the statement is alleged to be

false.
An Oral Hearing is requested on this Motion.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES

900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
452-1300

by

I'7-1

7/

20006

26

Walter J. Bonner
and

.
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by

/(-Thomas A. Guidoboni

Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion for a
Bill of Particulars was served, by hand, on Steven R. Wisebram,
Counsel, House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, this
2nd day of January, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESE1TAT IVES.

Committee on Standards of £2.
Official Conduct

Fl

In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR BILL OF PARTICULARS

Rule 12(a) (4) of the Rules of Procedure of the Committee

1.

on Standards of Official Conduct (hereinafter Comm. R. P.) permits
the filing of a Motion for a Bill of Particulars directed to the
Statement of Alleged Violations.
In federal civil cases, bills of particulars were

2.

abolished in 1946, in view of the liberal forms of discovery

l/

available to a party for trial preparation,

Advisory Committee

on Rules of Civil Procedure, Report of Proposed Amendments, 5
F.R.D. 433, 444-45 (1946).

However, the Federal Rules continue

to permit a court to order a "more definite statement" where a
pleading which calls for a response "is so vague or ambiguous
that a party cannot reasonably be required to frame a responsive
pleading."

Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(e).

This Committee has previously

recognized that its proceedings are hybrid, or "quasi-criminal"
in nature.

See House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,

95th Cong. 1st Sess., Manual of Offenses and Procedures at 39-40
(Comm. Print. 1977).

Thus, a fortiori, a bill of particulars in

the instant case should fulfill at least the functions of civil
procedure's "more definite statement;" that is, to permit the
reasonable framing of a responsive pleading.

This conclusion is

also supported by the parallel between the Committee's Rules and

l/
See Fed. R. Civ. P. 26-37.
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the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, both of which permit the
defendant to defer his substantive answer until the tribunal
rules on his motion for more detail.

Compare Comm. R. P. 12(b)

with Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(a).
3.

Due to the more restrictive discovery available in

criminal cases, bills of particulars not only survive, see Fed.
R. Crim. P. 7(f), but fulfill much broader purposes.

Thus, it

has been held that a bill of particulars in a criminal case
functions to enable a defendant "to prepare his defense, to avoid
surprise," United States v. Baker, 262 F. Supp. 657, 673
1966),

(D.D.C.

and "to save a defendant wholly needless labor in pre-

paring his defense."

United States v. Dolan, 113 F. Supp. 757,

759 (D. Conn. 1953).

Since the Committee's proceedings are

considered "quasi-criminal," see If 2, supra, and the discovery
permitted is even more restrictive than in federal criminal
cases, compare Comm. R. P. 18 with Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(a),

a

bill

of particulars in this case is essential.
4.

There can be little dispute that the particulars sought

are required by the vague and subjective nature of the standards
of conduct alleged to have been violated.

During consideration

on the creation of this Committee, Chairman Bennett himself
recognized that:
. . . when you have a code of ethics,

unless it is criminal law, you have
admittedly said it is going to be in
a gray area and subject to all kinds
of interpretations. Hearings on H.
Res. 18 and Similar Measures before
House Comm. on the Rules, Creating
a Select Committee on Standards and
Conduct, 90th Cong. 1st Sess. at 21
(Comm. Print 1967).
And the Committee has, on several occasions, echoed his views,
stating:
The Committee is cognizant of
the fact that these traditional
standards of conduct as expressed in
the Code of Ethics for Government
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Service, and as revealed in House
precedents, are not delineated with
any great exactitude and may therefore prove difficult in enforcement.
The Committee is likewise aware that
because of the generality of these
standards their violation is easily
alleged, and that this may be subject
to some abuse. However, the Committee
believes it was for the very purpose
of evaluating particular situations
against existing standards, and of
weeding out baseless charges from
legitimate ones, that this Committee
was created. House Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, Ethics
Manual for Members and Employees of
the U.S. House of Representatives,
H.R. Doc. No. 96-134, 96th Cong.
ist Sess. at 8-9 (1979) (emphasis
added).
Accord, In the Matter of Representative Robert L.F. Sikes, H.R.
Rep. No. 1364, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. at 8 (1976).

It has been

asserted, however, that these problems of vagueness -and subjectivity are cured by reference to the "particular circumstances"
surrounding the alleged violation.
of Official Conduct,

House Committee on Standards

95th Cong., 1st Sess., Manual of Offenses

and Procedures--Korean Influence Investigation at 29, 40 (1977)
(discussing Clause 6 of the Code of Conduct).

On this basis, it

is submitted that the Committee itself has made a compelling case
for the necessity of a bill of particulars in its proceedings.
5.

Finally, there is an even more persuasive reason for

granting the Motion.

A number of the requested particulars are

directed toward the precise standards which the Committee will
utilize in judging Respondent.

These items are requested because

the age of nearly all the allegations creates an inordinate
danger that Mr. Wilson's conduct will be tested against standards
which prevail today, rather than those which applied at the time
of the alleged conduct.

H.R. Rule X, Cl. 4(e) (2) (C) clearly

prohibits the Committee from proceeding where the rules or standards themselves were not in effect at the time of the conduct.
Since Clause 2 of the Code of Official Conduct requires adherence
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"to [both] the spirit and the letter of Rules" the prohibition of
House Rule X, would appear to bar as well the ex post facto
application of current interpretations of the ethical codes.

The

Respondent therefore requires an explication of the definitions
and standards which the Committee intends to utilize in order to
assert any defenses available to him under House Rule X and
Clause 2 of the Code of Official Conduct.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202)452-1300

by

fi

'~&

Walter J. Bonner
and

by-

,
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Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum of
Points and Authorities in Support of Motion for Bill of Particulars was served, by hand, on Steven R. Wisebram, Counsel, House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, this 2nd day of
January, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

In the Matter of
CHARLES H. WILSON

RESPONSE OF COMMITTEE COUNSEL TO
REPRESENTATIVE WILSON'S MOTION
FOR A BILL OF PARTICULArS

Pursuant to Rule 12(a)(4) of the Rules of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, counsel for
Representative Wilson has filed a Motion for a Bill of Particulars.
Committee Counsel recommends that the attached proposed response
be adopted and approved as the proper response to the motion.
I.

Bill of Particulars

Rule 12(a) of the Rules of the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct states the following:
If a Statement of Alleged Violation is transmitted
under rule 11(b) of the Committee rules, the respondent
receiving the Statement shall have not less than 21 days
in which to respond to it. The response shall be by way
of answer or motion, shall be in writing and signed by the
respondent or his counsel, and shall be limited to the
following:
...(4)

A motion for a bill of particulars.

A bill of particulars is essentially a procedural device used
to inform a defendant of the nature of the charge against him, to enable
him to prepare a defense, to avoid or minimize danger of surprise at
trial, and to enable him to plead double jeopardy in the event of
subsequent prosecution for the same offense.

U.S. v. Dulin, 410 F.2d 363

(4th Cir. 1969); U.S. v. Haskins, 345 F.2d III (6th Cir. 1965); Wyatt v. U.S.,
388 F.2d 395 (10th Cir. 1968).
A bill of particulars is to be distinguished from methods of
"discovery."

In the context of criminal prosecutions, courts have

regularly held that government attorneys will not be forced to reveal
their entire case in response to a motion of this Sort.

For example,
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in Pines v. U.S., 123 F.2d 825 (8th Cir. 1941),

a securities fraud case,

the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's denial of
a motion for bill of particulars seeking, among other things, details of
the government's evidence.

The court explained:

The demand for bill of particulars also requested
that defendant be informed whether the government
expected to prove that the defendant actually transported
or caused to be transported, the described securities, and
if he caused them to be transported, the way, means and precise
agency or person used in causing the transportation to be made.
The indictment sufficiently advised the defendant of the
charge against him and the particulars called for did not go
to the description of the offense but called on the government
to advise the defendant as to its proof. The denial of this
request was clearly proper and certainly not an abuse of
discretion.
123 F.2d at 827-8
See also:

Todorow v. U.S., 173 F.2d 439 (9th Cir. 1949); Johnson v. U.S.,

207 F.2d 314 (5th Cir. 1953); Fischer v. U.S., 212 F.2d 441 (10th Cir. 1954).
Another general principle which has developed in the evolution of
the bill of particulars is that conclusions of law or legal theories are
not a proper subject for such a motion.

For example, in the mail fraud

case of U.S. v. Dilliard, 101 F.2d 829 (2d Cir. 1938), cert. denied,
306 U.S. 635 (1939), it was held that the trial judge properly refused to
order a bill of particulars which would have required the prosecution to
reveal what conclusions it planned to draw from the defendant's financial
records.

See also:

U.S. v. Ansani, 240 F.2d 216 (7th Cir.),

cert. denied,

353 U.S. 936 (1957).
Finally, that a trial court has broad discretion in dealing with
a motion for a bill of particulars is undisputed.

The Supreme Court

recognized in Will v. U.S., 389 U.S. 90 (1967) that "courts have always
had very broad discretion in ruling upon requests for such bills."
389 U.S. at 99.

In U.S. v. Cohen, 145 F.2d 82 (2d Cir. 1944), the Second

Circuit Court of Appeals explained that denial of a bill of particulars
in a criminal case is "seldom if ever a reversible error."

145 F.2d at 92.

Though the "seldom if ever" language of Cohen perhaps exaggerates the
invulnerability of a trial court's exercise of discretion in this area,
other jurisdictions agree that only for abuses of 'discretion can denial
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of a motion for a bill of particulars be challenged.
Baggett, 455 F.2d 476 (5th Cir. 1972); U.S.

v.

See,

e.g.:

U.S. v.

Dulin, 410 F.2d 363 (4th

Cir. 1969); U.S. v. Schembari, 84 F.2d 931 (4th Cir. 1973).

There being'no

statutory limitation on the Committee's power over bills of particular,
it can be assumed that the Committee has this same broad 'discretion as
the courts to grant or deny such a motion.
II.

Rep. Wilson's Motion

Representative Wilson's motion for a bill of particulars is
composed of 15 paragraphs, corresponding to the respective counts of the
Statement of Alleged Violations.

Each paragraph is divided into specific

inquiries which fall into three general categories:
1.

Questions seeking detailed substantiation of factual
allegations (e.g., #1(c) requests the nature of
payment, to wit, cash, check, services, etc.);

2.

Requests for definitions of terms (e.g., #1(f) seeks
the definition of "direct interest in legislation
before Congress");

3.

Requests for disclosures of legal theories or
conclusions upon which a count is based (e.g., #5 asks the
Committee to state how the compensation paid to Lee Rogers
was not commensurate with the duties performed by him).

Precedent supports the conclusion that the topics included in the
1st and 2nd categories are proper subjects of a bill of particulars.
However, as to questions in the 3rd category, specifically 5, 6,
and 15(f) and (g), it is apparent these questions seeking legal theories
and conclusions in the Committee's case are outside the permissible
scope of such a motion.

As explained in the Dilliard and Ansani cases

cited above, the object of a bill of particulars is the disclosure of
facts necessary to permit preparation of . defense, not the legal

reasoning upon which the prosecution intends to base its case.

Questions

asking how certain conduct violated the particular standard are
unquestionably aimed at other than factual information.

Accordingly,

those questions need not be answered by the Comsmittee.
III.

Conclusion

Committee Counsel recommends that the attached response be
adopted by the Committee as the proper response to Rep.

Wilson's motion.

Respectfully submitted,

Steven R. Wisebram

Committee Counsel
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

In the Matter of

*
*

CHARLES H. WILSON

*

BILL OF PARTICULARS
The following is provided in response to the Motion for a Bill of
Particulars filed on behalf of Representative Wilson on January 2, 1980.

Count One
a. (1) Receipt of $5,000 from a person, Lee Rogers,
with a direct interest in legislation before
the Congress.
a. (2) The fact that Lee Rogers was employed by Representative
Wilson 2 months after the payment described above
in a(l).
b.

Any payment, subscription, advance, forbearance, rendering, or deposit of money, services, or anything of value,
including full or partial forgiveness of indebtedness,
unless consideration of equal or greater value is
received.

c.

Check

d.

All legislative and oversight authority of the United
States Congress over the United States Postal Service
including:
1. Hearings on Treasury, Post Office, And General
Government Appropriation For 1972 Before A
Subcommittee of the Committee On Appropriations,
92nd Cong., ist Sess., Pt. 2, Postal Service
(1971).
2. Hearings on the Supplemental Appropriation Bill,
1972 Before Subcommittees of the Committee on
Appropriations, 92nd Cong., 1st Sess., U.S.
Postal Service (1971).

e.

Lee Rogers was, during the time alleged, owner of a large
direct mail business and in this capacity an extensive
user of 1st and 3rd class mail.
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f.

The definition of "direct interest in legislation before
the Congress "utilized by the Committee is a subjective
test of whether the donor would be personally or officially
affected in some specific and definable way by:
(1) the passage or defeat of legislation, or (2) Congressional intervention in a non-legislative matter before a government department or agency.
This would include preliminary discussions with Members of
Congress or staff about the need for legislation and the
conduct of legislative oversight hearings.

Count Two
a.

Receipt of $5,000 from a person, Lee Rogers, who had direct
interest in legislation before the Congress and was also
an employee of Representative Wilson.

b.

same as Count lb.

U.

check

d. All legislative and oversight authority of the United States
Congress over the United States Postal Service including:
1. Hearings on the Status and Performance of the U.S.
Postal Service Before The Subcommittee On Postal
Service of the Committee on Post Office And Civil
Service, 92nd Cong., 2d Sess., Serial No. 92-50
(1972).
2. Hearings on Working Conditions In the Postal Service
and The Postal Construction Program Before the
Subcommittee on Postal Facilities And Mail of the
Committee on Post Office And Civil Service, 92nd
Cong.,lst & 2nd Sess.Serial No. 92-23 (1972).
3.

Hearings on Treasury, Postal Service, And General
Government Appropriations For Fiscal Year 1973
Before A Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,
92nd Cong., 2nd Sess., Pt. 2, Postal Service (1972).

=. Same as Count le.
f.

Same as Count if.

Count Three
d.

Receipt of $500 from . person, Lee Rogers, who had direct interest
in legislation before the Congress and was also an employee of
Representative Wilson.

b.

Same as Count lb.

u.

Check.

d.

Same as Count 2d.

a. Same as Count le.
f. Same as Count if.

Count Four
a.

Receipt of $5,000 from a person, Lee Rogers, who had
a direct interest in legislation before the Congress
and was an employee of Representative Wilson.

b.

Same as Count lb.

-

Check

d.

All legislative and oversight authority of the United
States Congress over the United States Postal Services
including:
1. House Bills No. 397, 150, 547, 855, 1152,
1248, 1994, 2990, 3682, 3877, 3907, 3908,
3936, 3939, 3949, 3962, 5453, 5513, 7554.

Count Seven
a.

Any monies, or repository thereof, solicited, accepted, or
received for the purpose of influencing the nomination
for election, or election, of any person to Federal office.

b.

"Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund"
National Bank.

Security Pacific

Count Eight
a.

Same as Count 7a.

b.

Same as Count 7b.

Count Nine
a.

Same as Count 7a.

b.

Same as Count 7b.

Count Ten
a.

Same as Count 7a.

b.

Same as Count 7b.

Count Eleven
a. Same as Count 7a.
b.

Same as Count 7b.

Count Twelve
a.

Same as Count 7a.

b. "Wilson Key Committee" - Imperial Bank.
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Count Thirteen

a. Same as Count 7a.
b.

"Wilson Key Committee"

Imperial Bank

Count Fourteen
a.

Same as Count 7a.

b.

"Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee"

Bank of America

Count Fifteen
a. That portion in which Representative Wilson states that
any transfers of funds from his campaign account to
himself were reimbursements for campaign expenses which
he had incurred.
b. April 17, 1978 at 11:00 o'clock a.m. in Room 2118, Rayburn
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
c. H.Res. 252, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. (Feb. 9, 1977) Attached as
Appendix (A)
d. See Appendix "B"
e. See Appendix "B"
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APPENDIX A
Il

IteR. 252. 95th CoDE., lit

AssL]

RESOLUT'iOiq Avoprn FzaauAzy 9, 1977
Whereas article I, section 9, clause 8 of the United States Constitution probibits any person holding Federal office, including Members of Congress, from
accepting any present, emolument, office, or title from any foreign government
without the consent of Congress; and
Whereas Congress bis forbidden the receipt of political contributions from a
foreign national, including a foreign government (2 U.S.C. 441e) ; and
Whereas the Federal Criminal Code prohibits the receipt of anything of value
by any Member of Congress to influence his performance of his official duties or
to reward or compensate him, other than as provided for by law, for the performance of those duties (18 U.S.C. 201, 203) ; and
Whereas rule XLIII 'of the Rules of the House of Representatives sets forth
the Code of Official Conduct for Members. officers and employees of the House
of Representatives and, among other things, prohibits the acceptance of any gift
,f substantial value, directly or indirectly, from any person, organization, or
corporation having a direct interest in legislation before the Congress; and
Whereas information has come to the attention of the House of Representstives alleging that Members of the House of Representatives have been the object
of efforts by certain foreign governments or persons and organizations acting on
behalf of foreign governments (including the Government of the Republic of
Korea) to influence the Members' official conduct by conferring things of value
on them or on members of their immediate families or their business or political
associates; and
Whereas clause 4(e) (1) of rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives entrusts the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct with particular
responsibility(A) to recommend to the House of Representatives from time to time
such administrative actions as it may deem appropriate to establish or enforce standards of official conduct for Members, officers, and employees of
the House of Representatives;
(B) to investigate any alleged violation, by a Member, officer, or employee
of the House of Representatives, of the Code of Official Conduct or of any
law, rule, regulation, or other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct
of such Member, officer, or employee in-the performance of his duties or the
-discharge of his responsibilities, and after notice and hearing, to recommend
to the House of Representatives, by resolution or otherwise, such action as
-the committee may deem appropriate in the circumstances; and
(C) to report to the appropriate Federal or State authorities, with the
:approval of the House of Representatives, any substantial evidence of a
violation, by a Member, officer, or employee of the House of Representatives,
of any law applicable to the performance of his duties or the discharge of
'his responsibilities, which may have been disclosed in a committee investigation: Now, therefore be it
Resolved. That the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct be and
It Is hereby authorized and directed to conduct a full and complete inquiry
and investigation to determine -vhether Members of the House of Representatives, their immediate families, or their associates accepted anything
of value, directly or indirectly, from the Government of the Republic of
Korea or representatives thereof. The scope of the inquiry and investigation shall be determined by the committee in Its discretion and may extend
to any matters relevant to discharging its responsibilities pursuant to this
resolution.

SEc. 2. The conmittee shall report to the House of Reprew-nui aives any findings,
conclusions, and recommendations it deems proper with resiLet to the adequacy
of the present Code of Official Conduct or the Federal laws, rules, regulations,
and other standards of conduct applicable to the conduct of Ilembers of the
House of Representatives in the performance of their duties and the discharge
of their responsibilities (1) to protect the House of Representatives against the
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exertion of improper Influence by or on behalf of foreign governments and (2)
to prohibit Members of the House of Representatives from receiving things
of value under circumstances that conflict, or appear to conflict, with their obligations to perform their constitutional duties without regard to private gain or
benefit.
SEc. 3. The committee, after appropriate notice and hearing, shall report to
the House of Representatives Its recommendations as to such action, If any,
that the committee deems appropriate by the -House of Representatives as a
result of any alleged violation of the Code of Official Conduct or of any law,
rule, regulation, or other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of such
Member, officer, or employee in the performance of his duties or the discharge
of his responsibilities.
Stc. 4. (a) For the purpose of conducting any inquiry or investigation pursuant
to this resolution, the committee is authorized to require(1) by subpena or otherise(A) the attendance and testimony of any person at a bearing or at
the taking of a deposition by any member of the committee; and
(B) the production of such things; and
(2) by interrogatory, the furnishing under oath of such information as
It deems necessary to such Inquiry or Investigation.
(b) The authority conferred by subsection (a) of this section may be
exercised(1) by the chairman and the ranking minority member acting jointly, or,
if either declines to act, by the other acting alone, except that In the event
either so declines, either shall have the right to refer to the committee for
decision the question whether such authority shall be so exercised and the
committee shall be convened promptly to render that decision; or
(2) by the committee acting as a whole.
(c) Subpenas and interrogatories authorized under this section may be
Issued over the signature of the chairman, or ranking minority member, or an:.:
member designated by either of them. A subpena may be served by any person
designated by the chairman, or ranking minority member, or any member de.s.gnated by either of them and may be served either within or without the United
States on any national or resident of the United States or any other person
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States.
(d) In connection with any inquiry or investigation pursuant to this resolution. the committee may request the Secretary of State to transmit a letter
rogatory or request to a foreign tribunal, officer, or agency.
(e) Subpenas for the taking of depositions or the production of things may be
returnable at specilled offices of the committee or at a scheduled bearing, as the
committee may direct.
f) The chairman, or ranking minority member, or any member designated
by either of them (or, with respect to any deposition. answer to interrogatory.
or affidavit, any person authorized by law to administer oaths) may administer
oaths to any witness.
(g) For the purposes of this section. "things" includes books. records. correspondence. logs. journals, memorandums, papers. documents, writing. dr1whngs. graphs, charts, photographs, reproductions, recordings, tapes. trancripts.
printout. data compilations from which information can be obtained (translated,
If neceg.ary, into reasonably usable form), tangible objects, and other things
of any kind.
S-c. 5. For the purpose of conducting any Inquiry or Investigation pursuant to
this resolution, the committee Is authorized to sit and act, without regard to
clause 2(m) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives. during the
present Congress at such times and places within or without the United States,
whether the House Is meeting, has recessed, or has adjourned, and to hold such
hearings, as It deems necesary.
Szc. 6. The committee is authorized to seek to participate and to participate.
by special counsel appointed by the committee, on behalf of the committee and
relating
the House of Representatives in any judicial proceeding concerning or
in any way to the Inquiry or Investigations conducted pursuant to this resolution.
SEc. 7. The authority conferred' by this resolution is In addition to, and not
in lieu of, the authority conferred upon the committee by the Rules of the House
of Representatives. In conducting any inquiry or Investigation pursuant to this
as
resolution, the committee is authorized to adopt special rules of procedures
,nay be appropriate.
SzeC. 8. Any funds made available to the committee after the adoption of this
inquiry and
resolution may be expended for the purpose of carrying out the
investigation authorized and directed by this resolution.
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APPENDIX D-M(yrION FOR DISCLOSURE OF EVIDENCE AND EXCULPATORY INFORMATION, WITH SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM; AND RESPONSE OF COMMITTEE COUNSEL
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards 6f
Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MOTION FOR DISCLOSURE OF EVIDENCE
AND EXCULPATORY INFORMATION
Charles H. Wilson, through counsel, respectfully moves this
Committee:
1.

To permit Mr. Wilson's counsel to inspect, and to copy

or photograph all books, papers, documents, photographs and other
tangible evidence, including depositions, interrogatories and
sworn statements taken under Committee direction which are intended to be used against the Respondent in the disciplinary
hearing, or which may be material to the preparation of his
defense.
2.

To make available to his counsel any and all exculpa-

tory information which it has received respecting the Statement
of Alleged Violations served on Mr. Wilson on December 13, 1979.
3.

To make available for inspection by Respondent's counsel

a description of each amendment, motion, order or other proposition which was the subject of a rollcall vote and which relates
to the investigation of Respondent by this Committee; the name of
each Member voting for and each Member voting against such amendment, motion, order or proposition, and the names of those Members
present but not voting.
Finally, it is respectfully requested that the Committee
order that disclosure of evidence and exculpatory information be
continuing in nature so that any such materials which subsequently
become available to the Committee be disclosed to Respondent
without the necessity of further motions.
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Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 452-1300

by

Ivt4*IAcw.
Walter J. Bonner

and

by

/-z-to?

4rr

t

c

Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion for
Disclosure of Evidence and Exculpatory Information was served, by
hand, on Steven R. Wisebram, Counsel, House Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, this 2nd day of January, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
I, .iJ -.
.
.
Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
DISCLOSURE OF EVIDENCE
AND EXCULPATORY MATERIAL

1.

Rule 18 of the Rules of Procedure of the House Committee

on Standards of Official Conduct (hereinafter Comm. R. P.)
provides for the disclosure of evidence to the Respondent and for
his right to inspect, and to copy or photograph such evidence.
2.

This Rule, when read together with Comm. R. P. 16(b),

must be construed to include within its parameters depositions,
interrogatories,

and sworn statements taken under Committee

direction,

since these items may be accepted into the Committee
l/
Record in the course of a disciplinary hearing.
3.

In past proceedings, the Committee has granted to the

respondent-Members
which is

the kind of discovery of evidence against them

available to litigants in

federal courts."

House Comm.

on Standards of Official Conduct, Korean Influence Investigation
Report, H.R. Rep. No. 95-1817, 95th Cong.,

2d Sess. at 119 (1978).

This has included "transcripts of relevant depositions, memoranda
of informal witness interviews, documentary evidence, and other
materials to assist them in preparing their defenses."

Id.

Mr.

Wilson simply requests that he be treated in the same manner.
4.

Comm. R. P. 19 requires the Committee to furnish

l/
Respondent notes and agrees with the Committee's reluctance
to utilize these materials as evidence on the grounds that such
use would generally violate the rules against hearsay evidence.
H. Comm. on Standards of official Conduct, Korean Influence Investigation Report, H.R. Rep. No. 95-1817, 95th Cong., 2nd Sess. at
120 & n. 1.

61-6

.

Respondent with any exculpatory information respecting a Statement
of Alleged violations against him.

In this request, Respondent

submits that such "exculpatory information" should include but
not be limited to:
a.

Any information available to the Committee which

tends to establish that Respondent did not commit one or
more of the alleged violations.

E.g., Btady v. Maryland,

373 U.S. 83, 87 (1963).
b.

Any information available to the Committee which

would be material to the punishment to be assessed against
Respondent.
c.

Brady v. Maryland, supra.

Any information which would reflect adversely upon

the credibility of a witness who will testify against the
Respondent, such as promises of immunity from prosecution or
favorable treatment by the Committee, see Giglio v. United
States, 405 U.S. 150 (1972), or reports tending to establish
the lack of credibility by a witness, see Giles v. Maryland,
386 U.S. 66 (1967).
5.

Rule XI, Cl. 2(e)(1) of the Rules of the House of

Representatives requires that the information requested in iF3 of
Respondent's Motion be made available to the public.

Since

"[t]he Rules of the House are the rules of its committees . . .
"

Rule XI, Cl. l(a)(l), Rules of the House of Representatives,

this Committee is necessarily bound by the General Rules of the
House of Representatives and must permit such disclosure.

See

H.R. Rule XI, Cl. 2(a) (2) and Comm. R. P. 1(a).
6.

Orders that discovery be continuing in nature are

normally provided in both federal criminal and civil cases.
6ed. R. Crime. P. 16(c); Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e).

See
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Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL
& GAYNES
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
20006
(202)452-1300

by.t,2&Ii'-tir~
Walter J. Bonner
and

Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum of
Points and Authorities in Support of Motion for Disclosure of
Evidence and Exculpatory Material was served, by hand, on Steven
R. Wisebram, Counsel, House Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct,

this

c1

day of January,

1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

In the Matter of

*

CHARLES H. WILSON

*

COUNSEL IN
MEMORANDUM OF COMMITTEE
RESPONSE TO REP. WILSON'S MOTION FOR
DISCLOSURE OF EVIDENCE AND EXCULPATORY INFORMATION

Representative Charles H. Wilson, through counsel has filed, inter
alia, a Motion for Disclosure of Evidence and Exculpatory Information.
Committee Counsel recommends, for the reasosset forth below, that
the attached resolution be adopted by the Comsittee as the proper response
to Respondent's motion:
1.

Rule 18 of the Rules of Procedure of the House Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct (hereinafter Comm. R.P.) reads as follows:
DISCLOSURE OF EVIDENCE
Rule 18. Upon the-request of
respondent,
the Committee may permit the
respondent to inspect, copy, or
photograph books, papers, documents, photographs,
or other tangible objects which the Committee
intends to use as evidence against the respondent
in a disciplinary hearing and which are material
to the preparation of the difhnse of the respondent.
(Emphasis added).
Careful review of this provision reveals that the Respondent has no
absolute right to disclosure, but the Committee may at its discretion order
such.

Furthermore, discovery is limited to books, papers, documents,

Rhotographa, or tangible objects which the Committee 1) intends to introduce
into evidence against Respondent, and 2) which are material to the preparation
of the defense.
However, Respondent would read Rule 18 as requiring disclosure of not
only the listed items, but also any and all depositions, interrogatories and
sworn 'statements "which are intended to be used against Respondent or are
material to the preparation of his defense."
Committee Counsel has already informed Respondent that the Committee
possesses no interrogatories or sworn statements in relation to this matter,
but several depositions have been taken.
Analysis of Respondent's request reveals that he has sought to
impermissibly broaden the scope of discovery allowed under the Committee Rules.
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By inserting the term "deposition" and artfully substituting
the word "or" for "and"

in

the phrase "and which are material to the

preparation of the defense ...,"Respondent attempts to expand his
discovery beyond the clearly defined limits of Rule 18,

and effectively

gain control of everything in the Committee's possession.
clever

substitution of terms ("or" for "and")

test where the Committee explicitly

Respondent's

would. create an

"either/or"

established a dual requirement standard

for discovery to he allowable under Rule 18.
Clearly if the Committee had intended that discovery be all encompassing it would not have so carefully delineated the restrictiorsof Rule 18.
Committee Counsel fully intends to make available to Respondent,
pursuant to Rule 18, any deposition which Counsel may seek to introduce
into evidence.

Therefore, there is absolutely no need, nor has Respondent

shown any, for disclosure of all depositions taken in the course of this
investigation.
Even in a criminal case the defendant is not entitled to access to
statements of government witnesses until after the witness has testified.
Title 18, United States Code, Section 3500 provides in pertinent part:
3500.

Demands for production of statements and
reports of witnesses

(a) In any criminal prosecution brought by the United
States, no statement or report in the possession of
the United States which was made by a Government witness
or prospective government witness (other than the defendant)
shall be the subject of subpena, discovery or inspection
until said witness has testified on direct examination.
Thus, Respondent's discovery request is even broader than that
permissible in a criminal case.
Therefore, any deposition in the Committee's possession which the
Committee does not intend to introduce into evidence is not within the
scope of Rule 18 and should not be made available to Respondent.
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2.

Committee Counsel fully intends to comply with Rule 19 and

make all exculpatory information respecting the Statement of Alleged
Violations available to the Respondent.
3.

Counsel for Respondent has already been informed that there

are no amendments, motions, orders, or other propositions relating to
this investigation which were the subject of a rollcall vote.

Respectfully submitted,

Steven R. Wisebram
Committee Counsel
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Resolved,

that,

1. Respondent be allowed, pursuant to Rule 18 of the Comsittee
Rules of Procedure

to inspect all books, papers, documents, photographs

and other tangible objects which the Committee intends to use as evidence
against him and which are material to preparation of the defense.
Respondent is denied access

to any and all depositions which the

Comittee does not intend to introduce into evidence against him.
2. Any and all exculpatory information regarding the Statement
of Alleged Violations be made available to Respondent.
3. The above disclosure shall be continuing in nature.

APPENDIX

E-ANSWER TO THE STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
ANSWER TO THE STATEMENT
OF ALLEGED VIOLATIONS
COMES NOW the Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, pursuant to
Rule 12 of this Committee's Rules of Procedure, and answers the
Statement of Alleged Violations against him as follows:
FIRST DEFENSE
The Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct has repeatedly

violated the spirit and the letter of the Rules of the United
States House of Representatives and its own Rules of Procedure
during this investigation, in contravention of Clause 2 of the
Code of Official Conduct.
SECOND DEFENSE
The Respondent herein realleges and incorporates by reference
all defenses and objections previously raised in his Motion to
Dismiss the Statement of Alleged Violations.
THIRD DEFENSE
With respect to Counts One, Two, Three and Four, Respondent
denies each and every allegation and demands strict proof thereof.
FOURTH DEFENSE
With respect to Counts Five and Six, Respondent admits that
Lee Rogers was an employee retained from his clerk hire allowance
for the time periods indicated, but denies the remaining allegations of these Counts and demands strict proof thereof.
FIFTH DEFENSE
With respect to Counts Seven, Eight, Nine, Ten and Eleven,
Respondent denies the allegations and demands strict proof thereof.
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SIXTH DEFENSE

With respect to Counts Twelve and Thirteen, Respondent
specifically denies that the "Wilson Key Committee" constituted
a "campaign fund," and denies the remaining allegations of these
counts and demands strict proof thereof.
SEVENTH DEFENSE
With respect to Count Fourteen, Respondent admits the transfer of $1,000.00 from the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee to
him on or about November 6, 1974.

However, he denies that said

transfer violated Clause 6 of the Code of Official Conduct, since
said transfer constituted "reimbursement for legitimate and
verifiable prior campaign expenditures;" was properly reported to
the Clerk of the House in January, 1975, as such, and, although a
matter of public record since that time, was not questioned until
December 13, 1979.
EIGHTH DEFENSE
With respect to Count Fifteen, Respondent admits that he
made the statement set forth therein on or about April 17, 1978.
However, he denies:
(1) that his conduct did not reflect creditably on the
United States House of Representatives;
(2)

that the statement is false;

(3) that he believed the statement to be false at the
time it was made;
(4) that the statement was material to the matter
under inquiry;
(5) that the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct was a competent tribunal for the taking of his
testimony on that date;
(6)

that the statement was made pursuant to a properly

administered oath.
WHEREFORE, having answered fully the Statement of Alleged
Violations Respondent requests that they be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

h

H. Wilson

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

_§'day of

19 80.

/Ndtary

PublicCba jss A.

~a-].os

.,
Notarl' Fublo, pist. of Coluulb
ERpiroS, Sept- 30. 1984
(osm3BsiloD

BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington
,DC
20
6
by

D)
Walter J.,one

and

by-7.Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
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APPENDIx F-SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE HEARING
February 26, 1980

Committee Rule 16 (c) requires that the Committee, prior to setting a
date for a disciplinary hearing and issuing subpoenas for witnesses, resolve
the scope and purpose of the hearing.

A copy of the statement shall be

furnished to all witnesses.

MOTION BY MR. Sensenbrenner

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE HEARING

On December 12, 1979, the Committee adopted a Statement of Alleged
Violations, against Representative Charles H. Wilson, a copy of which is
attached.
The hearing shall be conducted in accordance with Subpart B (Disciplinary
Hearings) of the Committee's Rules of Procedure.

The first phase of the

disciplinary hearing shall be limited to a determination of whether or not
the counts in the Statement have been proved, in accordance with Rule 16(a).
The burden of proof rests on the Committee's staff with respect to each count
to establish the facts alleged therein clearly and convincingly by the
evidence that it introduces.

Evidence will be limited to that which is

relevant to the charges raised in the Statement of Alleged Violations.
Pursuant to Rule 20 of the Committee's Rules, the Chairman or presiding
Member shall rule on admissibility of evidence.
Should the Committee find that any or all of the charges against
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Representative Wilson have been proved, the second phase of the hearing will
be conducted to determine what disciplinary action should be recommended to
the House. Conducted in accordance with Rules 16(f) and 17 of the Committee's
rules, this second phase shall consist of oral and/or written submission by
Counsel for the Committee and counsel for Representative Wilson as to the
sanctions the Committee should recommend.

Pursuant to Rule 16(f) testimony

by witnesses will not be heard during the second phase except by a vote
of a majority of the Committee.
The scope and purpose of this hearing is to resolve the Allegations
contained in the Statement of Alleged Violations.
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APPENDIX G-MOTION TO STAY THE DISCIPLINARY HEARING
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MOTION TO STAY
THE DISCIPLINARY HEARING
The Respondent, Charles H. Wilson, a Member of Congress,
respectfully moves this Committee to stay the scheduled disciplinary hearing against him, pending a vote by the House of Representatives on House Resolution 136 (96th Cong.,

1st Sess.,

1979).

As grounds for this Motion, the Respondent states as follows:
1.

At some time prior to June, 1979, the Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct, on its own initiative and without
outside complaint, began an investigation against Charles H.
Wilson, a Member of Congress.
2.

On or about November 28, 1979, the Committee on Stan-

dards of Official Conduct voted a Preliminary Inquiry Resolution
against Charles H. Wilson.
3.

On or about December 12, 1979, the Committee on Stan-

dards of Official Conduct issued a Statement of Alleged Violations
against Charles H. Wilson, and after denying Mr. Wilson's Motion
to Dismiss, voted on February 26, 1980 to hold a disciplinary
hearing on the violations charged against Mr. Wilson.
4.

Throughout these proceedings, the membership on the

Committee has remained virtually the same.

These same Committee

Members now intend to sit in judgment of Mr. Wilson's culpability,
both as triers of the fact and judges of the law.
5.

These procedures most seriously violate Mr. Wilson's

constitutional right to due process of law in that they permit
essentially the same persons to act as the prosecutors, grand
jury, petit jury and judges of Mr. Wilson's case.
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6.

There is now pending in the House of Representatives

Resolution No._136, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit
A, introduced by nine present or former Members of the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct, which would partially remedy
this constitutional deficiency by providing that disciplinary
hearings would be held before panels selected at random from
Members of the House with no prior involvement in the case.
7.

Mr. Wilson submits that, as a matter of fundamental

fairness and due process of law, he is entitled to no less than
those safeguards proposed in House Resolution No. 136.
WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that the disciplinary
hearing against Charles H. Wilson be stayed pending a vote by the
House of Representatives on House Resolution 136.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.
(202) 452-1300

by

/

20006

't

and

by 4.va.4£tc~
Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a true copy of this Motion and the
supporting Memorandum of Points and Authorities, and Exhibit, were
served upon Steven R. Wisebram, Counsel,
dards of Official Conduct,

House Committee on Stan-

this .114t day of March; 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO STAY
1.

While the power of Congress to discipline its own

members is broad, it does not exist without certain constitutional limitations.

Thus, the Supreme Court has stated:

The Constitution empowers each house
to determine its rules of proceedings.
It may not by its rules ignore constitutional restraints or violate
fundamental rights, and-thereshould
be a reasonable relation between the
mode or method of proceeding established by the rule and the result
which is sought to be attained. United
States v. Ballin, 144 U.S. 1, 5 (189-2.
(emphasis added.)
2.

A fundamental requirement of due process of laws, basic

to all notions of fairness is that a person accused of misconduct
receive a fair hearing before an impartial tribunal.

The pro-

cedures prescribed by the present Rules of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct do
not meet this test.

House of Representatives Rule X, cl. 4(e) (1)

and the Rules of the Committee permit the same twelve Members of
the House, in conjunction with the Committee staff:
(a) to initiate investigations, see Comm. R. P. 13;
(b) to make a finding that the investigation "merits
further inquiry," Comm. R. P. 11(a);
(c) to make a finding that "there is reason to believe
that [a] violation occurred," Comm R. P. 11(b);
(d) to decide motions to dismiss and other procedural
matters, Comm. R. P. 12(b);
(e) to determine the sufficiency of the proof as to
each allegation, Comm. R. P. 17(a);
(f) and to make recommendations on the appropriate
sanction, Comm. R. P. 17(b).
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In effect, this permits the same Members to act as accusor,
prosecutor, grand jury, judge and petit jury.

See United States

v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501, 521 (1972).
3.

The Supreme Court of the United States has rejected a

strikingly similar process arising out of the Michigan judge-grand
jury procedure in the case of In Re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133
(1955).

In holding that the procedure violated due process, the

Court articulated the basis for its decision in language equally
applicable to the instant case:
A fair trial in a fair tribunal is
a basic requirement-of due process.

Fair-

ness of course requires an absence of
ac-tuaI-bias in theitrial-of cases. But
our system of law has always endeavored
to prevent even the prababiity of unfairness. To thi- end no man can be a
judgein his own case and no man is permitted to try cases where he has an
interest in the outcome. That interest
cannot be defined with precision. Circumstances and relationships must be
considered. This Court has said, however,
that, "Every procedure which would offer
a possible temptation to the average man
as a judge . . . not to hold the balance

nice, clear and true between the State
and the accused denies the latter due
process of law." Tumey v. State of Ohio,
273 U.S. 510. Such a stringent rule may
sometimes bar trial by judges who have
no actual bias and who would do their very
best to weigh the scales of justice equally
between contending parties. But to perform
its high function in the best way-1jucs-ti-e
must satisfy the apea-r-anc-e of-stie."
Offutt v. United States, 348U.S. 11, 14.
It would be very strange if our
syste-of-aw permitted a judge to act
as a grand-jury and then try the very
persons accused as a result ofThis
T
gt-ions.
Perhaps no State has
ever forced a defendant tO-accept grand
jurors as proper trial jurors to pass on
charges rowing out of E -e1-hearings.
A single 'judge- rand--juris even more
a part of the acsiatory processta-an
ord-I-na
lay grand juror. Hav-ing been a
part of that p
ss a judge cannot be,
in the very nature of things, wholly disinterested in the conviction or acquittal
of those accused. While he would not
likely have all the zeal of a prosecutor,
it can certainly not be said that he would

have none of that zeal. Fair trials are
too important a part of oiifree society
b-e_ trialjudges
to-let prosecut-in-udeig_
o the charges they prefer.
In Re Murchison, 349 U.S. at 136-37 (footnotes omitted, emphasis
added).
4.

There is presently pending before the Rules Committee

of this House a proposal which would eliminate many of these
'these constitutional defects, House Resolution No. 136, 96th
Cong., 1st Sess

(1979).

If enacted, this Resolution would amend

clause 4(e) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives
so that the responsibility for making findings respecting allegations of misconduct by Members of the House would be transferred
from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to panels of
Members of the House selected by lot.

These panels would consist

of four Members and one alternate Member from each party who are
to be selected by lot.

Limited peremptory challenges and chal-

lenges for cause would be permitted.

Finally, neither Members of

the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct nor the accused
Member would be permitted to serve.
5.

This Resolution is sponsored by nine present or former

Members, of both parties, of the twelve member Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

This Resolution would go a long

way toward eliminating any appearance of injustice inherent in
the present system of adjudicating alleged misconduct by Members
of the House of Representatives.

Mr. Wilson submits that he is

entitled, at a minimum, to the procedures proposed by House
Resolution No. 136, as . matter of constitutional right.

There-

fore, he requests that the disciplinary hearing in his case be
stayed until the House of Representatives has had an opportunity
to vote on House Resolution No. 136.
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Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 452-1300

by
4Wa ter

/,nner

and

by

<k, ,, /. 6.44,
Thomas A. Guidoboni

Counsel for Charles H. Wilson

APPENDIX H-STATEMENT OF MR. WILSON IN SUPPORT OF TIMELINESS OF MOTION TO STAY
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
STATEMENT OF MR. WILSON
IN SUPPORT OF TIMELINESS OF MOTION TO STAY
Introduction
On March 21, 1980, Charles H. Wilson, through counsel, filed
a Motion to Stay the Disciplinary Hearing against him, pending a
vote by the House of Representatives on House Resolution No. 136
(96th Cong., 1st Sess. 1979).
hereto as Exhibit 1.

A copy of this Motion is attached

By letter of the same date, a copy of which

is attached hereto as Exhibit 2, the Honorable Charles E. Bennett,
Chairman of this Committee, stated that:
"[The Motion to Stay] has not been
filed in-a timely manner, but I
will bring it to the attention of
the Committee at the disciplinary
hearing and ask that it be voted
upon."
Chairman Bennett's remarks to the same effect were quoted in an
article appearing in the Washington Post, p. A2, col. 1 on March
22, 1980.

A copy of this article is attached hereto as Exhibit

3.
Despite Chairman Bennett's letter and his remarks as reported
in the Post, counsel for Mr. Wilson were advised that this Committee was calling a special meeting on March 26, 1980, to consider whether or not the Motion was timely.
Counsel submits that the Motion is not untimely because
a.

the rights asserted therein are fundamental con-

stitutional rights and can only be waived in an explicit and
unambiguous manner;
b.

the Motion is not cognizable under Committee Rule

of Procedure 12; and it is therefore not governed by the
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time strictures of this Rule; and
c.

in any event, Exhibit 2 constitutes evidence of the

Chairman's decision under Committee Rule of Procedure
12(d), extending the time limitations of the Rule, and
scheduling the Motion for a hearing before the Committee on
the merits.
Argument
The requirement of a knowing and intelligent waiver has been
imposed in cases "involving the validity of a defendant's decision
to forego a right constitutionally guaranteed to protect a fair
trial and the reliability of the truth-determining process."
Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218 at 237 (1973).

This

standard is applicable to the waiver of fundamental rights before
Congressional Committees.

Thus, in Emspak v. United States, 349

U.S. 190 (1955), the Supreme Court refused to find a waiver of
Emspak's Fifth Amendment privilege because:
we cannot say that the colloquy between
the committee and the petitioner was
sufficiently unambiguous to warrant a
waiver here. 349 U.S. 198.
In addition, the Court went on to hold that the Committee never
directly ruled on the witness' constitutional claim.

"In the

absence of such committee action, [Emspak] was never confronted
with a clear-cut choice between compliance and noncompliance
• [and]

the committee . . . by failing to meet these minimal

procedural standards, . . . did not adequately apprise [Emspak]
that an answer was required notwithstanding his objections."

349

U.S. at 202.
The Committee's attempt to challenge the timeliness of the
Motion to Stay raises similar problems.

The Motion is directed

to protecting Mr. Wilson's rights "to a fair trial and the
reliability of the truth-determining process."
Bustamonte, supra.

Schneckloth v.

Mr. Wilson has never "knowingly and intelli-

gently"

waived these fundamental rights, and such a waiver cannot

be based upon the ambiguous language of Committee Rule of Procedure 12.
The Motion to Stay is not cognizable under Committee Rule of
Procedure 12(a), and is therefore not governed by the time limits
established therein.

Rule 12(a) permits certain kinds of motions

to be made within 21 days of the transmission of a Statement of
-Alleged Violations.

The Motion to Stay is not:

an objection of the grounds of failure
to state an offense (R. 12(a) (2));
nor an objection to the jurisdiction
of the committee (R. 12(a)(3));
nor a motion for a bill of particulars
(R. 12(a)(4));
nor an objection to the participation
oT-f-any member on the ground that the
member cannot render an impartial and
unbiased decision (R. 12(a)(5)).
Rather, the Motion to Stay is directed toward insuring "the
appearance of justice" in the proceedings,
the probability of unfairness."
136 (1955),

and preventing "even

In Re Murchison,

by substituting new procedures.

349 U.S. 133 at

Thus, it, like other

Motions permitted by Committee Rules, see Rule 18 (disclosure of
evidence), Rule 21(d) (subpoenas for the respondent) is simply
outside the scope of time limits established in Rule 12.
Assuming-arguendo that the Motion to Stay is cognizable
under Rule 12(a), it is similarly subject to the provisions of
Rule 12(d). Committee Rule of Procedure 12(d) reads in pertinent
part:
The Chairman, in his discretion, may
extend the time limitation imposed by
clause [12] (a) or (b) if he determines
that the extension would facilitate a
fair and complete inquiry . ...

On March 21, 1980, the Chairman wrote to counsel for Mr. Wilson
acknowledging the filing of the Motion and stated that:

It has not been filed in a timely
manner but I will bring it to the
attention of the Committee at the
disciplinary hearing and ask that
it be voted upon. (emphasis added)
This letter is capable of only one interpretation.

It is a state-

ment by the Chairman, exercising his authority under Rule 12,
that without regard to the timeliness of the Motion, he will submit it to the Committee for a determination on the merits in
order to facilitate a fair and complete inquiry.

Thus, the

question of timeliness has already been decided-pursuant to Rule
12(d).
Conclusion
For the foregoing reasons, the Motion to Stay must be
considered on the merits.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.
20006

"Walter/J. Bonner
and

by

i

E

~

rn

Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this 26th day of March, 1980, a
copy of the foregoing Statement was delivered, by hand, to Steven
R. Wisebram, Counsel, Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20515.

Thomas A. Guidoboni

EXHIBIT 1

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
,CHARLES H. WILSON
MOTION TO STAY
THE DISCIPLINARY HEARING
The Respondent,-Charles H. Wilson, a Member of Congress,
respectfully moves this Committee to stay the scheduled disciplinary hearing against him, pending a vote by the House of Representatives on House Resolution 136

(96th Cong., ist Sess., 1979)..

As grounds for this Motion, the Respondent states as follows:1.

At some time prior to June, 1979, the Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct, on its own initiative and without
outside complaint, began an investigation against Charles H.
Wilson, a Member of Congress.
2.

On or about November 28, 1979, the Committee on Stan-

dards of Official Conduct voted a Preliminary Inquiry Resolution
against Charles H. Wilson.
3.

On or about December 12, 1979, the Committee on Stan-

dards of Official Conduct issued a Statement of Alleged Violations
against Charles H. Wilson, and after denying Mr. Wilson's Motion
to Dismiss, voted on February 26, 1980 to hold . disciplinary
hearing on the violations charged against Mr. Wilson.:.4.

Throughout these proceedings, the membership on the

Committee has remained virtually the same.

These same Committee

Members now intend to sit in judgment of Mr. Wilsons culpability,
both as triers of the fact and judges of the law.
5.

These procedures most seriously violate Mr. Wilson's

constitutional right to due process of law in that they permit
essentially the same persons to act as the prosecutors, grand
jury, petit jury and judges of Mr. Wilson's case.

6.

There is now pending in the House of Representatives

Resolution No. 136, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit
A, introduced by nine present or former Members of the Committee
!on Standards of Official Conduct, which would partially remedy
this constitutional deficiency by providing that disciplinary
hearings would be held before panels selected at random from
Members of the House with no prior involvement in the case.
7.

Mr. Wilson submits that, as a matter of fundamental

fairness and due process of law, he is entitled to no less than
those safeguards proposed in House Resolution No. 136.
WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that the disciplinary
hearing against Charles H. Wilson be stayed pending a vote by the
House of Representatives on House Resolution 136.
Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 452-1300

/Walter/$.

Bonner

and

by
Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for'Charles H. Wilson
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a true copy of this Motion and the
supporting Memorandum of Points and Authorities, and Exhibit, were
served upon Steven R. Wisebram, Counsel, House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, this

____

day of March, 1980.

Thomas A. Guidoboni
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO STAY
1.

While the power of Congress to discipline its own

members is broad, it does not exist without certain constitutional limitations.

Thus, the Supreme Court has stated:

The Constitution empowers each house
to determine its rules of proceedings.It may not by its rules ignore constitutional restraints or violate
fundamental rights, and-thre should
be a reasonable relation between the
mode or method of proceeding established by the rule and the result
which is sought to be attained. United
States v. Ballin, 144 U.S. 1, 5 (18-92.
(emphasis added.)
2.

A fundamental requirement of due process of laws, basic

to all notions of fairness is that a person accused of misconduct
receive a fair hearing before an impartial tribunal.

The pro-

cedures prescribed by the present Rules of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct do
not meet this test.

House of. Representatives Rule X, cl. 4(e)(1)

and the Rules of the Committee permit the same twelve Members of
the House, in conjunction with the Committee staff:
(a) to initiate investigations, see Comm. R. P. 13;
(b) to make a finding that the investigation "merits
further inquiry," Comm. R. P. 11(a);
(c) to make a finding that "there is reason to believe
that [a] violation occurred," Comm R. P. 11(b);
(d) to decide motions to dismiss and other procedural
matters, Comm. R. P. 12(b);
(e) to determine the sufficiency of the proof as to
each allegation, Comm. R. P. 17(a);
(f) and to make recommendations on the appropriate
sanction, Comm. R. P. 17(b).
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In effect, this permits the same Members to act as accusor,
prosecutor, grand jury, judge and petit jury.

See United States

v. Brewster, 408 U.S. 501, 521 (1972).
3,

The Supreme Court of the United States has rejected a

strikingly similar process arising out of the Michigan judge-grand
jury procedure in the case of In Re Murchison, 349 U.S.,133.
(1955).

In holding that the procedure violated due process, the

Court articulated the basis for its decision in language equally
applicable to the instant case:
A fair trial in a fair tribunal is
a basic requirement of due process. Fairness of course requires an absence of
actua--biasin the trial of cases. But
our system of law has always endeavored
to prevent even the probability of unfairness. To this end no man can be a
judge in his own case and no man is permitted to try cases where he has an
interest in the outcome. That interest
cannot be defined with precision. Circumstances and relationships must be
considered. This Court has said, however,
that, "Every procedure which would offer
a possible temptation to the average man
as a judge . . . not to hold the balance

nice, clear and true between the State
and the accused denies the latter due
process of law." Tumey v. State of Ohio,
273 U.S. 510. Such a stringent rule may
sometimes bar trial by judges who have
no actual bias and who would do their very
best to weigh the scales of justice equally
between contending parties. But to perform
its high function in the best way-justice
must satisfy the appearance of justice."
Offutt v. United States, 348U.S. 11, 14.
It would be very strange if our
system-of law prmitted a judgtoact
as a grand jury and then try the very
persons accused as a result of his
Perhaps no State has
investigations.
ever forced a defendant to accept grand
jurors as proper trial jurors to pass on
charges growing out--f thh-ei-- rarins.
single "judge-graandjury--is even more
a part of the accusatory process than an
Having been a
ordinary-la-y-grand juror.
part of that process a udge cannot be,
in the very nature of things, wholly disinterested in the conviction or acquittal
of those accused. While he would not
likely have all the zeal of a prosecutor,
it can certainly not be said that he would
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have none of that zeal. Fair trials are
too important a part of ourifree society
s
to let prosecuting jdebetral j
6? the charges they prefer.
!in Re Murchison, 349 U.S. at 136-37 (footnotes omitted, emphasis
!added).
4.

There is presently pending before the Rules Committee

*of this House a proposal which would eliminate many of these
.these constitutional defects, House Resolution No. 136, 96th
Cong., ist Sess (1979).

If enacted, this Resolution would amend

clause 4(e) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives
so that the responsibility for making findings respecting allega-tions of misconduct by Members of the House would be transferred
from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to panels of
Members of the House selected by lot.

These panels would consist

of four Members and one alternate Member from each party who are
to be selected by lot.

Limited peremptory challenges and chal-

lenges for cause would be permitted.

Finally, neither Members of

the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct nor the accused
Member would be permitted to serve.
5.

This Resolution is sponsored by nine present or former

Members, of both parties, of the twelve member Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

This Resolution would go a long

way toward eliminating any appearance of injustice inherent in
the present system of adjudicating alleged misconduct by Members
of the House of Representatives.

'
Mr. Wilsoh submits that he is -,

entitled, at a minimum, to the procedures proposed by House
Resolution No. 136, as a matter of constitutional right.

There-

fore, he requests that the disciplinary hearing in his case be
stayed until the House of Representatives has had an opportunity
to vote on House Resolution No. 136.
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Respectfully submitted,
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
20006
Washington, D.C.
(202) 452-1300

'Walter

.

onner

and

by

<L-'~

.6~44~

Thomas A. Guidoboni
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson

96TH

CONGRESS

IS SSIO

.RES, 136

Amending clause 4(e) of rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives to
transfer to panels of Members of the House selected by lot the authority of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to make findings and
recommendations respecting alleged violations by Members, officers, or employees of the House of Representatives of the Code of Official Conduct or of
any law, rule, regulation, or other standard of conduct applicable to the
conduct of Members, officers, and employees of the House.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FEBRUARY 26, 1979
Mr. MUvRTHA (for himself, Mr. SLACK, Mr. PREYER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. HOLLENBECK,

Mr.

LIVINGSTON,

Mr.

THOMAS,

Mr.

SENSENBRENNER,

and Mr.

MuRPiY of Illinois) submitted the following resolution; which was referred to
the Committee on Rules.

RESOLUTION
Amending clause 4(e) of rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives to transfer to panels of Members of the
House selected by lot the authority of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to make findings and recommendations respecting alleged violations by Members, officers, or employees of the House of Representatives of the
Code of Official Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or
other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of Members, officers, and employees of the House.
V-E@

2
1

Resolved, That clause 4(e) of rule X of the Rules of the

2 House of Representatives is amended by adding after subpar3 agraph (2) the following new subparagraph:
4

"(3)(A)(i) If the committee determines, on the basis of

5 an investigation undertaken by the committee on its own ini6 tiative or an investigation undertaken upon receipt of a corn7 plaint filed in accordance with subparagraph (2)(B), that
8 there is credible evidence that a Member, officer, or employee
9 of the House committed a violation of the Code of Official
10. Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or standard of con11 duct applicable to the conduct of such Member, officer, or
12 employee, the chairman of the committee shall notify the
13 Speaker of the determination and the Speaker shall, in ac14 cordance with subdivision (B) of this subparagraph, establish
15 a panel of Members of the House to carry out the functions
16 prescribed by this subdivision and shall notify the Member,
17 officer, or employee of the House with respect to whom the
-18 committee's determination was made of the establishment of
19 the panel.
20

"(ii) A panel established pursuant to this subdivision

21 shall, in accordance with subdivision (C) of this subpara22 graph, receive evidence with respect to the violation deter23 mined by the committee under the preceding sentence to
24 have been committed by a Member, officer, or employee of
25 the House and receive evidence with respect to what action

3
1 should be recommended to the House with respect to such
2 violation. If the panel determines that there is clear and con3 vincing evidence that such Member, officer, or employee of
4 the House committed such violation, it shall report such de5 termination to the committee together with a recommenda6 tion for action to be taken by the House respecting such vio7 lation. Within seven days after the date the committee re8 ceives a report and recommendation of a panel, the commit9 tee shall transmit, by resolution and without change, such
10 recommendation to the House.
11

"(B)(i) A panel required to be established pursuant to

12 subdivision (A) of this subparagraph shall be composed of
13 eight Members of the House, four of whom shall be selected
14 by lot from the majority party and four of whom shall. be'
15 selected by lot from the minority party. The Speaker, mem16 bers of the committee, and any Member of the-House with.,
17 respect to whom a panel is required to be established may
18 not serve on such a panel. At the time the members of the
19 panel are initially selected, the Speaker shall by lot select a
20 member from each party who shall serve as an alternate'
21 member. Such alternate member shall participate in the func22 tions of the panel, except that such member may not partici23 pate in the function of making the determination or recom24 mendation referred to in subdivision (A)(ii) of this :subpara25 graph unless at the time the determination or recommenda-

4
1 tion is to be made another member of the panel from the
2 same political party as the alternate member is unable to
3 participate in the making of such determination or recom4 mendation. The member of the panel from the majority party
5 who is not an alternate member and who has the greatest
6 length of service as a Member of the House shall serve as
7 chairman of the panel.
8

"(ii)(1) A Member, officer, or employee of the House

9 with respect to whom a panel is to receive evidence under
10 subdivision (A)(ii) of this subparagraph is entitled to two pe11 remptory challenges to the membership of the panel. In addi12 tion, such a Member, officer, or employee may file with the
13 committee a challenge to the service on the panel. of a
14 Member. of the House on the grounds that such Member
15 cannot render an impartial and unbiased decision respecting
16 the Member, officer, or employee making the challenge; and
17. any member of the committee may file with the committee
18 isuc- a challenge to the service of a Member of the House on
19 the panel. Any peremptory challenge shall be made, and any
20 ,other challenge shall be filed not later than the third day
21 after. the date the member of the panel with respect to whom
22. the challenge-is made or filed 'is selected to serve kon the,
23 panel.
i.,"(J
24,j

If :a peremptory challenge- is made: respecting a

25 member of a panel, the Speaker, shall by lot (select, in the

5
1 same manner that the challenged member was selected, an2 other Member of the House to serve on the, panel in the same
3 capacity as the challenged member. If a challenge is filed
4 with the committee respecting the ability of a member of the
5 panel to render an impartial and unbiased decision, the corn6 mittee shall determine, within the third day following the
7 date of the filing of the challenge, if the challenged member
8 can render such a decision. If the committee determines that
9 such a challenged member cannot render such a decision, the
10 chairman of the committee shall report the determination to
11 the Speaker and the Speaker shall by lot select, in the same
12 manner that -the challenged member was selected, another
13 Member of the House to serve on the panel in the same ca14 pacity as the challenged member.
15

"(in1)

A member of the panel may disqualify himself

16 from participating in the functions of the panel upon the sub17 mission to the committee of a written affidavit of disqualifica18 tion made under oath. which states that the member cannot
19 render an impartial and unbiased decision in the conduct of
20 such functions. If the committee approves and accepts such
21 affidavit of -disqualification, the chairman of the committee
22 shall notify the'Spbaker' ani ti Speaker shill by lot select,
23 in same manner as the disqualifying member of the panel was
24 selected, another Member of the House to serve on the panel
25 in the same capacity as the disqualifying member.

6
1

"(C)(i) To carry out the function prescribed by subdivi-

2 sion (A)(ii) of this subparagraph, a panel shall hold a hearing
3 or hearings to receive evidence presented by the committee
4 and by or on behalf of the Member, officer, or employee of
5 the House who is alleged to have committed the violation
6 with respect to which evidence is to be presented to the
7 panel. Except as provided in this subdivision, the Rules of
8 the House and the rules of the committee respecting investi9 gative hearings shall apply to any such hearing of the panel.
10 The panel may not receive evidence in such a bearing unless
11 all members of the panel are present. Any evidence that is
12 relevant and probative shall be admissible in such a hearing
13 unless privileged or unless the Constitution requires its exclu14 sion. The chairman of the panel shall rule upon any question
15 of admissibility of evidence at such a hearing and the chair16 man may limit the presentation at such a hearing of repeti17 tious evidence. Such rulings of and limits imposed by the
18 chairman shall be final unless reversed or modified by a ma19 jority vote of the panel.
20

"(ii) At a hearing of the panel the burden of proof re-

21 specting the 'alleged violation with respect to which the hear22 ing is held rests on the panel.
23

"(D) The chairman of the committee shall make the

24 staff of the committee available to any panel established pur-
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7

1 suant to subdivision (A) of this subparagraph to assist it in
2 carrying out its functions.".
3

SEC. 2. (a) Clause 4(e)(1)(B) of rule X of the Rules of

4 the House of Representatives is amended by striking out ",
5 and after notice and hearing, to recommend to the House, by
6 resolution or otherwise, such action as the committee may
7 deem appropriate in the circumstances".
8

(b) Clause 4(e)(2)(A) of such rule X is amended by strik-

9 ing out "resolution,".

CHARLES E. BENNEr

EXHIBIT 2

ARE
BDECSCOMn

Congres0 of tje &niteb tates;
3ouste of

&tprentatibeO

Ua(nge, ;9.C 20515
March 21, 1980
Mr. Walter J. Bonner
Nonner, Thompson, O'Connell,
Gaynes & Middlekauff
900 Seventeenth Street NW
Washington. D.C. 20006

Dear Mr. Bonner:
The motion of Congressman Wilson to stay the disciplinary hearing
has been received. It has not been filed in a timely manner but I
disciplinary
will bring It to the attention of the Committee at the
hearing and ask that it be voted upon.- This in no way will preclude
unless the
scheduled
time
the
at
hearing
the immediate disciplinary
motion is agreed to.
With kindest regards, I am
Sincerely

nnp

hre.Bennett
CEB:js
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EXHIBIT 3

Californian Wilson
Cites 'Due Proeess'
".'7 ,,
- _ __ '. _ - , -•
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.

Delay Sought in Hose Discnpsle.g
i~,yCharles R:aod
l"" .
"Washi
" " to Pou Staff w r tea
',Rep. Charles H.
H Wilson
W n (D-Caf.L)
-a.)
s
sought
h yesterday
y
.;to
delay hearinon
his scheduled
Housethat
ethics
committee
disci'plinary
grounds
he
was
being
both
iay
eang
ers
r
•"dicted and tried by the same committee meme
;"Wilson's attorney, Walter J. Bonner, asked that
"ihe pending March 31 hearing on financial misconduct charges be. postponed until the House votes on
'a resolution that calls for randomly selecting disc;,plinary'hearing panels from the whole House meembershi
.
, "
Several members of the committee, officially
-known as the Committee on Standards ef Official
"Conduct, sponsored the resolution in early 1979.
.
An aide to Rep. John Murtha (D-Ps), the ahef
.sponsor, said no action has been taken on the pro:posal because the committee had some disciplinary
*cases under consideration at the time. "No one
.....
- ..
' -.. '-;

-7
change the rules In the middle of somL6
ane he said.
In gflsotion
Banner
sam
m embers yesterday
"-o filed the
chre argued
agans
-' thatils-the
n
saem
brshofldtecrgsgistWlo
now
_
sit
in
judgment
of
him.
"These
proeedures
.most seriously violate Mr. Wilson's constitutional
right to due process of law in that they permit es
sentially the same persons to act as the prosecutors,
grand jury, petit Jury and judges' of Mr. Wilson's
case.
.
Rep. Charles E. Bennett .(D-Fla.), chairman of the
committee; said yesterday that he considered the
motion "untimely" because it was filed after the
committee's charges were first made public. But he
said he wrote Bonner that he would ask the committee to vote on it anyway atothe start of the Wiloa
hearing.
Bennett added that lhe declined to cosponsor the
resolution cited. Jn Bonner's motion because he felt
that with randomly. selected panels "it would be difficult to have any degree of conformity" among ve
" dicta on similar sets-of facts...
..........
' Wilson was 6hargid in December with -15doont,
"of violating House rules by accepting money from a
-staff member and-by converting campaign funds to
his personal use. Wilson has denied the charges, .- I
-In 1978 Wilson wasreprimanded by the House *a'
- ter the ethics committee agreed that he had made
'false statements "toits investigators about receiving
cash from South Korean lobbyist Tongsun Park. ,--Sources familiar- with the current investigation
said Bonner ' approached the committee recently
with. an offer that -the. congressman would plead
".-_juilty to some of the charges in return for an agree.
-ment that he only. b reprimandedd. The offer was
"
fused-by the committee, the sources said.
..The new heaing had been set for March 24 bt.
was put off for a week because of the committee
vacancy caused by the death of Rep. John Slack 'p
.,~wantedfto

-one's

W

.V..

i~f--

-K

.-

~~
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APPENDIX I-MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
SITION TO RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO STAY

IN

OPPO-

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

In The Matter of
CHARLES H. WILSON

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO STAY
INTRODUCTION
Counsel for Representative Charles H. Wilson has filed a Motion
To Stay the Disciplinary Hearing, alleging that current committee
procedures "seriously violate Mr; Wjlson's constitutional right to due
process of law in that they permit essentially the same persons to act
as the prosecutors, grand jury, petit jury and judge . . .
This motion was hand delivered to the committee office at
12:33 p.m. on March 21, 1980.
Respondent's motion should be rejected summarily as it is untimely;
however, should the Committee decide to entertain the motion it must
fail as totally lacking merit.

TIMELINESS
Rule 12 of the Committee Rules of Procedure provides that the Committee
will not consider any motion filed after the expiration of a 21 day period
following the issuance of a Statement of Alleged Violations.
This motion was filed exactly 79 days after the expiration of the
permissible time period, and, not coincidentally, almost on the eve of
scheduled disciplinary hearings in the Matter of Representative Charles
H. Wilson.
In a court of law,

failure to raise objections or claims in a timely

manner, even those based upon constitutional grounds, results in a waiver
of that claim.
The Committee's

Rules of Procedure are clear and precise on that point,

and respondent, by failing to raise this claim in a timely manner has
waived his right to do so.

DUE PROCESS
Respondent's argument that this committee acts as sole prosecutor,
grand jury, petit jury, and judge in disciplinary matters displays a
basic lack of knowledge of the mechanics of the legislative process.
This committee merely serves as an arm of the House delegated with
the responsibility of ascertaining facts concerning disciplinary matters
and reporting such facts, along with any recommendations, to the House
which serves as the final arbiter.
The full House, not the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
is the judge and.jury in disciplinary matters.
If respondent should have any doubt about the advisory role of the
committee and the ultimate authority of the House he need only review
the 1978 case In the Matter of Representative Edward R. Roybal, in which
the House rejected the Committee's disciplinary recommendation.
In the Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of the Motion
toStay, respondent extensively relies on the case of In Re Murchison,
349 U.S. 133 (1955), and cites the case as holding that a "strikingly
similar process" to that employed by this Committee, arising from a
judge - grand jury procedure violated due process rights.
Contrary to respondent's assertion, the facts of that case are
in no way similar to the matter before this committee.
Murchison involved the matter of a judge acting in the capacity of
a grand jury under a Michigan statute.

While acting in this grand jury

capacity, the judge cited a witness for contempt and then sought to try
the witness for the contempt in his role as judge.
Since the judge himself, while acting as a grand jury, was the only
witness to the alleged contempt the court held:
If the charge should be heard before that judge, the
result would be either that the defendant must be
deprived of examining or cross-examining him or
else there would be the spectacle of the trial judge
presenting testimony upon which he must finally
pass . . .

The right of a defendant to examine and crossexamine witnesses is too essential to a fair trial
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to have that right jeopardized in such way.
In Re Murchison, 349 U. S. at 138-139 (1955).
Tm-pFa si s added)
This case was decided on its very unique factual situation which in
effect denied the right of examination or cross-examination of the only
witness to the alleged crime.
The procedures employed by this Committee if?disciplinary matters in
no way restrict the right of examination or cross-examination of
witnesses, nor are the Members of the Committee witnesses to the alleged
violations.
In fact, procedures very similar to those employed by this committee
have been held constitutional in the context of bar disciplinary proceedings
on the basis that the bar disciplinary committees which conduct hearings
merely recommend sanctions to the courts which are the final arbiters.
See, e.g. State v. O'Bryan, 385 P.2d 876 (Ok. 1963).
Respondent cites the Supreme Court as follows:
The Constitution empowers each house to determine
its rules of proceedings. It may not by its rules
ignore constitutional restraints or violate
fundamental rights, and there shoud-be
-a
reasonable relation between the mode or method of
proceeding established by the rule and the result
which is sought to be attained. United States
v. Ballin, 144 U.S. 1, 5 (1892).
(emp-asis added.)
However, the next sentence in that opinion is essential to a complete
understanding of the Court's pronouncement:
But within these limitations all matters of method
are open to the determination of the house, and it
is no impeachment of the rule to say that some
other way would be better, more accurate or even
more just. Ballin at 5 (emphasis added).
Thus, even if one chooses to view the procedures proposed in House
Resolution No. 136, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. (1979), as better or more just
it should in no way be inferred or implied that the present procedures are
unfair or unconstitutional.

CONCLUSION
Respondent's Motion to Stay the Disciplinary Hearing is untimely and
Should be summarily rejected.
However, even if one chooses to entertain the arguments proposed in
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the motion it must still fail since current committee procedures do not
deprive a respondent of due process rights.
The timing of the motion and its lack of merit can only lead to
the conclusion that it is a desperate eleventh-hour attempt by the
respondent to prevent a hearing of the facts upon which the allegations
contained in the Statement of Alleged Violations are based.
Respondent's motion should be denied.

APPENDIX J-TESTIONY AND EXHIBITS

AT DISCIPLINARY HEARING

MONDAY, MARCH 31, 1980
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMIKrrEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,

Washington,D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:35 a.m., in room
B-318 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C., the
Honorable Charles E. Bennett, chairman, presiding.
Present: Representatives Bennett, Spence, Preyer, Fowler, Stokes,
Sensenbrenner, Cheney, Hamilton (arrived 11 a.m.), and Thomas
(arrived 10:37 a.m.).

Also Present: John M. Swanner, staff director; Steven R. Wise-

bram, counsel for the committee ; Walter J.Bonner, Thomas A. Guido-

boni, and Edward C. O'Connell, counsel to Representative Charles H.
Wilson; and Representative Charles H. Wilson.
Chairman BENNI'r. This hearing will come to order.
Shall we have the roll call?
Mr. SWANNER. Yes.
Mr. Spence?
Mr. SPENCE. Present.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hollenbeck?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer?

Mr. PREYXR. Present.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Livingston?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Fowler?

Mr. FOWLER. Present.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Thomas?
F1(oresponse.]
Mr. SWANER. Mr. Stokes?
Mr. STOKES. Present.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Sensenbrenner?
Mi. SENSENBIENNER. Present.
Mr. SWANkER. Mr. Rahall?

[No response.]

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Cheney?
Mr. CiENEY. Present.

Chairman BENNETT. There is the presence of a quorum. This disciplinary action is held pursuant to House Rule X4. (e) (1) (B), which
(119)

provides that the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct shall,
and I am 'quoting now,
* * * investigate subject to subparagraph 2 Of -this paragraph any alleged
violation by a member, olicer, or employee of the House of tue Cone of Official
Conduct, or of any law, rule, regulation or other standard of conduct applicable
to the conduct of such member, officer, or employee in the performance of his
duties or of the discharge of his responsibilities, and after notice and hearing
to recommend to the House by resolution or otherwise, such action as the committee may deem appropriate in the circumstances.

The scope and purpose of this hearing as resolved by the committee
on February 26, 1980, is to resolve the allegations contained in the
Statement of Alleged Violations issued againstR-Representative Charles
H. Wilson on December 12, 1979.
Without objection, a copy of the Statement of Alleged Violations,
along with respondent's answer, will be incorporated into the record
at this point. There being no objection, that is done.
The press and media are reminded that committee rule 5(b) prohibits the use of radio, television, still camera, or electronic recording device in any disciplinary hearing.
Counsel for the committee is now recognized for the opening
statement.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Members of the committee, Mr. Bonner and Mr. Guidoboni: Gentlemen, on December 12 of last year this committee issued a 15-count
Statement of Alleged Violations against Congressman Charles H.
Wilson of California. Those counts are the subject of this hearing
today.
Please bear with me if I discuss these counts somewhat out of
sequence. They are more easily explained and understood in that
fashion.
Gentlemen, counts 7 through 14 charge that Representative Wilson
converted campaign funds to personal use in violation of House rules.
The staff will offer evidence to show this was accomplished by
three different methods.
The first method as the evidence will show involved the transfer
of campaign funds to Mr. Wilson's office account, and on the same day
or soon thereafter the funds were transferred out of the office account
and used to repay personal loans or obligations of Mr. Wilson.
Second, the evidence will show campaign funds were transferred
out of the campaign account and deposited into Mr. Wilson's office
account. From the office account, the funds were deposited in, Mr.
Wilson's personal checking account with the Sergeant at Arms iA the
House to cover existing obligations against that account.
Third, the evidence will show funds were transferred directly from
Mr. Wilson's campaign account to his personal checking account at
the Sergeant at Arms, once again to cover existing obligations against
that account.
Additionally, count 15 charges that Mr. Wilson denied under oatb
before this very committee having transferred campaign funds to his
personal account, other than his reimbursement for outt-of-pocket canpaign expenditures.
Nentlemen, the staff submits the evidence will show clearly and convincingly these transfers were not reimbursable campaign expendi-

tures, but were comminglings and conversions in violation of House
rules.
Gentlemen, counts 5 and 6 charge that Mr. Wilson employed a Mr.
Lee Rogers on his payroll and caused him to be paid a salary not
commensurate with the duties performed.
-- We submit that the evidence will show Mr. Rogers was a long-time
friend and political supporter of Mr. Wilson, and that his congressional duties performed, if any, were merely incidental to his role as
a friend and political supporter.
Finally, gentlemen, counts 1 through 4'chaxge that Mr. Wilson received a total of $15,500 from the same Lee Rogers, under circumstances that lead a reasonable person to conclude, influenced his performance of governmental duty in violation of the Code of Ethics for
Government Service.
These counts also charge that the moneys were received from a person
with an interest in legislation before the Congress, and in so receiving
these moneys, Mr. Wilson reflected discredit upon the entire House.
I The staff will offer evidence which will establish clearly 'and convincingly that Mr. Rogers had a direct and substantial, indeed a vital
interest, in matters before the Congress, and not only was Mr. Wilson
aware of this interest, but that he took measures and steps to foster
and protect Mr. Rogers' interests before the Congress.
In sum, we will prove clearly and convincingly that Mr. Wilson
received these moneys from a person with a direct interest in legislation under circumstances that would lead a reasonable person to conclude would influence his performance of his governmental duties,
and in so doing brought discredit upon the entire House.
Gentlemen, in conclusion, the staff will present evidence which will
prove clearly and convincingly that each and every count stated in
the alleged violation has been proven.
Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Counsel for Representative Wilson.
Mr. BO NER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, as a preliminary matter, I would like to make three
motions without argument, for the record; without argument because
I have already made argument on two of the motions.
One, I want to renew for the record our motion to dismiss counts
1,2 , 3,4, 5, 7, 81 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. These counts are 13 of the 15
counts making up the statement of alleged violations.
IThe motion is based on three points previously raised with the committee. One, that the committee should impose upon itself a statute
of limitations similar to the statute of limitations which the Congress
has devised and made applicable to all Federal felonies except those
punishable by death-that is, a 5-year statute of limitations.
These charges for the most part would be outside such a statute,
because as you know, Mr. Chairman and the members of the committee, a good number of them-9, for example of the 15-are 8 years
of age or older, and the rest of the 13 that we are asking dismissal on
are older than 5 years.
The second basis for the motion is laches, and the third is fundamental fairness under the Constitution.
The second motion which I renew for the record is the motion to
stay the disciplinary hearing for the reasons which I set forth. in de-

tail to you all on Wednesday; namely, that a number of the sitting
committee today have sat as investigators, have sat, as we viewit,
as prosecutors, have sat as a grand jury, and are now sitting as a petit
jury and, as you all know, we deem that a violation of Mr. Wilson's
procedural rights under the Constitution of the United States."
We state for the record that we regard this procedure as lacking
procedural due process under the U.S. Constitution.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, and with the deepest respect to you and
to the gentlemen of the committee, whom I will be addressing very
briefly: because you, Mr. Chairman, and these gentlemen have, in
fact, sat during the investigation of this matter, which it is my understanding has been ongoing for well over 1 year, and because you have
been in constant touch, by necessity of course, with your staff and coupsel who have been, if you will, putting together the case against Mr.
Wilson, and because you heard arguments and evidence which has
caused you to vote out a statement of alleged violations which in our
view is similar ,to an indictment, thereby placing yourselves in positions of grand jurors, I now ask you to recuse yourself, Mr. Chairman,
from this hearing.
I would also ask, if I might-it may not be within protocd buti
hope I'll be forgiven-I would ask with all respect that Mr. Cheney,
Mr. Sensenbrenner, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Spence, Judge Preyer, also step
away since you have been engaged in these proceedings for well over a
year, and with the deepest respect I say to you, you cannot sit now as
fair and impartial jurors of the evidence to be presented to you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WISEBAv. Mr. Chairman, if I may.

I have no objection to incorporating the first two motions of Mr.
Bonner into the record as long as it also reflects that these motions have
been considered before this committee and have been denied by the
committee.
I do, however, object strenuously to the third motion. That motion
is clearly untimely under committee rules. I cite to you Committee
Rule of Procedure No. 12, which specifically provides for objection to
the participation of any member of the committee on the grounds that
he could not render an impartial and unbiased decision.
That motion would have been timely -within a 21-day period after
the issuance of the Statement of Alleged Violations. We are some 80
days past that period now and I object to that motion, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, prior to doing that, may I have benefit
of a question to counsel?
,o
I was not a member of the committee at the time that the first motiqn
by Mr. Bonner was offered to the committee, and I was interested in his
argument in that he asked us to, as a committee, impose upon ourselves
a statute of limitations.
I would ask counsel first, to cite the statute of limitations that he
has reference to, and then if he would address himself to his request
that the committee impose upon itself that statute of limitations.
Mr. BONNER. In answer to your question, Mr. Stokes, let me say that
the statute to which I am referring is a statute established by the
'Congress and is to be found in title 18 of the United States Code,'At
section 3282. That section of the United States Code states, in effect,

that a general 5-year period of limitations exists, after which expiration a person may not be prosecuted for noncapital offenses against the
United States.
In making argument to the committee some time ago on this point,
I pointed out to the committee that if Mr. Wilson stood before the bar
of any Federal court in the United States and was charged with the
most grave offenses, other than one punishable by death, for example,
treason against the United States, that no matter whether he had committed that grave violation or those grave violations, if he was not
charged with that violation or those violations within 5 years, then
because this Congress in its wisdom determined that no citizen should
be brought to trial beyond a 5-year period, Mr. Wilson would stand
free, in that a similar motion made before a Federal court would have
to result in the dismissal of those charges.
I argued to the committee that it seemed to me that if the Congress
in its wisdom, for all the reasons that the Congress found to pass such a
statute-and there are many good reasons which I can bring to your
attention this morning-it seemed to me that if such a statute were
applicable to Mr. Wilson, as it would be if he was charged with these
grave Federal' offenses, offenses which would have to be dismissed before a Federal court if those charges were not brought against him in
the 5-year period, then it seemed to me that the Congress which had
established such a statute of limitations ought to impose upon itself in
bringing charges against its own members a similar period of time.
Now, of course,
such statute in existence, but I urged the
committee
to adoptthere
suchisano
statute--such
a period of limitations-and
if they could not, then I urged upon them the other arguments which
were
applicable,
I felt, that
Mr. are
Stokes,
of laches,toausdoctrine
in
euityequally
which deals
with matters
not available
under the
law, and finally I appealed to them on the grounds of fundamental
fairness, both under the Constitution and humanely, because the Congress
in its wisdom, in passing that statute and making it applicable to
all major
Federal crimes other than those punishable by death, had
very good reason before it made that serious determination that a citizen who may, in fact, have committed these grave and terrible crimes,
should not be brought before the bar of justice if those charges were not
presented against that citizen within a 5-year period.
As the chairman said to me, correctly, the committee has heard
argument and rejected the motion.
Mr. SESENBENR. Will the gentleman from Ohio yield ?
Mr.
I yield, Basically,
ur. SToKEs.
SENSENBEENNER.sir.
the committee rejected the motions
that had been filed several months ago by Mr. Bonner on behalf of
Congressman Wilson on two grounds.
First of all, there is no statute of limitations that is contained in the
House rules whatsoever.
Second, if one adopts Mr. Wilson's counsel's assertion that the proceedings before this committee are somewhat akin to bar disciplinary
proceedings, there is judicial precedent to indicate that there is no
statute of limitations for ethical violations as it respects bar disciplinary proceedings, and that case is in ye Sarbonne cited by the New
Jersey Supreme Court in 1973 and recorded at 304 Atl. 2d 734.

Counsel for Mr. Wilson has not come up with any judicial precedent
that shows that there is a statute of limitations for ethics violations '
Mr. STOKES. I appreciate the gentleman's comments.
Chairman BENNETr. As to the first motion, 'all those in favor of
agreeing with the respondent's first motion, let it be known by raising
your right hand.
All those opposed raise your right hand.
Mr. SWANNER. I count 8; that's 8 nays.

Chairman BENNETT. We have 8 nays.
Now as to the second motion, which has to do with the argument
about a better procedure being an alternative, or any discussion on
that.
Mr. STOKES. Just a question.
Did I understand one of your motions to be a renewal of your motion for a delay, which was argued here a couple of days ago?
Mr. BONNER. Yes, Mr. Stokes. It is a renewal of the motion to stay
the disciplinary hearing for the reasons set forth by me, I believe last
Wednesday before the committee.
Chairman BENNETr. Further discussion on that?
All those in favor of that, let it be known by raising your right
hand.
All those opposed, raise your right hand.
Mr. SWANNER. We have 7 nays and 1 yea.
Chairman BENNETT. That count is 7 nays and 1 yea.
The third motion is one that has not been argued before the committee before, but the rules do provide that the person can recuse himself because of the reasons set out in the rule, but it is, as I understand it, designed to allow the person to do it if he feels that he is
not a proper person to sit.
Anybody here can take advantage of that rule and not be on the
committee, so be advised that you can take that position.
I guess we could impose that on a member, although it is certainly
not the spirit of the rule. I don't know whether we could or couldn't,
but in any event, we can vote on the motion.
All those in favor of the third -motion, let it be known by,raising
your right hand.
All those opposed.
Mr. SWANNER. Again, we have 7 nays and 1 present.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. We have 7 nays and 1 present.
All right. Then we are ready for counsel to make their opening
statements.
Mr. BONNER. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, we would ask
you to permit us to reserve an opening statement in this matter.
Chairman BENNETT. Well, do you want to call the first witness?
Mr. WISEBRA. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, we call Mr. Marvin Levy.
Whereupon, Marvin Levy was called as a witness and being first
duly sworn, testified as follows:
I
Mr. WISEBRAM., Mr. Levy, where are you presently employed?

Mr. LEVY. I am presently a special agent for the Inspector General,
General Services Administration, Office of Special Projects. I am also
an assistant professorial lecturer at George Washington University in
forensic science.
Mr. WIsEBRAm. Prior to this employment, where were you employed,
Mr. Levy?
Mr. LEVY. I was employed as an investigator for the House of Representatives. I was a member of the special staff for financial
investigations.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Is everyone hearing him well? Maybe we should

turn off the cooler. If anybody wants to complain about not hearing,
we can have that air conditioner turned off.
May I suggest that somebody do turn it off ? After all, this is a cool
day, 40 degrees outside. There is no real reason to have the roar of
the heater or the cooler, I'm not sure which.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I did have trouble hearing because of
that, and I appreciate what you just suggested.
Might I ask for a spelling of the gentleman's name?

Chairman

BENNETT.

We'll start all over.

Mr. BONNER. Thank you.
-Chairman BENNETT. You can spell your name.

The WITNESS. L-e-v-y. Marvin M. Levy.
Mr. WIS amRAM. Mr. Levy, where are you presently employed?

Mr. LEVY. I am a special agent with the Inspector General of the
General Services Administration, Office of Special Projects, and an
assistant professorial lecturer in the forensic science department at,
George Washington University.
Mr,WiSEBEAM. Prior to this, where were you employed?
Mr. Lrvy. Prior to this, I was an investigator with the U.S. House
of Representatives Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, the
special staff conducting the Korean influence investigation.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And prior to that time, Mr. Levy?
Mr. LEVY. Prior to that time, I was with the Internal Revenue
Service, both in Manhattan and IRS national office, both in the field
and as an instructor.
Mr. WIslAMx. Mr. Levy, during your period as an employee of this
committee, did you have occasion to examine various financial records
and documents relating to Rep. Charles H. Wilson?
Mr. LEVY.Yes; I did.
Mr. WISEBEAx. What years, approximately, did those records cover?
Mr. LEvY. From 1970 into part of 1978.
Mr. WIsaRAM. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
Mr. Levy, in respondent's answer to the charges in the Statement of
Alleged Violations, he has asserted that the question concerning conversion from campaign funds to personal use is not material to the
matter then under inquiry, which was, of course, the Korean influence
investigation, House Resolution 252.
Mr. Gu-mOBONI. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I can't hear. I really
can't hear that.
Chairman BENNETT. I'm having a little difficulty, too. Until we get
the thing turned off, just shout into it.
Mr. WiSEBRAM. Mr. Levy, did you, as an employee of this commit-

tee, have occasion to examine various financial records and documents
relating to Congressman Charles H. Wilson?
Mr. LEvY. Yes; I did.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And what yearp, approximately, did these documents
cover?
Mr. LEvY. 1970 through part of 1978.
Mr. WISEBRt*iw. Mr. Levy, in respondent's answer to the charges in
the Statement of Alleged Violations, he has asserted that questions
concerning conversion of campaign funds to personal use wepe nut
material to the matter then under inquiry, which was, of course; the
Korean influence investigation, House Resolution 252.
Were, in fact, questions concerning the possible conversion of campaign funds to personal use material to your investigation?
Mr. GUnOBONI.Objection.
Mr. BONNER. Objection.
Chairman BENNETT.What is the objection?
Mr. GUmonoNI. Mr. Chairman, that calls for a legal conclusion.
That is what the committee itself will determine. That is the ultimate
question.
Mr. WIsrBmAiv. Mr. Chairman, it's my position that Mr. Levy, of
course, is the investigator who has conducted the investigation, and
he is certainly in a position to state whether or not he felt the material
was in fact material to his investigation, and to give reasons as to why
it was material.
I think the objection should be overruled.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I don't think he is permitted to say
what he felt. What he is permitted to do is to say what his investigation uncovered, if anything, not to come to-as Mr. Guidoboni has
said-ultimate conclusions. That is your function and the function
of the committee.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, maybe I can rephrase that question.,
Chairman BENNETT. I think it would be good if you did.
Mr. WISEBRAw. Mr. Levy, why were you concerned with the possible
conversion of campaign funds to personal use as a part of your investigation?
Mr. LEVY. I had been assigned the financial investigation of Mr.
Wilson, to establish through a financial means whether there had been
any illicit or improper payments of moneys from the Korean Government to Mr. Wilson.
Upon commencing that investigation, examination of the bank accounts revealed very large deposits of cash which were not supported
by income. These deposits were over that period of time previously
described, from 1970 through part of 1978, approximately $200,000
in cash. These deposits were simply not supported by information that
was made available to the staff.
It became imperative then, in order to reach a definitive and accurate
statement regarding Mr. Wilson's finances and possible funds from
the Korean Government, to identify all known funds and identify all
unknown funds going into the various bank accounts, in order to net
out possibly illicit or illegal funds.
Simply Put, it's virtually impossible to do an accurate financial investigation and not know all sorts of funds going into an account.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
Mr. Levy, during the course ofMr. BoNNR. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Just a point of clarification. I'm a little confused on something.
I have just heard the number $200,000 andMr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise a point of
order.
Mr. Bonner is going to have an ample opportunity to cross-examine
the witness when his turn comes, and I think that Mr. Wisebram should
be allowed to complete his examination without interruption, except
for objections as to evidentiary points as set forth by the rules.
Mr. BONNER. I object, Mr. Chairman, and I move therefore to strike
the testimony of this witness as to $200,000, when we are all aware
that there is no such figure contained in the entire statement of alleged
violations.
In other words, if you take all of these numbers that are in here
regarding campaign contributions-I may stand corrected, but I think
it's something like $29,000 over a 10-year period, and I object to that
testimony.
It is given only to prejudice the committee, to prejudice this hearing, and I ask that it be stricken from the record,
Chairman BENNETT. I believe it is a valid thing for the attorneys to
inquire about the information that was received in that other inquiry,
and therefore the objection is overruled.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Levy, during the
course of your investigation, did you come across the name of Mr. Lee
Rogers?
Mr. LEvy. Yes; I did.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In what manner did you come across the name of Mr.
Lee Rogers?
Mr. LEvy. Upon examining the Sergeant at Arms, which is a bank
on the premises of the House of Representatives, I could see checks
going into Mr. Wilson's account drawn on Mr. Lee Rogers' account.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Levy, I'm going to show you a copy of the document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 1," and ask that you identify
that document for us.
That is a check written on the account of Mr. Lee Rogers, pay to
the order of Charles H. Wilson, in the amount of $5,000. The date of
the check is June 1, 1971, signed by Tracy Spicer, and it is marked in
the ton left-hand corner "loan."
Is that the check?
Mr. GTIDOBONL Mr. Chairman, objection, please. He presented the
paper to the witness and asked the witness to identify it and then told
him what it was.
That is improper questioning. Objection to the form of the question. Let the witness identify it. The objection is to the form of the
question.
Mr. WSEBRAM. I will rephrase it, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Levy, is this
theMr.
check?
LEVY. This is a copy of one of the checks that came in that
was
deposited into Mr. Wilson's bank account.
Chairman BENNETT. Would you describe the check?

Mr. LEVY. There were several checks, Mr. Chairman. Would you
like me toChairman BENNETT. Describe each one.
Mr. LEVY. Exhibit No. 1 is 'a check drawn on the account of Mr.:Lee
Rogers on a Los Angeles bank, made payable to Mr. Charles H. Wilson for $5,000, dated June 1971, and it is endorsed by Charles H.
Wilson.
Chairman BENNETT. This will be exhibit No. 1.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Will you identify exhibit No. 2, Mr. Levy?
Mr. LEVY. Exhibit No. 2 is also an infusion of funds into Mr. Wilson's bank account, again drawn on the account of Mr. Lee Rogers
out in California, dated June 1972, for $5,000, signed by a Miss Tracy
Spicer, deposited into the Sergeant at Arms account, but not hand
endorsed. It says for deposit only to Congressman Charles H. Wilson's
account.
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibits 1 and 2 are accepted for the record.
[Exhibits 1 and 2 were accepted into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Exhibit No. 3, Mr. Levy?
Mr. LEVY. Exhibit No. 3 is another check drawn on Mr. Lee Rogers' account, on a bank out in California, made payable to Charles
Wilson, dated December 1972, for $500. This is signed by Lee Rogers
and endorsed on the back "Pay to the order of Donald HI. Wilson,
Charles H. Wilson"-Charles H. Wilson signs and then Donald 11.
Wilson is below it.
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibit No. 3 is accepted for the record.
[Exhibit No. 3 was accepted into evidence.]
Mr. LEVY. Exhibit No. 4 is a check signed by Lee Rogers, drawn
on a California bank account of the Lee Rogers Building, dated, Jme
1973, for $5,000, made payable to Robert Fordiani. Mr. Fordiani endorsed the check 'and immediately below his endorsement, the second
endorsement is that of Charles H. Wilson.
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibit 4 is accepted for the record.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Levy, would you kindly take a look at No. 4
again, and can you tell us the date that check was deposited in:'the
Sergeant at Arms account?
Mr. LEVY. The check was written, apparently, June 27, 1970, and
was endorsed-I'm sorry-was credited by the Sergeant at Arms on
June 29, 1973, 2 days later.
Mr. WISEEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions of this witness.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, would you indulge us for just a minute, please?
Chairman BENNETT. Do any members have any cross-examination?
Mr. CHENEY. May I iquire who Tracy Spicer is?
Mr. LEVY. I believe Tracy Spicer was an employee of Mr. Rogers
in California, with signatory 'authority on certain accounts.
I have no absolute knowledge on that, but that's what I believe,'
Chairman BENNETT. Further questions?
All right, you may inquire.
Mr. GuiD6ooNI. Mr. Levy, at the time that you examined these
records, you were employed by this committee; is that correct?
1
Mr. LEVY. That is correct.

Mr. GuIDOBONI. They paid your salary; is that right?
Mr. LEVY. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. When did you leave this position?
Mr. LEVY. October 31, 1978.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Now, when was it-you conducted your examination of these records back prior to your leaving the committee, some
time before October 1978?
Mr. LEVY. That is correct.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. Do you remember when it was you looked at them?
Mr. LEVY. I believe the financial investigation involving Mr. Wilson
was conducted-I would have to be approximate.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Do the best you can.
Mr. LEVY. Probably between May and September of 1978.
Mr. GuiDoBoNi. May and September ofMr. LEVY. That's an approximation.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you know when the statement of charges for
alleged violations was returned in this case?
Mr. LEvY. Are you referring to the immediate situation?
Mr. GumosoNi. Yes.
Mr. LEVY. I believe it was approximately 2 months ago, but I'm not
positive on it.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. About 2 months ago. About December of 1979?
Mr. LEVY. I'm not an employee of the House and I wasn't here when
those charges were filed, but I believe that is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. Now do you know where you obtained the records
that you examined, sir?
Mr. LEVY. There were many records examined. Probably the largest
single group were the Sergeant at Arms bank accounts, which were obtained as a result, I believe, of a letter from the chairman to the appropriate personnel at the Sergeant at Arms.
Mr. GuiDoBo Ni. Did Mr. Wilson furnish records to you voluntarily?
Mr. LEVY. I really don't remember, but in all probability there must
have been some that were furnished voluntarily.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now directing your attention to the exhibits that
were put in the record, exhibit No. 1, from Lee Rogers, is there-do you
have those in front of you?
Mr. LEVY. Yes, sir, I do.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And the date of that is June 1, 1971, is that correct?
Mr. LEVY. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, next to Mr. Lee Rogers' name, is there something written in there in script, sir?
Mr. LEVY. To the right hand of Mr. Rogers' name is the word "loan,"
]-o-a-n.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And that was there when you looked at the checks
before, wasn't it?
Mr. LEVY. I believe it was.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you recall?
Mr. LEVY. Just by looking at the photocopy of this check, I could be
fairly certain that it was.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Well, let me ask you this. Do you recall looking at
these checks at all?

Mr. LEVY. Oh, yes, I do.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. You're not sure whether that wasMr. LEVY. I believe two of the three checks in question made direct
to Mr. Wilson had the word "loan," and since the $500 check doesn't,
I would assume these twoMr. GUiDOBONI. We'll get to that.
Exhibit No. 2.
Mr. LEvY. Yes.
Mr. GumoBoNI. That was the check, I believe, dated June 20, 1972;
is that correct?
Mr. LE vY. That's correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Is there something written next to Mr. Lee Rogers'
name and address there?
Mr. LEVY. The word "loan."
Mr. GUIDOBONI. The word "loan," and do you recall whether that
was written there when you looked at it before?
Mr. LE VY. I assume it was.
Mr. GUMOBONi. Do you have a recollection?
Mr. LEvY. Based on best recollection, I would have to say it was there.
I believe there were two checks and I see two of them here, so I assume
these were the same.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now turning to exhibit No. 3, sir, who is that check
made out-first of all, that check is June 27,1973 ?
Mr. LEVY. Item No. 3 is December 11, 1972.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Item No. 4, then. The check is June 27, 1973?
Mr. LEvY. That's correct.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. I think you stated that was on Lee Rogers' building
account?
Mr. LEvY. That's correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. And that is different from the other accounts?
Mr. LEvY. It's a separate account, but it's not a corporate entity.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And that check is made payable to whom?
Mr. LEvY. Robert Fordiani.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. Not to Charles Wilson; is that correct?
Mr, LEvY. On the face it's not made payable to Charles Wilson, but
the endorsement is over to Charles Wilson, so the net effect is the same.

Mr.

GUIDOBON1.

Sir, would you answer my questions? I will put the

questions and you give the answers.
Mr. LEvY. The front of the check is payable to Robert Fordiani.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. He would be the payee, correct?
Mr. LEvY. That's correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And if you turn to the rear of the check, did he
endorse it?
Mr. LE VY. Mr. Fordiani?
Mr. GumDOBONI. Yes.
Mr. LEVY. Yes; he did.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Then there is an endorsement of Mr. Charles Wilson?
Mr. LEvY. That's correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, Mr. Levy, do you have any training in handwriting analysis?
Mr. LEvY. A small amount, but I'm not an expert.

Mr. GumOBONI. So your statement that these are so-and-so's signatures is speculation.
Mr. LEVY. I will assume when a check goes through a bank account,
unless I have some knowledge of fraudulent activity attempt, that the
checks are valid.
Mr. GUmOBONI. That's the basis of your assumption?
Mr. LEvY. That they were signed by certain individuals?
Mr. GUIDOBNI. Yes.
Mr. LEvY. I will accept these signatures.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Is that the basis of your assumption?
Mr. LEvy. Yes; it is.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, Mr. Levy, with regard to exhibit No. 2,
June 20, 1972, check, there is no written endorsement on the hack, is
there?
Mr. LEVY. That's correct.
Mr. GUmhOBONI. Typewritten endorsement?
Mr. LEVY. Yes; would you like me to read it?
Mr. Gu.IDoBONi. No signature; is that correct?
Mr. LEVY. That's correct.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. You don't know who caused that deposit, do you,
even based on your assumption?
Mr. LEVY. No. I only said the funds went into the account. I didn't
say who deposited them.
Mr. GUmOBONI. That's correct. There is no way of knowing that, is
there, from the document in front of you?
Mr. LEVY. From the single document, no.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Mr. Levy, when you finished your investigation,

or perhaps in progress of it, who did you make the results of your
investigation known to?
Mr. Lvy. Chief counsel.

Mr. GtImOBONi. And who was that?
Mr. LEvy. Mr. John Nields.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Was he an employee of the committee at that time?
Mr. LEvY. Yes; he was.

Mr. GuiDOBON1. When was that finished, your phase?
Mr. LEVY. October 31, 1 believe, 1978.
Mr. GU-mOBONI. 1978? Will the committee indulge me a moment?
If I may, ' one more question. These exhibits that you sponsored in the
evidence-these are checks; is that correct?
Mr. LEvY. That's correct.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. They are not cash, are they?
Mr. LEvy. No, sir.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. No further questions.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, just a few on redirect. Mr. Levy, if
you will look at the endorsement on the back of exhibit No. 1, where
was that check deposited? Can you tell us what account accepted the
deposit?
Mr. LEvy. This was deposited in Sergeant at Arms.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
Mr. Levy, if you will kindly look at exhibit No. 4, check to 0. Robert
Fordiani, and tell us into what institution that check was deposited.

Mr. LEVY. This check was deposited into the Sergeant at Arms.
Mr. WisEBRAxv. Is it the same for exhibit 2?
Mr. LEVY. Deposited into the Sergeant at Arms.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Levy, you made the results of your investigation known to Mr. Nields, who was chief counsel. What instructions
did he give you?
Mr. LEVY. Mr. Nields indicated that we were conducting our investigation pursuant to House Resolution 252, which spoke only: on
Korean investigations then.
Mr. Nields instructed me to do only that work necessary which
stayed within the parameters of House Resolution 252, but which was
necessary to reach a definitive and accurate answer on financial
investigation.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And did you do that?
Mr. LEVY. Yes; I did.
Mr. WISRBRAM. That's all, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNmT. Next witness.
Mr. WIsEmRA. Mr. Chairman, the committee calls Mr. Frank Chian.
[Whereupon, Frank Chlan was called as a witness and, being first
duly sworn, testified as follows:]
Mr. WISrERAM. Mr. Chairman, if you will bear with us just a
moment, we will set up a chart.
In the meantime, I would like to offer into evidence committee
exhibit No. 5, Mr. Chairman, which is a copy of the applicable House
rules for the years covered by the Statement of Alleged Violations.
This would be the Congress beginning in 1971 and the Congresses beginning in 1973 and 1975.
We have the volumes containing these rules available, but if there
is no objection, I would like to enter just copies of those rules.
Chairman BENN=r. There being no objection, exhibit No. 5 is
received into the record.
[Exhibit No. 5 was received into evidence.]
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, did we receive exhibit No. 4?
I don't believe we formally entered that into the record.
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, where are you presently employed?
Mr. CHLAN. I am employed by the General Accounting Office.-,;
Mr. Wismp.Am. How long have you been so employed, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. CHLAN. Over 28 years.
Mr. WISEBRA. What is your position with General Accounting
Office?
Mr. CHLAN. Assistant Accountant in the Financial and Management Studies Division.
I !
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. From March 1979 to March
11 ,1980, were you assigned to a congressional committee, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. I was assigned to a congressional committee.
Mr. WIsnIAM. To which committee, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. To the House Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. During your assignment to
this committee, Mr. Chlan, did you have occasion to examine and

analyze various financial records and documents of Representative
Charles H. Wilson?
Mr. CHLAN. I did have occasion to examine and analyze documents
of Charles H. Wilson.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, what years, approximately, or period

of years did these records cover?
Mr. CHLAN. These records covered 1974 to 1978.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Would you briefly describe

to us the condition that you found these records to be in.
Mr. Chlan, could you please talk closer to the microphone?
Mr. CHLAN. In the examination of the records of Congressman
Wilson I noted there was a rollover of a number of loans at different
banks.
I also found that minimum payments were being paid on numerous
accounts.
Mr. WIsEBmAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask
you to look at what has been marked "Exhibit 6," and would you
describe that document to the committee, please?
Mr. CrmAN. This is the U.S. House of Representatives Financial

Disclosure Statement for the period October 1, 1977 to December 31,
1977, which was submitted-signed by Charles H. Wilson April 26,
1978.
Mr. WIsEEHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan.
Now I ask you to direct your attention to part III, Mr. Chlan,
entitled "Liabilities." Do you see that?
Mr. CHAN. Yes; I can.
Mr. WISEBRA. Will you kindly read to the committee what is re-

quired to be reported under that section, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. Under part IIIMr. GumoBoNi. Objection, please. I don't think I recall this being
moved into the record.
I would object further to it. What I can see is a copy of something, and I think we are either entitled to the original -or to a certified copy.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chairman, I would move that it be entered at

this point.
Also, if Mr. Guidoboni will look at the next page, I think he will
see the certification on that document.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. I will withdraw the objection.
Chairman BENNETT. We will accept it as exhibit No. 6.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you.
[Exhibit No. 6 received into evidence.]
Mr. CHLAN. Under part III: liabilities, the identity and category
of value of any personal liability owned, directly or indirectly, which
exceeds $2,500 as of the close of the year
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, excuse me.
I think you spoke the word "owned." Did you mean to say "owed"
as to personal liability?
Mr. CHLAN. I'm sorry. Owed is correct.
Mr. WISEBBAM.

Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly

read which liabilities are identified there?

Mr. CHLAN. The liabilities identified are Wright Patman Credit
Union, Master Charge, National Bank of Washington.
Mr. WISEBRAM. On the continuation sheet, Mr. Chlan, the next sheet.
Mr. CHLAN. On the continuation sheet, we have shown Wright Patman Credit Unionwhich
Mr. WISEBRAM. Excuse me, Mr. Chlan. Under part III only,
are the liabilities?
Mr. CHLAN. We have none.
to
Mr. WISEBRAm. There are not reports of any loans or obligations
Chlan?
Mr.
there,
are
Mr. Lee Rogers,
Mr. CHLAN. There are none shown on the report.
to ask
Mr. WISEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I'm going
that you kindly take a look at the document marked "Committee
Exhibit No. 7'
Chairman BENNETT. Describe the document.
marked
Mr. WiSEBRAM. Mr. Chl an, would you describe the document
please?
7-A,"
No.
"Exhibit
sheet
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Security Pacific National Bank ledger
Fund.
Campaign
for Charles H. Wilson
that
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chairman, I move
point.
this
at
evidence
this be accepted into
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibit No. 7?
Mr. WIsEBRAm. Exhibit 7-A, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibit 7-A is accepted.
[Exhibit 7-A was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBEAM. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly describe-this is from
the campaign fund of Charles H. Wilson?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Does this ledger sheet show a $10,283.35 debit
against that account?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. May I state my objection?
Chairman BENNETT. Go ahead and state your objection.
Mr'. GurmOBONI. I object. Counsel is leading. He's speaking from the
document. The document is before the witness. He should ask the
witness-the form again-what the document shows and ask the witness to tell him; and not testify. He's not the witness here.
Mr. WISEBRAM. All right. I'll rephrase that.
Mr. FowLER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the chairman to instruct
both counsel that we have the documents and we see the documents,
and any highly technical objections to legal procedure I don't think
are necessary.
If there is excessive leading of the witness or browbeating any witness, I'm sure the chairman will put a stop to it.
Simply because the counsel asks and reads a figure and that is not
precisely the proper form of the question, we can discern that. We
don't need these individual interruptions and technical objections,
Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Well, we do want to proceed expeditiously. I
think the format that has been established will be good to follow.
Mr. WISBBAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chlan, what does
that document-kindly identify what that document shows you.

Mr. CHLAN. This exhibit 7-A shows that on March 10, 1971, a debit
to the account was in the amount of $10,283.35.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, would you identify committee exhibit

7-B, the document marked "7-B"?
Mr. CILAN. This is Bank of America ledger sheet for Charles H.
Wilson Office Account.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And, Mr. Chlan, what does-Mr. Chairman, I ask
that it be accepted into evidence at this time.
Chairman BENNETT. It will be accepted as exhibit 7-B.
[Exhibit 7-B was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAm. Mr. Chlan, what does that document show?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on March 9 there was a deposit
to this account of $10,283.35, and that on March 10 there was a charge
to this account in the amount of $10,283.35.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
identify committee exhibit 7-C?
Mr. CHLAN. Exhibit 7-C is the Imperial Bank loan approval and
credit report in the name of Charles H. Wilson, who obtained a note on
July 31, 1970, in the amount of $10,000.
Mr. WISEBRAi. Mr. Chlan, what is the stated purpose of that loan?
Mr. CHLAN. The stated purpose of this loan is for personal expense.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
identify the second-the third page of committee exhibit 7-C, please?
Mr. CHLAN. This copy shows that the Imperial Bank, on July 31,
1970, was to pay through a cashier's check to Charles H. Wilson in the
amount of $9,500, and to give him cash in the amount of $500.
It also shows under the Federal truth-in-lending disclosure statement
that the loan was to be repaid on November 28, 1970.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Is this still exhibit 7?

Mr. WISEBRAM. 7-C, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. It will be accepted in the record at this point.
[Exhibit 7-C was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRmA. Mr. Chlan, the third page of that document.
Mr. CHLAN. This is another loan approval and credit report, in
which the initial loan was renewed in the amount of $10,000, with a maturity date of February 26, 1971.
Mr. WI EBRAM. What is the stated purpose of that renewal, Mr.
Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. The stated purpose is for personal expense.
Mr. WisEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. The fourth page of that document, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Federal truth-in-lending disclosure statement, which shows that this renewal loan was due to be repaid February 26, 1971, and the disclosure statement is signed by Charles I.
Wilson.
Mr. WISEBRAM. The next page, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a worksheet from the Imperial Bank which
shows that the purpose of this loan was to renew the previous loan in
the amount of $10,000.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, I ask you to identify the document
marked "Committee Exhibit 7-D," please.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a letter from the Imperial Bank dated March 31,

1971, which was addressed to Mr. Wilson, which states that the
original loan, as well as the renewal loan, was fully repaid.
Mr. WISEBRA1M. Mr. Chlan, committee exhibit 7-E, would you please
identify that?
Chairman BEN.NrETT. Exhibit 7-DMr. WisrBRA. I move 7-D be accepted in the record.
Chairman BENN-rr. Accepted.
[Exhibit 7-D was received into evidence.]
Mr. CHLAN. This exhibit 7-E shows that Mr. Wilson was last out
,
of commercial debt on March 9, 1971.
Mr. WIsEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, did you have
occasion to calculate the
Chairman BENNrETr. Did you want to receive that?
Mr. WSEBRAm. I move that be received.
Chairman BENNEtt. Without objection, exhibit 7-E is accepted into
evidence.
[Exhibit 7-E was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM . Did you have occasion to calculate the interest that
would have been paid on these notes-the original note is November 28, 1970 until the date of payment?
Mr. CHLAN. I did calculate the interest on this outstanding renewal
loan, and it amounted to $283.35.
Mr. WISERAM. This is on a $10,000 note; is that right?
Mr. CHLAN. This is on the $10,000 note, from the period November 28, 1970 until the loan was repaid.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Have you summarized these
documents on a chart, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes.
Mr. WISEBRAn. Would you kindly describe it to the committee?
Mr. CHLAN. We have the repayment of the $10,000 loan to the Imperial Bank. We show that a cheek for $10,283.35 was drawn on the
Security Pacific National Bank, Charles H. Wilson's Campaign Fund.
This check, this amount of money, was deposited at the Bank of
America Western Branch to Mr. Wilson's Office Account, in the amount
of $10,283.35, on March 9-, 1971.
A check is also drawn for $10,283.35, which amount was debited to
the account on March 10, 1971, which represents repayment
of the
9. 1971.
$10,000 loan, plus the interest of $283.35, on March
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chian, would you
kindly turn to the document marked "Committee Erthibit No. 8-A"?
Mr. CHLAN. This exhibit 8-A is drawn on the Security Pacific National Bank, Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What does this document show, Mr. Chian?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on March 17, 1971, a charge
was made to the account of $5,200.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chairman, I move that
this be accepted into evidence at this point, exhibit 8-A.
Chairman BENNETr. Without objection, exhibit 8-A is accepted.
[Exhibit 8-A was received into evidence. 1
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chian, would you please identify committee
exhibit-the document marked "Committee Exhibit R-B"?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a copy of a check drawn on the Charles H.

Wilson Campaign Fund on March 15 and deposited to the order of
Charles H. Wilson Office Account in the amount of $5,200, and it was
deposited on March 16 to the Office Account.
Mr. WISEBPAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chairman, I move this
be received into evidence at this point.
Chairman BENNEr. Without objection, it is received into evidence.
[Exhibit 8-B was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Will you please identify the document marked
"Committee Exhibit 8-C," Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Bank of America ledger sheet for the
Charles H. Wilson Office Account, which shows that the deposit previously referred to was made in the amount of $5,2-00 on March 16.
Mr. Wis.BRAM. And does it show a debit, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. It also shows that on March 18, there was a debit to
the account of $5,129.85.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Now, Mr. Chlan, would you
kindly identify the document marked "Committee Exhibit 8-D"?
Mr. CITLAN. This is the Security Pacific National Bank report of
loan made, Culver City Branch, to Mr. Charles H. Wilson, in the
amount of $5,000.
Mr. WIsEBAMk.
Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be aceepted into evidence as committee exhibit 8-D at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Exhibit 8-D, as well as A, B, and C, are included in the record.
[Exhibits 8-C and 8-D were received into evidence.]
Mr. WisEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, does this document state. the purpose of
this loan?
Mr. CHLAN. The purpose of the loan is shown as personal expenses.
Mr. VISERAI. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Would you kindly identify
the second page of that document 8-D, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN-. This is a document from Security Pacific National
Bank dated August 26, 1970, which states that they paid by cashiers
check to Charles Wilson, $5,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you identify the document marked "Committee Exhibit 8-E," please?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the report of the loan made by the Security
Pacific National Bank, which represents a renewal of the previous
loan in the amount of $5,000.
Mr. WISEBRA. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection it is received into evidence.
[Exhibit 8-E was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, does this document state the purpose of
the loan?
Mr. CIILAN. The purpose of the loan is shown for personal expenses.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What interest is stated on that loan, Mr. Chian?
Mr. CHLAN. The interest is at 81/2 percent.
Mr. WisFBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Chlan.
Chairman BENNETT. I'm sorry. Which exhibit was that you were
just referring to?
Mr. WISEBRAM. That was 8-E, Mr. Chairinan.
Mr. Chlan, did you have occasion to calculate the interest at the

rate of 8.5 percent which would be owed on this $5,000 loan which
was made on November 27,1970?
Mr. CHLAN. I did calculate the interest on this outstanding loan,
and it amounted to $129.85.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
move to the chart and describe for the committee, if you Will, summarize the evidence you just presented?
Mr. CHIAN. This is the repayment of the $5,000 loan to the Security
Pacific National Bank. We have a check drawn-a $5,200 check drawn
on the Security Pacific National Bank Campaign Fund on March 15,
1971, which in turn is deposited in the Bank of America Office Account
in the amount of $5,200 on March 16.
On the same date, a check is drawn on this account in the amount
of $5,129.85, which is made payable to-which is paid to Security
Pacific National Bank, Culver City Branch, to pay off the outstanding $5,000 loan plus $129.85 of interest.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, before you step down, the first column
of your chart, what is the name of that account ?
Mr. CimAN. This is called the Security Pacific National Bank,
Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund.
Mr. WISEBERAM. And the second column?
Mr. CHLAN. Is the Bank of America, Charles H. Wilson Office
Account.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. Chlan, I will ask you to kindly turn to the document marked
"Committee Exhibit 9-A."
Would you identify that document for the committee?
Mr. CHLAN. Exhibit 9-A is the Security Pacific National Bank
ledger sheet for the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund.
Mr. WIsEBRnw.
Mr. Chairman, I move that this be moved into
evidence now as committee exhibit 9-A.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, it is admitted into evidence
as exhibit 9-A.
[Exhibit 9-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEm.LAm. What does this document show, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on March 24, 1971, a charge
to the account was made in the amount of $3,400.
Mr. Wisr.m
.Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you please
identify committee exhibit 9-B, the document marked 9-B?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Campaign Fund payable
to the office account in the amount of $3,400. It is dated November 23,
1971.
Mr. WISEBEAM. Mr. Chairman? I move that this be received into
evidence as committee exhibit 9-B.
Chairman BENNETr. Without objection, exhibit 9-B is received in
evidence.
[Exhibit 9-B was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBEAM. Mr. Chlan, would you please identify the document
marked "Committee Exhibit 9-C"?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Bank of America, Charles H. Wilson Office
Account.
Mr. WISEBBAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence as committee exhibit 9-C.

Chairman BENNETT. Received.

[Exhibit 9-C was received into evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CELAN. This document shows that on November 23, a deposit

was made of $3,400.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Now would you kindly
identify Exhibit 9-D?
Mr. CULAN. This is also the Bank of America, Charles H. Wilson
Office. Account, that shows that a debit was made to the account on
November 26, of $3,047.91.
Mr. WisEBEA.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have this exhibit

accepted into evidence as committee exhibit 9-D.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, it is accepted.

[Exhibit 9-D was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, would you please identify exhibit 9-E?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a report of the loan made by the Security Pacific

National Bank to Charles H. Wilson in the amount of $3,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be ac-

cepted into evidence as committee exhibit 9-E at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, it is accepted into evidence.
[Exhibit 9-E was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, what is the interest stated on this
document?
Mr. CHLAN. The interest is .61/4 percent.
Mr. WIsEBRAx. Thank you. What is the purpose of this loan stated,

Mr. Chian?
Mr. CHLAN. The purpose of this loan is for personal expenses.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Will you please identify the

document marked "Committee Exhibit 9-F"?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a renewal of the $3,000 loan.
Mr. WIsEBRAx. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived into evidence now as exhibit 9-F.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, it is received.
[Exhibit 9-F was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. W~That purpose is stated for this loan, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. The purpose of this loan is for personal expenses.
Mr. WIsEBRAx. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Now I would ask that you
kindly identify exhibit 9-G, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a letter from Security Pacific National Bank,
October 24, 1978, to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chairman, I move that
this be accepted into evidence as committee exhibit 9-G.
Chairman BENNE. .Without objection, so admitted.
[Exhibit 9-G was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAX. Mr. Chlan, what does this document show you?
Mr. CHLAN. This document states with resepct to loan No. 097171,

no record of repayment can be found. However, the banking office
manager has 'advised me that the amount of the repayment should
have been $3,047.91.
. Mr. WiSEBRAx. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly step to the chart again and summarize this evidence for the committee, please?

Mr. CHLAN. This is the repayment of the $3,000 loan to Security
Pacific National Bank. We start with Security Pacific National Ban
Campaign Fund, where we have a check drawn in the amount of
$3,400 on November 23, 1971, which is deposited to the Bank of America Office Account in the amount of $3,400 on November 23, 1971.
On that date, we have a check drawn in the amount of $3,047.91,
which is the repayment of the loan to the Security Pacific National
Bank of $3,000 principal, $47.91 interest.
Mr. WIsEBAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask
that you kindly turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit
10-A," please.
Would you kindly identify the exhibit marked "10-A," please?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the ledger sheet of the Security Pacific National
Bank of the Charles tI. Wilson Campaign Fund.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence as committee exhibit 10-A at this time.

Chairman

BENNEr.

Without objection, so admitted.

[Exhibit 10-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that there was a debit to the account of $3,500 on November 30, 1971.
Mr. WisEBnI4. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly turn to and identify
the document marked "Committee Exhibit 10-B"?
Mr. CHiLAN. This is a check drawn on the campaign fund, which
was dated November 29, 1971, to the Charles H. Wilson Office Account, in the amount of $3,500.
Mr. WIsEBmA. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. ChairmanI move that
this document be received into evidence as committee exhibit 10-B at
this time.

Chairman

BENNETr.

Without objection, so ordered.

[Exhibit 10-B was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly identify the document'
marked "Committee Exhibit 10-C" ?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Bank of America, Charles H. Wilson Office
Account.
Mr. WIsEBRx
. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence now as committee exhibit 10-C.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 10-C was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on November 29 there was a
deposit of $3,500, and that on December 14 there was a charge to the
account of $3,500.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Would you kindly identify
the document marked "Committee Exhibit 10-E," Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the deposit ticket of the Sergeant at Arms account for Charles H. Wilson dated December 2, 1971, which shows
that a check from Los Angeles, Calif., was deposited, in the amount of
$3,500.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I misspoke myself. That should -be
committee exhibit 10-D, and I move that it be accepted into evidence
I
at this time.

Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 10-D was received into evidence.]
Chairman BENNETT. I see several slips there. Are we only talking
about one?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, will you identifyMr. CrHAN. We are talking about the middle item, sir, which is

dated December 2, 1971.
Mr. GumooNI. I would ask that the other two -bedeleted from the

record.
Mr. WisEmnr. I have no objection to that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chlan, would you kindly turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 10-E" and identify that document?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the statement of the Sergeant at Arms that

shows that a deposit was made-the deposit made on December 2 was
officially credited to the member's account on December 3, 1971, in
the amount of $3,500.
Mr. WisEBRAx. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
turn to the document market "Committee Exhibit"
Chairman BENNETT. Has that exhibitMr. WISEBBAx. I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman. I move that that document
be received in evidence at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.

[Exhibit 10-E was received in evidence.]
WISEBRAX. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly turn to the document
market "Committee Exhibit 10-F" and identify that?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the bank statement from the Sergeant at Arms
account It also shows the reconciliation of the outstanding checks.
Mr.

Mr.

WI$EBRAM.

Mr. Chairman, I move that that document be re-

ceived into evidence at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection.
[Exhibit 10-F was received in evidence.]
Mr. WIsnEnBA.
Mr. Chlan, does that document show you the balance
in Mr. Wilson's Sergeant at Arms checking 'account prior to the deposit, speaking about the $3,500 deposit?
Mr. CHLAN. The balance of the account on December 1, 1971, was
$886.64.
Mr. Wiszmaix. Mr. Chlan, I ask that you now turn to the docu-

ment marked "Committee Exhibit No. 10-G," and identify that,
please.
Mr. CHILAN. These are copies of the checks, of the member's checks
drawn on the Sergeant at Arms accounts, which support the outstanding checks shown on exhibit 10-F in support of the $3,045 that was
outstandingat that time.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, have .ou prepared a list of these checks?
Will you kindly read to the committee just briefly who some of these
cheeks were written to?
Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence
at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 10-G was received in evidence.]
Mr. CHLAN. The checks for the most part were drawn to cash with
an endorsement "Western Harness Racing, Inc."

Mr.

WIsEBRAm.

That's four checks; is that correct, Mr. Chlan?

Mr. CHLAN. That is correct, sir.

Mr. WISBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you
kindly step to your chart and summarize this evidence for the committee, please?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the transfer of campaign funds to the personal
account through the office account.
It shows that a check is drawn for $3,500 on November 29, 1971' on
the Security Pacific National Bank Campaign Fund. On the same
day, this check is deposited in the Bank of America Office Account in
the amount of $3,500.
The check from-from the office account, a check is drawn in the
amount of $3,500 on November 29, 1971, Which in turn is deposited in
the Sergeant at Arms account on December 3, 1971, when it was
officially credited to the account.
It also shows that the balance of the account prior to the deposit
was $886.64.
In addition, the outstanding checks prior to this deposit were $3,045.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I will ask you to
kindly turn to the document marked "Exhibit 11-A."
Mr. CHLAN. This is the bank statement on the Charles H. Wilson
Campaign Fund.
Mr. WisEBRA. Mr. Chairman, I would request, that this document
be admitted into evidence at this time, exhibit 11-A.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 11-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM&. What does this document show to you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on November 8, 1971, there
was a charge to the account. of $3,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
identify the document marked "Committee Exhibit 11-B"?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund on November 1, 1971, in the amount of $3,000 which is payable to cash.
Mr. WISEBRAr. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received
into evidence at this time as committee exhibit 11-B.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 11-B was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, what is the endorsement on that check?
Mr. CHLAN. The endorsement on this check is "Charles H. Wilson"
and it was deposited to the Sergeant at Arms account on November 3,
1971.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I ask you to
turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 11-C," and identify
if you will the last deposit ticket on the right-hand side of the page.
Mr. CHLAN. This deposit ticket shows that there was a deposit on
November 3, 1971, to the Charles H. Wilson account from Culver City,
Calif., in the amount of $3,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence as committee exhibit 11-C.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 11-C was received in evidence.]

Mr. GuIDoBoNI. I think we have the same problem here that we had
before.
Mr. WISEBRAM. I have no objection to deleting the other two deposit
slips.
Chairman BENNETT. What are you offering?
,, Mr. WISEBRAM. Just the deposit slip that is identified as "Committee
Exhibit 11-C." The others will be deleted. Mr. Chlan, will you kindly
identify the document market "Committee Exhibit 11-D" ?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a statement of the Sergeant at Arms that shows
that the deposit that was made on November 3 was officially credited
to the member's account on November 4, in the amount of $3,000.
Mr. WisuuAm. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received in evidence as committee exhibit 11-D.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Without objection, so ordered.

[Exhibit 11-D was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAX. Mr. Chlan, I ask you to turn to committee exhibit
1l-E and identify that.
Mr. CMAN. This is the Sergeant at Arms statement of account.
Mr. WsmRA. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received into evidence now as committee exhibit 11-E.

Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. WIsERBx. What does that document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that on November 1, 1971, the
balance in the member's account was $461.14, and there is a notation
below that showing $3,000 to be a deposit at a future date.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I ask you now
to turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 11-F" and kindly
identify that.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a list of the outstanding checks prior to the
November 4, 1971, deposit.
Mr. WIsERAx. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received in evidence at this time.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Objection. This list has not been identified as to
maker or anything else. This does not appear to be a bank record.
Mr. WISEBRAM. I'll offer that in a minute. I offer now a document
marked "Exhibit 11-G."
Would you identify this document?
Mr. CHLAN. 11-G are copies of the checks of Mr. Wilson.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Without objection, so ordered.

[Exhibit 11-G was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Now, Mr. Chlan, back to the document marked
"Committee 11-F." Is this a list of those checks?
. Mr. 'CHLAN. This 11-F is a list of the outstanding checks prior to
the November 4, 1971, deposit.
Mr. WISEBRAm. And this list reflects the checks which are contained
in the document marked "Exhibit 11-G?"
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
r. WSEBRAM. Prepared by yourself ?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. WIsmRAx. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re.
ceived in evidence.

Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 11-F was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, kindly turn to your chart once more.
Kindly summarize the evidence which you just presented to the committee, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. CHLAN. This represents transfer from the campaign account
directly to the personal account.
On November 1, 1971, a check was drawn on the campaign account
in the amount of $3,000, which was deposited to the Sergeant at Arms
account on November 4,1971, in the amount of $3,000.
The balance prior to this deposit in the member's account was
$381.14. The outstanding checks previously referred to totaled
$2,004.25.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I am going to
ask you to turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 12-A."
Mr. CHLAN. This is the bank statement from the Imperial Bank on
the Wilson Key Committee.
Mr. WISEBXw. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received
into evidence now as Committee Exhibit 12-A.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit Number 12-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBAM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This shows a charge on February 29, 1972, in the amount
of $1,500.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly
identify the document marked "Committee Exhibit 12--B?"
Mr. CHILAN. This is a check drawn on the Wilson Key Committee on
February 22, 1972, pay to the order of Charles H. Wilson in the
amount of $1,500.
Mr. WISEMtAN. Mr. Chairman, I move this document be received in
evidence at this point as committee exhibit 12-B.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 12-B was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAX. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly read the signatures, on
that check?
Mr. CHLAN. The signature on this check is Charles H. Wilson.
I do not have a very clear copy.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, I refer you back to committee exhibit
12-B. There are two signatures on the check.
Mr. CHLAN. Single signature.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Sorry. Mr. Chlan, I'm referring to the signatures
at the bottom of the check, in the right-hand corner.
Mr. CHLAN. I beg your pardon, sir. The signatures on the bottom of
this check are Lee Rogers and Hugh Brand.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I ask you to turn
to the document marked "Exhibit 12-C" and identify that.
Mr. CH-LAN. This is a deposit ticket at the Sergeant at Arms that
shows on February 23, 1972, there was a check deposited from the
Wilson Key Committee in the amount of $1,500.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chlan, that is the middle ticket?
Mr. CnLAN. That is the middle ticket of the three shown on this
exhibit.

Mr. WIsEBRAx. Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Guidoboni cares to renew his
objection at this time, I have no objection to deletion of the other
two tickets from the record.
Chairman BENNETT. Are you offering that?
Mr. WISE BAM. Yes, sir; I am offering that this document -be re-

ceived as committee exhibit 12-C.
Mr. GumoBONI. I would again object to the other deposit slips.
Chairman BENNETT. He is not offering them. Exhibit 12-C is received in evidence.
Mr. WIsEBiMx. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly turn to the exhibit
marked "Committee Exhibit 12-D" and identify that for the committee?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the statement of account-Sergeant at Arms
statement of account that shows that a deposit was made on February 24, of $4,000, which includes the $1,500 from the Wilson Key
Committee.
M .WisEBRum. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived in evidence at this point as committee exhibit 12-D.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. WISEBRA. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly identify the document
marked "Committee Exhibit 12-E", several checks?
Mr. CHLAN. Exhibit 12-E consists of a listing of the outstanding
checks, as well as copies of the specific checks themselves.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived into evidence as exhibit 12-E.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. I don't object to the list, but I don't know who prepared the list.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Was that list prepared by yourself, Mr. Chlan?

The list was prepared by me.
Chairman BENNETT. Received.
[Exhibit 12-E was received in evidence.]
Mr. CHLAN.

Mr. WIsmPsrx. Mr. Chlan, this list of checks-would vou kindly
turn to the list which you prepared and read to the committee-I believe there are five checks there-would you read who those checks
were made out to?
Mr. CHaLAN. The first check is made to "Daniel Trash Removal"
in the amount of $15.
The second check is made out to cash and is endorsed "Los Angeles
Turf Club" in the amount of $600.
The third check is also to cash with an endorsement "Los Angeles
Turf Club" in the amount of $600.
The fourth check is to cash and the endorsement is the "Cockatoo
Hotel." $700.
The last check payable to cash was also endorsed by the Los Angeles Turf Club in the amount of $600.
Mr. WisEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chian, would you kindly
step to your chart once more and summarize this evidence for the
committee.
Mr. GU DOBONI. Mr. Chairman, if I might, could I ask if counsel
would be willing to strike checks which appear to be superfluous
checks ?

Mr. WIsEBRAm. I have no objection to that.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. I would ask that the record only reflect checks that

are relevant to the case.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a transfer from the campaign account to the
personal account on February 22, 1972. The check is drawn on the
campaign account in the amount of $1,500, which is deposited into
the personal account on February 24, 1972, in the amount of $1,500.
The balance in the account prior to this deposit was $47.86. The
outstanding checks were $2,515.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, I ask that you turn to the document

marked "Committee Exhibit 12-F."
Mr. CHLAN. This is a registration form and statement of organiza-

tion for a committee for the U.S. House of Representatives, Office of
the Clerk.
Mr. WisEBPam. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived in evidence at this point as committee exhibit 12--F.
Chairman BENNETT. Vv without objection, so ordered.
Mr. WISEBRA . Mr. Chlan, what is the name of the committee which
registered with this statement?
Mr. CULAN. The full name of the committee is the "Wilson Key

Committee." The date of registration was April 5, 1972.
Mr.

WIsEBPAM.

Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I ask now that

you turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 12-G" and
identify
that for
theiscommittee.
Mr. CHLAN.
This
the committee's postelection campaign statement
to the secretary of state of California.
Mr. Chairman, I move this document be received

in evidence now as committee exhibit 12-G.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Mr. Chian, would you kindly read to the committee
the first line of this form?
Mr. CHLAN. This form is to be filed by the treasurer of a political
committee which supports only one candidate. A political committee
is any organization which accepts contributions or makes expenditures for the purpose of influencing or attempting to influence the
election of candidates.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask
that you turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 13-A."
Mr. CHLAN. This is a statement from the Imperial Bank for the
Wilson Key Committee, dated March 31, 1972.
Mr. WIsEBRnt. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived into evidence now as committee exhibit 13-A.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 13-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WIsEmBAx. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows a debit to the account on March
20, 1972, in the amount of $1,500.
Mr. WISEBRAx. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Now I ask that you turn to
the document marked "Committee Exhibit 13-B" and identify that.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Wilson Key Committee
on March 12, 1972, "Pay to the order of Charles H. Wilson," in the
amount of $1,500.

Mr. WIsEmariM. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this document be received

in evidence as committee exhibit 13-B.
Chairman JENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 13-B was received in evidence.j
Mr. WIsEBnix. Mr. Chlan, who are the signatures on that check,
looking at the bottom right-hand corner?
Mr. UHLAN. The signatures are "Lee Rogers" and "Hugh M. Brand."
Mr. WISEBRA. Mr. Chlan, I ask now that you turn to the document
marked "Committee Exhibit 13-C" and identify that for the committee the left-hand ticket.
Mr. CHGLN. This is a deposit ticket to the Sergeant at Arms on
March 14, 1972, from the Wilson Key Committee in the amount of

$1,500.

Mr. WIsEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that these documents be ac-

cepted into evidence now as committee exhibit 13-C, and once again
I have no objection to striking the two right-hand-side tickets.
Chairman BEN NETr. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 13-C was received in evidence.]
Mr.

WiSEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, would you kindly turn now to exhibit

13-D and identify that, please?
Mr. CaHIAN. This is the statement of account with the Sergeant at
Arms.
Mr.

WISEBRAx.

Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be re-

ceived in evidence at this point as committee exhibit 13-D.
Chairman BE.NNE-r. Without objection, so ordered.

[Exhibit 13-D was received in evidence.]

Mr. WlsmRaM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. The document shows that on March 15, 1972, a deposit

was made in the amount of $1,500.
Mr. WisxmaA.

Mr. Chlan, I ask you to turn to the documents

marked "Committee Exhibit 13-E" and identify those.
Mr. CILAN. This represents a copy of the checks and the listing of
the outstanding checks, which I have prepared.
Mr.

WIsxBRBM.

Mr. Chairman, I move that these documents be re-

ceived as committee exhibit 13-E.
Chairman BEINNTT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 13-E was received in evidence.]
Mr. WismERAM. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly read to the committee
who those checks were made out to,?
Mr. CLAN. There were four outstanding checks in the amount of
$1,056, as follows: The first check was made payable to cash and
endorsed by "Los Angeles Turf Club" in the amount of $700.
The second check was payable to the Travelers Insurance Co. in the
amount of $25.
The third check is payable to the Washington Performing Arts Society in the amount of $249.
The last check is payable to the American Security Council in the
amount of $82.
Mr. WsEBPAM. Mr. Chlan, would you kindly step to your chart once
&gain? .
Mr i-

AIN. This is a check drawn on the campaign account on
March 12, 1972, in the amount of $1,500, which was deposited into the
personal account on March 15 in the amount of $1,500.
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Mr. GUIDOBONI. Objection, sir. That doesn't reflect what he testified
to. He testified that it was a check drawn on the Key Committee account and his testimony just now has been that it was the campaign
account.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, it is our position that it was a check
from the Key Committee and that the Key Committee was a campaign
account, as is supported by the documents that were introduced, the
registration forms.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. We're talking about the identification, sir.
Mr. WISEBRA. Mr. Chairman, we have no objection to identifying
it as the Key Committee.
Chairman BENNETT. It should be what it is. Is it the Key Committee?
Mr. WSEBRAW. Yes, sir, the Key Committee.
Chairman BENNETT. All right.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Key Committee on March
12, 1972, in the amount of $1,500.
It was deposited in the personal account on March 15, 1972. The
balance in the personal account prior to this deposit was $324.75. The
outstanding checks at this time were $1,056.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chian.
Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask that you turn to the document marked
"Committee Exhibit 14-A."
Kindly identify the document marked "Committee Exhibit 14-A,"
Mr. Chlan.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee on November 6, 1974, in the amount of $1,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be received in evidence at this point as committee exhibit 14-A.
Chairman BENNETT. No objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 14-A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Who is this check endorsed by, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This check is endorsed by Charles H. Wilson.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Thank you. Mr. Chian, I ask that you identify the
document marked "Committee Exhibit 14-B."
MIr. CHLAN. This is the Bank of America Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee account.
Mr. WISExRA. Mr. Chairman, I move this document be received in
evidence at this point as committee exhibit 14-B.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 14-B was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. What does this document show you, Mr. Chlan?
Mr. CHLAN. This document shows that there was a charge to the
account on November 15, in the amount of $1,000.
Mr. WISBRAM. Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask that you look at the
document marked "Committee Exhibit 14-C," and I am going to-ask
you to identify only the deposit ticket to the extreme right-hand side.
Mr. CHLAN. This is a deposit ticket of November 8, 1974, for check
in the amount of $1,000, deposited to the Sergeant at Arms from the
Charles Wilson Campaign Committee.
Mr. WisEBRAm. Mr. Chairman, I move at this point that the ticket
only on the extreme right-hand side of that document be entered into
evidence as committee exhibit 14-C.

Chairman BENNETT. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 14-C was received in evidence.]
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, would you kindly identify the docu-

ment marked "Committee Exhibit 14-D" ?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the Sergeant at Arms statement of account
which shows that on November 11, 1974, a deposit was made of $1,500
which includes the $1,000 previously referred to.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be accepted into evidence now as committee exhibit 14-D.
Chairman BENNETI. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 14-D was received in evidence.]
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

Mr. Chlan, I'm going to ask that you turn to the

document marked "Committee Exhibit 14-E," and identify that for
the committee.
Mr. CH.AN. These represent copies of the outstanding checks of the
member's account, as well as the list of outstanding checks which I
have prepared, which were outstanding prior to the November 11,
1974, deposit.
Mr. WISEBRL4. Mr. Chairman, I move at this point that this document be accepted into evidence as committee exhibit 14-E.
Chairman BENNETTr. Without objection, so ordered.
[Exhibit 14-E was received in evidence.]
Mr.

WIsnI.AM.

Mr. Chlan, I ask that you step to your chart one

more time and summarize this evidence for the committee.
Mr. CHrAN. This last item is a transfer from a campaign account

in the amount of $1,000 on November 6, 1974, which was deposited to
the personal account on November 11th, in the amount of $1,000.
We also show that the balance prior to deposit was $2,683.10 and
that the outstanding checks were $1,517.33.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further questions of this witness.
Chairman

BENNETT.

come back at 2.

Well, at this point would be a good point to

Mr. WISEBRAM. I have no objection to that.
Chairman BENNETT. Why don't we have the cross-examination?
Well, first of all, the committee has the opportunity to inquire.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, the cross-examination could be rather
lengthy.,
Would it be possible to break at this time, after I make-may I
make one statement for the record?
If I'm not mistaken, and if I am, I apologize, Mr. Chairman, I think
at the time that we opened the proceedings and I renewed the two
motions and then made the motion to recuse, Mr. Hamilton did not
have the benefit of that last motion.
In order that my record be complete, I would simply advise him,
if I may, through you, Mr. Chairman, that I asked each and every
member of the committee who has sat during the investigatory stage
of these proceedings, and sat on the vote on the statement of alleged
violations to recuse themselves.
I would, for the record, in order to make it whole, ask Mr. Hamilton
to do the same.

Chairman BENNETT. Do you want to reply, Mr. Hamilton? He,is
asking you to recuse yourself. lie asked an te members to do it before, and they all saia they dicfnt want to recuse themselves.
Mr. BONNER. what _t asxea tne gentlemen, ±ar. nanuiton, tnose that
sat during the investigatory Stage and in voting on the statement of
alleged violations, was not to sit at tuis hearing because they had been
involved in those stages of the proceeding.
The vote by the gentlemen was against that, but to make my
record whole, because you were not here, I believe, and if you were
and I missed you, I apologize, 1 would ask you to do the same, so
I so move that you recuse yourself and not sit on this tribunal because
of your prior involvement, as I have asked your brothers on the committee to do a little earlier this morning.
Mr. HAMILTON. I just respond, mr. Counsel, by saying that I
believe I can sit and give a fair and impartial hearing to your client.
Chairman BENNETT. All right, we will come back at 2 o'clock.
[The hearing recessed at 12:16 p.m. to reconvene at 2:07 p.m.]
AFTERNOON

SESSION

Members present: Representatives Bennett, Preyer, Fowler, Spence,
Hollenbeck, Thomas, Sensenbrenner, and Cheney (arrived 2:15 p.m.).
Chairman BENNETT. The meeting will come to order and the committee for the respondent-the attorney for the respondent can inquire.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, before we commence with the crossexamination, I really hesitate to delay the proceedings in any way,
but I notice that Mr. Hollenbeck has just joined us once again, in
order to make my record, I would point out to you, Mr. Chairman,
that this morning I made a motion to the various members of the
committee who have previously sat during the investigation of this
case, and during the proceeding which has resulted in the statement of
alleged violations and asked them individually to recuse themselves
from sitting at this procedure; that is to excuse themselves and not
sit at this proceeding, so to make the record hold, Mr. Chairman, to
you I would ask Mr. Hollenbeck also to recuse himself.
Mr. HOLLENBECK. I do not adopt that suggestion, Mr. Chairman. I
consider it patently absurd, patently.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. Then you may inquire.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, could we have this removed so my
client might see the witness as the witness gives answers?
Chairman BENNETT. Yes; why can't we place it over there where
it was before if it needs to be placed at all. [Pause].
Mr. GumcoBoNI. Mr. Chlan, is that how you pronounce it?
Mr. CHLAN. Chlan, like C-L-A-N.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Mr. Chlan, you testified on direct testimony this
morning that you worked for the GAO. Is that right?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right, and you were delegated to serve with
this committee. Is that correct?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GumoBONI. So you worked hand in hand with the staff of this
committee?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes; I did.

Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. Now, Mr. Chlan, when you were preparing to present your testimony todayMr. THOMAS. Mr. Chlan, would you move closer to the microphone,
please? I have difficulty understanding you. [Pause].
Mr. GunoBoNI. Mr. Chlan, when you were preparing to testify
today, did you review your testimony with anybody?
Mr. CnAN. No sir, I did not.
Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Have you ever talked to anybody on the staff about

what you were going to testify to today? Ever, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. I work with the counsel. -The counsel gives directions.
I was responsible for the financial activity. That was my charter.
That's what I did.
Mr. GUIDoBoNI. Did you speak to the counsel about what you were
going to testify today?
Mr. CHIAN. Not what I was going to testify today. We prepared
the exhibits which we are going to-which we presented to the
members.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Uh huh. And you never discussed what your testi-

mony, your oral testimony, would be?
Mr. CHIAN. No sir, I did not.
Mr. GumoBoNi. You did not. Mr. Chlan, let's turn to the exhibits.
Do you have the exhibits in front of you?
Mr. CHIAN. Yes; I do, sir.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. All right. Now, with regard to the packet of exhibits 7, I'd like to refer to them that way. They are-they are lettered,
right?
Mr. CHLAN. Fine.
Mr. GumoBoNi. All right. You mentioned in your testimony that
Mr. Wilson had rollover loans. Is that what you called them?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes sir; I did.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Was this a rollover loan, the one that is discussed
inNo.7?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir; it is not. It is a renewal of initial loan that was
made 90 days or 120 days prior to when it was renewed as shown in
exhibit No. 7-C. There was an initial loan to Mr. Wilson on July 31,
1970, of $10,000 which matured November 28, 1970. We show in exhibit 7-C that on November 28, 1970, this loan was renewed

Mr. GuiDoBoNi. Very well.
Mr. CHLAN [continuing]. For $10,000 dollars, with the maturity
date of February 26, 1971.
Mr. GumosoNi. Now, Mr. Chlan, then the original of this loan was
what date, the first time that he took out the $10,000 loan?
Mr. CHLAN. He took out $10,000 on July 31, 1970.
Mr. (WIDOBONI. All right. Now, directing your attention to exhibit
C, you have that in front of you, 7-C, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. Which one?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. 7-C.
Mr. CnIN. There are a number of 7-C's. Which page, which page?
Mr. G'UIDOBONI. The first page.
Mr. CHIAN.

OK.

Mr. GUIDoBON1. See it? Is Mr. Wilson's signature on that?
Mr. CHIAN. No sir, it is not, but I direct your attention to exhibit

7-C which is of the Imperial Bank which states, "Paid to cashier's
check in cash $10,000 and charge the same to the loan account of the
undersigned, Charles H. Wilson."
Mr. GUIDOBONI. That's right, sir, and the loan approval and credit
report, 7-C, page 1, where it states personal expenses does not contain
that signature, does it?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir; it doesn't.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. It doesn't.
Mr. CHLAN. BecauseMr. GUIDOBONI. Thank you very much.
Mr. CHLAN. It's a loan approval and credit report.
Mr. GUtmOBONi. Now, let's turn to exhibit 8-A, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. All right; just a minute.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. I'll-I'll need the same amount of time as you will,
so if we could take our time on it. [Pause.] Actually, I have in mind
8-B when you get to it, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. OK; OK.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Do you have it, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes; I do.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Now, 8-B by my numbers is a check from the campaign fund to Mr. Wilson. Is that what you show, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes sir, that is correct. To the Mr. Wilson OfficeAccount.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Office account. All right. Now, who signed that
check?
Mr. CHLAN. This check was signed by 0. Robert Fortenati who is
his regional representative in the State of California.
Mr. GuIDoBoNI. I believe that name is Fordiani.
Mr. CHLAN. Fordiani.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. That
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GuIDOBON. So actually the check from the campaign fund, sir,
was signed by 0. Robert Fordiani and put into the office account. Is
that correct?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Thank you. Does Mr. Wilson's name appear on that,
sir
Mr. CHLAN. No sir, it does not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. On the face or on the reverse, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. It does not, but it does state "to be deposited to Charles
H. Wilson Office Account."
Mr. GumoBoia. "Office Account." That's right. Do you know who was
overseeing the office account at that time?
Mr. CILAN. No sir, I do not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you know, sir, from your papers whether Mr.
Wilson was even aware of the transfer from the campaign account to
the office account?
Mr. CULAN. No sir, I do not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Very well. Now, let's turn if you will, sir, to exhibit
8-E, I believe it is, and I think-no, 8-C.
Mr. CHLAN. Uh huh.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you have that in front of you?

Mr. CILA. Yes; I do.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Does Mr. Wilson's signature appear on that anywhere, sir?
Mr. CnLANs. No sir, because my 8-C is the Bank of America ledger
sheet for the Charles H. Wilson Office AccountMr. GUIDOBONI. All right.
Mr. CHLAN [continuing]. Which is the same as a check-which is the
same as a bank statement.
Mr. GuIDoBoNI. Is there another page to that, sir? I have another
exhibit here, second page. It's like aMr. CHLAN. Is that B-not for the Bank of America, Charles H.
WilsonMr. GumoBoNI. All right, a loan application or approval form,
theMr. CHLAN. That is exhibit 8-D.
Mr. GumoBoNi. 8-E?
Mr. CMA.N. D.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. All right. Does Mr. Wilson's name appear on that?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, it does not.
Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. Very well. So where it says "Personal
expenses," he didn't sign that, did he?
Mr. CmLAN. No, sir, he didn't because this is an internal bank form.
Mr. GurnoBowi. Right. You don't know from the form where they
got that information, do you?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, I do not.
Chairman BENNErr. Well, there is in the material before us an exhibit 8-D, Security Pacific National Bank, which is signed by Mr.
Wilson, isn't there?
Mr.-GuIDOBONi. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Are there two 8-D papers?
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Yes, sir, there are, and that is the one that is signed
by Mr. Wilson?
Mr. CHLAN. That is the Security Pacific National Bank which states,
"Paid by cashier's check to Charles H. Wilson, $5,000," and it is signed
by Charles H. Wilson.
Mr. GuiTOBON i. Right. And that would be a receipt for the money,
sir, or just direct from the pay?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, that is a direction to pay.
Mr. GUIDOBONL "Direction to pay," so that would be after they approved the loan?
Mr. CHLAN. Well, I would certainly hope so.
Mr. GuiDOBOi. Now,direct your attention to, I believe, this one is
8-E, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.
Mr. CHLAN. No,

Does Mr. Wilson's name appear on that?

sir, it does not.
Mr. GJIDOBONI. Signature on that?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir.
Mr. GuIDoBoNI. Where it says "Personal expenses," he didn't sign
that either, did he?
Mr. CHLAN. He did not sign.

Mr. GuIDOBONI. Do you have any information that shows that he
would be aware of what was said in that loan?
Mr. CHLAN. Not in the evidence that has been introduced in the
hearing.
Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. Now, let's move along to No. 9, if you
will, sir, packet No. 9.
Mr. CHLAN. All righty.
Mr. Gu-moBoNi. Right. 9-B, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUrDOBONI. 9-B is a check drawn on the Charles H. Wilson
Campaign Fund?
Mr. CHLmN. Yes, sir, it is.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

And we have the face in reverse in that exhibit.

Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GumoBo i. Who signed that check?
Mr. CULAN. This check is signed by 0. Robert Fordiani.
Mr. GuiDOBONi. Fordiani, sir?
Mr. Cmm.AN. Yes, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

And does Mr. Wilson's name appear on the face

or the reverse of the check?
Mr. CHLAN. It does not.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Do you have in these documents-is there any way
that you can tell whether Mr.-Wilson was aware that this money was
taken out of his campaign account and put into his office account?
Mr. CHLAN. No sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. The indulgence of the committee, please. Now, I
direct your attention to exhibit 9-E, sir.
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. GumosoNI. I believe that's-that's several pages there that you
have. I have two pages, 9-E.
Mr. CnmAN. Just a single page.

Mr. GuIDOBONi. A single page. The next one is 9-F. All right.
Mr. CHLAN. Which is a reportChairman BENNETT. Could we return to 9-D? 9-D in a paper that
is before me is not a check.
Mr. GUmoBoNI. No sir. I'm asking about 9-E.

Chairman

BENNETT.

You're not asking about 9-

Mr. GUIDOBONI. C? I asked aboutChairman BENNETr. You didn't ask about 9-D.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. I believe 9-B, 9-B as in boy, sir.
Chairman BENNETT. B-pardon me. I understand, sir.

Mr.

GUmOBONI.

9-B. And now I am turning and asking the witness

to direct his attention to 9-E. Now, 9-E, sir, what is that document?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a report of loan made by the bank.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

All right. And that's one of the documents that

says "purposes of loan, personal expense?" Right?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir, it does.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Mr. Wilson's name is not on that, his signature is

not on that either?
Mr. CHLAN. No sir, it isn't.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. Now, the next page. I believe that would
be 9-F?

Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. That's a similar document, isn't it?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And it says "personal expenses" on it?
Mr. CHLAN. It does.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Mr. Wilson's signature does not appear on that
either?
Mr. CHLAN. It is not there.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. So from the papers -you can't tell where they got
this information, can you?
Mr. CHLAN. From the papers on the report of loan made, it states
it is a Culver City branch, that the borrower's name is Charles H.
Wilson, whose street address is 104 Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. This is the name of the borrower for which the
report of loan made was prepared by the bank as well as the loan
authorization officer-that's his signature on the bottom.
Mr. GUIDOBONL Mr. Chlan, my question is: Do you know where
they got the information? What person gave them the information
that is on the form?
Mr. CHLAN. I do not know.
Mr. GumDOBOi. All right. Now, would you please direct your attention to packet 10, group 10 of exhibits. Let's go to the exhibit 10-B
or when you get to it, B as in boy.
Mr. CmLAN. Yes sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. You have that in front of you now?
Mr. CHLAN. I do, sir.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Would you tell the committee what that is?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the campaign fund.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And it is made payable to who?
Mr. CTAN. Charles H. Wilson Office Account.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. All right. And who signed it?
Mr. CHLAN. Robert Fordiani.
Mr. GuIDOBONi. All right, and does either the face of the check or
the reverse of the check have Mr. Wilson's signature on it?
Mr. CHLAN. It does not.
Mr, GuImOBONI. So from this document you cannot tell whether
Mr. Wilson was even aware of that transaction, can you?
Mr. CiILAN. I cannot.
Mr, GuIDOBONI. Very well. Now, would you move to packet 11,
please, sir? Strike that. No. 12. You have the packet before you?
Mr. CliLAN. Not yet.
Mr. GUiDOBONi. All right.
Mr. CHLAN. Yes sir.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. All right, you have packet No. 12 before you?
Mr. CH.A. Yes, I do.
Mr. GU-DOBoNi. All right. Now, direct your attention to exhibit
12-B, as in boy. You see-you have that? What is that, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a check drawn on the Wilson Key Committee
in February, 1972, in the order of Charles H. Wilson, for the amount
of $1,500.
Mr. GuiDOBON1. And that is February 22, 1972, isn't it?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.

Mr. GumOBoNi. All right. Now, do you know from your examination of the record whether this account, that is, the Wilson Key Committee account at the Imperial Bank, was open at the same time as
the Wilson Campaign Committee account at, I believe, it is Security
Pacific National Bank?
Mr. CHLAN. I don't recall off hand.
Mr. GUmOBONI. You don't know if they were succeeding or they
overlapped?
Mr. CHLAN. No, I'd have to review my records, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, I direct your attention to exhibit 12-F.
Mr. CHIAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. GumoBoME. That's a multipaged exhibit, right?
Mr. CmILAN. Yes, sir, it is.
Mr. GumOBONi. All right. And what is 12-F?
Mr. CHLAN. This is a registration statement-pardon me-required
by the House under the Federal Campaign Act for a registration to
be prepared after April 5, 1972, for organization for a committee.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. Very well, and the date on this registration is what?
Mr. CHLAN. April 5, 1972.
Mr. GuiDoBoNI. And isn't that the date the act first went into effect?
Mr. CHLAN. That is the date when campaign funds were required
to be reported to the House.
Mr. GumOBONI. So before that time there was no requirement of
reporting these as far as you know?
Mr. CHLAN. Not by the House of Representatives.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you know if there was even a definition by the
House of Representatives of a campaign fund?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, I do not.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. Do you know whether-strike that. Now the--now,
with regard to the exhibits, the transaction exhibited by No. 12, packet
12, and the transaction exhibited by packet No. 13. They're both from
the Wilson Key Committee, aren't they?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir, they are.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. And they both proceeded this April 5,
1972, date, didn't they?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir, I think they did.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, let's move to exhibit 12-G, please.
Mr. CHLAN. All right.
Mr. GuDOBONI. And what is that, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. This is the report filed with the State of California.
July 11, 1972, and the committee's postelection campaign statement
Mr. GUIhOBONI. You read from that statement, isn't that rght?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GuimOBONI. In response to Mr. Wisebram's question?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Does that thing that you read in any place state
that a committee only have the purpose of supporting a candidate's
political expenses? Does that say that anywhere?
Mr. CHLAN. I am not familiar with the State of California rules
t
and regulations, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. I see. So, all you know about the State of California
rules and regulations is what you read up there?

Mr. CHLAN. That is correct, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

And well, I think the document speaks for itself.

Now, you mentioned, you went into) great detail with your charts and
your papers and so forth, what happened to some of these moneys that
were deposited into Mr. Wilson's account. You introduced for him,
or you were introducing lots of checks and different things, payments
for various things, trash service, whatever.
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. You recall that testimony?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes; I do.
Mr. GuImoBONI. Are you familiar with the provisions of House
rule 6 of the Code of Conduct?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, I am not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. May I ask if the witness has before him
exhibit 5 introduced by the committee? If he doesn't I would ask
that the committee counsel would furnish him with that.
[Pause.]
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. GUMOBONI. OK. You have exhibit 5 there, sir?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, I do.

Mr. GuDOBONI. And on the front it says, "Jefferson's Manual,
Rules of the House," et cetera?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes sir.
Mr. GumOBONI. All right. Let me ask you to turn to the next-skip
two pages. Its says at the bottom of page 542-keep going through it.
I'm sorry. I don't know any other way to focus your attention on it.
Mr. CHLAN. All right, sir.
Mr. GunDOBONI. All right. And at the top of that page it saysthere's a number-6, a couple of lines down; right?
Mr. CHLAN. Right.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. All right. And it says there, "A Member of the
House shall keep his campaign funds separate from his personal
funds. He shall convert no campaign funds to personal use in excess
of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign expenditures." And then there's some more. Right?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. Now, they use the word reimbursement
there, don't they?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUImOBONI. All right. Reimbursement-you're an accountant;
right?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GmDoBoNI. And you've been one for a long time now?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. GuDOBONi. What does reimbusement mean to you?
Mr. CHLAN. Reimbursement means to me when I incur an expense,
a legitimate expense, which is to be reimbursed from my office. For
example, if I travel for the General Accounting Office and I incur expenses of $1,500, legal expenses
Mr. GUIDOBONI.Uh huh.
Mr. CHLAN [continuing]. I submit a voucher to the General Ac-

counting Office on the completion of my trip and the Office, if all expenses are allowed, will reimburse me in a check for $1,500.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. $1,500. OK. And if you actually in that $1,500 took
money out of your pocket and used it, for instance, cab fare or to eat
a meal if that's an expenseMr. CHiEAN. Sure.

Mr. GUIDOBONI [continuing]. Then you would get that $1,500; it
would reimurse you, right, for that money you spent out of your
pocket? Right?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. So assume for a minute that Mr. Wilson
actually spent this money legitimately for campaign purposes and he
then received as reimbursement these checks. It would make no difference at all, once he had those-once he received those checks. If they
were reimbursement, they would become his money to do with what
he wanted.
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GumoBoNi. That is correct.
Mr. CHLAN. There is one other point. Once those funds are commingled into a personal account, the Member loses control over those funds,
Mr. GUmOBONI. Sir, my question is this: If, he spent the money on
campaign expenses; right?
Mr. CHrAN. All right.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. He was entitled to be reimbursed under the House
rule 6 which isMr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. All right. His campaign fund gave him a check for
$1,500. At that point it became his money to do what he wanted with.
Mr. CIMAN. That is correct.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. Thank you. Now, let me ask you very quickly, unless
counsel for the committee is willing to stipulate. The same provision
is in the other House rules I believe, that are part of exhibit 5.
Mr. WISEBAM. I believe that is correct.

Mr.

GuMOBONi.

Now, may I approach the witness, sir? I want to

show him an exhibit.

Chairman BENNEr. You may.

[Background conversation and laughter.]
Mr. WIsnmiAM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know which exhibit
Mr. Guidoboni has shown to the witness.
Chairman BENNET. Well, there is a quorum call and it might be just
as expeditious if we all went right now instead of waiting for the 5
minutes. We'll recess until we come back from the vote.
[Whereupon, at 2:30 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at
3:01 p.m. this same day, Monday, March 31,1980.]
Members present: Representatives Bennett, Hamilton, Preyer,
Fowler, Spence, Hollenbeck, Thomas, Sensenbrenner, Cheney, and
Stokes (arrived 4 p.m.).
Chairman BENNETT. The meeting will come to order and the counsel
for the respondent can further inquire.
Mr. GUDOBONT. You testified earlier with regard to one of the exhibits, the effective date of the Reporting Act was April 5, 1972?'

Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI.All right. Now, all of the transactions that you have
testified about here today, with the exception of those covered by exhibit No. 14, they all took place prior to that reporting date, didn't
they?
Mr. CHnAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. All right. Now, directing your attention to exhibit
14-A, that's a check.
Mr. CHLAN. Wait a minute. We have just moved from 12-G into
another area.
Mr. GuIDOBONI.All right. Fine. Let's move toMr. CHLAN. Could we-or you-finished with 12?

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

We're finished with 12. Everything, 7 through 12

and 13, indeed, right, took place before April 5, 1972; is that right?
Mr. Cm4 AN. That is correct.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

All right. Now, let's move to No. 14. You have 14?

Mr. CrnAN. I have 14.
Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. Now, 14-A is a check; correct?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Who is the check from? What account?

Mr. CrmAN. It is from the Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee
to Charles H. Wilson.
Mr. GuroBoNi. And the date of that check is what?
Mr. CHAXN. November 6,1974.
Mr. GuiDoBoNI. All right. This is after the April 5, 1972, date;
correct?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. Now, I ask you to look at what is marked
"Exhibit A." It is in front of you-that I furnished you.
Mr. CHLAX. Yes, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

And turn to what is numbered page-well, you

know what exhibit A is, sir?
Mr. CETLAN. Exhibit A is the report of the receipts and expenditures
for ,apolitical committee-it was to the House of Representatives and
it was certified on January 9, 1975.
Mr. GUIMOBONi. Certified by the Clerk of this House; is that correct?
Mr. CHLAN. It just says certified.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. Do you know whom those must be filed with?
Mr. CIILAN. Yes, indeed, Clerk of the House.
Mr. GumOBONT. Pardon me?
Mr. CHLAN. Clerk of the House.

Mr.

GumoBoNI.

Clerk of the House. And do you know whether

those reports are public, sir? Do you know? That is to say, can an
individual, anybody from the audience here, walk in and demand to
see one of those reports?
Mr. CHLAN. I do not know.

Mr. GUIDOBoNI. You don't know? All right. Now, turning to page-

what-what I asked you to look at, the next to the last page, and it's
marked "3" at the bottom. You got that?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Does that page show on it that a report of $1,000

from the campaign, Charles H. Wilson Campaign Committee?

Mr. CHILAN. Yes, sir, it does.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. And what is the date of that report, sir? No, the
dateMr. CHLAN. This-this date shows that a checkMr. GUIDOBONI. Right.
Mr. C11LAN [continuing]. Date of payment was November-

Mr. GUIDOBONI. Sixth, 1974.
Mr. CHLAN [continuing]. Sixth, 1974, to Charles EL Wilson.
Mr. GumOBONI. That's correct, and what does it say the purpose of
that payment was, sir?
Mr. CiLAN. For campaign-reimbursed expenses.
Mr. GUIDOBONL Very well. Now, you are-you are an accountant;
is that correct?
Mr. CHILAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. Have you ever had occasion in your practice to advise people about income tax?
Mr. CLAN. I do not have a practice, sir.
Mr. GumOBONI. In your experience have you ever advised anybody

about income tax?
Mr. CHLAN. No, sir, I did not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, let me ask you. These transactions, sir, that

you testified to, your chartsMr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONI [continuing]. Your exhibits. Those things were all
done by check, weren't they?
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir, they were.
Mr. GuMOBONI. No cash, right?
Mr. CHLAN. They were all done by check.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And you were able to trace them because they were
done by check?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And a lot of then ended up being deposited right
here in the Sergeant at Arms account, right?
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. I have no further questions.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Just a few questions, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chlan, I
believe just a moment ago, in answer to Mr. Guidoboni's question
whether you and I had discussed this evidence, you replied in the
negative.
Chairman BENNETT. Would you please speak up, Counsel?
Mr. WISEBRAM. I'm sorry. I believe in answering Mr. Guidoboni's
question as to whether we had discussed this evidence, you replied in
the negative. Have we in fact discussed this evidence over the course
of your employment with this committee?
Mr. CHLAN. We had discussed it over the course that I had been assigned to the job. I interpreted the question to mean had we rehearsed
the information.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chlan.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I would like to offer what
I have marked "Exhibit A" into evidence. I think it would be respondent's exhibit A or 1, whichever you would like.

Chairman
to do?

BENNETT.

Would you identify it like you required them

Mr. GUIDOBONI. I believe he did identify it, sir.
Mr. WisEBm. I believe he did.
Chairman BENNETT. Which. What is it is your-

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Oh, you want it right now? It's-it's a report of

expenses to the Clerk of the House, 1974. It was certified in 1975 according to the testimony of the witness.
Chairman BENNETT. You're offering this as exhibit A for the
respondent.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. For the respondent, yes.
Chairman BENNETT. No objection.
Mr. SENSENBEENNER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
all of the committee's exhibits have been Xeroxed off in sufficient
copies for members of the committee so that we can see exactly what
the exhibits are. The exhibit which Mr. Guidoboni is trying to offer
for evidence has not been Xeroxed off, and before passing on that, I'm
wondering if we could either see that or get Xeroxed copies of that.
I also would make a request of Mr. Guidoboni that if you plan on
submitting any other documentary evidence, to please provide
Xeroxed copies.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Sir, I will be glad to do so. I would note that this
was attached as an exhibit to our statement during the preliminary
inquiry 'also in conjunction with our motion to dismiss, so I believe
it has been seen, but we will be glad to provide them. I wasn't aware
that I would have an opportunity to introduce this one to this witness
today, but, however, I will be glad to do so.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I withdraw my reservation.
Chairman BENNETT. No objection then. It is admitted. All right.
[Respondent's exhibit A was received in evidence.]
Mr. WISEBAM. Mr. Chairman, one further-just a few more
questions.
Mr. Chlan, during the questions with Mr. Guidoboni, the subject
of reimbursements came up, reimbursements for campaign expenditures. I am going to hand you a document, Mr. Chlan, which is a
hearing, its a deposition, before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Korean Influence Investigation of April 17, 1978, a
copy of which has been made available to the respondent prior to
this date. I am going to ask you to turn to page 13 of that document.
Mr. CHLAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you see the question that begins with Ms. Talley,
what about transfer from campaignMr. BONNER. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I don't know what document this is. I don't know that I have ever seen it before. Might we
as a courtesy see it before the witness is examined on it, to be handed
a copy of it?
Chairman BENNETT. Are you going to offer it as an exhibit or is it
already in these proceedings?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I'm not going to offer this as an
exhibit. I'm going to merely have the witness read from it. It is a
deposition testimony of Mr. Wilson before this committee. A copy has
been made available to the respondent prior to this.
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Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, if I am not mistaken, this is not a
deposition of Mr. Wilson given in this proceeding. This is something
completely outside this proceeding unless I am mistaken.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, this is sworn testimony before this
committee. It does relate to conversion of campaign funds.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wilson is not on the stand. He is
not subject to cross-examination vis-a-vis an impeachment matterAnd counsel knows perfectly well-excuse me, Congressman. It is
inappropriate to be entering into evidence the statement of Mr. Wilson during his case in chief. There is no provision for such a thing,
particularly when the statement is one made in a proceeding I 'assume
from what I have heard over 2 years ago in an entirely different
matter.
Mr. FOwLER. Counsel, hold it for just a minute. Is this the-is what
you are offering what we have in count 15 of the
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Fowler, that's right.
Mr. FOwLER. Before we have it, why ask him about it now? Mr.
Chairman, I hope you will sustain the defense's objection. There is
no point whatsoever. We've got it. We can see it. We can, read it.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, the only reason I bring this up is
that it relates to the question of reimbursements of these campaign
funds being used as reimbursements. I think it's relevant to the
question.
Chairman BENNETT. Can you inquire without referring to the
document?
Mr. WISEBRAm. No sir, I cannot.
Chairman BENNETT. At this point at least it's not going to be
admitted.
Mr. WISEBRAM. OK. That's all, Mr. Chairman. I have no further
questions of this witness, Mr. Chairman, unless members of the
committeeChairman BENNETT. That concludes your witnesses?
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Yes sir. This witness, yes sir.
Chairman BENNETT. Will you call your next witness? Mr. Thomas,
you have 'a question?
Mr. THOMAS. I just had one question. On theChairman BENNETT. Of this witness?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, on the exhibit 7-C, 8- 7E, 9-E, and 9-F, all those
bank forms. Apparently I missed it. The question was, There was no
signature of Mr. Wilson on those forms. Where was the-th e line
that was left blank for signature on those forms?
Mr. CHLAN. There was no line left blank on this form, Mr. Thomas,
because this is an internal document of the bank. In other words,
when a borrower goes' to the bank for a loan, you fill out Various
documents, and this was a loan -approval and credit report from the:
head office on the borrower, Charles H. Wilson, and it states the date,
of the note, the interest rate, the maturity, and the amounL It ,alo
specifies whether it's secured or unsecured, and the purpose of the
loan.
Mr. THOMAS. Would this be-would the information on the -loan
be required as a primary source for Mr. Wilson or is it a secondary
form, the information on the form such as his name, his address,
acquired from other documents that would be primary?

Mr. CHLAN. This would be an information form for the bank, sir.
Mr. THOMAS. So it would be a secondary document and there would
certainly be no reason to have his signature on the secondary.
Mr. CHLAN. That is correct, sir.
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you.

Chairman BENNrir. All right. Would you call your next witness
then?
Mr. WISEBiAM. Mr. Chairman, we call Mr. Lee Rogers.
Chairman BFINEwr. Mr. Rogers, just come to this-this desk
right-right here.
The WrrNESS. Yes, sir.

Chairman BENNETT. All right. Have a seat.
[Whereupon, Lee Rogers, having been first duly sworn, was called
as a witness herein and was examined and testified as follows:]
Mr. Wis BaAm. Mr. Rogers, are you represented by counsel here

today?
Mr. ROGES. Yes, sir, I am.
Mr. WISEBBAm. Kindly identify him for the record.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Michael Madigan.
Mr. WISEBRA. Thank you. Mr. Rogers, if you don't mind, would you

kindly speak directly into the microphone. There are some problems
with hearing.
Mr. ROGERS. All right.
Mr. WIsEBRAx. Mr. Rogers, this is not your first appearance before

this committee, is it?
Mr. RoGis. No, sir, it is not.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

And you have appeared before this committee on

how many previous occasions? Executive session?

Mr. ROGERS. Three times.
Mr. WlsBRAM. Thank you, sir. And, Mr. Rogers, your testimony

here today as was your testimony at two prior occasions is pursuant
to an order of the United States District Court, District of Columbia,
"conferring immunity upon and compelling testimony and the production of information." Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WisEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, are you currently self-employed?
Mr. RoGERs.Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What is the nature of your business?
Mr. ROGERS. I am in the mail order business.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What is the name of your business, Mr. Rogers?

Mr. ROGERS. American Holiday Association, also Pacific Advertising Consultants, and Leslie Lee Computer Services.
Mr. WISEBRAx. OK. And, Mr. Rogers, does your business involve a
large amount of third-class mailings and some first-class mailings?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, it is.
Mr. WISEBRAm. How long have you been in this line of business?
Mr. RoGRs. Since 1965.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, are you now and have you been in the

past a member of the Associated Third 'Class Mail Users, a trade
association ?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. WISmRAM. How long have you been a member of the
organization?
Mr. RoGERs. I think about 6 or 7 years.
Mr. WISFMRAM. In fact, you are an officer-you are an officer or a
director of that organization; is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WIsEnRAm. You also are a member of the Direct Mail Marketing Association which is an organization representing various firms
involved in the use of the mails? Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. And that organization was previously known, if I
am not mistaken, as Direct Mail Advertising Association; was it not?
Mr. ROGERS. I think you are correct on that; yes.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. And, Mr. Rogers, as a
third-class mailer, an officer of the Association of Third Class Mail
Users, a member of the Direct Mail Marketing Association, it is a
fact that you have characterized, in previous testimony, your interest
in postal matters as vital.
Chairman BENNETT. He is asking if you did, so answer.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. WISEBRAM. OK. In fact, Mr. Rogers, is it not a fact that you
were directly interested in legislation before the Congress, legislation
which directly affects your personal interest for your businesses,
financial interests?
Mr. ROGERS. What legislation are you referring to, Counsel?
Mr. WISEBmAM. Any matters before the Congress which would affect
the postal system or the type of business that you are engaged inwhich I believe is contest mailings.
Mr. MADIGAN. I'm not sure I understand the question. Are you talking about at the present or in the years that this matter is concerned
with?
Mr. WIsEBRAM. From 1970 to the present would you be interested
in the matters before the Congress which would directly affect your
business interests?
Mr. MADIGAN. If he understands that he can answer it.
Mr. ROGERS. I was interested in a piece of legislation. I thinkit
was called H.R. 7700 which was also referred to as the Postal Reform
Act which would in effect upgrade the level of service that the post
office was-would upgrade the level of service with the post office,
yes.
Mr. WISEIRAM. Let me approach this in a different manner, Mr.
Rogers. I am going to show you a copy of a document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 15-A." I am going to hand it to you now. Do you
recognize that document, can you identify that document for the
committee?
Mr. MADIGAN. May I have a moment?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Sure.

Mr. MADIGAN. You're only asking about 15-A?
Mr. WISEBRAM. 15-A at this point.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, my counsel showed that to me. It was mailed
to me, last week I think it was. Prior to that I had no recollection of
this document.

Mr. WISEBRuu. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this exhibit be entered
into evidence at this time as committee's exhibit 15-A.
Chairman BENNETr. Without objection.
[The document referred to was entered into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-A and was so admitted.]
Mr.

WISEBRAm.

Mr. Rogers, who was this letter from? Read the

heading to the committee.

Mr. EtOGERS [reading] : "Gary B. Lovell, attorney-at-law."
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recognize the name Gary B. Lovell?

Mr. RoGERs. Yes, sir, I do.
Mr. WIsEBR1,L.And who is he?
Mr. ROGERS. He is the lawyer in private practice that sometimes
represents me.
Mr.

WISEBRAM.

And he has represented you in the past; is that

correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRA31. Who is this letter addressed to, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. RoGERS. It is addressed to me.
Mr. WIsEBA. Lee Rogers, correct?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes.
Mr. WISEBRAX. What is the address?
Mr. ROGERS [reading]: "Mr. Lee Rogers, American Holiday
Association."
Mr. WISEBAU
. That is your business? Is that correct?
Mr. RoGEs. Yes; it is.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What is the date of this letter, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. August 24,1973.
Mr. WISEBEAM. Thank you. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rogers, I am going to ask you if you would, please, kindly read
the first paragraph of that letter.
Mr. ROGERS [reading]. "Close examination of H.R. 53, rather 5838,
by Representative Dominic V. Daniels indicates that it is aimed primarily at sales, promotional games, utilized in connection with another
product or service. However, there is enough vague wording in the
statute to make it a source of some worry for AHA."
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, sir. Now, if you'd kindly skip to the last
paragraph.
Mr. ROGERS. You want me to read the last paragraph?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Yes, sir; please. .
Mr. ROGERS [reading]. "Thus it is my feeling that you should lend
your support to the many voices which will undoubtedly be raised to
oppose passage of this bill."
Mr. WisFBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, could you turn
to committee exhibit 15-B, please? Do you recognize this document?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Kindly identify it for the committee.
Mr. ROGERS. It's marked 93d Congress, first session, H.R. 5838.

It's a bill.

Mr. WIsEBRAa. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this document be received
into evidence at this point as committee exhibit 15B.
Chairman BENNEr. Without objection. So ordered.
[The document referred to was received into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-B.]

Mr. WsEBRLV. And this was the bill, Mr. Rogers, it is not, H.R.
5838, that is referred to in the committee document 15A, a letter from
Mr. Lovell to yourself ?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes sir.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, just for the record, to make sure that
it is clear, H.R. 5838, which contains the date March 20, 1973, states
that a Mr. Dominic V. Daniels introduced the following bill which
was referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETr. Thank you for making the record more
explicit.
Mr. WIsERAM. Mr. Rogers, will you kindly turn to the document
marked "Committee 15-C?"
Mr. ROGERS. All right.
Mr. WISEBRM. Would you kindly identify that document?
Mr. ROGERS. It's a memo pad size note written September 16, 1973.
It says, "Congress of the United States, House of Representatives," on
the top of it. It is dated September 6, 1973, and do you want me to read
it orMr. WISEBRAM. That's fine. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this document
be received into evidence as committee exhibit 15-C at this point.

Chairman

BENNETT.

15-C. Any objection? No objection-

[The document referred to was received into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-C.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, if you will look at the right hand side of
that piece of stationery, what does it say there? Does it identify an
office?
Mr. ROGERS. District Office, 1500 Aviation Boulevard, Room 2W30,
Longdale, Calif. 90261.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Do you, sir, know whose office that is?
Mr. ROGERS. That is-that was Congressman Wilson's district office.
Mr. WI EBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, would ydu
kindly read to the committee the one sentence that is on that piece of
stationery?
Mr. ROGERS [reading.] Charlie: Lee asked me to forward the enclosed
letter and House of Representatives bill to you. Signed, Bob." '
Mr. WISER m. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Now, Mr. Rogers, I'm going
to ask you to turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 15-D."
Would you kindly identify that document?
Mr. ROGERS. This is a letter from the Congressman dated September 24, 1973, to myself.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this document marked
"Committee exhibit 15-D" be entered into evidence at this point.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Without objection. So ordered.

[The document referred to was entered into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-D.]
Mr. WISEBRAM . Mr. Rogers, I'm going to ask you briefly if you maywell, I'm going to ask you to read to the committee slowly the first
paragraph of that letter.
Mr. RooEs [reading]. "Thank you for contacting me concerning
H.R. 5838, the Sales Promotion Game Act. This bill is identical to
H.R. 1670 introduced by Congressman Rosenthal on January 6,and

has the cosponsorship of 39 other Congressmen. Three of the 39, Congressmen Eckhardt, Podell, and Helstoski, are on the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. These bills are pending in
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Commerce and Finance 6ub-

committees. I have voiced my strong opposition to this bill to the

subcommittee chairman, Congressman Jolin Moss. In short, I consider myself personally responsible for stopping hearings from being
scheduled on this bill."
Mr. WIsiBR4.
Mr. Rogers, I'm going to ask you to turn to the
document marked "Committee Exhibit 15-E." Kindly identify that
document for the committee.
Mr. ROGERS. 15-E?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Right, sir.
Mr. ROGERS. It's a letter dated October 17, 1973, to myself from
Charles H. Wilson.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this document marked
"Committee Exhibit 15-E" be received into evidence at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Without objection. So ordered.
[The document referred to was received into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-E.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, kindly read the first paragraph again
of that letter.
Mr. ROGERS [reading]:
DEAR LEE: As a follow-up to my previous letter of September 24 regarding
HI.R. 1670 and regulation of games of chance, I have enclosed copies of the
opinions of the district and appeals courts in the important case in this area,
National Petroleum Refiners Association v. FTC. I trust this information will
also be helpful to you.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Now, sir, if you will kindly

turn to the document marked "Committee Exhibit 15-F." Kindly
identify this document for the committee.
Mr. ROGERS. This is a letter dated October 2, 1973, to Congressman
Charles Wilson from myself.
Mr.

WISEBRAx.

Mr. Chairman, I move that this document marked

"Committee Exhibit 15-F" be received into evidence at this point.
Chairman BENNETT. Any objection?
Mr. BONNER. None, no.
Chairman BENNETT. Absent objection, it is so ordered.
[The document referred to was received into evidence as the committee's exhibit 15-F.]
Mr.

WiSEBRAx.

Now, Mr. Rogers, would you kindly read the first

paragraph of that letter for the committee?
Mr. ROGERS [reading]. "Thanks for your letter of December 24. The
material proved to be very informative and you can bet were going
to put it to good use."
,Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, I'm going to
ask you the question once again. I believe you previously testified that
you had an interest in a bill by the number of H.R. 7700. I believe that
was the number. Did you have an interest in any other bills before the
Congress?
Mr. MADIGAN. Are you asking about specific bills now?
Mr. WIsEBRAM. I'm asking about H.R. 5838, H.R. 1670.
Chairman BENNETT. The postal reform bill. That's 7700 isn't it?

Mr. MADIGAN. I'm-I'm having some trouble, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WISEBR.&. Previously Mr. Rogers has testified I believe today
that he had an interest in H.R. 77 which was the postal reform bill.
Mr. MADIGAN. 7700.
Mr. WISEBHAM. 7700.

I'm asking if he indeed did have an interest
in H.R. 5838, H.R. 1670 which was regulated games of chance.
Mr. ROGERS. If these exhibits indicate that I do, then apparently I
do or I did.
Mr. WIsEBRI
. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, on August 1,
1971, you were first employed by Congressman Charles H. Wilson of
California, as a congressional employee. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And you were terminated on June 30, 1974?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. What's the date-what's the date of the employment.
Mr. WISEBRAM. August 1, 1971, Mr. Fowler, to June 30, 1974. You
were once again appointed again on January 1, 1976, were you not?
ir. ROGERS. Yes; I believe that-that date is correct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And you were terminated again on December 1, 1976.
Is that correct?
Mr. RoGRs. That is correct.
Mir. WISEBRAM. Thank you. And your salary during this time was
approximately $12,000 per year. Is that correct.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, exactly what were your duties as a congressional employee of Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. I was employed as a consultant. I would-I got involved in the preparation of newsletters. I was also involved in helping set up meetings between the Congressman and city councilmen
of-and also the mayors of other towns that were in his district. I
also was liaison between the Congressman's office and the business
community. I gave some input on the H.R. 7700. I told the Congress,
man, gave him the idea of the presort concept of the post office where
large mailers could do a lot of the work that the post office historically
used to do or still does and they could do it faster, better, and cheaper.
These are the things that come to-come to my mind. Anything that
anybody would throw at me, I would-I would help out if I could.
Mr. WISEBRAM. OK. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. This time, Mr. Rogers,
you have briefly testified that you were involved in preparing the
newsletter. If I'm not mistaken, in previous depositions you testified
that you prepared and edited the newsletters. Is that correct?
Mi. ROGERS. I don't know that I prepared it. I helped prepare it at
times and I would help edit it at times.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, I believe you first said you didn't know
if you prepared it, and then contradicted yourself and said you prepared it and edited it.
Mr. MADIGAN. Well, it that a question?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Is it your testimony that' you prepared and edited
it?
Mr. MADIGAN. I'm going to object, Mr. Chairman, unless counsel
asks the witnessMr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, did you prepare and edit the news]etter?

Mr. ROGERS. To the best of my recollection I helped prepare and
helped edit some newsletters, yes.
Mr. WISEBnAM. OK. And your previous testimony is that you reported only to Mr. Wilson himself or to Mr. Fordiani, Mr. Wilson's
west coast representative. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. To the best of my recollection, that's correct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And your previous testimony was that you don't
recall ever submitting any written reports or surveys as part of your
congressional duties? Is that correct?
Mr. MADIGAN. Now, I'm going to object again, Mr. Chairman. We
have transcripts here as I'm sure the committee has of-of his prior
testimony. I would think that if counsel is going to ask him what he
had testified to previously as opposed to new questions today, that he
ought to ask him the question and the answer and not characterize the
testimony.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Mr. Rogers, let me direct your attention to page 9
of the deposition, July 18, 1979. Turn toMr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I could be in error and I ask for the
chairman's guidance, but as a new member of the committee, I don't
see any reason for this witness to be questioned on prior testimony.
It seems to me this hearing today ought to speak for itself and that
the counsel can ask him any questions he wants to. He is subject to
cross-examination, but with live witness here I don't know why we
rely on any deposition except and unless for purposes of impeachment, possibly, or any prior transcripts dated to-that I for one don't
know anything about and don't really want to know anything about.
We have Mr. Rogers here. He is under oath. He can answer any
question. It seems like we

Chairman BENNETT. It is somewhat redundant.

Mr. WISEBRA.3. Well, sir, I'll rephrase that. I was merely trying
to use that to refresh the witness recollection. I don't want to put him
in a position where he'sChairman BENNETT. Well, he's probably-Mr. WISEBRAM [continuing]. Different answers toChairman BENNETT. He probably has had his memory refreshed, so
you can probably just ask him the question. He'd probably just answer
it and then you-and then you could challenge it if you felt it was
notMr. WISEBRAM. Oh. I will rephrase it.
Mr. Rogers, did you recall ever submitting written reports or surveys as part of your congressional duties?

Mr.

ROGERS.

Not to my recollection.

Mr. WISEBRAM. And did you perform your congressional duties out
of Mr. Wilson's west coast office?
Mr. RoGERs. I have been in Mr. Wilson's west coast office. I was-I would say that-even though I can't recall at this moment any particular thing I did in his office, I'm sure that I probably did perform
some of my duties in his office.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Where were most of your duties performed then,
Mr. Rogers?
Mr. RoGERs. They were usually handled on the telephone from my
own office or from my own house.

Mr. WISEBRAM. And where is your own office?
Mr. ROGERS. My office is in Santa Monica,, Calif.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Just for the record, that is not in Mr. Wilson's
district, is it?
Mr. ROGERS. No; it is not.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Now, Mr. Rogers, as part of your preparing and
editing the newsletter how, specifically was the newsletter presenteA
to you?
Mr. ROGERS. Gee, I can't recall what it-I-I
seem to think it was
in rough draft form,.
Mr. WISEBRA. And was the newsletter prepared on the west coast
or was it mailed to you from Washington?
Mr. ROGERS. I seem to remember having it mailed to me. I think
it was prepared in Washington. I'm not sure if it was mailed from
Washington or if Mr. Fordiani mailed it to me from the district office.
Mr. WISEBRAx. Well, Mr. Rogers, do you know who in the. Washington office of Mr. Wilson was in charge of preparing the newsletter?
Mr. ROGERS. NO; I don't.
Mr. WISEBRAm. How did you report back your suggestions, your
contributions to the newsletter, your editing marks ?
Mr. ROGERs. I beg your pardon?
Mr. WISEBRAX. How did you report back your editing marks or
suggestions and your contributions to the newsletter?
Mr. ROGERS. I dealt with Mr. Bob Fordiani from the district office.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.
Mr. Rogers, you testified that you performed duties as a postal
consultant. Do you know Mr. George Gould?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I do.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Who is Mr. Gould?
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Gould was-I believe he was a chief of staff of
the subcommittee that the Congressman chaired.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Is that a subcommittee of the Post-Post Office and
Civil Service Committee?
Mr. ROGERS. I believe it was; yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recall the name of that subcommittee?
Mr. ROGERS. No; I don't.
Mr. WISEBRAX. And have you ever had occasion to meet with Mr.
Gould here in Washington?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, I have.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And did you discuss postal matters with him?
Mr. ROGERS. I have no recollection of any of the conversations between myself and Mr. Gould. It was quite some time ago.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Did you ever have occasion to exchange correspondence with Mr. Gould, as you recall, concerning postal matters? ,
Mr. ROGERS. I have read a letter or maybe even two letters, from Mr!
Gould to myself that was submitted to me by counsel last week. Yes&
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, I'm going to hand you a document now
marked "Committee Exhibit No. 16." I ask that you identify this
document for the record and for the committee.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir. It's a letter to myself from George Gould
dated November 6, 1975, with a letterhead "U.S. House of Repre7,

sentatives, Subcommittee on Postal Facilities and Labor Management
of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service."
Mr. WisEBRm.

Mr. Chairman, I move that this document be

received as committee exhibit 16.
Chairman BENNErT. There being no objection, it's approved, and
accepted.
[The document referred to was received into evidence as the committee's exhibit 16.]
Mr. WIsEBRXA.

Would you kindly just read the first paragraph of

that letter?
Mr. ROGERS [reading]. "Pursuant to our conversation concerning

the possible changes in first and third class rates," excuse me, "and
the possible changes in classifications in connection with those rates,
I think it is advisable that we meet to further discuss these matters
as soon as possible."
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you. Mr. Rogers, did you ever have occasion

to meet with Mr. George Gould on the west coast?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recall the circumstances of that meeting?

Mr. RooEs. No; I don't.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recall where the meeting was?
Mr. ROGERS. I think I seem to remember a meeting at my office with

Mr. Gould, at least one meeting at my office.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And do you recall the year of that meeting ?
Mr. ROGERS. No; I don't.

Chairman BENNEr. That was a corporate office.
Mr. WISEBRA-.

Yes, sir. Mr. Rogers, you were a member of an

Mr.

And what was the purpose 6f this organization,

organization called the Wilson Key Committee, were you not?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I was.
WISEBRAM.

Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. This was an organization made up of businessmen who
supported the Congressman and the purpose was to-I believe it was
to support the-some of his travel and some of the expenses he would
incur in dealing with his constituents.
Mr. WISEBRAX. Mr. Rogers, did you term these expenses as campaign expenses?
Mr. ROGERS. I really don't know. I can't make a judgment on that.
Mr. VISEBRAM. Just a moment., Mr. Chairman. And your testimony
was that this organization consisted of various businessmen and professionals. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. To the best of my recollection, yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And were you an officer of this organization, Mr.
Rncrers?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes: I was.
Mr. VISEBRAM. You were. And as an officer, of course, you had contact with the various businessmen and professionals who were members of the organization. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. That's correct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In fact. Mr. Rogers. were you not responsible for
some disbursement from this Wilson Key Committee?

Mr. ROGERS. The last time I testified I was shown one or more checks
that had my signature on it, but I had no recollection of signing it. I
have since given it a great deal of thought, and I can say with a high
degree of confidence that those checks would be mailed to me for my
signature by Mr. Fordiani out, of the district office, I would sign them,
and mail them back to him.
Mr. WISEBRAM. OK, Mr. Rogers. Thank you. Mr. Rogers, I want to
show you now the document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 1"
which was previously admitted into evidence, and I ask that you
identify that document to the committee.
Mr. ROGERS. This is a-yeah-thisis a check, June 1, 1971, paid to
the order of Charles H. Wilson, $5,000, from my personal account
marked loan.
Mr. WisBRIA . Who signed this check, Mr. Rogers.
Mr. ROGERS. It was signed by Tracy Spicer.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Who is Tracy Spicer?
Mr. ROGERS. Tracy Spicer was an employee of mine that had authority to sign on all my checkbooks.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. And you previously had
made this document available for the committee under subpena, did
you not?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I did.
Mr. WISEBRA. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Now, you testified that these checks would
come to you from Mr. Fordiani. Did he keep your checks or was that
a different check?
Mr. MADmAN. That was the Key Committee, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETr. Oh, pardon me. Excuse me.
Mr. FOWLER. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I may pursue that just to make
sure understanding of your testimony just a moment ago. For the
record, who is Mr. Fordiani?
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Fordiani was Congressman Wilson's district
representative.
Mr. FOWLER. In California?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Was he a member of the Key Committee? Mr. Wilson's
Key Committee?
Mr. ROGERS. I don't know. I just can't remember.
Mr. FOWLER. And your testimony just a moment ago was, though,
that he sent you checks for your signature.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. On what bank were those checks drawn and what
account?
Mr. ROGERS. I seem to remember them being on a bank called the
Imperial Bank and I believe it was in Inglewood.
Mr. FOWLER. And what was the name of the account that was being
drawn on?
Mr. ROGERS. I guess it was called the Charles H. Wilson Key Committee. I'm not altogether sure.
Mr. FOWLER. So your testimony is that he would send you as al
officer in the Wilson Key Committee which you identify as a-which
you identify-you were an officer. He would send you checks drawn
on that-on that account which you testified you signed?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Were there any questions, did you ask Mr. Fordiani
what those-what were the purposes of those expenses?
Mr. ROGERs. No, sir, not that I can recall.
Mr. FOWLER. Then what would you do with the check after you
signed it?
Mr. RoGERs. Would mail it back to Mr. Fordiani.
Mr. FOWLER. Do you know what happened to it after that? These
checks?

Mr. ROGERS. No.
Mr. FOWLER. So what you're telling the committee is you just signed
those checks, whatever amount they were drawn on without questions,
and then sent them back to Mr. Fordiani?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I'm not sure that the amount was even filled in
on those.

Mr.

FOWLER.

Well, this was blank checks?

Mr. ROGERS. Blank checks.

Mr. FOWLER. What about the payor?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't recall ever seeing a payor on the check.
Mr. FOWLER. Were you an employee of the Congressman, Mr. Wilson's staff, at that time?
Mr. ROGERS. I was an employee from 1971 to, let's see, August 1971
to June 30, 1974, so if this took place during that time frame, yes.
Mr. FOWLER. Well, let's just leave the documents aside for a minute.
At the time do you recall signing checks, these checks drawn on the
Wilson Key Committee account that you testified that you would
send back to Mr. Fordiani while you were an employee of-on Mr.
Wilson's congressional payroll?
Mr. ROGERS. Was I an employee at the time I signed them? It's not
clear when the dates were on these checks. If they were between
August 1971 and June 1974, yes I was.
Mr. FOWLER. Well, what I'm asking you is whether or not you recall
signing such checks while you were a member of the staff ?
Mr. ROGERS. I have no recollection of the dates.
Mr. FOWLER. You have no recollection of the dates?
Mr. ROGERS. No sir.
Mr. FOWLER. That's all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNErTT. Thank you. I-I've probably started a bad
habit here of inquiring, but I'll be just brief.
Mr. THOMAS. Yes; I don't think it's been established and I am
curious if Mr. Rogers was signing those checks by virtue of his being
the treasurer of the Key Campaign Committee. Were you the treasurer of the committee?
Mr. ROGERS. I-the only thing I really know about it is the documents that I saw the last time I testified. I had forgotten about it,
and I'm not sure I was a treasurer, but I seem to recall that I was an
officer of the committee and I was one of the two signatures that took
on the check.
Mr. TIomAs. There were two signatures that were required on the
check and yours was one of them?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes sir.
Mr. THOMAS. Do you know how many other people were authorized
for signing those checks?
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Mr. ROGERS. I seem to recall that it was a Hugh Brand and myself.
Mr. THOMAS. Your recollection is that there were two people who
were authorized and you needed both of those signatures for the Key
Campaign Committee to issue a check?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes sir.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Thomas. Mr. Rogers, going back
to the document marked "exhibit No. 1." OK, what was the purposeof
this check?

Mr. ROGERS. This was a loan.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recall the purpose of this loan?

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I was making the loan. There was no purpose.the only purpose wasMr. WISEBRAx. Do you recall being told what was the purpose of
the loan?
Mr. ROGERS. No, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Is there any written instrument evidencing the
loan?
Mr. MADmAN. Well, may I inquire? Are you asking him what his
purpose was in writing the check or what was the purpose of the Congressman requesting the loan?
Mr. WISEBRAM. I'm asking if there was any request from the Congressman, any purpose.
Mr. MADIGAN. Can you repeat the question?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Yes. Did the Congressman state to you what purpose he had in mind in seeking this loan from you?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't remember. This was back in 1971.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Was there any written instrument, evidencing this
loan?

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Any interest paid on this loan?

Mr. ROGERS. I have no recollection of any conversation about
interest.
Mr. BONNER. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Maybe I misunderstood
the question. Was there any instrument evidencing the loan? I thought
there was a check with the-with a-the word "loan" on it or am I
mistaken?

Chairman BENNETT. He's trying his-

Mr. BONNER. Was there another instrument?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Was there a loan agreement?
Mr. BONNER. Was there anything beside the check that said loan?
I see.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Was there a loan agreement entered into between
yourself and the Congressman?
Mr. ROGERS. The only evidence of this loan is the check marked
loann"
Mr. WiSEBRAM. Was there any maturity date understood between
the two of you for payment of this loan?
Mr. ROGERS. I have no recollection of any conversation about that.
Mr. WSEBRAM. Has in fact the loan ever been repaid?
Mr. ROGERS. The loan has not been repaid.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Has not been repaid. Did you ever demand repayment of this loan?

Mr. ROGERS. No; I didn't.
Mr. WISEBRAX. And were you an employee of Congressman Wilson's
at the time this check was written, June 1, 1971?

Mr. ROGERS. No; I wasn't.

Mr. WIsEBRAM. But were on the payroll approximately 2 months
later, August 1, 1971. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. That's correct.
Mr. WIsEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, I'm going to
hand you now a document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 2" and
ask if you would identify that document and describe it to the
committee.
Mr. ROGERS. That's a-a check for $5,000, payable to Charles H.
Wilson on my personal checking account dated June 20, 1972, signed
by Tracy Spicer who signed the overcheck.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, what was the
purpose of this check?

Chairman

BENNETT.

Do you want to offer it?

Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, this has already been offered into

evidence previously. This is committee exhibit No. 2, offered into
evidence.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Pardon me.

Mr. MADIGAN. I think, Mr. Chairman, if the questions would be a
little more precise and his purpose wasMr. WIsEBRAx. What was the purpose of your writing this cheek
to Congressman Wilson?
Chairman BENNEr. He-the counsel of the other side wants to
know'if the purpose that you are addressing is Mr. Rogers' purpose
or Mr. Wilson's purpose.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What was your purpose, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. Evidently my purpose was to loan Congressman Wilson
$5,000.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And do you recall any of the circumstances surrounding this loan?

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir, I don't.
Mr. WisEBRAM. Was there any written instrument such as loan

agreement which would evidence this loan rather than the check?
Mr. ROGERS. There was no written instrument that I can recall other
than the check itself.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Any interest on this loan?
Mr. ROGERS. I can recall no conversation about interest.
MI. WISEBRAM3. Your understanding as to a maturity date for this
lpan?
Mr. RoGERs. I can't recall any conversation about the maturity date
on the loan.
'Mr. WisERAMv.

Was there repayment of this loan?

Mr.,ROGERS. The loan has not been repaid.
Mr. WjISEBRAM. Was there any demand for repayment of this loan?
Mr. ROGERS. There has been no demand for the loan.
Mr. W sEiRAm. And were you an employee of Congressman Wilson's
atthe time you wrote this check?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, I was.

Mr. WIsEBA. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.
Mr. Rogers, now may I ask that you turn your attention to the document I hand you which is marked "Committee Exhibit No. 3"? Will
you kindly identify that document? Describe it, please.
Mr. ROGERS. OK. This is also a check on my personal checking account, dated December 11, 1972, "Pay to the order of Charles H.
Wilson," for $500, signed by myself.
Mr. WISEBRAM. OK. So, Mr. Rogers, you previously made this document available to the committee under subpena; did you not?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, I am going to ask that you look at the
copy of the back of that check. Who is this check endorsed to?
Mr. ROGERS. The back of the check says "Pay to the order of Donald
H. Wilson, Charles Wilson," and then underneath Charles Wilson's
signature is Donald H. Wilson's signature.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And do you recall the circumstances of your writing
this check, Mr. Rogers? What your purposes were?
Mr. ROGERS. At my previous testimony I testified that Don Wilson,
Congressman Wilson's son, Don Wilson ran for an assembly seat in
California, and I told the committee at that time that I thought that
this check some way was for Don Wilson as a campaign contribution.
My lawyer has since told me that Don Wilson ran for that assembly
seat, I believe it was in 1974, so if that's not the purpose for this check,
I can't tell you what it was because I don't remember.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, I'm going to
hand you a document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 4" and ask that
you describe that document briefly for the committee also.
Mr. ROGERS. This is a-a check dated June 27, 1973 drawn on an
account called Lee Rogers' Building Account, "Pay to the order of
0. Robert Fordiani," for $5,000, signed 'by myself.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, do you recall what your purpose was
in writing this check to Mr. Fordiani?
Mr. ROGERS. As I stated in my earlier testimony, I believe this check
was for an option to purchase a trailer park that Mr. Fordiani had
in northern California.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, did you ever exercise this option on the
trailer park?
Mr. ROGERS. No, sir, I didn't.
Mr. WISEBRAM. What is the name of that trailer park, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. R4GERS. I don't know.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Where is the trailer park?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't answer that question other than the fact that it

is somewhere in northern California.
Mr. WISEBRAM.

Have you ever purchased any other options on

trailer parks in the past?
Mr. ROGERS. No; 'but I have purchased trailer park property in the
past.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, if you would
kindly look at the back of that document and describe to the committee who is it this check is endorsed -by.
Mr. RoGEs. The-it was endorsed "0. Robert Fordiani," underneath that, "Charles H. Wilson."

Mr. WISEBRAX. And do you recall where you wrote this check to
Mr. Fordiani? Was it on the west coast?

Mr. ROGERS. Where I wrote the check?
Mr. WISEBRAM. In what locale was it? Was it in California? Here
in Washington, D.C.? Where the check actually changed hands.
Mr. ROGERS. It probably was written in my office in Santa Monica.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And the date of the check is what, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. June 27, 1973.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Now, Mr. Rogers, if you will kindly look at the back
of the check again, the endorsement, it's "All prior endorsements guaranteed, Kenneth Harding, Sergeant at Arms." What is the date that
check was credited to the Sergeant at Arms account here in the House?
Mr. ROGERS. June
Mr. MADIGAN. I don't know that he knows what date it was credited.
You mean what date-Mr. WISEBRAM. What date is shown in the endorsement.
Mr. MADIGAN. Tell him what it says on the document.
Mr. ROGERS. It says "All prior endorsements guaranteed, June 29,
1973."
Mr. WIsEBRAm. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers, were you then
an employee of Congressman Wilson's at the time that you wrote this
check to Mr. Fordiani ?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, I was.
Mr. WISEBRAx. And Mr. Fordiani was the district west coast manager you reported to, is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISERBPX. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Pardon me. I didn't hear that last one. What
was his response?
Mr. WISEBRAM. I asked, Mr. Chairman, if he was employed by Congressman Wilson at the time he wrote the check. He answered in the
affirmative, and I asked if Mr. Fordiani was the west coast representative.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Thank you.

Mr. WISEBRAm. Mr. Rogers, excuse me. Do you recall any time in
the past having made campaign contributions to Congressman Wilson
in the name of other persons?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I do.
Mr. WIsE RAx. How many contributions did you make in the names
of other persons?
Mr. ROGERs. I'd have to refer to my earlier testimony to answer that.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Go right ahead. [Pause.]
Mr. ROGERS. There appears to be eight.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Eight. And do you recognize the names of these persons in whose name these contributions were made, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; they were all either current or ex-employees of
mine.
Mr. WISEERAM. Mr. Rogers, what was the date of these contributions
that were reported or recorded? Was it August 28, 1974?
Mr. ROGERS. Will you repeat that question?
Mr. WISEBRAM. What was the date of these contributions? The date
reported on Mr. Wilson's campaign report?

Mr. ROGERS. I don't know that I ever saw Mr. Wilson's campaign
report.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. When did you make these campaign contributions?
What was the date of the checks?
Mr. ROGERS. I'm not sure I have the exact date of the checks.
Mr. MADIGAN. We furnished the checks-whatever date is on the
checks is-on the checks.
Mr. WISEBnAM. If you'll bear with me just a minute, Mr. Chairman.
[Pause.]
Mr. Rogers, I'm going to show you a copy of one of the checks
that you previously made available, it has been made available to
the counsel for the respondent also. The check is made out to the
order of Cheryl Olson. Is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, it is.
Mr. GuDOBONi. Excuse me. Could we see that document?
Mr. WISEBRAM. I have no objection to that.
Mr. ROGERS. It's very hard to read the date on this check. I still can't
tell the date on it. [Pause.]
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, might I interrupt you, sir?

Chairman BENNEr. Yes.

Mr. BONNER. Please note I object to any further questioning regarding these documents as being completely irrelevant to this hearing.
I note, Mr. Chairman, that In count 1 of the Statement of Alleged
Violations it is stated that "on or about June 1, 1971, the respondent
Charles H. Wilson conducted himself in a manner which did not
reflect creditably on the U.S. House of Representatives"-and I'll
skip the citation-"by accepting benefits, to wit, a payment of $5,000
from Lee Rogers under circumstances which might be construed by
reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his," meaning
Congressman Wilson's, "governmental duties." Now, without reading
as widely in the counts that follow, I note that in count 2 a similar
allegation was made for a similar sum of money on June 20, 1972.
And I note that an allegation is made for a much smaller sum, $500,
on December 11, 1972, and I note finally, that on June 29, 1973, Congressman Wilson by "'accepting benefits, to wit, a payment of $5,000
from Lee Rogers, again under circumstances which might be construed
by reasonable persons 'as influencing the performance of his governmental duties," and I'm still quoting, but going back to the original
part of the paragraph, "did not reflect creditably on the U.S. House
of Representatives in violation of Clause 1," et cetera.
Chairman BENNETT. Well, these checks don't relateMr. BONNER. These checks have nothing whatsoever to do with
these allegations. Why don't we stay, sir, just within the confines' of
these allegations.
Mr. WISBRAM. I'll withdraw my question. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. No further questions. Then you can proceed,
sir.
Mr. BONN eR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [Pause.] Mr. Chairman
I thank you for permitting me now the time to cross-examine, but in
accordance with your prior rulings, it may be that members of your
committee would prefer to examine since that is their right.

Chairman BENNETT. Who has the right here. Is the committee,Mr. WIsEBRAM. The committee has the right under the 5-minute

ruling to examine the witness at this time.

Chairman BENNETT. Under the procedure, they do-we do have it
under the 5-minute ruling, and that seems a little illogical to me, but
at any rate it's what we've done, so at this point does any member
want to inquire? All right.
Mr. CHENEY. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if we might clarify that the
conditions under which the witness appears in the course--or the
counsel for the witness.
Mr. MADIGAN. Yes, Mr. Cheney. Mr. Rogers is appearing here pursuant to an order which has granted him immunity from any criminal
prosecution which might arise out of his appearance before the
committee.
Chairman BENNETT. Any further inquiry from any member? All
right. I really think this rule has been something we've established
by custom, and I think the custom probably wasn't very logical. Wewe'll think about it later, but we'll-we'll pursue this policy at the
moment.
Mr. Fowu.R. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? But I think, I
do think that the counsel ought to have the right to cross-examine
before the committee 'asks questions.
Chairman BENNETr. That's what I think myself.
Mr. BONNEE. Well, I raised it only because it's been done the opposite way up until now.
Chairman BENNETr. You may inquire now.
Mr. MADIGAN. Thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman, if I might just indulge
counsel for a moment to conclude my answer to Mr. Cheney's question.
He does not have immunity for any perjury or 'any false statement
that he may make before the committee and he has been instructed that
that is the only immunity that he has if he does not tell thc truth
with respect to questions that he's asked about.
.Chairman BENNETT. Now, I have the rule before me, and the reason why we're following an illogical rule is that it's the rule. It is
specific in the rules of the House, so we'll follow the rules of the House
until we change them. We'll probably change them in the future, but it
is much more logical in my opinion to do it afterward.
Mr. BONNER. May I proceed then, Mr. Chairman?
Chairman BENNETT. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Good ;afternoon, Mr. Rogers. Can you see me from
there?
Mr. RoGmis. Yes; I can.
Mr. MADmAN. I'll move back, Mr. Bonner.
Mr. BONNEE. All right. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to do this with
all you gentlemen sitting there with your coats on, but I'm awfully
hot. May I take my coat off ?
Chairman BENNETT. You may.

Mr. BONNER. Thank you, sir.
I still have my vest on so I feel protected.
Chairman BENNETT. I-I can't quarrel with that. I think the press
can make us look bad, but take your coat off if you want to, Mr.
Bonner.

Mr. FOWLER. They can't look any worse than I am, Mr. Chairman.
I'd like to follow counsel.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. You go ahead 'and take your coat
off. Anyone who wants to take his coat off, he may.
Mr. BONNER. All right. Now, Mr. Rogers. My name is Walter J.
Bonner, and along with Edward C. O'Connell and Thomas Guidoboni
next to me, we represent Congressman Wilson. Now, it is a fact, is it
not, sir, that until last night you and I had never met?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And it is also a fact that on June 20, 1979, youappeared before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in
executive session; did you not?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. BONNER. And then, sir, you appeared again, did you not, before
this same committee on July 18, 1979 ? Is that not correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, correct.
Mr. BONNER. And then, sir, on November 1, 1979, you again appeared before this committee; did you not, sir?
Mr. ROGERS.Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. BONNER. And in the course of appearing before this committee,
am I correct in saying, sir, that you, through your counsel or directly,
supplied this committee a good number of documents?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I did.
Mr. BONNER. All right. Now last night was the first time I spent
any time with you since this entire proceeding began; isn't that true?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir, that's true.
Mr. BONNER. I spent about an hour and a quarter with you, didn't
I?
Mr. ROGERS. Approximately.
Mr. THOMAS. If counsel will indulge me for just a moment.
Mr. BONNER. Yes, sir.
Mr. THOMAS. "In executive session." My understanding was that it
was the subcommittee that met in executive session; is that correct?
Mr. BONNER. That's not what it says on this document, sir. It says
"Hearings before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,"
but I certainlyMr. THOMAS. I was not present at that executive committee meetingMr. BONNER. Yes, sir.
Mr. THOMAS [continuing]. And my assumption is that it was the
subcommittee which is two members of this committee in executive
committee. Is that correct, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. MADIGAN. I believe that's right. Then it was two members representing this committee?
Chairman BENNETT. That is correct. Two members representing the
committee.
Mr. BONNER. Yes. And testimony was taken at each of those meetings with the subcommittee of this committee. Is that not correct,: Sir?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. BONNER. All right. Now then, to get back to my question. Is it
fair to say, sir, that last night through your courtesy and the courtesy
of your counsel I spent, along with Mr. O'Connell and Mr. Guidoboni,
about an hour and a quarter with you?

Mr. RoGERs. Yes; it is.
Mr. BONNER. All right. And that is the first and only time we
have ever met each other; is it not?
Mr. RooEs. Yes; it is.
Mr. BONNER. And that's true of Mr. O'Connell as well, isn't it?
Mr. ROoES. That's a fact.
Mr. BONNER. And it's true of Mr. Guidoboni, isn't it?

Mr. ROGERS. That's a fact.
Mr. BONNER. All right, sir. How long hqve you know Charles Wilson, as far as you can recollect, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. RooRs. I met the Congressman somewhere between 1968 and
1970.
Mr. BONNER. All right, then, is it fair to say that by September 24,
1973 you had known him about 5 years or so?
Mr. ROGERS. Approximately.
Mr. BONNER. Is it fair to say that during that 5-year period you had
occasion to talk with him on a number of occasions?
Mr. ROGERS. That's-that's a fair assumption, yes.
Mr. BoNNER. And on some of those occasions you talked with him
in person. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; it is.
Mr. BONNER. And on some of those occasions in that 5 years you
talked to him by telephone?

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. OK. Now, let me direct your attention if I may to
what has been previously marked as-is it the staff or committee. How
is that done? Exhibits 15-D, E, and F?
Mr. WisEBPtx. Marked committee exhibits.
Mr. BONERN.
Committee exhibits. Thank you. Do you have that
handy?
Mr. MADmAN. Which one, counsel?
Mr. BONNR 15-D, let's start with, if we may, Mr. Madigan, and
then I'll go on to E and F, ad seriatum. All right, now you've just
testified before the chairman and the committee that during the 5 years
prior to what is marked as "Committee Exhibit 15-D," a letter dated
as you will note September 24, 1973, bearing the Congressman's typewritten name and addressed to you. You previously testified that during those 5 years you talked with the Congressman a good number of
occasions both in person and by telephone. Right?
Mr. RooRs. That's right.
Mr. BONNER. Would you call the Congressman sometimes and he
would call you sometimes?
Mr. ROGERS. That's right, yes.
Mr. BONNER. So if Congressman Wilson wanted to pass a little information along to you regarding a bill he was secretly supporting for
you, he-he knew how to reach you by telephone, didn't he, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. I would certainly assume that he would, yes.
Mr. BONNR. But he didn't do that on this occasion. Rather he submitted to you a letter for the record consisting of three pages, isn't that
so?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. BONNER. All right. Let's go to committee exhibit 15-E bearing
in mind again this 5-year-prior relationship and various conversations you had had with each other in person and by telephone. Here
again we find a letter dated October 17, 1973, addressed to you under a
typewritten name of Charles H. Wilson. Is that not correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Correct.
Mr. BONNER. Now, then, if Congressman Wilson had wanted to convey something to you privately he could have reached you by telephone
rather than writing this letter, couldn't he?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.

Mr. BONNER. And then finally, committee exhibit 15-F which appears to be a brief letter from you to the Congressman, dated October 2,1973. Isn't that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Now, if you wanted to have a secret communication

with him, you could have called him by telephone. You knew where to
reach him, didn't you?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, I did.
Mr. BONNER. Have you read all of the exhibits?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Are you aware, sir, that these three committee exhibits
were given to the committee by Congressman Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. I am aware of that, yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Now, you have testified under your direct examination
that you made several loans to the Congressman, and if I recall your
testimony, you said that those loans were not repaid. Is that right?
Mr. ROGERS. That's right.
Mr. BONNER. Now, I do not mean to pry and cause you any personal
embarrassment, but I would like to ask you these two questions:
Is it fair to say, Mr. Rogers, that you're a man of considerable means,
financially?
Mr. ROGERS. I guess that's fair to say; yes.
Mr. BONNER. Is it fair to say that you are a multimillionaire?
Mr. RoGERs. Well, if you're getting Time magazine, that's what you'll
see.
Mr. BONNER. Now, Congressman Wilson has not been pressed by you
for a payment of these loans; is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. That's correct.
Mr. BONNER. Have you lent money to any other people who haven't
paid you?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I have.
Mr. BONNER. Have you pressed them for repayment?
Mr. RoGERs. No; I haven't.

Mr. BONNER. Have you sued any of them?
Mr. ROGERS. No; I haven't.
Mr. BONNER. Have you sued the Congressman?
Mr. ROGERS. No; I haven't.

Mr. BONNER. Why not?
Mr. ROGERS. There's not much there to sue him.
Mr. BONNER. Well, let's get right down to it. Since he hasn't repaid'

you, even though it's not your style to sue, would you lend him any
more money?

Mr. ROGERS. I don't think I would; no.
Mr. BONNER. All right, sir. Let me direct your attention-I guess.
it's for the third time-to an order of the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia. It's entitled, "In the Matter of the Application
of the House of Representatives Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct," miscellaneous No. 79-0157, and entitled, "An Order Conferring Immunity Upon and Compelling Testimony and Production of
Information from Lee Rogers," signed by William B. Bryant, Chief
Judge of that court.
Have you had an opportunity at some point in time to review this
order?
Mr. ROGE.RS. Yes, sir. I have reviewed it.
Mr. BONNER. You are well aware of the fact that you are testifying
today under an order of immunity?
Mr. RoG.ERs. Yes, sir.
Mr. BoNNER. All right. And, it is a fact, is it not, sir, that your able
counsel, Mr. Madigan has informed you that no matter what you tell
this committee today in terms of any possible wrongdoing on your part,
you cannot be prosecuted for that unless, unless you lie before the committee today; isn't that a fact?
Mr. RoGoms. That's a fact, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Now, then, you are under oath before this committee
right now, Aren't you?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And, you are well aware that the only way you can
get in any trouble today at all is if you lie to this committee; isn't
that so ?
Mr. ROGERS. That is so.
Mr. BONNER. All right. Under your oath before Almighty God, sir,
did you ever give any money to Charles Wilson to-and I am referring now to the language of this Statement of Alleged Violations-to
influence the performance of his governmental duties, sir?
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely not.
Mr. BONNER. You swear before God that is the truth?
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely not.
Mr. BONNER. Did you ever lend him any money to, quote, "influence
the performance of his governmental duties?"
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely not.
Mr. BONNER. Did you ever give him anything at any time to influence him?
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely not.
Mr. BONNER. And it's your sworn testimony before Almighty God
today?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And you know that the only thing you can be prosecuted for is perjury today; is that not correct under this order of
immunity?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr.,BONNER. No further questions.
Chairman BENN Er. Recross.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, you have testified in the cross that you
were aware Mr. Wilson had supplied the document represented by
the committee as exhibit No. 15 to this committee; is that a fact, sir
Mr. MADIGAN. Could you repeat that, sir?
Mr. WIsEBRnm.
You have just testified on cross that you were
aware that the document, marked "Committee Exiubit No. 15," was
supplied by Mr. Wilson to this committee; is that correct, sir?
Mr. RoGRs. Yes.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In response to Mr. Bonner's question.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM.How were you aware of this?
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Madigan told me.
Mr. WISEBRAm. When did Mr. Madigan tell you?
Mr. MADIGAN. I'll make a statement for the record that I informed
my client that these documents had been produced. I reviewed the
documents.
Mr. WISEBRAM. That's good.
Mr. MADIGAN. I don't think it's appropriate to ask questions about
communications between counsel and client.
Mr. WISEBRAM. That's sufficient, thank you. Do you know under,
what circumstances these documents were produced for the committee by Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. I'm not sure I understand the question.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you know that, in fact, these documents were
produced in response to a subpena?
Mr. ROGERS. I assume that they were; but I have no direct knowledge
of that.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.
Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions.
Chairman BENNETT.Any further cross?
Mr. BONNER. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. Mr. Fowler or Mr. Preyer.
Mr. PREYER. When you were first employed by Mr. Wilson, backin
August of 1971, you were conducting your own business?
Chairman BENNETT. You still have to testify.
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir; I was.
Mr. PREYER. And you've continued to conduct your own business
through the termination of employment in 1974? How much time did
you spend on Mr. Wilson's business as compared with your private?
Mr. ROGERS. I've been asked that question before and I just can't
answer that. I don't know. I didn't keep track.
Mr. PREYER. You mentioned-we went into the newsletter. You
also mentioned, as I understood it, that you arranged meetings for
city councils-city council?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. PREYER. What were those? How does that work?
Mr. RooRs. Well, I remember several meetings in Darticular,
that were aboard a motor yacht that I owned at the time. They w6re
to acquaint the Congressman, I believe, to any of the peculiar problems, or anything about those small towns, that they wanted to communicate to the Congressman.
Mr. PREERn. And you would invite city councilmen onto the motor

yacht and the Congressman would join you and you would discuss
the problems?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. PniYER.About how often did you do that?
Mr. ROGERS. I had many, many meetings with the Congressman, with
Bob Fordiani, with people in the business community, people who were
mayors, city councilmen, inner communities in the Congressman's district, so I can't give you, with any degree of certainty, how many.
Mr. PREYER. Your meetings with business and community leaders
went the same way-to invite them out on a certain occasion and discuss issues ?
Mr. ROGERS. I'm having an awfully hard time hearing you.
Mr. MADMAN. The fan here is causing us to be unable to hear.
Chairman BErN-Err. Would you rather it was turned back off? I'd
thought it wouldMr. PREYER. No. It feels awfully good.
Mr. MADIGAN. We're having trouble hearing the questions.
Chairman BENNETT. Well, I'll leave it up to the committee whether
they want the fan on or off. It actually was turned back on without my
suggesting it. But, some things happen without me.
VoicE. Turn
Mr. PREYER.

it off.

Well, I realize that 1971 to 1974 was some time ago, but
I was just seeking to whether you could give us some specific examples.
If you can remember more specifically the names of some places that
you had meetings for businessmen where you discussed some of these
problems?
Can you recall any meetings more specifically than to say you had
a number of meetings with businessmen?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't recall with any degree of certainty the names of
the people, where they were. I can assume that they were rides on the
motor yacht; they were at my home, my office, Congressman's office.
Mr. PREYER. Of the four checks that I believe you were asked about,
the first four exhibits, I think you indicated that the first three were
simply sent to you as blank checks and you signed them and returned
them to Mr. Fordiani; is that right?
Mr. ROGERS. To the best of my recollection. I don't have these checks
in front of me, but I seem to recall that the last time I testified, looking at some of those checks, and speaking about the Wilson Key Committee, I believe.
Mr. PREFER. Fine.
Mr. MADIGAN. The counsel didn't mark those checks as exhibits.

Mr. RoGERS. Oh, I see.
Mr. PnRym. These are the Wilson Key Committee checks?
Well, was-then, I am confused about the check that was for the option for Mr. Fordiani to buy an option on the trailer home.
Mr. ROGERS. The checks that were mailed to me were not my account.
That was, as I recall, the account called, The Wilson Key Committee.
The option money, I testified that I recall writing a check, June 27,
1973, that's on my own account, "Lee Rogers Building Account,"
marked exhibit No. 4. To the best of my recollection, this was a payment for an option to purchase a trailer park for Mr. Fordiani in
northern California.

Mr. PnmiR. Let me just ask one other question that I'm not clear in
my own mind on the facts. I think I've got that check straight now.
Why did you happen to go back to work from January of 1976
to-what period in 1976 was it that you went back on the payroll of
Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I seem to recall that my leaving was a temporary
leave of absence that there was no room for me in the budget for that
year. And that when that-end of that year, I would be back as a
consultant.
Mr. PREYE. So, you were off a year and then you went back on for
how long?
Mr. ROGERS. January of 1976 to December of 1976, 1 year.
Mr. PRETER. For another year? And you were doing the same sort
of consultant work during that time?
Mr. ROGEs. Same sort of thing.
Mr. PREYER. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETr. Any further questions of you or Mr. Fowler?
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Rogers, now clear up for me, again-I just got to
get these dates straight-When were you on the payroll, the congressional payroll of the U.S. Congressman?
Mr. ROGERS. August 1971 to June 1974, continuously.
Mr. FOWLER. All right. And January of 1976 to December of 1976?
Why did you go on the payroll?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I have a great admiration for the Congressman.
He's a tough, outspoken man. We saw eye-to-eye on many, many
things. I, probably, made overtures that I would like to join his staff
as a consultant and back in 1971, I did. I was asked to come aboard,
he implied, as a consultant.
Mr. FOWLER. That was my next question. You say, probably. You
don't remember? Who made the first overture? Did you make it or
did somebodyMr. ROGERS. Last time I testified, I said that I really wasn't sure
who asked who, but I think that I can speak with a much higher
degree of certainty now that the Congressman asked me.
Mr. FOWLER. That Congressman Wilson made the initial approach
for you to come on the payroll?
Mr. RoGERs. Yes, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Had there been any discussions between the two of
you prior to the time that he made that offer?
Mr. RoGms. You are going backMr. FOWLER. Discussions concerning your employment?
Mr. ROGEs. You're going back an awfully long ways. I am sure
there were. I can't recall specifics. I know that I had made myself
available. I am a good problem-solver.
Mr. FOWLER. Now, were you a successful businessman in August of
1971, with a net worth of a million dollars at that time?
Mr. ROGEis. Probably.
Mr. FOWLER. So, tell me again why you wanted to leave your business and be on the congressional payroll?
Mr. ROGERS. I didn't leave my business. I was still just as active in
my own personal business after I was on the payroll as before I was
on the payroll. I would say there was some degree of personal sacrifice, but not a lot.

Mr. FOWLER. Was this an understanding between you and Mr. Wilson when you were employed that-or, what was the understanding
,between you and Mr. Wilson as to the time that you would devote to
your public responsibilities for which you would be paid, starting
.August of 1971 ?
Mr. ROGERs. I can't recall any conversations about how the time
would be divided or anything like that.
Mr. FOWLER. Anybody on the congressional payroll tell you what
you were supposed to do for your congressional salary?
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Fordiani, then.
Mr. FOWLER. What did he tell you to do-that you were expected
to do? You told us what you did, but what did he tell you you were
expected to do?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I guess, more of the same as what I was doing.
Mr. FOWLER. You hadn't done anything yet. You hadn't been
employed. I am talking about when you
Mr. ROGERS. Many of the things that I did after I was on the payroll
I was doing before that.
Mr. FOWLER. Your testimony is: That's what he told you? He wanted
you to come on the payroll and help write some newsletters and set up
some contacts? Or, was there a detailed discussion of what you were
to do once you became an employee of the House of Representatives
prior to your coming onboard?
Mr. RoGERs. Not that I can recall.
Mr. FOWLER. Was there any discussion prior to your coming on the
public payroll as to where you were going to work-the physical
location as to where you were going to do the public work?
Mr. RoGERS. I can't recall any such conversation back in 1971. I
assumed that I would be working out of my office because. if I have to
go some place else to work, I don't think I would have done it.
Mr. FOWLER. Were there any other employees of Mr. Wilson at that
time who were working somewhere other than the congressional district office in California, to your knowledge?
Mr. ROGERs. I don't know.
Mr. FOWLER. Why did you loan Mr. Wilson the first $5,000 on
June 1, 1971?
Mr. ROGERS. I assumed that he needed it, I would guess.
Mr. FOWLER. Did he ask you for it?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; he did, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Why did he say he needed it?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't recall ever being told why he needed it.
Mr. FOWLER. Did he contact you directly or did somebody else on his
behalf ?
Mr. ROGERS. To try and get into the details of that, I think, would
be foolhearty and not quite truthful. I just plain can't remember
about it.
' Mr. FOWLER. I might ask you why it's foolhearty? The question is:
You don't remember any contact by Mr. Wilson as to why he needed
this money?
Mr. ROGERS. The question, again, sir?
Mr. FOWLER. You do not recall the circumstances of the check as to
why you loaned Mr. Wilson $5,000 in this check of June 1, 1971,
exhibit 1?

Mr. RoGERs. No. I have no recollection, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. All right. How about exhibit 2, June 20, 1972? You
have characterized this as a $5,000 loan. What purpose was given to
you by Mr. Wilson, or whoever, for that money, that loan?
Mr. ROGERS. I was asked the same questions when I testified earlier
and it is my testimony that I have no independent recollection of who
said what to who for any of these loans.
Chairman BENNETr. Now, Mr. Fowler, you have consumed 5 minutes, and we do have a 5-minute ruling in the printed rules. So, I
guess, have to abide by them. We can come back to you afterward,

though.
Mr. FOWLER. OK.
Chairman BENNETT. But, since I did give you your time before
I recognized any Republican, my conscience is hurting me.
Mr. ROGERS. But, may I add something to that last--to my last
answer now.
Chairman BENNETT. Oh, I didn't realize you hadn't answered. Yes,
please.
Mr. ROGERS. I am sure that it was all explained to me at the time;
that it all made sense at the time. But, I can't remember who said
what to who.
Mr. FOWLER. In any of these-And, I'll finish, Mr. Chairman.
In any of these loans, these exhibits that you have been questioned
about, you have no recollection-Your testimony is: You have no
recollection of the purpose stated for the loan request?
Mr. ROGERS. No; I don't.
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman, with unanimous consent, I'll yield
my 5 minutes to the gentleman.
Mr. FOWLER. I appreciate that very much, if I may continue. Thank
you.
How much were you paid on the congressional payroll for your
responsibility?

Mr. ROGERS. Would you repeat that, please?
Mr. FOWLER. What was your congressional salary when you were
a congressional employee?
Mr. ROGERS. It was $12,000 a year and looking through everything
that we had compiled to prepare ourselves to come here, I notice that
I did get a raise, a small raise.
Mr. FOWLER. Did you request the raise?
Mr. ROGERS. No, I think it was probably an automatic cost-of-living
thing.
Mr. FOWLER. By any chance, did you have a separate bank account
into which your congressional salary was deposited?
Mr. ROGERS. Separate, where only those deposits were made !
Mr. FOWLER. Right.

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Do you remember where you were--Well, I've asked
you that before. You're standing on that you don't remember anything about how you went about making those loans?

Mr. ROGERS. No, sir; I don't.

Mr. FOWLER. Why did you leave the payroll, the congressional
payroll, in June of 1974?

Mr. R GERS. In 1974, I don't think there was-I think that spot was
takefl. For the year 1975 1 was asked to take a hiatus for a year.
Mr. FOWLER. What does that mean? That was your spot. What do
you mean, that spot was taken?
Mr. ROGERS. I think that there were no funds in the budget that

year for me.
Mr. FOWLER. Any of the staff, or Mr. Wilson, express a dissatisfaction with your public duties-that you were performing?
Mr. ROGERS. No; they didn't.

Mr. FOWLER. At any time during youl employment?
Mr. ROGERS. Not that I can recall.

Mr. FOWLER. All right. How did you get back on the payroll, January of 1972?
Mr. ROGERS. When I left, there was the understanding that it would
be for the year of 1975 and I was to come back on in 1976.
Mr. FOWLER. Is that the way it worked, or did you have to ask to
get back on?
Mr. ROGERS. I am not sure.
Mr. FOWLER. Are you in the mail order business?
Mr. RoGERs. Yes, sir.

Mr. FOWLER. Did you have congressional cards printed up with
your name as a consultant to Congressman Charles Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. Not that I can recall.

Mr. FOWLER. How would anybody know that you were a congressional employee. When you're sitting over there in your office somewhere else doing your private business the majority of the time, as
you've testified, how would I know that you were a congressional
employee? What indexes of your public duties did you have?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I had congressional staff license plates on my car.
Mr. FOWLER. And, what else? Did you have a sign on the door?
Mr. ROGERS. No sign on the door.
Mr. FOWLER. Did you have a-what did they-how did they answer
the phone?
Mr. RoGERg. Where is this?
Mr. FOWLER. In your congressional office, which was also your

private office? What did the girls say when you call up over there?
Mr. ROGERs. I would imagine-It depends on what number she is
calling. I have three companies. And, depending on what the company was she would answer with the company name.
Mr. FOWLER. What about a public company, called a congressional
office? Do you have a separate number that people were to call you
if they wanted you for some public responsibility?
Mr. ROGERS. No, sir; I didn't.
Mr. FOwLER. SO, except for your congressional license plates, nobody would know, just walking in, that you were a congressional employee; is that right?
Mr. ROGERS. It would appear that way, yes.
Mr. FOWLER. And, nobody could find you? Did you have a listing
in the telephone book that so might indicate that you were a congressional employee?
Mr. ROGERS. No, sir.
Mr. FOWLER. Did you have any stationery?

Mr.ROGERS. Not that I can recall.

Mr. FOWLER. Did you ever write any letters on behalf of Congressman Wilson or his office on congressional stationery?
Mr. ROGERS. Not that I can recall.

Mr. FOWLER. Do you ever remember dictating any letters at all, to
anybody on a public matter that went out on public stationery?.,
Mr. ROGERS. Not that I can recall.
Mr. FOWLER. So, if you didn't have any way of anybody knowing
if you put on your congressional hat, then you had to do it? Ad,
that's when you would call up the mayor and say, "I'd like to talkto
you about a public matter and I'm on Congressman Wilson's staff;"
is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. I am not going to testify that that's what I said.

Mr. FOWLER. Well, how would you let anybody know who you
were?
Mr. ROGERS. I really can't remember. I worked very closely with the
district office, which was Bob Fordiani. He may have told the mayor,
whoever it was, that I am on the staff.
Mr. FOWLER. Now, you don't want us-you don't expect us to believe that you always had an intermediary? Somebody told you that
we want to set up a meeting with a bunch of mayors, or some city
councilmen, and you had to make contact. And, what I want to know
is what you told them when you called them up?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't remember what I told them. I'm sorry.
Chairman BENNETT. Mr. Fowler, you have consumed your time.
Mr. FOWLER. I have. I thank the gentleman, Mr. Hollenbeck.
Chairman BENNETT. I must say to the attorney for the respondent,
I now can see a reason why the rules are written as they are written.
Because I think you should have a right to recross if you want to
after these questions that we've been asking.
Mr. GUIDOBONiL Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. So, you're going to be allowed that privilege
if you want to exert it.
Now, Mr. Sensenbrenner.
Mr. SENSENB ENNER. Mr. Rogers, you testified that you were on
Mr. Wilson's congressional payroll from August of 1971 through
June of 1974, at a rate of approximately $1,000, gross pay, per month;
is that correct?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. SENSENERENNER. There are 35 months involved there, so would
you say that your gross pay through this period of time was approximately $35,000, plus the cost-of-living adjustment that you received?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. What percentage income tax bracket do you
estimate you were in during that period of time?
Mr. ROGERS. I produced all my tax statements here. So, rather than
to guess at that, why, they speak for themselves. I am not sure I can
answer that question.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I would like to have the witness answer that
question, simply because the tax return copies are not a part of the
evidence.

Mr. MADmGAN. The witness doesn't prepare his own tax returns. I am
not sure he knows the answer to the question.
Mr. SENSENBUNNER. Would you estimate you were in the 50 percent
tax bracket, or the 60 percent tax bracket, or some other percentage?
Mr. ROGERS. I would say, probably.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 50 or 60, or what number?
Mr. ROGERS. You know, I'm just not sure.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

Would you estimate that your net pay, after

taxes, from the $35,000, or so, you received during this period of time
was approximately $15,500?
Mr. ROGERS. You mean, after the House of Representatives took
the withholding out?
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The withholding for your Federal taxes, and
for your California income taxes, and social security taxes? You
weren't subject to social security taxes as a House employee, just the
Federal and State taxes.
Mr. ROGERS. I don't know.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Rogers, would you state that from the

period of time beginning in June of 1971 through June of 1974, you
had as president of the American Holiday Association and your other
direct mail operations a vital interest in postal legislation pending in
the Congress, including, but not limited to, postage rates legislation,
mail classification, and the bill that was previously referred to regulating the advertisement of games of chance through the mail? Did
you have a vital interest in that legislation?
Mr. ROGERS. The-take them one at a time-the bill that regulated
games of chance: The only thing I know about that is what the lawyer
who wrote that letter wrote to me. And, that speaks for itself.
As far as H.R. 7700, I had a vital interest in that as a private
citizen; and I had a vital interest in that as a person in the mail order
business.
Mr. SENSENRENNER. Were you concerned about what impact increases in postage rates would have on your business?
Mr. ROGERS. Certainly, I was.
Mr. SENSENBEENNER. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions.
I yield back the balance of my time.
Chairman BENNETT. Now, I'll call Mr. Cheney, next.
Mr. ROGERS. Could I follow up on the answer I just gave there that
I was also aware that the Postal Reorganization Act was passed, I
believe, in 1970, that the Congressman had nothing to do with making
postal rates anymore. It was in the hands of a board of governors
and a ratemaking commission.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Rogers, I believe you indicated to counsel that you
had made loans to other individuals, similar to the one that you made
to the Congressman; that is, loans with no other supporting documents, with no interest, and no maturity date. Is that a historical
practice, that you had made them in the past or do you continue to
make them today?
Mr. ROGERS. About 3 weeks ago, I just made a loan to a Lewis Green
[phonetic]. In the past I've loaned money to Dick Greenberg [phonetic], Bernie Hermann [phonetic,], Kenney Spaulding [phonetic].
This is all from memory. There could be more.
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Mr.
loans?

THOMAS.

Any of these individuals ever pay back any of the

Mr. ROGERS. The only person that paid 'any loan back was Dick
Greenberg.
Mr. THOMAS. Any portion of any loans paid back?
Mr. ROGERS. None of the ones that I just mentioned.
Mr. THOMAS. When you were a congressional employee did you
place the moneys received from those congressional duties in your
personal checking account and use that as funds earned? Or did you
put it in any other particular 'account?
Mr. ROGERS. When the checks would come in I would give them to
whoever was my AA and they would put them in my bank account
and that's the extent of it.
Mr. THOMAS. You indicated that Congressman Wilson asked you to
perform certain duties associated with his newsletter, in terms of
writing and editing it. He indicated that he would pay you for these
services? Was there any discussion, initially, about your doing gratis,
as a service, based upon your more than 5 years working with the
individual that you considered an outstanding person?
Mr. ROGERS. I am not sure I understand the question.
Mr. THOMAS. Was the suggestion by Congressman Wilson that you
assist him in editing and, in fact, writing newsletters made initially
on the basis of remuneration, or did he request that you assist him
first without remuneration and then offered the remuneration when
you, perhaps, declined the volunteer services, based upon your expertise and knowledge?
Mr. ROGERS. Are you talking about pre-1971, when I was employed?
Because, I was getting paid.
Mr. THOMAS. No. Before you went on the congressional payroll.
Mr. ROGERS. I really can't recall who said what o who, exactly,
before 1971.
Mr. THOMAS. Would you have been willing, in your opinion, to have
done those services for which you were paid gratis if you had been
asked?
Mr.

ROGERS.

I, probably, would do a certain amount of that sort of

thing gratis, yes.
Mr. THOMAS. The contact with local people and working with
mayors, probably couldn't hurt your business that you were also engaged in; I would assume?
Mr. ROGERS. My talking to any of the local mayors, or anything
else, I have never, ever benefited from any of that. Never benefited
from my association with the Congressman on anything to do with the
post office at all that I can recall.
Mr. THOMAS. But, you do feel that if you had been asked to do it,
or at least a major portion of it, without remuneration, you probably
would have done it?
Mr. ROGERS. I probably would have done it. I don't know that I
would have made a habit of it, but I would have done it.
Mr. THOMAS. Being a businessman, if someone offers to pay for it,
you are not going to turn it down?
Mr. ROGERS. eg your pardon?
Mr. THOMAS. Being a businessman, if someone offers you pay for
it, you are not going to turn it down ?

Mr. ROGERS. Being a businessman?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes. If no one asked you to do it for free, they asked
you to go on the congressional payroll to perform those services, you're
certainly not going to say, "No, you don't need to pay me, I'll go ahead
and do it anyway."
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I don't know, exactly, who said what, but I was
on the payroll to do it, but back there, it just wasn't felt.
Mr. THOMAS. Any of the services that you performed while on the
payroll, of any nature-do you feel that it was necessary to be on the
payroll before you would perform those; or, do you feel that based
upon your relationship with the Congressman, you probably would
have performed most of those anyway, even if you hadn't been on the
payroll; if you had been asked?
Mr. ROGERS. I can't speculate on that.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you. No further questions.
Mr. FowLER. Will the gentleman yield for a second?
Mr. THOMAS. Certainly.
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Rogers, it was a status thing with you to be on that
payroll, wasn't it?

Mr. ROGERS. Beg your pardon?
Mr. FOWLER. You wanted the status of being on the congressional
payroll, as a businessman, didn't you?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I did.
Mr. FOwLER. That's why you went on; that's why you wanted to be
on?
Mr. ROGERS. That's right. That's part of the reasons.
Mr. FOWLER. And, the truth of the matter is if the Congressman had
asked you to do all these things for him, as Mr. Thomas was asking
you, you would have done them. But, you just wanted to be able to have
those congressional plates and let everybody know-that you wanted
to know, that you wanted to have it known to-that you had this
special relationship on a congressional payroll. That's the truth of it,
isn't it?
Mr. ROGERS. I am not sure I understand the question.
Mr. MADmAN. Perhaps if you could define the special relationship
you 're trying to show.
Mr. FOWLER. Well, I'm not trying to trap him into any legal special
relationships. The truth of the matter is you are an extremely successful businessman. To make an extra $1,000 a month didn't mean anything to you. But, the reason that you wanted to be on that payroll
was the status that you thought incurred to you as a businessman because of that affiliation with the congressional office, isn't it?
Mr. ROGERS. That's a fair statement, yes.

Mr. FOWLER. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. Now, we've had two on each side and
I think we ought to go back to him, although Mr. 'Cheney has been
waiting long enough.
Mr. CHENEY. I agree.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Mr. Hamilton.

Mr. HAMILTON. May I thank the gentleman. I'll be glad to defer to
the gentleman.
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Mr. CHENEY. I thank the gentleman for deferring. I'd just like to
pursue a minute more this question, because I am a little puzzled on the
job arrangement. Why would a multimillionaire want a $12,000 a year
congressional job? That's not a lot of pay.
Mr. ROGERS. Well, part of the reason was just touched on by the
Congressman before you started questioning me.
Mr. CHENEY. For someone looking at that from outsideMr. ROGERS. I beg your pardon?
Mr. CHENEY. For someone looking at the arrangement from outside,
looking at the loans that were never repaid, coupled with being on the
payroll at around $1,000, a year, over a specified period of time-$12,000 a year-you could draw a conclusion that the job was some
sort of repayment for the loan. Is there any possibility that there was
any kind of an arrangement between you and the Congressman that
the-that yourMr. ROGERS. Absolutely not.
Mr. 'CHENEY. There's no connection at all between your being on the
payroll and the loan?
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely none whatsoever.
Mr. CHENEY. I wonder-you have mentioned that you were an employee in 1973. Obviously, that falls within that August 1971 to June
1974 time frame. You were definitely on the payroll in 1973. Did you
always communicate with the Congressman by letter during this
period of time?
Mr. ROGERS. Did I always communicate with the Congressman by
letter?

Yes.
Mr. ROGERS. Very seldom.
Mr. CHENEY.

Mr. CHENEY. I mean, during this period of time he wrote you a letter
on the subject of legislation in H.R. 5838, sent it not to his California
office, but to your Santa Monica office. Is that a usual kind of thing to
do? Did he write you frequently?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I would say that since this is the only letter that
has been produced, it is probably the only letter, one of the very few
letters that has been written.
Mr. CHENEY. And, then when you thanked him for the letter on
October 2, you were back on your own stationery, addressed to his
congressional office?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir.
Mr. 'CHENEY. Did you ever write letters at all or exchange interoffice memos with him, as a staff person would with someone they were
working for?
Mr. ROGERS. I may have. But, I would like to point out that I am not
a big letterwriter. I hardly write any letters in my own business. 1
usually pick up the telephone and talk to people in person that way.
Plus, I worked pretty much through the local district office with Bob
Fordiani.
Mr. CHENEY. How did your relationship with the Congressman
differ during that year 1975, when you were not on the payroll? How
was that different, for example from 1976, when you were on the
payroll?
Mr. ROGERS. Gee, I don't know how to answer that question. I'm not
sure what you're talking about.

Mr. CHENEY. Did you see him less often, more often? Were you still
involved in carrying out any kind of duties or responsibilities?
Mr. ROGERS. I am not sure. I'm not sure. I am sure that I probably
saw the Congressman a good deal of the time in 1975, whenever he
came into town.
Mr. CHIENY. Did you edit any newletters in 1975?
Mr. ROGERS. I could have. But, I have no independent recollection

of any particular in 1975.
Mr. CHENEY. Did you do any in 1976?

Mr. ROGERS. I could have; yes.
Mr. CHENEY. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Rogers, I think you and others have described
these payments as loans to Mr. Wilson. What were the terms of these
loans?
Mr. RoGEs. I was asked that before and I can't remember conversation about terms and I brought out the other gentlemen that I have
loaned money to before. I, likewise, can't remember any conversation
about the terms of those loans.
Mr. HAMILTON. Your custom, as a businessman, just to make loans
without any terms to them at all; you just hand the money out?
Mr. ROGERS. If it's a personal loan, yes.
Mr. HAMILTON. Did you expect the loan to be repaid when you made
it, Mr. Rogers?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I did. I am sure I must have.
Mr. HAMILTON. Fully expected to and, yet, you didn't see fit to charge
any interest or have any time demand, or anything of the sort, huh?
You just handed over the money to him and said, "Pay me 'back when
you can?" How did the transaction occur?
Mr. ROGERs. Probably, pretty close to along those lines that you just
said.
'Mr. HAMILTON. No evidence of the loan at all, no paper evidence
of it?
Mr. ROGERS. Other than the check and the Congressman's endorsement on the back of the check, the check was marked, "loan."
Mr. HAMILTON. Yes; I recall that. I am not clear just how much
time you put in for Mr. Wilson when you were on his payroll. How
much time in a given month would you work for Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, that's a question- that keeps coming up and I
just can't speculate on that. I really don't know.
Mr. HAMILTON. Well, I mean, would it be 10 percent of your time;
or would it be 50 percent of your time; or would it be a couple of
phone calls a day; or, you know, give us some idea here. You are
getting paid $1,000 a month, $250 a week, surely you did something for
that and you have some recollection.
Mr. ROGERS. It-the time varied. It could be days, or I would put in
many, many hours, although there were days where I put in no hours.
Mr. HAMILTON. And, over a course of a month, how much time
would you put in?
Mr. ROGERS. Over the course of a month, I-over the course of 1971
to 1974, I think, everybody got their money's worth.
Mr. HAMILTON. So, you considered it fair compensation.
Mr. ROGERS. I considered it fair. I wouldn't do that for anybody

Mr. ILxnmToN. And you think Mr. Wilson got a pretty good deal
out of it, is that it, in the amount of time you put in?
Mr. ROGERS. I don't know about Mr. Wilson, but I know, for' example, just the-for example, the presort that the post office does
now, it probably saved millions, and millions, and millions of dollars
and, I am sure, it gets mail delivered faster and better.
Mr. HAmILTON. Let me ask you this: Would you have been satisfied
to have paid an employee the same amount of money for the same
amount and quality of work that you did for Mr. Wilson?
Mr. RoGERs. Apparently. I think that I have done that, as a fact.
Mr. HAMILTON. So, you'd be setting theMr. ROGERS. I think I have had consultants work for me where I
would, maybe, not hear of them-hear from them for months?
Mr. HAmILTON. So, you would be satisfied to have paid someone
that?

Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely.
Mr. HAMImTON. Did you ever talk to Mr. Wilson about postal
legislation?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, I-as I said before, I talked to Mr. Wilson about
having the hearing and what we did. I also alerted him to something
that proved to be quite scandalous, where the Detroit Bulk Mail Handling Center and the Chicago Bulk Mail Handling Center had equipment that was just, literally, chewing up and destroying a large
percentage of the packages that they were processing. I brought it to
his attention and the Congressman, later, did something about that.
Mr. HAMILTON. So, on a number of occasions, one of which you've
cited, you did encourage him to act in a certain way with regard to
his duties as a Congressman.
Mr. ROGERS. I feel I was very instrumental; yes, sir.

Mr. HAMILTON. Did you ask him to do that on many occasions?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, those were the two things that are of any moment
that I can remember right now.
Mr. HAImTON. And, if I understand your testimony, there is absolutely no relationship in your mind between these rather large sums
of money which you loaned to him and your request that he act in a
certain way with regard to postal legislation?
Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely none, whatsoever.

Mr. HAxmTON. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.
Chairman BENNETT. Any further questions? If not, you can recross.
Mr. BONNER. I just have a very brief recross. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
Something you said interested me, Mr. Rogers. You just spoke of
the great cities of Detroit and Chicago having some sort of mail
equipment which literally chewed up packages. What was that that you
were referring to?
Mr. ROGERS. There were two bulk mail handling centers.
Mr. BONNER. Would you speak into that microphone.
Mr. ROGERS. There were two bulk mail handling centers in question,
one was in Detroit and one was in Chicago. And it was a source of a
continuing problem for people in the industry because they knew that
the equipment there was damaging a high percentage of the packages.
Mr. BONNER. These were pickages destined for members, of the
public?

Mr. ROGERS. These were packages that were bought and paid for by

the consumer.
Mr. BONNER. And, therefore, when you brought it to the Congressman's attention, did you feel that is was something that would benefit
just you or the public in general if you stopped packages .from being
chewed up by lousy mailing equipment in Detroit and Chicago?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, obviously, it benefits
Mr. BONNER. Well, I don't know if it's obvious to the committee, so
let's-let me hear it from you under oath. Did you think it was benefiting Lee Rogers or the general public if you brought to the Congressman's attention the fact that there was rotten equipment in those
cities tearing up packages destined for the general public?
Mr. ROGERS. I thought it would benefit the public a great deal.
Mr. BONNER. Thank you, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENETT. If there are no further questions, IMr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I 'have a few questions on redirect,
if I may, sir.
Chairman BENNErr. All right.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Mr. Rogers, exactly what is the nature of your business? Would you just describe briefly what the nature of your business is, please?
Mr. ROGERS. I have three businesses-three main businesses. One
business sponsors word games; one business is a computer company;
and the one business is an advertising agency.
Mr. WISEB4uM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. And, Mr. Rogers, do you
employ bulk mail in your business? Are you a bulkmailer?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, sir; I am a bulk-mailer.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Any further questions? Oh, excuse me. No

further questions, we'llMr. WISEBRAM. One brief question, Mr.
Mr. RoonFs. If I may also add that I do an awful lot of first class
mailing, also.
Mr. WISEBRAM. But, you do do bulk mailing; is that correct, sir?

Mr. ROGERS. I use them both; yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Rogers, have you ever held fundraisers at your
home or anywhere else for Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. I have held parties for Mr. Wilson, and I don't want
to be put in the position to have a legal judgment of whether they were
fundraisers, or not. I was asked that question once before and I don't
know if they were fundraisers or not. We charged money, but I don't

think at the end of the evening that there was anything left over for
the Congressman.
Mr. WIsEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. That's all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FOWLER. We are all familiar with that type of fundraiser.
Chairman BENNETT. There being no further questions, we will reconvene at 10:30 in the morning.
Mr. MADIGAN. May this witness be excused, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions from this
witness.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. Then, he is excused.
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you.
rWitness excused.]
[Whereupon, at 5 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at
10:30 a.m. 4 toaorrow morning,-Tne say, April 1, 1980.]
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Charles E. Bennett, chairman, presiding,
Present: Representatives Bennett, Hollenbeck, Preyer, Livingston,
Thomas, Sensenbrenner, Cheney, Hamilton (arrived 10:55 a.m.),
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counsel for the committee; Walter J. Bonner, Thomas A. Guidoboni,
and Edward C. O'Connell, counsel to Representative Charles H. Wilson; and Representative Charles H. Wilson.
PROCEEDINGS

Chairman BENNETT. The meeting will come to order. A quorum is
present.
Call your next witness.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I'd like for the record to reflect that at this time
the staff would have called Mr. 0. Robert Fordiani as its next witness,
but Mr. Fordiani has chosen not to honor his subpena from this
committee.
Mr. Chairman, the next witness we will call will be Ms. Gail Armstrong.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Are there any proceedings undertaken with regard to Mr. Fordiani ?
Chairman BENNETT. Well, we don't need to do anything in this
trial now about that. This will be a separate matter. We have taken
necessary steps to put him in contempt, I think.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. At this point I'd like to insert into the record that
I intend to make a motion before this committee at a later date regarding Mr. Fordiani's absence.
Chairman BENNETT. It's quite proper.
Mr. WISEBEAm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I call Ms. Gail
Armstrong.
rWitness sworn.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Ms. Armstrong, were you previously employed by
Congressman Wilson?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes; I have been.
Mr. WISEBEAx. And what were the dates of your employment,
please?
(199)

Ms. ARMSTRONG. From May 1965 to December 1966, approximately.
January 1968 to February 1969, and April 1972 through September
of 1975.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you. Ms. Armstrong, could you briefly describe to this committee exactly what your duties in Congressman
Wilson's office were?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. In general, I was responsible for the newsletter
and other press duties. I worked toward the latter part of my employment only 4 to 5 hours a day at which time I mostly did the
newsletter and insertions for the Congressional Record.
The Congressman and I would confer on what to put in the newsletter. A lot of things would have been done in the-on the floor before. Statements in the record we reproduced in the newsletter, and
other, you know, other things. He and I would kind of get together
and I would draft it, give it back to him. He would make some suggestions or approve it. We'd put it into a blue line and give it back
to him. We'd publish it and distribute it in the district.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you.
Were you the person in the office primarily responsible for the
newsletter?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes.

Mr. WIsEBRAM. How much input did you receive from the west
coast office for the newsletter?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Very little, if any. The only thing I recall them
doing is sending pictures and identifying people that we would use
in the newsletter.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Was this the extent of the input from Mr. Fordiani
from the west coast office?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes; to my knowledge.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Did you ever have occasion to mail the newsletter in
rough form to the west coast office for purpose of editing it?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. I might have, but I don't recall doing so.
Mr. WIsFzmAM. Do you know a Mr. Lee Rogers?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. I've heard the name that's all.
Mr. WIsPmRAM. Did you know Mr. Lee Rogers to be an employee
of Congressman Wilson?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. No; I did not.
Mr. WISEBR.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no further
questions.
Chairman BENNETT. Do you wish to inquire?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, does the committee have any questions? I believe
you ruled yesterday that was the proper procedure.
Chairman BENNETT. That's correct.
Does the committee have any questions to ask her?
Mr. Livingston?
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes. Ms. Armstrong, you said that you didn't know
Lee Rogers. Did you at any time know him to have any input into the
newsletter?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. No; I did not.
Mr. LIviNGSTON. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Any further questions?
[No response.]

Chairman BENNETT. Then you may inquire.
Mr. Gumo~oNx. Ms. Armstrong, were you deposed by members of
the committee staff?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Pardon me?
Mr. GUIDORONI. Did the members of the committee staff or the com-

mittee take a deposition from you?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes; they did. Not a deposition, they talked to me.
Mr. GuiDoBoNi. They did talk to you?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Uh-huh.
Mr. GtmoBoi. Who was that that talked to you, ma'am?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Powers.
Mr. GUMOBONI. Mr. Powers. Was anybody with him?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. I think Mr. Moriarty. I'm not sure of the name.
Mr. GumOBONI. And was one of them taking notes?
Ms.

ARMSTRONG. Yes.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. Which one, do you recall?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. I think it was Mr. Powers.
Mr. GUIDOBONI All right. And during the interview, they would
ask you a question, and you'd give them the answer, and Mr. Powers
would write it down?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. That's right.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. And he'd write down pretty much after every single
answer that you gave, right?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Right.
Mr. GUMOBON1. And did they read any of the questions back to
you, or the answers?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. iNo; I don't think.
Mr. GumOBONI. How long did the interview go on?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. It was abut 20 minutes.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Have you ever seen any notes that they took?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. No. I mean, I've seen that they have them. I haven't
read them.
Mr. GUrDOBONI. Mr. Chairman, at this time, we'd move the production of those notes, as a substantially verbatim statement, under
the Jencks Act.
I believe that when we were in here on motions, the committee ruled,
and I believe it was at Mr. Livingston's suggestion, that sworn depositions would be turned over to us, but the notes would not-or the
statements. And because of the Jencks Act-and I believe Mr. Wisebram, committee counsel took the position at that time that they were
Jencks Act material and he would be willing to turn them over after
the witness had testified on direct examination.
So pursuant to those rulings and the Jencks Act, which is Federal
statute which applies in criminal cases, administrative proceedings, as
well, I would ask for the production of those notes.
Mr. WISEBRAM. I have no objection.
Chairman BENNETT. They will be turned over to you.
And since we have a vote, we'll go cast a vote and come back right
away.
Mr. WisEBRAM. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Please, all members try to come back as
promptly as possible.
[Off the record 10:40 a.m.]
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[On the record 10:55 a.m.]
Chairman BENNETT. Are you still inquiring ?
Mr. GUMOBONI. Mr. Chairman, I believe that the committee was
going to question the witness.
Chairman BENNETT. Does the committee have any questions to ask
this witness?
[No response.]
Chairman BENNETT. The committee has no questions, so, we'll now
ask you if you have?
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Guidoboni inquires of the
witness, I ask for your patience. Once again, I must renew my motion
of yesterday of recusing and this time make it applicable to Mr. Livingston, with all respect, who I see has joined us this morning.

Chairman

BENNETT.

And Mr. Rahall is here.

Mr. BONNER. No; the motion did not go to Mr. Fowler, or Mr.
Stokes, or Mr. Rahall because, based on my knowledge, they did not
sit on the investigatory portion, nor the inquiry, which resulted in the
statement of alleged violations. If indeed, any of them did, then I
would certainly make a motion to dismiss any one of those gentlemen
as well, but to my knowledge, they did not. That is why I have not
raised a motion as to them.

Chairman BENNETT. Mr. Livingston?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, as I have been briefed, I think I
understand the motion and simply respond that I have no reason to
recuse myself; unless the rules of this body were to call for my recusal,
I would let that stand.
Article I, section 5 of the Constitution of the United States says
that each House may determine the rules for the proceedings. So
barring any such rule that requires it, I would refuse to do so.
Chairman BENNETT. All right.
Now, will you inquire?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Ms. Armstrong, how many times were you interviewed by the committee, just once?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Just once.
Mr. GumoBONI. And you've never talked to me before, have you?

Ms.

ARMSTRONG.

No; I haven't.

Mr. GumoBoNI. And you've never talked to Mr. Bonner, or Mr.
O'Connell, the two gentlemen sitting to my right about-have you
ever met them before?
Ms.

ARMSTRONG.

No.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now, Ms. Armstrong, you worked in the Congressman's Washington office-

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Right.
Mr. GuiDOBoNi. That's here in the District, right?
Ms. A RMSTRONG. Yes.
Mr. Gu-m0BoNI. Did you know anybody out in California in the
district office?

Ms. A RMSTRONG. I knew Bob Fordiani and Diane Simon.
Mr. GuIDoBoNi. Anybody else?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. I knew another lady who did some press work out
there. I can't remember her name.
Mr. GumOBONI. And do they have other employees as far as you
know?

203
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes; they ho d other employees.

Mr. GuIDoBONI. But you never had any contact with them?

Ms.

ARMSTRONG.

Well, I might have talked to them on the phone,

I just don't-I only met Bob and Diane because they came here.
Mr. GumoBoNi. Now, Ms. Armstrong, you stated on direct examination with Mr. Wisebram that you did have some input from the Congressman himself ?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Oh, yes.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. Do you know where he got his input?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. No.
Mr. GuiDoRoNI. But he could have gotten that from Mr. Fordiani?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. He could have, yes.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. He could have gotten it from Mr. Rogers?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Yes.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. You have no idea where he got his input?
Ms. ARMSTRONG. Right.

Mr. GuiDoBoNi. Now, you didn't work for the Congressman in 1971,
did you?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. No.

Mr. GUmOBONI. So if he had had contact with Mr. Rogers in 1971,
you wouldn't know?

Ms. ARMSTRONG.
Mr. GuIDOBONI.
Ms. ARMSTRONG.
Mr. GUiDOBONI.

Right.
You didn't work for him in 1976 either, did you?
No.
So if he would have had contact with Mr. Rogers

or Mr. Fordiani in 1976, you wouldn't know?

Ms. ARMSTRONG. No.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Now-

The committee's indulgence for one moment.
I have no further questions.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. No further question of any member.
The next witness.
Yes, Mr. Cheney?
Mr. CMNEY. I wonder if I might follow up just for a second, this
question of how you received input for the newsletter.
Did the Congressman give you a copy of-

Ms.

ARMSTRONG.

No, sometimes we discussed things, or sometimes

we'd do a rough draft of something he wanted in the newsletter.
Mr. CHENEY. In other words-but it would come to you in written
form, or most of it-

Ms. ARMSTRONG. Often, yes.

Chairman BENNur. No further questions?
[No response.]
Chairman BERNNEr. No further questions. Then you are dismissed.
[Witness dismissed.]
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, I call George Gould.
[Witness sworn.]
Chairman BENN Tr. You may inquire.
Mr. Wis1LRAx. Mr. Gould. where arp you presentiv employed?
Mr. GOULD. National Association of Letter Carriers.
Mr. WisFmRAx. How long have you been so employed?
Mr. GouLD. Since May 21 of last year.
Mr. WiSEBRAM. And where were you employed prior to this time?

Mr. GOULD. The House Post Office and Civil Service Committee.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In what capacity were you employed there?
Mr. GOULD. Staff director of the Subcommittee on Postal Services.
Mr. WIS-EBRAM. Who was the chairman of the subcommittee ?
Mr. GOULD. Charles Wilson.
Mr. WIsEBRAm. How long were you so employed?
Mr. GOULD. At that subcommittee?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Yes, sir.
Mr. GOULD. Less than a year.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And prior to that?
Mr. GOULD. Subcommittee on Postal Personnel and Modernization.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And how long were you employed in that subcommittee?
Mr. GOULD. Two years.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In what capacity were you employed there?
Mr. GOULD. Staff director.
Mr. WISEBBAm. Who was the chairman of that subcommittee?
Mr. GOULD. Charles Wilson.
Mr. WISEBRAm. And prior to that job?
Mr. GOULD. Post Facilities and Modernization.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In what capacity?
Mr. GOULD. Staff director.
Mr. WSEBRAM. Who was the chairman of that subcommittee ?
Mr. GOULD. Charles Wilson.
Mr. WisEBRAM. And prior to that, Mr. Gould?
Mr. GOULD. Census and Statistics.
Mr. WISEBRAm. And in what capacity were you on that job?
Mr. GouD. Staff director.
Mr. WISEBRAM. And the chairman of that subcommittee?
Mr. GOULD. Charles Wilson.
Mr. WIsRAx. And prior to that employment?
Mr. GOULD. Administrative assistant to Charles Wilson.
Mr. WISEBRAM. How long were you employed in Congressman Wilson's office-in his personal office?
Mr. GOULD. In Washington?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Right.
Mr. GOULD.Between 1965 and 1969.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you. Now, how long have you known Congressman Wilson?
Mr. GOULD. I would say early 1960's.
Mr. WISEBRAm. And you've had occasions to work on his campaigns
on the west coast before working in Washington?
Mr. GOULD. Yes; I worked in his assembly campaign, and I also
worked in his congressional campaign.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you. Mr. Gould, could you briefly describe to
the committee, as simply as possible, what the term "phasing" implies
or means under the Poqtal Reorganization Act of 1970?
Mr. GOULD. Yes, sir. When the Postal Reorganization Act was set
up and finally passed, the mailers rates were to be determined by a
postal rate commission. To give them an opportunity to cope with what
was anticipated as a raise in their rates, a section was put in the legislation called "phasing," and basically what this does-it allowed a mailer

to phase the rate increased over a period of time. Giving an example:
If a particular magazine's rates were raised by 1 penny an issue, instead
of paying that penny within 1 year, they would pay it over an 8-year
period.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Gould. Mr. Gould, would a mailer-

a person who uses only first-class mail had been effected by phasing or
the lack thereof of phasing?
Mr. GouLD. Well, the legislation, under the Postal Reorganization
Act, it had phasing for all classes of mail except for first-class and
fourth-class parcels. However, the Appropriations Committee when it
levied the appropriations for the Postal Reorganization Act refused
to grant phasing for third-class mail.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Gould, do you know a Mr. Lee Rogers?
Mr. GOULD. Yes.
Mr. WISE&BAxM. How long have you known Lee Rogers?

Mr. GouLD. If my memory serves me correctly I met him in the early
1970's.
Mr. WISEBRAx. In what capacity did you meet him?
Mr. GouLD. As a member of a trade association in Washington, D.C.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you recall what the name of that trade association
was?
Mr. GouLD. Well, yes; it was the ATCMU.
Mr. WIsEBRAx. Which is what ?
Mr. GOULD. Association of Third Class Mail Users.
Mr. WISEBRAx. Did you know him to be an officer or a director of

that association?
Mr. GouLD. He was a director at that time and on their board of
directors, yes.
Mr. WISEBium. And in what type of functions did you meet Mr.

Rogers?
Mr. GouLD. It was an annual meeting of the association, which I
was invited to participate.
Mr. WIsEBRA. And what is the purpose of the Association of Third
Class Mail Users ?
Mr. GouLD. I don't know all of their purpose, but the purpose in
relationship to the committee was to involve themselves in legislative
matters in relationship to mailing.
Mr. WISEBRAM. In your capacity as staff director on one of the subcommittees, the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, did you have
occasion to visit Mr. Rogers' facilities in California?
Mr. GoULD. I visited his facilities at one time.
Mr. WISEBBAm. Was this merely an inspection tour?
Mr. Gou _. It was during a series of inspections of a number of
mailers of different classes of mail.
Mr. WISEBRAx. And do you recall the year?
Mr. GouwD. I'm stretching-I think it was 1976.
Mr. WISEBRAx. Do you ever recall discussing legislative matters
with Mr. Rogers ?
Mr, GouLD. Yes; yes.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Mr. Gould, do you know Mr. Rogers to be a political
supporter of Congressman Wilson?
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Mr. GouLD. Yes.

Mr. WISEBRAM. Do you know of him being an employee of Congressman Wilson?
Mr. GOULD.No.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
Chairman BENNM~r. Any questions from any member of the committee?
Mr. Livingston?
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Gould, in the course of your employment with
Mr. Wilson in various capacities, would you ordinarily come in contact with lobbyists?
Mr. GoULD. Yes, sir.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. What's your general definition of the term
"lobbyist ?"
Mr. GOULD. Someone who is paid to advocate a legislative position
for certain organizations.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Would they necessarily be paid?
Mr. GOULD. That would fit my definition of one.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Was Mr. Wilson--excuse me, Mr. Rogers a lobbyist?
Mr. GOULD. I would not consider Mr. Rogers a lobbyist.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Was he paid by the ATCMU?
Mr. GOULD. I don't know. With the most of those associations, the
board of directors are volunteers. They're not paid.
Mr. LMNGSTON. That's all, thank you.
Chairman Bennett. Mr. Rahall?
Mr. RAHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gould, did you say that you did not know Mr. Rogers as an employee of Representative Wilson?
Mr. GOULD. That's correct.
Mr. RAHALL. And you did not consider him a lobbyist?
Mr. GOULD. No, sir.
Mr. RAIALL. Then where did you consider that he obtained his
source of income? What did you associate him with?
Mr. GOULD. As a private businessman.
Mr. RAHALL. As a private businessman?
Mr. GOULD. Yes, sir.
Mr. RAHALL. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Any further questions of the committee?
Mr. Fowler?
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Gould, your testimony was that you never knew, in
any of your capacities, that-that you just did not know that Mr.
Rogers was ever a congressional employee of Representative Wilson ?
Mr. GOULD. That's correct.

Mr. FOWLER. You were on his personal staff from when to when?
Mr. GOULD. 1965 to 1969.
Mr. FOWLER. What were you doing from August 1971 till June 1974?
Mr. GOULD. I was employed by the Post Office and Civil Service Committee.
Mr. FOWLER. Now, during that time did you have occasion to have
any meetings or conversations with Mr. Rogers ?
Mr. GOULD. I can't remember specifically, but I would assume so.

Mr. FowLER. Why would you assume?

Mr. GOULD. Because of his activity with the two trade associations.
Mr. FowL-i. Which were directly involved with the work of your
committee?
Mr. GOULD. Yes; they had their own paid lobbyists and I dealt
mostly with them. But as a member of that-the board of directors,
I'm sure I had to see him at functions, receptions, or things like that.
Mr. FOWLER. During that period of time that you were on the committee staff between-approximately between 1971 and 1974, if you
saw Mr. Rogers, would it have been in a legislation capacity where
he would-you can't remember specifically what. It's kind of hard to
ask you, but you said you thought of him as a private businessman,
you did not think of him as a lobbyist, but you knew him to be a campaign supporter of Representative Wilson from your personal days
with Mr. Wilson, I suppose?
Mr. GOULD. Uh-huh.
Mr. FowLER. So, in what capacity would you have done any business with him between 1971 and 1974?
Mr. GOULD. I can give you some examples. Those associations would
have annual meetings in which they would invite staff and Members
of the Congress to appear on panels or give speeches, and most of the
time their members were at those meetings. And they would also give
receptions in relationship to those meetings, and most of the time their
members were at those receptions. So I think it's reasonable for me to
assume that I had to see him or talk to him during this time.
Mr. FOWLER. When you were on the staff of Representative Wilson,
did you-were any staff employees, that were hired as consultants,
for your personal staff ? Were you the staff director?
Mr. GOULD. Are you talking about when I was administrative assistant, or when I was the staff director on the committee?
Mr. FOwLER. Administrative assistant of his personal staff.
Mr. GOULD. Yes. Yes; there were consultants that were hired in the
Washington office. I don't know anything about-very little about the
district office.
Mr. FowLER. What kind of consultants?
Mr. GoUm. People that made recommendations on certain specific
office needs, administrative needs.
Mr. FowLER. Can you give me a specific example ? It doesn't have
to be a name, but person X who did what?
Mr. GOULD. Assisted us with mailing lists, as an example.
Mr. FowLm. And did that person work in-out of your office, or
did that person work somewhere else?
Mr. GoULD. Frankly, sir, we had so little room that we couldn't have
gotten them in the office if we chose to. They usually worked out of
their own office.
Mr. FOWLER. But they were hired to do a specific task?

Mr.

GOULD.

A project type of task; yes.

Mr. FOWLER. And besides the direct mail operation, what else?
Anything else?
Mr. GOULD. I can't remember other specifies, but that one sticks in
my mind.
Mr. FowLE. That's all I have, Mr. Gould.

Chairman BENNETT. Well, since we have to go vote again, if some
other member of the committee wants to make inquiry, we'll come
back and have you inquire.
[Off the record at 11:15 a.m.]
[On the record at 11:23 a.m.]
Present: Representatives Bennett, Hamilton, Preyer, Fowler, Livingston, Sensenbrenner, Cheney, and Rahall.
Chairman BENNETT. You may inquire.
Before you begin, I'd like to announce that I see no reason why we
shouldn't complete this case in every respect, including voting, tonight.
It looks to me like a possibility. So I think all the members should be
prepared to stay.
Well, at least there's that possibilty.
Mr. GUIDODONI. May I proceed?
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Mr. Gould, you mentioned in your direct testimony
"phasing." You were asked by Mr. Wisebram about phasing?
Mr. GouLD. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. And you explained that it did not affect the firstclass mailer; is that a correct statement?
Mr. GOULD. That's correct.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. And that was by the terms of the statute itself,
right ?
Mr. GOULD. That's correct. The Postal Reorganization Act exempted
first-class mail.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. So if Mr. Rogers did first-class mailing business,
phasing had nothing to do with his business?
Mr. GOULD. If anyone did first-class business, it would not affect their
business.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. And that was written into the act in 1970?
Mr. GOULD. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. Now, turning to third class, tell us a little bit about
the history of the phasing of the third-class mailers?
Mr. GOULD. Well, the Postal Reorganization Act stipulated that all
classes of mail except first class and parcels, which is 'a subdivision of
fourth class, would receive a phasing that I defined earlier, including
third-class mail. And I should mention that third-class is broken
down into what they call profit and nonprofit and Mr. Rogers, of
course, is a profit business.
The third-class mail did not receive any phasing because of the
Appropriations Committee. When the Appropriations Committee met
to appropriate money for the Postal Reorganization Act, they refused
to appropriate any money to phase third-class mail.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. Was Mr. Wilson on the Appropriations Committee,
to your knowledge?
Mr. GouLD. No, no, sir; he was not.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. The third-class mail, did you ever get that money?
Mr. GOULD. No, sir; we never did.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Do you know whether Mr. Wilson ever made an
effort to see that they'-.ecured that money through legislation?
Mr. GOULD. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. GIDOBONI. Did the issue ever come up to your knowledge?

209
Mr. GOULD. Yes, sir.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Could you tell us a little bit about that?
Mr. GOULD. Congressman Hanley, who was chairman of the Postal
Subcommittee that dealt with rates and classification.
Mr. GuiDOBON1. But that's a different subcommittee than the one
Mr. Wilson served on?
Mr. GOULD. Yes; that's correct. Mr. Wilson was not on that subcommittee. And that subcommittee, as I said, had jurisdiction over
rates and classification issues.
Mr. Hanley, along with some other members promoted legislation
that would extend phasing. In other words, it would take the provision that was in the orignal Postal Reorganization Act and extend
it so that the mailers would receive phasing for an additional period
of time.
Mr. GumoBoNI. Do you know what Mr. Wilson's position was on
that bill?
Mr. GOULD. The bill was defeated on the floor. The rule for the bill
was defeated on the floor and Mr. Wilson -votedfor that defeat. Voted
against the rule.
Mr. GuIDoBoNi. And the legislation died there?
Mr. GOULD. It died in the House at that point. It was later resurrected in the Senate.
Mr. GuDoRONi. Now, you worked here in the Washington Office
when you worked for Mr. Wilson personally; is that right?
Mr. GOULD. That's correct.
Mr. GuiDOBOm. Did you know which people worked for him in
California?
Mr. GOULD. I knew Mr. Fordiani. I knew Mr. Wilson's personal
secretary who had worked for him for a long time. I didn't know
many of the other staff members. The offices were fairly autonomous.
I ran the Washington office for Mr. Wilson and Mr. Fordiani ran the
field office and we both reported to him. We didn't talk much about
what the other's responsibilities were.
Mr. GUIDoBoNI. Now, when you were on the staff committee-committee staff, I'm sorry-did you have much contact with his field
office?
Mr. GOULD. Very, very little.
Mr. GuiDOBONi. But when you did, was it through Mr. Fordiani?

Mr. GOULD. Yes.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Now, you mentioned hiring a consultant during
your services as an administrative assistant. Now, this was in the
sixties?
Mr. GouLD. Right.
Mr. GuIDOBONL And you mentioned one particular which was updated mailing lists?
Mr. GOULD. We were trying to make the mailings more effective,
more current.
Mr. GuDOBONI. Would that be something that a businessman of the
type of Mr. Rogers' business was in could be of assistance?
Mr. GOULD. Yes.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. And if the mailing list were more current and more
up to date, then more people would receive it; is that right?

Mr.

GOULD.

That's right, and there would be less money wasted.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. And that would be, what, public money?

Mr. GOULD. Well, in this case of the newsletters, it would be public
money, yes.
Mr. GuIDOBONi. No further questions.
Mr. WISEBRAM. No further questions of this witness.
Chairman BENNETT. No further questions. You can call the next
witness.
Mr. WISnBRAM. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to move
that the committee receive into evidence a document marked "Committee Exhibit No. 17." It's a deposition of Congressman Charles
H. Wilson taken on Monday, April 17, 1978 before this committee.
It has previously been shown. I move that page 1 of that document
be received into evidence, along with page 12, beginning with line 24.
Continuing on page 13 through line 18.

Chairman BENNETT. Any objection?
Mr. GuIDOBONI. Could we have a moment, sir? There is no objection, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, the document referred to, having previously been
marked for identification as "Committee Exhibit No. 17," was received in evidence.]
Chairman BENNETT. Well, there's another vote. So I guess before
we start on another witness, we should vote.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman BENNETT. Oh, you have a redirect?
Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Chairman, no. Mr. Chairman, we don't have

any more witnesses. We rest our case.
Chairman BENNETT. All right. When we come back, we will take-we'll hear from the respondent.
[Off the record at 11:30 a.m.]
[On the record at 11:38 a.m.]
(Members present: Representatives Bennett, Spence, Hamilton,
Hollenbeck, Fowler, Preyer, Cheney, Livingston, Rahall, Sensenbrenner, Stokes, and Thomas (arrived 11:50 a.m.).)

Chairman

BENNETT.

The committee will come to order.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, at the outset, in the interest of moving
forward, we are going to waive the opening statement which you so
kindly permitted me to reserve at this point. Mr. Guidoboni will call
our first witness, sir.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. The counsel for Mr. Wilson will call Michael Leo
Murray.

Chairman

BENNETT.

Proceed.

[Witness sworn.]

Chairman BENNETT. You may proceed.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Mr. Murray, would you give your name-your full

name and where you're employed, sir?
Mr. MURRAY. My name is Michael Leo Murray and I'm Chief of
the Office of Records and Registration in the Clerk's Office.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Clerk of the House of Representatives?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, sir.
Mr. GuiDOBONI. And who is the gentleman sitting at your left?
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Mr. MuRAY. The gentleman to my left is Stephen Ross, who is
Assistant General Counsel to the Clerk.
Mr. GumoBoNi. He's here as your counsel today?
Mr. MuRRxY. Yes; he is.
Mr. GtmOBONI. NOw, Mr. Murray, you're here pursuant to my subpena to the Clerk; is that correct?
Mr. MuRRAY. That's correct.
Mr. GumOBONL And in that subpena you were asked to bring some
records with you?
Mr. MuRRAy. Yes; I was.
Mr. GUmOBONI. Did you bring those records, sir?
Mr. MuRRAY. Yes; I did.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. And what are those records?
Mr. MumuY. Those records are a certified copy of a report of receipts and expenditures filed by Charles Wilson's campaign committee
in 1975.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

And have you had a chance, sir, to compare that

with the exhibit I furnished you, marked "Exhibit A"?
Mr. MuRRAY. Yes; I have.
Mr. GUiDOBONi. And is it the same-are they the same?
Mr. Mumuay. Yes; they are.
Mr. GumoBoNi. Now, it is part of your responsibility as the Chief
of the Office of Records and Registration to keep those records?
Mr. MuRRAY. Yes; it is.
Mr. Gu-moBoNi. Now, can you tell me from the face of that recordand I understand that the one that you brought is a little more readable; is that correct?
Mr. MURRAY. Yes; it is.

Mr.

GUIMOBONI.

Can you tell me from the face of that record when

that was filed with the Clerk's Office?
Mr. MuPRAY. This record was filed on January 13, 1975.
Mr. GuIDOBONi. Now, Mr. Murray, what law was that filed pursuant
to, if you know?
Mr. Mumuy. That was filed pursuant to the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. And when did that act go into effect, sir?
Mr. MmuAy. It was effective April 5, 1972.

Mr.

GUIDOBON.

So before that time records such as this were not

required to be filed?
Mr. MuRRAY. Not like this, no, sir.

Mr.

GUIDOBONI.

Mr. Murray, that record that you have in front of

you, and others like it, are they secret records?
Mr. MuRRAy. No; they're not.

Mr.

GuiDOBONi.

What do you do with them when they're filed?

What does your office do with them?
Mr. Mu-RAY. Well, the office opens them up, stamps them in pursuant to the day they're received and the type of mail that they're sent
by. They are microfilmed and the microfilm is made available for
public inspection.
Mr. GUImOBONI. So that any member of the public during your regular hours of the Clerk's Office could come in and request to see such
a form ?
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Mr. MURAY. Yes, sir, they could.
Mr. GuIDOBONI. And that would include members of this committee's staff ?
Mr. MURRAY. Yes, sir.
Mr. GtrDOBON. Members of the committee themselves?
Mr. MURRAY. Absolutely.

Mr. GUDOBONT. Members of the audience?

Mr. MURRAY. That's right.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. All right. So this was filed in January 1975?
Mr. MURRAY. Yes, sir.
Mr. GUiDOBONI. And could you please turn to the fourth page-.
well, it's marked at the bottom-page 3 of schedule C.

Chairman BENNETT. Which exhibit is this?

Mr. GtrmoBoNI. This is A for the respondent.

Chairman BENNETT. A? Do we have it?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. I believe Mr. Sensenbrenner raised that yesterday.

It was furnished with the motions. I do have several extra copies.
Chairman BENNETT. Which is it? Which of ours is it? How is our
exhibit numbered?
Is it part of our book? Is it in the motions?

Mr. GuIDOBONI. It was attached to the motion to dismiss.
Chairman BENNETT. How many pages is it?
Mr. FOWLER. It looks like tab J here.

Motion to stay the disciplinaryMr. GutmOBONI. No, sir, it's the motion to dismiss.
Chairman BENNETT. Since he's got several extra copies, why couldn't
one of them be furnished to a member of our staff and have them run
off?
Do you have an extra copy?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. Sure.
Mr. FOWLER. Tab C.
Here it is; we've found it.

Chairman BENNETT. We've already got it in the file?
Mr. FOWLER. It's tab C.

Mr.
there.

GuIDoBONI.

Chairman

It's schedule C, page 3. There are several schedules

BENNETT.

Tab C.

Identify it under tab C; it says-starts off, "Schedule C, Itemized
Expenditure-Communications and Non-media or Other Expenditures." I guess I've identified it. The bottom of it has a total of this
period, $345.92.
Is that the page we're talking about?

Mr. GumOBONI. No, sir. That's marked "Page 1," I believe.

Chairman BENNETT. What is the page you're talking about?
Mr. GumoBONI. Page 3.

Chairman BENNETT. There's one that says schedule D?
Mr. GUIDOBONI. No, sir. I guess the committee didn't get it.
Chairman BENNETT. Then let'sMr. LIviNGSTON. Just before that. It's there, it's the second page.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. It's marked "Page 3."
Chairman BENNETT. Look down the left-hand corner, page 3. It

has the amount of $1,525.72 on the right side, page 3 on the other.

Mr. GumOBONI. That's it.
Chairman BENNETT. Proceed.
Mr. GuDoBowi. Very well.
Now, Mr. Murray, the copy you have has been certified by the Clerk
of the HouseI
Mr. MuRRy. Yes, it has.
Mr,GUIOBoNI. Now, you have that page 3 in front of you?
Mr. MuRRAY. Yes, sir.
Mr. GuiDoBoNI. And there are entries on page 3 showing expenditures,; correct?
Mr. MuuiY. That's correct.
Mr. GumoBoNI. All right. Now, I direct your attention to the third
entry there. What does that say ?
,Mr. MumA.y. It says--first of all it has the date of the payment,
November 6, 1974. Then the full name of the payee, "Charles H.
Wilson, 4141 Rosecrans, Hawthorne, Calif. 90250. Occupation and
principal place of business: Same. Purpose of expenditure: Candidate
reimbursed expenses."
Mr. GUiDOBONI. And the amount ?
Mr. MutRAY.In the amount of $1,000.
Mr. GuuoBowi. So that has been on file since 1975 in your office
and, available for public inspection?
Mr. MunA
i.
That's correct.
Mr. GumoBoNi. I have no further questions of this witness.

Chairman BENNETT. Any cross?

Mr. WISEBRAM. Mr. Murray, do you audit these reports when they
come into your office?
Mr. MuimAy. A preliminary desk audit.
Mr. WIsEBaRA. What do you mean by an audit? Do you actually
compare the supporting documentation for expenses on the report to
determine if in fact the expense is supported by vouchers, receipts,
this type of thing?

Mr. MU

AY.

No, sir, we do not.

Mr. WIsmERA. So what is received in your office is merely that
document? No supporting documentation; is that correct?
Mr. Mumuy. That's correct.
Mr. WISEBRAM. No further questions.
Chaifrman BENNETT. Now, at this point in the rules, the committee
may inquire.
Any inquiries of this witness on the part of any member of the
committee?
Mr. Rahall?

Mr. RAHTAT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In regard to that supporting documentation, is that required by
law to be filed with the FEC if not with you?
Mr. MumuY. No, sir, it is not.
Mr. RAHALL. Supporting documentation is not required by law to
be filed in your office with regard to expenditures-reimbursed expen-

ditures?
Mr. M RRAY. It's not required to be filed, sir.
Mr. RAHALL. Thank you.

Chairman BENNETT. Any other questions?
[No response.]
Chairman BENNETT. The next witness.
Mr. BONNER. I call Mr. Eli Davidson Minton.
[Witness sworn.]
Chairman BENNETT. You may inquire.
Mr. BONNER. Would you please, for the record, sir, state your name?
Mr. MINTON. Eli Davidson Minton.
Mr. BONNER. And where are you employed, Mr. Minton?
Mr. MINTON. With the House of Representatives. Committee of the
Post Office and Civil Service.
Mr. BONNER. And what is your position on that committee?
Mr. MINTON. I'm the chief of staff of the committee.
Mr. BONNER. How long have you been so employed in that position
by that committee?
Mr. MINTON. Since February 8, 1978.
Mr. BONNER. All right. Now, how long have you been an employee
of the House of Representatives, sir?
Mr. MINTON. Since July 1, 1975.
Mr. BONNER. And may I ask you-did you say 1975?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Were you ever employed in any capacity by the House
prior to that time?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. Do you know Congressman Charles Wilson?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. When and where did you first meet him, sir?
Mr. MINTON. Well, I assume it was here. I was a member of the staff
of the Senate Committee on the Post Office and Civil Service for 11
years before I came to the House, and so I have been associated with
Mr. Wilson professionally since about 1965 or 1966, or 1967, along in
there.
Mr. BONNER. When were you first employed by the Senate, sir?
Mr. MINTON. October 8, 1962.
Mr. BONNER. And was it in that year that you came in contact with
the Congressman for the first time?
Mr. MINTON. No; I'm sure it was later than that.
Mr. BONNER. Could you give us some rough approximation?
Mr. MINTON. I'd say about 1965 or 1966.
Mr. BONNER. All right. And in what capacity did you come in contact with him in that period, 1965 or 1966?
Mr. MINTON. I attended hearings in the House of Representatives
as a staff member of the other body and observed Mr. Wilson. And
then he was a conferee occasionally between the Senate and House comittee meetings and I was, by that time, the chief counsel of the Senate
committee and so I got to know him.
Mr. BONNER. What year was that? Excuse me. What year was that?
Mr. MINTON. I became the chief counsel in 1965.
Mr. BONNER. All right. And how long did you remain in that
position?
Mr. MINTON. Until June 1973.
Mr. BONNER. And during the period 1965-73, did you continue to
come into contact with Congressman Wilson?
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Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And would you please tell the gentlemen of the committee in what capacity you came in contact with him, sir?
Mr. MINTON. In the same capacity that I was an employee of the
Senate and that he was a Member of the House and that I encountered
professionally in conferences between the House and the Senate, and
occasionally attended hearings or meetings of the House committee to
observe.
Mr. BONNE. Would you tell us what kind of conferences, if you
remember?
Mr. MINTON. Conferences on legislation principally relating to
postal legislation.

Mr. BONNER. Principally postal legislation?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. All right. And after 1973-what post did you hold
after 1973 ?
Mr. MINTON. I was in private law practice in Washington for 2
years and then returned to the House--or came to the House.

Mr. BONNER. In 1975?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And that was in the capacity that you are now in?
Mr. MINTON. Well, substantially the same. I was the assistant
counsel, and now I'm the chief counsel.

Mr. BONNER. To the same Postal Committee?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And during that period of time, did you come in
contact with Congressman Wilson?
Mr. MINTON. Oh, yes.

Mr. BONNER. In what way, sir?
Mr. MINTON. Well, he is a member of the committee and I'm a
member of the staff of the committee so my association with him was
much closer and I dealt with him on a fairly regular basis.
Mr. BONNER. Did you have occasion to observe him as a member of
that committee?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. And in terms of his dealings on the various pieces of
legislation coming before that committee?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. BONNER. In your contact with Congressman Wilson, Mr. Minton, from 1962 forward to date-strike that.
Let me inform you, if I may, that there are a number of allegations
of violations of the House rules that have been made against the
Congressman and, four of them, which are quite serious, state that
Congressman Wilson accepted money from a man named Lee Rogers
who had a direct interest in postal legislation before the Congress and
that Congressman Wilson accepted that money for the purpose of
influencing the performance of his-that is, the Congressman's duties.
Now, I return to my question. In the entire period that you have
dealt with Congressman Wilson in your various capacities with the
Senate and the House on matters involving postal legislation, have you
ever known him to try to influence, let us say, first-class mail, as op-
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posed to second class, as opposed to third class, as opposed to fourth
class?
Mr. MINTON. I have-in the answer to first class, Mr. WilsonMr. BONNET. Well, let me add to the question.
Mr. MINTON. All right.
Mr. BONNER. For private interests, for a particular group or a par.
ticular person.
Mr. MINTON. A particular user of the mail?
Mr. BONNER. Yes, sir.
Mr. MINTON. No; I have not.
Mr. BONNER. Have you ever known him to try-Mr. MINTON. Well, let me amend that. Mr. Wilson and other members of the committee have voted for legislation which would have the
overall impact of changing the method of fixing postal rates for all
classes of mail which, in my opinion as an expert in the field, is to the
general benefit of the postal system and the public, and all mail users.
Mr. BONNET [continuing]. And is it fair to say that in the time that
you have associated with Congressman Wilson from the period 1962
to date, you have only known him, as along with other Congressmen
with whom you have associated on postal committees, to try to influence legislation for the public good in general as opposed to some
private interest of a given person?
Mr. MINTON. Yes. And I would add, if I may, that he has impressed
me as having a better understanding of postal legislation than some
other Members of Congress and has advocated positions which strongly
represent the public interest generally.
Mr. BONNET. Thank you, sir. I have no further questions.
Mr. WISEBAM.Mr. Minton?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. WISEBTAM. Do you know Mr. Lee Rogers?
Mr. MINTON. No, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAm. Then obviously you couldn't have been privy to any
conversations between Congressman Wilson and Lee Rogers, have
you?
Mr. MINTON. No, sir.
Mr. WISEBRAM. That's all, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETr. The committee have any questions?
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Mr. Livingston?
Mr. LIVINGSTON. I am not certain about that last answer.
Sir, can you tell me-certainly over the last several years since
you've been dealing with the Postal and Civil Service Committees,
obviously, there are private interests on both sides of many issues that
you deal with, aren't they?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. And so what you're essentially telling us is that if
Mr. Wilson did or did not represent any private interest on any particular issue, you didn't know about it?
Mr. MTNTON. That's right. And I am in a position where ordinarily
I could figure that sort of thing out as counsel for the committee,
Mr. LIVINGSTON. You mean you could draw a conclusion based on
certain actions?

Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir; I could draw-on inference of the conclusion
at least if a member says, draft me an amendment that does "X" or

"Y" or "Z". I've been at it for 18 years and I can ordinarily figure out.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. But he specifically didn't ask you to draft an
amendment for any specific party in the 10 years that you've known
him?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir; he did on one occasion.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. What was that?
Mr. MINTON. In 1978, he asked me to draft an amendment which

would generally benefit the public and parcel post users, which are
mostly the public. It is the method of distributing parcels that is beneficial to the public and he asked me to draft such an amendment and
the House passed it.
Mr. LVINosroN. Mr. Minton, if Mr. Wilson simply didn't relate to
you any specific ties with any other specific individual, you wouldn't
have known about it, would you?
Mr. MINTON. No, sir.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Do you have questions from the members of
the Committee?
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNErr. Yes, Mr. Sensenbrenner.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. When did you say you first came to work for
the House Post Office Committee?
Mr. MINTON. July 1, 1975.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Did you have a relationship with Representative Wilson, that you've described, prior to that period of time
when you were working either for the Senate Post Office Committee or in private law practice?
Mr. MINTON. Well, I knew him, not very well when I worked in the
Senate, but I knew him, yes. He knew me well enough to call me by
name, and I knew him well enough. I associated with him professionally. I've come to know him better since, but I'm not a personal friend
of Mr. Wilson's in that sense.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. During the period between 1971 and 1974
when you were not an employee of the House Post Office Committee,
were you able to follow the comments that members of that committee
and which amendments they propose to offer, what legislation they
were pushing within the House Post Office Committee or not?
Mr. MINToN. Yes, I was; because I worked for the Senate until

June 1973, and I was the chief counsel and it was my responsibility
to be intimately familiar with all postal legislation in the House and
the Senate. I was an adviser to the Senate committee and the chairman,
and I was supposed to keep up on a daily basis.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. When you were an employee of the Senate
committee, were you as up on what was going on in the House committee as after you became an employee of the House committee?
Mr. MINTON.'I don't mean to be flippgant by saying I hope not. I hope
I'mbetter informed. No, sir; but I did keep up. I attended hearings. I
conferred with members of the staff here on a regular basis.
Mr. SENSENBRENER. I have no further questions.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman?
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Chairman

BENNETT.

Yes.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If I might ask one more.

Are you familiar with House bill 5838 of March 20, 1973?
Mr. MINTON. I'm sorry, sir, I really don't keep up with the numbers that well; I keep up with subject matter.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. It's a bill to amend the Federal Trade Commission Act and make sales promotion games unfair methods of
competition?
Mr. MINTON. I don't recall it. That's a little long ago to recall that
quickly for me at least.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. More specifically, if we can get you a copy of a
letter dated September 24, 1973, purportedly to Mr. Lee Rogers from
Charles H. Wilson.
If you would scan that, please, sir, and tell us if you have any background knowledge or information regarding the substance of that
letter, or if you personally know of that letter, I'd appreciate your
telling this committee.
Chairman BENNETT. It's exhibitMr. WISEBRAM. It's exhibit 15.
Mr. BONNEE. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, if I might. Forgive me.
I don't believe that the bill that Mr. Livingston has alluded to is in
any way involved with postal legislation.
Mr. LIVINoSTON. If I'm mistaken, I apologize.
Mr. MINTON. I think my answer would be that I'm-first of all,
I know that I'm not familiar with the letter. I've never seen any
private correspondence of Mr. Wilson, and I'm not familiar with
the bill.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Fine.
Chairman BENNETr. Any other questions from the members of the
committee?
[No response.]
Chairman BENNETT. Any recross?
Mr. Rahall?
Mr. RAHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You say that only one time during your working for Representative
Wilson that he asked you to draft an amendment for any special
group?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. RAHALL. And that was in 1978?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. RAHALL. Were there any other occasions during your relationship with him that you drafted an amendment for him on behalf of
anybody?
Mr. MINTON. No, sir, I don't recall any other time. I draft amendments for any member that asks, but I only recall Mr. Wilson asking
me in that one case.
Mr. RAHALL. Only on this one occasionMr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. RAHALL [continuing]. Were you asked by Representative
Wilzon?
Mr. MINTON. Yes, sir.
Mr. RAHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENTT. Any other questions?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes.
Chairman BENNEr. Yes, Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. You indicated, Mr. Minton, that you would draft

amendments for any membrs who asked. It's been my experience that
staff sometimes come to members with suggestions that they come to
on their own in terms of suggested amendments. Have you ever approached Mr. Wilson on ideas of your own or others of the committee
staff asking to support this particular amendment?
Mr. MINTON. I don't believe that's a proper role of the staff and I

don't do it.
Mr..THOxAs. I agree with you.
Mr. MINTON. And I have never done it.
Mr. THaOAs. Thank you.
Chairman BENNETT. Anybody else have a question on the com-

mitteet
[No response.]
Chairman BENNETT. You wish to inquire further, sir?

Mr. BONNER. No, thank you, sir.

Chairman BENNETT. Do you wish to inquire further ?
Mr. WISEBRAM. No; Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Your next witness.
Mr. BqNNER. Mr. Chairman, would you indulge us for just one
moment?
Chairman BENNETT. Sure.
Mr. BoNNER. Thank you.
Throughout the various times when I have had the opportunity and
the honor to appear before you and the gentlemen of the committee,
I have said the things I have said and I have done the things I have
done with the approval of my client most of the time.
Last night when we left here, I sat down for a good number of
hours with my co-counsels, Mr. O'Connell and Mr. Guidoboni and
talked through the evidence as it had been presented up to that point
by the staff.
I did not, of course, have the benefit of the transcript, which in due
course I hope I will have in addressing you further. But in light of
the evidence that has been presented by the staff, it is my view that
the defense should rest, and in fairness to my client, who was not overjoyed with my advice and that of my co-counsel who agree with me.
Nevertheless, I have his permission to do so, and, therefore, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we rest.
Chairman BENNETT. Now, under the rules at this stage of the proceeding at page 18 of the rules of procedure, there are two phases. At
the bottom of page.
Phase 2 of a disciplinary hearing shall consist of oral and/or written submission by counsel for the committee and counsel for the respondent as to the
sanction the committee should recommend to the House of Representatives with
respect to any count of the Statement of Alleged Violation which has been proved.
Testimony by witnesses will not 'be heard at phase 2 except by a vote of a
majority of the committee.

And then at another page--anyway, it does take a majority vote of
the committee and we would like to know if you would like to submit
any testimony or any information on phase 2, which has to do with
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the second phase described on page 16 in rule 16. (a), the same sentence
in subsection (a). "The second phase shall be for the purpose of determining what action to recommend to the House with respect to any
count found to have been proved."
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I'm looking 'at rule 17, which says:
As soon as practicable after the completion of the first phase of a disciplinary
hearing respecting a Statement of Alleged Violation, the committee shall 'consider each count contained in the Statement and with respect to each count as
originally drawn or as amended shall vote on a motion that the count, has been
proved.

It seems to me, I think, that rather than taking advice from counsel
or possibly from witnesses, we should vote on each of the counts because if some of the counts are determined as being absolutely proved,
the advice is merely superfluous. I, also, speaking as an individual,
think it would be very useful if we have closing arguments on the part
of both Mr. Wisebran and Mr. Bonner, and with that thought, maybe
it's about time to break for lunch.
Mr. BONNER. May I be heard?
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. BONNER. I'll try not to delay you too much.
You are well aware, Mr. Chairman, ,as are most of the members of
the committee by now, that with all respect to you and the gentlemen
on the committee, I did not feel it correct to proceed with this hearing
before this body. However, you have listened carefully to my arguments and you have voted against my motion.
Now, I want to make another request, Mr. Chairman, and you gentlemen, and that is this-and it is based not upon a criticism of any individual member of this committee because 'by now you know that if
I had one, I would make it-but I make it to you as a body because,
once again your procedures are sadly deficient and I don't blame you
for that, but it's just the way things are. And having said that, let
me point this out to you, and, again it's not a remark made to any
one individual, just to the procedure. And if I misstate myself instating names, I know you will correct me swiftly.
I have noted carefully over the past few days-I've tried to note
carefully who has been present and who has not been present during
the taking of all of the testimony.
Now, where I come from it is unheard of for any jury to judge guilt
or innocence, or make recommendations, if you will, regarding guilt
or innocence, or whatever you gentlemen will choose to call it, when
the jurors were missing.
It seems to me if you're going to deal with Congressman Wilson
fairly in this proceeding, and I know you all want to, albeit that I
don't approve of this proceeding and I inevitably will challenge it if
I have to. I don't think in conscience you can determine whether or
not he has, or for that matter, has not committed any of the alleged
violations until each and every one of you has taken the time to receive a copy of this record and to review it, and to understand all the
evidence that has been presented pro and con on direct and crossexamination.

Now, I noted while a good number of you tried to be here-I'm sure
you all tried to be here all the time, but because you have these other
commitments because of the way things work in this honorable House,
that at times we missed Mr. Thomas, and at times, but not veryhe was here most of the time, and he tried to be here all the time, Mr.
Hollenbeck, Mr. Spence. Mr. Livingston, I noticed, joined us this
morning. I must say with all respect, I missed you yesterday. Mr.
Stokes wasn't here all the time. Mr. Rahall wasn't here. Mr. Preyer
was out for a time. Mr. Fowler was here almost all the time. He did
miss a little bit of testimony here this morning.
The only way that you can reasonably assess whether or not these
allegations are true is to be totally familiar with all of the evidence,
and you're not.
Therefore, with all respect to the chairman and gentlemen, I say
to you that you cannot make such judgment today. I want that record
made available to you as quickly as possible. I have asked for an expedited copy. I hope I can do that, and I'm willing to pay for it. And
when that's available, and you've had an opportunity to read it, and
I'll be reading with you, and I'll be preparing, I hope, an intelligent,
concise, and cogent closing argument to make regarding the evidence,
or lack of it, then I think, gentlemen, with all respect, you will be in
a position to judge your colleague, Congressman Charles Wilson, and
not until then.
So, Mr. Chairman, having said that, I respectfully request that
phase. I be kept open, that this committee adjourn until such time as
we are all able to have in our possession very soon this transcript so
that you will be totally advised, each and every one of you, of all of the
evidence, or lack of it, that has been presented and I and my colleagues
will have a chance to parse it out and to present to you-I hope in
a short period of time-an intelligent closing argument to convince you
of the innocence of our client. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LIviNGSTON. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Mr. Livingston?
Mr. LIviNGSTON. Mr. Chairman, before counsel addressed you, I had
attempted to get your attention so that I could make a statement
because I had agreed with Mr. Sensenbrenner that we should have an
opportunity
sit down and review the situation.
Now, let metosay
that I simply agree with counsel. I made an attempt
to be here yesterday and was not successful because Eastern Airlines
chose to fill up their plane and not permit me to get on the plane
Sunday night.
In addition, we had some severe flooding in my district which once I
missed that plane, it kept me in the district. And so, counsel is quite
right. I missed yesterday. I also instructed my staff to have the reporter
attempt to get a daily copy of the entire record so that I could review
it at 9 o'clock last night. I think the records of the committee will show
that I made that attempt. The record was not only unavailable at
9o'clock last night, it was unavailable as promised at 8 o'clock this
morning, and I came into the office at 7:30 with the intent to review the
record at that time.
Accordingly, I still don't have the record of it and I feel absolutely
incapable of judging the text of this trial, or proceeding, whatever
he happened to call it, until such time as I can get that record.
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And I would echo counsel's plea for a deferral until such time as
we can have an opportunity to study the record and then commence
with phase II.
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman BENNETT. Yes.
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Mr. Chairman, very briefly I'd like to concur in

the remarks of the gentleman from Louisiana. I shared a similar experience coming from the other direction in getting a plane and I
was forced to miss yesterday morning's session, and I too agree with
counsel that every member of this committee if you only missed only
5 minutes of these hearings should be 'afforded an opportunity of a
complete, thorough review of the testimony in the interest of elemental
fairness.

Chairman BENNETT. I seem to be getting a consensus of that
direction.
Does anybody want to speak to the contrary ?
[No response.]
Chairman BENNETT. If nobody wants to speak to the contrary well
then the only thing that I know to do is toDo you want to speak?
Mr. RAHALL. Not to the contrary, Mr. Chairman, but I wish to exlain my absence yesterday, and the fact that-well, I will not go into
details of that matter, but the fact that I did have my administrative
assistant here through every minute of the hearing who takes excellent shorthand and I do have a pretty good summary, although not
verbatim. Well, it's more than a summary of yesterday's proceedings
and the points-the counterpoint made by the witnesses and by
counsel.
Chairman BENNETT. That being the ease and there's no other evidence to be brought before us, unless there is some objection, the
transcript will be presented to us during the recess and subject to the
call of the Chair, 'after the recess is over-early after it's over, we
will then call upon counsel to make arguments on each side and conclude the matter.
Mr. Stokes?
Mr. STOKES. I was 'also wondering if after the conclusion of closmg argument by the respective counsel since the committee will act
in the capacity of a jury, whether the opportunity will be afforded
the committee to discuss the ease as in the capacity of jurors prior
to taking any votes on each count as provided by the rules?
Chairman BENNETT. That's been our practice, and we'd expect to
do that.
Mr. STOKES. Thank you.

Chairman BENNETT. Mr. Fowler, do you'have something?
Mr. FowLEa. I wonder if we could-if we're going to take this

course, which I support, that we could save more time by getting
agreement with counsel as to how many days, after the record is submitted to him, does he need to review it so that we don't go back into
the motion stage and everything else, after which time we'd be subject
to the call of the Chair. After which time we'll know that they are
ready.
Chairman BENNETT. That's what I was trying to do. I'm glad you
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made the suggestion because I do want to be sure we're not waiting
for another delay.
Mr. BONNER. No. Once the transcript is in hand, I would hope that
we would have the transcript at the same time that you would be receiving it-the same day. That I would think that a period of 5 days
would be adequate.
Chairman BENNETT. And that would probably be accomplished during the recess.
I don't know of anything else to say at this point. I think everything
has been taken care of, and so we will recess subject to the call of the
Chair.
Mr. BoNNER. Fine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to
the call of the chairman.]
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RULE XLIII.
CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT.

There is hereby established by and for the House
of Representatives the following code of conduct, to
be known as the "Code of Official Conduct":
duo". ote,
o
f-1. A Member, officer, or employee
du of MembeM
of the House of Representatives shall
officers, or
employees of the
conduct himself at all times in a manHouse.
ner which shall reflect creditably on
the House of Representatives.
2. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall adhere to the spirit and the
letter of the Rules of the House of Representatives
and to the rules of duly constituted committees
thereof.
3. A Member, officer, or employee Of the House of
Representatives shall receive no compensation nor
shall he permit any compensation to accrue to his
beneficial interest from any source, the receipt of
which would occur by virtue of influence improperly
exerted from his position in the Congress.
4. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall accept no gift of substantial
value, directly or indirectly, from any person, organization, or Corporation having a direct interest in
legislation beforethe Congress.
5. A Member, officer, or employee of the House
of Representatives shall accept no honorarium for
a speech, writing for publication, or other similar
[5411

activity, from any person, organization, or corporation in excess of the usual and customary value for

such services.
6. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall keep his campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall convert no campaign funds to
personal use in excess of reimbursement for legitimate
and verifiable prior campaign expenditures.
He
shall expend no funds from his campaign account not
attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.
7. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall treat as campaign contributions all proceeds
from testimonial dinners or other fund raising events
if the sponsors of such affairs do not give clear notice
in advance to the donors or participants' tlat the
proceeds are intended for other purposes.
8. A Member of the House of, Representatives
shall retain no one from his clerk hire allowance who
does not perform duties commensurate with the compensation he receives.
As used in this Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives-(a) the terms' "Member"
and "Member of the House of Representatives"
include the Resident Commissioner from Puerto
Rico and the Delegate from the District of Columbia;
and (b) the term "officer or employee of the House of
Representatives" means any individual whose compensation is disbursed by the Clerk of the House of
Representatives.
[542]

RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Rule XLIV.

1940.

.This rule was adopted on April 3, 1968 (H. Res. 1099, 90th Cong.).
The jurisdiction of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
was also redefined by this resolution: The rule was amended in the 92d
Congress to bring the Delegate from the District of Columbia within
the definition of "Member" -(H. Res. 5, Jan. 22, 1971, p. -)

RULE XLIV.
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE.
I S0. Financial report dido8iuglain financial
Intts

Members, officers, principal assistants to Members -and officers, and
professional staff members of commit-

tees shall, not later than April -30, 1969, and by
April 30 of each year thereafter, file with the Com.mittee on Standards of Official Conduct a report
disclosing certain financial interests as provided in
this rule. 'The interest of a spouse .or any other
party, if constructively controlled by the person
reporting, shall be considered to be the same as the
interest of the person reporting. The report shall
be in two parts as follows:
PART A.

1. List the name, instrument of ownership, and
any position of management held in any business
entity doing a substantial business with the Federal
Government or subject -to Federal regulatory agencies, in which the ownership is in excess of $5,000
fair market value as of the date of filing or from
which income of $1,000 or more was derived during
the preceding calendar year. Do not list any time
or demand deposit in a financial institution, or any
[5431
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Rule XLUlL

RULE XLIII.
CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT.

There is hereby established by and for the House
of Representatives the following code of conduct, to
be known as the "Code of Official Conduct":
191". oM,.,cof. 1. A Member, officer, or employee
duct of Mmbe.
of the House of Representatives shall
offiwu.
or
employee ofte
conduct himself at all times in a manHo°e.
ner which shall reflect creditably on
the House of Representatives.
2. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall adhere to the spirit and the
letter of the Rules of the House of Representatives
and to the rules of duly constituted committees
thereof.
,.- 3. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of*
Representatives shall receive no compensation n6r
shall he permit any compensation to accrue to his
beneficial interest from any source, the receipt ofwhich would occur by virtue of influence improperly'
exerted from his position in the Congress.
4. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall accept no gift of substantial
value, directly or indirectly, from any person, organization, or corporation having a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress.
5. A Member, officer, or employee of the House
of Representatives shall accept no honorarium for
a speech, writing for publication, or other similar
[5441
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activity, from any person, organization, or corporation in excess of the. Usual and customary value for
such services.
6. A Member of' the House of Representatives
shall keep his campaign funds separate from his personal funds. He shall convert no campaign funds to
personal use in excess of reimbursement for legitimate
and verifiable prior campaign expenditures. He
shall expend no funds from his campaign account not
attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.
7. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall treat as campaign contributions all proceeds
from testimonial dinners or other fund-raising events
if the sponsors of such affairs' do not give clear notice.
in advance to the' donors or participants that theproceeds are intended for other purposes.
8. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall retain no one from' his clerk hire allowance who
does not perform duties commensurate with the compensation he receives.
As used in this Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives-(a) the terms "Member"
and "Member -of the -House of Representatives"
include the Resident Commissioner from Puerto
Rico and each Delegate to the'House; and (b) the
term "officer or employee . of the House of Representatives" means any individual whose compensation is. disbursed by the 'Clerk of the House'fof
Representatives.'
[5451

RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
J 940.

Rule XMV.

This rude was adopted-on April 3, 1968 (H. Res. 1099, 90th Cong.).
The jurisdiction of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
was also redefined by this resolution. The rule was amended in the 92d
Congress to bring the Delegates from the District of Columbia,. Guam
and the Virgin Islands within the definition of "Member" (H. Res. 5,
Jan. 22, 1972, p. 144; H. Res. 1153, Oct. 13, 1972, p..J.

' . . ....RuTLE
.....
E XLIV."
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p.artdiosngw.
Iain financial
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FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE.

Members,. officers, principal assistants to Members and officers, and

professional staff members of commitnem.
.
tees shall, not later than April 30, 1969, and by.
April 30 of each year thereafter,- file with the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct a report
disclosing'certain financial interests as provided in
this. rule. .The interest of a. spouse or any other
party, if constructively controlled by the person
reporting, shall be considered to be the same as the
-interest of the person reporting.- The report shallo parts as follows:

PART A.

_1. List the name, instrument of ownership, and
any positions of management held in any business
entity doing a substantialbusiness with the Federal
Government or-subject to Federal regulatory agen-cies,-in which the. ownership is in excess of $5,000
fair market value as of the date of filing or from-.
which income of $1,000 or more was derived during
the pieceding calendar year. Do not list any time
or demand deposit in a financial institution, or any
[546]
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Rule XLTIj.

in force since the Forty-third Congress. Discussion of the importance
of Jeffer.on's Manual as an authority in congressional procedure (VII,
1029, 1049; VIII, 2501, 2517, 2518, 3330).

Ruiz XLIII.
CODE OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT.

7

There is hereby established by and for the House
of Representatives the following code of conduct, to
be known as the "Code of Official Conduct".:
1. A Member, officer, or employee
939. Official oduct of Members.
of the House of Representatives shall
officers, or
employees of

Bom..

the

conduct himself at all times in a man-

ner which shall reflect creditably on
the House of Representatives.
2. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall adhere to the spirit and the
letter of the Rules of the House of Representatives
and to the rules of duly constituted committees
thereof.
.
3. A Member, officer, or employee of the House
of Representatives shall receive no compensation
nor shall he permit any compensation to accrue to
his beneficial interest from any source, the receipt
of which would occur by virtue Of influenceimproperly exerted from his position in the Congress.
4. A Member, officer, or employee of the House of
Representatives shall accept no gift of substantial
value, directly or indirectly, from any person, orga[644]
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Rule XLMI.

2 939.

nization, or corporation having a direct interest in
legislation before the Congress.

-'

. 5. A Member, officer, or employee of the House
of Representatives shall accept no honorarium for
a speech, writing for publication, or other similar
activity, from any person, organization, or corporation in excess of the usual and customary value for
such services.
6. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall keep his campaign funds separate from*his
personal funds. Unless specifically provided by law,
he shall convert no campaign funds to personal use
in excess of reimbursement for legitimate and verifiable prior campaign expenditures and he shall
.expend no funds from his campaign account not
attributable to bona fide campaign purposes.
7. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall treat as campaign contributions all proceeds
from testimonial dinners or other fund raising
events -the sponsors of such affairs do not give
clear notice in advance to the donors or-participants
that the proceeds are intended for other purposes]
8. A Member of the House of Representatives
shall retain no one from his -clerk hire allowance
.who does not perform duties commensurate with
the compensation he receives.
9. A Member, officer or employee of the House of
Representatives shall not discharge or refuse to
hire any individual, or otherwise discriminate
[645]

* 940.

iZuleXLIV.

against any individual with respect to compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of such individual's race, color,
religion, sex, or national origin.
As used in this Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives- (a)' the terms "Member" and "Member of the House of Representatives" include the Resident Commissioner from
Puerto Rico and- each Delegate to the -House; and(b) the term "officer or employee of the House of
Representatives" means any individual whose
compensation is disbursed by the Clerk of the
House of Representatives.
This rule was adopted on April 3, 1968 (H. Res. 1099, 90th Cong.).
The jurisdiction of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
was also redefined by this resolution. The rule was amended in the 92d
Congress to bring the Delegates from the District of Columbia, Guam
and the Virgin. Islands within the definition of "Member" (H. Res. 5,
Jan. 22, 1972, p. 144; H. Res. 1153, Oct. 13. 1972, p. 36021-23). The
rule was further amended in the 94th Congress by adding in clause (6)
the words I"Unless specifically provided by law" and by adding clause
(9) (H. Res. 5, Jan. 14, 1975, p. -7). Clause (10) was adopted by the
House on April 16, 1975 (H. Res. 46, 94th Cong.).
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FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE.

Members, officers, principal assistants to MemU40. F1nwicWr-

bers and officers, and professional

staff members of committees shallot
later than April 30, 1969, and by
April 30 of each year thereafter, file with the Cornpatt disclosing

tain irwnenalt

r-

intrula
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[A

Fiancia'i Disclosure Statement filed pursuant to flaij

12Q'rinrip.

4

Assiotiert

...Ch~rlra...K..i'

To:

2409 Rayburn Building
--

0

.

.

.

.

.

0Mc.

-

.

a

aforni01st

r.

Member of Conoveal

QProfessional. Staff
.

.....

L..O
LTt

S

.LI

Member

-

..

Coverage Dates: October 1,1977 to December 31,1977
Due Date: Not Later than APRIL 30,1978

-

.

.

Definition, cod Exeption.
NOTE: See reverse aide for Instructions.
aheets provided.
coetinuation
useNone,
required,
space is oal
- If additional
.
Complete
poes. (If
so jodie*o)
PART

.

-

co.rcd

.. INCOME-Th

S r

'

amount of ouch itosn of income aggregating over $100 from any onesone.- "..
.
. ..
-"
:
Amount

$140375.OE

Salary - U.S. House of Representatives
Honorarium - National Association of Postmasters
Honorarium - 3rd Class Mail Users

500 OC
1000.0

B. GIFTS-The aure, a brief desciiptioo or vulue of gifts of tonsportahon7lodging, food or entertainment oogegating $250 or more from source,
Decription or Value

Sore

u. OTHER GIFTS-The soure, a brief description, and value of all other gifts aggregating $100 or more from one
.our
Soure imd Deacripf on

-

-

.

Voie
s

-- Jfnn --

D. REIMBURSEMENTS-The source, a brief description or value of reimbursements, directly or indirectly, for as.
peoditures aggregautng $250 orore from any one sour,
Sou ce
Natirsnul

Description or Vabe
A

nrcin

rfPnclt-o

3rd Class Mail Users -

tPer

2 round-trip

-

S

anl
tickets

ound ...
tij tie+ct +pfl'
oj
niglit-s ladiging Ahyfood
t:ofSan Francimc-3 nigbt'l

NOTE: Por Parts 1I-V below, indicate Category of Value: Category I-Unde
Category III-$16,00-$50,000; Category IV--50,0DD-$100,000; Category V-

e

go
f--h}Li500(1;
$100,0D.

PART II
HOLDINGS-The identity and etegory of value of any property held, directly or indirectly, in a trade or bIeines
or for investment or tae production of income, "ad -with a fair market value of at Ieat $1,000 as of the lose of the
yearl
Idrotity
TY V

Tnd-t

rqis

MinroI.o

Intprnotinno
A'Pf
PART

CetogroW of Volce
4I,11, if, Irv, V)
TT

Tnr

a

ITTT

Chmirc

Tosr

IM
LIABILITIES-The identity and category of value of ay'personal liability owed, directly or indirectly, which exceeds $2,500 as of the close of the year.
Idnhty

Categorpl'of Vi

U. II, I,i
TT

wr"tnCd
.
Master Charge
National Hank ot Washinotesn
National Bank of Wasbington

V)

PART IV
SECORITIES TRANSACTIONS-The identity, date, and category of value of any tranartin. directly or intredly, in securities or commodities future during the calender year (bjeinoiso - 1978) which e-erdc $0,000.
(Not required in first filing.)
PART V
REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS-The identity;, dc&. snd esteory of colue of any purchase or ale, dirertl'
or indirectly, of any interest in real property whch esoerdo 1,000 ira lue on of tae'dets of saab purchase or rle.
Idr'etfl1

Date

-- -

April

...

1","
1

, Vue

I

Do.

26._i! 7 R

EXHIBIT NO.-6

I.

24i
..

CONTINUATION SHEET

-

~~A-M..Poflf .

S
I-A
I-A
I-A
I-A
I-A

r

Wright Patmmn Cr1if
Union PirQt
"
U.V. Inrduqtr e
ATO
Tne
TMC
AVEMO-

.1.

"

"

Unio

Origi-a] Copy-To caer

.

.,""

•

•

.,(A-

4 7.
47
fl
q72 .50
2
n
31 9

"

..

of the House

CtEporm;
D . of, 11.1AppW +bl,)

fn

242
INSTRUCTIONS, DEFINITIONS AND EXEMPTIONS
ie XLIV and Advisory Opinions No. 2,9, snd 12 of the House Select Committee on Ethics available in the Co.
House
May 18 (p. 4701),seid December 6,1977 (p. H22735) shouldbe coosulted.If you
preooiosol Record of April 21 (p. h3417),
have any further questions shoot the information required to be filed, contact the House Select Committee on Ethics, 225--8461
t

Who Must File: Members,officers, principal assistant o Members and oficers and professionl staff members of comnottees.
is any staff employee designated by Members or Officers or Committee Chairmen m. the basis
A Principal Assistant
. . of a relationship which authories them to act, under some circumstonoes, in the Emp!oyer'name, Professional staff
members of committees are thoseemploys designated as professional staff in the Reportof the Clerkof the House.
Any Member who announcesbefore April 30, 1978 that he will'oot seek election to the Ninety-sixth Congress cnay
elect tofile by that date a stotemeot for calendaryear 1977 in the form required under House Rule XLIV-prior to
....
..
...
....
..
...- ..
.-- the 1977 amendment
When To File: Not laterthanApril 30,1979.

---.

.........

..

.

..

Where To Pile: Clerkof the House of tjreuvotativeu, Roui 1036 Loonjvorti House OfficeBuldioggWishogte, D.C.70511.
* Telephone'Nuice: (202)221-1300. ..-........
. .
......
......
to the information required to he disclosed, a "-ule of reasonublenesu should apply. In disclosing gifts
General:With respect
and reicoburseaueets,it isnot necessary that exactdollar figures be reported in every ouse Ifthe exactvale of a
gift is oot reocsably scertauinoble, a goodfaith estimate is sufficient for disclosure purposes. Similarly, since
travel-related expensesareoftennot provided directly too Meerlerofieniployee oi si rdividua'l'usis"but ahee
involve an offieal group or delegation-act
or esmtimtod costsnay not be reasonablyascertisuble. Therefore,
wheever-the exact or approximate value
of trovel-rrlated expensesis not reasonablyascertainable,
a brief
purposes. -description of the itinerary or the nature of the expensesprovided is sufficient for disclosure
Spouse Disclosure: The finuocial interests of a spouse should bereportd as follows: (1) source,
but not amount, of spouse
earned income exceeding
$1,000; (2)gifts or reimbursements tothe spouse,unlessrieeived
independent of the elstionship to the reportiog iiifiidual; and (3) assets and liabilities of the spouse unless the reporting individual
indicates that:(a)he or she neither derives,
nor expects to derive,any economic benefit from such interests; and
(b) suchinterests-were not obtained in any way from theassetsor activities of the reporting individual.
Income:In reporting income, the individual should designate
Hooororium (H), Interest(1),Dividends (D), Salaries and
fees (S). Any combination
of theabovefrom a single source aggregating $100 or more must e reported. Capital
gains ore excluded from the first filing.
....
.
..
Gifts: Exempted from disclosure requirements are gifts from relatives, gifts valuedat $35 or less, and gifts of personal
hospitality of an individual. Thispersonal hospitality exemption is essentially limited to food, lodging, and entertoinment provided at the personal residence or other property owoed by the individual providing the hospitality.
The term "rlotive'
It would notextend, for example,to hospitality in facilities owned or provided by a corporation.
means an individual who is related to the person required to file as father, mother. son, daughter, brother sdter,
uncle,aunt,first cousin,nephew, niece- husband, wife, grandfather, grandmother, grandson, granddaughter,
father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, brother-in-law, -sister-in-lao, stepfather, stepmother,
stepson, stepdaughter, stepbrother, stepsister, half brother, halfsister, or who isthe grandfather or grandmother
of the spouseof the person reporting.
.....----

-

A gift is definedas: a payment, advance,forebearanee,
rendering, or deposit of money, or anything of value,
unlessconsideration of equal or greater value isreceived. Exempted from the definition
of a gift are the following
categories Of gifts: (1) inheritances; (2)political
contributions; (3) transportation, lodging, food and entertainment provided(a) by federal, state and local
governments,
or political subdivisions thereof, or (b) within a foreign
country by the government of that country; (4) communications
to the offices
of a Member, including subscriptions
to newspapers and periodicals; (5)suitable mementos of a function held in boor of the Member. officer, or employee; (6) consumableproducts provided by home-state businesses to a Member's office for distribution; and (7)
food andbeveragesconsumedat banquets,
receptions or similar events.
-

Reimbursements: This category would include items such s travel-reated expenses provided in connection
with a speaking
engagementor factfinding eventrelated to official
duties, whether those expenseswere reimbursed to the individual
or paid directly by the sponsoring organization.
Exempted are reimbursements fortravel-related expenses provided
by Federal, State and local governments,
or political subdivisions thereof, and by foreign governments or intergovernmental association (e.g.
NATO). Also exempted are expenses provided to a Member from campaign funds
to make a political opparnce on behalf of a Federal office-holder or candidate for Federal office.
Holdings:l. reporting property holdings,
shouldsot simply list "stecks'-the name of sorb company in which stec
worth over $1,000 is held must be listed
separately. However. one could have one listing foe "farm equipment".
forexample, and it would not be necessary to list each tractoror other machinery separately. In listing real
property holdings, the reporting individual should include a brief description of the property (such osonumber
of acresand indication
of any improvements), and its location. In listing
the categoryof value of any property
uhero it is difficult to determineas approximate fair market value, the individual may useany recognied indicstionof valueprovided that the method of valootion is indicated yn thedisclosure form.
Liabilities:
This category requires the listing of all personal loans over T2,500 as of the close of the year. whether -eured
or not,and regardless of the repaymentterms, or interest rates. Exempted, however, are mortgages securedby
realproperty which is the personal residence of a Member or his spouse in the Washington. D.C.area orinthe
district; or the principal residence of any other reporting individual. Automobile loans a any obligation to make
alimony or child-support payments need notbe reported. A rontingent liability (e.g., if the individual ru-signs a
note), andthe liabilities of a businss, iorporatiuo, partnership, et-., in which the reporting
individual busan
interest also nvcd not be listed- The identity of a personalliability should include the name of the individual or
srgaoioatioo to which the liability is owed.
.
Real Property Tranvactions: A typical listing under this category would be that a 101 interest
in an office
building at
1500 Conevticut Avenu, Washington,D.C., 'as purcheud on November 15,1977, and the reporting individual's
interest inthat property had a category of viue of between $50.000and $100,0O. Transections involving the peesonalrsidece ofthe reporting
individual areexempted.
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CHECKING ACCOUNTSUMMARY
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036911

-1 .13s~
1.,,

" sw orto beofmm ethis
Buhetuibedand

N t~IUBtCl.nd~ there

r

Mlt. o CalltiB

LOZANO
ARGARET

y CommissionExpiresApr.8, 1983

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO- 7 k)

_

BANK OFAMERICA

LEDGER SI iET
L.

.

..

HOLID

CHARLES H WILSUN-UFFICF' ACCOUNT
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CREDIT REPORT
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IMPERIAL BANK

PAY TO

to Charles H. Vilson -

Cashier's Check No.6-$PF
Cash

$9,500.00
500.0Y

.

To n thousand an d no /1 O0 . ......... ........ ...... ...... ...... ........... DO LLARS
AND CHARGE THE SAME TO LOAN ACCOUNT OF

undersined
A

NON-NEGOTIABLE

4.

-Charles

ft.

1;lson

r
FEDERTRUTH IN LENDING DISCLOSURE ST...ZNT
Pead OFFICE
IMPERIAL BANK
Commercial
Loan (including agrioultursl) - Simple interest - for the purpose of
0
ersvnel Fzvvnne
TO: Loan Applicant(s) - The followingdisclosures are made by Imperial Bank in
with the Federal Truth In Lending Act
TO:
CGb-1-ic
'i

compliance

July 31

19 70

1.

The Amount Financed by your loan will

2.

The FINANCE CHARGE on the above loan, assuming payments are made when
due, will be ..........................................................

be ..............................

3.

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE RATE

4.

Total of payments,

D.

Tan, including FINANCE CHARGE, is payable in one single payment of
$
in v . i on demand or if no demand is made on
November 28

6.

]

in m ono

%

sum of above .....................................

Security for this loan:___

$

$
, 1970

_

Thin collateral will he security for any other obligation due the Bank from the
borrower(s). Loan is subject to a lien under Civil Code No. 3054 on property is
-Bank's possession. If made, the proposed loan will be secured only as indicated
above notwithstanding aEree-nt between the Bank snd you or any third party to the
contrary.
7.

Prepayment credit - Upon prepayment of the loan in full borrower will be entitled
to a rebate of any unearned pre-computed finance charge. This unearned finance
charge will be lowered to permit a minimum charge of $30.00.

g.

Tate payment charge - If the amount financed is not paid when due, it will thereafter
bear interest at the rate of 10 per annum. Attorney's fees and collection costs are
payable by borrower in event of suit.

9.

FINANCE CHARGE accrues from-the date of the transaction except that interest on an
advance begins to accrue from the time of the advance.

Borrower acknowledges reading and receiving a duplicate of this disclosure statement
and rhat.he has not entered into any agreement with Bank for the making or payment of the
loan; and if the loan is to be made in a series of advances pursuant to written agreement.
approve the Annual Percentage Rate and method of computing the Finance Charge as set forth
above, and
the terms of that proposed agreement. THIS IS NOT AN OFFER OR COMMITMENT
RI
TO LEND OR
_.ROVDS
INSURANCE.

This'BY.
Is,

O iRBA
*ii

rtift

5

t

o

W
etu

t,-f A

a

and correct copy.
Lauretta R. Lucas n.V.P.

Charles H. Wilson
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LOAN APPROVAL
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CREDIT REPORT

Read Office

Osarles I. Wilson

Congresan
/28/70
ITNECWCL
SNOW
lIIJ

M

I

ilcrest Blvd.,

30East
3

iCNSL*NOE.

E

u

Uk SCoW

)r

f1/28fl
, POUSMU
!s LJ.NMS

10

12 16/71

,

C
7LEE-... .........
tL-JCEIV
L. OATCCRIATIOM

B,ett J. Wilson Unlimzited 7/3170

Klo

I

93

Nf8188

674-4343
5 l0.000.00

35$,

at maturity

APR:

lOT

/C:

$2M0.00

11128170
....

10.00.00

E...

10.000.00

is

IiAso~o

CONCERT- CAM0E0SNALV~oOIRCULA0EI)
TTINP0E0AT3CN
ELAKTIVCTC
ART RACCWICACCEEIRCE.
31CVMNCNToTTN

DATE
OFCOMMENTS

12/14/70

7/22/70

WATEOFLASTSTATEMENT:

SOURCE
OF REPAYMENT:

Income
PURPOSE
OFLOAN,

Personal Expense

.This is certified to bej),t

3I

rrecas y

Lauretta R. Lucas

.

A.V.P.

ATDE

EIhLN
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rrect.

This is certified :to be

Louretta R. .Lucas

AVP

FEDERAL TRUTH IN LENDING DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
OFFICE
Head
IMPERIAL BANK
of
Commercial Loan (including agricultural) - Simple interest - for the' purpose
Personal expense
The following disclosures are made by Imperial Bank in compliance
TO: Loan Applicant(s)
with the Federal Truth In Lending Act
Charles H. Wilson
TO:
, 19 70

November 28
I.

The Amount Financed by your loan will be .......... : ...................

2.

The FINANCE CHARGEon the above loan, assuming payments are made when
due, will be .......................................................... $

250.00

10

3.

ANNUALPERCENTAGE RATE

4.

Total of payments,

5.

Loan, including FINANCE CHARGE, is payable in one single payment of
February 26
10,250. 00 on demand or if no demand is made on
$

sum of above ....................................... $

6. Security for this loan:

00.00

10

10.250.0

. 19 71

None

This collateral will be security for any other obligation due the Bank from the
borrower(s). Loan is subject to a lien under Civil Code No. 3054 on property in
Bank's possession. If made, the proposed loan will be secured only as indicated
ahove notwithstanding agreement between the Bank and you or any third party to the
contra ry.
Upon prepayment of the-loan in full borrower will be entitled
7. Prepayment credit
to a rebate of any unearned pre-cooputed finance charge. This unearned finance
charge will be lowered to permit a minimum charge of $30.00.
8.

If the amount financed is not paid when due, it will thereafter
Late payment charge
bear Interest at the rate of 107 per annum. Attorney's fees and collection costs are
payable by borrower in event of suit.

9.

FINANCE CHARGEaccrues from the date of the transaction except that interest on an
advance begins to accrue from the time of the advance.

Borrower acknowledges reading and receiving a duplicate of this disclosure statement
and that he has not entered into any agreement with Bank for the making or payment of the
loan; and if the loan is to be made in a series of advances pursuant to written agreement,
approves the Annual Percentage Rate and method of computing the Finance Charge as et forth
OffR OR
above, and all the terms of that proposed agreement. THIS IS NOT AN
1 TH"
OR C0I1TNEBT
NO A O
TO LEND OR TO PROVIDE INSURANCE.

038761
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IMPERIAL AT WESTERN

.

LOS ANGELES 47.

CALIFORNIA

I

March 31, 1971

Charles H. Wilson
303 East Hillcrest Blvd.,
Inglewood, California

UT-7868

Dear Mr. Wilson,

UTR-8188

In connection with payment in full of your comercial

loan, we are pleased to enclose the original note in
evidence of this obligation marked PAID.
Should you feel the need for utilizing any of our many
banking services, please feel free to discuss your needs
with our officers.

Sincerely yours,
IMPERIAL BANK

Enclosure -22 notes

038714
This is certified to be a true and-co
'/ i

/auretta

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO- 7 6,
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R. Lucas A.V.P.
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November 11, 1971
Personal expense

-TEMENT:
AXEVOFTLAST

A.1

11/4/71

/

Income
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Lauretta R. Lucas
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LEGAL DEPARTMENT

October 24, 1978

Martha Talley, Esq.
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
United States House of Representatives
Room 3517, House Office Building Annex II
Washington, D.C. 20514
Re:

Charles H. Wilson Campaign Fund

Dear Ms. Talley:
Our Culver City banking office has only been able to
recover a loan payment ticket for Loan Number 097696.
A copy of that ticket is enclosed and reflects that
the loan was repaid on February 28, 1978, in the amount
of $4,570.91. The banking office manager determined
that the funds for repayment came from Bank of America's
Western and 87th Office.
With respect to Loan Number 097171, no record of repayment
can be found, however, the banking office manager has
advised me that the amount of the repayment should have
been $3047.91, as you suspected.
I am enclosing a copy of the final up-date of the checks
requested. Nothing further was found.
If I can provide you with further information, please do
not hesitate to contact me.
Very truly yours,

Neil B. Martin
Vice President and
Associate Counsel
NBM/mc
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COMMITTEE HEARING

EXHIBIT NO._._9 ( )

O382g

04", -0t5

EHARLES H WILSON
CAIIPAIGN FUND
300 1 IILLCIEST 0LVD
INGLEWOOD CA 90301

ULVER

CITY BRANCH
I

065 573
I
----

J
oooIbo

4----1510o
1000 00
5210 00
200100
100 1O

i

to io
100'00

29 7]

OCT

NOV 3c

1

3000,00

23:43
3400'00
3500:00

2
NOV
NOV
3
NOV
5
NOV
8
9
4OV
NOV 18
NOV 24
NOV 30

71
71
71
71
71
71
71
71

9318':91
9316 '41
14520!91
11628 91
11720 91
11705411
9305 'A
41105 i4,

CHECKING ACCOUNT SUMMARY

5

F680O!91

00IOOzpu

iECURITV' PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK

5 1

"ij B95

5

10023ar

P036919

Subscribedand swan to before ne this
C'i ::'- * :- ! - r

o,
Caioofl.
IltrlePUBLIC
in and IS the

__

, '3 I
.

O.'C.n'
1n

:."

,; FLOZANO
MARGARET
lan
ExOpCirCOApr.96

1

-71

=

.:

t

.
SECU.-.;'By!

...........
.............

HEARING
COMMITTEE
EXH
I( No- /o c,=
E IBIT

I
I

.No.

.K
*

~~~79
E)WI
1v !V

1.1ijl
85l'l
1 '3
uhii
40

I

1 ........

tYW

c.!p

0

pit/0

0

;I.0h

:'l

1

XI

000M

1

d.

OJ

Ii,

:,

IS!ijjt

0
II

Ifz

i

flr*

BANK OF AMERICA

OF ACCOUNT WITH
STATEMENT
£ :,-!T I 1 O C H
. .'.SI

~7.

ion

• L
ACCO{ULNT
O,
G

1,

10.9

CHARLES H WILSrTN-OFFICE ACCOUNr
300 EAST HILLCREST BOULEVARD
90301
INGL EWOOD CA

T0,374.-60.,

. . . ... .. .. ... .
.. .. .......................
............
...........
..........
.........
................
..............
.............
...
. .......

. ..

-..

,-

..

-

S. .

350000
ER500

m-

8055

15000

35
4

1500
3 00IODEC
1(10

1790

4SC16

7

no

____

OFACTIVIVR____
SL-tARY

346I77

(0o7 6

138-9

1

DEC 22

11950
41

1

23

10DEC

~.

0

LIi.'I

15290

EC 21

DEC 201

223
1946

38876
3830286
372231
387201
385 dg6
35096

3 19

12 t12
li

NOV 291
DEC 11
DE.C 2
DEC 6
DEC 13.
14

1d96

268

COMMITTEE, HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. Io CO_ Y:

ORI(; IN ,,

INDIVIDUAL OFFICIAL RECEIPT

RECEIPT

0.o.ppl
.I..

prorm NO. 1ac-nevisod

Oonitroll r

[eieral . .
AuguiL 10. 151

t-oJ1111 !

f ;Krprrto.lttattiurs

OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS

RECEIVED for Credit to the
HO OR BLE

Date -

J~ /
------- -....

,

19.....

Please see that all checks and drafts are endorsed.
State name of Bank on which items are drawn.
Dollar.

Catle

Currency ------------------------...--------------------------C oin ... .

.. ,

........--.

---n
------

(Enter separaItelly)

-.--_
.............- .,> _.....
i ] ".
. . . .:
--......
. ......
__..._

3.'-.-

..
TOTAL,

_rl

I

__

__-I

IN ACCOUNT
WITH '?LiGE ,'f fAT A.,4
CHARLES H.

HO .NORABLE

T.?

;.CHECKS'

DAT

WILSON,- 1.0..

-

DATE

DOST

DE

371:6ril

o6 54

2sA363 + 0DEC371

.520.27*

8'71
9'71
CC goj
lEE101
DEC10'71
DEC13'11
DEC13'71

-

60:00t/"
66.00
915L
- 4
18

.l

DEC14'71
DEC
1471
DEC1571
DEC15'71
DEC17-71
DEC20071
21071
DEC
DEC22071
DEC2201
DEC2301
DEC28071
DEC29'71
DEC2901

JAN 3072
JAN 372
JAN 372

000 '

25 0
/'
0-.
7'71 . *.6O~O.OLU.'
3
360OA20.0
50
7oO.6A

.

..

.

.
55-.7

~/

'.

&

DEC 3'71.,-

5,32 0.27*

DEC 6E'71-'DEC 7'71:DEC 8i71

4,795.27*
A19.7
-36
35.27 *

rE 901~

I

.

BALACE

-NEW

17

BALAICE
B"ROUGHT
FORWAR:FROM
LUST,
STATOOCI

508

DAE.

4"49183

-;

107o

DEC 01=

.2143

8.
9.--.-.T
A4DEC

6

3, -12.3.24'*2324*'

264
DEC1471

1

7

8*96928

. 43.6.!

57'8.LS
*300.05
-~
14-3
22.0O5300
/
131
55 4 .d'
42.e
66.77 i'/
48.12
-27.=Z
37.84
7.5
52.30
IF./500.00
0
40 .00r/
-14
JAN 302
.JAN 3972

21,200.0
17.67 ./1461~,.
18.72tx 800.00b

271.9

E-,DEC
15'71----f
:

262.60*
9

DEC2l7Z~

2611.09*

201
DEC-

DEC 271
DE
C 23'71
DEC2801

.

C2 1-1
2,498.1'4JliI 3-72
Ci33.27
J.ANy7
312

7

,446.92*
2, 371.62*
2,326.28 *

JAN 372

1359.48 *
3,857.67*
,990.94 *
*
.3,790.94

JAN 372

21,939.95*

2

-fl-

.

lis UC AMUNTNTIS

COMMITTEE HEARINGLi
03

61-69fln

UT-

a

S4~Z

1'

270

T.ALS H!.

Hzi~ .'!LE

DATE

CHECKS

.1-

.-

CUR
GAANE
t A

NOV3'71

LS'4,

~

M.C.

DATEFROM.LAT

',LI/06

DEPOSITS

DATE

NV

STATOR

O

8Vj7

NEW BALANCE

'l

41

4

'1''--314
3,8.4.

NOV 9'71

NO 00
01
35.NV91

106~NOV.
NOV10r71
NOV10'71

27.
350

NOVll'71
NOYV1271
NOV1271
NOV12'71
NOV1271
NOV12'71
NOV15'71.
NOV15r71
1571
NOV
NOV1571

20.
*19.
1
.44

971
NOV1071

g

NOV1970l-5
NOV
19'71
OV22'7141
100 22'71
10023'71
00 24r71
Q0 29571
EC 171

"'--2,34005*

NOV11'71

.1,.760*62.

-

-104.
7
12.
7.
61

-

0
03V
0
1
10

NOV 27

--

118
101
12.
5:
-- 3I
17
NO 171-51B7l

-

~

~

.

58

~

NOV
0+ loo

4.NY1"'1
;*

1563
-.-

NO

3
34.
38.

'-

'

07 26711

1274'1

26'71
DEC 1'7l

zg.oo0.u0-

2,

.2+

,163
1333

.

500

1
-- 75
-81.3
.197

,1.7

571...

-50+

-

NOV19'17_'7:!F,..4
NOV17'71
NOV1771
NOV17'71
NOV1:'71

2, 881.14.
2,722.39.

8'71

-NOV

1.0712
'471
623.52*
1,458.71

2
NOV271
NOV23'71

1,374-34*
1,321.59*

NOV
V
Nr
W7,-5~
O 2971*
E1%7
1~
'71

1.8.59*
588.41*
3,086.64*
8.4

COMMITTEE HEARING
NO. /0
I.__

-EXHIBIT

0 3 T3 717

271

CHECKS OUTSTANDING
NUMBER

AMOUNT

,

-

CENTS

DOLLARS

TO PROVE THE BALANCE AS SHOWN

.j

ON YOUR STATEMENT

IT

IS

DESIRABLE

TO

THE

RECONCILE

BANK STATEMENT AND YOUR CHECK BOOK
AS

__"

OF

THE

SAME

DATE AS IT

MAY

FRE-

oUENTLY OCCUR THAT YOU HAVE DRAWN

S

CHECKS DATE
"ON

-

WHICH

SUSDN

THE

TO

BANK

HEDAE;

THE

RENDERED

-- STATENMENT.
ASSORT THE CHECKS NUMERICALLY

"_"___"___

~~BY
DATE ISSUED.-

-

~.
-

CHECK

.

CHECK

-

?

OFF ON

THE STUBS OF YOUR

BOOKEACH

BY .THE BANK AND

OF THE CHECKS PAID
MAKE A

NUMBERS AND AMOUNTS
"

.

.

OR

-:

LIST OF THE

-

OF THOSE STILL-,

THE LEFT; TO THE SUM OF THE OUTSTAND-"
-.
OT-LCHEK

..

'..

--""

- .
ING
CHECKS ADD THE BALANCE AS SHOWN
IN

YOUR CHECK

BOOK.

SHOULD

BE A DIFFERENCE PLEASE
OFFICE IMMEDIATELY.

0

THIS

.o,.3.

7

AGR
U111DA

WITH LAST BALANCE SHOWN
ON STATEMENT

•

,

1

-

.

.

-

THERE-_-

NOTIFY

X457
CKCECK ROKI-

THIS AMOUNT

.:

i.

IN THE SPACE PROVIDEDAT:.-T,.

"OUTSTANDING

-

, ~4Z
1
~-r)[
1
-

S L.,,,-O

2 1-i,:

IL rr

';r.
i

o:..,. --

I

!~

a-......

.W-a-42-'s-

p

,,'OO0 0000

.'
,,

273

r.'I

DEcCC
D

'~'
'>YE

24

Nfc
Rs-

1Y.

----- --

.- ,.g

:

•.

-U

g

PAY

A?.N>

BijO

r-rpfJ

-....

.:.--

': ;-

-t=",4

.

s-

f- . PE .. ,
.nz...a.-',IA. N SAo.
L'

C

I

C.

-' -

*r

',:

... .o

: -r

-"

:%k >

.
I

~

~

:2¢...

,

f:

,--

:-

k '

-

~

a.

-_

i"+ -

.'

..

-- :

I I'3

A",

::-A'.

--

-....

erc-SA--

z'.

. ..-':

,>

...

• ,:;.,.

%

Rr~~ItTV.Ic

.a

:

I

'

274

...

y 7!

.....

~ -L(4

511:j
...
.......

---------

S
000

0lo*

.
.........

-

ZAA

.0.00000 20000.0

/

3

24'7

275

:.

.

"

,,

...

;

..

==

,r,

..

,.

-L/;,"

.t

LL50-

- -

Cn
, -,

- -;;

*-

ula1 1 ?..

". .C

.CC
.:. N -.:-.-:''
S

-

,-*

,

r

°-

*e

"

1

c_
C

:-!rC

L

-

"

C

.THZ'iCC
SECCO
0

."TflCCCYCI
C. .._"

D -.C--5-4.
. ..

.

L ... A

'x,
5 2:;

....

Ih
""

IL

.. -*

..C

AND

I)
--2 4-

.......

-

17

1

. I--

-:AkD -jA~CT
SA - D -

~. irl

Ic "

II

d

__,.'
C

.

X1.

b-

A. C

&C"

-0

ri!O

LEDhW--nSIILET

/

II~a.)

C-Vj.O;I~

ts
0o
, NCO-)

CWARLES H WILSON
CAMPAIGN FUND
300 E hILLCtEST BLVD
INGLEWOOD CA 90301

OCT 29

065 573
JLvrR

CITY sRAkH
RANC
JLVFRCITY

- ...

.1- -1

-

3000,00o

100;00

151 :00
1000,'D
521o loo
200100
100 100

23 :1.43
3400

00

3500-00

NDV
NOV
NOV
4OV
NOV
NOV
NOV

71

2.71
3 71
5 71
8 71
9 71
18 71
24 71
30 71

NIV 3

-.

8318 91
93186l
14 528 91
11623 I91
11720 191
11705 41
8305 '91
4005 4;

CHECKING ACCOUNT SUMM.ARY

___

/p, /_7 , /

;ECURITY PACIFIC NATIONAL BANK

andsor
Subscribed

\

-

fi

A94.

036919

tobetareme this

and
IfIA(
ULCin
I te
of Catifomia

t.:.t.
tote

M

ooL.

10023 :,3

0020:; DOI

5

68o8:91

..

the
.(

ARETLOZANO
I
I0f*

S My C-r.ss-oEI-

Au SD
9, !9S3

............
"C-OMMITTEE HEARlG
B1.,

TE

HIBIT

NO.

..............

.

\

277

a'i

x

4'4

.

J~-.~

EX

II

NO

It

(;

278

COMMITTEE HEARING
-.
EXHIBITNO.-j-L cz
OIRIGIN,\I,
INDIVIDUAL Oi FICIAI, kEu.( I1
No. 11C-ler.'ed
1%.
Y.r... n|,ro

Fnnfl

R

Ut
Ca,,,I.trnhlor. Slnln,
AIIllit |a. IIGII

OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT AiMS

RECEIVED ror Credit to the
Account r"HON RABLE

..................
D. te
.......... .............................
y..........
Current
and drarts are enrnr"ad.
Platn see that all checks
Stat name of Bank on which items are ,rn.h

I. ..
-------------------y
Cr
------ - - ---------C- ------.-...........-...
......
Q ecks/ .......

................... ...'..
.............. .........
Currency..
l .
l
D,
,
~umvi
.. . ..
..

. . cvluvr!

-- - --

To
---

- - --

o

r,-,,,.

279
ICT

F

DATE

DEPOSITS

DATE

:cHE
BAL.%CEb/-H

NOV

YVARfl
FROM LASTS7A7EI,ENT

371

NEWALNC

-

461.1.

1'71

381.14
3,381.14

N&
DV Y71
-

32

wn
n'7
1271

.

ov71

21881.14K
722.39

or l

.0

3~Q~.-~-"
9

16
19.
44

9.

305

10'71

.NOV

11-71'

1

104
-,383

NV1'1

/NV17

im61.

owl

-3

iwo
3%35.

~ 7.
36.

611

12.

+ NOV171516.934

~.

.-

NOV177

ov '71
-588.00+ .18'71

18'71

1113.334

--

1,035.524
1, 623.52 e

.

45

-40.
3'hjNOV

*71

0

..

X

53.

--

-1016.93-

/~sv1771'

-~

1"l

1 760.62

.

O

.

104
"

7

OV3.7
NV.

.

27.

9.-* /,

iwo

-

0 ...

.3,pa

.

5..

JC6-,

0Th

V 47-'

:. ;:.
50COj

!

r~l50

-.

3.(L.

-

P127b,215

NOV19'71

1, 458.71 *

22'71
NOV2371
V 24'71

1,374.34 *
1, 321.59 *

1,285.59*
773.590

NO
V 26'71

588.41 *

O 29'71

DEC .171

4j

-

3,066.64 *

.23-NDEC' 1'71

Z'l200.001*-S~ZflCOuN

~COM-MITTEE-HEARING

EXHIBIT NO. I I CcQ -

886.64C

71
-~

BAIASC
OIs YOUR

0,

280
---

- -

L

,

f
FORWARD
/.-

DEPOSITS

DATE

I

CHECKS
S/,$T
BALANCE

2.

.ST

i

DATE

DCT 1171

STATE..EN.

NEW EALACE

1,313.2.3

.

f
-

126/

29.5/
29AS
711

125./
15.0
187

OCT 5'71
DCT 5'71
m

II

m

70.4'2
500.5
20$/

a*
?a
3

. "•

6,o

3,386.45

OCT 5'71

3,299.05

OCT 6'71

9,299.09

671

S"OCT..

28B

OCT 871-

OCT1271

fm

5

..

-,

in

Timi
33
t

7 438.52

469.52

. ._

CT13171

6,162.0;

.

204.78

DCT1471
00+CT
O1, 15'71

15'71

:In

,928.4C

7

.

700.1
18.
-

JIM

-'":.:
.8,431.97

OCT 71: , --

-

400*

0
o

3,444.05

5171

/OC
V71

us
MR

K

55
27t27.

622. 2

OCT 4'71
68
0%'
3
"lS y+OCT 571

.,

4092
7

.092

.

2

4
500.

27.8.
84.;7
19

-r

"

-

/'

OCT1571"

4,3 1.35

OCT18171

3,464.0-

OCT19'71
OCT2071

3,314.0
1,935.5
THISU
AMOUNT
IN 1
EALONCI
15YOUR
COLURd

COMMITTEE HEARING

EXHIBIT NO.. I I C35L-L-.

;O36"343

OL-7
;(AI ,-/ II(-QNEW EALA!,,:E

2,
2

NOV 1'71

700

-

-

9/
X.2

7

OCT20'71

1, 710.65 *

OCT21'71

1 87.S*

OCT22'71

6 32.23 *

OCT26'71

426.87 *

OCT 28'71

126.87 *
125.62 *
2,623.81 .
:4,7 57.08
2, 557.08 "

CT 29'71
OV 1'71
+ NOV 171
NOV 1'71

461.14.*

NOV 171

)a-eD -

- " T
: ,"

.

a...

1{vt4 .0;'-1

THI LAST
LN
THIS
YOURBALANCE
ISAMOUNT
COLUMN

0S53

LI.

C - RLES i.WILSON- SERGEANT PiT IRS RCCOUMWT
LI5T OF OUTT WDtNG CHECKS PRIORTO NOVENgAER 4,19'l IDEPOST
C he c.K
X)Umber
2

3

w

'Dci+e

,."
q'2

-.Irq-'lI
O.i

10

-) L-.-W9h
j

-

-l

IIII

'L.

. 00
.3 1.Cl

-J3.a.
Y

36,00

~WL

TD5
05 00

3 Ll. q

t
-.

-70~~0l
1

A ,i

.5.00
-, 4

3 To. 0

~ol
,,
35-oi+

I-

z-71

,.5I

, L,
,

I .,00
40.00
3.0

z~1
C

_

283

'

q.

'.L M~

72

ziM1

i--,a-

-F21

gim

-5

-

-

lO

o~

V I0.
i I-LI1*

OS~~~~~~

2,--

~.

.. .......
15.1

284

~ '/

LI

c

-

P5..
F

FAT

-t)---

I'L

2,

. . .

.

. -

-~z.~

.

.

-

~U~i53QI

F

'

c.1'

.

.

.......

. -.

.

----P.

-

E

A

-

-

-

285
II

i .1

1:0

.'U

1 1.011

u

(I.

L.

0

1:0O5L.O**O' 21':

r. '.iVI

Ie..

15-12/

Pp
~-~-p!.

.q

"70.
3d

-:

r s.--

si

,,::-.'

* .

c,,t

-

• LI.I £LlLrtil

. ..

.
:.

*

hr

*

V.?

MUM

C ....
.OIL

-

PAY Ali.Y Jt4Y7
....

VI

a

u-i

~y.:-

- .sCY. -.

.-~c.--il-..-.-

*!r.

, .

-

C

-a.?:
0

7r~2:4CI:4 rrJ
''lI~~-I.~~fluACZSI:YAYJ
-~~
r

.-

*

..

--

CCI

I

.

.

.

.

...

-

.

.

.- N

-.

..

.

-":-'° -, =
.--

,. ,-,.+ (

.

-.

%

*:f',

-

P.. 1,

r
AI.

-

I

:;

C
'74;

:.

....

-

.z

b-

cCj-.

-

-c

~

C
.1.IAZC

.Co

I"C

I

0

I

-

F,

*1

1 ~0

I

:0St.0..0L1

.0
1:0S

12

2'

O.10

00000

1:0

fX-

0

151

... .....

0

2?3L..-'

.b::o121:-000000
0

6l

lit

. . ...

0000

I? ti

Is

1532

1Fl[
z'-7I
sio-

oo
-

__

_____

. 5020o

1':

-

z'30

< -

.

... •?/I04 4

C

-g

_C

s

...
S".
1

-

I"

..

~0~*?

~
'a

.,

-

~

C-

B

*-

;._
S='
E ,
.:
...
L'-

I

-

.-1
**.
'

.-

Co.

p.?'''C
* *1
50 -0

*

I

.

,.

.P

0~

*1-

o

-.

-I
4

II

I

tj-

'~Sct'

I-

J...~

U

~

.:"JlfI~
'

289

I.

5%

0

2 it:

.

.

-jJ3

f7 0 -x1so

(h54o
14

j~j~Q:eL.'

j/z;~

IN

/

53'

290

cf,l.P
":,

I

k

-- al

•

Ia-..--I
"-:-ui-y-

Bako A

ia.

-

HT

S

-

eculty Pazfic Nt. BE t
_ .. : -.

I

~..0z

~

...

..

...

.....-

.

.-- j

so..-.

_.-:---

-

--

*

-

A LCG7'-

-

,

0

0

.."~a

cC *_a..m

il

:.;

:

..

L¢p

*CoV,
55 000J

-

000C:3,

SA
A CC~~
F pC.-- i"
r,

*

__-.
I

._,-, - , .

~I ~ ~

,-,- en

00.

. - , - ..

~

~

V3*"

I: .- :.- -. ,4- . " "

~Bato1eia
~

o, 5'

291

-2

Z:;-:

7

~

......
.......

.........

1:0

0~00000D L.000,,*

0 0 1i 2 D:

I-7

...........

G:0 51.0-0 1

0000

1:

,:o~~#
1

SI0

0

30 0.

6

292

-7

7a

f

40

.

G.

1B

NO.

-

D

C

J.IE.

PIN

qPAYANY~nxj_

*0'

NO

293

COMMITTEE
_EXHIBIT
NO HEARING
'
(
This is certified
to b e

.t

_e a n

d or r

Laretta R. Lucas

LJ

1

'N

'0
0

04

5'

0

0

~

g

'"-'ii
-

"0
USC'-,
'50

I~'
iH~i

II ii
Li

-~

A.V.p.

--

-.

.,

,4
"I

.3
r.

U,

*

C
•

0~'

•;

.1

I1

•

I ~
Ii

.J

'
,N

~

-_-

C
-

o..

0

C

1'.

k.

a,

.rj
ru.:
"

4;*-..
-,

~

r

0!

2:
z<

I
COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. /z eOk)-

295

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO.

.

(C)'-

ORIGINAL
INDIVIDUAL OFFICIAL RECEIPT
orn No. 150"-Revisd

.RECEIPT

oo,,o,,

*

August 10, 1UL

Ncu0* of Reprriiertffiues

i

OFFICE Or SERGEANT AT ARMS

RECEIVED for Credit to the
Account of HONORABLEj
;I at
. .. .... .. ......

~223

Date

II

.............................

~

2.

Please see that all checks and drafts are endorsed.
State name of Bank on which items are drawn.
Dollar

Cn11

Currency-----------------0 .. C6 ...
!:
renc
Cu .....................-Z. ej
.....................
Coin ................
S

Check..
(Enter .eprotely)

.

..........................
-

....... ........ ........ ....................
.............

• i ..................

-.

...................

.. ... .....

....................

............

...........

... .. - --

296
,

.

CHECKS

.

-

.

NEW BALANCE

6 00.

FEB 3'72
FEB 472

12 00
350.0
-"
2 5

FEB

472

FEB 772
FEB 872

FPO 22 "FEB
72 -".E
" ' FE 42
FEB 772
JEB B72

2000

350 O10990
-

W+FEB

76
•

24

-2
254gP-;

2,6.3'-

FEB 1672

-121

6

-

-1EB 1672
EB2472

FEB1872
+FEB 2472
FEB2472

&610

15.6 00.-

MAR 1'72

..

7.85
4--,
047.B6
4,032.86

-

2,782.86
2, 082.86

.-

5

"6FEB
2872
FE
'72

700

2, 3 18.43
2 53

MA , 172

MAR 1'72

355.78

i EB 1572'-

2 500 -

2.20

72

FEB1472--

.

2l

,o -17
MAR 172

"799.37.

-

'

,:,
-"

F
FEB 2972

"1,124.37*
4'7
. 54937*
- 19937*
99-374

9'72 .-

FE 072
-FEB17772

.1439"

FEB 2872

-

2O"-64100

FEB1472
FEB 1472
FEB15'72
FEB1572

FEB2472

754.37

FEB

pj"

-

261.61*

8

FEB 1472

FEB1872

'B27

..

FEB972-.
FEB1072
FEB11'72
FEB14'72

4

,

r '

FEB 372

r

F.172795
2,13 3t

0-

700

IEO5T

DEPOSITS

DATE.

'2*i
90272/

'.

DT

ARD FROM -ST-ENTMOT
FORW
'BROUGHT
BALANCE

FEB 27
FEB 272

. .:'

E

HONORABLE CHARLES H. WILSON, M. C.
DATE. .".

DATE .

:.

c.
O

O_

66

.

,

-

72

ASB172

MAR 172

'33I8~'

249 . 4

-

MAR 1'72

'4,40i.2

6,533.82

A

4333.82

3, 904.9E

B-ArM
M;OUMN
I$yOUR

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. /2 C-0-

-

1NT.
.
RETLOS
_D?5T
N.-... EK
TOFERP,'...-..
PRIOR
NG CHF_.CKS
HRREL -.S-H._
L ,S7 OFLKOU-fTM)NDi

o A(K
,
- hcc,

A-.

,

?~/0/

3 (~
*3/0 8.
3 \q

.O
. 5...
...
"t"ro.

_.
/ E~~dx ,
I

..

u

,- .-. Z

-Z-'zoz

-:

. .

' -

.

,

d

- -------

.

&. A":"

S5.1-5

i.:/

".

i.I.--- ,

;

-

.....

-

.:

.,
. oo0"
o "9
,.d.,. . X.'.
jU;-o.)

..9,"

.

.

... 1

' "
-i

mC-)
=:.i=-I

298

HON.
104Hs

CHARLESH

IS9,I.C

EOF6.ULIN

HON. CHARLES H.WILSON, M. r.
104 HOUSE OFFICE BULILDiNG.
031

C..

I.104
NHOUSED F C'ERUIL0
WSHINGION, S.C.205
.

~

..............

-

E

ifst

c23

c9

C

A?
-,'20

:-.
---

~N~

- .--'C.
.*'.I.,&
-- .. 'a
-*.-_
.
.Q- -t:-.

v

"

-

:

LtL: -v

-

,rr,

r

r-"-,
"
co)'

-

,-

o4
t;.*I.fl
A" "I .--

.

......

:,

a,
1
r:

'.

. .

,_ .
*

nit-tr .1

C..,

I
F"_

E_

300
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
of the, ('lrrk
W-,ibiglin. D.C.

(am,,

s

RiGSTRATION FORM~ ANDl STATEMENT OF ORtC'ANIZATIGN

17 PM 1: 35
A9fPR

A97
COINtTF

SVI')lKIlNC ANY CANlhIlA~ITS) F01!: 11lll U.S. HlOUSE OF RIESlFNTA-171%-S
01'.l~FIX l'EN)l'l ll , IN EXCI-9 OF
ANTIIATI NG
$1.(0) 3N ANY CALrKDATI YEAR

~

0.e

-!.-,c

oh

lb-

f.thr 1 .- r-l

mee..

SEE APl-RO-RIATE SUPt:Kv'lFOlw
REFC.JILATIO'ii

AND

lI,-Li.n C-..paign Aet of 1971. P.L 9Y-22rL)

OrFICUP)S MANUAL FORt ADI~rTIONAL.
AND) INSTICCIt)NS

.4

'.~h 1.
- r ,o~noooec1o1
-h
onnoi...4.30tO
-rI.or. o -nohiii-or
4)aoh..-11-144.
'.o-n h.
-,--o
o- -6..~o .1 end,4.1.- o the U-9. Homar of NePror
tiioor hall) al. -tl=I,
F-r, oaodSiuteorot of Organisation. o-Uhjo 30 day. after i o
Clr fteUS.Ill..
of Rrprrontatiwro, l!.oi.,o
.. rroo.or if Later. 10 day. after the dote -oo,b rhib ll.. foatlaohich -- otho. -iotto.l
tipt,
it-nl
-oroof 81.00 any portion, of which, wflI bo oapentdd for the0 poojoro of
m otilboooin
or .ooe ooxprod.;aaov in
,oiloeor..,e Lhe .tio,O
r rleteo of orodidote, for th. US. Nouse of lr
ati,es.
Zoeb roeb reenritte in o,itoo
.Lh
wit~o Lb Clerk of the U.S. Nooor of Rlipn,.
Stale~onenof
"
Rm-istration F-ond
on April 7. ' 972 ohalur
ofli-,r
-.
00 orIrf
April 17. 19M2 No.te: If tho coosotlorI .opportso.
-odidt.for tho 01.2. Banat. . .ii-olar tate,
rsidrnt or Vr
for
ith the Sroer-a of the Srmte. -od If the . ooit- inapp-tis . r.j.d-Ws
1oo wrOe
,..o
hr I,) mdwth
the Cioptrollor Cerals.
Prodro)
of),.w Unitod States a siilar ototrienrot
Ft A y of thi, ..titee-t shall bo filed with,01, Sortary of Sltt
oo..-17 S".S. oClnr) of tlo pp-o.priot. Stole.h)
h) h
yh
rorro
C' A eppeti

~o

~ro

(or. Uf there to oo 096-o of Sooetrla of Slots. the
iplidoazl -- o~its-

for . porld of not I-o thoo
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or -rretio .r iofr-atin. peeobooly oobn0trd i00. toottos Ion sod Sqaltort of Oranolorlio
-of
SRprrotntioo wi~thin tei (10) day. following tho okoosoor erroaso.
morportd to tkwrCook of the U S. Moo
c)ontaOinIho dota, iAeLooty of Uheromnoitr the rboojrA or crrerl hofoootion
S-1) oi-doeodto to the .rtetRoli
oprostely identified. and oh.ll hr eorahr,) by the ooth or oMrotio- of the peon filing soe ifo,,nolios. taken Won.,
ny off-, oothonood! to odininzter U,. ostho.
d
ito~o
0 ih 0I ono
nnr roorlor contributions or orbo ooipraditorodoro taLood-r r os navrstesorn
h) hrIs,-rfiod by tho
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Sor ootch
ro nig~o al00 ohsll -r soofy lhr Clork of thr U.S. Houso of Re poeotlr
flfi otios of the person flying it. takro hofore soy officrr autheriord to adiioitor Oho vath.. o=d oorh ootiflostor
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1. Full name of committees:

ISNKYC

OIrE

X 66- -jNIGWPQPOO .-9A3Q306 LP.
300 East Hillcrest Blvd. Ingle~ood, Ca 90301
9
Date of tlui reistration: .-..A-1M
.T7oA

Mailing iddres and ZIP code:'

2. Affiliated

orcinnected organization:

-

NONE

Nanceof affiliated or
connected oogaoaioatio,

Mailing sddrs and
ZIP ode

Rltosi

NONE

3. Ares. Sope and JurieuliCtion of the Committee:
(a) Will this committee operate in momethan. one State~1
(b) Will it operate on a statlewide ba;.. in-.onr State'
_YES(c) Will it prinrilv support ciandjdatoo -- kelingState or local office?
NO0
(dl) WAillit support a caddate for t0- U . ]l,,u,e of Represntastaves ano gTrrte aoOunt ineofeon
0

ofm Ou

EARING
~f E -H
m TT

iiSM

51

EXHIBIT NO. 12

(Q

.

FORM I
flON01

301

(r1:11 N.-w .1' (C-nnt-)

4 (a) If the .mritlee is supisortivm 1idivil.ul ranihdrites for the U.S. Iouw of
rach eandidai. hy name. ahdre.
fir. ought. nnd Iarty "t s:ntino:
Full__u___
name., of candid..
nleo
aniaei

ide'.

'Isr

C1.ARWESH. WILSON

.1
I

rod

3nlf LAST HILIi:TtST BLVD.
:
k D.
I C.Mwi
X
CA 'v301

(b) L.ist y name. addrem. nfic. %-aicht. and party
that this committee is supporting:
Full names of candidates

Mailing add-.,

n...:'

State' And
nIllrict
Con1MArrinnaI

Pr.r-

CALIFCNIAj

,

ist

fff]iatlinn. any candidate for other

anZIod

Off.,, sought

,

rr,c .

PaF,v

(c) List by name. address offLe sought anm party affiliation, any candidate for any other public office
that tia committee is supporting:
]Fail names of candidates

Mailing address and ZIP code

Office sought

Party

S. If this committee is supporting the entire ticket of a PrAY, give name of party: ....
.
6. Identify by name. address and position, the committee's custodian of books and amcounts:
•

Fall name

.

11yrtis George

Mm.ng address and ZIP code
13013 Inglewood Ave. #30
"tawathorne,

Committee title or position
Reporttng Secretary

Ca 90250

a. Lint by name, address and position, other principal officer of the committee, including officer, and
rnelra

of the finan-committee, if any:

Mailing address and ZIP code

Full name
Hu.

M. Brand

I

Mr. Dave Hersh
1,
Huenie,
7205
6331 Clade
Woodland Hills, Ca 91364

Committee title or positi on

2015 W. Olypic Blvd.
Los Angele., Ca 90054

Treasurer

6331 Glade Avenue, H 205
Woodland H i1 , Ca 91364

ran
Chait
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thi, e nmitv pln to Liy In xistene l.vond the c reint r..rnd.r year?
A. Io
".a c n itdate to in office.

,t

offnt,liss,,. ti.1, "111 disl3ition will bemndeof residun funds?
"lr

1'

1,tan erdto

.

soho.

Residual ;undo will

nrdidAte. and, rePqirb~d _Lo thkclqrk,

qks or nther i-"e&Blirirs in
.41.
4 V~rs or majotnins%fuiid%:

S.i

.

hich Li eommittm dep-itx funis. hnlds tr.ount . rentA afety

Name .1 Lonk, r,'-,itnry, etc.

Mailing addre.

BAn)l

!.E21AL

Y

and ZIP code

IM IIAL HIGHWAYAT i.::ERW
UAS ANGELES. CA 90047

.

.

-

.

.

-

...

.

.,

..

.

..

.

11. List all reports rquired to be fled by thiis como-zittee 'wih Stes and I&caljurivdicio,z. to etherwith
the nsznm. azid esses, and positions of the recipients of' the reports:-. .
.Dates
requi-ed
to be led

Report title

_. a

State of

....

Name

n

and position of recipient

... .-. , :h, .

.

..

~

h.

0

California
as.

County of AU~&~E
I.lqh

-

d•d -.

MolingaddressandZIPcode

being duly aworn. depose (affirm) wan _y that the

?!. grand

,nfor"ation in this Registration Formn and Statement of Orsition is complete. true, and correct.

S.lurrbed a~ndas.rn to (affirmd bp
:
. 2:.;
. . ..- ,

The (

this -5

-dyo

do

e My.
on_-.-

.

f

Apri
,o

expires

Return'. completed twn a&d altarlunects to:
tOffic
I.
-

'1036

of Records and Rei.st ration.
B i .dht
.e
Lae
luinge Odl worth
]0ohingLi.

I

210515
OC.

S

AD) 11712

.tat

:.ZE1ARY OF SIAtlE ClI C1;''aA

FILF 'D

COI'JAITTEE'S POST-ELECTION
CAMPAIGN STATEMENT
l~~onennnmn,

Elet;,,, Code Sections11550.-11631)

11197

;I

~Code
Senlion 375D-~3754;lldN~I

FORMD

S.

1 I.fi'~y0
R.,~.

-

Thi, lone i Io be filed by the t-eoI,ren of , political n
c
onhinh .opp.nt. only one..ordidote. A polilkol c-iiei,%
-ny
ongonsolion ohich ocnpts -o1t6bo,ionpW
o.. 1,
pdi
oro the ptyoto of
on
-nlenn
oenrling 1ointt.-he eet,
Eon.of -odide..A nontite on, nopot only on.
ndw b.1 hotlich ploy. no noei. oondoting tho?nondidole', .o.p.ig.
end ohi bhienti,oly indemn of the nondidote', nomoign m,y, if the ---o
he..oo..sfill it nomp.;gntoern on Fo- E.
Co..;.
i h p~om -e th.
-neondidote-1 file FonnnF.yoF-nEo-d nm F - oh
e bh,o;e,,
he Se-t-o,
of S.o'..
THIS STATEMENT MUST RE FILED NO MORE THAN 3S DAYS AFTER THE ELECTION
HN-. of Cornmifleer

SIO-LSON EY C0H5I1TEEL

No.teof Tte..-e

HU1GH1M. BRAND

Nont of Condidote:

CHARLES H. WIILSON

Type of Eleotio (Feimony.Genetl.,o Syeiol):
Doteof ElennionJJOE
Politc

1

6

1972

Poty ond D14.0 Ho. (if pyplicohte):

_(FEDERAL T1DEMTF1CAT1CONhirMASS M06668)

PRIMARY
Ofrfi.

I

nhih the -odidotl.

DEMOCRATIC PARTY

CNSS

31st CONGRESS ONAL DISTRICT

RECEIPTS
liht on he follonningline, the noe of neny nonlihoton nnnondncontnilon
h
Spenify the enct,,
..Inin the .ote ofno
tnibto noho9on o 1.to1 of -on thon $500. Politi.nl nomtne
hich modle...
otniin ,ho.ld helted Z-'olotly on poge2.
Io.,
pledg.. oontibotion of good, on scenic -onh more tho.n$500 ('in hind' conlnihotin), nod nonli-n by the condidote hloold he aoted -c indicoted - onpge2. Anonh eIo sheet, if -e--loY.
00,01

C1tn
ONetAL1to
IF-~toe..hnh.ol~~~ni.,

/A/ 11/ e // Fn
S
S
S
S______________
S
I______________

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. 12

304

Totol Spent $

....

6. Enteroa-,ers

PaI

"hitco-b

O NOO SlOSOE

0. O'GINEZSTAON

OF

=,EEoI

S-

Dinner Music

Sae
Same

Banquet Dinner
Dinner Heettng

l

No_.,oo Palladibm
Cockatoo Inn

$_75.00
4,885.57
147.72
TotolSpent S5JOB1...9_

ofb;llboo-ds,s;g,,-ndposted.
(F. theprepar;.g,
pro;ng .ndposfing
p.,.......SOEIPFIOO

OSNOONSANaSESNICESSNOVANE

Total Spent "-'_____
(f)FF,the

of IlFer..u1by ded
peparin9,
p,;nI;ng,
-nddsfrbul;on

CHARLES H.

WILSON

-oom'I,
;ncudmgposoge., fhrooOys .. d handbilh.

TRUMANWARD PRINTING CO. INC.

$1,500.00

PRINTING

Totl Spent

$10D.00
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-,'DITJU

1a, 0hr,o pp-p.*rn
*k~
-f0

0

p-Irro.

mAa

,,Il,o,n .,d

S

0!
Fl~yhp
Ihot n0.0n10

pori,

o-d Io tho 1.ddole. oT.;: fhg

0000* *N0 SlaDICIS
fOVIDOIN

Total

Spont

$__

(b) Far thecond;dole&*
Iod cOmpign peNsooe10 prsooa frafeog expenses.

CHARLES H. WILSON

SANE

TRAVEL EXPENSES

$1,500.00

ToalSpent

(c)Fr

, ,, f ,;sh;
ng,
o.d o
0

feodquolors
,anlg
.. d hal, ad

$ 1,50.00

for
Ioo,pubic -ee.9ng,
incldigfighl, hoar. ..d reIephon-

Total Spont S

306

bidlaSpent
Grand Toal Spent
Does the .ooe

$____

$-8_, 1i &I

report reect oil con-rbu-ions, loans, and pledges furnished directly or indirectly ond oll expenditures on behoff o

the anddote's co.paig.?

Yes
17,s ., .o)

If ser
is No thelst eloc the;no- e oech.com.ilee
-now
o you whichhosor .y hoe rceiedconrlccionsloans,or
pledges or has mode or way hone mode expenditures an behalf of the condidote, olog wilh Ihe note, address and telephone
number othereosorer or other respnmble officer of each corrmitee.

1hoe aced ll reosoale diligence in the prepron of thissrare.enrnd i isrreand isas full nd exploits I
woke i.
declare cederpenalty ofperjury that theforegoingis 1rue .d
otted.
_june 79, 1972

Doted

//

201
ler

:

cur.

hI.
cnoo

Olympic Blvd.
cOD/

Sio,..lie c-c.

381-2131

NOTE:

Transferred to Charles H.

ilson- Campaipn Account

17,726.27
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.
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- : ._"i.

CO

-05-";37

03;/20

3.'

90306
X

0

0

$D
CH-ECKS

AND

OT H ER

BALANCE

DEBITS
-OIi'

3/CS°

3/10
3/14!
3/20
3/22 !

3/23:
3/23.

2,.490.00
750.00
33000

I
1,500.OG
10,000.00

3CO.00

[ 100:00 lDP

'CK"
CK

,CK

550.J0
200.00

3/31

I

E
C

a
C

a
r

H

r
i." i

0_ , . 12
r ..

-

CIBCI

.

•

M

r

15,251.27
13,751 27
3,751:27
3,451.27
4,001.27
4,201.27

...

........
. . . . 21 11. ac... .co:,:4',6
I2 rj

Op
OP
OP

oZ

11,581.21
14,6071. 27
14,821.21
15,151.27
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,
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ITG'
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WILSON KEY COMMITTEE
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10 3 0
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COMMITTEE-iEARING
EXHIBIT NO. 13 CS) LSERGEANT AT ARMS

of lleprevtittatlbev
W45ifilaton, Z.C. 20515

Z10 3()Ou~e

redit account of HONORABLE

countt N um ber --------------------------------------

)ate

--

1 9----

Please see that all checks and draft, are endorsed.
State name of Bank on which Items are drawn.
Dollau

!urrency .....--

. ...

Congo

.............................

hec......................

hecks.............................
(Enter separately)

.-,,----..i..

,,

-

-*,--.-

-

-.. ---------.....

HOUSEOF kEr;.ESENT.h1
HONORABLE

CEIARLESH, WILSON, R.C..

DATE

FqR
WARDFROJA.

2'72
MAR 2'72
MAR 2072
MAR 2072
MAR 3072
,MAR 3072.
MAR3072
MAR-6072
MAR 6072
MAR 7072
MAR 772

~

DATE

CIIECKS .'

DEPOSITS'-

ATE

A.*

EW BALANCE

MAR102

STATEMENT
5S

3498

MAR

-AC 5K HT

128

-

~

272-.

-MAR

2,78055*

4 611,

.-

52. 09A
5O00.

-

*

MAR 3072

1781

MAR 672'-'

1,574 5

3

MAR10072

3

MAR16072
MAR2172

7
1

MAR 72
MA*27

00

-84.750

9417
2751

A5o

-

.

MR- 272--

459228-

78

~52O-<.
.

MAR280728
MAR
2802
MAR28'72
MAR28'727
MAR28072
MAR2a072
MAR280727
MAR29072

-.

AR 28072
20
207
22
22

'.*

>~2772

-1931

500.JWMAR 28'72

2473.01*
2.

MAR28172
30'd00 + MAR29'72
29'72

1,715.11.
2, 015.11.*
1,954.75-

:K

20 7

29072
2MAR

COLUMN
15YOURBALANCE

COMMITTEE HEARING
_EXH113IT,,NO.__'/3 6, )

%

03E4.14L

CH- ,RLE3RW

SON - 3ER C-A NT n7..T
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C C.OU N)7
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COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT-NO.. i±4Y
r
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~
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it

1.
r

V

it
We
*n

*1-

.1
*1

:; -:-.
G"

-

* 3I
.~

I.

~
.
~

...

ii

~1
Ii

.

.. -

-"

317

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. 14 N)_
BANKOFAMERICA

ACCOUNTNO.
L 5 :O ,51

ARLES H UlLSONh
'OMIWI EE
C;AnPAI
u:-0 WY- 1"GERG

P 0 BI.
rM3Td LA
IRW
4

.k

AIIIe '0A
CC%S-STE
10Oa4

C:HHSlMrA5

iLUB

NOu.

fO1Z3

HAVE MONEYVog

31b
1000

a
110VDATE

w t&ttL04,

NUV 12
WV
ov 15

lT1072
67907/2
li
15"'0

26
NOV
OV 29

551072
55-177

DEC

559 712

2

M-CIE C..c

SUIM.&Y OF ACIM?T
J '

1

;--7'
.-z:b

EXPESES.

1')75 YEAR-END
E pOsnI

RENTAtROT
30115
OtOCAOFPAYSOUNT
IN15.
151St

-000
z0000
O0:
o'O0
,3 ,l
505

PC "-0

BANKOiFAMERICA

STATEMENTOF ACCOUNT WITh

j--;.

7.

ri:,R4.
t-I.'i"

r

,?f- !"

b.L

""L
L'C

53
,5

I

.erica N4T & SA
By: Steven Hatzias

Assistant Vice President

Opera unibed andLs,n to beforemethis

inrad foFthe Counlty
NOTARYPUBLIC
of L-~ Ange, , 01e of clifo~flia

(OFFICIAL SEAL
A. MA. AMA
lo LE

12,1972

ifsUE

f
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COMMITTEE HEARING
()

EXHIBIT NO. I'

/,,

INDIVIDUAL OFFICIAL RECEIPT

SERGEANT AT ARMS

M.,

tNouff of 3Aeprcpcnta1ibc!
Wasifillsto,, M.C. 20515

Credit

B
BTO

t of H

?

Account Number-62 ---------

Please see that all checks and drafts are endor-v4.
State name of Bank on which items are drf-vn.
C-1.

Dollar.

. ..........
......

.
Coin -------...... .-....

....

...------

Checks

.

..

------

. . . . ............

, ... .

..

..

......

..... ......-

rr
'V

A

T90T Li
U.N.
C5.,

.

------ l

S0

..

037402

..........

319
1_,N, ,..,,,
CHARLES

H.

WILSON,

r

HOuE OF

M.C.

BARANCE

-

k

17.U,7Z-..(

23.63

-

NOV -- 4 74

2

3,508.46*

6 74

3

3,063.46*

NOV 8 74
NOV 1174

5
5

2,683. 1 *
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GARY B. LOVELL
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SUITE 506 THE GIBRALTAR TOWER
9107 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
REVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA .0210
BRA....w 2-3205 (LOS ANGELES) CRe-tolcw

August 24,

3-0575 I0'V-RLY HILLS)

1973

2-)I-.,

Mr. Lee Rogers
American Holiday Association
1848 Lincoln Blvd.
Santa Monica, CA 90404
In re: PR.5838-Sales

l.,c

Promotion Game Act

Dear Lee:.
Close examination of RR.5838 by Representative Dominick V. Daniels
indicates that it is aimed primarily at sales promotional games
utilized in connection with another product or service. However,
there is enough vague wording in the statute to make it d source
of some worry for AHA.
In defining the word "item" to include "any product or service",
it could conceivably be deemed applicable to our arrangement
with Alden's or W. T. Grant, under which they might be deemed to
be participating in our contest in connection with their sale of
mail order merchandise.
The bill has the added problem of giving to the FTC, basically
a civil agency, the authority to fine a respondent $10,000 or
sentence him to jail for five years.
These are rather strong
criminal sanctions for Section 5 of the FTC Act which forbids
unfair methods of competition.
Thus it is my feeling that you should lend your support to the
many voices which will undoubtedly be raised to oppose passage
of this
Bill.
Best personal wishes,

,

B.

-ary

GBL:pf

Lovell.

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO

6 1 -ri

jv

(.)

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. Il

q3D CONGRESS
IS?

SESS1os

-3 8

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
.xzI-cii

20, 1973

Mr. DoxiNic V. DN-i Ls introduced the following bill; which was referred
to the Committee on Intetntate and Foregn Commerce

A IMLL
To amend the Federal Trade Commission Act to make sales
promotion games unfair methods of competition.
I

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represeta-

2

tives of the United Slates of America in Congress assembled,

3

That this Act may be cited as the "Sales Promotion Game

4 Act".
5

SECTION

1. That the Congress finds that. sales pro-

6 motional games perform no useful function in the marke7 place. Instead, they serve to entice the consumer into basing
8 his purchases on the contest with the most lucrative prize,
9 rather than on the more relevant concerns of the best
I-0

2
1 price and the best quality. in addition, the cost of sales
2 promotional games is passed o, to the conunmer, w'whether
3 he enters the contest or not, and whether be wins the contest
4 or not. The clement of chance is already far too prcvaien
5 in the marketplace because of the uneven quality of the
6 products sold. Clearly, promotional contests are an ab,!se
7 of the consumer's confidence, and must be abolished.
8

SEC. 2. The Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.O.

9 41-58) is amended by redesignating sections 16, 17, and
10 18 as sections 17, 18, and 19, respectively, and by inserting
11 after section' 15 the following new section:
12
"S-c. 16. (a) It shell be an unfair method of competi13 tion (within the meaning of section 5) for any manufactarer,
14 produce,,

distributor, or wholesaler doing business in inter-

15 state commerce to require or encourage any retail seller to
16 participate in a game in connection with the sale of any
17 item, or for a retail seller to engage on his own in a game
18 inconnecton With the sale of any item.

9
20

10"(b)
For purposes of this section"(1)

The ter-n 'o require or encourage' with respect

21 to any retail seller means to induce such seller by any means
22 whatsoever to participate in .a game. Such inducement is
23 presumed where24

"

(A) a corse of business conduct extending over

332
3
a eriud of one year or lnger b !.ween a.xauach:m'

,

2

prodhicer, distributor, or wholesaler :nd a -tail seller

3

is materially changed conf;ident with a failure or refus.1
of the seller to particip;ate in a game; or

5

" (B)

a manufacturer, producer, distributor, or

6

wholesaler advertises generally that a customer .maypar-

7

ticipate in a game at its retail sellers' outlets.

8

"(2)

The term 'to participate in a game' means to do

9 any act as part of a game by which a estomer or prospec10

tive customer is offered the opportunity to win a pj4ze,-

11

award, or gift, -whether or not in the form of cash, and

12 whether or not such opportunity is conditioned upon pur13 chase of an item.
14

"(3)

The term 'game' means any contest, competition,

15 or other arrangement by which ce.taia customers (or pro16 spective, customers) are designated to receive money or
17

other prizes, awards, or gifts, whether or not the winners are

18 selectedby chance.
19
20
21

"(4)

The term 'item' means any product or service sol

on a commercial basis. '
"(c)

The Federal Trade Commission may require any

22 information from a manufacturer, producer, distibubor,
23 wholesaler, retail seller, or game promoter which is neces-.
24 sary for the enforcement of this section.

333
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1

"

(d)

V'hcever villfully viuhita's tila provisions of this

2 section shall be fned not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
t

not more th.ri five years, or bot.h."
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September 6, 1973

Charlie:
Lee asked me to forward the enclosed letter
and House of Representatives Bill to you.
Bob

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO. Is CS)
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September 24, 1973 r

Mr. :Lee Rogers
=-•-American Holiday Associaton6t-4.;_
1848 Lincoln Boulevard

.

:

"

.....

.

.

-7
-

Santa Monica, California 90404

~~~~~~~
~~~~~..
,....-._.......

-.--. "". ..

'75ear Lee:

.-.....

... : .>

....

:

-

b

...

. ..

.

.

'

Thank you for contacting me concerning H.R. 5838, the
Sales Promotion Game Act. This bill is identical to H.R.
1670 introduced by Congressman Rosenthal on January 6th,
and has the cosponsorship of 39 other Congressmen. Three
of the 39, Congressman Eckhardt, Podell and Helstoski are
on the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee.
These bills are pending in the Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Commerce and Finance Subcommittee. I have voiced
my strong opposition to this bill to the Subcommittee
Chairman, Congressman John Moss. In short, I consider mys&&f personally responsible for stopping hearings from
being scheduled on this bill. You may be certain that I
will work with you to see it stays buried in the Subcommittee.
I have also contacted counsels on the Committee, the
Federal Trade Commission, various associations opposed to
-the bill, and even -Congressman Rosenthal, and can state ,..r.
that there is no pressure on the Subcommittee to-consider
H.R. a1670 for a number of reasons. First, the Subcommittee
schedule is overcrowded with other bills more important
..than consumer ones, and even in the consumer area, a number
of other bills have greater priority. Even Congressman
Rosenthal is more concerned with other more important consumer bills in the Subcommittee. As you can see from the
attached statement, H.R. 1670 was only one of 12 consumer
bills introduced the same day by Rosenthal. Secondly, the
Federal Trade Commission has already established fair games
of chance rules to regulate promotional games in the petroleum and retail food industry. A copy of FTC rules is attached.

336
.
and is
Thirdly, the FTC is flatly opposed to this bill,
totally opposed to the section giving it criminal'penalties.
They were against a similar bill in the 92nd Congress. Why
give them penalties prohibiting unfair promotional games,
when it doesn't have them for anti-trust actions? ,In short,',
-!zcriminal penalties are entirely inappropriate. -As a policy
decision, FTC would rather adjuciate these Cases under the
present Section 5 or under their broad rule making ability.
In other words, the FTC sees no need for a new law in this
area and does not want Congress to pass one.-.
Finally, a number of associations which will be against
-H.R. 1670 typically do not strongly voice their opposition
until the Subcommittee actually schedules hearings. At
present, there is no pressure on the Subcommittee by proponents of the bill to schedule hearings. In fact, advertising games, particularly the slick and gimmicky type, have
benn on the wane so there is little public outcry for legislation.

Although the FTC, in 1969, promulgated rules on promotional games for the petroleum and food industry, it has not
yet used its rulesmaking power for all promotional games,.
as it was waiting for a court case brought against it to
be resolved (National Petroleum Refiners Association v. FTC).
The district court ruled against FTC, stating it did not have
statutory authority to issue such a rule. The Appeals Court
.,,reversed
the district court, -ruling for FTC. However, the
Appeals court decided on only one point: Whether or not
the FTC has sufficient authority to issue rules and do such
rules have force of law. It did not go into the issue of
•
whether the particular rule was overly borad, vague, or cppri-'
cious. The Appeals Court remanded the case to lower court
with instructions to decide these other issues. National
Refiners has petitioned for rehearing to Court of Appeals;
unofficially, word has it that this was denied. A decision
has not been made yet by the Association to petition the
Supreme Court for writ of certiorari, or w~it for the District
Court to act and then appeal to the Supreme Court. The earliest the Supreme Court could decide the case is one year.
... .

..-...
:.

,-

. -- : . -'o-

,

.-.-

--:.--

-"=..

._:

As a practical matter, FTC is not enforcing its octane r
rule until the case is finally resolved. Until now, the FTC

-

337
was'not issuing any new promotional game rules as they were
awaiting a favorable Appeals decision. The staff is now
preparing a new draft of a rule to affect promotional games
for all industries which will be submitted to the Commission
-in*4-6 weeks, at which time it could be accepted, rejected,- ': '
o"rheld over. If accepted, FTC would issue new rules early
in January. Yet, a number of policy considerations within
FTC reduce the chance of such a rule. It is very expensive
to issue a new rule, and also to enforce it once enacted.
'It may find it takes more money to enforce this area than
-.
f::"the present consumer interest warrants. It is also difficult
'to show injuries. Another factor is the small size of the
FTC budget and staff, as well as a number of more important
priorities. Mr. Ernest Rosenberg is the only counsel knowledgable in drafting a rule in this area and he has other
pressing responsibilities.
In conclusion, legislatively, the bill is dead, and
administratively, the FTC won't issue new rules until January
at the earliest. Although I realize this is quite a long
• letter, I wanted you to have a full assessment of the facts
on this matter.

always-glad to be of assistance.
I -Iam
wishes.
Very truly yours,

. -

CHW/jps
Enclosure

.*

Charles H. Wilson

-Best

-.

.

-

personal
.

-
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October 17, 1973

Mr. Lee Rogers
American Holiday Association.1848 Lincoln Boulevard
'.
..

Santa.Monica, California 90404

Dear Lee:
As a follow up to my previous letter"of
September 24 regarding HR 1670 and regulation
of games of chance, I have enclosed copies of.-.'
the opinions of the district and appeals courts
in the important case in this area, National
Petroleum Refiners Association b. FTC. I trust
this information will also be helpful to you.
-

"I

&ook forward to our next visit.

wishes. ".

_'

.

Best
"_

...

Very sincerely yours,
"*

.

-,.-

--

..-.-..

CI.W/jp
Enclosures

---

-

..

Charles H.

-

_

.

..

-

-r-

Wilson

......

.

C
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FTC

c meficazt'Holiday-c.!ssociation/1848cLincolqBoulvard/antacMonia,Caljfozia90404
ei.pione 451-8522

October 2, 1973

Congressman Charles H. Wilson
15000 Aviation Blvd.
Room 2W30
Lawndale, California 90261
Dear Charlie:
Thanks for your letter of September 24. The material
proved to be very informative and you can bet we're
going to put it to good use.
I hope everything is well with you and I look forward
to seeing you at our next "garden party" the 28th of
.
net
Best personal regards,

.

Lge s

COMMITTEE HEARING
EXHIBIT NO.DL C A-
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U.6., jtpote of 33.eprescntat~bcs
.

ON POSTALFACILITIES, MAIL, AND
LABOR MANAGEMENT

,,
,SUBCOMMITTEE

OFTHE

COMMITTEE ON POSTOFFICEANDCIVIL SERVICE
Ill CANNONHOUSEOFFICE BUILDING
frad inlen, ?.C. 20515
November 6,

1975

Mr. Lee Rogers
American Holiday Association
8831 Sunset Boulevard, #200
Los Angeles, California 90069
Dear Lee:
Pursuant to our conversation

concerning the possible

changes in first and third-class rates, and the possible
changes in classifications in connection with those rates,
I think it is advisable that we meet to further discuss
these

matters as

soon

as possible.

As you know, the Postal Service has recommended rate
changes and is about' to issue a study on classification
changes.
Additionally, the Postal Rate Commission will be
issuing its study on classifications and changes and is
now working on the new rate increases requested by the
Postal Service.L Finally,
.HR. 8603 passed the House of
Representatives on October 30th with a provision that

would mandate Congressional appropriations and authorizations
of all Postal

Service

funds.

Unfortunately, I will not be able to be in California
However,
for some time due to professional obligations here.
you led me to believe in our conversation that it was
possible for you to come to Washington during the weekend
of November 21st, 22nd and 23rd.
I plan to be in Washington
on the 21st and 22nd and would be glad to meet with you then
to discuss the aforementioned matters.
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Please let me know if that would be possible so that
I can arrange my schedule to meet your needs.
Very truly yours,

George B. Gould
Staff Director
GBG:lf
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KOREAN INVESTIGATION
2

Z

--

-

-T

Monday, April 17, 1978

3

Ld

4

Z

House of Representatives,

5

Committee on Standards of

6

Official Conduct,
7

Washington, D.C.

%J'2X

The parties to the deposition met at 11:00 o'clock a.m., in
9
10
1
12
1.3

Room 2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
Present:

Representative Fenwick.

Also present:

John W. Nields, Jr., Chief Counsel; Martha

Talley, Counsel; and Harry Gossett, Investigator.
Ian D. Volner, appearing on behalf of Mr. Wilson.

14
15

Mrs. Fenwick.

Do you solemnly swear that.the testimony

16

'you will give in this deposition before this committee in the

17

matters now under consideration shall be the truth,-the
whole

i8

truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

19

Mr. Wilson.

20

Ms. Talley.

I do.
Congressman Wilson, again state your.'full

21

name for the record.

22

Mr. Wilson.

Charles H. Wilson.

23

Ms. Talley.

Mr. Wilson, you are a Member of Congress from

24
25

California, is that correct?
Mr. Wilson.

Yes.

343

12

2
3
4
5
6
7

a
9
10
14
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Ms. Talley.

Mr. Wilson, when we had a previous meeting, we

discussed sources of income.

One which you indicated was, of

344
13
1

course, your House of Representatives salary, the other was

2

honoraria from speeches.

Have you any other source of income?

3

Mr. Wilson.

Ho.

4

Ms. Talley.

What about the transfers from campaign ac-

5
6

counts?
Mr. Wilson.

Well, there were some transfers from my camWhile I have no

7

paign account one or two years, I believe.

8

records to verify it, they were intended to be reimbursements

9

for expenses that I had put out during campaign time.

10

Generally

it is not unusual for candidates for office to have money in
their pockets, cash in their pockets to give to volunteer work-

12

is
ers for their expenses, transportation or meals and it

13

generally appreciated if

14

ally, rather than from some other person associated with the
campaign.

they get it

But I wouldn't say there was any large or significant

16

amounts over a period of --

17

at the most,

18

to myself.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

from the candidate person-

I don't know --

three or four years,

where I transferred money from capaign accounts
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APPENDIX K-TRANSCRIPT OF CLOSING ARGUMENTS
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1980
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met in open session at 10:05 a.m., in room B-318 of
the Rayburn House Office Building; Hon. Charles E. Bennett, chairman of the committee, presiding.
Present: Representatives Bennett, Spence, Preyer, Livingston, Sensenbrenner, Thomas, Cheney, Hamilton (arrived 10:18 a.m.). Hollenbeck (arrived 10:15 a.m.), Stokes (arrived 10:23 a.m.), and Rahall
(arrived 10:10 a.m.)
Also present: John M. Swanner, staff director; Steven R. Wisebram,
counsel for the committee; Walter J. Bonner and Thomas A. Guidoboni, counsel to Representative Charles H. Wilson; and Representative Charles H. Wilson.

The

CHAIRMAN.

The committee will come to order.

The staff director will call the roll.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Bennett?
The CHAIRMAN. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence?
Mr. SPENCE. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hollenbeck?
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer?
Mr. PREYER. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Livingston?
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Fowler?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Thomas?
Mr. T OMAs. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Stokes?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Sensenbrenner?
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Here.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Rahall?

[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER.

Mr. CHENEY.

Mr. Cheney?

Here.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Chairman, seven members answer "present,"
five Members are absent.
The CHAIRMAN. The presence of a quorum is noted for the record,
and we will proceed.
(351)

The disciplinary hearing which commenced on March 31, 1980, is
hereby reconvened and shall proceed in accordance with the committee rules of procedure.
Respondent's attorney asked the committee to delay findings in the
Wilson matter in order that some Members who had been absent for
a short period from the hearings might be able to review the transcripts
of the part they have missed.
I want to point out that it should not be inferred from this that at
any time the committee was without a legal quorum. In fact, under
House rules, the committee could have received evidence and taken
testimony with as few as two members present.
Now, under stricter committee rules, the quorum was seven, and at
no time were there less than seven members present.
Counsel for both sides will be recognized for final arguments. Both
counsels will be afforded 20 minutes for presentation of their arguments. Counsel for the committee may elect to reserve any unused
portion of his allotted time for presentation after completion of argument by counsel for the respondent. I ask that Members of the committee not interrupt counsel during argument.
I now recognize counsel to the committee.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, before you do, might I address the
committee on a preliminary matter?
I realize that within the rules of the committee, you may move forward, a quorum being present, but since it is, in effect, argument to
the jury, and the jury does consist of 12, might I ask you to just temporarily recess so that we can get the other members of the jury here
to hear the arguments?
It does seem, according to our traditions, the correct thing to do.
Second, I would ask you to permit us, if necessary, additional time
beyond 20 minutes. It may very well be that we can make our argument in that time, but in the event it takes us a bit longer, so much
being at stake for the Congressman, I would ask yours and the committee's indulgence to permit us some additional time to complete our
argument.
The CHAIRMAN. With regard to the first request, it is denied, because
we must proceed with the rules of the House as they are, and they
can't be reconstituted to suit the provisions and desires of anyone outside of the House of Representatives.
With regard to the second point, let's proceed on the 20-minute
arrangement and at that time, if you would ask for continuation, it's
very likely to be granted, but we would like to move expeditiously on
with this matter if we can.
So we'll proceed as I originally suggested.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee.
Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to reserve any unused time.
Can I be heard by everyone?
The CHAIRMAN. I think you're being heard. How much do you want
to reserve? Whatever you need.
Mr. WISEBRAM. Any unused time, Mr. Chairman, from my 20
minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

Mr. WISBRAM. Gentlemen, the case is before you. You've seen all the
documents that have been introduced into evidence in support of each
and every count of the Statement of Alleged Violations.
You've had a chance to hear the testimony of most of the key witnesses in this 'matter; you've had a chance yourselves to question most
of the key witnesses in this matter, and you have had ample opportunity to study the transcripts of the hearings themselves.
I'd just like to briefly review that evidence with you.
Count 7 through 14 in the statement of charges: Mr. Wilson commingled campaign funds with personal funds, in violation of House
rules. The additional charge, is that Mr. Wilson converted campaign
funds to personal use, again in violation of House rules.
For a moment, let's just focus on counts 7, 8, and 9.
You have seen documented these transfers. You've seen campaign
funds transferred from the campaign account of Mr. Wilson into Mr.
Wilson's office account. From that office account, these funds were transferred on the same day or soon therafter, to repay personal loans of
Mr. Wilson to banks in California.

Now, respondent may ask you to believe these payments were merely
reimbursements, and not conversions, reimbursements of campaign expenditures. You've seen the bank loan reports introduced into evidence, which reflect the fact that these loans were for the personal expenses of Mr. Wilson.
Again, counsel for the respondent seems to stress the fact that Mr.
Wilson's signature was not on these internal bank documents. The
reason for that is very simple.
These were internal bank documents that did not require his signature. The information on these documents- was obtained for someone;. generally, it's personal information obtained from the person
receiving the loan.
Respondent would ask you to believe in this case that three different
bank officers, with two different banks in California, falsified information on an internal bank document in violation of Federal laws, and
reflected falsely that the purpose of these loans was for personal expenses when, in fact, as he claims, they were for reimbursements.
Gentlemen, this simply insults the intelligence of any reasonable
person.
Furthermore, let's look at the methods of transfers. If these transfers were meant as legitimate reimbursements, then I ask you, why
were they transferred through the office account? These funds remained in the office account for less than one day.
The answer is simple, gentlemen. There can be only one answer; it's
nothing more than an attempt to launder these funds, and to hide the
original source of these funds, the campaign coffers.
Next, gentlemen, let's look at the transfer of campaign funds into
Mr. Wilson's personal account, 'here at the Sergeant at Arms.
Count 10, if you will recall, involves transfers very similar to the
previous transfers. $3,500 in campaign funds were transferred into
Mr. Wilson's, office account. Again, on the same day these funds were
transferred out of that office account and deposited in Mr. Wilson's
personal checking account here 'at the Sergeant at Arms, in WashJngton.
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Again, gentlemen, these funds were laundered through Mr. Wilson's
office account. The reason far that, again, is very simple; it was an attempt to hide the source of these funds.
Counts 11, 12, 13, and 14 involve transfers of campaign fundsfrom
.Mr. Wilson's campaign account directly into his personal account
here at the Sergeant at Arms. The timing of these transfers, gentlemen, is very interesting. As you've seen by the evidence introduced
during the hearing, in most of these cases, Mr. Wilson's balance in his
personal checking account was extremely low. At the same time there
were large amounts of checks outstanding against his balance; he simply did not have the funds to meet those outstanding checks.
For example, you've seen a transfer take place 2 days after Mr.
Wilson wrote checks in large amounts to a racetrack in California.
Finally, gentlemen, let's look at what Mr. Wilson himself has had to
say about these reimbursements. I refer you to a document which is
marked "Committee Exhibit 17," which is in part copied in count 15
of the Statement of Alleged Violations.
When asked about reimbursements, transfers from campaign accounts, Mr. Wilson told this committee, under oath, that any reimbursements from his campaign account were for out-of-pocket expenditures for campaign expenses, and that there were no large or
significant amounts involved.
Gentlemen, we're talking here of amounts of $1,000, $3,000, $3,500,
$5,000, and $10,000.
Gentlemen, the facts are clear and convincing, that these transfers
were conversions of funds, not reimbursements, as Mr. Wilson would
have you believe.
Now gentlemen, I ask you to turn your attention to counts 5 and 6
in the Statement of Alleged Violations.
These counts charge that Mr. Wilson caused to be hire from the
clerk-hire payroll Mr. Lee Rogers and caused him to be paid a salary
not commensurate with his duties.
You heard Mr. Rogers come before you and testify that his duties
included the following: Preparing and editing the newsletter for Mr.
Wilson, advising Mr. Wilson on postal matters, and serving as a
liaison with the business community in California.
Gentlemen, you've heard Gail Armstrong, a former employees of
Mr. Wilson for approximately a 3-year period, testify before'you
that she was in charge of that newsletter and she was in charge of preparing and editing that newsletter, and that the input from the west
coast amounted to nothing more than a few photographs that were
sent in from the west coast office.
She's testified before you that she never knew Lee Rogers to be an
employee of Congressman Wilson's, and knows of no input that he
had in that newsletter during that time period.
In regard to Mr. Rogers' testimony, about serving as a liaison with
the business community, you've heard Mr. Rogemhimself testify to you
that he was an officer, a director of an organization called the Wilson
Key Committee, an organization made' up of businessmen' who
supported the Congressman, an organization which is registered in
California and, under the Federal law, as a campaign committee.
Gentlemen, I submit to you that it's clear that any duties of Mr.
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Rogers as a liaison with the business community were a result of his
position with the Wilson Key Committee, a political position.
Finally, gentlemen, let's look at Mr. Rogers' duties as a postal consultant to Mr. Wilson.
You've heard Mr. George Gould, long-time administrative aide to
Mr. Wilson, and subcommittee staff director on numerous subcommittees which Mr. Wilson chaired in the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee, testify before you that he met with and knew Mr. Rogers
only as a businessman with a vital interest in matters affecting the
postal service and his own business.
It's simply beyond belief, gentlemen, that two fellow congressional
employees, both advisors to the same Member of Congress on postal
matters, could meet and discuss postal matters and be unaware of
their common roles.
Finally, gentlemen, counts 1 through 4 charge three separate violations each of the House Rules.
The first violation is of clause 4 of the Code of Official Conduct,
which charges that Mr. Wilson received gifts, payments, from Mr.
Lee Rogers, a person with a direct interest in legislation.
Second, the charge is that Mr. Wilson received these benefits under
circumstances under which a reasonable person might conclude that
he was influenced in the performance of his governmental duties.
The third violation charges that Mr. Wilson, in so doing, reflected
discredit upon the House.
Gentlemen, Mr. Rogers' direct interest in the legislation is clear.
You've heard Mr. Rogers himself testify that his interest in postal
matters which may have been before this Congress was vital; indeed,
he was a large third-class mailer. His livelihood depended on it; you've
seen correspondence between Mr. Wilson and Mr. Rogers which reflected Mr. Rogers' direct interest in an FTC bill which would have
adversely affected his business interests and his livelihood, -and you've
seen correspondence between Mr. Gould and Mr. Rogers concerning
postal classifications, postal rates-again matters which would directly affect Mr. Rogers' livelihood.
The payments, gentlemen-we have a $5,000 check from Mr. Rogers
to Mr. Wilson in June of 1971. We have a $5,000 check from Mr.
Rogers to Mr. Wilson in June of 1972. We have a $5,000 check that
ultimately was deposited in Mr. Wilson's Sergeant at Arms account
in June of 1973, and a $500 payment in December of 1972.
Let's focus for a moment on the first two checks, gentlemen. The
first is a payment of $5,000 from Mr. Rogers to Mr. Wilson in June
of 1971. Two months later, Mr. Rogers was placed on the congressional
payroll for Mr. Wilson at a salary of approximately $12,000 a year.
The second is a check for $5,000 in June of 1972, a time at which
Mr. Rogers, of course, was an employee of Mr. Wilson's.
Now, Mr. Rogers has testified, and would have you believe, that
these payments are nothing more than loans, and indeed, the two
checks are marked "Loan."
Let's go behind them a little bit further, gentlemen. You've heard
Mr. Rogers testify that there are no written loan agreements as evidence of these loans, there's no interest charge on these loans, there's
no maturity date set for repayment of these loans. In fact, there is no

demand for repayment of these loans. There has been no repayment
, j.
of these loans.
Gentlemen, this simply does not meet any acceptable definition of
a loan. These payments were in fact payments, not loans.
Finally, gentlemen, let's see what Mr. Wilson himself had to say
about those loans, how he treated them. His financial disclosure report,
which was introduced as committee exhibit No. 6 for the year 1977,
required the disclosure of any obligation or loan owed to a single source
in amounts above $2,500-$2,500, gentlemen.
Mr. Wilson did not report any obligation to Lee Rogers; it's simply
not there. It's clear, gentlemen, that Mr. Wilson himself did not treat
these payments, and did not consider these payments to be loans.
Next, gentlemen, we have the $5,000 payment in June of 1973. This
is a check from Mr. Lee Rogers to "0. Robert Fordiani," Mr. Wilson's
district west coast representative. Mr. Rogers has testified that this
check changed hands between himself and Mr. Fordiani on the west
coast; the date of the check is June 27, 1973. Yet, gentlemen, within
2 days-2 days-this check was endorsed by Mr. Wilson and deposited
into his personal account with the Sergeant at Arms here in Washington-in 2 days, gentlemen.
I think it's apparent that the purpose of this check was as a payment to Mr. Wilson, and not a payment to Mr. Fordiani. Mr. Rogers
has attempted to explain the check by saying it was the payment for
an option to purchase a trailer park from Mr. Fordiani.
Mr. Rogers can't even tell you the name of the trailer park. He
can't even tell you its location, other than it's somewhere in northern
California, which is a very large area, northern California.
Gentlemen, we submit that any reasonable person familiar with the
circumstances of this case could reasonably conclude that Mr. Wilson
was influenced in the performance of his governmental duties by these
payments. In so doing, Mr. Wilson reflected discredit upon the House.
In the final analysis, gentlemen, what we have here is a situation
in which there are two winners; both Mr. Wilson and Mr. Rogers were
winners.
Mr. Wilson won in that he gained a ready source of needed'cash
through Mr. Rogers. Mr. Rogers was a winner; Mr. Rogers gained
influence with a Member of Congress in matters vital to his personal
livelihood. He also was reimbursed for his payments to Mr. Wilson
through the congressional payroll.
Last, as you've heard him admit to you, he gained in status, as a
congressional employee.
Gentlemen, the two losers in this matter are the American taxpayer
and this Congress. The American taxpayer reimbursed' Mr. Rogers
for his payments to Mr. Wilson, and underwrote a 4-year egotrip
for this man as a congressional employee to the tune of some $47,000.
Finally, gentlemen, this institution itself was a loser, because the
actions of this man, Mr. Wilson, have humiliated and disgraced this
body.
Gentlemen, finally, I ask that you not be misled or confused into
seeing doubts in this evidence which simply are not there. The facts
speak for themselves; contrary to the assertions of counsel for the
respondent, his decision not to present an active and vigorous defense

to these charges is not a reflection of the fact that this committee staff
has not proven its case, it's nothing more than an admission-an
admission, gentlemen-that the facts in this case are overewhelming.
It is these facts, gentlemen, which we ask you to base your decision
on today, these facts which support clearly and convincingly each and
every count in that Statement of Alleged Violations.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. At this point there are some additional members;
if you'll raise your hand, the clerk will-oh, he already has.
There are four additional members. All right.
I now recognize counsel for the respondent.
Mr. BONNFR. Mr. Chairman, I have one further request to make of
you and the gentlemen of the committee.
That is, if you would permit, please, Mr. Guidoboni and myself to
share the argument. There are some points he would like to highlight
for you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, and there are some I would like
to highlight.
Is that agreeable?
The CHAIRMAN. That's acceptable.
Mr. BoNNtY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. GUIDOBONI. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, Mr.
Wisebram.
I will address the so-called conversion counts, and Mr. Bonner will
handle and will address himself to the other counts.
Mr. Wisebram, through his witness, Mr. Chlan, presented you
gentlemen with a lot of evidence about campaign conversions, a lot of
papers, lots of checks, big charts-lots of things, and in doing this,
we submit they missed the central point of this whole thing.
He spent a lot of time talking about what Mr. Wilson spent this
money on once it went into his personal account, and Mr. Chlan, you
will recall, upon being questioned by me, admitted that if this were
indeed a reimbursement to Mr. Wilson, it was perfectly proper for
him to spend it on whatever he wanted to. That includes the racetrack, that includes the trashman, that includes everything else in
those millions of documents that they put into evidence.
The central question here is: Is this reimbursement for campaign
expenses?
Now, on these matters, as the others, the committee staff has the
burden of proof. It's their duty to come forward with the evidence.
Let's examine what they brought forth here.
First of all, I would mention, most of these transactions-in fact,
all of them-counts 7 through-I believe 11, happened in 1971, and
gentlemen, we've already submitted a motion discussing the staleness
of these charges.
We would submit to you today that it is unreasonable to ask Mr.
Wilson to come forth with documents to verify the campaign expenses more than 9 years-pardon me-8 years after those expenses
were made.
But we do have some corroboration, gentlemen, and it is in the
record.
Mr. Wilson was asked about these matters in a deposition before
this committee in 1978. At that time, whatever the question of ma-

358
teriality, it was clear-and I believe Mr. Levy said so-the focus was
on the Korean investigation, looking into other matters.
Mr. Wilson didn't say: "I never made the transfers; I don't know
anything about it."
What Mr. Wilson said was: "Yes, there were some transfers, and
now, in 1978, 1 don't have records to document it."
He didn't say: "I never had those records." And, you know, they
were reimbursements for campaign expenditures.
Now, gentlemen, they weren't looking into that at this time; they
were looking into any dealings with the Koreans. Mr. Wilson could
have said a lot of things, but he said at that time "reimbursement

for campaign expenditures." That's some corroboration, gentlemen,

I submit to you.
Now, there's a little bit more. Let's take a look at counts 12 and 13,
the Key Committee counts.
Now, the staff, through their witnesses, were very cute about that,
I would submit. Mr. Clan read from a statement filed on April 5,
1972, where the committee declared itself a political fund or campaign fund. However, the transfers took place in February and March
of 1972, and I had to bring that out in cross-examination.
But let's go a little further. It was Exhibit 12-G which was furnished to you gentlemen, a report to the State of California whichwas
filed also after the reporting deadline by the Key Committee. I didn't
put this into evidence; Mr. Wisebram put it into evidence through
Mr. Chlan. This was a committee exhibit.
Gentlemen, I ask you when you deliberate on this, to look at page
2, page No. 2 of exhibit 12-G, the California report, and lo and behold,
filed in 1972, what does it say? $1,500 paid to Charles Wilson for
travel expenses.
That was 1972, gentlemen, and he said it then. Remember count 12,
$1,500 transferred from the Key Committee to Charles Wilson, and is
it reported? Is it reported 8 years before we came in here today to
talk about it?
And turn to page 3, gentlemen; what does it say there? It says:
"Charles H. Wilson, printing," and it lists the name of the company,,
Truman Ward Printing Co., $1,500. Remember count 13, gentlemen?
Remember the $1,500 in count 13?
I submit to you, there's your $3,000 from the Key Committee,
whether it was a campaign fund or it wasn't; Mr. Wilson reported it
and reported it 8 years before we came to this hearing. And there it
is; is that corroboration?
Yes, gentlemen, we submit to you it is.
Let's turn to count 14, the only count that the Federal act required
to be reported.
Does that show-that was my recollection of respondent's exhibit
A, which you gentlemen, as I recall from my exchange with Mr.
Sensenbrenner, had seen before. In 1975, a report of the election in
1974, a $1,000 transfer from the campaign fund to Mr. Wilson.
Did he report it in 1975? You bet he did. Was there testimony to
that? There certainly was from Mr. Chlan and Mr. Murray, 1975, 5
years ago, he reported that.
You heard the testimony of Mr. Murray; it's been available to members of this committee, for the audience, to go and look at.
'
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Gentlemen, I ask you: Are you going to penalize Mr. Wilson on
these counts and the earlier counts--these three are the last three and
the only ones that came under the reporting requirements-are you
going to penalize Mr. Wilson because 9 years later he can't come up
with the actual expenses, the receipts for those things?
I submit to you, gentlemen, on the most recent counts, and the only
ones that were required to be reported, we have corroborated that they
were campaign expenditures, and those things were publicly available, if anybody had raised the question at a reasonable time.
By the way, gentlemen, the statute of limitations on the Campaign
Act is 3 years. Is Mr. Wilson entitled to rely on that for how long
he keeps his records? How long do you gentlemen save your tax
records? fHow long does anybody? This is 9 years ago. The most recent
is 5 years ago.
Now, the committee staff says to you: Mr. Wilson doesn't have any
records. Look at this: Gentlemen, we submit to you that the ones
that were required to be reported were reported, and anybody who had
come to Mr. Wilson in a reasonable period of time could have come
up with those documents and those verifications. Nine years later it is
unfair to hold it against him that he hasn't come forward with those.
We've come forward with what we can; indeed, the staff has even
submitted some documentation, surprisingly enough.
Now, gentlemen, let's look at a few other issues here. In this sort
of smokescreen of papers, did we see anything with Mr. Wilson's signature on it? Very, very little. We saw some internal bank documents;
right? They said "Personal expenses."
Gentlemen, I would direct your attention to the bank documents
dealing with the first loan, submitted in count 7, exhibit 7; it not only
said "Personal expenses," it says it's a "commercial loan." Can the
staff come forward with anybody to explain to us what those terms
of art might mean? How do we know that that loan wasn't for campaign expenditures?
I note that in 1970, when that loan was made, that was an election
year, and if those funds were used for campaign expenditures, then he
was perfectly entitled-you recall the testimony of Mr. Chlan-to use
the money when he got it back, to do whatever he wanted with it,
including paying off that loan.
And gentlemen, if there were exhibits there, if there were documents,
if there were papers which had Mr. Wilson's signature on it, which
showed that he ever said that it was for personal as opposed to campaign expenditures, why weren't they here? The committee had a year
to investigate this; they had the subpena power. It's their burden to
prove. We don't have to speculate today.
Why didn't we bring in a bank manager from California? Why
didn't the committee staff bring him in, to explain what those terms
meant? Those aren't papers signed by Mr. Wilson. We don't even know
for a fact certain that the information came directly from Mr. Wilson,.
nor do we know what those terms mean.
. That's the slim reed that the committee rests its case on, gentlemen.
Also, it shows a lot of transfers. There's no evidence whatsoever that
Mr. WiIbon ver knew that those first four loans came from his campaign funds.
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Mr. Wisebram slides nicely over that, and I note that there were no
checks introduced into evidence from the office account; that's where the
money came from to pay the loans off. If Mr. Wilson knew anything,
he knew it was from the office account.
Now, yes, it's true; we don't contest that they were transferred into
the office account, but that was in California. You recall the testimony;
Mr. Fordiani signed those things. Mr. Fordiani was in California,
How do we know that Mr. Wilson, here in Washington, D.C., had
knowledge of that? Certainly not from evidence offered by this sttf
and it is, I repeat, their burden to prove this by clear and convincing
evidence.
Now gentlemen, there are holes in this case; there are holes in counts
7 through 14, and who's responsible for those? Not the respondent in
this matter, it's not our burden to plug those holes; it's the staff's. It's
the staff who had the right to take depositions.
Isn't it strange, gentlemen, that there were no witnesses here from
California? That's where all the action took place. True, they did summon one, Mr. Fordiani, and he didn't appear, but they've known about
his problems for a long time, and there were plenty of other people
who worked out there in California, and we didn't see any of them,
gentlemen.
That's the staff's burden; they could have explained some of these
things.
Gentlemen, let's turn to the perjury or false statement count for
just a minute. There are a number of elements there that must be
considered.
First of all, we have to look at what Mr. Wilson said. If you
gentlemen reject counts 7 through 14-which you should do, you
should reject those counts and dismiss them-of course Mr. Wilson
is not guilty of count 15, because it was implicitly found that he told
the truth. But there's more than that, gentlemen. There are other
certain requirements that must be proven in order to sustain that
charge.
The count alleges that the deposition was taken before-pardon
me-that the testimony was given before the committee. Committee
rules at that time required that two members be present to constitute
the committee for taking testimony.
Now, there was only one member present, and that's clear from the
record. Mr. Wisebram will argue to you, well, it was a deposition;
well, it may be, but that's not what was alleged in the count. I didn't
draft that count; Mr. Wisebram did, and the committee approved it
At the time, also, gentlemen, the committee rules and House -Resolution 252 required that the oath be given either by the chairman of
the committee or the ranking minority member, or somebody designated by them. Now I think you can see from exhibit No. 17 that the
oath was given by, I believe, Congresswoman Fenwick.
There is no evidence in the record whatsoever that she was designated, and it's clear and I believe this committee can take notice.
that she was not the chairperson of the committee, nor was she the
ranking minority member. There must be a proper oath given, and
there's no evidence that the oath was given here.'

That is an element of that charge.
Gentlemen, materiality-let's address materiality for a moment.
There was some attempt here through Mr. Levy to explain to you
why it was material that Mr. Wilson was asked about transfers from
his campaign account.
Gentlemen, I don't quite understand Mr. Levy's testimony, certainly not clearly and convincingly. What he seemed to be saying to
me was: I was trying to track down some cash, so I had to look at
the checks. And from that we're expected to believe that, it was material to the Korean investigation. It's interesting that the rest of that
deposition was not put into evidence. It's not in the record. I'll pass
on that.
But it is clear from the first page what was the focus of that investigation, and I submit to you, they have not made that link-up with
materiality.
Finally, gentlemen, there is a question of literal truth. The Supreme
Court, in the Bronmton case, has said even if an answer is evasive or
implies something that's not true, that's not enough to sustain this
kind of conviction. Gentlemen, I would submit to you that Mr.Wilson's answer was truthful. It was certainly truthful as far as he knew
it to be; however, if you disagree with that, it was beyond question,
literally true.
Read what he said; he didn't say:
"I never made any transfers."
He said: "Sure there were transfers."
He said they were intended to be reimbursements, he didn't say
they were. He didn't say he had documentation; he said: "I don't
have it now."
Gentlemen, I submit to you, at the minimum it's literally true.
Now, gentlemen, for all of these reasons, I would submit to you
that the staff has failed to prove clearly and convincingly that these
transfers were transfers other than reimbursement for campaign expenditures, and that Mr. Wilson testified falsely under oath before
this committee, and I would ask you to dismiss counts 7 through 15.
I thank you.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, may I address you?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, I am going to talk to

you about the first six counts, but before I do I want to address a few
remarks to you.
By now, you know, and I guess the world knows, that I don't agree
with what you have been doing with Charles Wilson. I don't agree
with it because, as you well know, I've been unhappy from the very
beginning with the terrible staleness of the charges you've brought
against him, and you know by now, and I know, and hopefully they
all know, that if Charles Wilson was to be charged with Federal
crimes, a Federal Court would throw out this Statement of Alleged
Violations on its ear.
I've been unhappy with your procedures, in addition, because I
don't like the idea of you investigators, you prosecutors, and you
grand jurors sitting here as petit jurors. I don't think that that's the

American way to do things, and I think it ought to be changed, and
the sooner it is the better.
No reflection on you personally, but on this miserable procedure.
Now, having said that, let me say this: There's a lot at stake here
today. What is at stake is Charles Wilson's reputation, his honor, and
his place in this honorable House.
Now, that may not impress some of the folks seated in here who
might, over the years, have turned a bit skeptical about the workings
of the various Members of this honorable House; it might not impress
some of the folks in here who have turned even cynical about it.
But I want to tell you something: It impresses me. I'm his advocate,
and I care, and I don't want him disgraced. I don't want him humiliated, and I don't want him found guilty for acts that he has not
committed, and which your staff has absolutely failed to prove, because, as I argued to you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I'm going to
argue to you from the record, and I'm going to insist that you stay
within the record, and if you don't stay within the record, I'm going
to go to the full House of Representatives, if I'm permitted, and I'm
going to argue again from the record.
And if the House of Representatives won't listen to me I'm going
to try to go into the courts, and I'm going to argue to the record,
because I can't let you find Charles Wilson guilty of these allegations
when your staff hasn't proven them, and your staff hasn't proven
them.
Two more remarks before I turn to the record.
I don't like your procedures; I think they are unconstitutional.
I hope there's one thing that's still going here for me, though; even
though a lot of good Americans today don't really agree with what
I'm going to say, it's sad but true -Charles Wilson is entitled to the
presumption of innocence.
May I repeat that? Your fellow Congressman, this American
citizen, is entitled to the presumption of innocence. He does not
have to come in here and prove anything; you've got to prove it, and
you've got to prove it by clear and convincing evidence.
Now let's see what you've got, because what this trial is all about
isn't really campaign contributions out of one fund into anotherand God knows, Mr. Guidoboni has met those charges nicely.
What this trial is all about is whether or not Charles Wilson is
corrupt. Let's call a spade a spade: let's not play around with this
thing any more. That's what it's about. Was he bought? Was he
bought
Lee Rogers?
those six charges are about. That's
what thebywhole
damned That's
thing iswhat
about.
And if you didn't prove that you haven't proven anything, and yoU
ought to have the courage to go back there, even though you sat as
investigators and you had certain ideas about this case, Working with
the staff all the time, and sitting as prosecutors and sitting as grand
jurors-you ought to have the guts to go back there' and vote him not
guilty, and I'm now going to tell you why you ought to, because this
isn't innuendo, this isn't inference;'this is just plain record.
And here's what the record says, coming from your witness, for
whom you got the grant of immunity, with whom you spent-in committee or subcommittee-hours and hours and hours. We got, a tran-
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script that thick from the time he spent with you. He spent an hour and
a quarter with me. That's all I got from him.
But here's what I got, and here's what you got, on the record.
Page 161. This is Bonner, question:
And it is a fact, is it not, sir, that your 'able Counsel, Mr. Madigan, has informed you that no matter what you tell this committee today, in terms of
any possible wrongdoing on your part, you cannot be prosecuted for that unless
you lie before the committee today.
Isn't that a fact?
Answer: That's a fact.
Now, then, you are under oath before this committee, aren't you?
Yes, sir.

The CxAIVAN. Your 20 minutes are up; how much more time
do you need?
Mr. BoxwER. 20 more, sir. It's an awful lot at stake here, Mr. Chairman; it's his whole career.
The CHAuRUAN. I'll allow you 10, and you can ask again when
you've exhausted 10.
Mr. BONNER. Thank you.
Yes, sir.
And are you well aware that the only way you can get in any trouble today
at all is if you lie to this committee? Isn't that so?
That is so.
All right. Under your oath before Almighty God, sir, did you ever give any
money to Charles Wilson to * * *-

and I am referring now to the language of this Statement of Alleged
Violations* * * to influence the performance of his governmental duties, sir?
Absolutely not.
You swear before God that is the truth?
Absolutely not.
Did you ever lend him any money to

****

and I quote* ! * influence the performance of his governmental duties?

Absolutely not.
Did you ever give him anything at any time to influence him?
Absolutely not.
And it's your sworn testimony before Almighty God today?
Yes, sir.
And you know that the only thing you can be prosecuted for is perjury today;
is that not correct, under this order of immunity?
Yes, sir.

Now, Lee Rogers may not be a perfect man; it may be that he
wanted to serve the Congressman, because it's kind of nice to serve a
Congressman. This House is loaded with people who like to serve
Congressmen. They are on your staffs-your personal ones and on
your committee staffs-Rogers is really no different than them in his
desire to be part of the great historical process that you take part in

every day of your lives in this House.
Mr. Fowler asked him, on page 169 of the transcript:

"Why did you go on the payroll?"
Mr. Rogers said:
"Well, I have a great admiration for the Congressman; he's a tough, out-

spoken man. We saw eye to eye on many, many things. I probably made overtures that I would like to join his staff as a consultant, and back in 1971 I did.
I was asked to come aboard. He-

364
and the word doesn't make sense-"imlight"-we have a little error
there-"* * * as a consultant."

And on page 170, Mr. Fowler:
Tell me again why you wanted to leave your business and be on the congressional payroll?
Mr. ROGERS. I didn't leave my business. I was still just as active in my own
personal business after I was on the payroll as I was before I was on the payroll,
I would say that there was some degree of personal sacrifice, but not a lot.

And then we have this testimony from Mr. Rogers, Bonner questioning:
Is it fair to say, Mr. Rogers, that you're a man of considerable means
financially?
I guess that's fair to say, yes.
Is it fair to say that yuu are a multimillionaire?
Well, if you're getting Time Magazine, that's what you'll see.
Now, Congressman Wilson has not been pressed by you for a payment of these
loans; is that correct?
That's correct.
Have you lent money to any other people who haven't paid you?
Yes; I have.
Have you pressed them for repayment?
No; I haven't.
Have you sued any of them?
No; I haven't.
Why not? Have you sued the Congressman?
No; I haven't.
Why not?
There's not much there to sue him.
Well, let's get right down to it; since he hasn't repaid you, even though it's not
your style to sue, would you lend him any more money, meaning since he hasn't
repaid you
Answer: I don't think I would. No.

Now, that was picked up on by, I believe, Mr. Thomas, who, at'page
183 of the transcript, asked this question:
Mr. Rogers, I believe you indicated to Counsel that you had made loans to
other individuals similar to the one that you made to the Congressman; that's,
loans with no other supporting documents, with no interest, no maturity date.
Is that historical practice, that you had made them in the past, or do you continue to make them today?
Mr. ROGERS. About three weeks ago, I just made a loan to a Lewis Green; in
the past I've loaned money to Dick Greenberg, Ernie Herman, Kenny Spalding.
That's all from memory; there could be more.
Mr. THOMAS. Did any of these individuals ever pay back any of these loans?
Mr. ROGERS. The only person that paid any loan back was Dick Greenberg.
Mr. THOMAS. Any portion of any loans paid back?
Mr. ROGERS. None of the ones that I just mentioned.

On page 189 of the record, Mr. Fowler comes to grips with it. He
says, says Mr. Fowler:
Well, I'm not trying to trap him into any legal special relationships. The
truth of the matter is that you, an extremely successful businessman; to make an
extra $1,000 a month didn't mean anything to you, but the reason that you
wanted on the payroll was the status that you thought incurred to you as a businessman because of that affiliation with the congressional office, isn't it?
Mr. ROGERS. That's a fair statement, yes.

How many people around here, gentlemen, are on your staff, come
close to you day by day, here or in your district-never mind those
who serve on the general staffs of the many committees-for the very
same reasons?
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Is that corruption? Is that corruption? What has that got to do
with him? What has that got to do with being bought? The man has
sworn under oath, uncontradicted, with no evidence to the contrary,
that he did not lend him money to influence his votes, that he did not
give him money to influence his vote; that he never gave him anything

at any time to influence his votes.
That's all you've got in this record. There is no evidence to the
contrary whatsoever.
Now, on page 192 of this same record, this set of questions was asked

by Mr. Hamilton:
Mr. HAMILTON. I am not clear just how much time you put in for Mr. Wilson
when you were on his payroll. How much time in a given month would you work
for Mr. Wilson?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, that's a question that keeps coming up and I Just can't
speculate on that; I really don't know.
Mr. HAMILTON. Well, I mean, would it be 10 percent of your time, or would it be
50 percent of your time? Or would it be a couple of phone calls a day, or could
you give us some idea here?
You're getting paid $1,000 a month, $250 a week; surely you did something
and you have some recollection?
Mr. ROGERS. The time varied. It could be days, or I would put in many, many
hours, although there were days when I would put in no hours.
Mr. HAMILTON. And over the course of a month, how much time would you
put in?
Mr. ROGERS. Over the course of a month I-over the course of 1971 to 1974, I
think everybody got their money's worth.
Mr. HAMILTON. So you considered it fair compensation?
Mr. ROGERS. I considered it fair. I wouldn't do that for anybody else.
Mr. HAMILTON. And you think Mr. Wilson got a pretty good deal out of it? Is
that it, in the amount of time you put in?
Mr. ROGERS. I don't know about Mr. Wilson, but I know, for example-just for
example, the presort-that the post office does now, it probably saved millions and
millions and millions of dollars, and I am sure it gets mail delivered faster and
better.

And in his testimony he explained to you that 'this was his concept
while he was working for this Congressman, namely that for 12,000
miserable dollars per year, you bought an idea that he claims, and no
one has controverted in this record, has saved the taxpayers millions
upon millions of dollars per year.
I wasn't as clear about that as I might have been, so I went on and
I asked him some questions, but before I did, Mr. Hamilton asked him

some more important questions.
Did you ever talk to Mr. Wilson about postal legislation?
Mr. ROGERS. Well, as I said before, I talked to Mr. Wilson about having the
hearing and what we did. I also alerted him to something that proved to be quite
scandalous, where the Detroit Mail Handling Center and the Chicago Bulk Mail
Handling Center had equipment that was just literally chewing up and destroying
a large percentage of the packages that they were processing.
I brought it to his attention and the Congressman later did something about
that.
Mr. HAMILTON. So on a number of occasions, one of which you cited, you did
encourage him to act in a certain way with regard to his duties as a Congressman?
Mr. ROGERS. I feel very instrumental; yes, sir.
Did you ask him to do that on many occasions?
Well, those were the two things that -are of any moment that I can remember
right now.
Mr. HAMILTON. And if I understand your testimony, there is (absolutely no
relationship in your mind between these rather large sums of money which you
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loaned him and your request that he act in -a certain way with regard to postal
legislation?

The CHAIRMAN. Your additional 10 minutes are up. We will allow
you another 10 minutes. I believe that counsel for the other side should
be allowed an equal amount of time.
Mr. BoNNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman [continuing].
"Mr. ROGERS. Absolutely none whatsoever."
Uncontradicted answer of your witness in this record. I wanted
clarification; I said to him:
Something you said interested me, Mr. Rogers. You just spoke of the great
cities of Detroit and Chicago having some sort of mail equipment which would
literally chew up packages.
What was that you were referring to?
Answer. There were two bulk 'mail handling centers in question; one was in
Detroit, and one was in Chicago, and it was a source of continuing problems to
people in the industry, because they knew that the equipment there was damaging a high percentage of the packages.
Question. These were packages destined for members of the public?
Answer. These were packages that were bought and paid for by the consumer.
Question. And therefore, when you brought it to the Congressman's attention,
did you feel that it was something that would benefit just you, or the public in
general, if you stopped packages from being chewed up by lousy mailing equipment in Detroit and Chicago?
Answer. Well, obviously it benefits.

Question. Well, I don't know if it's obvious to the committee, so let me hear it
from you under oath.
Do you think it was benefitting Lee Rogers or the general public if you brought
to the Congressman's attention the fact that it was rotten equipment in those
cities tearing up packages destined for the general public.

Answer, under his oath: "I thought it would benefit the public a
great deal."
Uncontradicted in the record. And then we heard from another
one of your witnesses, Mr. Gould. Mr. Gould, an expert in postal legislation, testifying regarding first and third-class mailusers, areas that
were of interest to Mr. Rogers; Gould testified that first-class mail,
one of the two types utilized 'by Rogers in his business, had never been
subject to "phasing," to rates, and in fact, was exempted by statute.
Further, according to Mr. Gould, third-class mail, the other,classification utilized by Rogers, had never received any money for "phasing," and that Mr. Wilson had never, never attempted to secure such
funds.

Moreover, the only time that the issue ever came to the floor of the
House, guess what Charles Wilson, who was corrupted, did? He voted
it down.
Uncontradicted in the record, from your witness; uncontradicted.
And then, we had Mr. Eli Davidson Minton appear, the General Counsel of the Postal Committee.
Well, let's see what he had to say.

Bonner asking the question to this gentleman, again under oath:

In the entire period that you have dealt with Congressman Wilson in your
various capacities in the Senate and the House on matters involving postal
legislation, have you ever known him to try to influence, let's say first-class mail
as opposed to second-class mail, as opposed to third-class mail, as opposed to
fourth-class mail?
And let me add to the question, to influence for a private interest, for a particular group or a particular person?
Mr. MINTON, * * *
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A question back to me:
A particular user of the mail?
Yes, sir.
Mr. MINTON. No. I have not. Well, let me amend that.

Said Mr. Minton, under oath.
Mr. Wilson and other Members of the Committee have voted for legislation
which would -have the overall impact of changing the methods of fixing postal
rates for all classes of mail, which in my opinion as an expert in the field, is to
the general benefit of the postal system, and the public, and all mail-users.
Mr. BONNER. And is it fair to say that in the time that you have been associated with Congressman Wilson, from the period 1962 to date, you have only
known him as along with other Congressmen with whom you have associated
on postal committees, to try to influence legislation for the public good in general, as opposed to some private interest of a given person?
Mr. MINTON.-

Under oath, uncontradicated in the recordYes. And I would add-'

Says heif I may, that he has impressed me as having a better understanding of postal
legislation than some other Members of Congress, and has advocated positions
which strongly represent the public interest generally."

Uncontradicated in the record. This is a case which started, and
should end, on what it's really all about. And what it's really all about
is whether or not my client-who has served this House well for almost
18 years-in the opinion of his constituents, and who has been deprived of what I think are proper procedures in this House, under the
Constitution, and who is entitled to and insists that you recognize that
under American law, he is entitled to the presumption of innocence
and that the burden is solely that of your staff to prove him guilty by
clear and convincing evidence-under this sworn testimony from these
witnesses, uncontradicted, can be found by you to be guilty of
corruption.
Can anyone be serious about this, on such a record?
That man is innocent of these charges. I don't care where this investigation started, and I don't care how it continued, and I don't care
what notions you once had in your head, because you certainly had
them; you're human beings and you're thinking creatures, and you
had some ideas about this when you first walked in here for this hearing, and I will not hear the contrary, because that's reality.
But by God Almighty, he is an American citizen, this is--thank
God-not Nazi Germany, it is not the Soviet Union; the State doesn't
just sit here in some mock trial and put on its case with the resultsall
decided, please God.
He stands here under American law, presumptively innocent, and I
say again, your staff has had the burden, by clear and convincing
evidence, to prove to you what is the heart and soul of this set of
charges; namely, that this Congressman was corrupted by a man
named Lee Rogers in order to influence legislation.
Well, you've heard it from your witness, Rogers, and you've heard
it from your witness Gould, and you've heard it from a neutral witness
I called, who is the General Counsel of your Postal Committee, and
who has had relationships with him for 18 years, and there's nobody
who says he's corrupt.
On the contrary, they have sworn before Almighty God that this
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Congressman works for the general good and for the general interest
of the people of the United States when it comes down to matters of
postal legislation. No wonder the people of California, in his district,
for 18 years have sent him back here.
These charges have not been proved; I want you to find him not
guilty on each and every count, and to the extent that you can still do
it, I want you to restore to him his good name.

The

CHAIRMAN.

Counsel to the committee?

Mr. WiSEBRAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Members of the committee, I'm afraid I have no selective readings
from the record for you today. I emphasize the word "selective"; the
record is before you, you've had it for several days now. You've had
a chance to read it, an opportunity to examine it and study it.
I'd just briefly like to address a few points.
Mr. Guidoboni places a great deal of emphasis on the document
marked "Committee Exhibit 7-C." He points out the fact that this
document has written on it "commercial loan," and somehow this
p roved that the loan which is represented by this document was not
or personal expenses.
I ask you to read that line, right after where it says "commercial
loan;" it states simply and plainly: "For the purpose of personal
expenses."
And at the bottom of that document is a signature, gentlemen. The
next signature is "Charles H. Wilson." That's committee exhibit 7-C.
Second, Mr. Bonner seems to emphasize the fact that Mr. Rogers
gave Mr. Wilson advice on bulk mail matters and somehow thinks this
is indicative of Mr. Rogers' public-spirited service.
He did not read to you a question I asked Mr. Rogers on redirect.
That question was:
"Were you a direct mailer?"
And Mr. Rogers testified:
"Yes, indeed."
He himself is a bulk mailer--excuse me; not a direct mailer, but a
bulk mailer himself.
Gentlemen, in closing, I ask that you not be misled or confused by
legal theatrics, stage emotionalism or hollow threats, but base your decision simply on the facts. And gentlemen, I submit to you that the
facts are there, and that each and every count has been proven clearly
and convincingly.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the committee rule on-prouedure No. 17,
the committee will now consider each count of the Statement of Alleged
Violations, and vote whether or not each count has been proved by a
clear and convincing standard of proof.
I will now entertain a motion to go into executive session for these
purposes.
Mr. SPENC E. Mr. Chairman, pursuant to Rule XI(2) (k) (5) and
2
(g) (2) (B), I move that we go into executive session for today and
1 subsequent day.
The CHAIMAN. Counsel will please remain. I'll tell you when to
leave.
Mr. BONNER. I'm not going to leave, Mr. Chairman. I just am ig-,
norant of the procedure at this point. May I make an Iq,- -.y.2i.r
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That is, when you go into executive session, which I daresay you now
will, are you traditionally in such a -matter joined by the staff, who
has acted as prosecutors,'or will you go into session alone? I would
ask respectfully that the staff be excluded from your deliberations.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, traditionally, in the course of the proceedings
which we like to follow, at this point no one will be here except the
members of the committee, and the staff personnel-not the counsel to
the committee.
It is without impropriety that we could call either you or the other
attorney in if we wanted to do so, but I'll notify you if we do.

Mr.

BONNER.

May I make one more request?

If you decide for some reason to call in staff counsel, then I most
respectfully urge you to call Mr. Guidoboni and myself as well.
The CHAIRMAN. I'll exert my own discretion at that point, if you
don't mind.

Mr. BONNER. Of course. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. John, will you call the roll?
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Bennett?
The CHAIRMAN. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence ?
Mr. SPENCE. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton?
Mr. HAMUILTON. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hollenbeck?
Mr. HOLLENBECK. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer?
Mr. PREYER. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Livingston.
Mr. LrviNGSTON. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Fowler.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr, Thomas?
Mr. THOMAS. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Stokes.
Mr. STOKES. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Sensenbrenner?
Mr. S NSENBRENNER. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Rahall.
Mr. RAHALL. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER.

Mr. CHENEY.

Mr. Cheney.

Aye.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Chairman, 11 members voted "aye"; 1 member
absent, not voting.
The CHAIRMAN. Before we actually clear the room, I did want to
say, as I did before when the question arose, that I will notify you of
any attorney we decide to call in from either side.
I would think it might be a good idea to set a tentative hour for
coming back, if it's agreeable with the committee, at 2 o'clock this
afternoon. In the meantime, that will allow the counsel and anybody else to go to wherever they want to go, and so as far as the executive session is concerned, we hope we'll be able to conclude by that
time, and we will come back in at 2 o'clock.
So everybody now leave the room, except for Mr. Swanner.
[Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m. the committee went into executive
session.]
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Committee On Standards Of Official Conduct
In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON

RESPONDENT'S SUBMISSION ON RECOMMENDED SANCTION
Introduction
On April 16,

1980, following the receipt of evidence, review

of the record and oral argument of counsel, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct voted to dismiss seven counts of a
Statement of Alleged Violations against Mr. Wilson, while sustaining five additional counts and portions of three other
1/
counts.
At that time, counsel for Mr. Wilson were granted
leave to address in writing what sanction, if any, the Committee
should recommend to the House of Representatives with respect to
those counts of the Statement of Alleged Violations which the
Committee found to have been proved'

See Committee Rule of

Procedure 16(f).
House of Representatives Rule X, clause 4(e) (1) and Committee Rule of Procedure 17 authorize the Committee to recommend
to the House such action as the Committee may deem appropriate
under the circumstances.

Possible recommendations for sanction

are specified in Committee Rule of Procedure 17(b)(1).

The

Committee may also recommend the imposition of no sanction.

In

the Matter of Representative Robert L. F. Sikes, H.R. Rep.
No. 1364, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. at 4-5 (1976).

Counsel submit that

the latter recommendation is the only appropriate choice under
the facts and circumstances of the instant case.
l/

The Committee rejected as not proved, allegations in
Counts One, Two and Three, which stated that Mr. Wilson
received payments "under circumstances which might be
construed by reasonable persons as influencing the performance of his official duties."
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The Nature and Age of the Violations
In considering the appropriateness of a sanction against Mr.
Wilson, it is of primary importance to recognize exactly what
substantive misconduct he has been found to have committed and of
what charges he has been exonerated.

Counts One through Three

state that on three occasions in 1971 and 1972, Mr. Wilson
accepted "gifts" from Lee Rogers, a person having "a direct
interest in legislation" in violation of Clause 4 of the Code of
Official Conduct.

Counts Seven through Eleven state that on five

occasions, all in 1971, Mr. Wilson "converted" campaign funds to
his personal use and failed to keep campaign funds separate from
personal funds in violation of Clause 6 of the Code of Official
Conduct.

On the other hand, the Committee overwhelmingly

rejected allegations that Mr. Wilson was corruptly influenced in
2/
the performance of his official duty,- that he "kicked back"
money to Lee Rogers by paying him at a rate not commensurate with
3/
and that he perjured himself in a deposition before
his duties,
4/
The Committee also rejected all
a Member of this Committee.
-campaign fund conversion counts which were reported to state or
5/
Thus, not only were the most serious
federal authorities.allegations dismissed, but not one count remains alleging facts
more recent than December 11, 1972, a full seven years before the
Statement of Alleged Violations was voted.
2/

Portions of Counts One, Two, Three.

Count Four which con-

tained similar allegations was rejected in its entirety.
3/

Counts Five and Six.

4/

Count Fifteen.

5/

Counts Twelve, Thirteen and Fourteen.
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The pattern of these Committee findings is extremely relevant
to the fairness of imposing any sanction, for two reasons.

First,

those allegations which were rejected were far more serious than
If proved, they would have called for a

those sustained.
sanction.

See Committee Rule of Procedure 17(c)(3).

Second, the

age of those allegations deemed "proved" is profoundly material
to the Committee's decision to impose some sanction or no
sanction.
Even prior to the return of the Statement of Alleged
Violations, counsel for Mr. Wilson sought, and this Committee
refused, to dismiss the oldest charges against Mr. Wilson.

Yet

these are the only charges which were sustained against him.
What has perhaps been lost in the arguments over the applicability
of the statute of limitations, laches and fundamental fairness
under the Constitution is the basic difficulty of defending
against such overly stale claims.

Limitations of actions,

whether criminal, civil, legal or equitable, are not mere
technicalities.

They are intended to "promote justice by pre-

venting surprises through the revival of claims that have been
allowed to slumber until evidence has been lost, memories have
faded and witnesses have disappeared."

Order of Railroad

Telegraphers v. REA, 321 U.S. 342, 348-349

(1944).

The above-quoted passage is a nearly perfect description of
Mr. Wilson's case.

Perhaps the best illustration of his in-

ability to properly defend can be seen in Counts Seven through
Fourteen, the so-called conversions.

Prior to April 5, 1972,

there were virtually no reporting requirements for the expenditure
of campaign funds.

Subsequently, these matters were required to
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be reported in detail to state and federal authorities.

Mr.

Wilson did report the transfers which were the subject of Counts
Twelve, Thirteen and Fourteen, and documentation to that effect
was introduced into evidence (Comm. Ex. No. 12(g); Respondent's
Ex. A).

The Committee voted to acquit Mr. Wilson on these

Counts.
By comparison, Mr. Wilson did not have hard documentation
for the transfers which took place in 1971.

There is a document,

however, a copy of which is attached to this submission as
Exhibit 1, which certainly suggests that the $10,000 loan which
was the subject of Count Seven was a loan made for campaign
expenses.

Pursuant to discovery, this document was obtained from

the Committee's files of subpoenaed bank records.

The date of

the postmark, July 13, 1970, and the Committee stamp number
"038717" further suggest that it relates to the loan which was
the subject of Count Seven. In addition, there is handwritten on
the document the following:
120 day
$10 m
campaign and operating expenses.
Since the term of the loan in Count Seven was 120 days for
$10,000, this document suggests that some if not all of the
proceeds of that loan were to be used for campaign expenses.

If

that is the case, then under the House Rules, Mr. Wilson would
have been entitled to pay off the loan from campaign funds.
Due to the passage of time, however, counsel for Mr. Wilson
were unable to verify or authenticate this document and,
therefore, they were unable to offer it into evidence.

It is

offered today, however, as an example of the prejudice suffered
by Mr. Wilson as a result of the age of the charges sustained,
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and to illustrate why it would be inappropriate to recommend
any sanction on the basis of these Counts.
Similar examples can be found throughout the testimony
presented at the hearing.

One illustration is provided by the

absence of Mr. Robert Fordiani.
October, 1978.

He has been seriously ill since

Yet it was Mr. Fordiani who negotiated the trans-

actions which were the subject of Counts

Seven through Eleven.

Another example is found in Mr. Rogers' inability to recall any
details about the payments which were the subject of Counts One,
Two and Three (all seven years of age or older).

Thus, it is

fundamentally unfair to penalize Mr. Wilson under such circumstances, when the very witnesses who could have supported him
were unable to do so because of the serious time gap between the
events making up these counts and the time of the Disciplinary
Hearing.
The nature and age of the counts sustained against Mr.
Wilson supports a recommendation of no sanction for another
reason.

Mr. Wilson was found to have transgressed two substantive

provisions of the Code of Official Conduct Clause 6, in 1971 and
Clause 4, in 1971 and 1972.

Yet, neither of these provisions was

authoritatively and specifically construed until the issuance of
the Advisory Opinions of the Select Committee on Ethics in
1977.
For instance, in 1971 and 1972, Clause 4 of the Code of
Official Conduct prohibited the acceptance of "gifts of substantial value from a person with . direct interest in legislation."

See Comm. Ex. No. 5.

However, until the issuance of

Advisory Opinion No. 7 in 1977, it was not clear that the term
"gift" would include a loan which bore no interest.

The only

evidence at the disciplinary hearing was that the payments set
forth in Counts One and Two were loans, albeit bearing no interest.

It is simply unfair to punish Mr. Wilson in 1980 for his failure
to predict in 1971 and 1972 that loans which failed to specify
interest would later be considered "gifts."
nized that as a matter of California law:

It should-be recog"Whenever a loan of

money is made, it is presumed to be made upon interest, unless it
is otherwise expressly stipulated at the time in writing."
CAL. CIVIL CODE §1914 (Deering 1972).
6/
has been in effect since 1874.

The text of this statute

A similar problem arises with regard to the definition of
the terms "substantial value" and "direct interest in legislation"
used in Clause 4.

The Select Committee in 1977 stated as

follows:
However, the term "direct interest in
legislation" was neither defined nor
discussed in the legislative history
surrounding Rule XLIII, and Clause 4,
itself was essentially unenforceable
because of the totally subjective nature
of the term "substantial value." Advisory
Opinion No. 10, 95th Cong. (May 11, 1977).
Considerations of this nature led the House to enact a
limitation of this Committee's investigative power, in the nature
of an ex post facto clause.

Thus, H.R. Rule X, Clause 4(e) (2)(C)

provides in pertinent part:
No investigation shall be undertaken
by the committee of any alleged
violation of a law, rule, regulation,
or standard of conduct not in effect
at the time of the alleged violation.
H.R. Rule X, Cl. 4(e)(2)(C).
This Rule is similar to the Constitutional prohibition against ex
post facto laws, U.S. Const., art. I, S 9, cl. 3, and both are
based upon the same fundamental principle-- "the notion that
persons have a right to fair warning of that conduct which will
6/

It is not simply unfair to punish Mr. Wilson under Counts
One, Two and Three. It is jinus t to find the Counts "proved"
when there is no evidence to support a finding that the
monies constituted "gifts." The evidence and applicable law
only support a finding that the monies were what Congressman
Wilson claimed them to be:
loans.
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give rise to
188, 192

.

.

(1977).

penalties."

Marks v. United States, 430 U.S.
"Fair warning" does not

(Emphasis supplied.)

consist of the bringing of charges against Mr. Wilson after a
lapse of at least seven years.

While both the House Rule and the

Constitutional prohibition speak only to the enactment of
legislation, the Courts have held that the same principle (of
"fair warning") prohibits punishment under a law whose scope is
enlarged by subsequent interpretation, Rabe v. Washington, 405
U.S. 313 (1972).

This Committee should reach a similar conclusion

and recommend no sanction against Mr. Wilson since Clause 2 of
the Code of Official Conduct enjoins Members of House to adhere
to both the "spirit and the letter" of H.R. Rule X, Clause
4(e) (2) (C).
The Individual
Charles H. Wilson was born in Utah in 1917, and has lived in
Southwest Los Angeles since 1922.

Mr. Wilson served in the

United States Army from June, 1942, to December, 1945, rising to
the rank of Battalion Sergeant Major.

On completion of his ser-

vice he received an Honorable Discharge.

He is the father of

four sons and, having been once widowed, remarried in 1975.
Mr. Wilson was elected to the California State Assembly,
first taking office in January, 1955.

In 1962 he was initially

elected to the United States House of Representatives and has
been re-elected eight times since.

Mr. Wilson has served well on

his Committees including the Armed Services Committee and the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.
In 1978, this Committee recommended that Mr. Wilson be
reprimanded for his failure to report a wedding present from
Tongsun Park.
(1978).

H.R. Rep. No. 95-1745, 95th Cong., 2d Sess.

Mr. Wilson accepted that sanction from the full House,
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in the hope that he, and the other members of this body, could
benefit from it.
1978).

124 Cong. Rec. H12,821-23 (daily ed. October 13,

His conduct since that time is not in issue, nor is his

conduct at any time since 1972.

Despite the length of this

investigation, which had its roots in the prior one, despite the
time and money expended by the Committee and despite the leaks
to press and reams of adverse publicity, Mr. Wilson has continued
7/
He
to serve his constituents and his country honorably.should not be further humiliated by the imposition of a sanction
for conduct as ancient as that described in the counts which the
Committee has deemed "proved."
For the foregoing reasons, the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct should recommend to the House of Representatives
that no sanction be imposed against Mr. Wilson.

/.2/

mitted,

Respectfully

Walt rJ. Bonner

Thomas A. Guidoboni
BONNER, THOMPSON, O'CONNELL,
GAYNES & MIDDLEKAUFF
900 17th Street, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 452-1300
Counsel for Charles H. Wilson
9/

When asked during the Disciplinary Hearing if he had ever
known Mr. Wilson to try to influence legislation for any
"private interests" or for "a particular group or a particular
person" Mr. Eli Davidson Minton, Chief of Staff of the
House Post Office and Civil Service Committee, who has
known Mr. Wilson professionally for 18 years, answered,
"No, I have not." Mr. Minton then said, "And I would add,
if I may, that he has impressed me as having a better
understanding of postal legislation than some other members
of Congress and has advocated positions which strongly
represent thepublic interest generally." Tr. 242.
(Emphasis appled?
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct

In The Matter Of
CHARLES H. WILSON

RECOMMENDATION OF COMMITTEE
COUNSEL PURSUANT TO COMMITTEE
RULE OF PROCEDURE 16 (f)
Introduction
On April 16, 1980, the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
(the Committee), adjudged Representative Charles H. Wilson of California
guilty on eight counts of a fifteen count Statement of Alleged Violations.
Included in these counts were three violations of House Rule XLIII,
clauses 1 and 4, and five violations of House Rule XLIII, clause 6.
The Committee found that the evidence introduced at the disciplinary
hearing proved by at least a clear and convincing standard that
Representative Wilson had improperly accepted a total of $10,500 from
a person with a direct interest in legislation, and, in doing so,
reflected discredit on the House of Representatives.
Additionally, the Committee found that the evidence, by at least a
clear and convincing standard, proved Representative Wilson improperly
commingled campaign funds with personal funds and converted $24,961.11
in campaign funds to personal use.
Committee Rule of Procedure 16(f) provides that phase two of a
disciplinary hearing shall consist of oral and/or written submission by
counsel for the Committee and counsel for respondent as to the sanction
the Committee should recommend to the House respecting any count of a
Statement of Alleged Violations found to have been proved.
Committee counsel submits the following in accordance with the
provisions of Committee Rule 16(f) and with the understanding that there
will be no oral arguments on this matter pursuant to the wishes of counsel
for the respondent.
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The Sanctioning Function
The primary purpose of the Committee, the one which renders its
existence essential, is the protection of the institution, the United
States House of Representatives.
Punishment of a Member for misconduct, in and of itself, is a
secondary purpose and a means by which the primary purpose is achieved.
Therefore, with this primary purpose as its goal, the House of
Representatives has mandated this Committee to consider the conduct
of fellow Members in cases of alleged misconduct and recommend
appropriate sanctions in order to protect the institution.

Past Sanctions
No discussion of an appropriate sanction can be complete without a
brief review of past practices by the House in sanctioning its Members.
During its existence the House has censured 18 Members and one
Delegate.

All but two of the instances of censure occurred during the

19th century, 13 Members being censured between 1864 and 1875.
Seven cases of censure involved use of unparliamentary language;
two involved conspiracy to assault and assault upon another Member;
two involved utterance of treasonable language; two involved insults
to the House by the introduction of offensive resolutions; and six
involved corrupt acts. /
Four reprimands have been voted by the House 2_/and three Members
have been expelled. 3/

1/ House of Representatives Exclusion, Censure and Expulsion Cases,
93rd Cong., 1st Sess., (1973), and; In The Matter of Representative
Charles C. Diggs, Jr., H.Rept. No. 96-351, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. (1979).
2/ In The Matter of a Complaint Against
Sess. (1976). Robert L. F. Sikes,
2d. Representative
H. Rept. No. 94-1364, 94th Cong.,
In The Matter of Representative Edward R. Roybal, H. Rept. No. 95-1743,
95th Cong., 2d. Sess. (1978).
In The Matter of Representative John J. McFall, H. Rept. No. 95-1742,
95th Cong., 2d. Sess. (1978).
In The Matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson, H. Rept. No. 95-1741,
95th Cong., 2d. Sess. (1978).
3/ House of Representatives Exclusion, Censure and Expulsion Cases, supra.
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The first reprimand was voted on a recommendation by this Committee
in the Sikes case.

Representative Sikes was found to have failed to

report certain holdings pursuant to House Financial Disclosure Rules.
Representative Edward Roybal was reprimanded by the House, contrary
to a censure recommendation by this Committee, in 1978, for making a
false statement to the Committee.

Representative Charles H. Wilson of

California was also reprimanded in 1978 for making a false statement to
this Committee.
Finally, Representative John McFall was reprimanded in 1978 for
failure to properly report a campaign contribution.
Expulsion resolutions have passed the House by the constitutionally
required 2/3 vote in only three instances.

All three cases, occurring

in 1861, involved Members joining the Confederacy.
However, careful review of House Precedents, reveals no support for
the position that expulsion is proper only in cases of treason.
As discussed above, the sanction of censure has been voted to cover
a wide variety of offenses.

It should be noted, however, that in two

instances involving corrupt actions, resolutions of expulsion would have
been considered had the Members not already resigned from the House.
The Diggs censure, this Committee's most recent case involving
a sanction recommendation, bears careful comparison with the matter
at hand.
Representative Diggs was censured for misuse of clerk-hire funds,
an offense more readily comparable to the conversion of campaign funds
to personal use, but far less serious than acceptance of money from a
person with a direct interest in legislation.
Neither the misuse of clerk-hire funds, nor the conversion of
campaign funds directly places a Member in a position of actual or
potential compromise of his duty to act in the public interest, as does
the acceptance of money from a person with a direct interest in legislation,
It should also be noted that Representative Diggs was censured only
after he admitted the violations, agreed to repay the amounts by which
he had benefitted, and offered a written apology to the House.
None of these factors are present in the case at hand.

Recommendation
Each of the eight counts sustained by the Committee represents a
serious violation of the applicable House Rules.
Indeed, each standing alone, as a separate offense, warrants at
the very least a censure and fine to recapture the monetary benefits
realized through these improper activities.
However, there is no logical way to view each count as a separate
offense in terms of recommending a sanction.

The sanction must be

appropriate to cover the totality of the circumstances.
Moreover, the argument that the age of the violations should be
a mitigating factor in any recommendation of a sanction is absolutely
without merit.
The Committee has continually ruled that no statute of limitations
is applicable to House Rules and it has been shown that no similar
limitations exist on comparable proceedings such as bar disciplinary
proceedings.
Finally, there is simply no way to avoid the unpleasant fact
that Representative Wilson has been proven to have committed these
most serious violations.
Thus, in light of the most serious nature of these multiple offenses
committed by Representative Wilson, particularly when viewed in relation
to the violations and circumstances of Mr. Diggs' case, and the
Committee's recommendation in that matter, it is clear that at the very
least, the matter at hand demands a censure, and fine to offset the
amounts by which Representative Wilson was personally enriched.
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INTRODUCTION
On May 29, 1980 on the House floor, the chairman of the House

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct called up a privileged

resolution (H. Re& 660) in the matter of Representative Charles H.
Wilson and asked for its immediate consideration.
A motion to postpone further consideration of House Resolution
660 until June 10, 1980, was offered by Mr. Rousselot. The motion to
postpone was rejected, whereupon the House proceeded to consider
the resolution.
During debate, Representative William Thomas made reference to
1970 campaign reports filed by Representative Charles H. Wilson
pursuant to California State law, that were not introduced in evidence during the disciplinary hearing in the Wilson case. The argument was made that bringing into the debate, material that had not
been raised in the hearing, put Representative Wilson at a disadvantage, whereupon a motion to reconsider the Rousselot motion to postpone to a day certain was agreed to. Upon reconsideration the motion
to postpone to a day certain (June 10,1980) was agreed to.
The chairman of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct called a committee meeting for 9:30 a.m., June 5, 1980 for the
purpose of considering the material referred to by Representative
Thomas in the May 29 debate.
In a May 30, 1980, letter to Representative Wilson and his counsel,
the chairman notified them of the June 5 meeting, and offered to receive from them "any objection, comments, or additional proof on
the new evidence submitted by Representative William M. Thomas
on the House floor May 29th."
The transcript of that portion of the June 5, meeting of the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct relevant to the Wilson
matter follows.

THURSDAY,

COMMITTEE

JUNE 5, 1980

HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES)
ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:50 a.m., in room B-318,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Charles E. Bennett (chairman)
presiding.
Present: Representatives Bennett, Stokes, Rahall, Spence, Hollenbeck, Livingston, Thomas, and Cheney.
Also present: Walter J. Bonner and Thomas A. Guidoboni, counsel for Mr. Wilson. John M. Swanner, Staff Director.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
As we all know, the House voted last Thursday, May 29, to postpone
further consideration of House Resolution 660 until June 10, 1980.
The argument was made that remarks delivered by Representative
Thomas referring to California State campaign reports had not been
offered in evidence during the disciplinary hearings and thus put Representative Wilson at a disadvantage in defending himself on the
House floor that day. Therefore, the Rousselot motion to postpone until
June 10 was agreed to.
I called today's meeting. for the purpose of allowing Representative
Thomas to bring to the committee's attention the documents he referred to on the House floor last week. We are interested in learning:
(1) precisely what these documents are and what they contain, (2) how
they relate to the matter before us and, of course, what the respondent
may wish to say in this matter.
I recognize Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, subsequent to the publishing of the committee report in the matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson, 1
obtained copies of the candidate's campaign statements required to be
filed by Mr. Wilson pursuant to California law in effect during 197071. Copies of these reports were in the committee evidence files, but
were not introduced by, committee counsel at the disciplinary hearing.
I understand that Mr. Wilson's counsel chose not to make copies of
these documents at the time they were given access to the committee
evidence files pursuant to discovery.-

.Further, I understand that on May 29, 1980, on the floor of the
House, Representative Livingston personally furnished copies of the
statements to Mr. Wilson and that on May 30, 1980, Mr. Wilson's
counsel received copies from the committee. I have here copies of these
documents: for both the primary and the general election held during
19.70. Affixd to each is a certificate from March Fong"Eu, Secretary

of State of California, certifying that these are full, true and correct
copies.

Mr. Chairman, I request these documents be received bythe committee and made a part of the record of these proceedings.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any objection?

Mr. TIOMAS. If I may continue, Mr. Chairman, I believe that these
documents have substantial probative value.
Mr. SWANNER. Does counsel have an objection?

Mr.

GTIDOBONT.

Yes, I would like to voic9 an objection, sir, if I

might.
The CHAIRMAN. Unless you want to talk further before the objee,
tion. Is there something else you want to say?
All right.
Mr. GUIDOBONI. The objection is based on the following. The ncmmittee held a full hearing. We were present, With Mr. Wil"sonL T e
hearing was concluded on the first of April. 'There were closi'igr ,
ments. The committee issued a report. The matter was presented tqthe
floor. This evidence was available. I believe Mr. Wisebram hs4 "the
option of offering this or not. We had the option of defending or t,
It was not offered. We did not defend. At some point there has got
finality in this matter, and as I read the rules of the committee, this
committee, the conclusions of this committee and the recommend,
tions as to Mr. Wilson had to be based 6n e7dence offered at the hearing, and I would commend tI the cotmitte's attention Rule 16 in
particular, which reads:

At a disciplinary hearing the burden of proof rests on the
staff with respect to each count to establish the facts alleged
therein clearly and convincingly by the evidence that.it, ,
introduces.
And, gentlemen, this evidence was not introduced at that time, and
we would object to its introduction now at this time before this, committee, because we believe that the hearings and the proceedings are
closed, and it is especially telling that it was available, that counsel for
the committee and the committee did have staff counselmade a tactical
decision, for whatever reason.
Mr. Wisebram is not here today so I can't question his reasons,'but
he did have it available. He made a decision not to use it. It was not
used. Now I think that is sufficient to state the grounds of the objection.
If the committee has questions or anything, I will try to respond to
them.
''
The CHAIRMAN. I think this goes to the inherent prlocedural matter
which is before us. Basically, theauthority'of Congress to discipline
Members rests upon the Constitution. A procedure has been set up for
this committee to operate to bring evidence before the Congressm, but as
I read the Constitution, and as I read what has been doneb Stitute,
I believe that a new matter can be brought to the floor. I Ub6live it
could have been disposed of on the floor the other day, and we e6rnid
have gone to final'action. I don't believe any of the statutes justify the
position that new evidence can't be brought to the!floor. It cbuld
that the House would do as it did, come to the conclusion that the
matter should be postponed to allow response to the new 'terial dblie
on the floor. But as I understand the constitutional situation wehaive
before us, and the statutory provisions which I doubt could make th'9e6
constitutional provisions, it is perfectly proper to admit into the record
at this time this particular material.
Now, from a practical standpoint, the material was already offered
on the floor of the House, and I suggested on the floor of the House

that the matter be stricken, and that we not consider it. The House
apparently felt that that was impossible for them to do, and that a
more proper thing to do would be to have the committee allow an opportunity for objections and counter information, if necessary.
In view of that, it seems to me if we are going to have a termination
of a case of this type, that the proper procedure to follow is to do
what I notified counsel would be allowed, which was to offer this information in evidence. In my opinion, it is already in evidence because
it has been before the floor of the House, and allow the respondent any
way he wants to, so unless there is some objection from some member
of the committee, I would intend to allow Mr. Thomas to put this material in the record.
I see no way of wiping it out, when you consider the action that the
House has taken. Now, if you were, strictly speaking, in a court procedure or a jury procedure, it could have been wiped out, but the House
apparently turned its back on that procedure, and I think the House
has a right to do what it wants to do on this matter under the Constitution. I think there is no statute that prohibits or prescribes a different procedure. So unless there is some objection by some member of
the committee to the introduction of this evidence, it will be allowed in
at this time.
Mr. SToKEs. Mr. Chairman, prior to any vote being taken in this

matter, I would like to hear from counsel for the respondent. I am quite
familiar with newly discovered evidence being the grounds or the
basis for a new trial for someone who has been found guilty. I have
never, nor do I know of any procedures under law, where those in the
category of being prosecutorial have some newly discovered evidence
that gives them the right to have a new hearing.
The rules clearly provide for the production of evidence at hearings,
et cetera. There is nothing in the rules that provides for additional
evidence to be submitted after the verdict. Here you have had a hearing. You have had the jury meet here and decided, made findings, then
recommended punishment to the House. It went to the House, and
then after all the procedures provided for under the rules of the House,
up comes newly discovered evidence by those who had every opportunity to present their evidence during the disciplinary hearing, and
I would really like to hear from counsel for the respondent.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman yield to me before counsel
responds?
Mr. STox .s. Yes, I would.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. It seems to me that it is the function of this body
to make recommendations to the House on Members who have been
charged with violating the integrity of the House. Now, that is a
pretty loose proposition, but if you want to play by the rules, and it
seems to me that no rules should exclude new evidence which shows
categorically that one of the charges that we brought a.s inst the particular member may be verified or proved, but Rule 20 of the rules of
the committee provides:
"Any evidence that is relevant and probative shall be admissible in any hearing of the Committee" and I submit
this is a hearing of the committee, "unless the evidence is
privileged or unless the Constitution otherwise requires its
exclusion."
63-606 0

Now, this documentary evidence is not privileged. The Constitupio,
in no way compels its exclusion, and it seems to me that the chairmit

is absolutely right in admitting it at this time.
Mr.

STOKES.

Well, Rule 20 to which you refer, which says, "Any v

dence that is relevant and probative shall be admissible in any br.
ing of the Committee"-we were not in any hearing of the commte
when this evidence was introduced on the floor of the House.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. We are in a committee now.
Mr. STOKS. The co mittee had had its hearing. Let's refer back
Rule 16 (a) which says this:
A disciplinary hearing respecting a violation charged in
a Statement of Alleged Violation shall be held to receive
evidence upon which to base findings of fact and recommendations, if any, to the House respecting such violation. A
disciplinary hearing shall consist of two phases. The first
phase shall be for the purpose of determining whether or not
the counts in the Statement have been proved. The second-.,
phase shall be for the purpose of determining what action to,
recommend to the House with respect to any count found to
have been proved.
Now, I don't find anything in here that provides for a third pha.
If you have got some third phase here to refer to, I would be hapiy
to have that evidence.
Mr. LIviNGSTON. The point is that I see no reason for its exclusioii:
This is probative evidence. This is evidence bearing on the degr.
of proof or the guilt or innocence, if you will, of the Member befo
this committee, and barring any showing that any hearing of the co.
mittee excludes this hearing, I think that there is no reason why this
matter should not go in the record.
I regret that it didn't go in the record in the first place, but in ihy
opinion it is directly bearing on the substance of some of the counts
before the committee. We have had no final ruling. We will have ito
final ruling until the House voices its judgment when we go before
the House on June 10, 1 think the date is.
Mr. STOKES. Would the gentleman tell me what is to prevent us when

we go back to the floor, someone else coming up with some new evidence, and what do we do? Come back here and have another he
1C
then?
Mr. LIvINGSTON. Quite frankly, if the gentleman from Califoi
Mr. Wilson, came forward with some evidence to show that he was
innocent, I would be delighted to admit it on the floor.
Mr. STOKES. If that is the basis upon which the gentleman is proceeding, then that defies everything that I know about due process of
law, and that is precisely what counsel said when this case began.
You are talking about a situation where you have just-said the respondent is to come here and prove he is innocent rather tdan for you
as a committe member and the staff to prove his guilt.
It defies everything that this procedure is all about.
Mr. LIviNGSTON. We have had a full hearing. Mr. Wilson has been
entitled to introduce evidence in his behalf to show that the charges
are unwarranted. He has not come forward with any such evidence

He has had an opportunity in the hearing that we have already had in
the full House. He would have an opportunity today. He would have
an opportunity again in the full House on June 10.
Now, if he is innocent, I am the first one to want to see him go free,
but these documents in my opinion categorically show that he has got
problems, and I think they are probative and I think the full House
should have the benefit of those documents.
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I renew my request to hear from counsel for respondent.
Mr. BONNER. May I, Mr. Chairman?
Of course, I agree with the position as put forth by Mr. Stokes.
It is really unheard of to reopen prosecutions and to come forward
with what has been described by the chairman and the other gentleman as newly discovered evidence, but the reality here is that it is
totally inappropriate and totally unfair to do so.
There really does come a point at which the committee should call
enough to this.
Putting that aside, the reality is that this is not newly discovered
evidence. The evidence was before you through your staff and through
your counsel, and you didn't use it. You didn't admit it. Under any
stretch of the imagination, under any stretch of any rules of evidence,
it is too late. There is nothing "newly discovered" about it. You all
knew about it. You had a full hearing here, presented your evidence,
made your findings of guilt and innocence and assessed recommendations as to penalty. Now today, we hear this described as "newly discovered evidence." "Newly discovered evidence" is certainly not evideuce that lies in the hands of the committee during the entire time
that-the hearing on phase I took place, never mind the hearing on
phase II. So with all due respect, Mr. Chairman, to you and the committee, J vigorously object to the admission of this so-called newly
discovered evidence at this time for the reasons that it is, first of all,
not "newly discovered evidence," and second, it is completely inappropriate, and I think completely unfair to reopen these proceedings.
You have assessed guilt and you have assessed innocence' and you have
assessed what the penalty should be. Now you have asked us to try to
come forward at this late date and to meet this old evidence which the
committee, in what I must take is its wisdom, along with its staff and
counsel, chose not to make use of during the time of the phase I and
phase II proceeding.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the counsel has quoted me as saying that I
thought it was newly discovered evidence. If I used that phrase, it certainly wasn't done with a thoughtful choice of words, and I don't
think I used it. It is instead newly offered evidence. I don't think people who have argued for or against the introduction of this evidence
really listened very carefully to What I said.
We have a Constitution. The Constitution says that the House can
discipline its Members. It can discipline its Members in any way it
wants to under that constitutional provision, and in accordance with
it. It has seen fit to create a committee to bring forth these matters to
the House in a procedural process which is as near as possible to what
we can accomplish to be absolutely fair in all instances, but it has not

precluded the House doing this on the floor without ever going to this
committee. As a matter of fact, it was only the motion to table which
prevented Mr. Diggs' matter from being handled immediately on the
floor earlier this year or last year, whenever it was, on the floor of the
House.
The Parliamentarian ruled that this information couldn't be stricken, as I understand it, when it came to the floor of the House. That is
exactly as I conceive it.
In other words, someone could bring, if you can get recognized, a
matter to the floor of the House and entirely bypass this committee
under the Constitution, and you couldn't pass a constitutional law in
my opinion that would prohibit it, so it is basically there and we are
with the situation where new evidence could be offered on the floor of
the House.
It was already offered. I made the suggestion that it ought to be
stricken and we forget about it, but the House didn't want to do that,
and it wanted us to have this hearing, to give a chance to the respondent to answer.
We ought not to be caught up in a lot of technicalities which prevent
this Congress from moving ahead, particularly when the Constitution
has spoken. The Constitution has spoken. It says that we, that the
House, has a responsibility to pass ultimately on these matters, and
it would not allow this committee to find a Member of the House guilty
of anything.
All we do is recommend to the House and the House acts, and that is
the basis upon which this reads and stands.
I don't think it is even necessary for Mr. Thomas to offer this infor
mation because it is already there, and other information could come
to the floor of the House the same way. It could be a very complicated
procedure if we had new evidence offered on the floor and either side
wanted to object and go back to hearing, but there is no way to
evade it.
It is in the Constitution. We can't change it by statute, so that is
what the legal situation is.
Now, objection has been heard by counsel. Objection has been heard
by members of the committee, and unless there is further discussion I
think we should vote on it.
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. STOKES. First, it would seem to me that the evidence would be
better categorized as left out evidence rather than newly discovered
or discovered.

The
Mr.

The

CHAIRMAN. I never used that phrase.
STOKES. Well, the term has been used.
CHAIRMAN. I said newly offered.
STOKES. I would say that is just my

Mr.
term; it would be better
characterized as being left out evidence.
The CHAIRMAN. If you want to use that, I think that is the same
thing as newly offered.
Mr. STOKES. May I, Mr. Chairman, pose a question to Mr. Thomas
with reference to his offered evidence?
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Before I vote on it, I would like to have some clear and intelligent
reason for the admission of the evidence.
In light of the fact that the committee has met and deliberated very
carefully on this matter and we arrived at a verdict, and made recommendations to the House, and included recommendations relative
to punishment, I would like to know the precise reason for his now
offering this evidence.
Is it for us to recommend a more harsh form of punishment? Is it
to buttress what he feels was a very weak verdict arrived at by the
committee?
I would really like to know his rationale for it.
Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SToKEs. Certainly I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you.
My rationale is simply this: I felt that there was clear and convincing evidence to support the counts that I voted in favor of and that
this committee agreed to.
In discussing the matter with members on the floor, many of them
lawyers, they were indicating that although it was clear and convincing that there were perhaps some gaps which made it less clear and
convincing even though it still tipped the scales toward clear and convincing, in additional discussions with some members I found that they
were not going to agree with the committee based upon the arguments
that were made about the gaps.
One of the gaps dealt with counts seven and eight.
In trying to understand my colleague's arguments, and I think it is
valuable to try to liut yourself in the other person's shoes, having sat
through these hearings, I felt there wasn't any gap, but in listening to
their arguments, trying to get around on their side of it, I understood their argument.
I didn't agree with it, but I understood it, and in an attempt then
to try to meet their argument, I began examining the documents. I
had no knowledge that the committee had these documents in their
possession. I went through the Federal documents and they didn't
extend to that period that was in question, 1970, in the manner that
I thought was appropriate, given the language of the statement that
had to be filed. I
I discovered that the California documents did, and with respect
to the California documents, I did not know that the committee already had them in their possession. They were never presented to the
committee, and I thought it was information that was not already
available.
Subsequently I have found out that in fact the committee staff
had that information, and, decided not to present it, for whatever
reason I do not know, but in examining these documents I believe that
they had substantial probative value.
I thought they corroborated the earlier findings of the committee
on counts 7 and 8 of the Statement of Alleged Violations.
On both documents Mr. Wilson states that he has listed all moneys
paid, loaned, contributed or otherwise furnished to him directly or
indirectly in aid of his election. He lists no loans on these documents.

On both documents Mr. Wilson states that the amount, cbntrigeu
by himself toward his campaign expenses, and he lists the amomi, as
none.,
The committee will recall that the loans repaid from campaign. fun&
were made on July 31, 1970; that was count No. 7, and August1, 1697,0
count No. 8.
Yet these loans were not reported on the California filing, nor is
there a campaign contribution by Mr. Wilson that might have been
funded by these loans, and when you examine these statements, I think
it is worth noting that the statement for the primary election shows
receipts of $13,140 and expenditures of $12,218.22, for net, surplus
of $921.78.
The statement for the general election shows receipts of $15,5654and
expenditures of $16,337.12. That is a deficit of $772.12 for the general
campaign but when you combine the primary and the general campaign in terms-of funding, there is a surplus of $149.66, so on its fto
campaign expenses were adequately covered by reported income zn
the California forms, and the $15,000 that was borrowed and :subsequently paid back by campaign moneys, there is no need-for that money
and there was no evidence on that report that the money was either
loaned or contributed for expenses to cover that money. That was a gap
that they were complaining about.
I found something to plug that gap under the California reports
that had not been presented to the committee, and once I found, out
that information, I didn't know exactly what to do with it. I 'found it
out the night before, the day that the matter of Charles H. Wilson was
before the House, and I could not ignore that information, and, so I
...
I
1 1 :
presented it on the floor.
I subsequently found out that the committee, staff had it, thatit was
available to the counsel for the defense, and that it was not al that
new and novel.
However, I still feel that, based upon what is in these two documents,
it is substantial. It is probative and it corroborates -counts-seven ind
eight to the extent that a colleague from California; Mr. MeCloskey,
who had earlier planned on taking the floor to aigne against thefcommittee's position on counts seven and eight, subsequently reversedhibiself after looking at this evidence and indicated that he wasnow
supporting the committee position on seven and eight.
The CHAIRMAN. Any further discussion ?
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman.

The

CHAIRMAN.

Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENCE. If I might just submit one bit of reasoning, I would be
content to let the House decide the matter based entir-ely 'on the record
with no debate on either side, but I don't believe that is what is envisioned by the procedure that we go through with.
The House, the way I look at it, decides on the matter based on the
record that we submit, and argument pro and con from anyone On
the floor who wants to submit it.
I don't see how, for instance, if someohe on the committee had information in furtherance of the-allegations or in defense of them,
I don't see how anyone could object to those members offering that

information. Otherwise we have no reason to even go through all this
2 hours of debate and what-have-you, and with the possibility of new
ideas being raised that weren't presented in the record or new evidence
or already discovered evidence, whatever you want to call it, I think
that the House considers our record and recommendations as just one
of the things that they rely on as a basis for the final decision, and
I don't know whether that is new information or not I might offer,
but at least it is different.
The CHAIRMAN. Do you want to be recognized now or do you want
to wait until we come back from the rollcall?
Mr. SToKEs. It is up to the Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. It might be better and less tense if we go now and
come back when we can. As soon as there is a quorum present, we will
come back into session.
[Recess taken.]
The
Cemta n. The committee will
come back into session.
Mr. Stokes was asking to be recognized.
Mr. STOsS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr Chairman firstly, I want to express my appreciation to the gentleman from California, Mr. Thomas, for his candidness in response
to the question that I had posed to him, and I appreciate his reasons
for the action that he did take, but, Mr. Chairman, I am concerned
about what I think amounts to fundamental due process and fairness.
We are confronted, it seems to me, with this situation. A committee
properly designated by this Congress to hear matters related to ethical
conduct or nonethical conduct with members sat in judgment of that
Member, heard all the evidence produced by its own staff in a disciplinary hearing, then earnestly and conscientiously sat as jurors
together, and all of us know that we sat here and deliberated on this
entire matter, and after full and open disclosure and discussion among
us, we then voted upon that evidence.
We excluded some counts. We found the respondent guilty of other
charges, but it was done in a very serious vein, and it was done conscientiously, I believe.
After that, we sat in the same room, and we then discussed over a
long period of time the punishment that ought to be meted out to one
of our colleagues. Then we met again and we went over the report,
and all of the matters relating to the report that was going to be submitted to the full House.
We had discussion and changes with reference to that. Then we
even had additional views submitted and dissenting views, et cetera.,
so we went through the entire process that is provided for under our
rules of procedure.
Then we find a very unusual situation coming about that defies
everything that I know about the judicial process. We find a member
of the committee who voted for a verdict of guilty on ti ese charges
going to the floor, and in discussion and dialogue with his colleagues
himself feeling then that there are gaps in the evidence, and that there
is a need to buttress the evidence that was submitted to the House, and
submitted to this committee, in order to try and convince others that
the evidence proved before this committee was clear and convincing
evidence.

Now, this is sort of like a juror, feeling that in discussion witljjs
fellow jurors, having some jurors express -doubt,as to whetherfihe

evidence has been proved by clear and convincing evidence, then goifg
out on his own, securing evidence to bring back to, the jury room aad
submit, in order to try and prove his point; only this even' defies thf
situation because we are past the jury stage. We are past the stageit
which the judge would be meting out some type of a sentence.1
It seems to me as one who voted against count seven, one who did At
feel that the evidence was clear and convincing, that that evidence was
not even presented to me to convince me. It was presented to others in
the House who had expressed the same kind of doubt arid conci nI
did when I voted against this count having been proved by clear and
convincing evidence.
It seems to me that if we have a good case it ought to stand on, its
merits. We ought not have to run about as individual members of this
committee, trying to find some evidence to convince others. You
should be able to convince others based upon what convinced you, and
if you can't, then it ought to fail on its merits.
That is the judicial process, but it seems to me that. we ought not
be in the process of saying the evidence we brought to the floornisjls
than clear and convincing, and therefore I must go around and get
some more evidence, and that is all you can make of this, becatisp by
your own admission you were trying to clear up the gaps for members
who had to vote on this matter, and it seems to me that is wrong fimdamentally, basically.
If this case couldn't stand on everything that was presented to us,
and everything we spent all those hours working on, then it ought to
fail. I think it is wrong, and I am not going to vote to admit this evidence into the record.
Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. STOKES. Certainly I will be delighted to yield.
Mr. THOMAS. Perhaps in his stress on eloquence, he did not speak
my position. I did not say I thought there were gaps in the, evidence.
I did not say I didn't think there was clear and convincing evidence
that was in the report.
I think if every Member of the House sat through the committee
hearings that I sat through a vast majority of the Members of the
House would vote that it was clear and convincing evidence, that the
vote on this committee was a pretty good reflection I think on what
will happen in the House.
Two Members thought it was not clear and convincing evidence. A
vast majority of the Members did.
I said that I thought it was clear and convincing evidence, but
there are many members who simply do not have the time nor the inclination to thumb through a document as vast as this, examine each
piece of evidence, relate it to the other pieces of evidence which then
presents the picture clearly and convincingly that Mr. Wilson was
guilty of counts seven and eight. In atempting to put together what
I knew from the evidence, it was apparent that it was difficult for
many Members to do that, hence the apparent gap.
When I found out about this information, contained in a single document that wraps up many different points that were made in this

testimony, it seemed to me appropriate to present it to them, to show
beyond any shadow of a doubt that you don't have to thumb through
this document; you don't have to read it; you don't have to read five,
six, or seven different pieces of evidence.
On one sheet of paper Mr. Wilson said there were no loans, that it
was above and beyond anything else that is in this document, and that
is why I said fellow, here is something that is easy to understand. You
don't have to read all of it.
I never said that I didn't think it was clear and convincing. I never
said I thought there was a gap in the evidence. It was simply a cleaner
way to present it to many busy members on the floor who did not have
the time to read the entire document.
Mr. SPENCE.. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. STOKES. If I have the time, I will be delighted to yield to the

gentleman.
Mr.

SPENCE.

I was just wondering. Would this present problems to

the gentleman from Ohio since he objected previously, saying that the
evidence was not clear and convincing, based on the record, would this
additional information cause you to change your mind and say that it
was now convincing, clear and convincing evidence, and are you worried about that?
Mr. STOKES. Well, I haven't considered it from that viewpoint. I

don't get to the document because of the basic unfairness of the manner
in which the document was presented.
The CHIRPnAN. We do have a vote coming up on the floor and I

think perhaps we are in a position now to vote. I am not sure that the
Chair couldn't rule contrary to the vote, and I reserve that possibility
because it really gets down to whether or not you admit it before the
committee or whether it is before the House already, and the Parliamentarian has already ruled it is before the House because he didn't
make a point of order against it being put in.

I believe my memory serves me correctly, such a point of order was
raised, but all those in favor of admitting this in evidence answer yea
and contrary if you are opposed to it.
The Clerk will call the roll.
Mr. SwANNER. Mr. Bennett.
Mr. BENNETT. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence.
Mr. SPENCE. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hollenbeck.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Livingston.
Mr. LVINGSTON. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Fowler.

[No response.]

Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. Aye.
Mr. SWAN-ER. Mr. Stokes.
Mr. STOKES. No.
Mr. SWANNER.
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Mr.

SWANNER.

[No response.]
Mr.

SWANNER.

Mr. Sensenbrenner.
Mr. Rahall.

Mr. RAHALL. No.

Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Cheney.
Mr. CHEi.Y.

Aye.

Mr. Chairman, five members answer aye, two members vote no, five members absent not voting.
The CHAIRMAN. For purposes of making the record crystal clear at
this point, as chairman of the committee I rule it is in evidence before,
the committee on my own, as chairman of the committee. That is sup',
ported by the vote that was taken, but it is not necessarily relying upon
that, the truth being that it is already before the House anyway.
Whether it is before the committee or not is really not of that great
significance, but this committee now does have a responsibility, which
is a very serious one, of listening to any observations, counter ideas or
whatever you might want to have on the part of the respondent and
I suggest we go vote. That will give them a little time to collect their
views on the matter and we will be back here as soon as we have voted,
which ought to be within the next 5 or 10 minutes.
[The information follows:]
Mr.

SWANNER.
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CANDIDATE'S CAMPAIGN STATEMENT

F IL E

(For Primkry Elections)
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That all moneys paid, loaned, contributed, or otherwise furnished to me, directly or indirectly, in aid
of my election and the names of Al persons or organizations having paid, loaned, contributed or
otherwise furnished such moneys and the specific purposes (if any) for which such moneys were
contributed or loaned were, to the best of my knowledge and belief, a follows:

Receipts
ROMVHOM OXWHATsouaCt aavI

Neh&. A.t4-,

Chaplin E. Collins
Mr. & Ms. C.E. Kykser
V.

50.00
250.00

"

500.00

n
t

100.1)
__

.Tr.

David J. Ruggles

100.00
500.00
50.00
50.00

Fred Edwards
F. Robert Koatoch
Donald L. eLtZke
X.L. C.,I4,

General
"
_n__nn_

Anthony V. Martuarno

S

25.00
300.00
15XV

4f
4...h4p tmM_

Robert J. Clark

I....

Veosmr

AMOUNT

$
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C.A. Cordial
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Leo N. Harvey
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Archie Ginn
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H.J. Earth
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Amount Received
Amount Contributed by Candidate
TotalAmonnt Received
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All moneys contributed or expended, directly or indirectly, by myself or thr uoh any other person,
in aid of my election, and the names of all person or'oranizaions to whom such moneys were contributed or paid, and the purpose and specific nature of each item, were to the best of my knowledge
and belief, as follows:
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AMOUNT

PROMWHOM OR WHAT SOURCE RECEIVED

Edward A. Shay
N.C. Cotton

$

500.00
25.00

Northrop Good Citizenship Committee

500.00

Edgar Richards

200.00

Hugh M. Brand

500.00

William L. Clark
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Robert M. Powell
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R. Lee Higley
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Jerry D. Ward
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Arthur J. Montgomery
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Savings Association Political Education
Comittee
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CANDIDATE'S CAMPAIGN STATEMENT
(For General or Special Elections)
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That all moneys paid, loaned, contributed, or otherwise furnished to me, directly or indirectly, in aid
of my election and the names of all persons or organizations having paid, loaned, contributed or
otherwise furnished such moneys and the specific purposes (if any) for which such moneys were
contributed or loaned were, to the best of my knowledge and belief, as follows:

Receipts
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Amount Received
Amount Contributed by Candidate
Total Amount Received
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All moneys contributed or expended, directly or indirectly, by mysel or through any other person,
in aid of my election, and the name of all persons or organizations to whom such moneys were Contr'buted or paid, and the purpose and specific nature of each item, were to the bes of my knowledge
and belief, a follows:
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FROM WHOM OR WHAT SOURCE RECEIVED

Committee on Political Education, AFL-CIO
Mr. Jess Larson
Mr. Edward Cooper
United Steelworkers of America Pol. Action Fund
Dr. Alvin Shrader
Jay C. Miller
Douglas Aircraft Co.- Good Citizens Program
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee
Santo J. Turano
F. Rigdon Currie
Robert E. Powell
David Weisz
Robert C. Jackson
Frank G. Jameson
John Jazina
N.J. Korth
Charles E. Hunter
Jack Gilbert
Martin R. Kinsler
Harlan A. McCarty
William A. Martin
Stuart Snyder
Francis A. Zylius
Robert E. Olsen
John M. Schramek
David J. Ruggles
Kerme D. Anderson
Richard R. Johnson
C.R. Kazebee
F.M. Ralston
R. Deane Aylesworth
John M. Richardson
Francis J. Morin
E. Richard Cohen
Minot B. Dodson
Melvin J. Sergeant
Sidney L. Hasin
Robert F. Nease
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RECEIPTS
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John Gottlieb
California Labor COPE
George D. Smith
Otis Lamont Frost, Jr.
Eugene Bullock
Allen J. Garretson
Patrick S. Portway
P.W. Prick
Laborers' Political Leae of California
R.C. Chase
Morton E. Olshan
Mrs. Elisabeth Condon
Leo M. Harvey
Wells Fargo Good Government Committee
Robert W. Berry
North Inglewood Democratic Club
Frank H. Afton
Dist. 2 MEBA Vol. Pol. Activity Donation
Seafarers Pol. Activity Donation
R. Roy Hedberg
Robert H. Denniger
Raymond A. Maile
H.T. Warren
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[Recess taken.]

The ChAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
At this time I am going to recognize the attorney for Mr._Wilson,
Mr. Bonner, or Mr. Guidoboni. I wrote Mr. Wilson and Mr. Bonner on
May 30:
This is to notify you that the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct will meet at 9:30 a.m., Thursday,
June 5, 1980, to allow you to present any objections, comments, or additional proof on the new evidence submitted by
Representative William M. Thomas on the House Floor May
29.
Or any other material you might want to submit at this time will
"I
be in order. Mr. Bonner or Mr. Guidoboni.
Mr. GUIDOBONi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement to
make for the record. Let's start off by saying we do have some evidence. We choose not to introduce it. We agree with Mr. Stokes. W6
believe it is completely inappropriate at this point. Having saidthatl,
I would like to proceed with some comments. As I read the chairman's
letter, that would be appropriate. There is a phrase here, Mr. Chairman, for what has happened in this case.

The

CHAIRMAN.

I couldn't hear that.

Mr. GUIDoBoNI. I am sorry. There is a phrase here for what has
happened in this case. In my practice we call it sandbagging, sir, and
let me tell you a little bit about what that means. It has got to do with
the prejudice to Mr. Wilson, which was not fully discussed here Certain members of this committee on the floor and in their dear colleague
letters, some of which I have seen, and some of which have been i%
printed in the Congressional Record, among other things, have taken
the position that Mr. Wilson did not have a full defense, because certain documents, no evidence was put in, he only chose to call an abbreviated number of witnesses. I would state that that decision was made
based on the evidence that was introduced at the time, in our view,
as to what we needed to deal with, and I believe the committee will
recall in its report at page 219, this is the committee's official report,
and this I might say is not new evidence or newly discovered. Mr.
Bonner's remark, "But in light of the evidence that has been presented
by the staff, it is my view that defense should rest."
Now, Mr. Wilson acceded to that view, not willingly. That was also
put in the record. At this point I believe a statement was made on the
House floor we can't unring a bell. We can't unring that decision either,
sir. That, decision was made based on what was there then. Perhaps if
this had come forward at that time, we would have had some evidence
to offer. We might have made a different decision. We might have
called another witness. We can't do anything about that, but the members of this committee have taken the position that that was a sign of
the inability to defend, and now we have another member of this
committee coming in with new evidence, newly discovered, newly
proposed, whatever, and saying: You know, here is something else
that proves it conclusively. It is not fair to Mr. Wilson.
Second, it has been said also, and I mentioned this before, that a
bell cannot be unrung. This was said on the floor, this evidence that

Mr. Thomas brought forth. Indeed, he submitted it to Mr. MeCloskey,
as I understand his remarks. Mr. McCloskey reached a conclusion
without any opportunity to hear from Mr. Wilson's side. That is exactly the point we were complaining about, taken over, shown to Mr.
McCloskey in iome sort of ex part way, I don't know, and all of a
sudden, according to what Mr. Thomas tells me, he changed his mind.
No ability to produce a defense, no rebuttal from our side, no nothing.
This is unfair.
Now, remarks have been made today and previously in this committee that the only constitutional guarantee or governing procedure
is article 1, section 5, I believe, disciplining of members. I would say
to the committee that procedure is really the heart of the law, and if
there is no procedure it is a lawless thing, and that is what has been
going on hem
I would like to make a couple of other points very briefly, and then
I think I will conclude. Mr. Thomas has submitted these documents.
I do this reluctantly, I might add, because I don't know who is going
to come up with some more evidence on the floor again and whether we
are fin-ally, finally done now, and every time it seems that we try to
srgue from the evidence that is put into the record and draw an inference, somebody comes up with a new document to rebut another
inference. That is all we are talking about here.
Let me draw some inferences from what Mr. Thomas has put in.
I don't see any mention of California law as it stood in 1970. I see a
couple of documents. Nobody offered any evidence to that. I recall me
asking Mr. Chlan in the hearing that, we did have when your committee did put in one piece of California evidence, exhibit 12 (g) and I
asked Mr. Chlan, "What do you know about California law ?" and he
said, "Nothing except what is on the form."
lUnfortunately, the law has been changed a number of times in
California since 1970. I don't see any evidence of that. I don't know
what the law required Mr. Wilson to say. I don't know the period that
these declarations covered.
I also don't know whether or not they cover the unofficial office account. Now, as I recall the evidence, and we did have exhibits to that,
you gentlemen do recall or should recall that the
in this
case
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his campaign,
bursed that account with his contributions, whether he would have had
to declare it. I simply don't know the answer to that. Would that be a

loan? Did he use extra money or was he just as I might say "playing
the float"? Did he borrow the money first in anticipation of the contributions, and then reimburse himself from that, and then pay back
the loans ? We don't know that either.

It was 10 years ago, it is almost 10 years ago to the day if you are
looking at the primary election now. I ranklyy, Mr. Wilson produced
lot of records for us. We haven't been able in the time, 5 days or whatever, to go back any further into the early part of 1970. It is no faul
of his. We never expected that we would be called upon to go back quit
that far. I say to you this doesn't prove anything. I don't think it should
be in the record. I don't -think that it proves anything. It may rebut,
;,
some inference.
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this demonstrates the very problem and the reason why it shouldn't be
here to begin with, and perhaps why Mr. Wisebram chose not to offer
it. I don't know, he is not here, but he did make that decision. Based
upon that, gentlemen, those are all the remarks that I have to make at
this time. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. At this point we could anticipate that there; is some
form that we should use to report back to the House and we ought to
do it promptly. Otherwise, we won't make the June 10 deadline, whidi
we have set before us, and before each one of you is a paper starting
"On May 29" and if anyone wants to move that weMr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, before we move, could I make a shot
statement in reference to my colleague from California, Mr. M6Closkey ? He is an admitted attorney, although I am an admitted nonattorney.

The CHAIRMAN. I didn't hear that.
Mr. THOMAS. He is an admitted attorney.
The CHAIRMAN. Who is this?
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. McCloskey from California. He sent a letteito
Mr. Wilson as a dear colleague, and indicated in the letter to Mr. Wilk
son that unless Mr. Wilson could refute the evidence, he would tlhbn
change his mind about the position. He did not change his mind N,W_
upon the evidence presented to him. He waited and he is still wait,
and the letter that was sent to Mr. Wilson was an attempt to clarify
Mr. Wilson's position based upon this information.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. I might read this paper. Something like this woiltd
be necessary for us to wind up these proceedings so we would report t6
1 %
the House.
On May 29, 1980, on the House floor, the chairman of the
House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct called up
a privileged resolution (H. Res. 660) in the matter of Representative Charles H. Wilson and asked for its immediate consideration.
A motion to postpone further consideration of House Reso-,
lution 660 until June 10, 1980 was offered by Mr. Rousselot.
The motion to postpone was rejected, whereupon the House
proceeded to consider the resolution.
During debate, Representative William Thomas made reference to 1970 campaign reports filed by Representative
Charles H. Wilson pursuant to California State law that,
were not introduced in evidence during the disciplinary hearing the Wilson case. The argument was made that bringing
into the debate material that had not been raised in the hear-

,ing put Representative Wilson at a disadvantage, whereupon
a motion to reconsider the Rousselot motion to postpone to a
day certain was agreed to. Upon reconsideration the motion
to postpone to a day certain-June 10, 1980-was agreed to.
The chairman of the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct called a committee meeting for 9:30 a.m., June 5,
1980 for the purpose of considering the material referred to
by Representative Thomas in the May 29 debate.
In a May 30, 1980 letter to Representative Wilson and his
counsel, the chairman notified them of the June 5 meeting,
and offered to receive from them "any objection, comments,
or additional proof on the new evidence submitted by Representative William M. Thomas on the House floor May 29.
The transcript of that portion of the June 5, 1980 meeting
of the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
relevant to the Wilson matter follows.
Now, without objection, that will be the language, unless somebody
wants to change the language for that. That is just report language inthe sense that we are giving this information to the House.
Then a statement should be at the conclusion on which we will take
a vote, and that would be a statement pursuant to rule XI, clause 2(1)
(3) (A).
The committee makes no special oversight findings in this report.
This supplemental report was approved by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct on June 5, 1980, by a vote of-and then we take
a vote. This has just been handed to me, and I am questioning now
what is the need for that statement that the committee makes no special
oversight findings in this report; is that something technically required
under the rule?
Mr. SwANER. Yes, sir.
The CHAImRw. What rule requires the committee to say no?
Mr. SwANNmR. Rule XI, clause 2(1) (3) (A).

The CHAIRMAN. What does it say?
Mr. SWANNFL It says you have to put an oversight finding with respect to all committee reports.
The CHAIRMAN. If it says you must, how can we say we are not doing
it? Why aren't these oversightMr. SWANNmR. It has to do with costs, Mr. Chairman, expenses that
are involved in the report.
The CHAm AN. I don't remember this clause in any other report.
Mr. SWANNER. It is in every report.

The

CHAMAN. IS it?

Mr. SWANiR. Yes, sir.
The CHAmmAN. It ought to be a little more self-explanatory than

this -because we are obviously having oversight findings, so it must
be oversight findings of a very technical nature, and it is the technical nature I would like to have appear in the report at this point.
We have certainly had oversight, in the broad definition of that word.
Maybe if counsel could explain to me what this deals with. because
the language, the simple language stated there is provocative of a
question.
Mr.' SWANNER. "The report of any committee on a measure which

has been approved by the committee (a) shall include the oversight

findings and recommendations pursuant to clause (2) (b)(1), sp rately set out and clearly identified."
Rule X2, (b) (1)The CHAIRMAN. The rule you read me says they are required. Tlbi
rules says (2) (b) (1) "each standing committee other than the Appr0.
priations Committee or Budget shall review and study on a cohtmuing basis the application of the effectiveness of those laws or pads
4f laws."
Couldn't it be more intelligently written than to say the commit
makes no special oversight findings in this report? An average Member of Congress reading that is going to wonder what it means
Isn't there some other way to comply with that language? Is tht
the language that is used in all other reports?
Mr. SWANNE. Yes, sir, it is copied from one report to the next. It-is
boilerplate language.
The CHAIRMAN. I won't object, but the next time we have language
of this type I think the language should be explanatory to the persbn
who is reading it. This is not that explanatory. Apparently it'is ;a
way to comply with a rule, 'but the language doesn't really adv
anybody of anything he is likely to -be able to know out of his own
knowledge.
All right, then there is no objection to the language we hav.. Itis'
not necessary to vote on the language, but I think we should take a
vote. I move that this supplemental report be approved 'by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct on June 5, 1980, and the sta
will call the roll.
Mr. SwANNFR. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. BENNE,,Tr. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Spence.

Mr. SPENcF. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hamilton.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Hollenbeck.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Preyer.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Livingston.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Aye.

Mr. SWANNEE. Mr. Fowler.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Stokes.
Mr. STOKES; No.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Sensenbrenner.
[No response.]
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Rahall.
Mr. RAHALL. No.
Mr. SWANNEE'. Mr. Cheney.,
Mr. CHENEYr. Aye.
Mr. SWANNER. Mr. Chairman, five members vote aye, two mebe,
vote no, five members absent not voting.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman.

The

CHAIRMAN.

Mr. Stokes.

Mr. STO.KES. Mr. Chairman, may I reserve the right to file dissenting
views with the supplemental report?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, I really would hope you wouldn't because all
th t would do would be to make it impossible to comply with the June
10 matter, unless, you are willing to do it-in other words, to comply
with the June 10 rule of the House, we have got to report back to them;
you would have 3 days to give your report in.
If you can file it instantly or promptly, it wouldn't delay anything,
but we have been told to bring it back. We have got to bring something
back on June 10, but it does discommode the matters as to what would
be brought back on the floor if we did it, if you want to have a supplemental view.
You could put an extention of remarks in the record which would
have the same practical effect without the procedural difficulties.
Mr. STOKES. May I inquire as to when you intend to file this supplemental report?
The CHAA. Today, in order to make the June
Mr. STO Es. My dissenting views can be ready today.
The CHAIRMAN. That is fine. The staff advised me that usually we
have had a quorum of the whole committee to vote affirmatively on
reporting out something. Of course, that doesn't mean we couldn't
make the report of what transpired here, which might be sufficient,
but it might mean that we couldn't have a technical report in the
ordinary sense.
Does anyone want to comment on that at this point?
Mr. THOMAS. Could we hold the roll open until we contact the members who are here, at other committees, so we can afford them an opportunity to vote as well?
The CHAIRMAN. That would be a good way to wind it up if we
could. Is there any objection by anybody to that procedure, let them
have until 3 o'clock this afternoon, or make it shorter than that.
All right, 3 o'clock. Without objection they will be allowed to vote
until 3 o'clock.
Mr. STORES. Mr. Chairman, one other request.
Can I have daily copy from the record here, which I will need for
the purpose of preparing my dissent? May I? Thank you.
Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, might I just for the record, as you
begin to close, object to this procedure of the five missing members
having an opportunity to vote on this. They were not present, have
not heard the evidence, have not heard the remarks of the various
members, and I find myself in the same posture I found myself in
during the actual hearing some time ago when consideration was being
given to the taking of the vote when a good number of the members
of this committee had not been present during the presentation of the
evidence.
It seems to me, and I realize it is the Chair's prerogative, but if you
are going to leave it open for the other members to vote, due process
would seem to require that at the very least they have a copy of the
transcript of this proceeding so they can at least read it and then make
up their minds intelligently which way they want to vote.

The CHIRMn AN.I am not sure how fast the transcript-we will do
•
our best to get the transcript in the hands of all these members.
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The

CHAIRMAN.

Yes, with the same time limit.

Mr. GuiDOBONI. I am not a Member of the House, but I read 4(e),
rule X, 4(e) of the House and I believe it is 2(a), "No resolution,
report, recommendation, or advisory opinion relating to the official
conduct of a member, officer, or employee of the House shall be made
by the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, and no investigg.
tion of such conduct shall be undertaken by such Committee unles
approved by the affirmative vote of a majority of the members of t
committee."
Now, as I understand the situation here today, you all, this committee is making a report, and as I understand it, there has been an
affirmative vote of 5 members, and there are 12 members on this committee, so I would object, if I have any standing at all, and I would at
least like to put on the record if this committee does issue such a report,
they are in violation of their own rule or the rule of the House that
sets this committee up.
The CHAIRMAN. We appreciate what you said. The committee has
already ruled, and it rules again that this procedure that we are fllowing will take place and that the foundation for it is that the provisions of the Constitution really essentially provide for a trial de
novo. All this committee does is to report to the House on what it has
had in its procedures, and we are doing that. We are complying, as
I see it, with the rules of the House, and under the direction of the
House, and there is no advantage to delaying.
There is no basic reason why the matter shouldn't proceed in this
way, and therefore the committee has taken its action and we do have
another matter before the committee which does not relate to Mr.
Wilson. Unless there is some further discussion by anybody about
the Wilson case.
Well, we might be able to handle this other matter very promptly.
It will be in open sesssion. It is the contempt of Congress matter.
Fordiani. Then the portion of this meeting ceases with regard to the
Wilson matter.
[Whereupon, at 11:25 a.m., the committee proceeded to further
business.]
STATEMENT PURSUANT

TO RULE X1, CLAUSE

2(1) (3)

(A)

The committee makes no special oversight findings in this report.
This supplemental report was approved by the Committee on Sfandards of Official Conduct on June 5, 1980, by a vote of 8 yeas; 3 nays.

DISSENTING VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVES LOUIS
STOKES AND NICK JOE RAHALL II
Today, after a 11/-hour hearing conducted by the Ethics Committee,
five members voting ayei two members voting no, five members being
absent and not voting, the Committee admitted into evidence two documents offered by Representative Thomas of California. Subsequently,
a Motion to approve this Supplemental Report was also approved by
five members voting aye, two members voting no, and five members
being absent and not voting. On a motion by Mr. Thomas, the Committee agreed to hold the roll open until 3:00 o'clock in order to record
the vote of the absent Committee members.
The purpose of this Committee meeting was stated by the Chairman:
I called today's meeting for the purpose of allowing Representative Thomas to bring to the committee's attention the
documents he referred to on the House floor last week. We are
interested in learning: (1) precisely what these documents are
and what they contain, (2) how they relate to the matter before us and, of course, what the respondent may wish to say in
this matter.
I recognize Mr. Thomas.
Upon being recognized, Mr. Thomas stated that he had obtained
copies of the candidate's campaign statements which were required to
be filed pursuant to California law during 1970-1971. He stated further that copies of these reports were in the Committee evidence files
but were not introduced into evidence by the Committee's counsel at
Representative Wilson's disciplinary hearing. Mr. Thomas stated that
he believed that these documents have substantial probative value and
requested that the documents be made a part of the record of these
proceedings. Counsel for Representative Wilson objected to the admission of these documents. The objections were substantially as follows.
That the Committee had held a full hearing which had been concluded. That closing arguments had been held, the Committee had issued its report, and the matter had been presented to the floor. Counsel
for Respondent Wilson called the Committe's attention to the fact
that Counsel for the Committee had the option of offering this evidence and for reasons unknown to anyone, chose not to do so. Counsel
for RepresentativeWilson, afer citing Rule 16 of the Committee's
Rules of Procedure, which reads :

At a disciplinary hearing the burden of proof rests on the
staff with respect to each count and to establish the facts alleged therein clearly and convincingly by the evidence that it
introduces,
stated.,
this evidence was not introduced at that time, and we
would object to, s introu9tion now at this time before this

committee, because we believe that the hearings and the proceedings are closed, and it is especially telling that it was
available, that counsel for the committee and the committee
did have staff counsel, made a tactical decision, for whatever
reason.
Mr. Wisebram is not here today so I can't question his
reasons, but he did have it available. He made, a decision not
to use it. It was not used...
Under the Committee's Rules of Procedure Rule 19, entitled "Exculpatory Information," the rule reads as follows:
If the Committee at any time receives any exculpatory information respecting a Statement of Alleged Violation
against a Member, officer, or employee of the House of the
Code of Official Conduct or any law, rule, regulation, or other
standard of conduct, it shall make such information available to such Member, officer, or employee.
Since the evidence offered at this new hearing was not exculpatory
in nature, Mr. Stokes of Ohio then made a request of the chair at
which time the following colloquy took place:
Mr. SToIxS. Mr. Chairman, prior to any vote being taken
in this matter, I would like to hear from counsel for the respondent. I am quite familiar with newly discovered evidence
being the grounds or the basis for a new trial for someone
who has been found guilty. I have never, nor do I know of
any procedures under law, where those in the category of
being prosecutorial have some newly discovered evidence that
gives them the right to have a new hearing.
The rules clearly provide for the production of evidence at
hearings, et cetera. There is nothing in the rules that provides
for additional evidence to be submitted after the, verdict.
Here you have had a hearing. You have had the jury meet
here and decided, made findings, then recommended punishment to the House. It went to the House, and then after all
the procedures provided for under the rules of the House,
up comes newly discovered evidence by those who had every
opportunity to present their evidence during the disciplinary
hearing, and I would really like to hear from counsel for the
respondent.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman yield to me before
counsel responds?
Mr. STOKES. Yes, I would.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. It seems to me that it is the function of
this body to make recommendations to the House on Mem-bers who have 'been charged with violating the integrity of
the House. Now, that is a pretty loose proposition, but if you
want to play 'bythe rules, and it seems to me that no files
should exclude new evidence which shows categorically that
one of the charges that we 'brought against the particular
member may be verified or proved, but Rule 20 of the rul0S
of the committee provides:
"Any evidence that is relevant and probative, shall be admissible in any hearing of the Committee" and I submit this

is a-hearing of the committee, "unless the evidence is privileged or unless the Constitution otherwise requires its
exclusion."
Now, this documentary evidence is not privileged. The
Constitution in no way compels its exclusion, and it seems
to me that the chairman is absolutely right in admitting it at
this time.
Mr. STOKES. Well, Rule 20 to which you refer, which says,
"Any evidence that is relevant and probative shall be admissible in any hearing of the Committee"-we were not in any
hearing of the committee when their evidence was introduced
on the floor of the House.
Mr. LviNGSTON. We are in a committee now.
Mr. STo s. The committee had had its hearing. Let's
refer back to Rule 16 (a) which says this:
"A disciplinary hearing respecting a violation charged in
a Statement of Alleged Violation shall be held to receive
evidence upon which to base findings of fact and recommendations, if any, to the House respecting such violation. A disciplinary hearing shall consist of two phases. The first phase
shall be for -the purpose of determining whether or not the
.counts in the Statement have been proved. The second phase
shall be for the purpose of determining what action to recommend to the House with respect to any count found to have
been proved."
Now, I don't find anything in here -thatprovides for a third
phase. If you have got some third phase here to refer to, I
would be happy to have that evidence.
Mr. LIvNGsToN. The point is that I see no reason for its
exclusion. This is probative evidence. This is evidence bearing
on the degree of proof or the guilt or innocence, if you will, of
the Member before this committee, 'and barring any showing
that any hearing of the committee excludes this hearing, I
think that there is no reason why this matter should not go
in the record.
I. regret that it didn't go in the record in the first place,
but in my opinion it. is directly bearing on the substance of
some of the counts before the committee. We have had no
final ruling. We will have no final ruling until the House
voices its judgment when we go before the House on June 10,
I think the'date is.
Mr. SToKES. Would the gentleman tell me what is to prevent us when we go back to the floor, someone else coming up
with some new evidence, and what do we do? Come back here
and have another hearing then?
Mr LIviNGSTON. Quite frankly, if the gentleman from California, Mr.'Wilson, 'came forward with 8ome evidence to
sh01w that he was innocent, I would be delighted to admit it

onmthe floor.

Mr. STOKES. If that is the basis upon which the aentleman is proceeding,' tien that defies everything that I know
about due process of law, and that is precisely what counsel
said when this case began. You are talking about a situa-

tion where you have just said the respondent is to come here
and prove he is innocent rather than for you as a committee.
member and the staff to prove his guilt.
It defies everything that this procedure is all about.
Mr. LIvINGSTON. We have had a full hearing. Mr. Wilson
has been entitled to introduce evidence in his behalf to show
that the charges are unwarranted. He has not come forward with any such evidence. He has had an opportunityin
the hearing that we have already had in the full House. He
would have an opportunity today. He would have an oppor1;,yj
tunity again in the full House on June 10.
Now, if he is innocent, I am the first one to want to see him
go free, but these documents in my opinion categorically show
that he has got problems, and I think they are probative and
I think the full House should have the benefit of these documents.
Mr. SToKEs. Mr. Chairman, I renew my request to hear
from counsel for respondent.
Counsel for Representative Wilson then stated:.
Mr. BONNF. May I, Mr. Chairman?
Of course, I agree with the position as put forth by Mr.
Stokes. It is really unheard of to reopen prosecutions and to
come forward with what has been described by the chairman and the other gentleman as newly discovered evidence,
but the reality here is that it is totally inappropriate and
totally unfair to do so.
There really does come a point at which the committee
should call enough to this.
Putting that aside, the reality is that this is not newly discovered evidence. The evidence was before you through-your
staff and through your counsed, and you didn't use it. You
didn't admit it. Under any stretch of the imagination, under
any stretch of any rules of evidence, it is too late. There is
nothing "newly discovered" about it. You all knew about it.
You had a full hearing here, presented your evidence, made
your findings of guilt and innocence and assessed recommendations as to penalty. Now today, we hear this described as
"newly discovered evidence." "Newly discovered evidence"
is certainly not evidence that lies in the hands of the committee during the entire time that the hearing on phase I took
place, never mind the hearing on phase II. So with all due
respect, Mr. Chairman, to you and the committee, I vigrosly
object to the admission of this so-called newly discovered evidence at this time for the reasons that it is, first of all, not
"newly discovered evidence," and second, it is completely inappropriate, and I think completely unfair to reopen these
proceedings. You have assessed guilt and you have assessed
innocence and you have assessed what the penalty should be.
Now you have asked us to try to come forward at this late date
and to meet this old evidence which the committee, in what

I must take is its wisdom, along with its staff and counsel,
chose not to make use of during the time of the phase I and
phase II proceeding.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In an effort to ascertain the precise relationship of these documents
to the matter before us, the following colloquy then occurs between
Mr. Stokes, the Chair and Mr. Thomas:
Mr. STOKES. First, it would seem to me that the evidence
would be better categorized as left out evidence rather than
newly discovered or discovered.

The CHAIMAN. I never used that phrase.
Mr. STOKES. Well, the term has been used.
The CHAIRMAN. I said newly offered.
Mr. STOKES. I would say that is just my term; it would be
better characterized as being left out evidence.

The

CHArMAN.

If you want to use that, I think that is the

same thing as newly offered.
Mr. STOKES. May I, Mr. Chairman, pose a question to Mr.
Thomas with reference to his offered evidence?
Before I vote on it, I would like to have some clear and
intelligent reason for the admission of the evidence.
In light of the fact that the committee has met and deliberated very carefully on this matter and we arrived at a verdict, and made recommendations to the House, and included
recommendations relative to punishment, I would like to
know the precise reason for his now offering this evidence.
Is it for us to recommend a more harsh form of punishment? Is it to buttress what he feels was a very weak verdict
arrived at by the committee?
I would really like to know his rationale for it.
Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. STOKES. Certainly I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you.

My rationale is simply this: I felt that there was clear and
convincing evidence to support the counts that I voted in
favor of and that this committee agreed to.
In discussing the matter with members on the floor, many
of them lawyers, they were indicating that although it was
clear and convincing that there were perhaps some gaps
which made it less clear and convincing even though it still
tipped the scales toward clear and convincing, in additional
discussions 'ith some members I found that they were not
going to agree with the cocmnittee based upon the arguments
that were made about the qaps.
Oe ofthe gaps dealt with counts seven and eight.
In trying to understand my colleague's arguments, and I
think it is valuable to try to put yourself in the other person's
shoes, having sat through these hearings, I felt there wasn't
any gap, but. in listening to their arguments, trying to get
around on their side of it, I understood their argument.
I didn't agree with it, but I understood it, and in an attempt
then to try to meet their argument, I began examining the

documents. I had no knowledge that the committee had these
documents in their possession. I went through the Federal,
documents and they didn't extend to that period that was in
question, 1970, in the manner that I thought was appropriate,
given the language of the statement that had to be filed.
I discovered that the Californiadocuments did, and with
respect to the Californiadocuments, I did not know that the'
committee already had them in their possession. They were
never presented to the committee, and I thought it was information that was not already available.
Subsequently I have found out that in fact the committee
staff had that information, and decided not to present it, for
whatever reason I do not know, but in examining these documents I believe that they had substantial probative value.
I thought they corroborated earlier findings of the committee on counts 7 and 8 of the Statement of Alleged Violations.
On both documents Mr. Wilson states that he has listed all
moneys paid, loaned, contributed or otherwise furnished to
him directly or indirectly in aid of his election. He lists no
loans on these documents.
On both documents Mr. Wilson states that the amount con.
tributed by himself toward his campaign expenses, and he
lists the amount as none.
The committee will recall that the loans repaid from campaign funds were made on July 31, 1970; that was count No.
7, and August 16, 1970, count No. 8.
Yet these loans were not reported on the California filing,
nor is there a campaign contribution by Mr. Wilson that
might have been funded by these loans, and when you examine
these statements, I think it is worth noting that the statement
for the primary election shows receipts of $13,140 and expenditures of $12,218.22, for net surplus of $921.78.
The statement for the general election shows receipts of
$15,565 and expenditures of $16,337.12. That is a deficit of
$772.12 for the general campaign but when you combine the
prinary and the general campaign in terms of funding, there
is a surplus of $149.66, so on its face campaign expenses were
adequately covered by reported income on the California
forms, and the $15,000 that was borrowed and subsequently
paid back by campaign moneys, there is no need for that
money and there was no evidence on that report that the
money was either loaned or contributed for expensesto cover
that money. That was a gap that they were complaining
about.
I found something to plug that gap under the California
reports that had not been presented to the committee, and
once I found out that information, I didn't know exactly
what to do with it. I found it out the night before, the day
that the matter of Charles H. Wilson was before the House
and I could not ignore that information, and so I present
i
on the floor,

I subsequently found out that the committee staff had it,
that it was available to the counsel for the defense, and that
it was not all that new and novel.
However, I still feel that, based upon what is in these two
documents, it is substantial. It is probative and it corroborates counts seven and eight to the extent that a colleague
from California, Mr. McCloskey, who had earlier planned on
taking the floor to argue against the committee's position on
counts seven and eight, subsequently reversed himself after
looking at this evidence and indicated that he was now supporting the committee position on seven and eight.
In voting against the admission of. this "left out evidence" we do
so for the reasons set forth in the following statement of Mr. Stokes
,which appears at page 19 of the transcript:
Mr. SToKEs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, first, I want to express my appreciation to
the gentleman from California, Mr. Thomas, for his candidness in response to the question that I had posed to him, and I
appreciate his reasons for the action that he did take, but,
Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about what I think amounts
to fundamental due process and fairness.
We are confronted, it seems to me, with this situation. A
committee properly designated by this Congress to 'hear matters related 'to ethical conduct or nonethical conduct with
members sat in judgment of that Member, heard all the evidence produced by its own staff in a disciplinary hearing, then
earnestly and conscientiously sat as jurors together, and all
of us know that we sat here and deliberated on this entire matter, and after full and open disclosure and discussion among
us, we then voted upon that evidence.
We excluded some counts. We found the respondent guilty
of other charges, but it was done in -a very serious vein, and
it was done conscientiously, I believe.
After that, we sat in the same room, and we then discussed
over a long period of time the punishment that ought to be
meted out to one of our colleagues. Then we met again and
we went over the report, and all of the matters relating to -the
report that was going to be submitted to the full House.
We had discussion 'and changes with reference to that. Then
we even had additional views submitted and dissenting views,
et cetera., so we went through the entire process that is provided for under our rules of procedure.
Then we find a very unusual situation coming about that
defies everything that I know about the judicial process. We
finid a member of the committee who voted for a verdict of
guilty on these charges going to the floor, and in discussion
and dialogue with his colleagues himself feeling then that
there are gaps in the evidence, and that there is a need to
buttress the evidence that was submitted to the House, and
submitted to this committee, in order to try and convince
others that the evidence proved before this committee was
clear and convincing evidence.

Now, this is sort of like a juror, feeling that in discussion
with his fellow jurors, having some jurors express doubt as
to whether the evidence has been proved by clear and convincing evidence, then going out on his own, securing evidence to bring -back to the jury room and submit, in order to
try and prove his point, only this even defies that situation'
because we are past the jury stage. We are past the stage at
which the judge would 'be meting out some type of a sentence.
It seems to me as one who voted against count seven, one
who did not feel that the evidence was clear and convincing,
that that evidence was not even presented to me to convince
me. It was presented to others in the House who had expressed the same kind of doubt and concern I did when I votwd
against this count having been proved by clear and convinc- '
ing evidence.
It seems to me that if we have a good case it ought to stand
on its merits. We ought not have to run about as individual
members of this committee, trying to find some evidence to
convince others. You should be able to convince others based
upon what convinced you, and if you can't, then it ought to
fail on its merits.
That is the judicial process, but it seems to me that we
ought not be in the process of saying the evidence we brought
to the floor is less than clear and convincing, and therefore I
must go around and get some more evidence, and that is all
you can make of this, because by your own admission you
were trying to clear up the gaps for members who had to vote
on this matter, and it seems to me that is wrong fundamentally, basically.
If this case couldn't stand on everything that was presented to us, and everything we spent all those hours working on, then it ought to fail. I think it is wrong, and I am not
going to vote for it to admit this evidence into the record.
(Emphasis added.)
Louis STOKES.
NICK JOE RAHALL

II.

